
PLANNING COMMISSION REGULAR SESSION AGENDA
Monday, September 24, 2018 - 7:00 PM

City Hall, Council Chambers, 169 SW Coast Hwy, Newport , OR 97365

The meeting location is accessible to persons with disabilities. A request for an interpreter for
the DEAF AND HARD OF HEARING, or for other accommodations for persons with
disabilities, should be made at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting to Peggy Hawker, City
Recorder at 541.574.0613.

The agenda may be amended during the meeting to add or delete items, change the order of
agenda items, or discuss any other business deemed necessary at the time of the meeting.

1. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

2.A Approval of  the Planning Commission Work Session Meeting Minutes of
September 10, 2018
Draft PC Work Session 9-10-18.pdf

2.B Approval of  the Planning Commission Regular Session Meeting Minutes of
September 10, 2018
Draft PC Minutes 9-10-18.pdf

3. CITIZENS/PUBLIC COMMENT
A Public Comment Roster is available immediately inside the Council Chambers.  Anyone
who would like to address the Planning Commission on any matter not on the agenda will
be given the opportunity after signing the Roster.  Each speaker should limit comments
to three minutes.  The normal disposition of these items will be at the next scheduled
Planning Commission meeting. 
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/242594/Draft_PC_Work_Session_9-10-18.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/242596/Draft_PC_Minutes_9-10-18.pdf


4. ACTION ITEMS

5. PUBLIC HEARINGS

5.A 3-Z-18: Text Amendment for Extended Stay Hotels and Motels.
File 3-Z-18.pdf
File 3-Z-18 - Findings.pdf

5.B File 3-VAR-18 (Cont inued): Sign Variance for Pacif ic Communit ies Health
District . 
File 1-VAR-18.pdf

5.C File 1-GP-18-A: Appeal of  Geologic Permit  (File 1-GP-18) West of  NW Spring
St (Lincoln County Assessor’s Tax Map 11-11-05-BC, Tax Lots 1800, 1900 &
1903)
File 1-GP-18-A.pdf

6. NEW BUSINESS

7. UNFINISHED BUSINESS

8. DIRECTOR COMMENTS

9. ADJOURNMENT
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/242537/File_3-Z-18.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/243041/File_3-Z-18_-_Findings.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/242539/File_1-VAR-18.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/242541/File_1-GP-18-A.pdf
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Planning Commissioners Present: Jim Patrick, Lee Hardy, Mike Franklin, and Jim Hanselman. 

 

Planning Commissioners Absent: Bob Berman, Rod Croteau, and Bill Branigan (all excused) 

 

PC Citizens Advisory Committee Members Present: Dustin Capri. 

 

City Staff Present: Community Development Director (CDD) Derrick Tokos; and Executive Assistant, Sherri Marineau. 

 

1. Call to Order. Chair Patrick called the Planning Commission work session to order at 6:00 p.m.   

      

2.     Unfinished Business.  
 

3.     New Business.  

 

A. Review DOGAMI's Tsunami Time and Distance Modeling Results. Tokos introduced Laura Gabel with the Oregon 

Department of Geology. Gabel reviewed her PowerPoint presentation with the PC. She noted the four “Beat the Wave” 

products that would be coming out of the modeling: Evacuation Routes, Pedestrian Walking Speeds, Evacuation 

“Communities”, and Tsunami Wave Arrival Time maps. She covered what could be done with the data.  

 

Gabel reviewed the XXL Wave Arrival Maps for the different areas in Newport. She noted the time it took for waves 

to arrive in the different areas.  

 

Gabel covered the landslide and liquefaction potential for the Bayfront. She noted all of the routes that were blocked 

with the understanding of previous maps and slopes in the area. She noted that lateral spreading of sand on Bay Blvd 

will make would cause the road to separate and make passing on the road difficult. Patrick thought that the City should 

punch some trails on right-of-ways that were undeveloped as evacuation routes and suggested Canyon Way. Franklin 

asked why they wouldn’t encourage running. Gabel said there were concerns that yellow meant a slow walk and they 

were working on a version of a public interfacing map. This would not tell people to slowly walk. Franklin was 

concerned that a slow walk gave the false sense of safety. Hanselman was concerned with the use of yellow because 

some of the sections were heavily wooded and would have trees that would fall. He thought a slow walk wouldn’t work 

because it would be shut off. Patrick thought the banks were steep enough for people to get outside of the hazard zone. 

 

Jenny Demaris, Emergency Manager for the Lincoln County Sheriff’s Office, addressed the PC and said that there 

would be multiple options for evacuating and noted that thirty minutes was the best case scenario. She said they needed 

to look for multiple evacuation routes incase ones were blocked. Demaris thought that having multiple routes was great 

news instead of having only one evacuation route. She said that these routes illustrated that people had enough time to 

evacuate instead of just giving up. Gabel said the work illustrated areas that needed improvement and the XXL Map 

was used to illustrate the largest tsunami instead of what it could be, which would likely be much lower. Patrick asked 

if there were any lateral faults that were closer. Gabel said yes and it was more of an academic thing rather than what 

they were focused on. Demaris said they had instant notification for earthquakes and would know if it wasn’t a 

subduction earthquake. Emergency management would push the messages quickly to let people know there wasn’t a 

tsunami. Gabel said that what Demaris was talking about was an onshore earthquake and was not in the subduction 

zone.  

 

Gabel reviewed the Hatfield Marine Science Center evacuation zone scenario maps next. She noted the liquefaction 

map scenario and how it made surfaces much more difficult to walk on and would mean running to evacuate. Gabel 

noted that the evacuation of the Aquarium facility wasn’t factored into the scenarios. She said it highlighted that they 

needed to get rid of as many obstructions to increase the ability to evacuate.  

 

Patrick asked how the docks would hold up in a tsunami and asked if someone could evacuate on a boat. Gabel said 

there wasn’t enough time to evacuate on a boat and thought they would need to get out at least 100 fathoms or around 

2 miles to be safe. She said the wave arrival times would be included up the river to Toledo. Franklin asked if there 

were evacuation options of Bay Road. Gabel said the thought was that the road would most likely fall into the Bay if an 
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earthquake happened and thought that people caught on the road could scramble up the hill out of the tsunami zone. 

Gabel thought that the docks would be a difficult area to evacuate and it was hard to get out of a boat if pilings were 

bent. She thought it would be a good idea to talk to NOAA to see what sort of plans they had in place. Demaris said 

NOAA was very dialed in. She said that one idea for the dock was to retrofit them to be taller so they could rise with 

the water and not float away.  

 

Gabel noted that the OSU MSI vertical evacuation structure changed the evacuation time in the area. Capri asked in 

terms of liquefaction, did they take into account that routes would be gone completely. Gabel said there was no way to 

guess what would be impassible. Capri asked what tsunami level the OSU MSI evacuation building would be built to. 

Gabel said their tsunami force was engineered to a strong degree and the height was built as high as an XXL. 

 

Gabel asked for ideas from the PC. Tokos asked how they discounted for facilities like the Aquarium. Gabel said there 

was 10 minutes taken off to allow for the shaking to stop and to get out to the nearest street. She thought it was going 

to be a little harder to exit the Aquarium and wanted to talk to them about signage for evacuation. Tokos said the Nye 

Beach, hotel row, and Agate Beach areas hadn’t been discussed. Gabel said she didn’t show the results because they 

were like the Bayfront.   

 

Gabel covered the South Beach area scenarios next and reviewed how the State Park addressed evacuation routes with 

their visitors. She noted the Cooper Ridge Trail would be difficult to pass depending on the time of the year or day. 

Gabel said that liquefaction would have an effect on the South Beach area. She reviewed other different scenarios for 

South Beach and showed the South Shore community scenarios next.  

 

Gabel said the next steps was to get feedback from the PC on additional scenarios to run. She noted that she would 

pursue liquefaction plus vertical evacuation for Hatfield and Southbeach. Gabel said they would be putting together a 

report and noted that www.oregontsunami.org had links to reports they had done so far.  

 

4.     Director’s Comments.  No Director comments. 

 

5.     Adjournment.  Having no further discussion, the meeting adjourned at 6:59 p.m.  

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

______________________________  

Sherri Marineau,  

Executive Assistant  
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Draft MINUTES 

City of Newport Planning Commission 

Regular Session 

Newport City Hall Council Chambers 

September 10, 2018 

 

Planning Commissioners Present:  Lee Hardy, Jim Patrick, Mike Franklin, Jim Hanselman,  

 

Planning Commissioners Present:  Bob Berman, Rod Croteau and Bill Branigan (all excused). 

 

City Staff Present: Community Development Director (CDD), Derrick Tokos; and Executive Assistant, Sherri 

Marineau. 

 

1. Call to Order & Roll Call.  Commissioner Branigan called the meeting to order in the City Hall Council 

Chambers at 7:00 p.m. On roll call, Commissioners Hardy, Berman, Franklin, and Branigan were present. 

 

2. Approval of Minutes.   
 

A. Approval of the Planning Commission work session meeting minutes of August 13, 2018. 

 

Hardy noted a change to the work session meetings to say that she said there had been seasonal changes, instead of 

that she thought there were.  

 

MOTION was made by Commissioner Franklin, seconded by Commissioner Hardy to approve the Planning 

Commission work session meeting minutes of August 13, 2018 with one minor correction. The motion carried 

unanimously in a voice vote.  

 

B. Approval of the Planning Commission regular session meeting minutes of August 13, 2018. 

 

MOTION was made by Commissioner Hardy, seconded by Commissioner Franklin to approve the Planning 

Commission regular session meeting minutes of August 13, 2018 as presented. The motion carried unanimously in a 

voice vote.  

 

3. Citizen/Public Comment.  No public comments. 

 

4. Action Items.  No Action Items. 

 

5. Unfinished Business. No Unfinished Business. 

 

6. Public Notices.  At 7:02 p.m. Chair Patrick opened the public hearing portion of the meeting by reading the 

statement of rights and relevance. He asked the Commissioners for declarations of conflicts of interest, ex parte 

contacts, bias, or site visits. Patrick reported a site visit. Patrick called for objections to any member of the Planning 

Commission or the Commission as a whole hearing this matter; and none were heard.       

 

A. File No. 1-SUB-18/2-VAR-18/3-GP-18.  

 

Patrick called for staff report. Tokos reviewed his staff report. He noted the public comment letters received for the 

hearing and said they had concerns about the geologic report and work being done adjacent to the Harbor Crescent 

subdivision. Tokos reported that the biggest issue with staff was the utility locations. He noted that the geologic report 

was specific to the subdivision. When individual homes were to be built, they would have to do individual geologic 

reports to address the build of each home. Tokos reviewed the variance next and why the development of the street 

would not meet the standard. He then reviewed the 15 conditions of approval for all three land use applications.  

 

Franklin asked if the typography was more unstable than other subdivisions in the area and asked if the other 

subdivision have to go through the same process. Tokos explained that the area was a historic landslide block. He said  

couldn’t say what its relative significance was for landslide history compared to other subdivisions. The City’s 

requirement was that they needed a geologist to determine if the subdivision was suitable for the intended 5
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development. If structural remediation was needed to make it suitable, that would be where a geo technical or civil 

engineer would get involved. Hanselman asked if the geological report was only good for 5 years. Tokos said yes and 

was why they did a supplemental memo to update the report. Hanselman asked if updated form was as detailed as the 

original report. Tokos said their letter said they did both reports and went through and decided what needed to be 

updated. Hanselman asked if the subdivision was approved would each lot have to do another geological report. Tokos 

said they would. They could do a report for multiple lots, if they were doing a couple of lots, and would be required 

under the code. 

 

Patrick asked how the stormwater would be mitigated from the houses because he didn't see an easement for system. 

Tokos said the hydraulic analysis would have to do some worse case assumptions to analyze the amount of impervious 

surface on the lots commutatively. This would be done so they could analysis for a 25 year/24 hour storm event and 

determine if the city system had the capacity to add it to the system or not. He believed all of the lots were configured 

as such to get the stormwater to the city system in some capacity. Hanselman was concerned about the slope issue 

raised in the public comment letters and staff report. He asked how much of land mass had a slope of 12 percent or 

greater. Tokos said there were maps included in the application to show contours. The steeper slopes would affect the 

far east side adjacent to the Harbor Crescent subdivision and the northwest corner adjacent to RV park. He didn't 

calculate the percentage. Hanselman noted his concerns on the west side of the subdivision drainage. Hardy asked if 

the process required the impact on adjoining properties to be analyzed and addressed specifically with respect to 

drainage soil stability and those kinds of things. Tokos said yes and a geological report analysis would look at the 

site’s suitability, and as part of the analysis they would look at how to construct without affecting the properties that 

were around the site.  

 

Proponents: Curt Fisher from AKS Engineering & Forestry, LLC addressed the PC. He said he concurred with the 

staff report and appreciated the geologic overlay comments. He said they were careful to make sure the geo report 

responded in the applicable ways. Fisher noted that they fully intended to follow the recommendations followed in 

the production of the final construction plans and installation of the improvements for the subdivision. Fisher noted 

that this was just a subdivision application and said they had met the applicable city codes and standards. They were 

prepared with the recommendations of the geo report. He reviewed how the grading would need to be done with the 

geologic overlay. He requested that the PC approve their application.  

 

Franklin asked if the removal of the sidewalk would be on the uphill side, the downhill side, or the entire subdivision. 

Fisher said it was only for the hammerhead section. To require the full street and sidewalks would mean more grading 

and felt it was why they should be removed. Patrick asked what the assumptions were for lot coverage. Fisher didn't 

know what the assumptions were. David Carr addressed the PC. He noted that he was the registered engineer for plans. 

Carr reported that typically a minimum size for a house was 2,500 square feet and they would be looking at 3,000 

square feet of impervious area for each. Hanselman was concerned this meant there would be a lot of run off. He asked 

if the geo engineer could be required to be onsite when the foundations were being poured for each lot build. Fisher 

said they would engage the geo tech engineer in the subdivision application. There were no building permits at that 

time but they would be evaluated at the appropriate time. 

 

Opponents: William Chadwick addressed the PC. He submitted a letter to the PC and read it for the record. Hardy 

and Franklin felt Chadwick was making a reasonable request.  

 

Teresa Atwill addressed the PC. She noted that she had submitted a letter to the PC. Atwill said she was on the Coastal 

Natural Hazards Planning Group and knew it was challenging for cities to do something concerning geo reports 

because once they were written and certified by a State geologist, there wasn’t a lot you could do about it. She said 

since this was in a landslide zone, it was an opportunity to make sure that they could set a protection for the surrounding 

homes by making sure they did an adequate job of analyzing the geology instead of leaving it up to the home builders. 

She noted that all the developer would be doing was prepping the property and the owner would still have to do a 

geological report with no guarantee that the slopes would be ok. She thought the geologic report should be something 

that would evaluate if each lot was buildable and the kinds of building people would have to do to protect the other 

properties. She felt they needed to do a more detailed survey instead of one done in a couple of hours. Atwill was 

concerned that they added fill to property in 2007 and 2008 that wasn't there when the original report was done. She 

asked that the property owner identify where the fill was and remove it. Atwill didn't want to see a landslide because 

of development on the bottom of the hill.  

 

Karmen Vanderbeck addressed the PC. She read the letter she submitted to the PC for the record. Hanselman asked if 

the Harbor Crescent subdivision fell in the same geo hazards zone as new subdivision. Tokos said yes. 6
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Eric Knutson. Cam Brant, Bernadette Salano addressed the PC and stated they agreed with the comments from the 

other neighbors and supported their recommendation. 

 

Caroline Starsole addressed the PC and said when she purchased her home she had asked her realtor about the lots 

below her lot and was told it was in a no build zone. She attended the meeting to educate herself.  

 

Laura Seager and Barbara Coyle. Supported the previous neighbors comments.  

 

Atwill address the PC again and asked to have the record kept open for seven days in order to review the Planning 

Department staff report. She said the community members knew they were in a landslide hazards zone and was why 

they were so concerned about what was happening at the toe of the slope where it would be more likely to have a 

landslide. 

 

Rebuttal: Fisher addressed the PC. He said in terms of the request to defer the decision until the geotechnical report 

was revised to specifically address the issue of long term slope stability, he said the report was intended to specifically 

address slope stability and the existence of the geologic overlay was intended to address long term slope instability. 

He said they had made great efforts to address the applicable criteria to insure long term slope stability. Fisher noted 

that it was not in the interest of the applicant to do a development that was on shifty ground or had the potential to 

slide away or bring down earth from adjacent properties. He said the request that the geotechnical report should include 

permanent engineering solutions wasn't in the scope of a geological report. They had presented a preliminary report 

to address these concerns as per code and the conditions. Permanent engineering solutions would be submitted with 

improvements of the streets prior to platting. Fisher encouraged the PC to let the process go forward. The soil deposit 

was referenced in the technical report with a recommendation to have it removed and treated appropriately. Fisher 

believed both the applicable criteria and provisions of the code in the review process would take place as the final 

construction was permitted and the plat was recorded and felt it would adequately address all the concerns. 

 

Tokos suggested that the request to have the hearing be left open be kept open to the 17th of October PC meeting. He 

thought that if there was anything the applicant should analysis, it was a good time. He suggested the PC do 

deliberations at the current meeting and figure out what needed to be considered by applicant. The record would be 

left open for seven days until September 17th, then there would be an additional seven days for people to respond to 

new testimony. The applicant would then be entitled to final argument and would have another seven days. This would 

mean the PC would come back to continue the hearing on October 8th. 

 

Franklin was concerned that there could be a landslide and asked why it wasn't an advantage for the developer to come 

up with a fix all solution on the back wall/back cut of the property so it was continuous and completed at the start to 

ease everyone's mind. Fischer said the plans that were in front of the PC were developed based on best engineering 

practices. This would be asking for over engineering of what they had developed for on the recommended engineer 

standards, and felt over engineering at that time was not warranted. Patrick asked if the engineering was for the road 

bed, sidewalks, and drainage but not individual lots. Fischer said yes, the area along the east side slopes were graded 

and finished according to the recommendation of the geo report. Hanselman asked if grading on the east side was done 

with the geo standards, what happened when a new owner came in to build and cut into the slope. Tokos said when 

people came in to develop they would have to do their own geo report specific to their build. They wouldn’t have the 

right to just excavate the site. Hardy asked how much the City would take responsibility to disclose to potential buyers 

the potential risk of flawed development or messing up the engineering. Tokos said the City didn't take liability for 

this and was why they set us a geologic permitting process with an engineering geologist who signed off on it for 

suitability and a geotechnical engineer or civil engineer who signed off on structural remediation if needed to make a 

site suitable. They would put their stamp behind it and were qualified to do this. There were a couple of different 

statewide boards that were available for people to take issues to if the work was done poorly. Hardy asked if there 

could be deed restrictions put in place. Tokos said when updating the geo permit review, they decided it wasn't a 

provision that could be included in the updates. 

 

Hearing closed at 8:02 p.m.  

 

Hardy suggested the developer consider taking the initiate for deed restrictions to make sure there was a full clear 

understanding for buyers in terms of what they were looking at and what needs they would have to satisfy. Franklin 

agreed with Hardy’s suggestion. Hanselman agreed with Hardy's suggestion. He was torn on how it because so much 

was at risk for so many people. He wanted the three missing PC members be included in the decision and said he 7
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wasn't ready to vote on the matter. Hanselman proposed waiting even longer to make a decision until he felt more 

comfortable with the reports. Patrick agreed with Hanselman on his point on having the missing PC members be a 

part of the consideration. He was concerned about the current grading of the lots and wanted to see more details on 

this. Patrick liked the idea on the permanent builds but there was no way to know what people would want to build 

and how soon and didn't think it was feasible. He wanted the other PC members to review the record and asked if 

additional comments could be taken. Tokos said yes, the record would still be open. Hanselman said he would feel 

more comfortable with something along those lines. Patrick asked if the previous applicant for a subdivision was done 

before the geologic code. Tokos said yes, it was before the iteration of the code.  

 

MOTION was made by Commissioner Hardy, seconded by Commissioner Hanselman to keep File No. 1-SUB-18/2-

VAR-18/3-GP-18 record open for seven days, with another seven day response period, followed by seven days of 

final arguments, and a hearing continuation on October 8, 2018. The motion carried unanimously in a voice vote.  

 

B. File No. 3-VAR-18.  

 

Tokos gave his staff report for File 3-VAR-18 and noted his conclusions.  

 

Proponents: Matthew Brown addressed the PC and noted the criteria that should be used to evaluate the approval. He 

explained that the intent of the signage was to create a user friendly environment. He noted that the letter height was 

part of the building architecture and photos from Highway 101 showed that it allowed for visibility from the highway. 

He noted the window of visibility and illumination was limited based on the building boxing it in. The orientation of 

the signs on 9th Street versus the adjacent street was placed according to function and entry points to the campus, and 

the placement would guide people to emergency. As far as the three square foot directional sign code variance, the 

intent was to give a visitor enough time to comprehend what was on the sign to make appropriate choices. He noted 

they were scaling down the signs and placement versus the existing pole signs.  

 

Franklin said he didn't have a problem with the monument signs and emergency sign. He asked who the 6 foot by 85 

foot sign benefited. Brown said it had target value to see it from a distance, and was for tourists and those who were 

unfamiliar with Newport. Franklin thought the sign could be half the size and questioned if it was needed. Hanselman 

said he didn't ever see signs the size they were requested He did think signage was important and wanted people were 

aware when driving and not distracted by signs. He wanted to have the minimalistic approach and had a problem with 

signs on corners where someone couldn't see traffic that was coming toward them. Hanselman had a problem when 

signs were too big. He wasn't certain the additional signs would help visitors and felt visitors would be looking for the 

emergency, not other departments. Brown said they set out to limit the number of destinations and each of the signs 

had information for guidance to the main entrance, emergency or destinations that the public wasn’t meant to arrive 

at like receiving. He said they wanted signage to be effective.   

 

Opponents: No were heard. 

 

Hearing closed at 8:27 p.m. 

 

Hanselman didn't see a need for anything that was 30 feet to the top of the sign and felt it would be overwhelming. 

Franklin had a problem with the 85 foot sign. Hardy didn't have a problem with the request. Patrick didn't have a 

problem with any wayfinding signage. He had concerns about the giant sign and noted the city hadn’t done variances 

for anything that size. Tokos noted they could leave the hearing open for the applicant to provide a modification on 

size.  

 

Patrick reopened the hearing at 8:31 p.m. 

 

Brown said what he was hearing was the concern about size. Hanselman said it also could be the height of 30 feet. 

Brown said it was the height that was on the building and noted the sign was not freestanding. Patrick said the location 

was at the end of the building. Brown said that he could provide photos to show where the signs would be located. 

Tokos suggested continuing the hearing.  

 

Hearing closed at 8:38 p.m. 
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MOTION was made by Commissioner Franklin, seconded by Commissioner Hardy, to continue File 3-VAR-18: Sign 

Variance for Pacific Communities Health District to the September 24, 2018 Planning Commission Meeting. The 

motion carried unanimously in a voice vote. 

 

C. File No. 3-Z-18.  
 

Patrick opened the hearing and closed the hearing at 8:36pm. 

 

MOTION was made by Commissioner Hardy, seconded by Commissioner Franklin to continue File 3-Z-18: Zoning 

Text Amendments to NMC 14.01.020 and 14.03.060 Related to Extended Stay Motels to the September 24, 2018 

Planning Commission Meeting. The motion carried unanimously in a voice vote. 

 

7. New Business. None were heard. 

 

8. Unfinished Business. None were heard. 

  

9. Director Comments.   
 

Tokos noted the next meeting would have a public hearing for a geologic report appeal and reviewed the process. 

 

Tokos noted that the City Council approved the renaming of the public places code and the PC wouldn't see hearings 

for these anymore.  

 

Tokos noted that Karmen Vanderbeck resigned as a Planning Commission Advisory Committee Member and would 

be supporting the PC as part of other city committees. He noted that the original advisory committee was formed as 

part of a project and asked the PC if they wanted to continue with a subgroup. Patrick found it useful but thought it 

was hard to find members. Hanselman wanted thank Vanderbeck and thought the PC should say a thank you for her 

time. Tokos asked the PC to think about this and they would take it up at the next work session.  

 

Tokos noted that the updated work program showed that the first meeting about VRDS would be held on a coming 

work session meeting. 

 

10. Adjournment. Having no further business, the meeting adjourned at 8:42 p.m. 

  

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

     

Sherri Marineau 

Executive Assistant 
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City of Newport

Memorandum

Community Development
Department

To: Planning Commission

from: Derrick I. Tokos, AICP, Community Development Dire or

Re: Continued Hearing on File No. 3-Z-18, Proposal by Pacific Seafood Group to Amend the
Newport Municipal Code to Allow Extended Stay (i.e. Non-Transient) Hotels/Motels

This request was originally scheduled to be heard by the Planning Commission at its September
10, 2018 meeting. Unfortunately, notice of the hearing did not publish in the News-Times on
the date the city requested meaning that the matter was not properly noticed in accordance with
Newport Municipal Code (NMC) Section 14.52.060(F), which states:

“Published Notice. Notice of each Type III and Type IV hearing shall be published at least
once in a newspaper ofgeneral circulation in the city at least 5 days, and no more than 14
days, prior to the date setfor public hearing.”

Enclosed is a copy of a notice for public hearing on this Type IV legislative amendment
proposal, published in the September 14, 2018 edition of the Newport News-Times, along with
a photocopy of the advertisement as proof of publication. This satisfies the public notice
requirements.

On September 1 0th, the Planning Commission continued it consideration of this application to
September 24th without taking testimony or deliberating on the application. With that in mind,
I am enclosing with this memo the staff report from the September 10th meeting in its entirely
for the Commission’s consideration. The applicant has indicated that they may supplement
their findings in support of the legislative amendment. If an updated set of findings is
submitted by the end of the week, then we will upload them to the city website as a supplement
to the Planning Commission packet. Any information received after close of business on
Friday will be distributed at the meeting on Monday.

Corrected hearing notice
Staff report from the 9/10/18 Planning Commission meeting

Page 1 of 1

Date: September 18, 2018

Attachments
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CITY OF NEWPORT
NOTICE OF A PUBLIC HEARING

The Newport Planning Commission will hold a continued public hearing on Monday, September 24,
2018, at 7:00 p.m. in the City Hall Council Chambers to consider File No. 3-Z-18, revisions to the Newport
Municipal Code (NMC) 14.01.020 and 14.03.060 to provide for extended stay hotel and motel uses. Pursuant
to Newport Municipal Code (NMC) Section 14.36.0 10, the Commission must find that the change is required
by public necessity and the general welfare of the community in order for it to make a recommendation to
the City Council that the amendments be adopted. Testimony and evidence must be directed toward the
request above or other criteria, including criteria within the Comprehensive Plan and its implementing
ordinances, which the person believes to apply to the decision. Failure to raise an issue with sufficient
specificity to afford the city and the parties an opportunity to respond to that issue precludes an appeal,
including to the Land Use Board of Appeals, based on that issue. Testimony may be submitted in written or
oral form. Oral testimony and written testimony will be taken during the course of the public hearing. The
hearing may include a report by staff, testimony from the applicant and proponents, testimony from
opponents, rebuttal by the applicant, and questions and deliberation by the Planning Commission. Written
testimony sent to the Community Development (Planning) Department, City Hall, 169 SW Coast Hwy,
Newport, OR 97365, must be received by 5:00 p.m. the day of the hearing to be included as part of the hearing
or must be personally presented during testimony at the public hearing. The proposed code amendments,
additional material for the amendments, and any other material in the file may be reviewed or a copy
purchased at the Newport Community Development Department (address above). Contact Derrick Tokos,
Community Development Director (541) 574-0626 (address above).

(FOR PUBLICATION ONCE ON WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 14,2018)
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nunmer nas morethe team must do like run- than doubled and more playning a mile, doing burpees or ers are on the way.several minutes of planking. “I got two that need to getAfter a handball was com- their paperwork, and I’m like

game in school history.
“It feels good,” fruechte

said. “We did it so we are all
proud of each other that we
were able to pull off the win.”

SAfe live
NEwsTiMEs

SUBSCRIBE
541-265-8571

• i-iiier dna MStflQ IflO1t eap rot a DIOCK OUtIfl9Toledos 3-0 win over Myrtle Point on Tuesday, Sept. U.(Photo courtesy of Aaron Wawrak)

dccl) into the set. It wasn’t
until the very end that To
ledo was able to ptill away
with a 25-18 win. Otis said
the team became a little
tired, but head coach Crys
tal Taylor saw something
else.

“I don’t want to say that
they got comfortable,” the
first—year head coach said.
“Bttt we have to be more dis—
ciphned in that third set to
make sure that we take care

‘$frbWK

4”.

&

“I think that they are re
ally starting to play togeth
er, calling the ball and doing
the things that we are ask
ing them to lit),” Taylor said.
“Defensively we have really
worked hard to make sure
that they are ready for any
type of ball that comes over
the net. They are talking.
OflCnsively they are setting
each other up really well and
they are working together’

The challenge now for the
Boomers with the remain-

of the ball.”
The Boomers have now

won four—straight after win
ning only tWo of their first

ing schedttle coming against
league opponents is keeping
that same energy and excite
ment for the rest of the sea
son to keep their postseason
hopes alive. But Otis isn’t
worried about that.

“We all have that energy
and passion for this game
that other teams don’t have,”
she said. “Our chemistry to
gether, we just make each
other excited for anything
and that will help us in fti
ture games’

five games.
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Case file: 3-Z-18
Hearing Date: September 10, 201$/Planning Commission

PLANNING STAFF MEMORANDUM
FILE No. 3-Z-18

I. Applicant: Pacific Seafood Group (Michael Miliucci, authorized representative).

II. Request: The request before the Planning Commission is to review and provide a recommendation
to the City Council on a proposal to amend the Newport Municipal Code to provide for extended stay
(i.e. non-transient) hotel and motel uses. The purpose of the amendment is to allow workforce
housing in the City’s three commercial zoning districts to accommodate the unmet need for short-
term housing for employees working for periods longer than 30-days.

III. Findings Required: This is a legislative action whereby the City Council, after considering a
recommendation by the Newport Planning Commission, must determine that the changes to the
Municipal Code are necessary and further the general welfare of the community (NMC 14.36.0 10).

IV. Planning Staff Memorandum Attachments:

Attachment “A” — Draft amendments to NMC 14.01.020 and 14.03.060, dated August 31, 2018
Attachment “B” — Application form
Attachment “C” — Applicant’s findings of fact and conclusions
Attachment “D” — R-i and R-2 Occupancy Classifications, 2014 Oregon Structural Specialty Code
Attachment “E” — Draft minutes from the August 13, 2018 Planning Commission Work Session
Attachment “F” — Newport Zoning Map
Attachment “G” — Notice of public hearing

V. Notification: The Department of Land Conservation & Development was provided notice of the
proposed legislative amendment on August 6, 2018. Notice of the Planning Commission hearing
was published in the Newport News-Times on September 5, 2012 (Attachment “H”).

VI. Comments: No public comments have been received related to this proposal.

VII. Discussion of Request: The City of Newport received an application from Pacific Seafood Group
to amend the Newport Municipal Code to provide for extended stay hotel and motel uses. They are
interested in purchasing property that they can use in this manner to meet the needs of their workforce.
The Municipal Code does not currently allow extended stay hotel and motel use of an entire building.

The proposal creates definitions for non-transient hotels and motels, distinguishing them from their
transient counterparts. A change is also being made to the commercial use category section of the
code, with non-transient hotel and motel uses, that is lodging with average lengths of stay that is 30
days or longer, being added to the personal service oriented retail category. Transient hotel and motel
uses, where guests typically stay less than 30 days, will remain an entertainment oriented retail sales
and service use. If the change is adopted, non-transient hotel and motel uses will become an outright
permitted use in C-i, C-3 and I-i zones. They would be conditional uses in the C-2 and 1-2 zones.
A copy of the proposed changes is enclosed as Attachment “A”.

file No. 3-Z-1$ / Planning Staff Memorandum / Pacific Seafood Group Text Amendment Related to Extended Page 1 of 2
Stay Hotels and Motels
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The Planning Commission reviewed the proposed changes at an August 13, 2018 work session.
Coming out of that work session, staff amended the proposal to make the availability of cooking
facilities in the units, or for a group of units, a distinguishing feature between transient and non-
transient hotel and motel uses. The availability of cooking facilities becomes a more pressing issue
when tenancy extends over 30-days, and requiring they be provided to units may prevent fire hazards
attributed to tenants creating their own means ofmeeting their cooking needs, which may not be safe.
The applicant reviewed the new language and has indicated that they are comfortable with the
changes. A question was posed at the work session regarding the difference between an apartment
use and an extended stay hotel or motel use. from a land use perspective, it would be length of
tenancy and the availability of cooking facilities in each unit. The proposed definition for non-
transient hotels and motels requires cooking facilities be provided in the individual units or for a
group of units. The latter option would not be available for apartments. As for building code
requirements, apartments and non-transient hotel/motel uses fall under the same R-2 occupancy
classification (Ref: Attachment “D”) and would be subject to the same general construction
standards.

With respect to whether or not the amendment is necessary and furthers the general welfare of the
community, there is ample evidence of the human and economic impact that a shortage of affordable
housing has on employees and employers in Newport. The applicant addresses this in a number of
their findings and it would be reasonable for the Commission to accept the applicant’s analysis as
satisfying these requirements.

The applicant’s initial set of findings and conclusions are included with this report (Attachment “C”).
They have indicated that they will be modifying them to more closely align with current draft set of
amendments. That change will be helpful for the ordinance and supporting findings that will be
prepared for the City Council hearing, but is not material to the question before the Commission at
this hearing.

VIII. Conclusion and Recommendation: The Planning Commission should review the proposed
amendments and make a recommendation to the City Council. The Commission recommendation
can include suggested changes to the proposed amendments.

errick I. Tokos, AICP
Community Development Director
City of Newport

August 31, 2018

File No. 3-Z-18 / Planning Staff Memorandum / Pacific Seafood Group Text Amendment Related to Extended Page 2 of 2
Stay Hotels and Motels
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Attachment “A”

3-Z- 18
DRAFT YARK-UP OF NYC 14.01.020 AND NYC 14.03.060, DATED AUGUST 31, 2018

14.01.020 Definitions.

***

Hotelisiert. A building in which lodging is provided for guests for compensation and
contains a common entrance and where lodging rooms do not have an entrance opening
directly to the outdoors (except for emergencies), with or without cooking facilities, and where
more than 50 percent or more of the lodging rooms are for rent to transient guests for a
continuous period of less than 30 days. A bed and breakfast facility or a vacation rental
conducted in a single family dwelling or individual dwelling unit is not a hotel use.*

HoteianienAJuildingJn which
contains nimQnentrancend where 1od omso1bvatLntrance openixjg
directly to the oijtdQrs (except fol emergen h[ecokIngiaciiities are provided within
LJyJJing rooms, or for groups of lodgJn,g rooms dwhere 50 percent or more of tii
jnroorns are offered for rent to quests foracont A bed
nd_braicfast facllfty or a vacation rental cQrjitedJn iamiyçtweHItig or iniciiii
dwelling unit is not a hotel use.*

***

MoteL(transi.nt. A building or group of buildings in which lodging is provided for guests for
compensation, containing guest unitso ingrooms with separate entrances from the building
exterior, with or without cooking facilities, and where more than 40 50percent oLrnoxof the
lodging rooms are for rent to transient guests for a continuous period of less than 30 days. A
bed and breakfast facility or a vacation rental conducted in a single family dwelling or individual
dwelling unit is not a motel use.*

which 1pdging is providdIQrqsLs
d1bsparate entrances from thdIgtrioi

rooiiis, periocLof 30days or longer. A bed and
a singIJrnily dwelling or individual dwelling

unit is not a motel use.*

14.03.060 Commercial and Industrial Districts.

The uses allowed within each commercial and industrial zoning district are classified into use
categories on the basis of common functional, product, or physical characteristics.

***

C. Commercial Use Categories

***

2. Retail Sales and Service

a. Characteristics. Retail Sales and Service firms are involved in the sale, lease
or rent of new or used products to the general public. They may also provide

Page lof 3
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DRAFT MARK-UP OF NYC 14.01.020 AND NYC 14.03.060, DATED AUGUST 31, 2018

personal services or entertainment, or provide product repair or services for
consumer and business goods.

b. Examples. Examples include uses from the four subgroups listed below:

i. Sales-oriented, general retail: Stores selling, leasing, or renting
consumer, home, and business goods including art, art supplies,
bicycles, books, clothing, dry goods, electronic equipment, fabric, fuel,
gifts, groceries, household products, jewelry, pets, pet food,
pharmaceuticals, plants, printed material, stationery, and videos; food
sales. Sales oriented general retail includes the service but not repair of
vehicles.

ii. Sales-oriented, bulk retail: Stores selling large consumer home and
business goods, including appliances, furniture, hardware, home
improvements, and sales or leasing of consumer vehicles including
passenger vehicles, motorcycles, light and medium trucks, and other
recreational vehicles.

iii. Personal service-oriented: Branch banks; urgency medical care;
Laundromats; photographic studios; photocopy and blueprint services;
printing, publishing and lithography; hair, tanning, and personal care
services; tax preparers, accountants, engineers, architects, real estate
agents, legal, financial services; art studios; art, dance, music, martial
arts, and other recreational or cultural classes/schools; hotsCnon
tranent);motelsLnon-trnsjent)taxidermists; mortuaries; veterinarians;
kennels limited to boarding and training with no breeding; and animal
grooming.

iv. Entertainment-oriented: Restaurants (sit-down and drive through);
cafes; delicatessens; taverns and bars; hotels (traosjent), motels
(Iranenfl, recreational vehicles, and other temporary lodging with an
average length of stay less than 30 days; athletic, exercise and health
clubs or gyms; bowling alleys, skating rinks, game arcades; pool halls;
dance halls, studios, and schools; theaters; indoor firing ranges,
miniature golf facilities, golf courses, and driving ranges.

v. Repair-oriented: Repair of TVs, bicycles, clocks, watches, shoes, guns,
appliances and office equipment; photo or laundry drop off; quick printing;
recycling drop-off; tailor; locksmith; and upholsterer.

c. Exceptions.

i. Lumber yards and other building material sales that sell primarily to
contractors and do not have a retail orientation are classified as
Wholesale Sales.

ii. The sale of landscape materials, including bark chips and compost not
in conjunction with a primary retail use, is classified as Industrial Service.

Page 2 of 3
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DRAFT MARK-UP OF NMC 14.01.020 AND NMC 14.03.060, DATED AUGUST 31, 2018

iii. Repair and service of consumer motor vehicles, motorcycles, and light
and medium trucks is classified as Vehicle Repair. Repair and service of
industrial vehicles and equipment, and heavy trucks is classified as
Industrial Service.

iv. Sales, rental, or leasing of heavy trucks and equipment is classified as
Wholesale Sales.

v. When kennels are limited to boarding, with no breeding, the applicant
may choose to classify the use as Retail Sales and Service.

vi. Uses where unoccupied recreational vehicles are offered for sale or
lease, or are stored, are not included as a Recreational Vehicle Park.

Page 3 of 3
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City of Newport
Land Use Application

PLEASE PRT OR TYPE. COMPLETE ALL BOXES . USE A1)DONAL PAPER LF NEEDED

File No. Assigned:
é%

Date Received: Fee Amount: ic Date Accepted as Complete:

Received By: Receipt No.: Accepted By:

-c- -cocth,9
(SEE REVERSE SIDE)

Community Development & Planning Department• 169 Sw Coast Hwy, Newport, OR 97365• Derrick I. Tokos, AICP, Director

hment”B”
3-Z-18

Print Form

Applicant Name(s): Property Owner Name(s):
Pacific Seafood Group N/A

Applicant Mailing Address: Property Owner Mailing Address:

See attached. N/A

Applicant Telephone No.: Property Owner Telephone No.: her than applicant

See attached.
E-mail: E-mail:

Authorized Representative(s):
See attached.
Authorized Representative Mailing Address:

See attached.

Authorized Representative Telephone No.: E-Mail:
See attached See attached.

Project Information
Property Location:

N/A

Tax Assessor’s Map No.:N/A ITax Lot(s):

Zone Designation:/ Legal Description:

Comp Plan Designation:

N/A N/A

Brief Description of Land Use Request(s): Amendment to the Newport Development Code (the “NDC”) to allow
hotels, motels and other temporary lodging with an average length of
stay greater than 30 days in the C-i, C-2, and C-3 zones in NDC
14.03.060.C.2.iv and to amend the definitions of “hotel” and “motel” in
NDC Section 14.01.020 to remove the length of stay requirements.

Existing Structures:

Topography and Vegetation:

APPLICATION TYPE (please check all that apply)

El Annexation El Interpretation El UGB Amendment

El Appeal El Minor Replat El Vacation

LI Comp Plan/Map Amendment El Partition LI Variance/Adjustment

El Conditional Use Permit El Planned Development El PC

El PC El Property Line Adjustment El Staff

El Staff LI Shoreland Impact Zone Ord/Map Amendment
El Design Review

El . El Subdivision El Other________________
Geologic Permit

El Temporary Use Permit

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

1/10
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I understand that I am responsible for addressing the legal criteria relevant to my application and that the
burden of proof justifying an approval of my application is with me. I also understand that this responsibility
is independent of any opinions expressed in the Community Development & Planning Department Staff
Report concerning the applicable criteria.

I certify that, to the best of my knowledge, all information provided in this application is accurate.

t%ck-t6Jei
Applicant Signature(s) Date Signed

5t9CL4

____________

Property Owner Signature(s) (If other -applicant) Date Signed

_________________________

I
Authorized Representative Signature(s) t than applicant Date Signed

frat L M’ L-c

Please note application will not be accepted without all applicable signatures.

Please ask staff for a list of application submittal requirements for your specific type of request.

Community Development & Planning Department’ 169 SW Coast Hwy, Newport, OR 97365 Derrick I. Tokos, AICP, Director

1/10
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Attachment “C”
3-Z- 1$

BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION

AND THE CITY COUNCIL

FOR THE CITY OF NEWPORT, OREGON

In the Matter of a Type IV Application to ) FTNDINGS OF FACT
Amend Newport Development Code ) AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
(“NDC”) Sections 14.01.020 and ) DEMONSTRATTNG SATISFACTION OF
14.03.060.2.bjii to Allow Work Force ) THE APPLICABLE APPROVAL
Housing (the “Application”) in the C-i, C-2 ) CRITERIA
and C-3 Zoning Districts )

I. Request.

This Type IV legislative amendment Application to the text of the NDC, the City’s land use
regulations, requests that the Planning Commission recommend approval of, and that the City
Council approve, two amendments:

• to NDC Section 14.01.020 to amend the definitions of “hotel” and “motel” to remove the

reference to the percentage of lodging rooms available for rent to transient guests for a continual

period of less than thirty days; and

• to NDC Section 14.03.060.2.b.iii, to amend the uses in the retail sales and service,

personal service-oriented land use category, whereby hotels, motels and other temporary lodging

are allowed with guests having an average length of stay less than thirty days in the C-i, C-2 and

C-3 zoning districts.

The purpose of the text amendment is to allow work force housing in the City’s three
commercial zoning districts to accommodate the unmet need for short-term housing for

employees for longer than thirty days.

II. Classification of Application and Procedure.

A. Authority to Initiate the Application.

NDC 14.36.020.C provides that a legislative amendment to the City’s land use
regulations may be initiated by a property owner. Exhibit 1 to this Application is a completed

“City of Newport Land Use Application” form signed by the authorized representative of Pacific
Seafood Group, a property owner within the City of Newport, Oregon.

B. Characterization of Application as a Legislative Application.

This Application is characterized as a legislative application and is not a quasi-judicial
application. The application is properly characterized as a legislative application because it
makes new law as opposed to applying existing law.

1- FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
PDX\I 13023\241515\MCR\23621075. I
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C. Procedure Type.

This Application is characterized as a Type IV Application because the final decision is
made by the Newport City Council following a recommendation by the Newport Planning
Commission and involves a land use action, such as a text amendment to the NDC. NDC
14.52.020.

This Application meets the requirements of NDC 14.52.040, “Application for a Land Use
Action”, by providing information relevant to a legislative amendment. The Application
includes the name and address of the Applicant as required by NDC 14.52.040.A, and findings of
fact and other information to support the request and addresses all applicable approval criteria, as
required by NDC 14.52.040.K.

D. Proposed Amendments.

Exhibit 2 shows the proposed amendments:

1. NDC 14.01.020, “Definitions”.

These amendments modify the definitions of’hotel” and “motel”. The definitions
curTently limit the percentage of guests who may occupy rooms for more than thirty days. The
proposed amendments remove this restriction. However, hotel and motel operators retain the
choice of how long to rent rooms to guests.

2. NDC 14.03.060.2.b.iii, “Commercial Use Categories, Personal Service-
Oriented.”

This amendment modifies this use category by allowing hotels, motels and other
temporary lodging establishments to offer rooms to guests with an average stay longer than thirty
days.

E. Public Review Procedure for the Application.

After the City accepts the Application, the City is required to provide notice of the
Planning Commission hearing to the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and
Development (“DLCD”) thirty-five (35) days before the Planning Commission hearing. The
City is not required to mail notice of the hearing to surrounding property owners. The Planning
Commission will hold a public hearing on the Application and make a recommendation to the
Newport City Council. The Newport City Council will hold a public hearing on the Application
and provide notice of its decision within twenty (20) days to DLCD and anyone who testified
orally or in writing before either the Planning Commission or the City Council.

III. Reasons for the Amendments.

Pacific Seafood Group makes this Application because it is a large employer in the City and has
found it difficult to keep existing employees and hire new employees because of the lack of
affordable housing. Pacific Seafood Group maintains two processing plants in the City,
employing about 430 persons. The peak demand for work force housing occurs during the

2- FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
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Shrimp, Whiting and Crab seasons, about six to eight months each year. As explained in Part
IV, “Applicable Approval Criteria”, the City has an acknowledged need for work force housing.
In this case, the lack of housing at affordable prices, acknowledged in the Newport
Comprehensive Plan (the “Plan”), makes it difficult for Pacific Seafood Group’s employees to
find acceptable housing for needed rental periods at affordable prices. Pacific Seafood Group
has determined that it must provide work force housing for its employees.

This amendment to the NDC is necessary to allow Pacific Seafood Group to purchase buildings
in one of the City’s three commercial zoning districts and to provide work force housing in those
buildings without a limitation on the percentage of occupants who must stay fewer than thirty
days. The proposed amendment, discussed with the City’s Planning Director prior to submittal
of this Application, amends the definitions of “hotel” and ‘motel” and the retail sales, personal
service-oriented use category, to accomplish this purpose. If adopted by the Newport City
Council, hotels and motels in the City’s three commercial zoning districts can offer occupancy to
guests without the current limitation on the number of guests staying more than thirty days. This
amendment is a reasonable solution to the identified problem without requiring Pacific Seafood
Group or another developer to construct additional multi-family dwelling units, or to compete
with full-time residents for affordable housing.

IV. Applicable Approval Criteria.

This legislative amendment to the City’s land use regulations requires the Applicant to
demonstrate that the applicable approval criteria, including relevant Statewide Planning Goals
(the “Goals”), administrative rules implementing the Goals (the “Rules”), and provisions of the
acknowledged Newport Comprehensive Plan (the “Plan”), are satisfied. ORS l97.195(2)(d).
This part of the Application addresses the relevant Goals, Rules and Plan goals and policies for
the proposed legislative amendment.

A. Relevant Goals.

1. Goal 1, “Citizen Involvement”:

“To develop a citizen involvement program that ensures
the opportunity for citizens to be involved in all phases of the
planning process.”

FINDING: The City can find that Goal us satisfied because the City will follow its
acknowledged Citizen Involvement Program in reviewing the proposed land use regulation
amendments. The City will provide notice of the legislative amendment in the local newspaper
of record and make public hearings available where persons can testify about the Application.

The City can find that Goal us satisfied.

2. Goal 2, “Land Use Planning”:

“To establish a land use planning process and policy
framework as a basis for all decision and actions related to use

3- FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
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of land and to assure an adequate factual basis for such
decisions and actions.”

FINDING: The Application contains an adequate factual basis for the proposed
legislative amendment to the City’s acknowledged land use regulations. The adequate factual
base includes a description of the problem and the proposed amendments to the NDC, to address
the problem.

Additionally, the City must demonstrate that it has “coordinated” the Application, as
“coordination” is defined in ORS 197.015(5), with affected governmental units including but not
limited to local governments, special districts and state and federal agencies by providing them
with notice of the Application, an opportunity to comment and considering their comments in the
decision-making process as much as possible.

The City can also find that the proposed legislative amendment to the NDC do not
require an amendment to the acknowledged Plan.

The City can find that Goal 2 is satisfied.

3. Goal 9, “Economic Development”:

“To provide adequate opportunities throughout the
state for a variety of economic activities vital to the health,
welfare, and prosperity of Oregon’s citizens.”

FINDING: The City can find that the proposed legislative amendments support the
City’s Goal 9 program by providing adequate work force housing to support Pacific Seafood
Group and other employers in the City.

The City can find that Goal 9 is satisfied.

4. Goal 12, “Transportation”:

“To provide and encourage a safe, convenient and
economic transportation system.”

FINDING: The City can find that Goal 12 is satisfied because the proposed text
amendments do not add a new use to the City’s three commercial zoning districts nor will the
proposed legislative amendments add additional vehicle trips on local and state streets and
highways.

The City can find that Goal 12 is satisfied.

4- FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
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B. Applicable Administrative Rules.

1. OAR Chapter 660, Division 9, “Economic Development”.

FINDING: The City can find that this administrative rule implementing Goal 9 is
inapplicable because it applies to amendments to comprehensive plans for areas within urban
growth boundaries. OAR 660-009-0010(1). This Application does not amend the Plan.

2. OAR Chapter 660, Division 12, “Transportation Planning”.

FINDING: OAR 660-012-0060 is entitled “Plan and Land Use Regulation
Amendments.” OAR 660-012-0060(1) provides that the administrative rule applies to
amendments to existing land use regulations. The administrative rule requires a determination of
whether a land use regulation amendment would “significantly affect” a transportation facility.
OAR 660-012-0060(l)(a)-(c) identifies when a land use regulation amendment significantly
affects a transportation facility. The City can find that OAR 660-012-0060 is inapplicable to this
Application because none of the three situations constituting when a “significant affect” occurs
are applicable to this Application.

The City can find that the Transportation Planning Rule is satisfied by this Application.

C. Newport Comprehensive Plan.

The acknowledged Plan contains two sections relevant to this Application: the Economy
and Housing Sections.

1. “Economy”.

FINDING: Plan Pages 24 and 25 note that the fishing and seafood processing industry
in Newport generates one-third of the state’s commercial fishing activities and one-third of the
state’s harvested seafood. In fact, the Plan identifies fishing and seafood processing as “potential
growth industries.” Plan Page 26 states that industrial employment in Newport will increase
from 11% of employment in Newport in 2010 to 15% by 2032. Part of this increase in
employment is attributable to the increase of seafood processing employment.

The City can find that fishing and seafood processing is an increasingly important part of
the City’s economy as noted in the Plan’s Economic Qpportunities Analysis (the “EOA”). The
City can find that by supporting work force housing for Pacific Seafood Group’s employees and
other employers in the City, that industrial employment is strengthened, especially for seafood
processing, which is considered a “potential growth industry.”

The City can also find that Economy Policy 4 is relevant to this Application. Economy
Policy 4 provides:

“The City shall encourage growth of businesses involving
fishing and value-added seafood.”

5 - FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS Of LAW
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The City can find that the evidence supports a conclusion that additional work force
housing opportunities are needed for housing for employees in the seafood industry. This
legislative amendment encourages the provision of additional work force housing so that the
seafood industry has a readily available supply of workers and those workers have affordable and
adequate housing.

The City can find that the Plan’s “Economy” Section is satisfied.

2. “Housing”.

FINDING: The Plan contains a Housing Opportunities Analysis (the “HOA”). The
reason that this legislative amendment is needed is to provide for more opportunities for work
force housing. The City lacks affordable, longer-term, work force housing. The HOA at Plan
Page 114-B notes that while affordable housing has been decreasing, housing costs have been
increasing. Further, the HOA at Plan Page 114-f notes that there are very few high density
housing locations available in locations that are “ideal for workers.” HOA Plan Page 114-f notes
that another impediment to work force housing is the cost of rental housing.

Housing Policy 2 at Plan 114-h provides that:

“The City shall cooperate with private developers * * * in the
provision and improvement of * * * work force housing.”

The City can find that this Application implements Housing Policy 2 in two ways. First,
it allows for private developers to provide for work force housing without cost to the City or
other governmental entities. Second, it provides an affordable housing solution for work force
housing without competing for multi-family housing with permanent and seasonal residents.

The City can find that the Plan ‘Housing” Section is satisfied.

C. Conclusion.

The City can find that the acknowledged Plan supports both the Plan’s acknowledgement
of value-added seafood as a growth industry in the City and encourages private developers to
provide solutions to the City’s work force housing needs.

D. NDC.

FINDING: The NDC contains no approval criteria for an amendment to the City’s
acknowledged land use regulations.

V. CONCLUSION.

For the reasons contained in this Application, the Planning Commission and the City Council can
find that the proposed text amendment to the NDC satisfy applicable Goals, Administrative
Rules and Plan policies. By adopting the proposed text amendment, the City will encourage
private employers to find a solution to work force housing needs for their employees.

6- FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
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The Applicant respectfully requests that the Planning Commission recommend approval to the
City Council and that the City Council approve the text amendment as proposed.
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EXHIBITS

Exhibit 1 “City of Newport Land Use Application” form

Exhibit 2 Proposed text amendments in redline format
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PrintForm
City of Newport

Land Use Application
PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE COMPLETE ALL 3OX]S USE ADDITIONAL PiPER IF NEEDED

Applicant Name(s): Property Owner Name(s):
Pacific Seafood Group N/A

Applicant Mailing Address: Property Owner Mailing Address: I..

See attached. N/A

Applicant Telephone No.: Property Owner Telephone No,; ‘; .‘i.

See attached.
E-mail: E-maIl:
Authorized Representative(s): .. i: . .: ‘-;‘ ‘.(; Iz

See attached.

Authorized Representative Mailing Address:
See attached.

Authorized Representative Telephone No.: E-Mail:
See attached. See attached.

Project InformatIon
Property Location: -:. .

N/A

Tax Assessors Map No.:N/A f Tax Lot(s):

Zone Designation:/ Legal Description: .‘

Comp Plan Designation:

N/A N/A

Brief Description of Land use Request(s): Amendment to the Newport Development Code (the “NDC”) to allow
hotels, motels and other temporary lodging with an average length of
stay greater than 30 days in the C-i C-2, and C-3 zones in NDC
14.03.060.C.2.iv and to amend the definitions of “hotel” and “motel” in
NDC Section 14.01 .020 to remove the length of stay requirements.

Existing Structures:

Topography and Vegetation:

APPLICATION TYPE (please check all that apply)

LI Annexation El Interpretation LI UGB Amendment

LI Appeal [1 Minor Replat LI Vacation

LI Comp Plan/Map Amendment LI Partition LI Variance/Adjustment

El Conditional Use Permit LI Planned Development LI PC

LI PC E] Property Line Adjustment LI Staff

El Staff LI Shoreland Impact . Zone Ord/Map Amendment
LI Design Review

El
. Subdivision LI Other________________

Geologic Permit LI Temporary Use Permit

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

Date Received: Fee Amount: Date Accepted as Complete:

Received By: Receipt No.: Accepted By:

File No Assigned:_______________________

(SEE REVERSE SIDE)

community Development & Planning Departments 169 sw coast Hwy, Newport, OR 97365 Derrick I. Tokos, AICP, Director

EXHIBIT 1
PAGE 1 OF 41/10
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Applicattt Mailing Address:

Mr. Michael Miliucci
Dutcich Realty, LLC
P0 Box 97
Clackamas, OR 97015

Applicant Telephone Number and Email Address:

(503) 905-4500
mmihucci(a,paCseatood.com

AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE IN FORMATiON

1 ‘[‘he authorized representative is:

Michael Miliucci
Pacific Seafood Group
Pt) Box 97
Clackamas, OR 97015
Telephone: (503) 906-4500
Email: mmihucci@pacscarood.com

2. The authorized representative is represented by:

Michael C. Rot)insofl
Schwahe, Williamson & Wyatt, PC.
1211 SW rifth Avenue. Suite t900
Portland, OR 97204
Telephone: (503) 796-2756
Email: mrohinson4schwabe,com

EXHIBIT 1
PAGE 2 OF 4
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APPLICATION SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS

Zoning Ordinance Map or Text Amendment

The following information must be submitted with a City of Newport Land Use
application for Zone Ordinance Map or Text Amendment:

Text Amendments:

Eli. Acopyolthe proposed language.

112. Fee of $1,262.00.

Map Amendments:

Eli. A current 18” x 24” Lincoln County Assessor’s tax map(s) showing the
subject property and the notification area. The notification area is all
properties within 300 feet of the subject property. (Lincoln County Assessor’s
office is located in the Lincoln County Courthouse at 225 W Olive St, Newport)

112. A list of names and addresses of property owners, as shown in the
records of the Lincoln County Assessor, within the notification area
described in #1 above.

113. Written findings of fact addressing the following criteria:

11 (a) The change furthers a public necessity.
El (b) The change promotes the general welfare.

114. A written explanation of the requested change.

115. Fee of $1,262.00.

7/1/2018
EXHIBIT 1
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I understand that I am responsible for addressing the legal criteria relevant to my application and that the

burden of proof justifying an approval of my application is with me. I also understand that this responsibility

is independent of any opinions expressed in the Community Development & Planning Department Staff

Report concerning the applicable criteria.

I certify that, to the best of my knowledge, all information provided in this application is accurate.

%* 7-3o -

Applicant Signature(s) Date Signed

5p-fj Qp

____________

Property Owner Signature(s) I J: .fih.dU) Date Signed

_____________

Authorized Representative Signature(s) Date Signed

M’ I. --

Ii73’iZf4j stL

Please note application will not be accepted without all applicable signatures.

Please ask staff for a list of application submittal requirements for your specific type of request.

Community Development & Planning DepartmentS 169 SW Coast Hwy, Newpoit, OR 97365W Derrick I. Tokos, AICP, Director
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Definitions

Hotel. A building in which lodging is provided for guests for compensation and contains a
common entrance and where lodging rooms do not have an entrance opening directly to the
outdoors (except for emergencies), with or without cooking facilities, and where more than 50
percent of the lodging rooms are for rent to transient guests for a continuous period of less
than 30 days. A bed and breakfast facility or a vacation rental conducted in a single family
dwelling or individual dwelling unit is not a hotel use.*

Motel. A building or group of buildings in which lodging is provided for guests for
compensation, containing guest units with separate entrances from the building exterior, with
or without cooking facilities, and where more than 40 percent of the lodging rooms are for rent
to transient guests for a continuous period of less than 30 days. A bed and breakfast facility or
a vacation rental conducted in a single family dwelling or individual dwelling unit is not a motel
use.*

14.03.060 Commercial and Industrial Districts.

The uses allowed within each commercial and industrial zoning district are classified into use
categories on the basis of common functional, product, or physical characteristics.

***

C. Commercial Use Categories

***

2. Retail Sales and Service

a. Characteristics. Retail Sales and Service firms are involved in the sale, lease
or rent of new or used products to the general public. They may also provide
personal services or entertainment, or provide product repair or services for
consumer and business goods.

b. Examples. Examples include uses from the four subgroups listed below:

i. Sales-oriented, general retail: Stores selling, leasing, or renting
consumer, home, and business goods including art, art supplies,
bicycles, books, clothing, dry goods, electronic equipment, fabric, fuel,
gifts, groceries, household products, jewelry, pets, pet food,
pharmaceuticals, plants, printed material, stationery, and videos; food
sales. Sales oriented general retail includes the service but not repair of
vehicles.

ii. Sales-oriented, bulk retail: Stores selling large consumer home and
business goods, including appliances, furniture, hardware, home
improvements, and sales or leasing of consumer vehicles including
passenger vehicles, motorcycles, light and medium trucks, and other
recreational vehicles.

EXHIBIT 2

PAGE 1 OF 2
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iii. Personal service-oriented: Branch banks; urgency medical care;
Laundromats; photographic studios; photocopy and blueprint services;
printing, publishing and lithography; hair, tanning, and personal care
services; tax preparers, accountants, engineers, architects, real estate
agents, legal, financial services; art studios; art, dance, music, martial
arts, and other recreational or cultural classes/schools; hotels, motels,
and other temporary lodging with an average length of stay greater than
30 days; taxidermists; mortuaries; veterinarians; kennels limited to
boarding and training with no breeding; and animal grooming.

iv. Entertainment-oriented: Restaurants (sit-down and drive through);
cafes; delicatessens; taverns and bars; hotels, motels, recreational
vehicles, and other temporary lodging with an average length of stay less
than 30 days; athletic, exercise and health clubs or gyms; bowling alleys,
skating rinks, game arcades; pool halls; dance halls, studios, and
schools; theaters; indoor firing ranges, miniature golf facilities, golf
courses, and driving ranges.

v. Repair-oriented: Repair of TVs, bicycles, clocks, watches, shoes, guns,
appliances and office equipment; photo or laundry drop off; quick printing;
recycling drop-off; tailor; locksmith; and upholsterer.

c. Exceptions.

i. Lumber yards and other building material sales that sell primarily to
contractors and do not have a retail orientation are classified as
Wholesale Sales.

ii. The sale of landscape materials, including bark chips and compost not
in conjunction with a primary retail use, is classified as Industrial Service.

iii. Repair and service of consumer motor vehicles, motorcycles, and light
and medium trucks is classified as Vehicle Repair. Repair and service of
industrial vehicles and equipment, and heavy trucks is classified as
Industrial Service.

iv. Sales, rental, or leasing of heavy trucks and equipment is classified as
Wholesale Sales.

v. When kennels are limited to boarding, with no breeding, the applicant
may choose to classify the use as Retail Sales and Service.

vi. Uses where unoccupied recreational vehicles are offered for sale or
lease, or are stored, are not included as a Recreational Vehicle Park.

EXHIBIT 2

PAGE 2 OF 2
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Attachment “D”

USE AND OCCUPANCY CLASSIFICATION 3-Z- 18

GROUP HOME.

LODGING HOUSE. Any building or portion thereof con
taining not more than five guest rooms where rent is paid in
money, goods. labor or otherwise. The total number of guests
shall not exceed 16.

PERSONAL CARE SERVICE.

TRANSIENT.

310.3 Residential Group R-1. Residential occupancies con
taining sleeping units where the occupants are primarily trcuz
sient in nature, including:

Boctrding I?ouses (transieitt) with more than 10 occupants
Congregate thing facilities (transient) with more than 10

occupants
Hotels (trctnsient)
IVlotels (transient)

310.4 Residential Group R-2. Residential occupancies con
taining sleeping units or more than two dwelling Itnits where
the occupants are primarily permanent in nature, including:

Apartment houses
Boarding houses (nontransient) with more than 16

occupants
Congregate tii’ing fttcilities (nontransient) with more

than 16 occupants
Con vents
Dormitories
Fraternities and sororities
Hotels (nontransient)
Lire/work units
Monasteries
Motels (nontransient)
Vacation timeshare properties

Group R-2 occupancies providing 21 or more housing
units for low-income elderly, which are financed in whole or
in part by the federal or state fund, shall contain a multiser
vice room adequate in size to seat all the tenants (ORS
455.425). The multiservice room shall include adjacent toilet
facilities for both sexes: a service area with a kitchen sink,
countertop and upper and lower cabinets; and a storage room
sized to store tables, chairs or benches and janitorial supplies
and tools. The multiservice room and accessory rooms shall
be accessible to disabled persons (see Chapter 11).

310.5 Residential Group R-3. Residential occupancies
where the occupants are primarily permanent in nature and
not classified as Group R- I, R-2. R-4 or I, including:

Adult care facilities that provide accommodations for six
or fewer persons of any age for less than 24 hours

Adult foster homes, as defined in ORS Chapter 443, or
family child care homes (located in a private residence),
as defined in Section 3 10.2

Adult foster homes and farniljjd care homes that are
within a single-family dwelling rettetconapjy

with the Residential cot in accordance with Section
101.2

Buildings that do not contain more than two dwelling units
Boarding hoitses (nontransient) with 16 or fewer occupants
Child care facilities that provide accommodations for six

or fewer persons of any age for less than 24 hours
çg!aje l/iinQ facilities (nontransient) with 16 or

fewer occupants
Lodging houses, as defined in this section, are permitted to

comply with the Residential Code in accordance with
Section 101.2

310.5.1 Care facilities within a dwelling. Care facilities
for five or fewer persons receiving care that are within a
single-family dwelling are permitted to comply with the
Residential Code provided an cuttomcttic sprinkler sYstem
is installed in accordance with Section 903.3.1.3 or with
Appendix T of the Residentktl Code.

310.6 Residential Group R-4. This occupancy shall include
buildings, structures or portions thereof for more than five but
not more than 16 persons. excluding staff, who reside on a
24-hour basis in a supervised residential environment and
receive custodial care. Bciildings of Group R-4 shall be clas
sified as one of the occupancy conditions indicated in Sec
tions 3 10.6.1 or 3 10.6.2.

Group R-4 occupancies shall meet the requirements for
construction as defined for Group R-3. except as otherwise
provided for in this code.

310.6.1 Condition 1. This occupancy condition shall
include buildings in which all persons receiving custodial
care, who without any assistance, are capable of respond
ing to an emergency situation to complete building evacu
ation. This group shall include, but not be limited to, the
following:

Coigregatelivijg ficjlities

itYi1YJ19i,5
SqcjIitation facilities

310.6.2 Condition 2. This occupancy condition shall
include buildings subject to licensure by the Oregon
Department of Human Services in which there are any per
sons receiving ctistodial care who require limited verbal
or physical assistance while responding to an emergency
situation to complete building evacuation. This group shall
include, but not be limited to. the following:

Alcohol and drug centers
Assisted living facilities with or without a Memory

Care Endorsement
Residential care facilities with or without a v1emory

Care Endorsement
Residential treatment facilities
Group homes and facilities

<
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Attachment “E”

3-Z-18

Draft MINUTES
City of Newport Planning Commission

Work Session
Newport City Hall Conference Room A

August 13, 201$
6:00p.m.

Planning Commissioners Present: Jim Patrick, Lee Hardy, Bob Berman, Rod Croteau, Mike Franklin, Bill Branigan, and Jim
Hanselman.

PC Citizens Advisory Committee Members Present: Dustin Capri.

PC Citizens Advisory Committee Members Absent: Karmen Vanderbeck (excttsed)

City Staff Present: Community Development Director (CDD) Derrick Tokos; City Attorney, Steve Rich; and Executive
Assistant, Sherri Marineau.

Call to Order. Chair Patrick called the Planning Commission work session to order at 6:00 p.m.

2. Unfinished Business.

3. New Business.

A. Conflict of Interest Presentation by City Attorney. Steve Rich gave a presentation to the PC about conflicts of
interest. He noted that he was presenting an annual update to all committees on conflicts. He clarified for the PC what
the difference was between a conflict and bias. Rich also clarified the differences between a potential conflict of interest
and actual conflict of interest. He then went on to discuss the overlays of the Newport Municipal Code and the State
Ethics Code. Tokos explained the difference between legislative and qui-judicial conflicts of interest.

B. Review of Amendments to NMC 14.01.020 and 14.03.060 Related to Extended Stay Motels. Capri and Franklin
noted that they had a potential conflict of interest. Tokos reviewed the application that was submitted by Pacific Seafood
Group and the amendments to the NMC.

Berman asked if they bought the building and turned it into units, why it wouldn’t be considered apartments. Tokos said
it wouldn’t be under a residential code. Croteau asked if it would no longer be used for commercial motel rental. Tokos
said if their plans changed, they could use it or sell it to someone who wanted to use it as a motel. Franklin asked where
the location of the unit was. Tokos said he couldn’t say but was in one of the zones listed in memo and explained where
the locations fell in the zones.

Hanselman thought it sounded like they were asking for dwellings to stay in for up to six months. Tokos said no, they
weren’t apartments and were in a different construction classifications. It would be no different from hotels/motels.
Hanselman was concerned about safety for people who are in a Lodging setting where they could cook. Tokos said it
was a benefit to have a provision to allow a business to build an extended stay operation. Franklin asked if the units
would have kitchens. Tokos wanted to encourage the PC to think in terms of any extended stay when considering the
amendments. He said that some units may not have kitchenettes. Hanselman thought that more and more businesses
would need more housing for the workforce and this is something that might become more common. Franklin asked if
it would be a ioop hole for affordable housing. Tokos said they weren’t apartments and were different from dwellings.
Hardy reminded the PC to not confuse seasonal housing with workforce housing as they were different. Hanselman was
concerned that tourism was also seasonal and also looking for housing. Croteau thought it would set precedence for
housing for employees. Berman saw it as a positive to free up some workforce housing. Croteau said that he had talked
to different businesses who said that housing was an issue for hiring people. Hardy thought that there had been seasonal
shortages for decades. Croteau said he had a number of people in important roles in the community that say that housing
was an issue.

Patrick reminded the PC that they were looking at doing a standard for extended stay. He had a problem with converting
a complex to an extended stay because he didn’t know the state of the plumbing, electrical and the building. Tokos
asked if the PC wanted info on the building codes for the PC hearing. Capri reminded that anytime they would be
changing the use they would have to bring the building up to code. He said he could bring information on the distinction
between hotel/motels and multi-family; and extended stay or not. The PC agreed it would be helpful. Berman was
concerned that if someone bought an existing hotel, with these changes someone could either rent it as a motel or an

I Plaiming Commission Work Session Minutes 8/13/18.
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extended stay. Tokos said that it wasn’t an accurate assumption that Pacific Seafoods was assuming they were buying
an existing motel. Croteau asked if the existing motels met the existing code. Patrick said no because of the change in
the code. A discussion ensued regarding what triggers projects being required to be put up to code.

Capri asked if Hatfield and Samaritan Hospital could build to do extended stays. Tokos said they may have been already
been doing that and was already permitted under the current code. Patrick was more concerned about the conversion of
the buildings for extended stay, not so much the changes to the amendments.

Ellen Bristow addressed the PC and asked if extended stay was considered a boarding house or a dorm room. Tokos
said it was different from a boarding house which had a central common room. Bristow asked if a person would be in
one room or more than one in a room. Tokos said there would be an occupancy limit based on size of room, but who
was renting the unit wouldn’t be determined.

Branigan asked if this would be allowed in 1-3 zones. Tokos said no. Hanselman asked about room taxes for extended
stay. Tokos said he could take a look at it and give the PC the information. Berman said they originally asked for it in
the C-2 zone but the proposal was not for C-2. Tokos said this was a typo on the application. Patrick asked to have the
map published split in half (North and South)with more color definition.

C. Planning Commission Scope of Work Update. Tokos reviewed the updated work program with the PC.

4. Director’s Comments. No Director comments.

5. Adjournment. Having no further discussion, the meeting adjourned at 6:58 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Sherri Marineau,
Executive Assistant

2 Planning Commission Work Session Minutes 8/13/18.
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Attachment “G”
3-Z-18

CITY OF NEWPORT
NOTICE OF A PUBLIC HEARING

The Newport Planning Commission will hold a public hearing on Monday, September 10, 2018, at
7:00 p.m. in the City Hall Council Chambers to consider file No. 3-Z-1 8, revisions to the Newport Municipal
Code (NMC) 14.0 1.020 and 14.03.060 to provide for extended stay hotel and motel uses. Pursuant to Newport
Municipal Code (NMC) Section 14.36.0 10, the Commission must find that the change is required by public
necessity and the general welfare of the community in order for it to make a recommendation to the City
Council that the amendments be adopted. Testimony and evidence must be directed toward the request above
or other criteria, including criteria within the Comprehensive Plan and its implementing ordinances, which
the person believes to apply to the decision. Failure to raise an issue with sufficient specificity to afford the
city and the parties an opportunity to respond to that issue precludes an appeal, including to the Land Use
Board of Appeals, based on that issue. Testimony may be submitted in written or oral form. Oral testimony
and written testimony will be taken during the course of the public hearing. The hearing may include a report
by staff, testimony from the applicant and proponents, testimony from opponents, rebuttal by the applicant,
and questions and deliberation by the Planning Commission. Written testimony sent to the Community
Development (Planning) Department, City Hall, 169 SW Coast Hwy, Newport, OR 97365, must be received
by 5:00 p.m. the day of the hearing to be included as part of the hearing or must be personally presented
during testimony at the public hearing. The proposed code amendments, additional material for the
amendments, and any other material in the file may be reviewed or a copy purchased at the Newport
Community Development Department (address above). Contact Derrick Tokos, Community Development
Director (541) 574-0626 (address above).

(FOR PUBLICATION ONCE ON WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 5, 2018)
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BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

AND THE CITY COUNCIL  

FOR THE CITY OF NEWPORT, OREGON 

 
In the Matter of a Type IV Application to      ) 
Amend  Newport Development Code            ) 
(“NDC”) Sections 14.01.020 and                   ) 
14.03.060.2.b.iii to Allow Work Force           ) 
Housing (the “Application”) in the C-1, C-2  ) 
and C-3 Zoning Districts                                 ) 
                                                                        ) 
                                                                        ) 
 

FINDINGS OF FACT 
AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
DEMONSTRATING SATISFACTION OF 
THE APPLICABLE APPROVAL 
CRITERIA (REVISED SEPTEMBER 19, 
2018 TO INCORPORATE AUGUST 13, 
2018 CHANGES TO TEXT 
AMENDMENTS) 

 
 
I. Request. 
 
This Type IV legislative amendment Application to the text of the NDC, the City’s 
acknowledged land use regulations, requests that the Planning Commission recommend approval 
of, and that the City Council adopt, two amendments: 
 
• to NDC Section 14.01.020 to amend the definitions of “hotel” and “motel” to remove the 
reference to the percentage of lodging rooms available for rent to transient guests for a continual 
period of less than thirty days and to define “hotels” and “motels” as either “transient” or “non-
transient” uses; and 

• to NDC Section 14.03.060.C.2.b.iii and iv, to amend the uses in the retail sales and 
service, personal service-oriented land use category, whereby hotels and motels are allowed 
(Exhibit 1, Revised Text Amendments). 

The purpose of the text amendment is to allow work force housing in the City’s three 
commercial zoning districts – C-1, C-2 and C-3 – to accommodate the unmet need for work 
force housing for employees for stays of longer than thirty days.   

II. Classification of Application and Procedure. 

 A. Authority to Initiate the Application. 

 NDC 14.36.020.C provides that a legislative amendment to the City’s land use 
regulations may be initiated by a property owner.  Exhibit 2 to this Application is a completed 
“City of Newport Land Use Application” form signed by the authorized representative of Pacific 
Seafood Group, a property owner within the City of Newport, Oregon. 
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 B. Characterization of Application as a Legislative Application. 

 This Application is characterized as a legislative application and is not a quasi-judicial 
application.  The application is properly characterized as a legislative application because it 
makes new law as opposed to applying existing law.   

 C. Procedure Type. 

 This Application is characterized as a Type IV Application because the final decision is 
made by the Newport City Council following a recommendation by the Newport Planning 
Commission and involves a land use action, such as a text amendment to the NDC.  NDC 
14.52.020. 

 This Application meets the requirements of NDC 14.52.040, “Application for a Land Use 
Action”, by providing information relevant to a legislative amendment.  The Application 
includes the name and address of the Applicant as required by NDC 14.52.040.A, and findings of 
fact and other information to support the request and addresses all applicable approval criteria, as 
required by NDC 14.52.040.K. 

 D. Proposed Amendments. 

 Exhibit 1 shows the proposed amendments: 

  1. NDC 14.01.020, “Definitions”. 

  This amendment modifies the definitions of “Hotel (transient)” and “Motel 
(transient)” and add definitions of “Hotel (non-transient)” and “Motel (non-transient)”.  The 
definitions currently limit the percentage of guests who may occupy rooms for more than thirty 
days.  The proposed amendments remove this restriction for non-transient motels.  However, 
hotel and motel operators retain the choice of how long to rent rooms to guests. 

  2. NDC 14.03.060.2.b.iii, “Commercial Use Categories, Personal Service- 
   Oriented.” 

  This amendment modifies this use category by allowing hotels, motels and other 
temporary lodging establishments to offer rooms to guests with an average stay longer than thirty 
days by adding the definitions of “Hotel (non-transient)” and “Motel (non-transient)” to 
accommodate work force housing needs and to distinguish these uses from transient hotels and 
motels.  The revised definition of “Motel (non-transient)” addresses the need for cooking 
facilities. 

 E. Public Review Procedure for the Application. 

 After the City accepts the Application, the City is required to provide notice of the 
Planning Commission hearing to the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and 
Development (“DLCD”) thirty-five (35) days before the Planning Commission hearing.  The 
City is not required to mail notice of the hearing to surrounding property owners.  The Planning 
Commission will hold a public hearing on the Application and make a recommendation to the 
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Newport City Council.  The Newport City Council will hold a public hearing on the Application 
and provide notice of its decision within twenty (20) days to DLCD and anyone who testified 
orally or in writing before either the Planning Commission or the City Council.   

The City was not required to give new notice to DLCD regarding the revised text amendment.  
ORS 197.610(7). 

III. Reasons for the Amendments. 

Pacific Seafood Group makes this Application because it is a large employer in the City and has 
found it difficult to keep existing employees and hire new employees because of the lack of 
affordable work force housing.  Pacific Seafood Group maintains two processing plants in the 
City, employing about 430 persons.  The peak demand for work force housing occurs during the 
Shrimp, Whiting and Crab seasons, about six to eight months each year.  As explained in Part 
IV, “Applicable Approval Criteria”, the City has an acknowledged need for work force housing.  
In this case, the lack of work force housing at affordable prices, acknowledged in the Newport 
Comprehensive Plan (the “Plan”), makes it difficult for Pacific Seafood Group’s employees to 
find work force housing for needed rental periods at affordable prices.  Pacific Seafood Group 
has determined that it must provide work force housing for its employees.   

This amendment to the NDC is necessary to allow Pacific Seafood Group to purchase buildings 
in one of the City’s three commercial zoning districts and to provide work force housing in those 
buildings without a limitation on the percentage of occupants who must stay fewer than thirty 
days.  The proposed text amendments, discussed with the City’s Planning Director prior to 
submittal of this Application, amends the definitions of “hotel” and “motel” and the retail sales, 
personal service-oriented use category, to accomplish this purpose.  If adopted by the Newport 
City Council, hotels and motels for non-transient guests in the City’s three commercial zoning 
districts can offer occupancy to guests without the current limitation on the number of guests 
staying more than thirty days.  This amendment is a reasonable solution to the identified problem 
without requiring Pacific Seafood Group or another developer to construct additional multi-
family dwelling units, or to compete with full-time residents for affordable housing.   

IV. Applicable Approval Criteria. 

This legislative amendment to the City’s land use regulations requires the Applicant to 
demonstrate that the applicable approval criteria, including relevant Statewide Planning Goals 
(the “Goals”), administrative rules implementing the Goals (the “Rules”), and provisions of the 
acknowledged Newport Comprehensive Plan (the “Plan”), are satisfied.  ORS 197.195(2)(d).  
This part of the Application addresses the relevant Goals, Rules and Plan goals and policies for 
the proposed legislative amendment.   

 A. Relevant Goals. 

  1. Goal 1, “Citizen Involvement”: 

 “To develop a citizen involvement program that ensures 
the opportunity for citizens to be involved in all phases of the 
planning process.” 
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 FINDING: The City can find that Goal 1 is satisfied because the City will follow its 
acknowledged Citizen Involvement Program in reviewing the proposed land use regulation 
amendments.  The City will provide notice of the legislative amendment in the local newspaper 
of record and make public hearings available where persons can testify about the Application. 

 The City can find that Goal 1 is satisfied. 

  2. Goal 2, “Land Use Planning”: 

 “To establish a land use planning process and policy 
framework as a basis for all decision and actions related to use 
of land and to assure an adequate factual basis for such 
decisions and actions.” 

 FINDING: The Application contains an adequate factual basis for the proposed 
legislative amendment to the City’s acknowledged land use regulations.  The adequate factual 
base includes a description of the problem and the proposed amendments to the NDC to address 
the problem.  

 The City must also demonstrate that it has “coordinated” the Application, as 
“coordination” is defined in ORS 197.015(5), with affected governmental units including but not 
limited to local governments, special districts and state and federal agencies by providing them 
with notice of the Application, an opportunity to comment and considering their comments in the 
decision-making process as much as possible. 

 The City can also find that the proposed legislative amendment to the NDC does not 
require an amendment to the acknowledged Plan. 

 The City can find that Goal 2 is satisfied. 

  3. Goal 9, “Economic Development”: 

 “To provide adequate opportunities throughout the 
state for a variety of economic activities vital to the health, 
welfare, and prosperity of Oregon’s citizens.” 

 FINDING: The City can find that the proposed legislative amendment supports the 
City’s Goal 9 program by providing adequate and affordable work force housing to support 
Pacific Seafood Group and other employers in the City. 

 The City can find that Goal 9 is satisfied. 
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  4. Goal 12, “Transportation”: 

 “To provide and encourage a safe, convenient and 
economic transportation system.” 

 FINDING: The City can find that Goal 12 is satisfied because the proposed text 
amendment does not add a new use to the City’s three commercial zoning districts nor will the 
proposed text amendment add additional vehicle trips to local and state streets and highways. 

 The City can find that Goal 12 is satisfied. 

 B. Applicable Administrative Rules. 

  1. OAR Chapter 660, Division 9, “Economic Development”. 

 FINDING: The City can find that this administrative rule implementing Goal 9 is 
inapplicable because it applies to amendments to comprehensive plans for areas within urban 
growth boundaries.  OAR 660-009-0010(1).  This Application does not amend the Plan. 

  2. OAR Chapter 660, Division 12, “Transportation Planning”. 

 FINDING: OAR 660-012-0060 is entitled “Plan and Land Use Regulation 
Amendments.”  OAR 660-012-0060(1) provides that the administrative rule applies to 
amendments to existing land use regulations.  The administrative rule requires a determination of 
whether a land use regulation amendment would “significantly affect” a transportation facility.  
OAR 660-012-0060(1)(a)-(c) identifies when a land use regulation amendment significantly 
affects a transportation facility.  The City can find that OAR 660-012-0060 is inapplicable to this 
Application because none of the three situations constituting when a “significant affect” occurs 
are applicable to this Application.   

 The City can find that the Transportation Planning Rule is satisfied by this Application. 

 C. Newport Comprehensive Plan. 

 The acknowledged Plan contains two sections relevant to this Application: the 
“Economy” and “Housing” sections.   

  1. “Economy”. 

 FINDING:  Plan Pages 24 and 25 note that the fishing and seafood processing industry 
in Newport generates one-third of the state’s commercial fishing activities and one-third of the 
state’s harvested seafood.  The Plan identifies fishing and seafood processing as “potential 
growth industries.”  Plan Page 26 states that industrial employment in Newport will increase 
from 11% of employment in Newport in 2010 to 15% by 2032.  Part of this increase in 
employment is attributable to the increase of seafood processing employment.   
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 The City can find that fishing and seafood processing is an increasingly important part of 
the City’s economy as noted in the Plan’s Economic Opportunities Analysis (the “EOA”).  The 
City can find that by supporting work force housing for Pacific Seafood Group’s employees and 
other employers in the City, that industrial employment is strengthened, especially for seafood 
processing, which is considered a “potential growth industry.”   

 The City can also find that Economy Policy 4 is relevant to this Application.  Economy 
Policy 4 provides: 

“The City shall encourage growth of businesses involving 
fishing and value-added seafood.” 

 The City can find that the evidence supports a conclusion that additional work force 
housing opportunities are needed for housing for employees in the seafood industry.  This 
legislative amendment encourages the provision of additional work force housing so that the 
seafood industry has a readily available supply of workers and those workers have affordable and 
adequate housing. 

 The City can find that the Plan’s “Economy” section is satisfied. 

  2. “Housing”. 

 FINDING:  The Plan contains a Housing Opportunities Analysis (the “HOA”).  The 
reason that this legislative amendment is needed is to provide for more opportunities for work 
force housing.  The City lacks affordable work force housing.  The HOA at Plan Page 114-B 
notes that while affordable housing has been decreasing, housing costs have been increasing.  
Further, the HOA at Plan Page 114-f notes that there are very few high density housing locations 
available in locations that are “ideal for workers.”  HOA Plan Page 114-f notes that another 
impediment to work force housing is the cost of rental housing.   

 Housing Policy 2 at Plan 114-h provides that: 

“The City shall cooperate with private developers * * * in the 
provision and improvement of * * * work force housing.” 

The City can find that this Application implements Housing Policy 2 in two ways.  First, 
it allows for private developers to provide for work force housing without cost to the City or 
other governmental entities.  Second, the Application provides an affordable work force housing 
solution for work force housing without competing for multi-family housing with permanent and 
seasonal residents.   

The City can find that the Plan “Housing” Section is satisfied. 

C. Conclusion. 

The City can find that the acknowledged Plan supports both the Plan’s acknowledgement 
of value-added seafood as a growth industry in the City and encourages private developers to 
provide solutions to the City’s work force housing needs. 
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 D. NDC. 

 FINDING: The NDC contains no approval criteria for an amendment to the City’s 
acknowledged land use regulations.   

V. CONCLUSION. 

For the reasons contained in this Application, the Planning Commission and the City Council can 
find that the proposed text amendment to the NDC satisfies applicable Goals, Administrative 
Rules and Plan policies.  By adopting the proposed text amendment, the City will encourage 
private employers to find a solution to work force housing needs for their employees.   

The Applicant respectfully requests that the Planning Commission recommend approval to the 
City Council and that the City Council approve the text amendment as proposed. 
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EXHIBITS 
 

Exhibit 1   Revised Proposed Text Amendment in Redline Format 

Exhibit 2  “City of Newport Land Use Application” Form 
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Definitions 

Hotel (transient). A building in which lodging is provided for guests for compensation and 
contains a common entrance and where lodging rooms do not have an entrance opening 
directly to the outdoors (except for emergencies), with or without cooking facilities, and where 
more than 50 percent or more of the lodging rooms are for rent to transient guests for a 
continuous period of less than 30 days. A bed and breakfast facility or a vacation rental 
conducted in a single family dwelling or individual dwelling unit is not a hotel use.* 

Motel (transient). A building or group of buildings in which lodging is provided for guests for 
compensation, containing guest unitslodging rooms with separate entrances from the building 
exterior, with or without cooking facilities, and where more than 40 50 percent or more of the 
lodging rooms are for rent to transient guests for a continuous period of less than 30 days. A 
bed and breakfast facility or a vacation rental conducted in a single family dwelling or individual 
dwelling unit is not a motel use.* 

Hotel (non-transient).  A building in which lodging is provided for guests for compensation and 
contains a common entrance and where lodging rooms do not have an entrance opening 
directly to the outdoors (except for emergencies), where cooking facilities are provided within 
individual lodging rooms, or for groups of lodging rooms, and where 50 percent or more of the 
lodging rooms are offered for rent to guests for a continuous period of 30 days or longer. A bed 
and breakfast facility or a vacation rental conducted in a single family dwelling or individual 
dwelling unit is not a hotel use.* 

Motel (non-transient).  A building or group of buildings in which lodging is provided for guests 
for compensation, containing lodging rooms with separate entrances from the building exterior, 
where cooking facilities are provided within individual lodging rooms, or for groups of lodging 
rooms, offered for rent to guests for a continuous period of 30 days or longer. A bed and 
breakfast facility or a vacation rental conducted in a single family dwelling or individual dwelling 
unit is not a motel use.* 

*** 

14.03.060 Commercial and Industrial Districts. 

The uses allowed within each commercial and industrial zoning district are classified into use 
categories on the basis of common functional, product, or physical characteristics. 

*** 

C. Commercial Use Categories

*** 

2. Retail Sales and Service

a. Characteristics. Retail Sales and Service firms are involved in the sale, lease
or rent of new or used products to the general public. They may also provide
personal services or entertainment, or provide product repair or services for
consumer and business goods.

b. Examples. Examples include uses from the four subgroups listed below:

Exhibit 1 
Page 1 of 3
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i. Sales-oriented, general retail: Stores selling, leasing, or renting 
consumer, home, and business goods including art, art supplies, 
bicycles, books, clothing, dry goods, electronic equipment, fabric, fuel, 
gifts, groceries, household products, jewelry, pets, pet food, 
pharmaceuticals, plants, printed material, stationery, and videos; food 
sales. Sales oriented general retail includes the service but not repair of 
vehicles.  
 
ii. Sales-oriented, bulk retail: Stores selling large consumer home and 
business goods, including appliances, furniture, hardware, home 
improvements, and sales or leasing of consumer vehicles including 
passenger vehicles, motorcycles, light and medium trucks, and other 
recreational vehicles.  
 
iii. Personal service-oriented: Branch banks; urgency medical care; 
Laundromats; photographic studios; photocopy and blueprint services; 
printing, publishing and lithography; hair, tanning, and personal care 
services; tax preparers, accountants, engineers, architects, real estate 
agents, legal, financial services; art studios; art, dance, music, martial 
arts, and other recreational or cultural classes/schools; hotels (non-
transient); motels (non-transient); taxidermists; mortuaries; veterinarians; 
kennels limited to boarding and training with no breeding; and animal 
grooming.  
 
iv. Entertainment-oriented: Restaurants (sit-down and drive through); 
cafes; delicatessens; taverns and bars; hotels (transient), motels 
(transient), recreational vehicles, and other temporary lodging with an 
average length of stay less than 30 days; athletic, exercise and health 
clubs or gyms; bowling alleys, skating rinks, game arcades; pool halls; 
dance halls, studios, and schools; theaters; indoor firing ranges, 
miniature golf facilities, golf courses, and driving ranges.  
 
v. Repair-oriented: Repair of TVs, bicycles, clocks, watches, shoes, guns, 
appliances and office equipment; photo or laundry drop off; quick printing; 
recycling drop-off; tailor; locksmith; and upholsterer. 
 

c. Exceptions.  
 

i. Lumber yards and other building material sales that sell primarily to 
contractors and do not have a retail orientation are classified as 
Wholesale Sales. 
 
ii. The sale of landscape materials, including bark chips and compost not 
in conjunction with a primary retail use, is classified as Industrial Service.  
 
iii. Repair and service of consumer motor vehicles, motorcycles, and light 
and medium trucks is classified as Vehicle Repair. Repair and service of 
industrial vehicles and equipment, and heavy trucks is classified as 
Industrial Service.  
 
iv. Sales, rental, or leasing of heavy trucks and equipment is classified as 
Wholesale Sales.  

Exhibit 1 
Page 2 of 3
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v. When kennels are limited to boarding, with no breeding, the applicant 
may choose to classify the use as Retail Sales and Service. 
 
vi. Uses where unoccupied recreational vehicles are offered for sale or 
lease, or are stored, are not included as a Recreational Vehicle Park. 
 
 

Exhibit 1 
Page 3 of 3
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Print Form
City of Newport

Land Use Application
Please peint ob type • Complete all boxes • Use ADomoNAL papee ie needed

Property Owner Name(s):Applicant Name(s):
N/APacific Seafood Group

Property Owner Mailing Address: \Applicant Mailing Address:

N/ASee attached.

Property Owner Telephone No.:Applicant Telephone No.:
See attached.

E-mail:E-mail:
Authorized Representative(s): 
See attached.
Authorized Representative Mailing Address:See attached.
Authorized Representative Telephone No.: 
See attached.

E-Mail:See attached.

Project Information
Property Location: N/A

Tax Assessor's Map No.:N/A Tax Lot(s):
Legal Description:Zone Designation:|\j//^

Comp Plan Designation:

N/A N/A

Amendment to the Newport Development Code (the "NDC") to allow
hotels, motels and other temporary lodging with an average length of 
stay greater than 30 days in the C-1, C-2, and C-3 zones in NDC 
14.03.060.C.2.iv and to amend the definitions of "hotel" and "motel" in 
NDC Section 14.01.020 to remove the length of stay requirements.

Brief Description of Land Use Request(s):

Existing Structures:
Topography and Vegetation:

APPLICATION TYPE (please check all that apply)

I I UGB Amendment

I I Vacation

I I Variance/Adjustment

□ pc
□ staff

0 Zone Ord/Map Amendment 
□ Other____________

I I Annexation 
I I Appeal

I I Comp Plan/Map Amendment

I I Conditional Use Permit
□ pc
□ staff

I I Design Review 
□ Geologic Permit

□ Interpretation 
I I Minor Replat

I I Partition

□ Planned Development

I I Property Line Adjustment 
I I Shoreland Impact 
I I Subdivision 
I I Temporan/ Use Permit

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

File No. Assigned:^___

Fee Amount: Date Accepted as Complete:

Accepted By:

Date Received:

Receipt No.:Received By:

(SEE REVERSE SIDE)

Community Development & Planning Department' 169 SW Coast H\«y, Newport, OR 97365* Derrick I. Tokos, AlCP, Director

1/10 Exhibit 2 
Page 1 of 4
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Applicant Mailing Address:

Mr. Michael Miliucci 
Dulcich Realty, LLC 
PO Box 97
Clackamas, OR 97015

Applicant Telephone Number and Email Address:

(503)905-4500 
mmiliucci@Dacseafood.com

AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE INFORMATION

The authorized representative is:1.

Michael Miliucci 
Pacific Seafood Group 
PO Box 97
Clackamas, OR 97015 
Telephone: (503) 906-4500 
Email: mmiliucci@pacseafood.com

The authorized representative is represented by:2.

Michael C. Robinson
Schwabe, Williamson & Wyatt, P.C. 
1211 SW Fifth Avenue, Suite 1900 
Portland, OR 97204 
Telephone: (503) 796-2756 
Email: mrobinson@schwabe.com

Exhibit 2 
Page 2 of 4
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APPLICATION SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS

Zoning Ordinance Map or Text Amendment

The following information must be submitted with a City of Newport Land Use 
application for Zone Ordinance Map or Text Amendment:

Text Amendments:

ni. A copy of the proposed language.

□2. Fee of $1,262.00.

Map Amendments:

ni. A current 18” x 24” Lincoln County Assessor’s tax map(s) showing the 
subject property and the notification area. The notification area is all 
properties within 300 feet of the subject property. (Lincoln County Assessor’s 
office is located in the Lincoln County Courthouse at 225 W Olive St, Newport)

□2. A list of names and addresses of property owners, as shown in the 
records of the Lincoln County Assessor, within the notification area 
described in #1 above.

□3. Written findings of fact addressing the following criteria:

□ (a) The change furthers a public necessity.
□ (b) The change promotes the general welfare.

□4. A written explanation of the requested change.

□ 5. Fee of $1,262.00.

7/1/2018

Exhibit 2 
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I understand that I am responsible for addressing the legal criteria relevant to my application and that the 
burden of proof justifying an approval of my application is with me. I also understand that this responsibility 
is independent of any opinions expressed in the Community Development & Planning Department Staff 
Report concerning the applicable criteria.

I certify that, to the best of my knowledge, all information provided in this application is accurate.

Applicant Signature(s) Date Signed

Property Owner Signature(s) (h other it, : Date Signed ■'ip pi leant)

Date SignedAuthorized Representative Signature(s) a,-other than appheant)
lAu U*." t /V\‘ L1 I

Please note application will not be accepted without all applicable signatures.

Please ask staff for a list of application submittai requirements for your specific type of request.

Community Development & Planning Department" 169 SW Coast Hwy, Newport, OR 97365" Derrick I. Tokos, AlCP, Director

1/10 Exhibit 2 
Page 4 of 4
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City of Newport

Memorandum

Community Development
Department

To: Planning Commission

From: Derrick I. Tokos, AICP, Community Development Director

Re: Continued Hearing on file No. 1-VAR-18, Height Variance for Signage at Samaritan
Pacific Communities Hospital

The applicant has elected to submit further justification for the size of the proposed wall
mounted sign. Attached is a series of slides submitted on September 17, 2018 by Matthew
Brown with Innerface Architectural Signage, Inc. The first 5 slides are identical to material
the Commission has already received from the applicant. Slides 6 through 28 are new.

As noted in the staff report for the September 10, 2018 hearing, the relevant approval standard
is listed under NMC 10.10.130(A), which states:

Approval of the request is the minimum necessary to alleviate special
hardships or practical difficulties faced by the applicant and that are
beyond the control ofthe applicant.

In regard to this criterion, the Planning Commission should consider whether the applicant has
sufficiently demonstrated that the request is the minimum necessary to alleviate special
hardships or practical difficulties faced by the applicant and that are beyond the control of the
applicant.

If the Planning Commission finds that the applicant has met the criteria established in the
Newport Municipal Code for granting a variance, then the Commission should approve the
request and ask staff to prepare findings and a final order for consideration at its next meeting
(October 8, 2018). As always, the Commission may attach reasonable conditions of approval
necessary to carry out the purposes of the ordinance, as conditions of approval are permissible
under NMC Section 10.10.13 0 (Variance Requirements — specifying that the Planning
Commission utilizes the procedure and process of zoning variances, including conditions of
approval). If, on the other hand, the Commission finds that the request does not comply with
the criteria, then the Commission should share its reasons for why the application must be
denied. Staff would then prepare findings and a final order to that effect for the Commission’s
consideration.

Email from Matthew Brown, Innerface Architectural Signage, Inc., dated 9/17/18, with attachment

Page 1 oil

Date: September 18, 2012

Attachments
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Derrick Tokos

From: mbrown@innerfacesign.com
Sent: Monday, September 17, 2018 3:40 PM
To: Derrick Tokos
Cc: Evonne Walls; Jon Conner; JeffJensen@innerfacesign.com; Joe Kunkel
Subject: RE: Additional information-signage submittal

Thank you!

Matthew Brown
Vice President I Design Services

0(510)525-9156 I 0(510)504-9156

ARCHITECTURAL
5IGNAGE, INC

O0©
innerfacesiqn.com mywayfinding.com

From: Derrick Tokos <D.TokosNewportOregon.gov>
To: “mbrown@inneifacesign.com” <mbrowninnerfacesign.com>
Cc: “JeffJenseninnerfacesign.com” <JeffJenseninnerfacesign.com>, Joe Kunkel <jkunkeI@theheaIthcarecoIIaborativegroup.com>, Jon Conner
<jconnersamhealth.org>, Evonne Walls <ewalIssamhealth.org>
Date: 09/17/2018 03:39 PM
Subject: RE: Additional information-signage submittal

We will provide copies of the attached file to the Planning Commission.

Derrick I. Tokos, AICP
Community Development Director
City of Newport

169 SW Coast Highway
Newport, OR 97365
ph: 541.574.0626 fax: 541.574.0644
d.tokos@newportoregon.gov

From: mbrown@innerfacesign.com [mailto:mbrown@innerlacesign.com]
Sent: Monday, September 17, 2018 3:37 PM
To: Derrick Tokos <D.Tokos@ NewportOregon.gov>
Cc: JeffJensen@innerfacesign.com; Joe Kunkel <jkunkel@thehealthcarecollaborativegroup.com>; Jon Conner
<jconner@samhealth.org>; Evonne Walls <ewalls@samhealth.org>

1
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Subject: Additional information-signage submittal

Derrick-

As discussed, the link below supplies the previous slide show, with additional content addressing board comments. We
will bring printed copies for the board and would like to include this in a media presentation.

Please call or write with any questions or concerns. Thank you.

https: //Atl Webi .Innerfacesig n .com/IWeb/fileu pid . nsf/O/634D43950 1C209ED8525830B007 1 2354?OpenDo
Cu ment

Matthew Brown
Vice President Design Services

o (510) 525-9156 I C (510) 504-9156

INNERFACE
ARCHITECTU1AL
5GNA3E INC

OO©
nnerfacesiqn.com mywayfindinq.com
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Variance

The	height	of	the	Campus	Iden3fica3on	sign	E7/D.1	exceeds	the	30-foot	height	
limita3on	[(NMC	10.10.095(J)]

The	SW	Bay	Street	frontage	has	four	signs	–	two	wall	signs	(the	campus	iden3fica3on	sign	(E-9/A)	
and	the	“emergency”	sign	(E-6/A.1);	and	two	freestanding	signs	(E-7/D.1	and	E-8/C).		NMC	
10.10.095(	C)	requires	that	each	street	frontage	shall	be	limited	to	not	more	than	2	signs,	only	
one	of	which	may	be	other	than	a	wall	sign	unless	there	is	more	than	200	lineal	feet	of	street	
frontage,	in	which	case	one	addi3onal	sign	is	permiWed.	(That	street	frontage	is	more	than	200	
feet.	So,	only	a	maximum	of	three	signs	may	be	allowed	on	that	frontage.	Therefore,	one	of	the	
four	signs	must	be	eliminated	in	order	to	be	consistent	with	the	code).	

The	proposed	“direc3onal”	freestanding	signs	may	not	be	exempt	in	that	they	each	exceed	3	
square	feet	in	area	and	some	of	them	are	internally	illuminated.	

1

2

3

2Monday, September 17, 18
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Variance

•		The	height	of	the	Campus	Iden3fica3on	sign	E7/D.1	exceeds	the	30-foot	height	
					limita3on	[(NMC	10.10.095(J)]1

3Monday, September 17, 18
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Building Mounted Signage
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Building Mounted Signage

5Monday, September 17, 18
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Signage Viewing
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From SB 101
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From SB 101
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From SB 101
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From SB 101
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Clinic ID
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Clinic ID
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Clinic ID
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Comparable Application
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From SB 101Comparable Application
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Comparable Application

16Monday, September 17, 18

72



Comparable Application
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Variance

•		The	SW	Bay	Street	frontage	has	four	signs.

•		That	street	frontage	is	more	than	200	feet.	

•		A	maximum	of	three	signs	may	be	allowed	on	that	frontage.

2
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Signage Plan
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Variance

•		The	proposed	“direc3onal”	freestanding	signs	exceed	3	square	feet	in	area	
				and	some	of	them	are	internally	illuminated.	

3
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Freestanding Signage
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Freestanding Signage

3-1/2” 
copy

3-1/2” 
copy

3-1/2” 
copy
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Signage Plan

48”
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8’-0”

4’-0”

18’-0”
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10’-0”
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City of Newport

Memorandum

Community Development
Department

Date: September 17, 2018

Re: Appeal of Geologic Permit (File No. 1-GP-1$)

To: Newport Planning Commission

From: Derrick Tokos, Community Development Direct&1

Enclosed is a copy of the written record, including the staff decision and notice of appeal. Please treat the staff
decision, and this memo, as the staff report for the appeal hearing. As this is a geologic permit, analysis
performed by certified engineering geologists, geotechnical engineers, and licensed engineers is of particular
relevance. To that end, the record includes submittals by K&A Engineering and K&D Engineering on behalf of
the applicant, peer review by Columbia Geotechnical on behalf of appellants, and comments by H.G. Schlicker
and Associates regarding reports they have authored involving the property and other parcels in the area. The
subject site is situated on the west side ofNW Spring Street, and is identified by the County Assessor as tax lots
1800, 1900, and 1903 of map 11-11-05-BC.

Appellants have challenged substantive elements of applicant’s June 29, 2018 geologic report by K&A
Engineering that concluded the applicant’s property is suitable for the development of three home sites (Exhibit
A-6). The August 15, 2018 peer review report by Columbia Geotechnical identifies potential issues with K&A
Engineering’s analysis (Exhibit E-6). K&A Engineering responded to the peer review comments in a letter dated
September 12, 2018 (Exhibit E-3).

City of Newport regulations for development within mapped geologic hazards areas are contained in Chapter
14.21 of the Newport Municipal Code (NMC), and all standards listed in this chapter are relevant to the permit
application on appeal. Applications for geologic permits must include a geologic report, prepared by a certified
engineering geologist, establishing the site is suitable for the proposed development (NMC 14.2 1.050(D)).
Further, an engineering report, prepared by a licensed civil engineer, geotechnical engineer, or certified
engineering geologist (to the extent qualified), must be provided if engineering remediation is anticipated to
make the site suitable for the proposed development (NMC 14.2 1.050(E)). Statements by these licensed
individuals should be viewed by the Commission as expert testimony on these matters.

Staff concluded that the June 29, 2018 geologic report by K&A Engineering and accompanying conceptual site
plan by K&D Engineering satisfied the approval standards with conditions and issued a decision to that effect
on July 16, 2018 (Exhibit A-3). The decision was appealed on 7/3 1/18, with appellants asserting that the June
29, 2018 report by K&A Engineering contained inconsistencies, errors, and omissions that they would highlight
with their own analysis prepared by a certified engineering geologist (Exhibit C-4). This was accomplished with
the peer review report by Columbia Geotechnical, which appellants submitted on August 29, 2018. The appeal
and peer review report were filed in accordance with the deadlines set forth in NMC 14.2 1.120. In deciding this
appeal, the Planning Commission should consider any and all evidence in the record it believes to be relevant to
criteria for approval of geologic permits, and may ask the applicant and/or the appellant to provide responses
from K&A Engineering or Columbia Geotechnical to issues that it feels need clarification.

With respect to the procedures for Monday’s hearing, a script will be prepared for the Planning Commission
Chair addressing the conduct and order of the proceedings in a manner consistent with the City of Newport’s
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adopted procedures (NMC 14.52.080). Signup sheets will be provided for those wishing to speak at the hearing.
The sheets will include a statement asking that persons identify the criteria they believe the applicant has or has
not satisfied before they provide their testimony.

1f after taking testimony, the Commission believes that it has sufficient information to render a decision on the
appeal then it may provide direction to staff to prepare findings of fact for consideration at its next meeting. The
Commission should identify the direction it wants staff to take in preparing the findings (e.g. approve the
application in a manner consistent with the staffdecision, approve the application but include alternative findings
addressing specific issues, or deny the application). If the Commission is inclined to deny the application, it is
reasonable for it to ask that the appellant prepare the findings. The Commission must approve the application
(i.e. deny the appeal) if it believes the approval standards have been met or can be met through the imposition of
reasonable conditions. It must deny the application if it believes the approval standards cannot be met, even with
reasonable conditions.

The Commission may, at the request of a participant or on its own accord, continue the hearing to a date certain
to provide an opportunity for persons to present and rebut new evidence, arguments or testimony related to the
approval criteria. 1f after taking testimony, the Commission believes that additional information is needed in
order for it to approve the application then this would be an option that it could pursue. In such a case, the
Commission should be clear about the additional information that it wants to see submitted. Prior to the
conclusion of the hearing, any participant may request an opportunity to present additional evidence, arguments
or testimony. If such a request is made, the Commission must, at a minimum, leave the record open for receipt
of written materials for a period of 7 days. Unless waived, the City must also afford the applicant at least 7 days
after the record is closed to all other parties to submit final written argument in support of the application.

Exhibits

The case record is organized chronologically, with the most recently submitted information listed first.
Documents submitted after the date of this memo will be distributed to Commission members at the hearing.

Materials Submitted After the Appeal

Exhibit # Description

E-1 Email from Elaine Kames, dated 9/17/1 8, expressing concern with the geologic report
and slope stability, with attached photographs

E-2 Letter from Chris Sclmeller, dated 9/16/18, expressing that they believe the applicant
has failed to establish the site is suitable for the proposed development

E-3 Letter from Michael Remboldt, P.E., G.E. and Gary Sandstrom, C.E.G., dated 9/12/1 8,
responding to the peer review by Columbia Geotechnical

E-4 Email from Carol Reinhard, dated 9/11/18, expressing her opinion that the analysis by
K&A Engineering was incomplete and faulty

E-5 Letter from Mona Linstromberg, dated 9/10/18, with comments on the conceptual site
plan prepared by K&D Engineering, revised 7/2/18. Attached are full size copies ofthe
plan to be distributed to the Commission members (plan to be distributed separately)

E-6 Geotechnical Peer Review by Ruth Wilmoth, C.E.G., P.E., with Columbia
Geotechnical, dated 8/15/18 (submitted 8/29/18)

Page 2 of 5
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E-7 Email from Mona Linstromberg, dated 8/29/18, with chapter from a book by Paul
Kornar, titled Jump-off Joe Fiasco

E-8 Email from staff to Mona Linstromberg, dated 8/8/18, regarding issues with the notice
of decision on the geologic permit

E-9 Email from Mona Linstromberg, dated 8/7/18, asking that a letter from the Oregon
Shores Conservation Coalition related to the applicant’s shoreland resource impact
review application be included in the record (letter attached)

E-10 Email from Mona Linstromberg, dated 8/7/18, asking that a letter from Lisa Potter
Thomas, related to the applicant’s shoreland resource impact review application, be
included in the record (letter attached)

E-1 1 Email from Mona Linstromberg, dated 8/7/18, asking that a letter she submitted related
to the applicant’s shoreland resource impact review application, be included in the
record (letter attached)

E-12 Email from Mona Linstromberg, dated 8/7/18, asking that a letter she submitted with
additional testimony related to the applicant’s shoreland resource impact review
application, be included in the record (letter attached)

E-13 Email from Mona Linstromberg, dated 8/7/18, asking that Tim Cross’s credentials be
included in the record. includes enclosed resume

E-14 Email from Mona Linstromberg, dated 8/7/18, asking that Tim Cross’s letter (Exhibit
B-b) be included in the record

E-15 Email from Chris Schneller, dated 7/31/18, taking issue with Gary Sandstrom’s
conclusions related to the “design life of the structure”

E-1 6 Email from Chris Schneller, dated 7/31/18, expressing concerns with the design of the
drainage system for the proposed development

E-1 7 Email from Ann Sigleo, dated 7/31/18, indicating that she believes the applicant’s
geologic report was thorough, but that additional details are needed for the beach access
plan

Notice of the Appeal Hearing

Exhibit # Description

D-l Email from staff, dated 9/12/18, sent to persons on an email distribution list that asked
to be kept appraised of land use matters involving the property. The email included the
appeal hearing notice as an attachment

D-2 Notice of appeal hearing mailed to appellants, property owners within 200-feet of the
subject property, and affected agencies. Notice was mailed on 8/3 1/18 and includes map
and mailing list

D-3 Notice of the appeal hearing published in the Newport News-Times on 9/14/18
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Appeal Documents

Exhibit # Description

C-I Email from Sean Malone, Attorney, dated 7/31/18, indicating that he is representing
appellants in the appeal of the geologic permit

C-2 Email from Leslie Hogan advising of Pat Linstromberg’s interest in signing on to the
appeal. The email is dated 7/31/18

C-3 Email from Teresa Amen, dated 7/31/18 confirming that they own property on Spring
Street

C-4 Appeal from Mona Linstromberg, Elaine Kames, Christine Schneller, Robert Earle,
Teresa, and Leslie Hogan (Power of Attorney for Pat Linstromberg), filed 7/31/18

Documents Submitted After Decision and Prior to Appeal

Exhibit # Description

B-i Email from Teresa Amen, dated 7/29//is, with attached letter from Robert Earle and
Teresa Amen, Mary Bauman, and Nancy Luther opposing the proposed development

B-2 Email from Brent Bunker, dated 7/27/i 8, expressing concerns with the geologic stability
of the subject property

B-3 Email from Ann Howell, dated 7/27/18 with an article about a house in Maryland that
she views as an example of ‘just because you can do it, doesn’t mean you should”

3-4 Email from staff to Chris Schneller, dated 7/27/18 related to road access permits the
applicant will need to obtain if and when the geologic report becomes final

B-5 Email from Mona Linstromberg suggesting that K&A Engineering might want to revisit
aspects of their report. The email is dated 7/26/18

B-6 Email from Mona Linstromberg, dated asking if the applicant might consider accepting
an extension to the appeal period

B-7 Letter from Wayne Belmont, Attorney, Roy Kinion (Road Official) and Steve Hodge,
P.E. with Lincoln County. The letter, dated 7/26/18, indicates that earthwork supported
by an approved Geologic Permit can occur within County road right-of-way subject to
an access permit. County Engineer comments relate to his conclusion that the geologic
report is consistent with the 2014 Oregon Structural Specialty Code

B-S Email from staffto the applicant, dated 7/26/i 8, with the letter from Mr. Cross regarding
K&A Engineering’s analysis

3-9 Email from Doug Gless, R.G., C.E.G, L.H.G., with H.G. Schlicker and Associates,
dated 7/25/18, advising as to the relative weight readers should give to three reports that
they prepared involving the subject property and adjacent parcels. Referenced reports
are included with this exhibit
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B-b Letter from Tim Cross, dated 7/23/18, expressing concern with K&A Engineering’s
analysis

B-Il Email from Elaine Karnes, dated 7/20/18, summarizing issues discussed with staff

Record up to Issuance of City Decision

Exhibit # Description

A-i Email from staff dated 7/16/18, to individuals that requested notice of the decision

A-2 Written notice and mailing list of individuals and agencies that received notice of the
decision via first-class mail. Notice is dated 7/16/18

A-3 Notice of decision approving the geologic permit, dated 7/16/18

A-4 Email from Michael Remboldt, P.E., G.E., dated 7/6/18, transmitting the 6/29/18 report

A-5 Conceptual site plan for the subject property, prepared by K&D Engineering, Inc., dated
7/2/18 (1 lxi 7 reduced copy)

A-6 Geotechnical Engineering Report and Geologic Hazard Assessment, by Michael
Remboldt, P.E., G.E. and Gary Sandstrom, C.E.G., R.P.G, dated 6/29/18 and received
by the City on 7/6/18

A-7 Email from staff advising the applicant that the transmitted report, which was intended
to be an update, was in fact an older version. Email is dated 7/5/18

A-8 Email from staff indicating that the application was incomplete, dated 6/21/18

A-9 Geotechnical Engineering Report and Geologic Hazard Assessment, by Michael
Remboldt, P.E., G.E. and Gary Sandstrom, C.E.G., R.P.G, dated 6/12/18

A-l0 Email from Bill Lund dated 5/4/18 requesting a meeting to discuss outstanding issues
with the application

A-li Email from Derrick Tokos, Newport Community Development Director (staff) to Mr.
Lund, dated 5/4/18, advising that the application was incomplete

A-12 Email from Bill Lund seeking confirmation that the application is being processed.
Email is dated 5/4/18

A-13 Copy ofNewport Municipal Code (NMC) Chapter 14.21, Geologic Hazards Overlay

A-14 Geotechnical Engineering Report for property identified as Tax Lots 1800, 1900 and
1903, Tax Map 1 1-i 1—05-BC, by Michael Remboldt, dated 11/30/17

A-is Letter from Michael Remboldt, P.E., G.E. related to the impact of the 60-foot Jump-off
Joe road right-of-way on their 11/30/17 Geotechnical engineering Report

A-16 Land use application by William Lund, property owner, submitted 5/3/18
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From: Elaine Karnes <karnese@peak.org>
Sent: Monday, September 17, 2018 11:14 AM
To: Derrick Tokos
Cc: Ruth Wilmoth; Phillip Johnson, Oregon Shores/CoastWatch; Sean Malone; Mona

Linstromberg
Subject: #1-GP-18-A: Testimony and Evidence
Attachments: #1.jpg; #2.jpg; #3.jpg; #4.jpg; #5.jpg; #6.jpg; #7jpg; #8.jpg; #9Jpg; #10.jpg

TESTIMONY AND EVIDENCE #l-GP-18-A
September 17, 2018
Location Map 11-1 1-O5BC. Tax Lots 1800, 1900, 1903.
Please enter in the record for the geologic permit appeal and confirm receipt.

The area proposed for development is in an active slide zone as identified by the State
DOGAMI study. Our concern is that additional development could jeopardize the stability of
Spring Street, the infrastructure (water lines, sewer lines, storm drain, and the buried utilities such
as gas and electric), as well as existing homes in the area. A major geologic event that occurred in
the 1960’s is known as “The Spring Street Landslide”.

On June 16, 1993, the Newport News-Times published an article concerning a proposed
development on the same site. That article quoted Tom (Thomas) Branford (at that time a Lincoln
County District Court Judge and since 1996 a Circuit Court Judge) who had previously owned a
home across the street as stating: “ ... just from walking down to the beach for the past 18 years
through the property they’re planning to develop...I believe that property is unstable.” The 1993
article goes on to state: “Branford said that several years ago, in an area near the proposed
development, ‘a chunk of ground about 130 feet long and 10 feet wide simply cracked off, and it
has sunk about six feet since that time. One owner had to alter their foundation... another lost a 10-
foot chunk that was the full width of their lot.’” (That earlier development proposal was quickly
abandoned.)

Since 1982, when the properties on either side of the proposed development were built, both
homes have suffered significant damage to their foundations. The nearest house to the south (1245
NW Spring Street) required replacing much of its foundation with a cantilever support construction
(see photos #1, #2, #3). A retaining wall was added on the west side of the house.

The house to the north (1409 NW Spring Street) required major work by “Ram Jack” during
the summer of 2017. A large section of the driveway was removed and a concrete pour was done
to support anchors attached to the house (see photos #4, #5). On the private trail going up from the
beach to this house, the owners have posted a sign: “No Trespassing Private Beach Walkover
ACTIVE GEOLOGIC HAZARD AREA” (see photo #6).

The extensive clearing and bulldozer work that was done by the current developer at the
proposed Spring Street site obscured much of the evidence of recent slides. We had observed
slumps on the site during the 27 years that we have lived in the neighborhood. A number of years
ago the beach trail that starts near the memorial bench suffered a slide that brought down small
trees and destroyed part of the trail during a single rain storm. From the county road right-of-way
(that extends the eastern edge of the property) you can see clear indications of previous slides. (see

1

Derrick Tokos

EXHIBIT

E-1
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photos #7, #8, #9, #10)
The report submitted by the developer’s geologic engineer states: “We do not warrant or

guarantee site surface or subsurface conditions. Exploration test holes indicate soil conditions only
at specific locations (i.e. the test hole locations) to the depths penetrated”. Yet, none of these test
holes were within the proposed development site, but rather are located within the City or County
right-of-ways.

This same report states: “The scope of our service does not include construction safety
precautions, techniques, sequences, or procedures...”. This seems to suggest that there could be
associated risks to the area during construction, such as the movement of heavy equipment, driving
piles, expansive clearing of vegetation and additional earth movement.

Newport Municipal Code clearly states that the City’s responsibility is to “promote the public
health, safety and general welfare by minimizing public and private losses due to earth movement
hazards and limiting erosion and related environmental damage...” and to “assure that the sensitive
nature of beach and dune land forms is recognized and that development in these areas is designed
so as to protect important natural values and reduce hazards to life and property.” Newport
residents have witnessed the erosion and slides along a section of Coast Street (just to the south of
an earlier failed Jump-Off Joe development) resulting in its closure. We were Newport residents
when the “Jump-Off Joe Fiasco” unraveled (as characterized by O.S.U. Professor Emeritus Paul
Komar in this book The Pacific Northwest Coast). We ask only that the City fulfill its
responsibility to protect the property and lives of the citizens of Newport.

Respectfully,
Elaine and Robin Kames

attachments:
#1
#2
#3
#4
#5
#6
#7
#8
#9
#10
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EXHIBIT

September 16, 2018

Re: Appeal of Geologic Hazard Permit 1-GP48, West ofNW Spring Street

To: Members of the Newport Planning Commission

Commissioners,

“Minimizing public and private losses due to earth movement hazards” is stated in the purpose
declaration of the Geologic Hazards Overlay section of the Newport Municipal Code. In 1 -GP
18, the applicant and his geotechnical advisers have failed to provide convincing evidence that
the site is suitable for the proposed development or that engineering remediation can make it
suitable.

It is not an accident that this property has never been developed. Simple common sense would
recognize the significant risk of failure. It is clear that this development is not in the best interest
of the City. The Geologic Permit should not be approved under any conditions.

Sincerely,

Chris Schneller
Homeowner
1234 NW Spring Street
Newport

CITY OF NEWPORT

sEP 1? 20!3
RECE!VED
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EXHIBIT

E3
K & A ENGINEERING, INC.

91051 5. WILLAMETTE STREET

P. o. Box 8486, COBURG, OR 97408

(541)684-9399. KAENGINEERS.COM enqineerin

September 12, 2018 Project: 17056

Bill Lund

P. o. Box 22

Seal Rock, OR 97376

Subject: Response to Columbia Geotechnical Peer Review from Columbia Geotechnical

Proposed Residential Development

Tax Lots 1800, 1900, 1903; Tax Map 11-11-05-BC;

NW Spring St., Newport, Oregon

PURPOSE AND SCOPE
Our understanding is that the subject “peer review,” written by Ruth A. Wilmoth, C.E.G., P.E. of

Columbia Geotechnical, located in Vancouver, Washington, was requested, and paid for, by a Ms. Mona

Lindstromberg of Tidewater, Oregon. This “peer review” discussed selected portions of our

Geotechnical Report for the subject project, dated June 29, 2018.

At your request, we have reviewed Ms. Wilmoth’s “peer review” and are submitting our response to her

discussion in this letter.

RESPONSE

QUALIFICATIONS

Ruth A. Wilmoth is a licensed engineering geologist in the State of Oregon (license No. E1435) and a
licensed professional engineer (civil engineering) but is not licensed in the state of Oregon as a
geotechnical engineer. As such, she is not qualified to make a peer review of a report made by a
professional geotechnical engineer.

As such, we assume that any valid peer review made by Ms. Wilmoth is limited to those aspects covered

in the Geologic Hazard Assessment made by Mr. Gary C. Sandstrom, C.E.G., R.P.G. — a licensed
professional engineering geologist and geologist in the state of Oregon.

DISCUSSION
• Item 1 - Executive Summary. Our study included the cited reference (OFR 0-04-09 - see

footnote 3, page 6). Our report also summarized, in detail, prior slope movement on and

around the site (e.g. 3.1 Geologic Hazards). We agree that this is a high hazard zone for slope

movement and, as such, warrants great caution, and was the basis for our detailed investigation
of site-specific ground conditions for the project considered in this area.

98



Response — Wilmoth Peer Review
NW Spring St. Development — Lund Development — Newport, Oregon
September 12, 2018 K & A Engineering, Inc.• Project No.: 17056

eng in eerinç

Evidence provided by broad-scale mapping and lidar imagery must be verified in the field, which
is what our study provided.

As far as the distress to adjacent homes, we are unaware of the nature of such “historical
distress.” Foundations move for a variety of reasons and it is an over-reach to assume that
whatever distress has occurred is due to slope movement. K & A Engineering, Inc. has extensive
experience in determining the nature, cause, and extend of foundation movement and
developing foundation repair plans. Determining the nature, cause, and extent of foundation
distress requires a detailed geotechnical investigation, surveying, structural analysis, and
analysis. Wilmoth needs to reference geotechnical studies, measurements, engineering
analysis, and written reports to support this statement.

• Item 2 - Surface Conditions. It is not clear where Wilmoth observed erosion. It is helpful to
note that we did observe indications of an old logging, or some other type of access, road in the
steep slope descending from NW Spring Street. Perhaps this is what Wilmoth observed.

We note that significant erosion occurred at the base of the old slide scarp and west of this area
on the drill access constructed for our investigation. This erosion was addressed by
construction erosion control measures on site. The monitoring Wilmoth recommends is most
appropriate for deep-seated landslides — conditions not found at this site. The old slope
movement was a shallow rotational/translational movement which has already occurred. Site
observations (i.e. no tension cracks or other evidence of contemporary mass slope movement)
and our stability analysis (based on actual field data and laboratory testing) indicates that the
site is stable and safe for the proposed development if the recommendations for pile-supported
building foundations are followed.

• Item 3 — Zone I. This zone was described as an old slide scarp. The vertical slopes in this area
are cut embankments from some sort of narrow logging or access road. The alignment is easy
to trace.

• Item 4— Geologic Setting. Wilmoth did not provide the complete quote from the Schlicker
report referenced (the original 1991 Report by Herbert G. Schlicker). H. G. Schlicker
recommended 50-foot borings “unless drilling indicates competent material at a shallower
depth.” Our probes and borings found competent material at shallower depths. H. G. Schlicker
also stated in the 1991 report that a “driving force is no longer present to activate a large slide”
in the study area.

The 2016 Schlicker report Wilmoth cites (no referenced given) is actually, we believe, dated
March 12, 2015 and was authored by Mr. J. Douglass Gless. For this study, Gless drilled the
site, making two borings along the west side of NW Spring Street using a trailer-mounted auger
rig. We did not mention this report because we did not have it at the time and, even if we did,

Page I 2
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Response — Wilmoth Peer Review
NW Spring St. Development — Lund Development — Newport, Oregon
September 12, 2018 K & A Engineering, Inc. Project No.: 17056

en gin eerin

we would not have considered the report credible, since it recommended building on the upper
bench supported by spread footings — the highest hazard zone of the entire site — with no
reported analysis to confirm global slope stability of this recommendation (i.e. slope loaded with
footings).

• Item 5 — Slope Movement and Appendix C. Our analysis of the existing (pre-development)
conditions confirmed that, under the most extreme earthquake event, the factor of safety fF05)
is likely to be slightly below 1.0. Considering the relatively flat surface of mudstone in this area,
slope failure would likely result small magnitudes of lateral movement of 1-foot or less. This is a
magnitude that would not cause structural collapse.

However, the analysis does not consider the stabilizing effect of the recommended foundation
pile support which will improve global stability by the incorporation of battered micropiles. We
have recommended that, once the development concept is approved, additional borings at the
home sites will need to be made to extend the geologic profile, provide data for design of the
foundation support system, and allow us to evaluate global stability in the constructed
condition.

The old slide surface is not a uniform slope of 15-degrees — it is much flatter overall, as depicted
in the Field-developed Cross Section. This is due to the concave shape of the ancient slope
movement that occurred. Also, mudstone dip angles in the are not uniformly 15-degrees and,
to our knowledge, other than dip directions and strikes on geologic maps, no specific studies
have been made to characterize the distribution of dip angles and directions for this site.

Our probes consisted of a relatively sophisticated cone penetration test including tip pressure
and side friction. N-values are calculated as well as a host of other correlated soil parameters
well documented in the literature for evaluation of cone penetration testing. The test was
summarized on our report and reduced data for tip pressure, friction ratio, and correlated N
values are shown on the probe logs. We made conservative estimates of soil and rock shear
strength based on published correlations and the tip pressure and friction ratios.

Based on all the probes, borings, and shallow hand augers at the site, the groundwater regime
was clearly delineated. Additionally, our investigation was made during the wet season when
we would expect groundwater to be high.

• Item 6 — Beach Regression. If the 100-year average “sea cliff” retreat was 5-feet per year, then
the retreat would be at least 500-feet in the last 100-years. This is approximately 200-feet
greater than the measured distance of the beach to the east edge of NW Spring Street. This is
extreme and does not represent the actual site condition.

Page I 3
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Response — Wilmoth Peer Review
NW Spring St. Development — Lund Development — Newport, Oregon
September 12, 2018 • K & A Engineering, Inc. Project No.: 17056
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The erosion rates discussed in the Geologic Hazard Assessment for this project (Gary C.

Sandstrom, C.E.G., R.P.G.) are based on the more relevant and newer DOGAMI Open File Report

0-04-09.’ The estimated mean bluff toe erosion rate for fine-grained Tertiary rocks is 0.3-

feet/year (see Table 7, page 34 of the report text). Priest and Allen also recommend a

“conservative” erosion rate of 0.45-feet/year. The Komar publication referenced by Wilmoth is

a much older publication (1998) and we assume that the recent research and DOGAMI

publications are based on better data and analysis.

• Item 7—Liquefaction. None of the borings or probes found conditions conducive to
liquefaction — saturated loose sands. The unconsolidated soils below the groundwater table,

encountered in the probes and borings consisted of silts and clays. Our findings confirm the

Geologic Hazard Assessment that there is a low risk of liquefaction based on the HazVu mapping

for the site.

• Item 8—Tsunami. The known nature and probability of Tsunami elevation was amply discussed

in the Geologic Hazard Assessment - 5.0 Geologic Hazard Mapping. While the site is well above

the “statutory” 30-foot elevation, the area proposed for development is within the inundation

area delineated by DOGAMI’s Tsunami Inundation Map which is referenced in the Geologic

Hazard Assessment. The statuary elevation limit is justified by large recurrence interval (i.e. low

probability of occurrence) of Cascadian Subduction events.

In the unlikely event of a maximum Cascadian event, inundation of the site as well as areas east

of NW Spring Street is expected. However, due to the support of structures on piling

embedded in underlying bedrock, the foundations will remain stable.

• Item 9 — General Foundation Recommendations. The scope of our June 29, 2018 Geotechnical

Report was to provide general recommendations for delineating geologic hazards and site

suitability for the project, with general recommendations for stabilization and foundation

support.. K & A Engineering, Inc. will be providing specific design recommendations for pile

support after the project concept is approved and we move forward to the design phase to

prepare documents for construction and permitting.

• Item 10 — General Recommendations. Retaining walls, cut embankments, and other earthwork

will be designed after the project concept is approved and we move forward to the design phase

to prepare documents for construction and permitting. All designs and construction

documentation will meet general criteria in our Geotechnical Report.

1 George R. Priest and Jonathan C. Allan, Evaluation of Coastal Erosion Hazard Zones Along Dune and Bluf Backed
Shorelines in Lincoln County Oregon: Cascade Head to Seal Rock — Technical Report to Lincoln County. 2004
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Response — Wilmoth Peer Review
NW Spring St. Development — Lund Development — Newport, Oregon
September 12, 2018 K & A Engineering, Inc.• Project No.: 17056
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• Item 11 — Drainage. The scope of our June 29, 2018 Geotechnical Report did not include
detailed recommendations for designing facilities to handle storm runoff. This will be designed
by a qualified civil engineer once the project concept is approved and we move forward to the
design phase to prepare documents for construction and permitting. Drainage will meet City of
Newport requirements and standards for erosion control and runoff.

• Item 12 — Foundation Pads. The scope of our June 29, 2018 Geotechnical Report was to
provide general recommendations for delineating geologic hazards and site suitability. Qualified
design professionals will be providing specific design recommendations for structures, grading,
and access after the project concept is approved and we move forward to the design phase to
prepare documents for construction and permitting.

• Item 13 — Geotechnical Site Plan. The concept was amply illustrated by the inclusion of both
the Geotechnical Site Plan, Field-developed Cross Section, and Conceptual Site Plan.

• Item 14—Appendix C Slope Stability Analysis. Slope stability calculations are very complex,
lengthy, and difficult to interpret except for geotechnical professionals. Inclusion of printed
calculation would add hundreds of pages to the report and would not serve the purpose of the
report.

• Item 15 — Appendix D Geologic Hazard Assessment. Cited literature effectively states the high
hazard nature of slope movement in the vicinity that includes the project site. Such studies are
not meant to be used as a tool to approve or deny development in the area. The correct use of
these studies is to guide in the formulation of the scope and nature of in-depth site-specific
geotechnical and geologic investigations for specific projects.

Page I 5
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Response — Wilmoth Peer Review
NW Spring St. Development — Lund Development — Newport, Oregon
September 12, 201$ K & A Engineering, Inc. Project No.: 17056 ka

engineering

CoNcLusioN
Our recommendations are based on:

• Careful, systematic, site investigations utilizing proper tools and techniques,
• Study of pertinent geologic and geotechnical maps and other studies published for the area,
a Years of experience in similar geology for similar projects,
• Successful implementation of geotechnical recommendations for similar construction projects in

the north Oregon coastal environment,
• Systematic application of good engineering principles in analysis and developing

recommendations.

The Wilmoth Peer Review does not present issues that have changed our opinions or recommendations
regarding the subject project. We have recognized, in our Geotechnical Report for the subject project,
that the site does indeed present significant geologic challenges. We recommend that these conditions
can be successfully addressed by careful design and planning for the project that meets criteria in the
Geotechnical Report and in subsequent geotechnical supplemental reports.

We have also recommended supplemental geotechnical investigations of the actual home sites to
confirm subsurface conditions, prior to final design. This is necessary because the currently proposed
home site locations changed from the original concept (which were considered in the Geotechnical
Report) due to road rights-of-way issues, which were unknown at the time of the original geotechnical
investigation.

We recommend that the City of Newport allow you to move forward with the supplemental
geotechnical field work, proiect design, and application for permits for site development and building.

Sincerely,

Michael Remboldt, P.E., G.E.

K & A Engineering, Inc.

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this peer review. Please don’t hesitate to call if you have
further questions.

EXPLRES: DECEMBER 31 2018
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Derrick Tokos

EX HIB I I

From: Carol Reinhard <csreinhard@icloud.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 11, 2018 10:59 AM
To: Derrick Tokos
Cc: Carol Reinhard
Subject: Spring Street Public Hearing, Sept 24

Hi Derek,
Thank you for sending me notice of the public hearing for September 24. Because I live in Central Oregon, I will be
unable to attend the hearing & I am submitting to you my strong objects to the approval of Mr. Lund’s Shoreland
Resources Impact Review Application.

I believe that approval was based on geological data and conclusions from an incomplete and faulty study done by K&A
Engineering. K&A did not have enough data to arrive at their conclusions regarding the build-ability of the site.
Additionally, they should have taken a year or more (depending on annual rainfall of years in question) to monitor soils
to come to that conclusion.

The stability of an entire neighborhood depends on the diligent scrutiny of the geological data by the city council.

Please include my comments in the official record to be shared on September 24 with the Newport City Council.

Carol Reinhard
Newport tax lot 3700

1
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September 10, 2018

Re: 1-GP-18, appeal

To Derrick Tokos, Director Community Development:

EXHIBIT

Please find attached Comment: Conceptual Site Plan (May 22. 2018) and
Requestfor On-Site Visit including seven packets with the comment and
copies of the full sized conceptual site plans intended for the planning
commissioners.

Thank you for your attention.

Regards, /

Mona Linstromberg

CITY OF NEWPORT

SEP 1 0 2018
RECEIVED
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September 10, 2018

file No. 1-GP-18, appeal
Applicant: William Lund
Location: Map li-11-O5BC, Tax Lots 1800, 1900, 1903

Comment: Conceptual Site Plan (May 22, 2018) and Request for On-Site Visit

Please find attached a full sized copy of the site plan included in the K & A Engineering, Inc.
Geotechnical Engineeri;ig Report and Geologic Hazard Assessment (referred to as Geotechnical
Report) dated June 29, 2018. There is an intrinsic interconnectedness between the Shoreland
Impact Review (1-SIR-i 8) and the approved geologic permit application. In the Conclusion
portion of the approval of I-SIR-i8, it states:

4. Concerns that earthwork and clearing performed by the owner will destabilize nearby
slopes or lead to excessive erosion are related to standards for geologic permits listed in
Chapter 14.21 of the Newport Municipal Code. They have been raised in a pending
appeal ofthe applicant’s approved geologic permit, which is the appropriate forum to
resolve those questions. They do not relate to the approval criteriafor development
within the City ‘s Ocean $horelands Overlay.

Additionally, in an August 30 email from Mr. Tokos to me in response to my questions:
The shoreland review permit addresses the standards relevant to that type ofpermit,
which is about protecting the Jump-offJoe Outstanding Natural Area by means ofa 25-
foot vegetated buffer. The geologic permit addresses issues relevant to slope stability
and erosion. Mr. Lund must have both permits in place andfinal before he can proceed
with developing the home sites.

The crux of the interconnectedness is whether the geology in this geologic hazard zone and
active slide area can support the proposed development as depicted on the site plan and as
addressed in the detail of applicant’s Geotechnical Report. The peer review report (addressing
applicable criteria found in Chapter 14.21) by Columbia Geotechnical submitted by those in
opposition to the proposed development addresses the science and flaws in the report submitted
by the developer. The attached site plan provides the visual accompaniment to both reports, an
extensive and intrusive development.

The site plan is really only half of the visual equation. I request that the Planning Commission
members do an on-site visit. Since there are multiple factors impacting this particular proposal

August 3 2018 K & D Engineering submitted an altered site plan on which was based the
approval of 1-SIR-i 8, Shoreland Impact Review. Mr. Tokos, in an August 9 email responding to
Elaine Kames’ concerns, stated “(h)e modified the site plan to illustrate that they will not be
clearing vegetation within the 25-foot buffer, and provided additional narrative. These changes
are not material enough to warrant another notice prior to a decision being rendered.” I am relying
on the plans submitted in the Geotechnical Report to avoid more confusion when reviewing the
Geotechnical Report.

Comment: Site Plan and Request for On-Site Visit

1

10
6



(e.g. the old Jump-off Joe Road county right of way and multiple survey markers on-site), I
recommend that someone either from either the County or City familiar with the subject property
accompany the planning commission members when on-site.

The Conceptual Site Plan and an on-site visit are tools needed to more fully understand if the
subject property can support the current development proposal.

Please enter into the record with each copy and comment (hand delivered) made available to
members of the Newport Planning Commission.

Mona Linstromg
Family home: 1442 NW Spring St, Newport. OR 97365

Mailing address: 831 F. Buck Creek Rd., Tidewater, OR 97390

Attachment:

Conceptual Site Plan
For

William Lund
Located in

A Portion of Lot 1, and Lots 2, 3,
4 & 5 of Block 37 of Ocean View

Subdivision and a Portion of Vacated NW 14th Avenue
In the

City of Newport, Lincoln County, Oregon
May 22, 2018

Comment: Site Plan and Request for On-Site Visit
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Columbia Geotechnical. P0 Box 87367, \‘ancoucr. WA 98687 / (360) 944-7397 / fax (360) 94

August 15, 2018
CITY OF NEWPORT

CGI8-131 1

Mona Lindstromberg

831 East Buck Creek Road

Tidewater, OR 97390

Geotechnical Peer Review
Report by K & A Engineering, Inc.
Geotecimical Engineering Report and Geologic 1-lazard Assessment
Tax Lots 1800, 1900, 1903

West of NW Spring St roughly between NW 3tZ3 St and NW 14th St

Newport, Oregon 97365

This peer review has been completed at your request. I have reviewed the report that was provided.
namely the June 29, 201 8, Geotechnical Engineering Report and Geologic Hazard Assessment by K & A
Engineering, Inc., including the appendices A through E. I also reviewed easily accessible reports and
government wcbsitcs that provide general and site-specific data that relates to the geology, groundwater,
natural hazards, and the erosional history of the site and area. My comments are based on the infbrmation
provided in the documents reviewed and my experience, limited in scope by the hours of our contract. I
expect that a more thorough review would present additional comments.

Background
The scope of this report is to provide a summary of my review of the report referenced above that I

understand was submitted to the City’ of Newport by the property owner, Bill Lund, in order to pursue the
development of the three individual lots for new residential structures; duptexes are planned for the two
southern lots (1900 and 1903) and a single-family house is planned for the north lot (1800).

The reason for this peer review is to provide an independent professional opinion based on the data that
‘as presented and referenced in the owner’s geotechnical report; although I did make a single site visit,

no additional soil explorations or testing were performed as a part of this review.

1)1 sen ss ion
To provide easy reference to the owner’s geotechnical report, this discussion is organized following the

format of that report.

[ Section of K&A Page- Comments - -

report number
Executive 2 In the summary’ of their scope, the last bullet item is “Pertinent hazard
Summary’ zones such as the 100—year flood zone and elevation.” It appears in this

summary that the site was not reviewed with consideration of the
mapped Spring Street Landslide which is identified in the 2004

Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries publication
Of R 0-04-09; the site is mapped in that report as a Kolocene Active

Landslide (Als). Evidence that supports the active landslide mapping
includes: the disturbed terrain within the fallen landslide blocks

indicative of recent slope movement; high contrast of lidar images that
suggest landslide blocks that have had little time to erode since they

last moved: tilted shore pine within the area of the planned new

I development; and historical distress to the two closest homes (roughly
I 15 ft north and 75 south of the project) on either side of the property

caused by ground movement in the past 3t) years or so. Later in the
report. there is reference to “landslide debris extending to depths as

EXHIBIT

t.net

AUG 292018
RECEIVED

Columbia
Geotechnical
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Geotechnical Peer Review K & A Gcotcchnical Report Columbia
West of NW Spring St roughly between NW y3th St and NW 14th s GeotechncaI

Page 2

much as approximately 16-feet below the ground surface.” (Section —

_________________ _________

2.3.3, page 5)

________

2.2 Surface 4 In the second to last paragraph, “there is little evidence of on-going
Conditions severe surface erosion or mass slope movement. We did not observe

indications of slope movement in the roadway such as cracks with

differential movement.” In contrast to the report, at our brief site visit,
we did observe deep erosion on and just downslopc of the steep slide
scarl (the steep slope immediately west of NW Spring Street) and in

areas associated with both of the significant springs still flowing in
August (roughly uphill of each of the planned new duplexes). Old
landslide scarps and displaced material cannot effectively be judged to
be stable based on isolated site observations alone, which represent
just a snapshot in time even over the course of several months. It is
common practice to set up a comprehensive monitoring system that
can provide data over the course of one or more wet seasons to base
the opinion of current slope stability. For this project. a system would
likely include at least two slope movement sensors (in-place
inclinometers or other in—ground methods that extend at least 20 ft
below the suspected slide interface to continuously measure changes in

slope at several locations relative to NW Spring Street and other
stationary points east of NW Spring Street), numerous surface
monitoring points that are routinely surveyed, vibrating wire

p1 ezometers to continuously measure shallow and deep groundwater
pressures. and a continuous rain gauge (if continuous local rainfall is
not available). Since landslides are most active during high rainfall
years, the goal would be to install the geotechnical instrumentation as
soon as possible and monitor over a duration that includes at least one

high-rainfall season, (which may take more than one year). Premature
conclusions on stability can only be avoidetl by monitoring through a
season that exceeds normal rainfall, hopefully monitoring over a

season of record rainfall. Global climate change may provide record
rainfall as soon as this year or next year.

2.3.2 Zone 1 5 The report refers to the steep slope west of NE Spring St as a “steep
embankment”; normally this word choice would not be an issue, but in

this case, only the upper two feet or. so is described as potential road
fill and a better description of this steep slope is eroded “slide scaq”
from the landslide(s) that resulted in the hummocky terrain and
displaced blocks of sandstone and siltstone that currently form the
lower slope. It is not known if the recent erosion causing some nearly
vertical slopes on this scarp is associated with recent slope movement
or just surface erosion, but these ft’at ts pu4be3roperly described.

2.4. .1 Geologic 7 This report referenced a short, four-page, 1991 Schlieker report that
Setting summarized a reconnaissance site visit to the properly and described

the old landslide to have “apparently been stable for many years. The
• area west of Spring Street probably moved initially prior to the Jump

Off Joe landslide that began about 1942 and continued until recently.”

10
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Geotechnical Peer Review K & A Geotechnical Report

West of NW Spring St roughly between NW 13111 St and NW 14° St

Page 3

Columbia
Geotechnical

The first half of this section provides a general summary of K & A’s
discussion on the active coastal erosion and landsliding at the site, as
well as earthquake hazards, which, although brief, does acknowledge
some of the real hazards at the site. They refer to the surveyed cross
section that “indicates the overall concave sl.mpe of the ground surface
due to the historic slope movement” Tl.en on page 9, the narrative on
the slope stability numerical analysis using Slide software concludes
“in the current static condition, the site is stable, with minimum FOS
(Factor of Safety) in the range of 1 .4 to 1 .6. . .within the generally-
accepted limits for development” even though their modeled
earthquake conditions will likely result in a slope failure. Even if the
modeling is correct, it Indicates failure during an earthquake, which
should not be acceptable. The calculation sheets and assumptions in
their model are not included in the report for our review, but there
does appear to he some errors in the design model that would result in
a reduced stability from that which is shown. The K & A model
indicates the potential slide plane is along the geologic contact
between the old landslide debris and the underlying siltstone (Nyc
Formation) based on their limited explorations, but actually, the old
landslide interface is more likely dipping roughly 1 5° west along shear
zone(s) within the Nyc Formation mudstone layers; the past
landsliding has been described as translational sliding on weak layers
within the marine mudstone layers, which dip 15° to the west. Also,
the ground water elevation shown on the model does not represent the
surface water that flows across the middle section of the site as springs
even during our mid-August site visit. We expect there are even more
springs during the wetter half of the year when landslides are generally
more active. Lastly, although soil samples were taken and tested for
moisture, no N-values or other soil properties were tested that could he
used to better refine the material properties (unit weight, cohesion,
phi) that determine the soil strengths in the model. We expect that a
model that better represents the actual site conditions would have a
lower static and dynamic FOS.

It does not state that the “old landslide area on the site is relatively
stable” as indicated in the K & A report. The 199 1 Schlicker report
also recommends at least two borings drilled to at least 50 ft in depth
and laboratory tests to include direct shear on carefully obtained
samples. which were not a part of the K & A analysis. References to
slope stability and recommendations for potential development in the
other published geological reports were not provided in the K & A
report. A more recent report (i.e. 2016) on the adjacent property to the

I north by Schlicker that points out recent slope movements were not
mentioned in the K& A report.

3.1.2 Slope
Movement and
Appendix C

7-9

3.1.3 Beach 9 Although the K & A report cites a03 to 0.4 feet pci’ year general

Regression beach regression (DOGAMI source that was not referenced), the long

L__ term (past 100 years) sea cliff retreat between the ocean and Spring
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Street and between NW 12th St and NW 141fl St is closer to several feet
a year, with a 100-year average up to five feet per year (figure 9.2,
The Pacific Northwest Coast, by Paul Komar).
Although the K & A report “found no evidci.ce of loose, saturated
clean sands in the area investigated”, the boring logs found SAND
dowi; to 6 ft close to one of the groundwater seeps and the dynamic
probe identified sands down to 16 ft. It appears that the landslide
debris has sufficient sand content and adequate high ground water to
further investigate the potential for liquefaction.
The K & A report states that “the majority of the project site is situated
above the statutory tsunami inundation line (at 30 ft elevation), hut the
current mapping by the Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral
Industries has the entire property including NW Spring Street entirely
within the area of influence of a local Cascadia Earthquake and
Tsunami. Regardless of the current City or County codes, which we
did not research, the current understanding of the hazards derived from
the updated science should be considered for any new construction.
The K & A report recoirnuends deep foundation elements within the
underlying siltstone for the planned structures, in addition to axial
support of all future loads, the deep foundation elements (piles) should
also be designed to withstand all lateral loads anticipated from
landsliding (depths and displacements determined from long—term, in-
ground monitoring system). Sufficient pile embedments into stable
siltstonc should be determined from the in—ground monitoring and
apprpriatc pile design,

_________________

The K & A report recommends site development with ‘thc minimum
amount of earthwork necessary for access and foundation
construction.” In addition to limiting grading to that which is
absolutely necessary, it appears that any unbahmcecl cuts and/or tills
have the potential to initiate future slope instability (both houses on
either side of this planned development have experienced unexpected
ground movement). All cuts that will require retaining walls, gabions,
stone armoring, or fills (inclttding MSE [ill) of any height should be
designed to transfer all surface loads to the underlying siltstone with
similar pile embedments and surface grade beams as the deep
foundations for the planned structures. No new surface loads should be
allowed. All existing fill that was placed on the property should be
removed from the site.

3.1.6 Liquefaction

3.1.7 Tsunami

3.3.1 General 11
Foundation
Recommendations

3.4.1 General
Recommendations

14

3.4.1 Drainage 15 Although the K & A report describes some sort of sheet flow design
for storm runoff, it is our experience that otherwise stable slopes often
fail when subjected to concentrated surface flow, including sheet flow
from dissipater systems; roof and driveway runoff should be plumbed
to an existing stormwater system and not allowed to “sheet-flow”
anywhere on the sensitive property’.

3.4.3 foundation 1 5 It appears from the elevations provided that the planned single-family
Pads residence on tax lot 1800 will require a suspended slab to access the

11
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house (garage) from the driveway at the planned etevation because the
lower floor elevation is six feet higher than the existing adjacent grade.
This detail should be better described. If flil was planned. additional
piles and grade beam system should be planned.

Geotechnical Site —— The site plan should also have the planned structures and driveway
Plan access shown Sc) that the actual locations can be reviewed._____________
Field Developed Relative to the edge of pavement, the horizontal locations for the
Cross Section borings do not agree with the previous Geotechnical Site Plan. Also,

the groundwater elevation shown does not take into account the
springs that emanate on the surface close to boring 3-1 and west of
FC-2. The geologic units should he estimated, including the contact
between the disturbed and undisturbed sihstone. The 15° dip of the
underlying undisturbed silistone and the estimated slide plane of the

jast landsliding should be illustrated.
Conceptual Site The topographic map is not adequate and representative of the actual
Plan topography at the site. Elevation contours at least every two feet and

proposed grading should be clearly shown on a more legible scale.
Appendix C All calculation sheets and assumptions in the rinal slope stability
Slope Stability models should be provided in the appendix.
Analysis
Appendix 1) 6 Most of the details and literature research provided and the site
Geologic Hazard observations in the Geologic Hazard Assessment suggests the slope is
Assessment not stable. The report does not provide adequate support of a stable

slope. Referencing a 1991 report when there are more recent and more
thorough reports available does not provide enough basis to claim the
slope is stable. In section 1 1 .0 Recommendations, “continued
translational movement of the landslide is relatively unlikely” is a
jgll debatable statement: what data is this statement based on?

Summary of Professional Opinion
As a practicing geologist and civil engineer, I feel I must also add my professional opinion on coastal
management policy that is intended to protect the coastal environment and private investments. Unless the
ground can be proven to be stable and not at risk of causing or being affected by renewed landsliding
and/or episodic coastal erosion, with current, accurate, and defendable data (see second comment above
regarding a sample scope of a typical geotechnical instrumentation program), areas of o.ld landslides that
are highly suspected of historic movement and areas with historic ocean erosion as severe as at this site
should be avoided for future development.
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Please feel free to contact me for any questions you may have regarding this report. I expect subsequent
report revisions will require additional review.

Sincerely,

Colunibia Geotechnical, Inc.

By
Ruth A. Wilmoth, C.E.G., P.E.

11
3



CG18- 13 11

Geotechnical Peer Review K & A Geotechnical Report Columbia
West ofNW Spring St roughly between NW 13th St and NW 14b St Geotechnicai

Page 7

INFORMATION ABOUT AND LIMITATIONS
OF YOUR GEOTECHNICAL REPORT

The professional services provided are tailored to the needs ofeach client as we understand
thelTi. with the goal to contribute to the understanding and mitigation of the geotcchnical aspects of
the proiect and to maintain a long—term professional relationship based on communication. trust, and
respect:. The basis ofour report includes site conditions revealed from the explorations, existing [literature realized during our review, and the synthesis ofthe data during our analysis and report
preparation. Our work is performed in accordance with generally accepted engineering principles 0 urn ia
and practices in this area at the time the report is prepared, but also limited by the scope approved by Geotechnical
the owner. Geotechnica[ engineering (including geology and groundwater) is based extensively on judgment of
limited data and opinion. and as a result. it is less exact than other design disciplines. Our work involves making a
realistic estimate Otthe expected ground conditions before, during, and after construction. We make no warranty of
present or future conditions. either expressed or implied and we are not responsible Ibr any deviation from the intent
0 f the report.

The report was ‘ritten fir the current owner(s). his/her contractor and designer. and for the development
intlicated as we tLndcrstand it. ilowever. the report may not be adequate for all needs ofthe project’s contractors or
design professionals. We recommend the entire geotechnical report is provided to others so that portions of the
report are not taken out of context. We would be pleased to provide additional inpm during the design process, to
explain the relevant geotechnical. geological, and hydrogeological findings, to review plans and specifications
relative to these issues prior to construction, and to provide on-site observation and testing during construction.
Since the observational method forms the basis of geotechnical services, liability and other problems can result
when another firm is retained to provide construction or rernediation observation. In addition, sharing the best
available information between the owners, desieners, and contractors helps prevent many costly construction
problems. If there is a change in ownership or scope of construction than what is described in the report. if site
conditions change, or if there is a lapse of time greater than three years between the date of the report and the stati of
construction, the report should be reviewed anti updated or replaced with a revised geotechnical report.

The report was prepared within the limitations of the scope and budget approved. The judgment and
recommendations pertain to the material tested/inspected only and are not intended to be nor should they be
construed to represent a warranty of the subsurface conditions, but arc forwarded to assist in the design and planning
process. Actual soil and water conditions are documented at locations, depths. and times noted; the exploration logs
illustrate our opinion of the subsurface conditions revealed by observation and sampling. Sample intervals may miss
changes in geology or groundwater and the soil descriptions and interfaces between layers are interpretive and often
gradual. Geotechnical sampling also generally produces large areas between explorations that may vary, thouch we
use jttdgment to make assumptions regarding the overall subsurface soil and groundwater conditions. Unanticipated
conditions are commonly encountered in construction and cannot be fully determined from soil explorations, if a
more refined analysis is desired to confirm or refine some of our assumptions, we recommend additional
explorations, soil sampling, and soil testing. If any conditions are discovered by the owner or contractor before or
during construction that differ from those described in the report, we ask to be contacted for review of implications
to our recommendations, with revised recommendations provided if necessary. Actual subsurface conditions may be
determined only during the earthwork/foundation phase of construction. at which time geotechnicat
recommendations can also he refined, if necessary. When conditions are more favorable than initially assumed, we
can provide design or construction changes that save money.

Steep or unstable slopes carry additional inherent risk that belongs to the owners; property owners are
responsible for taking the risks associated with future development on their ropert’. Based on his/her experience.
the contractors should determine the best method for specific earthwork components; the safety of the site is the
responsibility of the contractor.
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EXHIBIT

Derrick Tokos

From: Mona Linstromberg <lindym@peak.org>
Sent: Wednesday, August 29, 2018 3:11 PM
To: Derrick Tokos
Subject: Spring St 1-MP-18 appeal, Komar
Attachments: Spring St Komar chapt 9 The Jump off Joe Fiasco.pdf

See attached, submitted with permission of the author (August 27, 2018): Paul D. Komar, Professor Emeritus
of Oceanography at Oregon State University, Geology and Geophysics.
The Pacific Northwest Coast, Living with the Shores of Oregon and Washington.
1998, Third printing 2000. Duke University Press, Durham, NC.
The Living with the Shore series is funded by the Federal Emergency Management Agency.

The peer review report (see pages 3/4 under Beach Regression) by Columbia Geotechnical, Inc. (submitted
8/29/2018) includes a citation from the attached. The entire chapter, The Jump-off Joe Fiasco, is a cautionary
tale with dire consequences, particularly applicable to the current proposal.

Please enter into the record and please acknowledge receipt.

Regards,

Mona Linstromberg

Family home - 1442 NW Spring St., Newport, OR 97365

Mailing address - 831 E. Buck Creek Rd., Tidewater, OR 97390
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9 The Jump-Off Joe Fiasco

The rocky promontory called Jump-Off Joe was once one of the most pic
turesque spots on the Oregon coast (fig. 9.1). Legend has it that Joe, an In
dian, jumped to his death while being pursued for a crime he had not com
mitted. His lover, Mishi, who also jumped but survived, put a curse on the
bluff. In view of subsequent events at Jump-Off Joe, the curse seems to have
had its intended effect.

In 1942, a large landslide in the bluff at Jump-Off Joe carried more than a
dozen homes to their destruction (Sayre and Komar 1988). In spite of con
tinued slumping, a condominium was built on the remaining bluff in
A certified geologist had determined that the site was stable even though it
was adjacent to the 1942 landslide and in the area with the highest rate of
erosion on the entire Oregon coast, and the Newport city government gave
its approval to the project. Within three years, before the construction was
even completed, slope retreat caused the foundation to fail, and the city or
dered the destruction of the unfinished structure. The developers, the con
tractor, a lumber company, and the insurance company that had insured
the project against slippage went bankrupt. Creditors with claims of $‘ mil
lion were paid between ;8 cents and r cent on the dollar. The consulting ge
ologist lost his certification.

The debate over Jump-Off Joe was the most divisive land-use battle ever
fought on the Oregon coast, and people still have strong feelings about the
project. It was a classic confrontation between developers who thought
their project would help a city grow and environmentalists who wanted to
preserve the coastline. In the end, the issue was decided by Nature.

History of Erosion at Jump-Off Joe

Newport was founded in the i86os by settlers who were attracted by the
natural resources of the area, particularly the timber and abundant oysters.
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The beauty of the coast also attracted tourists, who began to arrive in sig
nificant numbers in the 189os.

One of the major tourist attractions in the Newport area was Jump-Off
Joe, a rocky promontory just north of Nye Beach (figs. 9.1 and 9.2).

Through the years Jump-Off Joe has been a much-photographed spot, and
its rapid erosion is thus well documented (fig. 9.3). The earliest photo
graphs, taken in the late i8oos, show the promontory still connected to the
coast. Later photos show its separation and development into an arch. The
arch eventually collapsed, and the resulting stacks continued to erode, so
that today only small nubs remain, visible at low tide. After the loss of the
original promontory, the name Jump-Off Joe was adopted for the area in
general and has been used to refer to the landslide that developed in the
19405 as well as to the small remnant of terrace left behind as a promontory.

Development of the Jump-Off Joe area began in the early 19005 (Price
1975). Some landsliding endangered structures as early as 1921 (Baldwin
1985), but most of the damage occurred when a large slump developed over
a period of months from late 1942 to spring 1943 (figs. 9.4 and 9.5). The
slump is located between Sixth and Eleventh Streets, and the escarpment is
west of and parallel to Coast Street (fig. 9.2). The 1942—43 slump involved
about 15 acres and affected 15 houses. A few homes rode the slump block
down intact and were occupied until 1966 (see figure 9.5). Eventually they
were in danger of being undermined by wave erosion of the toe of the slide
and were intentionally burned.

The Yaquina Bay News of March ii, 1943, made an interesting suggestion
regarding the cause of the slump and earlier activity: “There was a forma

162

FIgure 9.1 The picturesque Jump-Off Joe sea arch inspired early tourists to

pen lines of descriptive poetry. From the Oregon Historical Society, Portland.
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tion of soapstone underneath and when the earth became saturated with
water it would form a stream causing a crevice and pushing the ground up”
The state geologist investigated the site a few weeks later and provided the
earliest scientific account of the slump (Lowry and Allen 1945). The Jump
Off Joe bluff is a remnant of a marine terrace. Tertiary marine mudstones
contained within the bluff are layered and dip steeply toward the sea (see fig.
Lw); most of the slumping takes place on shear zones within these mud-
stones.

The bluff retreat at Jump-Off Joe over the past century is documented in
coastal charts and aerial photographs (Stembridge 1975c). figure 9.2 shows
the location of the cliff edge in 1868,1939, and 1967. This diagram also shows
that major slumping took place more than a century ago just north of the
1942—43 slump. The two slumps left a small segment of uneroded bluff be
tween them, and it was this segment that became the site of condominium
construction in 1982. figure 9.2 indicates that the long-term sea cliff retreat

Figure 9.2 Cliff retreat at Nye Beach, Newport, from 1868 to 1976. Cliff edge lines
were determined from old charts and aerial photographs (Stembridge 1975c). The

black squares represent homes affected by the 1942—43 landslide.
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Figure 9.3 Photographs of Jump-Off Joe taken by tourists in 1880 (top), c. 1915

(middle), and 1978 (bottom). from the Lincoln County Historical Society Newport.
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was spatially variable but averaged several feet per year, a rate that is by far
the highest on the Oregon coast.

An inventory of geological hazards along the Lincoln County coastline
completed in 1975 gives an erosion rate of 7 feet per year for Jump-Off Joe
and correctly concludes that such active landslides should remain undevel
oped. This conclusion is ironic in view of the fact that the chief author of
this report was to become the principal consulting geologist for the devel
opers of Jump-Off Joe.

FIgure 9.4 Photos taken on february 3,1943, show some of the damage caused by
the 1942—43 landslide at Jump-Off Joe. from the Lincoln County Historical Society,
Newport, Oregon.
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The Development of Jump-Off Joe

The story of condominium development at Jump-Off Joe begins in 1964

when the developers, Mr. and Mrs. Anderson of Newport, acquired the
down-dropped block involved in the 1942—43 landslide and the adjacent
uneroded bluff at the end of Eleventh Street (fig. 9.2; Sayre and Komar
1988). The city gave the Andersons these parcels in exchange for land to the
north of the bluff.

The earliest geological investigation carried out for the developers, con
ducted by the well-known engineering firm of Shannon and Wilson, indi
cated that the down-dropped slump block was still active, as evidenced by
fissures, its irregular hummocky topography, and back-tilted trees (see fig.
8.12). The investigators noted that wave erosion at the toe of the block was
causing constant movement into the intertidal zone.

In spite of this reported slump activity and known high rates of erosion
on the Jump-Off Joe bluff, the Andersons decided to go ahead with their
plans for development. Grading and removal of vegetation on the down-
dropped block began in December 1980 (fig. 9.6). Opposition to the project
appeared along with the bulldozers. By mid-February 1981, the developers’
attorney and geologist were meeting with neighboring homeowners to as
sure them of the appropriateness and benefits of the project.

Shannon and Wilson prepared a geotechnical report of the site for the
developers that acknowledged the geological hazards at the site but pro
posed three measures to stabilize it:

166

Figure 9.5 Aerial view of the 1942—43 landslide area in 1961. Some of the houses on
the slump block were occupied until 1965. from the Lincoln County Historical Soci
ety, Newport, Oregon.
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i. A drain field to control groundwater seepage
2. Reduction of the steep slope paralleling Coast Street to a ;: slope using a

combination of cut and fill

3. Construction of a seawall at the toe of the 1942—43 slump

On the basis of this report, a plan for the construction of 39 single-family
homes was submitted to the Newport Planning Commission in early March
1981. Several opponents of the project also made presentations to the Plan
ning Commission, arguing that the project endangered nearby private
property, questioning the plans for reducing the landslide hazard, and stat
ing that development should not be considered so close to the beach. In ad
dition, a representative of the Oregon Land Conservation and Develop
ment Commission (LcDc) indicated that statewide land-use planning goals
were not being satisfied. Oregon requires that all cities and counties have
comprehensive land-use plans and that all plans conform to goals set by the
LCDC (see chapter ro).

The Newport Planning Commission found the project attractive because
it proposed new homes for a part of the city characterized by smaller, older
homes, but postponed a decision on the subdivision. The next meeting of
the Planning Commission was held in mid-April and focused on geological
and geotechnical testimony from experts on both sides of the issue. The op
ponents were now represented by the Friends of Lincoln County (PLc), a

group formed in the 19705 to oppose the development of wetlands in the
Newport area. The PLC brought several letters from geologists and oceanog

Figure 9.6 Grading on the 1942—43 Jump-Off Joe slump block in December1980 in
preparation for its development. from the Lincoln County Historical Society, New
port.
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raphers that raised questions about the proposed hazards mitigation. An
engineering geologist from Oregon State University questioned whether the
developers’ consultants had located the toe of the 1942—43 slump. If the fail
ure zone was deeper than suspected and the toe was actually seaward of the
proposed seawall, construction of the wall would further destabilize the
slump block rather than providing support. Once again the Planning Com
mission postponed its decision.

The developers finally convinced the Planning Commission at a meeting
in late April, and the project was given tentative approval as long as certain
conditions were met. These included the completion of a detailed geotech
nical study, an independent review of the developers’ plans for stabilizing
the block, and the establishment of beach access. In response, the PLC hired
legal counsel and a professional geologist and asked the Newport City
Council to review the Planning CommIssion’s decision, alleging that the
project violated state land-use goals. The PLC’S attorney charged that the
city government was unresponsive to the involvement of citizen groups in
its decision-making procedures. A prodevelopment member of the Plan
ning Commission and City Council characterized the PLC as combative and
unwilling to compromise (Sayre and Komar 1988). The developers’ attorney
felt that too many conditions were placed on the developers at this stage of
their plans and that the City Council took too long in ratifying the Planning
Commission’s decision. The City Council was trying to balance the oppos
ing points of view and did not see any need for urgency. It did not complete
its review until January 1982, more than six months later.

In the meantime, in May 1981, the Andersons advertised the property for
sale. They were unable to find a buyer and continued with their develop
ment plans.

The detailed geotechnical study of the site requested of the developers by
the Planning Commission was completed by Shannon and Wilson in July
198; (Sayre and Komar 1988). Deeper drffling did reveal an older failure
zone which had been active when the slump was much larger than present.
At the city’s request, the engineering firm CH2M-Hffl reviewed the report.
Their resulting assessment noted that adding fill to reduce the slope along
Coast Street would place a large load on the slump block, reducing its sta
bility as well as occupying space originally planned for development. Cut
ting this slope would also require the purchase of private property and
would expose a larger area to surface water erosion. They recommended
that the developers take additional measures to stabilize the scarp.

The engineering report also placed the rate of erosion in the lump-Off
Joe area at several feet per year and expressed concern that the site and its
seawall might become a peninsula over time, requiring the construction of
wing walls. The designed seawall was not tall enough to stop overtopping by
ocean waves, which would saturate the backfill and increase the weight the

16$
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seawall was required to hold. Overtopping could also wash away some of
the backfill. In addition, the report concluded that the footings were not
deep enough to protect the structure from wave scour.

In early 1982, the developers applied to the Oregon Division of State
Lands (DsL) for a permit to build a seawall, because Oregon’s removal-fill
law applied to the excavation and backfiuing operations that would be in
volved in the construction. The DSL denied the application, stating that the
seawall would produce only an illusion of safety in an area of known geo
logical hazards, and that there would be no public benefit from its con
struction. The developers filed an appeal but later withdrew it.

In mid-January 1982, the City Council agreed with the Planning Com
mission’s decision to allow the slump block to be resubdivided and devel
oped, but then announced a few days later that it would reconsider its deci
sion at a february i meeting. Most likely the council was going to postpone
the decision once again because a cul-de-sac in the plan required a variance
that had not been applied for. However, before the council could take that
action, the Andersons suddenly withdrew their plans for development on
the landslide itself and announced new plans to build io condominiums on
the small remnant of bluff adjacent to the landslide. Their application for a
building permit for that construction was granted a few days later.

A report written by the Andersons’ consulting geologist was the first
study prepared for the developers that focused on this small section of
uneroded bluff. It was completed in the fall of 1981 while preliminary work
was still under way on the down-dropped block. The report acknowledged
the close proximity of massive landslides to the immediate north and south
but concluded that the rate of cliff retreat was only 1 foot per year or less at
the bluff itself, based on a comparison of aerial photographs taken in 1939

and 1972. The geologist did not explain the disagreement between this esti
mate and the 7-foot-per-year erosion rate given in the report he prepared
for Lincoln County in 1975 (Roffleder et al. 1975), a rate that was confirmed
by the 1981 CH2M-Hffl study. Based on his new lower rate of estimated ero
sion, the geologist established a setback line that would keep structures on
the bluff safe from cliff retreat for 20 years. This setback line was followed in
the later construction.

The 1981 report by the developers’ geologist appears to have been critical
in the City Council’s decision to approve construction on the bluff (Sayre
and Komar 1988). City Planner Jan Monroe said that ccif (the geologist)
hadn’t issued that report, they would never have given the project a build
ing permit. If a person meets all the requirements and goes through the
steps, they are issued a (building) permit. We have no discretionary author
ity to deny a permit based on gut feeling or knowing it’s not good sense”
(Oregonian, July 21, 1985, Eio).

Shannon and Wilson reviewed the hazards report prepared by the geolo
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gist for the developers and suggested that a drainage system be installed. A
6-inch pipe was placed beneath the condominium to control groundwater
saturation. It would later burst and accelerate erosion on the site.

The opponents of the development were unable to stop the construction
of the condominium on the remnant of uneroded bluff. Building began in
earnest in March 1982 (fig. 9.7), and by the end of the year all but the inte
rior was completed. The precarious position of the building, on a rapidly
eroding bluff with landslides on both sides (fig. 9.8), should have been
ample warning to potential buyers. Opponents of the development who
lived near the construction site placed signs in their front yards as an addi
tional warning of the landslide hazard (fig. 9.9).

Each unit was to sell for $250,000, but sales were slow. The early 198os

was a time of high interest rates and a depressed real estate market. Con
struction was halted in December 1982 before the interior was completed.
The developers had been unable to obtain a construction loan and ran out
of money. Most of the subcontractors had placed liens on the condo
minium. An appraisal placed the value of the unfinished project at $r mil
lion (Sayre and Komar 1988).

As early as September 1981, the Andersons had stopped making payments
on a loan for the subdivision project, although this was not known publicly
until near the end of 1982. Accumulated interest during the delay and de
mands by their lending institution ultimately led in late 1982 to foreclosure
and auction of the down-dropped landslide block. The land was sold to the

0

Figure 9.7 Condominiums under construction in 1981 on the ter
race remnant at Jump-Off Joe. from the Newport News-Times.
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Figure 9.8 This site on a rapidly eroding bluff with landslides on both sides was ex
tremely precarious for development. The southwestern portion of the structure

(lower right) is already beginning to tilt.

bank for more than $850,000. Within a year, this bank found itself in
trouble because of poor loan practices and was forced to merge with an
other bank.

The Andersons filed for bankruptcy in May 1983. Just prior to that, they
purchased insurance against slippage of the condominiums. The insurance
premiums were paid by a committee of the 19 secured creditors who held
liens on the construction; among this group was the city of Newport (Sayre
and Komar 1988).

By September 1984, sloughing of the bluff had undermined the perimeter
fence around the condominium. The drainage pipe burst, probably due to

Figure 9.9 The
friends of Lin
coln County

erected lawn signs
in the Jump-Off
Joe area to dis
courage buyers.
from the Newport

News- Times.
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Figure 9.10 The
foundation of this

condominium failed

during renewed

slumping in 1985. The

stress placed on the

building by the ground

movement and loss of

support caused the

windows to shatter.

Figure 9.11 The final demolition of the condominiums in October 1985 brought to
an end the contention over developing the Jump-Off Joe landslide site. from the
Newport News-Times.
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slippage, exacerbating the problem. A larger slump developed on the rem
nant bluff, causing the foundation to fail (fig. 9.10). Slump movement was
not directly seaward, but had a southerly component, suggesting that re-
grading of the 1942—43 slump surface during development may have been a
contributing factor. In January 1985, the city ordered the demolition of the
condominiums, and they were torn down later that year (fig. 9.11). The sal
vager paid the city $4,000.

The developers filed a $375,000 claim with the insurance company, but
the claim was not settled for more than a year because the insurance com
pany had also filed for bankruptcy By the time the company was ready to
investigate the claim, the condominium had been destroyed by the city. In
the end, the insurance company paid out $225,000. After administrative ex
penses, legal fees, and other costs were subtracted, there was only $131,000

left to meet the secured creditors’ claims, which totaled $720,000 (Sayre and
Komar 1988). The largest settlements went to the contractor and the lumber
company, both of which were also bankrupt. The 43 unsecured creditors,
including the developers’ attorney and their consulting geologist, requested
a total of $283,000 but received only $3,54.

The Oregon State Board of Geologist Examiners filed a complaint against
the developers’ geologist over this and five other projects (Say-re and Komar
1989). The board decided to revoke his certification, citing in a news re
lease his “incompetence and gross negligence?’ The Newport City Council
adopted a new subdivision ordinance and a new comprehensive plan.
Friends of Lincoln County was involved in the proceedings and contended
that no development should be allowed at lump-Off Joe. Nevertheless, the
area remains zoned for high-density multifamily dwellings, although now
with a geological hazards overlay that allows the city to request additional
information and more exploration. The ownership of the bluff is still in
question, but the down-dropped block is owned by a Los Angeles devel
oper. The city hopes eventually to acquire the land.

The Jump-Off Joe Fiasco 173

Digitized by EoogIe
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s Derrick Tokos

From: Derrick Tokos
Sent: Wednesday, August 08, 2018 9:35 AM
To: ‘Mona Linstromberg’
Cc: Sean Malone
Subject: RE: Notice issues - 1-SIR-18 and 1-GP-18 - #1

I will include this email in the record. You are correct that the mail notice we issued didn’t pick up the six properties
listed. Of those six, three received the notice via email because they were on the city’s distribution list of interested
parties. The remaining three will receive notice of the appeal hearing for the Geologic Permit (along with everyone else)
once that hearing date is set. With regards to the Shoreland Review.., we will reach out to those owners to see if they
would like to provide comment.

Derrick

From: Mona Linstromberg [mailto:lindym@peak.org]
Sent: Tuesday, August 07, 2018 10:07 PM
To: Derrick Tokos <D.Tokos@ NewportOregon.gov>
Cc: Sean Malone <seanmalone8@hotmail.com>
Subject: Fw: Notice issues - 1-SIR-18 and 1-GP-18 - #1

I do apologize in that my notes on the files for i-SIR-18 and i-GP-18 made sense to me yesterday. This is the
first of multiple emails. Maybe they will be easier to track.

First is my observation that K and D Engineering and Mr. Lund submitted comment after the July 31
deadline. This information should be most appropriately considered in an appeal of your decision.

Also, I didn’t see the following email include in the record of either 1-SIR-is or i-GP-i8. If not included in
both, please do so. A procedural error is a procedural error.

Thank you,

Mona Linstromberg

Sent via my totally safe HARD WiRED internet connection

From: Derrick Tokos
Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2018 1:51 PM
To: ‘Mona Linstromberg’
Cc: Sean Malone ; QgçSjjres!CoastWatch Phillip Johnson
Subject: RE: Notice issues - 1-SIR-18 and 1-GP-18

Hi Mona,

I will follow-up with Sherri who prepared the notice to see how she calculated the notification area. The individual you
listed, Chris Schneller, provided comment on both applications. She is on the email distribution list of interested
stakeholders that I used to distribute copies of the decision involving the geologic permit (File No. 1-GP-18) and the
notice and opportunity to comment on the Shoreland Review (File 1-SIR-is). If there are any property owners that did
not receive notice by mail or email, then we will reach out to them so that they are aware of the land use applications.
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Thank you for bringing this to my attention. At this time, we do not intend to re-notice either of the permits.

De4’rtthl. Thko-y, AIC?
Community Development Director
City of Newport
169 SW Coast Highway
Newport, OR 97365
ph: 541.574.0626 fax: 541.574.0644
d.tokos@ newportoregon.gov

From: Mona Linstromberg [mailto:lindym@peak.orgj
Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2018 1:12 PM
To: Derrick Tokos <D.TokosNewportOregon.gov>
Cc: Sean Malone <seanmalone8@hotmail.com>; Oregon Shores/CoastWatch Phillip Johnson <orshores@teleport.com>
Subject: Notice issues - 1-SIR-18 and 1-GP-18

Derrick, when you sent me the 18 page 1-SIR-18 land use application, I shared it with Elaine Karnes. Shortly
thereafter, Elaine commented how odd it was that Chris Schneller wasnt on the notice list. Today when we
were trying to determine (to err on the side of caution) the names of those within 200’, it was determined
using the County website that not only was Chris left off the formal notice for people within 200 ft. but also
five other properties were not noticed (see following list). It appears the City only used tax lot 1800 as the lot
determining those within 200’

Notice for the 1-DG-18 appeal was sent to those of us who were on the City’s email list. We have not seen the
formal notice list for those within the 200’ required to be noticed. I can only guess that the same notice list
was mailed as was mailed re 1-SlR-18.

Twenty percent seems a significant number not noticed. I request that both the 1-DP-18 appeal (if, indeed,
the list was the same) and comment period for 1-SIR-iS be re-noticed.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Mona Linstromberg

11-1 1-05-BC-02400-00
1310 NW Spring St.
Bauman, Mary E.
P0 Box 1355
Newport, OR 97365

11-1 1-05-BC-03600-00
1242 NW Spring St.
Deliseo, Patricia A.
1242 NW Spring St.
Newport, OR 97365

2
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, 11-1 l-05-BC-03701-00
1245 NW Spring St.
Weatherill, James G. & Weatherill, Lana R.
25804 NE Olson Rd.
Battle Ground, WA 98604

11-1 1-05-BC-03700-00
1235 NW Spring St.
Reinhard, Carol S. Trustee
21680 Butte Ranch Rd.
Bend, OR 97702

11-1 1-05-BC-03500-00
1234 NW Spring St.
Waffenschrnidt, John L. & Schneller, Christine C.
1234 NW Spring St.
Newport, OR 97365

1 1-1 1-05-BC-03800-00
1225 NW Spring St.
Spectrum Properties LLC
301 5. Redwood St.
Canby, OR 97013

Sent via my totally safe HARD WIRED Internet connection

Virus-free. www.avg.com

3

13
1



EXHIBIT

Derrick Tokos

______

From: Mona Linstromberg <lindym@peak.org>
Sent: Tuesday, August 07, 2018 10:42 PM
To: Derrick Tokos
Cc: Sean Malone; Oregon Shores/CoastWatch PhilUp Johnson
Subject: Fw: Spring St. Oregon Shores - #7
Attachments: Lund Shoreland Impact Review Comment 7.30.2018.pdf

Derrick, please see the attached submitted into the record 1-SIR-18. Please enter into the record 1-GP-18.

— -I
Thank you,

Mona Linstromberg
Sent via my totally safe HARD WIRED internet connection

1
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CONSERVATION COALITION

July 30, 2018

Derrick Tokos
Community Development Director
Newport Community Development Department
169 SW Coast Hwy
Newport, Oregon 97365

Via Email to. D. Tokosf\TewportOregon.gov

Re: File No. 1-SIR-18, Lund Shoretand Resources Impact Review Apptication

Comments of Oregon Shores Conservation Coalition

Dear Mr. Tokos:

Please accept these comments from the Oregon Shores Conservation Coalition (“Oregon

Shores”) to be included in the record for File No. 1-SIR-18. Oregon Shores is a non-profit
organization dedicated to preserving the natural communities, ecosystems and landscapes of the

Oregon coast while conserving the public’s access. Please notify me of any decisions related to
the permit.

The applicant, William Lund, seeks approval for development of three homesites adjacent to
the Jump Off Joe Park and outstanding natural area boundary. Pursuant to NMC Section
14.38.050(B), development adjacent to a park or outstanding natural area must be located no
closer than 25 feet from the boundary. Within the setback area, the development shall maintain
natural vegetation whenever possible. If natural vegetation cannot be maintained, it shall be
replaced within one year and a bond may be required to cover the cost of re-vegetation.

It appears that Mr. Lund’s proposed development would remove vegetation within the 25-

foot setback. The Planning Department should carefully evaluate the rationale for why natural
vegetation will not be maintained and ensure compliance with re-vegetation requirements.

OREGON SHORES
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Oregon Shores Conservation Coalition
Public Comment for Lcrnd Application 1-SIR-2018

The preservation of natural vegetation is particularly important given the topography and

location of the subject property. According to the geologic report prepared for this property, the

site contains “[l]oose, poorly-graded sandy soils on the ground surface which, if left un

vegetated, could result in a severe surface erosion hazard.” (K&A Engineering Report, June 29,

2018, at 3). The site is within the area of high coastal erosion hazard and existing land sliding

identified by DOGAMI. (Open-file report 0-04-09).

Given the increases in storm surge and wave height we are already experiencing on the

Oregon Coast, and given what we know of further predicted changes on the coast resulting from

long-term climate change and cyclical climatic events such as El Niño, coastal erosion of

shorefront properties is likely to increase. Preservation of natural features such as parks and

outstanding natural resource areas is not only mandated by Newport’s Comprehensive Plan, but

also serves to protect our public beaches in the face of a changing climate. Oregon Shores

believes a broader policy change is needed to adequately address these issues in light of our

improved understanding of the dynamic forces on Oregon’s coast and the ways these landscapes

are responding to climate change. Meanwhile, addressing the present case under the existing

policy, that policy should be applied strictly to achieve the maximum benefit in terms of

protecting shoreline natural areas.

Sincerely,

/9(! (——
Phillip Johnson
Executive Director
Oregon Shores Conservation Coalition
P.O. Box 33
Seal Rock, OR 97376
(503) 754-9303
phillip(oregonshores.org

2
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. EXHIBIT

j

E-10
Derrick Tokos I

________________

From: Mona Linstromberg <lindym@peak.org>
Sent: Tuesday, August 07, 2018 10:36 PM

To: Derrick Tokos
Cc: Sean Malone; Matt & Lisa
Subject: Fw: Shoreline Impact Permit testimony for Lund Development Proposal - #6

Attachments: Newport City Letter July 21.docx

Derrick, please see the attached submitted into the record 1-SIR-18. Please enter into the record 1-GP-18.

Thank you,

Mona Linstromberg

Sent via my totally safe HARD WIRED internet connection

From: Matt and Lisa Thomas
Sent: Saturday, July 21, 2018 4:40 PM
To: DJokos@NewportOregon.gov
Cc: Elaine Karnes; Mona Linstromberg
Subject: Shoreline Impact Permit testimony for Lund Development Proposal

Hello Derrick,

Please find attached my comments relating to the potential impact of the Lund proposal to the adjacent

Outstanding Natural Area.

Thank you,

Lisa Thomas
1437 Thompson St.

Virus-free. www.avq.com
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July 21, 2018

Derrick Tokos

Director, Community Development

Newport, Oregon

Dear Mr. Tokos,

First, thank you for keeping those of us who have expressed interest and concern re: the Lund development

proposal informed. We very much appreciate the transparency.

I’m writing to provide testimony relating to the Shoreline Impact Permit associated with the Lund development

proposal on Spring Street (Tax Lots 1800, 1900, 1903). I am opposed to the proposed development for several

reasons, including the fact that it will likely have negative impacts to the city-owned Outstanding Natural Area to

the West of his property. I am concerned that in this unstable and actively eroding substrate, a 25 ft. buffer would

be insufficient to protect the adjacent natural area from potential impacts from the proposed development, such as

the spread of erosional downcutting or slumping, deposition of erosional material from the property above, and

invasion of non-native plants. I have expertise in these areas as an ecologist with the National Park Service (27

years, now retired) and as a former board member of the Natural Areas Association.

I am also opposed to the county vacating the Jumpoff Joe Road right of way on the east side of the Lund property.

In addition to having historical significance as the old stage-coach route, this right of way could form an important

piece of a proper beach access point for the surrounding neighborhood. It also provides a protective buffer to

Spring Street, which could be vulnerable to slumping or erosion if the mitigation measure proposed in the geologic

report for the proposed Lund development were not adequately implemented.

I have recently taken some time to familiarize myself with the City of Newport Comprehensive Plan. The Natural

Features section lists two goals for Ocean Shorelands:

Goal 1: To protect life and property, to reduce costs to the public, and to minimize damage to the natural resources

of the coastal zone that might result from inappropriate development in environmentally hazardous areas.

Goal 2: To protect and, where practical, enhance identified environmentally sensitive areas.

Under the Policy 1 section of Goal 1 (p. 47), the Comprehensive Plan states that it is the applicant’s burden to show

that construction in an environmentally hazardous area is feasible and safe. In a previous section of the plan (p. 28)

Jumpoff Joe is cited as an example of a particularly unstable area.

In the vicinity ofJumpoff Joe [sic] in Newport, the sea coast has retreated as much as several hundred feet

since the turn of the century. A number of homes have been destroyed or badly damaged in recent years

[the 1940’s] as a result of landslides in this area. Before any additional shoreline areas are developed, the

stability of the slope should be studied by soil engineers and geologists. Often an apparently stable slope

can be reactivated by the addition of houses and streets.

I am not a geologist, and so am not specifically qualified to comment on the adequacy or flaws of the geologic

assessment submitted by Mr. Lund. Perhaps the proposed mitigating actions will reduce the risk associated with

development. However, given the long list of real geologic hazards for the site (slope movement, beach regression,

tsunami-damage, earthquake-associated ground acceleration and lateral spreading, etc.), do they provide sufficient

protection to both city property and infrastructure and that of neighboring landowners, should a natural hazard, or

the construction project itself, re-activate landslide activity along the slope?

13
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Given the likelihood and potential severity that earthquakes and tsunamis pose to Newport and surrounding
coastal towns, conservative governance would ask public officials to prioritize protecting the city’s existing
infrastructure as well as public and private property over promoting more and more development, regardless of the
associated risk. I would encourage the city to take a more proactive position by denying development on this small
piece of shoreland, thus retaining its natural resistance to storm and earthquake damage through heavy vegetation
cover. This has to be far more cost-effective than attempting to mitigate loss of infrastructure following storm,
tsunami, or earthquake associated erosion and landslides. This course of action would both be in keeping with the
goals of the Comprehensive Plan, as well as the 2040 Plan, and would be responsive to the concerns voiced by a
large number of neighbors and community members who are committed to protecting the beach and shoreland
that benefit us individually and as a community.

Newport is taking a number of steps to plan for this community’s future, and I commend the city leaders for this.
The Newport 2040 Vision and Strategic Plan acknowledges the surrounding natural beauty and access to nature as
core values of our community and asks us to “prioritize conservation of significant open spaces and natural
resource areas, including beaches and headlands “ More difficult than writing a strategic plan however, is
applying the values and principles it expresses on a daily basis as small changes are proposed and considered.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Lisa Potter Thomas
1437 NW Thompson St.
Newport, OR 97365
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Derrick Tokos

Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Sean Malone
Spring St comment Natural area - #5
Spring St comment with attch Natural area.pdf

Derrick, please see attached comment submitted into the record 1-SIR-18. Please enter it into the record of 1-
G P-18. - -‘—-

Thank you,
Mona Llnstromberg

Sent via my totally safe HARD WIRED internet connection

From: Mona Linstromberg <lindym@peak.org>
Sent: Tuesday, August 07, 2018 10:32 PM
To: Derrick Tokos

1
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July 31, 2018

File No. l-SIR-18
Applicant: William Lund
Location: Map 1l-l1-O5BC, Tax Lots 1800, 1900, 1903

Comment: Proposed development’s adverse impact on Jump Off Joe Natural Area

Oregon Statewide Land Use Goal 17 speaks to conserving, protecting, where appropriate
developing and, where appropriate, restoring “the resources and benefits of all coastal shorelands,
recognizing their value for protection and maintenance of water qitailty, fish and wildlife habitat,
water-dependent uses, economic resources and recreation and aesthetics.” This proposed intrusive
development, as evidenced by the site plan and “supported’ by the approved Geotechnical Report
issued by K&A Engineering, is not appropriate development in this area adjacent to the Jump Off
Joe Natural Area.

See also the Newport Comprehensive Plan pages 48 and 49:

Goal 2: To protect and, where practicctl, enhance environmentally sensitive areas.

Policy & Development in beach and dune areas other than older, stabilized dunes shall only be
permitted if the following issues are examined and appropriate findings are made:

>The type of use proposed and the adverse effects it might have on the site
and adjacent areas;

>Temporary and permanent stabilization programs and the planned
maintenance of new and existing vegetation;

>Methods for protecting the sit rrounding area from any adverse effects of the
development; and

>Hazards to life, public and private property, and the natural environment that
may be caused by the proposed use.

The Jump Off Joe Natural Area is such an environmentally sensitive area, and NMC Section
14.38.050 (B) is the codified response to Goal 17 (and 1$) and Newport’s Comprehensive Plan.
The following aspects from the site plan (supported by the geotechnical report) illustrate how this
proposed intrusive development will have adverse impacts on the Jump Off Joe Natural Area. These
issues have not been thoroughly examined, if at all, with appropriate findings:

1. See page 9 Geotechnical Report, 3.1.3 Beach Regression:
For this site, we believe that long-term regression may be less than this range due to several

mitigating features specific to the project site:

Bullet 3: High densities of existing vegetation in Zones 2 and 1.
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Looking at the site plan, it is obvious that the proposed extensive road/retaining wall/driveway
system will lay waste to a significant portion of existing vegetation. Add to that the ten inch and
larger trees (to say nothing of the eight/nine inch trees not even listed) slated to be removed. These
larger trees help anchor the soil/vegetation in this active slide area. Removing them will seriously
impact the Jump Off Joe Natural Area which is at the base of this active slide area and will be the
depository of debris from inevitable beach regression (in addition to other hazard conditions)
resulting in further collapse of this project site. Attached are two articles referencing the Jump Off
Joe debacle. History repeating itself?

2. See pages 15 &16 Geotechnical Report, Foundation pads, second paragraph page 16:
We recommend that all soils excavatedfrom basement areas and foundation pad should be
removedfrom the project site and disposed of off-site -or- utilized for MSE fill embankments for
the driveway.

There are multiple mentions in the geotechnical report of “fill”, discussing which should be used
and which should not. If fill is removed from the site, as suggested above, and appropriate fill
brought to the site, more detail is needed about the loaded weight of the trucks used to haul and the
number of trips made in a day. The noise and commotion generated by this activity could adversely
impact the Jump Off Joe Natural Area. An accommodation must be reached to lessen the impact to
wildlife (especially nesting birds) in this natural habitat area during construction. Has the Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife been contacted and apprised of specific concerns? Another worry
is the impact of large loaded trucks on Spring Street itself throughout this project.

3. See page 15 Geotechnical report, Foundation pads:
Our understanding is that, at the time of this report, two-story “daylight” designs for
single-family residences are being considered.

The plan is to build two story single family dwellings (whether a “daylight” design or not) on this
project site. Goal 17 and the Comprehensive Plan prioritize “protecting” natural areas. The City
code does not allow development “in” a designated natural area. The Jump Off Joe Natural Area, a
public space, can only be truly protected from adverse visual impact if the structures are limited to
one story, typically 15 feet. Otherwise, as planned, these structures will be looming over the Jump
Off Joe Natural Area, belying any pretense that this area is a natural haven for the public’s use and
enjoyment. In addition, the City requires development to have a setback of 25 feet to encourage
preservation of vegetation and must therefore require a bond, given the developer’s past
performance, to ensure that vegetation in the buffer be replaced, as stipulated, covering the cost of
such replacement.

If approved, this plan must include strict conditions that address site specific problems. This area is
rich with history from the historic Jump Off Joe Road county ROW to the recent disastrous
development in the area of Jump Off Joe directly south of this proposed development. We cannot
add further disastrous development. Strict conditions are necessary to protect the Jump Off Joe
Natural Area. Given the applicant’s previous propensity to devastate vegetation, along with the site

See pages 47 and 4$ of the Newport Comprehensive Plan, Goal 1, Policy 6: Nonstructural
solittions to problems of erosion orflooding shall be preferred to structural solutions. Where flood
and erosion control structures are shown to be necessary, they shall be designed to minimize
adverse impacts on water currents, erosion, and accretion patterns
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plan’s intent to continue removing vegetation, a plan more sensitive to preserving trees and
vegetation is necessary. Given the heavy equipment needed at construction sites (exacerbated by
the coming and going of fill) a plan to mitigate the impact of heavy traffic on the natural area and
wildlife habitat is needed. And given the plan for extensive and intrusive structures so near the
Jump Off Joe Natural Area, the height of such structures should be limited to fifteen feet.

For all the above reasons, this application should be denied, but, if not, the above conditions should
be attached to the approval to better protect the Jump Off Joe Natural Area.

Please enter in the record.

Regards,

Mona Linstromberg

3
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Slippery slope
Newport News-Times

Posted: Friday, Mar 26th, 2010
BY: Larry Coonrod

RIGHT: All that remains of the Beachiand condominiums today
is part of the foundation. The project was one of the most
controversial and contested developments ever undertaken in
Newport. It would eventually leave several individuals and
businesses bankrupt. (Photo by Larry Coonrod)

Historic Jump Off Joe development revisited in wake of
proposed building code changes

It was one of the most contentious land use battles ever fought on the Oregon coast.
Today, only part of a condominium foundation at the end of NW 11th Street remains of a
development project at Jump Off Joe in Newport. But the memory of that nearly 3 0-year-
old debacle is playing a fresh role in a controversial proposal by the City of Newport to
put building restrictions on coastal property deemed to be in geologically hazardous
areas.

Opponents and proponents of changes to the building code point to the episode to bolster
their arguments.

LEFT: Started in 1982, this condominium at the end of NW
11th Street in the Jump Off Joe area of Newport was starting to
collapse by 1985. The structure was never completed. (Photo
courtesy of the Lincoln County Historical Society)

14
2



A rock outcropping resembling a slipper with an archway in the middle, Jump Off Joe
was once one of the most photographed landmarks on the Oregon coast. When settlers
first came to the area in the 1860s, the rock formation jutted out from the base of the
bluff. By the end of the 19th Century, erosion had separated the hill and the rock. After a
series of fierce winter storms, the archway collapsed. Today, nothing remains.

Legend has it the area got its name after an Indian named Joseph being pursued by other
Indians leapt to his death from the bluffs at the urging of an Indian maiden saying, “Jump
Joseph.”

The truth behind the tale is debatable. What is certain is that a development of the area by
owners Richard and Barbara Anderson starting in 1980 carried professional reputations,
personal fortunes and several businesses over the cliff.

The bulldozing of trees in the scenic headland in preparation for starting the 39 unit
Shelter Cove subdivision sparked community outrage.

Richard Anderson answered back, saying, “You may have to make it look ugly before
you make it look pretty.”

Locals were incredulous anyone would build on the face of a known active geological
hazard area.

And known it was. Landslides began endangering homes in the Jump Off Joe area as
early as 1921. In 1943, the earth opened a massive hole between NW Sixth and NW 11th
streets when a 1,000-foot long strip of land 200-feet wide slid away, destroying 15
homes. According to geological estimates, the shoreline has retreated close to 500 feet in
some places since 1868.

A Waldport geologist produced a geological report attesting to the stability of the
Anderson’s building site. In fact, he said, the development would make the bluff more
stable. Interestingly enough, while conducting a geological hazard survey for Lincoln
County six years earlier, the same geologist had concluded the Jump Off area should
never be developed, according to Paul D. Komar in his book “The Pacific Northwest
Coast.

The group Friends of Lincoln County fought the development, but the Newport Planning
Commission approved the development on March 9, 1981. The city council didn’t give
its final approval until February 1982, adding a new subdivision ordinance that would
lead the Anderson’s to drop plans for a subdivision and start construction on the 10-unit
Beachside Estate condominiums at the top of the bluff.

During the council’s deliberation, Councilor Clyde Hamstreet, the developer of the
Embarcadero hoteL and marina, was reported to have said of the development that, “It
would be a lab experiment on a grand scale.”

14
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The Department of State Lands dashed the Anderson’s hope of slowing the erosion of
their property when it turned down their application to build a 21-foot high, 820-foot tong
sea wall.

The wall, DSL said, “could produce an illusion of safety and security in a known
geological hazard area.”

Work began on the Beachiand condominiums in 1982 on the north end of the Jump Off
Joe property. The Anderson’s geologist said the building was setback far enough to be
safe for 20 years. By 1985, nearly three years after the Anderson’s had stopped
construction because of financial woes, the condos were rapidly being destroyed as
erosion weakened the building’s foundation, causing it to visibly sink.

The Anderson’s eventually ended up filing for bankruptcy. Mtich of the land went to a
bank after they defaulted on over $800,000 in loans.

The Friends of Lincoln County was left owing money after the bruising battle.

Citing “incompetence and gross negligence” the Oregon State Board of Geology
Examiners revoked the license of the geologist who claimed development would make
the site more stable, according to Komar.

The contractor, a lumber company and an insurance company all went bankrupt from the
debacle. Creditors received between a penny and 18 cents on the dollar, according to
Komar.

After much legal wrangling with the Anderson’s insurance company and others, the city
had the building torn down.

How much the City of Newport spent on legal fees isn’t readily determinable 30-years
later, Community Development Director Derrick Tokos said.

The Jump Off Joe episode and other cases of severe erosion along the coastline is one
reason the planning commission looked at building restrictions in high hazard areas,
Tokos said.

“Should we be doing something more proactive in the highest risk areas, so that chances
of something not being able to be removed from the property are reduced?” he said.

At a March 22 meeting, the planning commission moved toward adopting a geological
hazard area ordinance that would recommend, but not mandate owners consider building
readily removable structures in active hazard areas.

Newport attorney Chris Minor, whose firm represented the city at the time, said he
remembers the episode as a battle of dueling geologists.
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“The coast is a risky place. My personal view is that there should be some way of letting
people find out what the risks are before they decide to buy or build,” Minor said. “But
government can’t predict the future and tell us where the erosion is all going to be. If
somebody can afford to take their chances, they should be allowed to do so, as long as
it’s not an outrageous risk.”

Today, the city owns much of the Anderson’s former property, which continues to erode.
The only people ever likely to live there are transients who camp in the scrub brush along
the bottom of the fallen bluff.

Reporter Larry Coonrod can be reached at 541-265-8571 ext 211 or
larry@newportnewstimes.com
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thin the Urban Re
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id $100,000 for re
streets within the

demolition,.
He also said he is nowlooldngat

• ways to secure the area from ties

passers.
Heard that the Oregon Division’

of State Lands has not accepted

urban renewal’s proposal for the

seawall renovation on the Bayfront.

DSL wants the city to mitigate for

any wetland lost through the de

positing of rock or other material

into the bay during the course of

rebuilding the wall. The comntls

sionauthorizedSasakitobeginlook

mg for mitigation property. It is

estimated that about half an acre

will be required.

between the subject property and

the beach.”’’
However, this landslide, accord

ing to the report, now iests on a

nearly level surface and is not Ca

pable of further sliding. “Rather it

acts as a buttress to the toe of the

subject property,” the report states.

It further states that movement in

the vicinity of the site is limited to

small local slumps, since the diiv

tug force is no longer present to

activate a large slide.

hi addition to recdmmending that

ageotechnical study be performed,

Schlicker&Associates suggest that

• at least two test holes should be

drilled approximately 50 feet in

depth;
• laboratoiy tests include a dfrect

shear being done;
‘consideration be made for slope

support, including crib walls:
• various foundations systems be

considered if development of the

site is feasible.

o obtaiii niadch1ng the paik between Northwest High the ongmai estimated cost of this

StreetandBëttyWheelerfiel&’Iis

is the park that traverses the can-’

yon between these two sites.
• $30,000 for participating with.

property owners in installation of

new sidewalk projects.
• $20,000 for controlling erosion

on the properties owned by thecom

mission, which includes the:Viet

nam Memorial site.
The commission’s executive, di

rector, Sam Sasald, said thatthis

year’s budgeted, expenditures’are

the same as lastyear, but thtax

ratewillactuallygo down, due tóm

increase in assessed property
-

ues.
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No more Jump-off Joes
Driving along some out- what It Is safe to assume• of-the-way road along the. would be a lot more moneyocean shouldn’t be the only to hire their own geologist toway a person finds out that dispute the report.construction Is being Mike Shoberg, Newportplanned on a city planner,geologically,

_____

called that “ahazardous zone. major process.”• But that’s how We agree.the neighbors of
- And the burdenwhat could be

_________________

Is on thecalled Jump-off neighbors, whoJoe Revisited learnedabout don’t want their own prop-a plan to build houses erty damaged by a develop-north of the notorious ment in a sensitive area,landmark and west of and who say that someoneSpring Street. should have learned some-An application for a thing from the ifi-fatedbuilding pemilt has been development several yearsified with the city of New- ago Just south at Jump-offport to build several resi- Joe, where condominiumsdences on a bluff perched under construction hacL toabove the Pacific. Because be demolished because ofthe proposal does not unstable ground.Involve a variance, no People in the neighbor-hearing before the city hood acknowledge thatplanning commission Is portions of the area haverequired. Signs, however, already cracked Off andwere post&l recently In the fallen away. Erosion andarea to announce the •: landslides are not unusualdeveloper’s plans for a “.

In the area.possible geological hazard. And It’s no longer anarea.
‘. Issue of “Let the buyerThe city requires a geo- beware” or the foolishnesslogic report for such build- of building houses on sand.-1ng permits, and the devel- It’s no longer an issue oir‘oper has ified one, although pro-development vs anti1t states a geotechnical development.report will be necessary in It’s time for the city ofthe future to defluie what Newport to look at Itsneeds to be done to safely bceanfront property anddevelop in the area. evaluate the zoning In thoseCity staff acknowledge areas. Does It make sensethat when the report carries to allow building on geologisuch a statement, the cally sensitive areas, unlesspernit will not be Issued

,
people In the neighborhooduntil the additional Infor- have enough money tomatlori Is obtained. But the prove that such buildingcitywill not make a deter- . would be hazardous?minatlon on whether the We don’t think so. It’sgeologic report Is adequate — time to recognize, as ajust that it exists. former resident called it,The only option left to “the power of Motherthose who think such a Nature.” And the city ofngsltewWdestabfllzç. .: Newpprt needs to take thethe ground where they live lead In looking at Its zoningis for the neighbors of the and acknowledging that notprQposed’developmentto every piece of property inpay $ 150to appeal the the city is prime develop-permit apphcaUon,. and pay ment land. •
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‘ Maybe the policy irritHer honesty and directness and above the News-Times existsall, love for our beautiful bay, will long be not just a business foremembered by those who realize what
. chain that Owns It. Reaicould have been, if all that bridge debris comments, questions athad not been removed. All the commis- our community and itssioners should be applauded, but it was of the reasons that ththe port manager who took the heat and sOme time in the comrrstruck an independent course leading 10 fore it’s slipped into tlsuccess.
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Derrick Tokos

From: Mona Linstromberg <lindym@peak.org>
Sent: Tuesday, August 07, 2018 10:26 PM
To: Derrick Tokos
Cc: Sean Malone
Subject: Spring St. 1,GP,18 incomplete Geotechnical report - #4
Attachments: Spring St 1,SIR,18 comment with attch incomplete geo report.pdf

000ps, the previous email was #3. Please see attached my comment submitted into the record for 1-SIR-
18. Please submit into the record 1-GP-18.

Thank you,

Mona Linstromberg

Sent via my totally safe HARD WIRED internet connection

1
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July 31, 2018

File No. 1-SW-18
Applicant: William Lund
Location: Map 1l-11-O5BC, Tax Lots 1800, 1900, 1903

Comment: Shoreland Resources Impact Review Application based on flawed and
incomplete approved Geotechnical Report.

The conundrum is making comment on an application/site plan based on a flawed 1 and
incomplete geotechnical report. Mr. Tokos’ 12/13/17 comments on K and A’s initial
geologic report and his 6/21/18 comments on the revised geologic report provided insight
into the review process. Not having the technical background, my review is based on
inconsistencies, omissions and common sense.

1) See page 16 of the current K and A Geotechnical Report, 3.4.4.2 Cut Embankment:
Stability for cut embankments along the east side of the driveway should be provided a
gravity retaining

Information is missing as the above sentence/thought is incomplete.

2) On page 3 of the Geotechnical Report, Introduction: This report documents our
geotechnical investigation of site conditions that exist on tax lots 1900 and 1903 located
on the west side ofNW Spring Street just north ofNW 13th Street in Newport, Oregon.

Because the above statement omits mention of tax lot 1800, it alerted me to look for other
omissions relating to tax lot 1800:

a. See Appendix C, Slope Stability Analysis. Information is provided for tax lots
1900 and 1903 but comparable information is not provided for tax lot 1800.

b. See Appendix E, Reference Reports. Not all the information provided for tax
lots 1900 and 1903 is provided for tax lot 1800.

See also the July 26, 2018 communication from Lincoln County Counsel regarding File
#1-GP-18 (approved) and Notice #1-SIR-18 which includes technical comments by the
county’s engineer (see attached). His comments enumerate omissions in the geotechnical
review.

The above is evidence the approved K & A Geotechnical Report is flawed and incomplete.
Information omitted could be significant. The Shoreland Resources Impact Review

1 See 7/25/18 communication from Mr. Gless (G.H.Schlicker & Associates) entered in the record, and
7/26/18 comment submitted by Tim Gross. Dropbox documents linked in Mr/ Gless’s email are included in
the record: K &A Engineering Report is included by reference, G.H. Schlicker 1991 Report (Appendix E) is
attached.. Also in the record are Gless’ reports on TL 1800 and 1409 NW Spring St, adjacent to and north of
TL 1800.
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Application is intrinsically dependent on the report. As such, this application must be
denied.

Please enter in the record.

Mona Linstromberg
831 E. Buck Creek Rd.
Tidewater, OR 97390

Family home:
1442 NW Spring St.
Newport, OR 97390
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Office of Lincoln County Legal Counsel Wayne Belmont
County Counsel

225 West Olive Street, Room 110 Kristin Yuille
Newport, Oregon 97365 Assistant County Counsel

(541) 265-4108 Jerry Herbage
Fax: (541) 265-4 1 76 Assistant County Counsel

www.Co.linColn.or.us/countycounsel Janet Harrison
Paralegal

To: Derrick Tokos, Newport Community Development Director

Re: Your File #1-GP-18 and Notice #1-SIR-Is

Date: July 26, 2018

The following comments are offered by Lincoln County in response to the decision and
notice above referenced. They are not appeals of either matter. Instead they are intended to
address questions the County has received about the proposed development highlighted in the

applications before the City of Newport.

It appears from the submitted conceptual site plan that the road improvements, retaining
walls and driveway accesses are all located within the right of way of County Road 500. This is a
public road right of way (County Road) under County jurisdiction; therefore these improvements

would require a permit from the County. Public access on the improvements will be required to be
allowed and maintained. After conferring with the City we understand a 20 foot road width would

be acceptable under the City adopted fire code for these improvements. Assuming the geotechnical
information is otherwise acceptable to and approved by the City as evidenced by the decision in

File # l-GP-18, structures or disturbance of the right of way related to road improvements

(including but not limited to retaining walls, cut embankments, and fills) could be located within

the right of way but would require separate applications and permits from the County. The County
would also require that road improvements not impede or block possible future public access to
the beach continuing north on the right of way. The technical comments of the County Engineer

are attached.

The applicant and other property owners have filed a petition to vacate the County Road

500 right of way shown on the site plan. The vacation request includes proposed construction of

an alternative replacement beach access (trail) by the applicant as generally shown on the site plan.
The vacation process is separate from the city’s permit process. The vacation procedures are

outlined in ORS Chapter 368 and Lincoln County Code Chapter 6. if the vacation is approved by
the County after public hearing, and including concurrence by the City as required under law, then

no permits would be required by the County.

ESTABLSHEOI 893
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Please place these comments into the record.

Submitted on behalf of Lincoln County by:

Wayne Belmont, Lincoln County Counsel
Roy Kinion, Lincoln County Public Works Director (Road Official)
James “Steve” Hodge, Lincoln County Engineer

Comments of Steve Hodge:

I have reviewed the Geotechnical Engineering Report (GER) prepared and written by Michael
Remboldt, P.E., G.E. and Gary Sandstrom, C.E.G. (K & A Engineering, Inc. and Gary C.
Sandstrom, Geologist, LLC, respectively). This report was written to satisfy the requirements of
the 2014 Oregon Structural Specialty Code. Chapter 18, Soils cind foundations, specifically
addresses the reporting requirements of the above mentioned report.

While the field investigation addresses most of the issues regarding questionable soils, the GER
does not provide all of the boring logs from their field work. The conceptual site plan indicates
four borings were performed to describe the soil profile. Only boring log B-I and 3-3 were
included in this report. four hand auger profiles (HA-I., AH-2, HA-2 and HA-3) are presented as
is the readings of the Dynamic Probe (FC-l, fC-2, FC-3, FC-4). Test results showing the
Plasticity Index, Expansion Index, and ASTM D are not included in this report no.r are there results
of any compressive strength tests.

The report provides adequate review of Section 1803.5.5 Deep foundations. Boring logs indicate
a soil strata capable of supporting deep foundations lay in this area. The report describes type of
pile, installation procedures, bearing pressures, and installation procedures. It does not speak to
pile spacings or reductions for group action.

The report suggests MSE retaining walls for fill slopes and Gahion Baskets for cut slopes. The
provided boring logs suggest these technologies would be sufficient for the intended purposes;
however, additional analysis is required for design. Specifically, modeled lateral forces generated
by earthquake against gabion wall.

It is my opinion that this report meets the requirements of the 2014 Oregon Structural Specialty
Code however additional investigation and testing is necessary to support design.

Steve Hodge, P.E.
County Engineer
Lincoln County Public Works
880 NE 7th Street
Neort, OR 97365
541-574-1212
JHodpeco.Hncoln.or.us
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Derrick Tokos

_______

From: Mona Linstromberg <lindym@peak.org>

Sent: Tuesday, August 07, 2018 10:18 PM
To: Derrick Tokos
Cc: Sean Malone; Tim Gross
Subject: Fw: concern about analysis of slope stability presented in the Geotechnical Engineering

Report (June 29, 2018) prepared by K & A Engineering, Inc.

Attachments: TAC Short_Vitae_2018.docx

Derrick, please see the attached. The date on this is July 31 which was when I received it. Maybe it was paper

clipped with another comment but I did not see it in the 1-SIR-1$ file. Please include It in the record lilt was

not done so. Please also include it into the record of 1-GP-18.
-I--..

Thank you,
Mona Linstromberg

Sent via my totally safe HARD WIRED Internet connection

From: Tim Cross
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 9:07 AM
To: Derrick Tokos
Cc: Mona Linstromberg
Subject: Re: concern about analysis of slope stability presented in the Geotechnical Engineering Report (June 29, 2018)

prepared by K & A Engineering, Inc.

Dear Derrick and Mona,

I don’t see why my background and credentials are relevant, but if you insist...

I am a geologist (MSc-University of Michigan; PhD, University of Southern California). I retired from practice

in 2016. I wrote to you as a homeowner, not as a consulting geologist. I wrote out of concern that the slope

stability models run by K&A Engineering were based on incorrect boundary conditions, thus rendering the

models meaningless (not wrong, not correct, rather meaningless). I am not employed by anyone for any reason.

Attached is a resumé.

Virus-free. www.avg.com

On Jul 26, 2018, at 11:36 AM, Derrick Tokos <d.tokos@newportoregon.gov> wrote:

Hi Mona,

Thank you for your comments. I’ll forward your note, and the email from Mr. Cross, to Bill Lund and

K&A Engineering to see what their thoughts are regarding your request for additional time.

1
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De*riek’I. To-koy, AIC?
Community Development Director
City of Newport
169 SW Coast Highway
Newport, OR 97365
ph: 541.574.0626 fax: 541.574.0644
U .tokos@ newpo rto regon.gov

From: Mona Linstromberg [mailto:lindym@peak.orgJ
Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2018 11:13 AM
To: Tim Cross <timothyacross@comcast.net>; Derrick Tokos <D.Tokos@ NewportOregon.gov>

Subject: Re: concern about analysis of slope stability presented in the Geotechnical Engineering Report

(June 29, 2018) prepared by K & A Engineering, Inc.

Derrick, in discussion with Mr. Cross and other neighbors, we feel that the substantial comment

provided by Mr. Cross justifies your extending the appeal date until K and A has an opportunity

to address the information provided. We do realize that Mr. Lund would have to agree so we

are preparing as if the July 31 deadline still holds but wanted to make this formal request.

Could you please acknowledge receipt of this email and also receipt of Mr. Cross’ comment?

Please enter this in the record.

Thank you, Mona Linstromberg

Sent via my totally safe HARD WIRED internet connection

From: Tim Cross
Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2018 10:11 AM
To: D.Tokos©NewportOrecion.gov
Cc: lindym@peak.org
Subject: concern about analysis of slope stability presented in the Geotechnical Engineering Report
(June 29, 2018) prepared by K & A Engineering, Inc.

Dear Derrick and Mona,

I don’t see why my background and credentials are relevant, but if you insist...

I am a geologist (MSc-University of Michigan; PhD, University of Southern California). I retired from practice

in 2016. I wrote to you as a homeowner, not as a consulting geologist. I wrote out of concern that the slope
stability models run by K&A Engineering were based on incorrect boundary conditions, thus rendering the
models meaningless (not wrong, not correct, rather meaningless). I am not employed by anyone for any reason.
Attached is a resumé.

> On Jul 26, 2018, at 11:36 AM, Derrick Tokos <d.tokosnewportoregon.gov> wrote:
2
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1.>

> Hi Mona,

> Thank you for your comments. I’ll forward your note, and the email from Mr. Cross, to Bill Lund and K&A

Engineering to see what their thoughts are regarding your request for additional time.
>

> Derrick I. Tokos, AICP
> Community Development Director
> City of Newport
> 169 SW Coast Highway
> Newport, OR 97365
> ph: 541.574.0626 fax: 541.574.0644
> d.tokosnewportoregon.gov <mailto: d.tokosnewportoregon.gov>

>

>

> From: Mona Linstromberg [mailto:lindympeak.org]
> Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2018 11:13 AM
> To: Tim Cross <timothyacrosscomcast.net>; Derrick Tokos <D.TokosNewportOregon.gov>

> Subject: Re: concern about analysis of slope stability presented in the Geotechnical Engineering Report (June

29, 2018) prepared by K & A Engineering, Inc.
>

> Derrick, in discussion with Mr. Cross and other neighbors, we feel that the substantial comment provided by

Mr. Cross justifies your extending the appeal date until K and A has an opportunity to address the information

provided. We do realize that Mr. Lund would have to agree so we are preparing as if the July 31 deadline still

holds but wanted to make this formal request.
>

> Could you please acknowledge receipt of this email and also receipt of Mr. Cross’ comment?
>

> Please enter this in the record.
>

> Thank you, Mona Linstromberg
>

>

> Sent via my totally safe HARD WIRED Internet connection
>

> From: Tim Cross <mailto :timothyacrosscomcast.net>

> Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2018 10:11 AM
> To: D.TokosNewportOregon. gov <mailto :D.TokosNewportOregon.gov>

> Cc: lindym@peak.org <mailto :lindympeak.org>
> Subject: concern about analysis of slope stability presented in the Geotechnical Engineering Report (June 29,

2018) prepared by K & A Engineering, Inc.

This email has been checked for viruses by AVG.
https ://www.avg.com

3

15
8



Curriculum Vitae of T. A. Cross 6/2015 Page 1

Timothy A. Cross
1102 SW Russ Lane

McMinnville, OR 9712$

timothyacross@comcast.net
tacross(mines. edu

Tim is Emeritus Professor of Geology at the Colorado School of Mines. He held positions in both
academia and industry, and retired as a consulting geologist in 2016. He was a consultant to and
advisor in stratigraphy with several petroleum companies. He holds two U.S. patents for
stratigraphic inversion.

After a first career in structural geology and tectonics, his research of the past two-plus decades
has pursued his goal of making stratigraphy a more accurate and predictive science. In
collaboration with students and colleagues, he developed the discipline of high-resolution genetic
stratigraphy and the new technology of stratigraphic inversion. Over the years, this research
produced new concepts and systematic methods of stratigraphic analysis and correlation that
supply objective, quantitative and more accurate predictions about petrophysical, geometric and
volumetric arrangements of sedimentary rocks. He used these concepts and methods, along with
stratigraphic inversion for: reservoir characterization, rezonation and production augmentation;
stratigraphic prediction in exploration; and, as an aid to seismic interpretation.

Formal Education

Ph.D. (1976) University of Southern California (Geology). Dissertation: “Changing patterns of Cenozoic
igneous activity in the western United States: Relation to absolute North American plate motion”

M.S. (1969) The University of Michigan (Geology). Thesis: “The Mississippian Lake Valley Formation of the
Sacramento Mountains, New Mexico: An environmental interpretation”

BA. (1967) Oberlin College (Geology). Honors Thesis: “Taxonomy, distribution and ecology of living benthic
foraminifera, Barbados”

Professional Experience

9/86—2016
10/02 — 7/16
9/01 — 10/02
10/0 1 — present
1/90 — 6/90
8/84 — 9/01
6/83 — 7/84
4/81 — 5/83
6/79 — 3/81
6/78 — 6/79
9/75 — 5/78
9/72 — 8/75
1/70 — 8/72
5/69 — 1/70

President, Strategic Stratigraphy, Inc.
Consulting Geologist
Senior Scientist, Platte River Associates, Inc.
Emeritus Professor of Geology, Colorado School of Mines
Professeur Invite, Universite Louis Pasteur, Strasbourg, France
Professor of Geology, Colorado School of Mines
Research Associate, EPR Co.
Senior Research Specialist, EPR Co.
Research Specialist, EPR Co.
Associate Professor of Geology, Purdue University
Assistant Professor of Geology, University of North Dakota
Graduate studies, University of Southern California
Exploration Geologist, Texaco, Inc.
Development Geologist, Texaco, Inc.

Professional Interests and Specialization

SEDIMENTOLOGY: process-response sedimentology and high-resolution facies analysis of carbonate and
siliciclastic sedimentary rocks from all environments; geology of sedimentary rocks associated with
petroleum, coal and oil shale.

BASIN ANALYSIS: sedimentation and subsidence of rift, intracratonal and foreland basins; origin and
development of the foreland fold and thrust belt and basement-involved uplifts of the Rocky Mountains;
integration of well log, core, and seismic data for improved understanding of stratal geometries and basin
architecture.
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Curriculum Vitae of T. A. Cross 6/2015 Page 2

STRATIGRAPHY: development and application of genetic stratigraphic concepts for stratigraphic prediction;
forward and inverse numerical stratigraphic models; stratigraphic prediction for petroleum exploration and
production through stratigraphic inverse modeling; reservoir characterization, zonation and production
enhancement; field verification of stratal architecture and facies distributions in sedimentary basins.

Industry Activities and Affiliations (reverse chronological order)

• Stratigraphic analysis and reservoir characterization, several blocks in Lianos basin, Colombia (Hocol)

• Stratigraphic analysis and reservoir characterization, San Francisco field, Colombia (Hocol)

• Stratigraphic analysis and reservoir characterization, Costayaco field, Putumayo basin, Colombia (Gran
Tierra)

• Stratigraphic analysis and reservoir characterization, FuYu Formation, Daqing Anticline, China (Daqing
Oilfield Company)

• Core and stratigraphic analysis of the Capella oilfield, Colombia (Emerald Energy)

• Stratigraphic analysis, reservoir characterization and stratigraphic inversion, FuYu Formation, Daqing
oilfield, China (Daqing Oilfield Company)

• Reservoir rezonation of Statfjord Field, North Sea (Statoil)

• Reservoir reezonation of Snorre Field, North Sea (Statoil)

• Regional stratigraphic analysis of Oriente basin, Ecuador (Occidental)

• Reservoir characterization of Occidental fields, Oriente basin, Ecuador (Occidental)

• Director of the CSM Geoscience Inversion Consortium

• Developed and applied worlds first stratigraphic inverse modeling technology and high-resolution
correlation strategies to carbonate strata of the Mission Canyon Fm., Williston Basin, North Dakota (USA)

• Scientific Advisor (Stratigraphy, Sedimentology, Stratigraphic Modeling) for Elf Exploration Production,
Pau, France

• Scientific Advisor (Stratigraphy, Sedimentology, Stratigraphic Modeling) for Statoil, Stavanger, Norway

• Developed and applied high-resolution stratigraphic correlation techniques for continental and shallow
marine strata at exploration and reservoir scales to Cusiana field, Llanos Basin, and Middle Magdalena
Basin, Colombia (sponsored by Ecopetrol and ICP)

• Established correlations and reservoir zonation for Cusiana field, Llanos basin, Colombia (sponsored by
Ecopetrol)

• Developed and applied world’s first stratigraphic inverse modeling technology and high-resolution
correlation strategies to continental and shallow marine strata of the Brent Group (North Sea) and Mesa
Verde Group (San Juan Basin, USA) under the sponsorship of Statoil, Saga, Mobil, Conoco and Elf
Exploration Production

• Developed and applied high-resolution stratigraphic correlation techniques for deep-marine strata, Tertiary,
North Sea (sponsored by Statoil)

• Developed and applied high-resolution stratigraphic correlation techniques for deep-marine strata,
Pennsylvanian, Anadarko Basin, USA (sponsored by Amoco)

• Applied high-resolution stratigraphic correlation techniques in shallow marine tidal strata for reservoir
zonation and behind-pipe oil identification of the Canto Field, Venezuela (sponsored by PDVSA)

• Developed correlation strategies for aggrading braided stream strata and applied to the Sincor field,
Orinoco heavy oil belt, Venezuela (sponsored by Sincor).

Recent Publications
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Curriculum Vitae of I. A. Cross 6/2015 Page 3

Cross, T.A., and Kusumanegara, Y, 2017, Stratigraphic controls on petrophysical attributes and fluid-flow
pathways in an exhumed fluvial reservoir: Mountain Geologist, v. 54, p. 129-145.

Feng Zhi-qiang, Zhang Shun, Cross, Timothy A., Feng Zi-hui, Xie Xi-nong, Zhao Bo, fu Xiu-li, and Wang
Cheng-shan, Lacustrine turbidite channels and fans in the Mesozoic Songliao Basin, China: Basin
Research, v. 22, p. 96-107.

Feng Zhi-qiang, Jia Cheng-zao, Xie Xi-nong, Zhang Shun, Feng Zi-hui, and Cross, Timothy A., 2010,
Tectonostratigraphic units and stratigraphic sequences of the nonmarine Songliao basin, northeast China:
Basin Research, v. 22, p. 79-95.

Kjemperud, A.V., Schomacker, E.R., and Cross, T.A., 2008, Architecture and stratigraphy of alluvial deposits,
Morrison Formation (Upper Jurassic), Utah: American Association of Petroleum Geologists Bulletin, v. 92,
p. 1055-1076.

Gerhard, L.C., and Cross, T.A., 2005, Measurements of the generation and distribution of carbonate sediments
of Buck Island Channel, St. Croix, U.S. virgin Islands, with observations about sediments in fringing
lagoons: Atoll Research Bulletin, no 536, p. 157-176.

Gardner, M.H., Cross, T.A., and Levorsen, M., 2004, Stacking Patterns, Sediment Volume Partitioning, and
Facies Differentiation in Shallow-Marine and Coastal-Plain Strata of the Cretaceous Ferron Sandstone,
Utah: AAPG Studies in Geology, v. 50, p. 5-124.

Anderson, D.S., and Cross, TA., 2001, Large-scale cycle architecture in continental strata, Homelen basin
(Devonian), Norway: Journal of Sedimentary Research, v. 71, p. 255-271.

Horn, B.W., Cross, T.A., Hombeck, J.A., Vielma, M., and Zavala, M., 2001, Stratigraphic controls on reservoir
strata: A comparison of fluvial and tidal reservoirs in the Almond Formation, Coal Gulch, Wamsuttter,
Echo Springs and Table rock fields, Washakie Basin, Wyoming: Wyoming Geological Association
Guidebook, 52’’ Field Conference, p. 149-16 1.

Cross, T.A., 2000, Stratigraphic controls on reservoir attributes in continental strata: Earth Science Frontiers, v.
7, p. 322-350.

Cross, T.A., and Lessenger, M.A., 1999, Construction and application of a stratigraphic inverse model, in J.W.
Harbaugh, W.L. Watney, E.C. Rankey, R. Slingerland, R.H. Goldstein, and E.K. Franseen, eds, Numerical
Experiments in Stratigraphy: Recent Advances in Stratigraphic and Sedimentologic Computer Simulations:
SEPM Special Publication 62, p. 69-83.

Cross, T.A., and Lessenger, M.A., 1998, Sediment volume partitioning: rationale for stratigraphic model
evaluation and high-resolution stratigraphic correlation, in F.M. Gradstein, K.O. Sandvik, and N.J. Milton,
eds., Sequence Stratigraphy Concepts and Applications: Norwegian Petroleum Society Special Publication
8, p. 171-195.

Cross, T.A., and Homewood, P.W., 1997, Amanz Gressly’s Role in Founding Modern Stratigraphy: Geological
Society of America Bulletin, v. 109, p. 16 17-1630.

Cross, T.A., and Lessenger, M.A., 1997, Correlation strategies for clastic wedges, in E.B. Coalson, J.C.
Osmond, And E.T. Williams, eds., Innovative Applications of Petroleum Technology in the Rocky
Mountain Area: Rocky Mountain Association of Geologists, Denver, p. 183-203.

Deng Hongwen, Wang Hongliang, and Cross, TA., 1997, Application of high-resolution stratigraphic
correlation approaches to fluvial reservoirs: Proceedings of the 30th International Geological Congress, v.
11, p. 55-59.

Ramon, J.C., and Cross, T.A., 1997, Characterization and prediction of reservoir architecture and petrophysical
properties in fluvial channel sandstones, Middle Magdalena Basin, Colombia: Ciencia, Tecnologia y
Futuro, v. 1, no. 3, p. 19-46.

Lessenger, M.A., and Cross, T.A., 1996, An inverse stratigraphic simulation model—Is stratigraphic inversion
possible?: Energy Exploration & Exploitation, v. 14, no. 6, p. 627-637.

Cross, T.A., 1994, Applications of high-resolution sequence stratigraphy to reservoir analysis: The Interstate Oil
and Gas Compact Commission 1993 Annual Bulletin, p. 24-39.
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Curriculum Vitae of T. A. Cross 6/2015 Page 4

Gardner, M.H., and Cross, T.A., 1994, Middle Cretaceous paleogeograpahy of Utah, in M.V. Caputo, J.A.
Peterson, and K.J. Franczyk, eds., Mesozoic Systems of the Rocky Mountain region, USA: Rocky
Mountain Section SEPM (Society for Sedimentary Geology), Denver, p. 471-502.

Cross, T.A., 1993, The geosciences in review: Coal: Geotimes, v. 38, P. 12.

Cross, T.A., Baker, M.R., Chapin, M.A., Clark, M.S., Gardner, M.H., Hanson, M.S., Lessenger, M.A., Little,
L.D., McDonough, K.J., Sonnenfeld, M.D., Valasek, D.W., Williams, M.R., and Witter, D.N., 1993,
Applications of high-resolution sequence stratigraphy to reservoir analysis, in R. Eschard, and B. Doligez,
eds., Subsurface Reservoir Characterization from Outcrop Observations: Proceedings of the 7th IFP
Exploration and Production Research Conference: Paris, Technip, p. 11-33.

Gardner, M.H., and Cross, T.A., 1993, Incorporating depositional and preservational process systems in
reservoir characterization: Examples from the Upper Cretaceous Ferron Sandstone, Utah, USA, in R.
Eschard, and B. Doligez, eds., Subsurface Reservoir Characterization from Outcrop Observations:
Proceedings of the 7th IFP Exploration and Production Research Conference: Paris, Technip.

Sonnenfeld, M.D., and Cross, T.A., 1993, Volumetric partitioning and facies differentiation within the Permian
Upper San Andres Formation of Last Chance Canyon, Guadalupe Mountains, New Mexico, in R.G. Loucks
and J.F. Sarg, eds., Recent advances and applications of carbonate sequence stratigraphy: American
Association of Petroleum Geologists Memoir 57, p. 435-474.

Books and Book Contributions

Cross, TA., 2002, Genetic Stratigraphy: Geological Publishing House, PRC, 253 p. (in Chinese).

Cross, l.A., Dodge, R.L., Howard, J.C., and Siraki, E.S., 1995, Basin Analysis: IHRDC, Boston, 210 p.

Cross, T.A., 1993, Foreword to Subsurface Reservoir Characterization from Outcrop Observations: Proceedings
of the 7th IFP Exploration and Production Research Conference: Paris, Technip, p. v-x.

Cross, T.A., and Raynolds, R.G., 1993, Illustration of Correlation Techniques, Facies Prediction and Reservoir
Compartment Identification through Genetic Stratigraphy—Gallup Sandstone and Mesa Verde Croup
(Cretaceous), Four-Corners Region, USA: Rocky Mountain Association of Geologists 1993 Fall Field Trip,
45 p.

Cross, TA., 1993, Applications of High-Resolution Sequence Stratigraphy in Petroleum Exploration and
Production—Short Course Notes: Canadian Society of Petroleum Geologists, Calgary, Alberta, August 15,
1993, 290 p.

Cross, T. A., 1990, ed., Quantitative Dynamic Stratigraphy: New Jersey, Prentice Hall, 622 p.

Patents

Cross, T.A., and Lessenger, M.A., 2001, Method for predicting stratigraphy: U.S. Patent 6,246,963

Cross, T.A., and Lessenger, M.A., 2004, Method of predicting three-dimensional stratigraphy using inverse
optimization techniques: U.S. Patent 6,754,588

Professional Service

Editor-in-Chief, Contributions to Sedimentary Geology (1997-2006)
Associate editor, Journal ofSedimentary Research (1992-1998)
Associate editor, Sedimentary Geology (1988-current)
Associate editor, Geological Society ofAmerica Bulletin (1995-1999)
Associate editor, Bulletin of Canadian Petroleum Geology (1993-1996)
Associate editor, Geological Society ofAmerica Bulletin (1992-1995)
Associate editor, Basin Research (1990-1995)
Associate editor, Sedimentology (1986 - 6/91)

Professional Society Affiliations
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Curriculum Vitae of T. A. Cross 6/2015 Page 5

American Association of Petroleum Geologists
Geological Society of America (Fellow)
International Association of Sedimentologists
Rocky Mountain Association of Geologists
Society of Economic Paleontologists and Mineralogists
Coal Geology Division, Geological Society of America
Sedimentology Division, Geological Society of America
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EXHIBIT

I
-i

Derrick Tokos

_____

‘From: Mona Linstromberg <iindym@peak.org>
Sent: Tuesday, August 07, 201$ 10:12 PM

, To: Derrick Tokos
Cc: Sean Malone; Tim Gross
Subject: Fw: attachment included; sorry I forgot in first email - #2
Attachments: question about K&A Geotechnical Engineering Report.pdf

Derrick, please find attached Mr. Cross’ comment submitted into the record for 1-SIR-i. Please enter into therecord for 1-GP-18.

_

—
Thank you,

Mona Linstromberg
Sent via my totally safe HARD WIRED internet connection

From: Tim Cross
Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2018 11:56 AM
To: D.Tokos@NewportOregon.gov
Cc: lindym@peak.org
Subject: attachment included; sorry I forgot in first email

1
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TO: Derrick Tokos, Community Development Director, City of Newport, OR
FROM: Timothy A. Cross, Homeowner, 1522 NW Spring St., Newport, OR
DATE: July 23, 2018
SUBJECT: Objection to the slope stability conclusion reached in the Geotechnical
Engineering Report (June 29, 2018) prepared by K & A Engineering, Inc., pertaining
to Tax Lots 1800, 1900 and 1903

I have read this report with a focus on the geological assessment of potential
hazards on these properties, specifically on the assessment of land stability. K & A

Engineering used incorrect boundary assumptions in the slope stability equilibrium-
limit models they ran, which led to their recommendation that the study site was
stable.

I refer to their ‘Field-Developed Cross Section’ of the study site shown in Appendix A,

and the subsequent slope stability analyses of Appendix C. The cross section plots
the elevation of the top of the Nye Formation in borings B-i and B-3, and establishes

the structural dip of the top of the Nye Formation as 13° to 15° to the west. This
structural dip is in complete agreement with all other structural dip values and
directions published on the 1976 geological map in the Newport region.

However, in assigning the boundary conditions for the computer model runs in their
slope stability analysis, they assumed that the structural dip of the Nye Formation

was approximately 0° instead of 13° to 15° to the west. There is absolutely no
justification for this change in dip. It is curious that the change in dip occurs at the

exact position of their borehole.

The projected 0° dip versus a projected 13° - 15° dip of the top of the Nye formation

results in a huge change in the overburden (“marine terrace” plus dune sand)
thickness and, therefore, a huge change in the volume of material susceptible to

mass movement. In the appended illustration I show the original ‘Field-Developed

Cross Section’ and a modified version with a 13° dip of the Nye Formation to the
west. In the original version, thin “marine terrace” sediments sit on a stable, solid,

sub-horizontal platform of Nye Formation. In the revised cross section, a thick,
westward-facing wedge of unconsolidated sediment sits on a westward-inclined

surface formed by the top of the Nye Formation. Alternations of more muddy and
less muddy sand/silt layers within the Nye formation provide potential slip surfaces
within the westward-dipping strata. Slip along such surfaces could easily provoke

instability and mass movement of overlying “marine terrace” sediment. The
westward-dipping top of the Nye Formation is another potential surface for slippage
and consequent mass movement of the overlying “marine terrace” sediment. Water

percolating through the unconsolidated sediment will pond on top of the
significantly less porous and permeable Nye Formation, and effectively lubricate
that surface. The increased volume of unconsolidated sediment above the Nye
Formation, in contrast to that calculated in the original ‘Field-Developed Cross
Section,’ increases the likelihood of mass failure should the toe-of-slope dune sand
be removed or reduced by erosion.

16
5



The K & A Geotechnical Engineering Report used the geometry of their cross section
as boundary conditions for their slope stability modeling. From their models, they
concluded that in the current static condition, the slope is stable. Inasmuch as the
geometry of their cross section is wrong, and therefore the boundary conditions for
their models are incorrect, the models are meaningless and their conclusions are
indefensible.

I hope this information is useful to you in your evaluation process. Please pass along
this concern to K & A Geotechnical Engineering, Inc. so they can recalculate the slope
stability probabilities using the more appropriate boundary conditions.

Sincerely,
Timothy A. Cross
303 885 8528 (mobile]
503 474 0322 (landline]
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Derrick Tokos

From: John and Chris <honekiri@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2018 2:01 PM
To: Derrick Tokos
Subject: 1-GP-18 Lund Development Proposal

On page 7 of the Geologic Hazard Assessment by Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist, which is page 49 of
the Geotechnical Report, he states in “Section 10.0 Conclusions” “erosion will eventually undercut the
cliff/bluff in the site vicinity, but in our opinion at a rate not likely to significantly effect the homesite
vicinity within the design life of the structure if the recommended mitigations are followed”.

There is no legal definition of “the design life of the structure”. While individual components of a
structure age and need to be replaced, as long as those components are maintained and replaced
when necessary a structure has no “design life” and can perform its function for hundreds of
years. Even in Newport, a relatively young city, there are already viable structures over 100 years
old.

Mr. Sandstrom’s basis for his conclusion regarding erosion and undercutting is flawed by his
assumption of a “design life of the structure” as are any recommendations based on that
conclusion.

Please acknowledge receipt of this email and enter it into the record for application l-GP-18. Thank you in advance.

Sincerely,
Chris Schneller
Spring Street Homeowner

1
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EXHIBIT

Derrick Tokos

_______

From: John and Chris <honekiri@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2018 1:11 PM
To: Derrick Tokos
Subject: 1-GP-18 Lund Development Proposal

The Conceptual Site Plan in the 1-GP- 18 decision packet shows water being collected from the areas of
development and routed to the lower level of the site near its boundaries with adjoining properties. There the
water is released to the ground at three locations at a “Storm Drain Energy Dissipater and Level Spreader for 20
Year Rain Event”. Concentrating the water from the site development and releasing back at these locations
would put the adjoining properties at risk from saturated soils and potential surface runoff. If the development
were allowed to proceed, the City should require that all storm water from the development be collected and
routed offsite into the City’s storm water system as is normally required for new development in the City.

Please acknowledge receipt of this email and enter it into the record for application 1-GP-18. Thank you in
advance.

Sincerely,
Chris Schneller
Spring Street Homeowner

1
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. EXHIBIT

I E-17
Derrick Tokos I
From: Anne Sigleo <asigleo@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2018 11:50 AM
To: Derrick Tokos
Subject: Spring St Development File#1-GP-18

Mr Derrick Tokos
Community Development Director
City of Newport
169 SW Coast Hwy
Newport, Oregon 97365

Dear Mr Tokos,

I have read carefully the Geologic Report for File#1-GP-18 for Mr Lund by K&D Engineering, Inc and find that they have
done a thorough job of studying both the site and previous geological reports including those of DOGOMI and Schlicker &
Associates. My only addition would be a more complete description of the Beach Access Plan. I would strongly suggest to
Mr Lund that if he were to make restoring beach access a priority it would go a long way towards appeasing the
neighborhood concerns.

Sincerely Yours,

Anne C. Sigleo
Geoscientist (retired)
1541 NW Spring Street
Newport, Oregon 97365

1
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Good afternoon,

You are receiving this email because you expressed interest in staying informed about gill Lund’s development plans for property he purchased adjacent to NW Spring Street. HiS geologic permit has been appealed to the Newport Planning Commission, who will hold a public hearing at 7:00 pm ott September

24° in the City Hall Council Chambers (159 SW Coast Hay). Individuals directly involved in the appeal or within the legal notice boundary would have received written notice of the hearing. For those of you that are not aware of the appeal hearing, attached is a copy of the notice.

This iv what is referred to as a de nova (i.e. full evidenriary) hearing, meaning that you are welcome to attend and provide testimony as to why you believe the project does or does not meet the approval criteria. Relevant approval criteria are included in the notice.

VeeYtthl. Tok, AIC?
Community Development Director

City of Newport

169 SW Coast Highway

Newport, OR 97355

ph; 541.574.0626 fax: 541.574.0644

d.tokosnewportoregon.gov
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CITY OF NEWPORT
NOTICE OF A PUBLIC HEARING1

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Planning Commission of the City of Newport, Oregon, will hold
a public hearing to consider an appeal of an administrative decision approving a Geological Permit Application (#1-
GP-1 8).

File No: # 1-GP-18-A

Appellants: Mona Linstromberg, Elaine Karnes, Christine Schneller, Robert Earle, Teresa Amen & Pat
Linstromberg (Power of Attorney, Leslie Hogan) (Sean Malone, Attorney, Authorized Agent).

Applicants: William Lund, P.O. Box 22, Seal Rock, Oregon 97376

Request: Appeal challenging the substantive elements of the applicant’s June 29, 2018 geologic report, prepared
by K&A Engineering, Inc., that concluded the site is suitable for the development of three home sites. Such report
was the basis of the approved Geologic Permit. A peer review report, by Columbia Geotechnical, dated August 15,
2018, was submitted in support of the appeal.

Location: West of NW Spring St (Lincoln County Assessor’s Tax Map 11-11-05-BC, Tax Lots 1800, 1900 &
1903).

Applicable Criteria: City of Newport regulations for development within mapped geologic hazards areas are
contained in Chapter 14.21 of the Newport Municipal Code (NMC), and all standards listed in this chapter are
relevant to the permit application on appeal. Pursuant to NMC Chapter 14.2 1.050(D), an application for a geologic
permit must include a geologic report, prepared by a certified engineering geologist, establishing that the site is
suitable for the proposed development. Further, an engineering report, prepared by a licensed civil engineer,
geotechnical engineer, or certified engineering geologist (to the extent qualified), must be provided if engineering
remediation is anticipated to make the site suitable for the proposed development (NMC 14.2 1.050(E)). Guidelines
for the preparation of Geologic Reports are set forth in NMC 14.21.060 and require that reports be consistent with
generally accepted scientific and engineering principals, including minimum standards identified in cited
documents published by the Oregon State Board of Geologist Examiners and the Department of Land Conservation
and Development. Appellants challenging substantive elements of a geologic report are required to submit their
own analysis, prepared by a certified engineering geologist (NMC 14.2 1.120).

Testimony: Testimony and evidence must be directed toward the criteria described above or other criteria in the
Comprehensive Plan and its implementing ordinances which the person believes to apply to the decision; failure to
raise an issue with sufficient specificity to afford the city and the parties an opportunity to respond to the issue
precludes an appeal based on that issue; submit testimony in written or oral form; send letters to Planning
Department (address under “Reports”) by 5:00 p.m. the day of the hearing; oral testimony will be taken during the
course of the public hearing.

Reports: The staff report may be reviewed or a copy purchased at the Newport Community Development
Department, City Hall, 169 SW Coast Hwy, Newport, Oregon, 97365 seven days prior to the hearing. The
application materials and the applicable criteria are available for inspection at no cost or copies may be purchased
at this address.

Contact: Derrick Tokos, Planning Director, Community Development Department, (541-574-0629) (address
above).

Time/Place of Hearing: Monday, September 24, 2018; 7:00 p.m.; City Hall Council Chambers (address above).

MAILED: August 31, 2018.

PUBLISH: September 14, 2018/News-Times.

‘This notice is being sent to affected property owners within 200 feet of the subject property (according to Lincoln County tax records), affected public utilities within Lincoln
County, and affected city departments.
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AGATE BEACH CONSTRUCTION INC
P0 BOX 39

SEAL ROCK, OR 97376

ANDERSON LONNA
P0 BOX 6432

MIRAMAR BEACH, FL 32550

BAUMAN MARY E
P0 BOX 1355

NEWPORT, OR 97365

BEWLEY LAURA SUE
393 NW CRESWELL LN

ALBANY, OR 97321

CITY OF NEWPORT
CITY MANAGER

169 SW COAST HWY
NEWPORT, OR 97365

COLE RONALD SCOTT TRUSTEE
9127 NW HERON ST

SEAL ROCK, OR 97376

DELISEO PATRICIA A
1242 NW SPRING ST
NEWPORT, OR 97365

EARLE ROBERT M &
AMEN TERESA D

3684 FELTON ST S
SALEM, OR 97302

FAHRENDORF JOSEPH B TSTEE &
FAHRENDORF JANET M TSTEE

1143 MANOR DR
SONOMA, CA 95476

FRANK BROTHERS IMPLEMENT CO
ADDRESS UNKNOWN,

GAUVIN JEFFREY M
1409 NW SPRING ST
NEWPORT, OR 97365

GREGORY DAVID E &
BENEDETTI CHRISTINE M

424 SW 297TH
FEDERAL WAY, WA 98023

HOFER VANDEHEY ROBERTA
20481 WINLOCK LN
FOSSIL, OR 97830

LARSEN STAURT
P0 BOX 1759

NEWPORT, OR 97365

LINSTROM BERG PAT JOAN TTEE
ATTN LESLIE HOGAN
931 WASHINGTON SW

ALBANY, OR 97321

LOOKOUT CONDOMINIUM THE
ASSOCIATION OF UNIT OWNERS

433 N COAST HWY
NEWPORT, OR 97365

MARTIN ELENA KAY
1405 NW THOMPSON ST

NEWPORT, OR 97365

MCDOWELL MINDY &
MCDOWELL SCOTT
6553 S MADISON CT

CENTENNIAL, CO 80121

MOSSBARGER JOHN T &
MOSSBARGER MARCIA L

P0 BOX 1362
NEWPORT, OR 97365

NEFF ROY S III
32655 GLAISYER HILL RD

COTTAGE GROVE, OR 97424

ORANGE LINDA J &
HUFFMAN ARDIS L

1420 NW SPRING ST
NEWPORT, OR 97365

PERKINS CAROL J
1417 NW THOMPSON ST

NEWPORT, OR 97365

PESTANA JANICE &
PESTANA RICKY

2450 SE TAYLOR ST
PORTLAND, OR 97214

POPE MAX A & ROBERTA I
P0 BOX 86

NEWPORT, OR 97365

REINHARD CAROL S TRUSTEE
21680 BUTTE RANCH RD

BEND, OR 97702

SOTILLE MATT &
SOTILLE KAREN

3574 SE GRANT ST
PORTLAND, OR 97214

SPECTRUM PROPERTIES LLC
301 S REDWOOD ST

CANBY, OR 97013

STARK NEAL E TRUSTEE
5034 SW VERMONT ST
PORTLAND, OR 97219

STOROZHENKO OLENA
169 SE VIEW DR

NEWPORT, OR 97365

WAFFENSCHMIDT JOHN L &
SCHNELLER CHRISTINE C

1234 NW SPRING ST
NEWPORT, OR 97365
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WETHERILL JAMES G &
WETHERILL LANA R
25804 NE OLSON RD

BATTLE GROUND, WA 98604

WHALES SPOUT CONDOMINIUM
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION

370 SW COLUMBIA
BEND, OR 97702

WILLETT CONRAD J &
GAIL E

1426 NW SPRING ST
NEWPORT, OR 97365

KARNES ELAINE
P0 BOX 1754

NEWPORT, OR 97365

LINSTROMBERG MONA
831 E BUCK CK RD

TIDEWATER, OR 97390

Exhibit “A”

SEAN MALONE, ATTORNEY
259 E 5TH AVE

EUGENE, OR 97401

Adjacent Property Owners Within 200 FT

File No. 1-GP-18-A
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Email: Lisa Phipps Oregon Dept of Parks & Recreation Oregon Division of State Lands
DLCD Coastal Services Center By email 775 Summer St NE

lisa.phipps@state.or.us park.infooregon.gov Salem OR 97310-1337

Joseph Lease Rob Murphy Tim Gross
Building Official Fire Chief Public Works

Victor Mettle Mark Miranda Mike Murzynsky
Code AdministratorlPlanner Police Chief Finance Director

Ted Smith Jim Protiva SpencerNebel
Library Parks & Rec City Manager

EXHIBIT ‘B’
(Affected Agencies) (1-GP-18-A)
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Tax Lots 1800, 1900 & 1903 200 Ft Adjacent Property Owners
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EXHIBIT

CITY OF NEWPORT
NOTICE OF A PUBLIC HEARING

The Planning Commission of the City of Newport, Oregon, will hold a public hearing to consider an appeal of an
administrative decision approving a Geological Permit Application (#1-GP-18) submitted by Mona Linstromberg, Elaine
Karnes, Christine Schneller, Robert Earle, Teresa Amen & Pat Linstrornberg (Power of Attorney, Leslie Hogan)(Sean
Malone, Attorney, Authorized Agent) for an appeal challenging the substantive elements of the applicant’s June 29, 201$
geologic report, prepared by K&A Engineering, Inc., that concluded the site is suitable for the development of three home
sites. Such report was the basis of the approved Geologic Permit. A peer review report, by Columbia Geotechnical, dated
August 15, 201$, was submitted in support of the appeal. The property is located West of NW Spring St (Lincoln County
Assessor’s Tax Map 11-11-05-BC, Tax Lots 1$00, 1900 & 1903). City of Newport regulations for development within
mapped geologic hazards areas are contained in Chapter 14.21 of the Newport Municipal Code (NMC), and all standards
listed in this chapter are relevant to the permit application on appeal. Pursuant to NMC Chapter 14.2 1.050(D), an
application for a geologic permit must include a geologic report, prepared by a certified engineering geologist,
establishing that the site is suitable for the proposed development. further, an engineering report, prepared by a licensed
civil engineer, geotechnical engineer, or certified engineering geologist (to the extent qualified), must be provided if
engineering remediation is anticipated to make the site suitable for the proposed development (NMC 14.2 1.050(E)).
Guidelines for the preparation of Geologic Reports are set forth in NMC 14.21.060 and require that reports be consistent
with generally accepted scientific and engineering principals, including minimum standards identified in cited documents
published by the Oregon State Board of Geologist Examiners and the Department of Land Conservation and
Development. Appellants challenging substantive elements of a geologic report are required to submit their own analysis,
prepared by a certified engineering geologist (NMC 14.2 1.120). Testimony and evidence must be directed toward the
criteria described above or other criteria in the Comprehensive Plan and its implementing ordinances which the person

believes to apply to the decision. failure to raise an issue with sufficient specificity to afford the city and the parties an
opportunity to respond to that issue precludes an appeal, including to the Land Use Board of Appeals, based on that issue.
Testimony may be submitted in written or oral form. Oral and written testimony will be taken during the course of the
public hearing. Letters to the Community Development/Planning Department, City Hall, 169 SW Coast Kwy, Newport,
OR 97365, must be received by 5:00 p.m. the day of the hearing or be personally entered into the record during the
hearing. The hearing will include a report by staff, testimony (both oral and written) from those in favor or opposed to the
application, rebuttal by the applicant, and questions and deliberation by the Planning Commission. Pursuant to ORS
197.763 (6), any person prior to the conclusion of the initial public hearing may request a continuance of the public
hearing or that the record is left open for at least seven days to present additional evidence, arguments, or testimony
regarding the application. The staff report may be reviewed or a copy purchased at the Newport Community Development
Department seven days prior to the hearing. The application materiats, the applicable criteria, and other file materials are
available for inspection at no cost; or copies may be purchased for reasonable cost at the above address. Contact Derrick
Tokos, Community Development Director, (541) 574-0626, d.tokosnewportoregon.gov (mailing address above).

FOR PUBLICATION ONCE ON FRIDAY, September 14, Z014)
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game in school history.

V’q

“p. .&1LL siusituef nas morethe team must do like run- than doubled and more play-ning a mile, doing burpees or
several minutes of planking.

After a handball was corn-

ers are on the way.
“I got two that need to get

their paperwork, and I’m like

• dilu MSLtIU rriuti iedp lot a UIOLK OutingToledo’s 3-0 win over Myrtle Point on Tuesday, Sept. 11.(Photo courtesy ot Aaron Wawrak)

We live
NEWS mTIMES

SUBSCRIBE
541465-857]

PUBLIC NOTICES

“It feels good,” fruechte
said. “We did it so we are all
proud of each other that we
were al)le to pull off the win.”

1Ie.,.

..1

Geep into the set. It wasn’t
until the very end that To
ledo was able to pull away
with a 25—18 win. Otis said
the team l)ecame a little
tired, bttt head coach Crys
tal lalor saw something
else.

“I don’t want to say that
they got comfortable,” the
first—year head coach said.
“But we have to be more dis
ciplined in that third set to
make sure that we take care
of the ball.”

The Boomers have now
won four—straight after win
ning only two of their first
five games.

“I think that they are re
ally starting to play togeth
er, calling the ball and doing
the things that we are ask
ing them to do,” Taylor said.
“Defensively we have really
worked hard to make sure
that they are ready for any
type of ball that comes over
the net. They are talking.
Offensively they are setting
each other up really well and
they are working together.”

The challenge now for the
Boomers with the remain—

ing schedtile coming against
league opponents is keeping
that same energy and excite
ment for the rest of’ the sea
son to keep their postseason
hopes alive. But Otis isn’t
worried about that.

“We all have that energy
and passion for this game
that other teams don’t have,”
she said. “Our chemistry to
gether, we just make each
other excited f’or anything
and that will help us in fu
ture games.”

requesting competitivequotations for hydraulicdredging at the NOMMarine Operations Center — Pacific Facility starting November 2018. Thescope of work includesmaintenance dredgingof 22,900 cubic yards tothe design depths specified in the Joint Permitapplication. Bids are dueby October 1st, 2018.AN REQ documents canbe found at https://www.portofnewport.com/bidsrfps.php
S-7, S-14 (03-14)

are described below.Bids for cash payment willbe accepted until 10:00am, September 20, 2018.Interested parties maycontact Longview HillsManager at (541)265-3576 to make arrangements to inspect thehome. Bids nay be submitted to 1 Lonqview HillsMHC, LLC, 140 NE 58thStreet, Newport, Oregon97365. for the following home: 11990 Golden West Homes, HomeID #263686, X-Plate#X21 0641 manufacturer’sID #CC662R4AB; locatedat 1638 NE 59th Street,Space 38, Newport, Oregon 97365; owner/tenant:iBetty Lucille Owens,Jack David Owens, DavidOwens, personal representative.
S-7, S-14 (72-74)

H LEGAL
DEADUNES:

WEDNESDAY
EDITION:

5:00pm Thursday
PRIOR

FRIDAY
EDITION:

5:00pm Tuesday
PRIOR

NOTICE OF SHERIFF’S
SALE #18-1436

On October 2, 2018, atthe hour of 10:00 am.,at the Lincoln CountySheriff’s Office, 225 WOlive St., Rm 203, in theCity of Newport, Oregon,the defendant’s interest will be sold, subjectto redemption, in thereal property commonlyknown as: 6340 N. Highway 101, Otis, OR 97368.The court case number is1 7CV48999, J.R Morgan Mortgage AcquisitionCorp., plaintiff(s) vs. Brandi M. Sullivan; Parties inPossession, defendant(s).This is a public auctionto the highest bidder forcash or cashier’s check,in hand. For more detailsgo to hup://www.oregonsheriffssales.org!county!lincoln!
A-24, A-31, S-07, S-14(87-14).

PUBLIC SALE
Safe-Lock Storage located at 3639 SE Ash St,South Beach, OR 97366will hold a public foreclosure sale on Saturday,September 29 at 10:00AM. Personal property otthe following people willbe sold:

D03—Cart Johnson, ff19—Mark Woods, T1 8 — JesseHanlin. The persons mentioned above may contactus prior to the sale at(541) 867-4607.
S-7, S-12, S-14, S-19(06-19).

pared by K&A Engineering, Inc., that concludedthe site is suitable forthe development of threehome sites. Such reportwas the basis of theapproved Geologic Permit. A peer review report,by Columbia Geotechnical, dated August 15,2018, was submitted insupport of the appeal. Theproperty is located Westof NW Spring St (LincolnCounty Assessor’s laxMap 17-11-05-BC, taxLots 1800, 1900 & 1903).City of Newport regulations for developmentwithin mapped geologichazards areas are contained in Chapter 14.21of the Newport MunicipalCode (NMC), and all standards listed in this chapter are relevant to the permit application on appeal.Pursuant to NMC Chapter14.21.050(D), an application tor a geologic permitmust include a geologicreport, prepared by a certified engineering geologist, establishing that thesite is suitable for theproposed development.Further, an engineering report, prepared bya licensed civil engineer,geotechnical engineer, orcertified engineering geologist (to the extent qualified), must be providedif engineering remediationis anticipated ro make thesite suitable for the proposed development (NMC14.21.050(E)), Guidelinesfor the preparation ofGeologic Reports are setforth in NMC 14.21.060

will include a report bystaff, testimony (both oraland written) from those infavor or opposed to theapplication, rebuttal bythe applicant, and questions and deliberation bythe Planning Coinmission. Pursuant to ORS197.763 (6), any personprior to the conclusion ofthe initial public hearingmay request a continuance of the public hearinor that the record is leopen for at least sevendays to present additionalevidence, arguments, ortestimony regarding theapplication: The staffreport may be reviewedor a copy purchased atthe Newport CommunityDevelopment Departmentseven days prior to thehearing. The applicationmaterials, the applicablecriteria, and other filematerials are available forinspection at no coat; orcopies may be purchasedfor reasonable coat at theabove address. ContactDerrick Tokoa, Community Development Director,(541) 574-0626, d.tokosunewportoregon.gov (mailing address above).S-74 (10-14)

ing agenda will addressadoption of Supplemental Budget #1 for FiscalYear 2018-19, amongother matters. The meeting is open to the public;all interested persons arewelcome to attend.
S-14 (04-14).

PUBLIC NOTICE
The Pacific Communities Health District Boardof Directors will hold aRegular meeting on Monday, September 17, at4:00 p.m. in the Education Conference Room atSamaritan Pacific Communities Hospital, 930SW Abbey St., Newport,Oregon. The meetingagenda includes meetingrninules, financial reportsand facility reports.

Ia/Lisa Ely. Recorder.PACIFIC COMMUNITIESHEALTH DISTRICT
For additional informationcontact 547-574-1803 orwww.pchdiatrict.org.
S-14 (17-14)

and require that reports beconsistent with generallyaccepted scientific andengineering principals,including minimum standards identified in citeddocuments published bythe Oregon State Board ofGeologist Examiners andthe Department of LandConservation and Development. Appellants challenging substantive elements of a geologic reportare required to submittheir own analysis, prepared by a certified engineering geoloqist )NMC14.21.120). ‘Testimonyand evidence must bedirected toward the criteria described above orother criteria in the Comprehensive Plan and itsimplementing ordinanceswhich the person believesto apply to the decision.Failure to raise an issuewith sufficient specificity to afford the city andthe parties an opportunityto respond to that issueprecludes an appeal,including to the Land UseBoard of Appeals, basedon that issue. Testimonymay be submitted in written or oral form. Oral andwritten testimony will betaken during the courseof the public hearing.Letters to the Community Development/Planning Department, CityHall, 169 SW Coast Hwy,Newport, OR 97365, mustbe received by 5:00 p.m.the day of the hearingor be personally enteredinto the record duringthe hearing. The hearing

NOTICE OF SALE
OF ABANDONED
MANUFACTURED

HOME
1 Longview Hills MHC,LLC will sell the below-described manufacturedhome by private seatedbid for the highest offerREQUEST FOR received. The home hasQUOTATIONS been abandoned. TheThe Port of Newport is home, tenant and owner

NOTICE OF A PUBLIC
HEARING

The Planning Commissionof the City of Newport,Oregon, will hold a public hearing to consideran appeal of an administrative decision approving a Geological PermitApplication (#1 -GP-1 8)submitted by Mona Linstromberg, Elaine Karnes,Christine Schneller, Robert Earle, Teresa Amen &Pat Linstromberg (Powerof Attorney, Leslie Hogan)(Sean Malone, Attorney,Authorized Agent) for anappeal challenging thesubstantive elements ofthe applicant’s June 29,2018 geologic report, pre

14.36.010, the Commission must find that thechange is required bypublic necessity and thegeneral welfare of thecommunity in order for itto make a recommendation to the City Councilthat the amendments beadopted. Testimony andevidence must be directedtoward the request aboveor other criteria, includIngcriteria within the Comprehensive Plan and itsimplementing ordinances,which the person believesto apply to the decision.Failure to raise an issuewith sufficient specificity to afford the city andthe parties an opportunityto respond to that issueprecludes an appeal,including to the Land UseBoard of Appeals, basedon that issue. Testimonymay be submitted inwritten or oral form. Oraltestimony and writtentestimony will be takenduring the course of thepublic hearing. The hearing may include a reportby staff, testimony fromthe applicant and proponents, testimony fromopponents, rebuttal bythe applicant, and questions and deliberation bythe Planning Commission.Written testimony sent tothe Community Development (Planning) Department, City Hall, 769 SWCoast Hwy, Newport, OR97365, must be receivedby 5:00 p.m. the day ofthe hearing to be includedas part of the hearing ormust be personally pre

sented during testimonyat the public hearing. Theproposed code amendments, additional malarial for the amendments,and any other material inthe file may be reviewedor a copy purchased atthe Newport CommunityDevelopment Department(address above). ContactDerrick Tokos, Community Development Director(541) 574-0626 (addressabove).
S-14 (18-14)

NOTICE OF SHERIFF’S
SALE #18.1517On October 23, 2018, atthe hour of 10:00a.m., atthe Lincoln county Sheriff’s office, 225 W OliveSt., Rm 203, in the cityof Newport, Oregon,the defendant’s interest will be sold, subjectto redemption, in thereal property commonlyknown as: 3174 NE JohnsLoop, Neotsu, OR 97364.The court case numberIs 1 7CV46345, Nation-star Mortgage LLC D/B/AMr. Coop, plaintiff(s) vs.JamesA. Fossum, PatriciaAnn Fossum; Wells FargoBank, NA.; Occupants ofthe Property defendant(s).This is a public auctionto the highest bidder forcash or cashier’s check,in hand. For more detailsto go http:!/www.oregonsheriffssales.org!county!lincoln!

5-14, S-21, S-28, 0-05(18-05)

NOTICE OF A PUBLIC
HEARING

The Newport PlanningCommission will hold acontinued public hearingon Monday, September24, 2078, at 7:00 p.m.in the City Hall CouncilChambers to considerFile No, 3-Z-18, revisionsto the Newport MunicipalCode )NMC) 14.01.020and 7 4.03.060 to providefor extended stay hoteland motel uses. Pursuant to Newport Municipal Code (NMC) Section

BOARD MEETING
Community ServicesConsortium’s GoverningBoard meeting will beheld Monday, September 24,2018, at 10:00amin the Newport regionalOffice Hilan Castle Conference Room at 120 NEAvery Street. The meet-
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Derrick Tokos

Dear Mr. Tokos,

I am writing to confirm that I represent the appellants in the appeal of Geologic Permit #1-GP-18. My contact
information and phone number are below my signature. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to
contact me.

Thank you,

Sean Malone
Attorney at Law
259 E. Fifth Ave.
Suite 200-C
Eugene, OR 97401
ph. 303.859.0403
seanmalone8@hotmail.com

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sean Malone <seanmalone8@hotmail.com>
Tuesday, July 31, 2018 3:03 PM
Derrick Tokos; Elaine Karnes; Mona Linstromberg
Appeal of Geologic Permit # 1-GP-18

1
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Derrick Tokos

report, 1-gp-18

Dear Derrick Tokos:

Pat Linstromberg wants to sign on to the the appeal of the approved Geotechnical Report, 1-GP-1$. She
received notice from the City.

I, Leslie Hogan, have Pat Linstromberg’s (mother) Power of Attorney.

Pat Linstromberg can be reached in care of me at the following address:
931 Washington St. SW
Albany, OR 97321

Phone 541-924-0130
email gwizats@peak.org

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

James Hogan <qwizats@peak.org>
Tuesday, July 31, 2018 9:31 AM
Derrick Tokos
appeal of approved geotechnical

1

18
1



. EXHIBIT

I £-3
Derrick Tokos

From: Teresa Amen <teresa.amen22@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2018 9:44 AM
To: Derrick Tokos
Subject: Re: Response to notice of Decision and City of Newport Public Notice

Derrick Tokos, AICP
Community Development Director
City of Newport

July 31, 2018

Mr. Tokos,

Robert Earle and I, Teresa Amen, property owners of 1320 NW Spring St., Newport, OR, are e-mailing you to
be added to the Land Use Application submitted to appeal Flie Number l-GP-1 8, regarding property west of
Spring St., Tax Assessor’s Map Number 11-11-05-BC, Tax Lots 1800, 1900 & 1903.

Our contact information is as follows:
Robert Earle
Teresa Amen

Mailing address:
3684 Felton St. S
Salem, OR 97302

Phone Numbers:
Cell 503-580-5972 - Robert Earle
Cell 503-551-5982 - Teresa Amen
Home 503-585-2681

E-mail address:
Teresa.Amen22@Gmail.com

If you have any questions, or concerns regarding this request please contact us ASAP.

Respectively,

Robert Earle
Teresa Amen

On Mon, Jul 30, 2018 at 8:59 AM, Derrick Tokos <D.Tokos@newportoregon.gov> wrote:

Hi Teresa,

1
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Please accept this response as confirmation that your email and the attached letter are included in the case record of
both permit applications.

De-rrtcJc I. Tok AICP
Community Development Director
City of Newport
169 SW Coast Highway
Newport, OR 97365
ph: 541.574.0626 fax: 541.574.0644
d.tokos@ newportoregon.gov

From: Teresa Amen [mailto:teresa.a men22@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, July 29, 2018 3:33 PM
To: Derrick Tokos <D.Tokos@ NewportOregon.gov>
Subject: Response to notice of Decision and City of Newport Public Notice

Mr. Tokos,

Attached is the response to the Notice of Decision and City Of Newport Public Notice regarding property to
the west of NW Spring St.

Please note the response includes three property owners, who live in their dwellings and DO NOT rent them
for income. We have each owned our properties for many years. An example of the years we have owned our
properties, the property owned by my husband, Robert Earle, and I has been in his family since 1970.

We are each sincerely concerned about the proposed development and the negative impact to the community
and all neighboring properties.

Please submit the attached as comments to File Number l-GP-l$ and File Number l-SIR-l8.

Thank-you,

2
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Teresa Amen

Virus-free. www.avast.com
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EXHIBITIi
Applicant Name(s): Property Owner Name(s) :f other than applicant

(see attachment #1) William Lund
Applicant Mailing Address: Property Owner Mailing Address:

(#1) P0 Box 22, SealRock, OR 97376
Applicant Phone No. Property Owner Phone No.

(#1) 541-979-9560
Applicant Email Property Owner Email

(#1) wlund_albany@yahoo.com
Authorized Representative(s): Person authorred to submit and aci on this application on applicant’s behalf

(see attachment #2)
Authorized Representative Mailing Address:

(#2)
Authorized Representative Telephone No.

(#2)
Authorized Representative Email.

Project Information

Property Location. Street name if address #not ucsiqned

west of NW Spring St.
Tax Assessor’s Map No.: 1 1-1 1 -05-BC Tax Lot(s): 1 800, 1 900, 1 903
Zone Designation: Legal Description: Add additional sheets if necessary

Comp.Plan Designation:

Brief description of Land Use Request(s):
tVu!np!es:

1. rir:r p.opertv line 5/eCt south Appeal Decision #1 —GP—1 8 (attachment #3)
2. Vorinntt a! 2 ectfrvrn the required 1jaot

trout setL,ack
Existing Structures: if any

Topography and Vegetation:

sloping shoreland, native trees & vegetation, black berries
Application Type (please check all that apply)

Annexation Interpretation UGB Amendment

El Appeal fl Minor Replat Vacation

E1 Comp Plan/Map Amendment E Partition fl Variance/Adjustment
Conditional Use Permit E Planned Development E PC

PC E1 Property Line Adjustment EStaff
j Staff jJ Shoreland Impact EZone Ord/Map

EDesign Review ESubdivision Amendment
FlGeoloeic Permit Fl Temporary Use Permit Ti Other

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

File No. Assigned: •4\
Date Received: /‘f_qJ t2 Fee Amount: Date Accepted as Complete:

Received By: )-c Receipt No. Accepted By:

City Hall

169, SW Coast Hwy

Newport, OR 97365

541.574.0629

City of Newport
Land Use Application JUL

NEWPQ

1 2.
VED

Page 1

18
5



I understand that I am responsible for addressing the legal criteria relevant to my application and that the
burden of proof justifying an approval of my application is with me. I also understand that this responsibility
is independent of any opinions expressed in the Community Development & Planning Department Staff
Report concerning the applicable criteria.

I certify that, to the best of my knowledge, all information provided in this application is accurate.

CLA4 -1t’-

______

7//J2oi
rtt1

Ate.Signature(s) Date Signed

Property Owner Signature(s) Date Signed

Authorized Representative Signature(s) Date Signed

Please note application will not be accepted without all applicable signatures.

Please ask staff for a list of application submittal requirements for your specific type of request.

CtTy0p
NEWpORT

JUL t 201a
i RECEIVED

Community Development & Planning Department• 169 SW Coast Hwy, Newport, OR 97365• Derrick I. Tokos, AICP, Director

1/10
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Print Form -City of Newport
Land Use Application

PLEASE PRiM’ OR TYPE. COMPLETE ALL BOXES USE ADDmONAL PAPER if NEEDEDApplicant Name(s):
Property Owner Name(s): .

Applicant Mailing Address: Property Owner Mailing Address:

Applicant Telephone No.: Property Owner Telephone No.:

E-mail:
E-mail:

Authorized Representative(s):
1 ..

Authorized Representative Mailing Address:

Authorized Representative Telephone No.: E-Mail:

Project Information
Property Location. ‘.r :

Tax Assessor’s Map No.:
ITax Lot(s):

Zone Designation: Legal Description: .
. .. .I

Comp Plan Designation:

Brief Description of Land Use Request(s):

‘ 1). .. 5

Existing Structures. if

Topography and Vegetation:

APPLICATION TYPE (please check all that apply)

El Annexation
El Interpretation El UGB Amendment

El Appeal
El Minor Replat El Vacation

El Comp Plan/Map Amendment El Partition El Variance/Adjustment
El Conditional Use Permit El Planned Development El PC

El PC
El Property Line Adjustment El StaffEl Staff
El Shoreland Impact El Zone Ord/Map AmendmentEl Design Review

El El Subdivision
El Other________________

Geologic Permit
El Temporary Use Permit

FOR OFFIC USE ONLY

File No. Assigned:_______________________
Date Received: Fee Amount: Date Accepted as Complete:

Received By: Receipt No.: —________ Accepted By:

(SEE REVERSE SIDE)
Community Development & Planning Department 169 SW Coast Hwy. Newport, OR 97365 Derrick I. Tokos, AICP, Director

1/10
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Attachment #1 to Appeal of #1-GP-18

Applicant Name
Applicant Mailing Address
Applicant Telephone No.
Applicant E-mail

Mona Linstromberg
831 E. BuckCk. Rd.,Tidewater, OR 97390
541-528-3512
lindym@peak.org

Elaine Karnes
P.O. Box 1754, Newport, OR 97365
541-961-0340
karnese@peak.org

Christine Schneller
1234 NW Spring St, Newport OR 97365
541-265-9882
honekiri@gmail.com

Robert Earle &
Teresa Amen
3684 Felton St. 5, Salem OR 97302
teresa.amen2 2 @gmail.com

Pat Linstromberg
(Power of Attorney, Leslie Hogan)
931 Washington SW, Albbany, OR 97321
541-924-0130
qwizats@peak.org

18
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Attachment #2 to Appeal of #1-GP-18

Authorized Representative

Authorized Representative Mailing Address

Authorized Representative Telephone No.

Authorized Representative E-mail

Sean Malone, Attorney

259 E 5th Aye, Eugene, OR

303-859-0403

seanma1one8@hotmail.com

18
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Attachment #3 to Appeal of #1-GP-18

(Application Submittal Requirements)

(1) #1-GP-18, July 16, 2018

(2) Standing to Appeal: Since there was no notice allowing public comment or
public hearing allowing public comment, the appellants are relying on our standing
as aggrieved parties and affected neighbors. Applicants have issued comment to
the record on an associated application.

(3) The appellants contend that the Geologic Engineering Report and Geologic
Hazards Assessment (dated June 29,2018, prepared by Michael Remboldt and Gary
Sandstrom) contains inconsistencies, errors and omissions. The appellants will
submit a geologic report and citizen comment to support the appeal.

(4) Appeal to be heard de novo.

19
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EXHIBIT

Derrick Tokos

From: Teresa Amen <teresa.amen22@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 29, 2018 3:33 PM
To: Derrick Tokos
Subject: Response to notice of Decision and City of Newport Public Notice
Attachments: Derrick Tokos.docx

Mr. Tokos,

Attached is the response to the Notice of Decision and City Of Newport Public Notice regarding property to the
west of NW Spring St.

Please note the response includes three property owners, who live in their dwellings and DO NOT rent them for
income. We have each owned our properties for many years. An example of the years we have owned our
properties, the property owned by my husband, Robert Earle, and I has been in his family since 1970.

We are each sincerely concerned about the proposed development and the negative impact to the community
and all neighboring properties.

Please submit the attached as comments to File Number l-GP-18 and File Number l-SIR-18.

Thank-you,
Teresa Amen

Virus-free. www.avast.com

1
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City of Newport
Att: Derrick Tokos
Community Development Director
Newport, Oregon 97365

Date: July 28, 2018

Subject: Development Proposal File Number 1-GP-18 and the Shoreland Resources Impact Review File
Number 1-SlR-18

Dear Mr. Tokos,

We are writing in regards to the proposed development of the area west of NW Spring St. ( Lincoln
County Assessor’s Tax Map 11-11-05-BC, Tax Lots 1800, 1900 & 1903) in the documented geologic
hazard area and adjacent to an outstanding ocean shorelands natural area.

We strongly believe the proposed development will have a negative impact on the public health, safety
and welfare, endangers the street and neighboring homes.

Respectively,

Robert Earle
Teresa Amen
1320 NW Spring St.
Newport, Oregon 97365

Mary Bauman
1310 NW Spring St.
Newport, Oregon 97365

Nancy Luther
1312 NW Thompson St.
Newport, Oregon 97365

19
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Derrick Tokos

Subject:

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

it is sad to see that someone wants to build on something that had been used by the public as a beach access for
the neighborhood that I have lived in for the past 29 years. It seems that it would be an eyesore and doesn’t
look like a stable area. I have seen lots of changes in the geology of the area since I have lived here. Hope it
doesn’t happen. Brent Bunker

From: Brent bunker <bunkerbrent1956@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 27, 2018 5:16 PM
To: Derrick Tokos

Spring Street development

1
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To:
Subject:

The DispatchLike Page
November 13. 2012

Derrick Tokos
Bill Lund and his project in Nye Beach

Vanishing Ocean City With Bunk Mann
(A Continuing Series Looking Back At Ocean City’s Rich History.)

Legendary developer James B. Caine built his summer home known as ‘Crystal House” directly on the beach just north of the Carousel Hotel in
196$. The cottage featured a Living room with a fountain in the middle, three bedrooms and three bathrooms with sunken tubs and square toilets.
Built on piling, the Crystal House extended into the surf during high tides.
Caine’s cottage created controversy from the beginning and played a role in arguments about public beach access vs. private ownership rights. Bobby
Baker of the Carousel Hotel and Washington, D.C. political fame unsuccessfully filed suit to have it declared a public nuisance and torn down.
Caine sold the house in the 19$Os and the State of Maryland bought it from a later owner. In July of 1990, the state had it quietly removed and today
no trace of the Crystal House remains on the beach at 118th Street.
Photo courtesy Ann Showell

Mr Tokos,
At the public meeting held a while ago for the neighborhood to hear about
Mr. Lund’s plans and offer some thoughts, I spoke about a house in Ocean
City, Maryland, and suggested that just because you can, doesn’t mean you
should.
He is a brief article about that house.

Derrick Tokos

From: Ann Howell <howell97217@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 27, 2018 3:54 PM

1
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I still feel this way about Mr. Lund’s houses, even more so, since there
were some earthquakes recently off the southern Oregon Coast.
I know there are lots of other opportunities in Newport/Nye and wish Mr
Lund could finance one of them instead.

$ incerely,
Ann Howell
1535 NW Hurbert St

2
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Derrick Tokos

From: John Waffenschmidt <honekiri@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 27, 2018 9:37 AM
To: Derrick Tokos
Cc: rkinion@co.lincoln.or.us
Subject: Re: Jump Off Joe County Road

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Derrick,
Thank you for your response. The way I am understanding what you said is that permits to use the county road
must be obtained, but not until after the geologic review is final.
Chris $chneller

On Jul 26, 2018, at 3:04 PM, Derrick Tokos <D.Tokos(newportoregon.gov> wrote:

Hi Chris,

Please accept this response as confirmation that I received your email and that it is a part of the official
record. The geologic permit that you reference was found to have satisfied the approval
standards. That decision will be final, if not appealed, on July 31, 2018.

Recommendations contained in geologic reports inform the engineering and design that goes into the
preparation of construction drawings and specifications, which is what Mr. Lund will have to submit, and
the City and County Public Works Departments will review, if and when the geologic report becomes
final. That is why geologic reviews occur before applicants obtain road access permits.

Derrick’I. Th1co AICP
Community Development Director
City of Newport
169 SW Coast Highway
Newport, OR 97365
ph: 541.574.0626 fax: 541.574.0644
d .to kos@newportoregon.gov

From: John and Chris [mailto:honekiri@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2018 9:21 AM
To: Derrick Tokos <D.Tokos@ NewportOregon.gov>
Cc: rkinion@co.lincoln.or.us
Subject: Fwd: Jump Off Joe County Road

Derrick,

Mr. Lund has applied to the City for a Geologic Hazard Permit for his development on Spring
Street. It is my understanding that before Mr. Lund could access his property from the County
Road as outlined in his Geologic Hazard Permit application he would have to obtain a road
access permit from Lincoln County. Mr. Lund’s application also described construction of a road

1
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bed and retaining walls within the County Road Right of Way. I understand that such
construction would also require a permit from the County.

Below is an email from Roy Kinion, Lincoln County Public Works Director, responding to my
inquiry as to if Mr. Lund had applied for a permit for access onto Jump Off Joe County Road or
for a permit for construction in the County Road Right of Way. Mr. Kinion states that the
County has not received applications for the permits.

Since Mr. Lund has not applied for either permit and both would be required for Mr. Lund to
proceed with the development as specified in his application it would seem premature for the
City to process the application for a Geologic Hazard Permit until such time as the County
approves permits for access onto and construction within the County Road.

In addition, it should be noted that without the permits from the County, the application fails to
meet the standard outlined in Newport Municipal Code 14.21.070 (A(2)) “Properties shall
possess access of sufficient width and grade to permit new buildings to be relocated or
dismantled and removed from the site.”

Thank you in advance for your consideration of this matter.

Please send an acknowledgment of receiving this email.

Sincerely,
Chris Schneller
Spring Street homeowner

Forwarded message
From: Roy Kinion <rkinion@co.lincoln.or.us>
Date: Tue, Jul 24, 201$ at 3:30 PM
Subject: Re: Jump Off Joe County Road
To: John and Chris <honekiri@gmail.com>

Mr. Lund has not applied for any access permits or construction within a County right-of-way
permit at this time.

Roy L. Kinion
Public Works Director
Lincoln County, Oregon
541-574-1211
rkinion@co.lincoln.or. us

On Mon, Jul 23, 2018 at 8:03 AM, John and Chris <honekiri(gmail.com> wrote:

Has Mr. Lund applied for an access permit onto Jump Off Joe County Road? Has he applied
for a permit for construction within the right of way? If so, have either permit or any others
regarding Jump Off Joe County Road been approved by Lincoln County?

Thank you in advance,
Chris Schneller
honekiri@gmail.com

2
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Derrick Tokos

Will do.

From: Mona Linstromberg [mailto:lindym@peak.orgJ
Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2018 12:14 PM
To: Derrick Tokos <D.Tokos@NewportOregon.gov>
Subject: Fw: Spring Street Slide Development

Derrick, in tandem with Mr. Cross’ comment submitted today, this email from Mr. Gless might be useful to K
and A in reconsidering its report as issued. Please enter Mr. Gless’ comments into whatever record is being
built wherever appropriate.

Thank you.

Mona Linstromberg

Sent via my totally safe HARD WIRED Internet connection

From: J. Douglas Gless
Sent: Wednesday, July 25, 2018 4:50 PM
To: Mona Linstromberg ; Bill Lund
Cc: D.TokosfNewportOregon.gov
Subject: Spring Street Slide Development

Dear Mona and Bill,
Both of you have contacted HG Schlicker and Associates, Inc. regarding a proposed development at Tax Lots 1800, 1900,
and 1903; Map 11-11-O5BC along Spring Street in Newport, Oregon. Please find three reports that we have completed
through the years in that immediate vicinity at this Dropbox link
https://www.dropbox.com/sh/cvy95b3m8edalvx/AAABuXd8b-siznzD9larRkQwa?dl=0 . Essentially, we have identified
the area as what appears to be active landslide, meaning that we have seen what appears to be evidence of the area
having had movement of the ground within the last few decades. In the past couple of decades there has been a
buildup of the dunes at the toe of the slope which has had a stabilizing influence on the site but we don’t believe it
would be prudent to rely on the assured continuation of this dune growth as these loose dune sands are highly
susceptible to erosion by storm waves and rip currents. Any substantial erosion of the dunes would have a large impact
on stability models that don’t account for the eroded condition.

Of the three reports, the 2016 report pertaining to TL 1800 should be considered the most up to date. That report
basically concludes that the Spring Street Slide is active as mapped by DOGAMI. The 1991 report prepared by Herbert
Schlicker for Mr. Hal Smith should be considered greatly out of date and I cannot agree with the conclusions drawn in it
relative to the statement, “the landslide rests on a nearly level surface and is not capable of further sliding.”

It is important to understand that any landslide that toes out at beach level and is subject to erosion is typically at a
greater risk than non-landslide oceanfront ground. It is also important to note that nearly any landslide can be
stabilized, however it is frequently not cost effective.

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Derrick Tokos
Thursday, July 26, 2018 1:56 PM
‘Mona Linstromberg’
RE: Spring Street Slide Development

1

19
8



I hope this information helps in your decision making process.

Respectfully,
Doug

J Douglas Gless, RG, CEG, LHG
President/Principal Engineering Geologist
H.G. Schlicker & Associates, Inc.
607 Main Street, Suite 200
Oregon City, Oregon 97045
(503) 655-8113 Office
(503) 655-8173 Fax
(503) 807-3510 Cell
hgsa @teleport.com
www.hgschlicker.com

A
Virus-free. www.avg.com
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Derrick Tokos

Hi Mona,

Thank you for your comments. I’ll forward your note, and the email from Mr. Cross, to Bill Lund and K&A Engineering to
see what their thoughts are regarding your request for additional time.

De,rr(dc’I. Toka AIC?
Community Development Director
City of Newport
169 SW Coast Highway
Newport, OR 97365
ph: 541.574.0626 fax: 541.574.0644
d.tokos@ newportoregon.gov

From: Mona Linstromberg [mailto:lindym@peak.orgJ
Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2018 11:13 AM
To: Tim Cross <timothyacross@comcast.net>; Derrick Tokos <D.Tokos@ NewportOregon.gov>
Subject: Re: concern about analysis of slope stability presented in the Geotechnical Engineering Report (June 29, 2018)
prepared by K & A Engineering, Inc.

Derrick, in discussion with Mr. Cross and other neighbors, we feel that the substantial comment provided by
Mr. Cross justifies your extending the appeal date until K and A has an opportunity to address the information
provided. We do realize that Mr. Lund would have to agree so we are preparing as if the July 31 deadline still
holds but wanted to make this formal request.

Could you please acknowledge receipt of this email and also receipt of Mr. Cross’ comment?

Please enter this in the record.

Thank you, Mona Linstromberg

Sent via my totally safe HARD WIRED internet connection

From: Tim Cross
Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2018 10:11 AM
To: D.Tokos©NewportOrecion.gov
Cc: Iindymcpeak.org
Subject: concern about analysis of slope stability presented in the Geotechnical Engineering Report (June 29, 2018)
prepared by K & A Engineering, Inc.

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Derrick Tokos
Thursday, July 26, 2018 11:36 AM
‘Mona Linstromberg’; Tim Cross
RE: concern about analysis of slope stability presented in the Geotechnical Engineering
Report (June 29, 2018) prepared by K & A Engineering, Inc.

1
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. EXHIBIT

Office of Lincoln County Legal Counsel
225 West Olive Street, Room 110 Kristin YuiIIe

Newport, Oregon 97365 Assistant County Counsel
-

(541) 265-4108 Jerry Herbage
— Fax: (541) 265-41 76 Assistant County Counsel

OREGON Janet Harrison
S T A B L I S H E D 18 9 3 WWW.CO.jlnCOlfl.or.Us/COUntyCOUnSel

Paralegal

To: Derrick Tokos, Newport Community Development Director

Re: Your File #l-GP-18 and Notice #l-SIR-18

Date: Ju1y26,201$

The following comments are offered by Lincoln County in response to the decision and
notice above referenced. They are not appeals of either matter. Instead they are intended to
address questions the County has received about the proposed development highlighted in the
applications before the City of Newport.

It appears from the submitted conceptual site plan that the road improvements, retaining
walls and driveway accesses are all located within the right of way of County Road 500. This is a
public road right of way (County Road) under County jurisdiction; therefore these improvements
would require a permit from the County. Public access on the improvements will be required to be
allowed and maintained. After conferring with the City we understand a 20 foot road width would
be acceptable under the City adopted fire code for these improvements. Assuming the geotechnical
information is otherwise acceptable to and approved by the City as evidenced by the decision in
File # 1-GP-l 8, structures or disturbance of the right of way related to road improvements
(including but not limited to retaining walls, cut embankments, and fills) could be located within
the right of way but would require separate applications and permits from the County. The County
would also require that road improvements not impede or block possible future public access to
the beach continuing north on the right of way. The technical comments of the County Engineer
are attached.

The applicant and other property owners have filed a petition to vacate the County Road
500 right of way shown on the site plan. The vacation request includes proposed construction of
an alternative replacement beach access (trail) by the applicant as generally shown on the site plan.
The vacation process is separate from the city’s permit process. The vacation procedures are
outlined in ORS Chapter 36$ and Lincoln County Code Chapter 6. If the vacation is approved by
the County after public hearing, and including concurrence by the City as required under law, then
no permits would be required by the County.

1
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Please place these comments into the record.

Submitted on behalf of Lincoln County by:

Wayne Belmont, Lincoln County Counsel
Roy Kinion, Lincoln County Public Works Director (Road Official)
James “Steve” Hodge, Lincoln County Engineer

Comments of Steve Hodge:

I have reviewed the Geotechnical Engineering Report (GER) prepared and written by Michael
Remboldt, P.E., G.E. and Gary Sandstrorn, C.E.G. (K & A Engineering, Inc. and Gary C.
Sandstrorn, Geologist, LLC, respectively). This report was written to satisfy the requirements of
the 2014 Oregon Structural Specialty Code. Chapter 18, Soils and Foundcttions, specifically
addresses the reporting requirements of the above mentioned report.

While the field investigation addresses most of the issues regarding questionable soils, the GER
does not provide all of the boring logs from their field work. The conceptual site plan indicates
four borings were performed to describe the soil profile. Only boring log B-i and B-3 were
included in this report. Four hand auger profiles (HA-l, AH-2, HA-2 and HA-3) are presented as
is the readings of the Dynamic Probe (FC-l, FC-2, FC-3, FC-4). Test results showing the
Plasticity Index, Expansion Index, and ASTM D are not included in this report nor are there results
of any compressive strength tests.

The report provides adequate review of Section 1803.5.5 Deep Foundations. Boring logs indicate
a soil strata capable of supporting deep foundations lay in this area. The report describes type of
pile, installation procedures, bearing pressures, and installation procedures. It does not speak to
pile spacings or reductions for group action.

The report suggests MSE retaining walls for fill slopes and Gabion Baskets for cut slopes. The
provided boring logs suggest these technologies would be sufficient for the intended purposes
however, additional analysis is required for design. Specifically, modeled lateral forces generated
by earthquake against gabion wall.

it is my opinion that this report meets the requirements of the 2014 Oregon Structural Specialty
Code however additional investigation and testing is necessary to support design.

Steve Hodge, P.E.
COunty Engneer
Lmcohi County Public Works
$80 NE 7th Street
Neort, OR 97365
541-574-1212
JHodqe(co.IincoIn.or.us
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EX H I B I I

Derrick Tokos

From: Derrick Tokos
Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2012 11:45 AM
To: ‘Bill Lund’
Cc: P.E. Michael Remboldt
Subject: FW: concern about analysis of slope stability presented in the Geotechnical Engineering

Report (June 29, 2018) prepared by K & A Engineering, Inc.
Attachments: concern about analysis of slope stability presented in the Geotechnical Engineering

Report (June 29, 2018) prepared by K & A Engineering, Inc.

Hi Bill.., attached is the email from Mr. Cross. Our office cannot unilaterally modify the 15-day appeal period specified in
the Newport Municipal Code. If you want to provide additional time so that K&A can respond to the email from Mr.
Cross before the appeal period closes, you would need to indicate in writing that you consent to some additional period
of time.

Please note that you and/or K&A would have an opportunity to respond prior to a public hearing before the Planning
Commission, if an appeal is filed within the 15-day period.

Derrick

From: Derrick Tokos
Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2018 11:36 AM
To: ‘Mona Linstromberg’ <lindym@peak.org>; Tim Cross <timothyacross@comcast.net>
Subject: RE: concern about analysis of slope stability presented in the Geotechnical Engineering Report (June 29, 2012)
prepared by K & A Engineering, Inc.

Hi Mona,

Thank you for your comments. I’ll forward your note, and the email from Mr. Cross, to Bill Lund and K&A Engineering to
see what their thoughts are regarding your request for additional time.

Ve-rrtdc’ I. Thko AICP
Community Development Director
City of Newport
169 SW Coast Highway
Newport, OR 97365
ph: 541.574.0626 fax: 541.574.0644
d .tokos@ newportoregon.gov

From: Mona Linstromberg [mailto:lindym@peak.org]
Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2018 11:13 AM
To: Tim Cross <timothyacross@comcast.net>; Derrick Tokos <D.Tokos@ NewportOregon.gov>
Subject: Re: concern about analysis of slope stability presented in the Geotechnical Engineering Report (June 29, 2018)
prepared by K & A Engineering, Inc.
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Derrick, in discussion with Mr. Cross and other neighbors, we feel that the substantial comment provided by
Mr. Cross justifies your extending the appeal date until K and A has an opportunity to address the information
provided. We do realize that Mr. Lund would have to agree so we are preparing as if the July31 deadline still
holds but wanted to make this formal request.

Could you please acknowledge receipt of this email and also receipt of Mr. Cross’ comment?

Please enter this in the record.

Thank you, Mona Linstromberg

Sent via my totally safe HARD WIRED internet connection

From: Tim Cross
Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2018 10:11 AM
To: DJokos@NewportOregon.gov
Cc: lindym@peak.org
Subject: concern about analysis of slope stability presented in the Geotechnical Engineering Report (June 29, 2018)
prepared by K & A Engineering, Inc.
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Cc:
Subject:

Dear Mona and Bill,
Both of you have contacted HG Schlicker and Associates, Inc. regarding a proposed development at Tax Lots 1800, 1900,
and 1903; Map 11-11-O5BC along Spring Street in Newport, Oregon. Please find three reports that we have completed
through the years in that immediate vicinity at this Dropbox link
https://www.drorbox.com/sh/cvy95b3m8eda lvx/AAABuXd8b-sjznzD9larRkQwa?dl=0 . Essentially, we have identified
the area as what appears to be active landslide, meaning that we have seen what appears to be evidence of the area
having had movement of the ground within the last few decades. In the past couple of decades there has been a
buildup of the dunes at the toe of the slope which has had a stabilizing influence on the site but we don’t believe it
would be prudent to rely on the assured continuation of this dune growth as these loose dune sands are highly
susceptible to erosion by storm waves and rip currents. Any substantial erosion of the dunes would have a large impact
on stability models that don’t account for the eroded condition.

Of the three reports, the 2016 report pertaining to TL 1800 should be considered the most up to date. That report
basically concludes that the Spring Street Slide is active as mapped by DOGAMI. The 1991 report prepared by Herbert
Schlicker for Mr. Hal Smith should be considered greatly out of date and I cannot agree with the conclusions drawn in it
relative to the statement, “the landslide rests on a nearly level surface and is not capable of further sliding.”

It is important to understand that any landslide that toes out at beach level and is subject to erosion is typically at a
greater risk than non-landslide oceanfront ground. It is also important to note that nearly any landslide can be
stabilized, however it is frequently not cost effective.

I hope this information helps in your decision making process.

Respectfully,
Doug

J Douglas Gless, RG, CEG, LHG
President/Principal Engineering Geologist
H.G. Schlicker & Associates, Inc.
607 Main Street, Suite 200
Oregon City, Oregon 97045
(503) 655-8113 Office
(503) 655-8173 Fax
(503) 807-3510 Cell
hgsa @telenort.com
www. hgschlicker.com

Derrick Tokos

From: J. Douglas Gless <hgsa@teleport.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 25, 2018 4:51 PM
To: Mona Linstromberg; Bill Lund

Derrick Tokos
Spring Street Slide Development
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I 1j— H.G. Schlicker & Associotes,
235 N.E. 122nd Avenue, Suite 300 • Portland, Oregon 97230

(503) 257-9666

Project #91—781 August 29, 1991

V To: Mr. Hal Smith
pQ• 3y 753

V

Newport, OR 97365

Subject: Geologic Reconnaissance -

I Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, Block 371 N.W. Spring Street
Newport, Oregon

I Dear Mr. Smith:

INTRODUCTION

I . This report presents the results of our preliminaryinvestigation of the above referenced property. We understand thatV

I YOU plan to construct three or four single family homes adjacentto Spring Street, or possibly a cluster near the west side of theproperty.
V

The purpose for this report is to provide informationconcerning slope stability, foundation characteristics, andbuildability of the site. A geotechnjcal report will be necessary
V I providing the geologic conditions are reasonably favorable andmitigation costs will not exceed the final land value.

SCOPE

No drilling .or excavation was be done for this preliminarystudy. Work included a site visit, review of published andunpublished geology and available reports o the area.

GEOLOGY

I Regional Geology

The exposure along the sea cliffs at Jump Off Joe include theNye Mudetone overlain by the Astoria Formation and unconformably
V overlain by the Coastal Terrace deposits. The Nye Mudstone andremnants of the Coastal Terrace deposits are present in thevicinity of the site.

GEOLOGISTS ‘ ENGINEERS . ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENTISTs

7/25/2018about:blank
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Page 2 of 5

if
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Project #91—781 Page 2

Geoogic Units

I I Nye Ml2dstone. The Nye is early Miocene in age. It is composed
of siltstone, fine silty sand beds and occasionally with layers of
volcanic sand arid ash, It was deposited in marine environment and

I I has been broadly folded with dips in the vicinity of 20 degrees or

I more except where distorted or modified by landaliding. Along the
beach the Nye has been deeply weathered and fractured.

I I Astoria Formation. The Astoria, of middle Miocene age,
overlies the older Nye Mudstone. It is composed of thin to thick
bedded fine t9 medium grained sandstone. It contains limey

I I concretions and sulfide nodules. In places it has convolute bedding
formed by submarine landslides before the unit became consolidated.
It crops out mainly in the surf in this area.

1 I Coastal Terrace deposits. The Coastal Terraces are composed
of Pleistocene to Recent age, flat lying beds of weakly
consolidated fine sand and silty sand but with medium to coarse
sand locally. The beds include brackish water deposits and
occasionally peat or other organics. At the site a peat layer a
foot àr more thick is observed in the bluff exposures west of

I f Block 37. The disrupted condition of the material is the result of
landaliding.

j SITE CONDITIONS

1 Typography

The site lies between Spring Street on the east and the
Pacific Ocean on the west, The steepest slope adjacent to Spring
street is’about 24 degrees, however, the slope on lots 4 and 5 is
only about 10 degrees. Elevations on the site lie between 40 and

80 feet MSL. The land rises to 57 feet about 90 feet to the west
df the site and slopes to 10 feet MSL at the beach 110 feet west
of the site.

Slope Stability

The area from Jump Off Joe northwards and from Spring Street
west is old landslide. A prominent head scarp is present adjacent

I to Sprtng Street between 13th street and 14th street encompassing
the eastern parts of lot 1 through 5, Block 37.

The slide debris appears to have moved towards the ocean as
a unit and a major slide mass lies between the subject property and

..
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the beach. It is highly broken and distorted from sliding and is
being eroded by the ocean waves and driving rains. The landslide,
as it now exists, rests on a nearly level surface and is not
capable of further sliding. Rather it acts as a buttress to the toe
of the subject property. Small local slumps can occur along the
face of the bluff,

The east part of Lots 3, 4 and 5, Block 37 slope moderately jsteeply. The slope is probably overlain by a thin slide debris or
other material which may be capable of slope movement unless toe
support is provided.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The site is underlain by Coastal Terrace deposits, Nye
Mudstone and possibly some Astoria rocks. The thickness of the
overlying material is unknown but is believed to lie a relatively
thin deposit of landslide debris. Thick landslide debris.
distorted Coastal Terrace and Nye formation lie between the site
and the beach.

The bowl—shaped area present just east of Spring Street is an LIolder landslide that has apparently been stable for many years.

The area west of Spring Street probably moved initially prior
to the Jump Of f Joe landslide that began about 1942 and continued
until recently. Movement in the vicinity of the site is limited to
small local slumps since the driving force is no longer present to
activate a large slide.

Foundation conditions at the site depend upon the thickness
of the debris and the character of the sediments to depths which
might effect settlement or cause slope instability.

RECOMMENDATIONS
•

• Because of the sensitive nature of old landslides and debris
deposits, we recommend that:

1. A geotechnical study lie performed to determine the thickness
and engineering characteristics of the material to a depth of
at least 50 feet unless drilling indicates competent material
at a shallower, depth.

I
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Page 42. At least two test holes should be drilled to approximately
SOfeet in depth.

baboratory tests include direct shear be done.4. Slope stability calculations be made.
5. Consideration be made for slope support including crib walls.6. Various foundatfons systems be considered if development of

the site is feasible.

LIMITATIONS
Our investigation was based on geological reconnaissance andavailable

published information. The date and recommendations
presented in this -report are believed to be representative of the
site. The conclusions and recommendations herein are professionalopinions

derived, in accordance with current standards of
professional practice and no warranty is expressed or implied.It has been our pleasure to serve you. If you have any
questions concerning this report of the site, please contact us.Respectfully submitted
11.6. SCHLICKER AND A$$OCI?TES INC.

Herbert G. $chlicker, P.O., C.E.G.President
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607 Main Street, Suite 200 Oregon City, Oregon 97045

(503)655-8113 FAX(503) 655-8173

Project #Y163915

To: Mr. Jon Lynch
306 E. Olive Street
Newport, Oregon 97365

April 14, 2016

Subject: Geologic Hazards Investigation
Tax Lot 1800, Map 11-11-O5BC
Newport, Oregon

Bear Mr. Lynch:

The accompanying report presents the results of our geologic hazards investigation for the
above subject site.

After you have reviewed our report, we would be pleased
answer any questions you might have.

This opportunity to be of service is sincerely appreciated.
- assistance, please contact us.

ll.G. SCIILICKE. ASSO TES, fl”C.

I. Dou s Gless, MSc, RG, CEG, LHG
ident/Principal Engineering Geologist

JDG:cjh

to discuss the report and to

If we can be of any further
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H.G. Schlicker & Associates,
607 Main Street, Suite 200 Oregon City, Oregon 97045

(503) 655-8113 FAX (503) 655-8173

Project #Yf 63915 April 14, 2016

To: Mr. Jon Lynch
306 E. Olive Street
Newport, Oregon 97365

Subject: Geologic Hazards Investigation
Tax Lot 180.0, Map 11-11-O5BC
Newport, Oregon

Dear Mr. Lynch:

1.0 Introduction and General Information

At your request and authorization, the undersigned representative of H.G. $chlicker and
Associ.ales, Inc. (HG$A) visited the subject site on March 31, 2016 to complete a geologic
hazards investigation report for Tax Lot 1800, Map 11-1 1-O5BC in Newport, Oregon (Figures 1
and 2; Appendix A). It is our understanding that you arc involved in a potential property transfer.

This report addresses the engineering geology and geologic hazards at the site. The scope
of our work consisted of a site visit, site observations and measurements, a slope profile, limited
review of the geologic literature, interpretation of topographic maps, Lidar and stereo aerial
photographs, and preparation of this report which provides our findings, conclusions, and
recommendations.

2.0 Site Description

The site is located in landslide terrain on an elevated marine terrace and west facing
oceanfront slope in Newport, Oregon (figures 1 and 2; Appendix A). The subject site consists of
a vacant, rectangular lot (Tax Lot 1800) at elevations of approximately 50 to 80 feet MSL on its
eastern side along N.W. Spring Street, which slopes steeply west from N.W. Spring Street down
to more gentle slopes at an elevation of approximately 20 feet MSL on the west side, adjacent to
the beach (Figures 3 and 4; Appendix A). The site is bound to its east by N.W. Spring Street, to
its north by an adjacent lot with an existing home, to its south by an undeveloped lot, and to its
west by the Pacific Ocean.

GEOLOGISTS • ENGINEERS • ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENTISTS
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3.0 Geologic Mapping. hivestiiation.and Descriptions

The site lies in an area which has been mapped as a westerly-dipping sequence of
sedimentary rocks which include the Yaquina, Nye and Astoria Formations (Schuiàker et aL,
1973). A relatively flat-lying sequence of marine terrace deposits overlies these sedimentary
rocks in a nanow band along the Pacific Ocean, generally mantling wave-cut benches on tilted
strata of middle Miocene Astoria formation (Schlicker et al., 1973; Priest, 1997). The Astoria
Formation consists of thick to thin bedded, very fine to medium-grained, micaceous,
carbonaceous, arkosic marine sandstone and sandy siltstone. These units are underlain by early
Miocene Nye Mudstone Formation, which consists of indurated, massive to indistinctly bedded,
gray, clayey siltstone and very fme-grained sandstone. Locally the Nye Mudstone and Astoria
formations dip to the west at approximately 15 to 23 degrees ($cfflicker et al., 1973; Priest and
Allan, 2004). The contact of the Nye and Astoria formations is thought to be a primary cause of
the well-documented Jumpoff Joe landslide approximately ¼ mile south of the site (where the
two formations outcrop), and the Spring Street landslide (the northern portion of which the
subject site lies on). The precise location of this contact at the subject site is not known. No
faults or other structural features are known to occur at the site. Local faults mapped north and
south of the site are not known to be active, and the geologic age of their last movement is not
documented.

Outcrops at and near the site indicate that sürficial materials in the area are dominated by
marine terrace deposits that have been disrupt6d by landsliding. These deposits are commonly
composed of iron-cemented sands, semi-consolidated sands, tuffaceous silts and gravels. Marine
terrace deposits are extensively exposed along the bluff south of the site in the scarp, body and
toe of the Spring Street landslide, and also on the bluff to the north of the site. The broad,
dissipative beach slopes at approximately 2 degrees and is primarily comprised of fine grained
sand. The back beach area of the western part of the site has transient dunes approximately 3 to 8
feet high.

Near surface materials on the western part of the site consist of disturbed marine terrace
sands and sandy silts, overlain by sandy organic soils and windblown dune sand. Based on our
site observations and HGSA’s prior work on other nearby projects we believe that terrace sands
are also present at depth on the western part of the site.

Fills are present adjacent to N.W. Spring Street where a small landslide has been partially
stabilized with rock fiIl.

3.1 Structures

Structural deformation and faulting along the Oregon Coast is dominated by the Cascadia
Subduction zone (C$Z) which is a convergent plate boundary extending for approximately 680
miles from northern Vancouver Island to northern California. This convergent plate boundary is
defined by the subduction of the Juan de Fuca plate beneath the North America Plate, and forms

H.G. Schlicker & Associates,
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an offshore north-south trench approximately 60 miles west of the Oregon coast shoreline. A
resulting deformation front consisting of north-south oriented reverse faults is present along the
western edge of an accretionary wedge east of the trench, and a zone of margin-oblique fOlding
and faulting extends from the trench to the Oregon Coast (Geornatrix, l995)

A north-northwesterly trending fault is exposed along the eastern part of the Jumpoff Joe
headland, located approximately 800 feet south of the site, which dips to the east at
approximately 23 degrees. This fault is a normal fault with its upthrown side to the west. The
fault cuts Tertiary units with no evidence of recent activity.

The nearest mapped potentially active faults are the Yaquina Bay Fault located
approximately 1.3 miles south of the site, and the Yaquina Head Fault located approximately 1.9
miles north of the site. The Yaquina Bay Fault is a generally east-northeast trending oblique fault
that also has left-lateral strike-slip and either contractional or extensional dip-slip offset
components (Personius et al., 2003). This fault is believed to extend offshore for approximately
7 to 8 miles and, may be a structurally controlling feature for the mouth of Yaquina Bay
(Goldfmger et al., 1996; Geomatrix, 1995). At Yaquina Bay, a 125,000 year old platform has
been displaced approximately 223 feet up-on-the-north by the Yaqüina Bay Fault. This fault has
the largest component of vertical sup (as much as 2 feet per 1,000 years) of any active fault in
coastal Oregon or Washington (Geomatrix, 1995). Although the age for the last movement of the
Yaquina Bay Fault is not known, the fault also offsets 80,000 year old marine terrace sediments.
The Yaquina Head Fault is an east-trending oblique fault with left-lateral strike-slip and either
contractional or extensional dip-slip offset components (Personius et al., 2003); It offsets the
80,000 year old Newport marine terrace in the area of the site by approximately 5 feet, indicating
a relatively low rate of slip, if still active (Seblicker et ala, 1973; Personius et al., 2003).

4.0 Slope Stability andErosion

The slope on the eastern area of the subject lot is part of the headscarp àf an active
landslide, and the lower elevation western part of the site lies on a downdropped active landslide
block (Appendix A). The mapped active landsli4e north of the Jumpoff Joe headland which has
its northernmost lateral scarp located along the eastern property boundary of the adjacent lot to
the north is generally referred to as the Spring Street landslide (Figure 4).

The subject site lies on a mapped active landslide block (Figure 4). The site is located
about ‘A mile north of the Jumpoff Joe 1andslde, a well-documented translatiohal landslide that
was first noted in 1922 with substantial movement and damage to structures in 1942 and 1943;
continued movement has been observed to the present date. As noted above, the site also lies at
the northern part of the more recent, large Spring Street landslide (Figure 4). Significant
movement of the Spring Street landslide occurred in the 1960s and unstable conditions continued
at least into the 1970s ($chlicker et al., 1973). Evidence of more recent movement is difficult to
discern due to foot traffic trampling young features and dense vegetation obscuring the site.

H.G. Schlicker & Associates,
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The site lies in an area mapped as undergoing critical erosion of marine terraces and
sediments (Sefflicker et al, 1973). Priest and others (1994) and Priest (1997) have determined.the
average annual erosion rate for the shoreline in the vicinity of the site as 1.35 + 0.63 feet per year.
This erosion rate was calculated by measuring the distance between existing structures to the toe
of the slope and compared to distances measured on a 1939 or 1967 vertical aerial photograph
(Priest et al., 1994).

Based on mapping completed by Priest and Allan (2004), the subject site lies within the
Active Erosion Hazard Zone. The area to approximately 50 feet east of the eastern edge of N.W.
Spring Street, lies in the High-Risk Coastal Erosion Hazard Zone; and the area approximately
150 feet further east to Hurbert Street, lies in the Moderate-Risk Coastal Erosion Hazard Zone.
A site within the High-Risk Hazard Zone has a high probability that the area could be affected by
active erosion in the next approximately 60 to 100 years, and a site within the Moderate-Risk
Hazard Zone has a moderate probability that the area could be affected by active erosion in the
next approximately 60 to 100 years (Priest and Allan, 2004). It should be noted that the mapping
done for the 2004 study was intended for regional planning use, nOt for site specific hazard
identification.

The City ofNewport Geologic Hazards Map (June 17, 2011) shows the entire subject site
lying in the area mapped as “Active Erosion Hazard Zone”. All of the site located to the east of
the beach and bluff toe is mapped as “Active Landslide Hazard Areas”. Areas east of the site
along N.W. Spring Street are mapped as “HIgh Risk Bluff Hazard Zone”. The Cit’ ofNewport
mapping is based on Priest’s 1994 mapping.

5.0 Regional Seismic Hazards

Abundant evidence indicates that a series of geologically recent large earthquakes related
to the Cascadia Subduetion Zone have occurred along the coastline of the Pacific Northwest.
Evidence suggests that more than 40 great earthquakes of magnitude 8 and larger have struck
western Orôgon during the last 10,000 years. The calculated odds that a Cascadia earthquake
will occur in the next 50 years range from 7—15 percent for a great earthquake affecting the entire
Pacific Northwest, to about a 37 percent chance that the southern end of the Cascadia Subduction
Zone will produce a major earthquake in the next 50 years (OSSPAC, 2013; OSU News and
Research Communications, 2010; Goidfinger et al., 2012). Evidence suggests the last major
earthquake occurred on January 26, 1700 and may have been ofmagnitude 8.9 to 9.0 (Clague et
al., 2000; DOGAMI, 2013).

There is now increasing recognition that great earthquakes do not necessarily result in a
complete rupture along the full 1,200 km fault length of the Cascadia subduction zone. Evidence
in the paleorecords indicates that partial ruptures of the plate boundaryhave occurred due to
smaller earthquakes with moment magnitudes (Mw) <9 (Witter et al., 2003; Kelsey et al., 2005).
These partial segment ruptures appear to occur more frequently on the southern Oregon coast, as
determined from paleotsunami studies. Furthermore, the records have documented that local

- H.G. Schlicker & Associates,
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tsunamis from Cascadia earthquakes recur in clusters (250—400 years) followed by gaps of
700—1,3 00 years, with the highest tsunamis associated with earthquakes occurring at the
beginning and end of a cluster (Allan et al., 2015).

These major earthquake events were accompanied by widespread subsidence of a few
centimeters to 1—2 meters (Leonard et aL,. 2004). Tsunamis appear to have been associated with
many.of these earthquakes. In addition, settlement, liquefaction and landsliding of some earth
materials are believed to have been commonly associated with these seismic events.

Other earthquakes related to shallow crustal movements or earthquakes related to the
Juan de Fuca plate have the potential to generate magnitude 6.0 to 7.5 earthquakes. The
recurrence interval for these types of earthquakes is difficult to determine from present data, but
estimates of 100 to 200 years have been given in the literature (Rogers et al., 1996).

Based on the 1999 Relative Earthquake Hazard Map of the Newport area (Madin and
Wang, 1999), the subject site lies in an area designated as Zone B which is defined as an area
with intermediate to high hazards associated with earthquakes. The degree of relative hazard was
based on the factors of ground motion amplification, liquefaction, and slope instability. It is
likely that deep-seated landsliding in the area of the site is, in part, associated with past seismic
activity.

6.0 Flooding Hazards

Based on the 2009 Flood insurance Rate Map (FIRM, Panel #41041C0368D) the subject
site lies in an area rated as Zone X which is defined as determined to be outside the 0.2% annual
chance floodplain. The western part of the site 1ong the lower slope and beach lies in an area
rated as Zone yE (EL 38) which is defined as a coastal flood zone with velocity hazard (wave
action); base flood elevations determined. We observed a small stream drainage flowing
westerly across the beach area to the north at the time of our site visit. A small spring was
present at the western toe of the dunes along the beach at the site, and standing water was prescit
in a closed depression east of the dunes.

Based on the Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries mapping (DOGAIVII,
2013) the subject site lies within the tsunami inundation zone resulting from an approximately
8.7 and greater magnitude Cascadia Subduction Zone (CSZ) earthquake. The 2013 DOGAMI
mapping is based upon 5 computer modeled scenarios for shoreline tsunami inundation caused
by potential CSZ earthquake events ranging in magnitude from approximately 8.7 to 9.1. The
January 1700 earthquake event (discussed in Section 5.0 above) has been rated as an approximate
8.9 magnitude in DOGAMI’s methodology. More distant earthquakes can also generate
tsunamis.

H.G. Schticker & Associotes,
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7.0 Climate Change

According to most of the recent scientific studies, the Earth’s climate is believed to be
changing as the result of human activities which are altering the chemical composition of the
atmosphere through the buildup of greenhouse gases, primarily carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous
oxide, and chiorofluorocarbons (EPA, 1998). Although there are uncertainties about exactly how
and when the Earth’s climate will respond to enhanced concentrations of greenhouse gases,
scientific observations indicate that detectable changes are under way (EPA, 199$; Church and
White, 2006). Global sea level rise, caused byinelting polar ice caps and ocean thermal
expansion, could lead to flooding of low-lying coastal property, loss of coastal wetlands, erosion
of beaches and bluffs., and saltwater contamination of fresh groundwater. Global climate change
and the resultant sea level rise will likely impact the subject site through accelerated coastal
erosion and bluff retreat. It can also lead to increased rainfall which can result in an increase in
landslide occurrence.

8.0 Conclusions and Recommendations

The main engineering geologic concerns at the site are:

1. The site lies on an ancient landslide that is mapped as a deep-seated active slide
block. The headscarp of this active landslide, named the Spring Street landslide,
is located along th eastern property boundary of the site (Figure 4). Nearby areas
north and south of the site show signs of continued slow thovement, and we
expect the subject site to experience ongoing movement under existing conditions.

Landslide movement at the subject site and/or in the site area can be exacerbated
by a large earthquake, erosion at the bluff toe, Or increased groundwater levels.
As ocean wave erosion continues to erode the toe of the landslide mass, the risk of
larger and more rapid movement increases. The site lies Within the mapped
Active Coastal Erosion Hazard Zone, defined as currently undergoing bluff
recession and erosion, with a lesser risk (High-Risk Zone i.e. high risk of bluff
recession Within the next 60 years) in areas east of the site along N.W. Spring
Street. These risks should be accepted by the owner, future owners, developers
and residents/occupants of the site.

2. There is an inherent regional risk of earthquakes along the Oregon Coast which
could cause harm and damage structures. It is unlikely that the site would be
stable during a large earthquake event, particularly if the earthquake occurs during
wet weather. The lower bluff slope and beach on the western part of the subject
site is mapped in a coastal flood hazard zone, and the site also lies within a
mapped tsunami inundation hazard zone. A tsunami impacting the Newport area
could cause harm, loss of life and damage to structures. These risks must be
accepted by the owner, future owners, developers and residents of the site.

H.G. Schlicker & Associates,
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Prior to any proposed development of the site, we recommend that an extensive program
of mitigation analysis and design be completeth The site is on an active landslide and would be
difficult and expensive to develop. Building permits for development of the site may also be
difficult to obtain. The landslide at the site would need to be stabilized prior to construction.

9.0 Lhuitafions

The Oregon Coast is a dynamic environment with inherent unavoidable risks to
developmeüt. Landsilding, erosion, tsunamis, storms, earthquakes and other natural events can
cause severe impacts to structures built within this environment and can be detrimental to the
health and welfare of those who choose to place themselves within this environment. The client
is warned that, although this report is intended to identify the geologic hazards causing these
risks, the scientific and engirfeering communities knowledge and understanding of geologic
hazards processes is not complete. This report pertains to the subject site only, and is not
aplicable to adjacent sites nor is it valid for types of development other than that to which it
refers. Geologic conditions including materials, processes and rates can change with time and
therefore a review of the site and/or this report may be necessary as time passes to assure its
accuracy and adequacy. -

Our investigation was based on engineering geological reconnaissance and a limited
review of published information. The data presented in this report are believed to be
representative of the site. The conclusions herein are professional opinions derived in
accordance with current standards of professional practice, budget and time constraints. No
warranty is expressed or implied. The performance of this site during a seismic event has not
been evaluated. If you would like us to do so, please contact us. This report may only be copied
in its entirety.

10.0 Disclosure

H.G. $chlicker & Associates, Inc. and the undersigned Certified Engineering Geologist
have no financial interest in the subject site, the project or the Client’s organization.
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It has been our pleasure to serve you. If you have any questions concerning this report, dr
the site, please contact us.

Respectfully submitted,

R.G. INC.

EXPIRES: 10/31/2016

I. Douglas Gless, MSc., RG, CEG, LHG
President/Pñncii5al Engineering Geologist

JDG:cjh
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Generalized Map Unit Descriptions

Shoreline Geology

Qtc - Quaternary Marine terrace deposit; (Pleistocene);
unconsolidated to moderately consolidated gravel, beach
and dune sand; locally contains minor consolidated
clay-rich paleosol, colluvium, debris flows, and alluvial
interbeds.

Ta - Tertiary Astoria Formation; (Miocene); thick to thin-bedded,
very fine to medium-grained, micaceous and
carbonaceous arkosic sandstone and massive sandy
siltstone.

Tn - Tertiary Nye Mudstone; (lower Miocene); massive to
poorly bedded gray fossiliferous marine mudstone to
very fine grained silty sandstone; commonly highly
fractured, weak and prone to landslides.

Mass Movement Hazards

Ab - Active slide block or slump.

Als - Holocene active landslide.

PAb - Potentially active slide block or slump.

Mapping from OFR 0-04-09 by Priest, G. R and Allan, I. C. (2004).
All locations and dimensions are approximate.

Jumpoff Joe Landslide (close up)

Date: 04!L4/2016 I Prepared by: C

Scale: 1” 4OO’ Project #Y163915 Approved by: JDG

Ceo1ojc Map Shoug Landslides
Tax Lot 1800, Map lt-11-05BC

Newport, Oregon

H.G. Schlicker & Assodotes, . Figure 4
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Appendix A
- Site Photographs -
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Photo 1 - Looking east from the beach towards the subject site (arrow).

Photo 2 - Ponded water at the site.
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Photo 3 - Looking north along the dunes at the base of the bluff.

Photo 4 - Southerly view across the site and the active part of the Spring
Street landslide.
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Photo 5 - Northerly view along the beach, with Yaquina Head in
background.

Photo 6 - Looking south along the beach.
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H.G. Schuicker & Associates,
607 MaIn Street, SuIte 200 Oregon City, Oregon 97045

(503) 655-8113 FAX (503) 655-8173

Project#Y163923 April 13,2016

To: Mr. Joe Inilach
2142 Tributary Circle
Anchorage, Alaska 99516

Subject: Engineering Geologic Hazards Investigation
Tax Lot 1802, Map 1141-O5BC
1409 N.W. Spring Street
Newport, Oregon

Dear Mr Imlach:

The accompanying report presents the results of our engineering geologic hazards
investigation for the above subject site.

After you have reviewed our report, we would be pleased to discuss the report and to
answer any questions you might have.

This opportunity to be of service is sincerely appreciated. If we can be of any further
assistance, please contact us.

H.G. SCULl A$SO TES, INC.

J. Dou Gless, MSc, RG, CEG, LHG
P ent/Principal Engineering Geologist

JDG:cjh
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H.G. Schlicker C, Associates,
607 MaIn Street, Suite 200 Oregon City, Oregon 97045

(503)655-8113 FAX(503)655-8173

Project#Y163923 April 13,2016

To: Mr. Joe linlach
2142 Tributary Circle
Anchorage, Alaska 99516

Subject: Engineering Geologic Bazards Investigation
Tax Lot 1802, Map 11-11-O5BC
1409 NW. Spring Street
Newport, Oregon

Dear Mr. Imhich:

1.0 Introduction and General InfGrmatlon

At your request and authorization, the undersigned representative of H.G. Schticker and
Associates, inc. (HGSA) visited the subject site on March 31, 2016 to complete an engineering
geologic hazards investigation for Tax Lot 1800, Map 11-I 1-O5BC in Newport, Oregon (Figures
I and 2; Appendix A). It is our understanding that you have requested this work in relationship
to apropertyttansfer.

This report addresses the engineering geology and geologic hazards at the site. The scope
of our work consisted of a site visit, site observations and measurements, review of our previous
report for the site (HGSA #Y052699), limited review of the geologic literature, interpretation of
topographic maps, Lidar and stereo aerial photographs, and preparation of this report which
provides our findings, conclusions, and recommendations.

2.0 Site Description

The site is located on an elevated marine terrace and west facing oceanfront slope in
Newport, Oregon (Figures 1 and 2; Appendix A). The subject site consists of a rectangular lot
(Tax Lot 1802) at elevations of approximately 50 to 80 feet MSL on its eastern side along N.W.
Spring Street, which slopes steeply west near the center of the property down to an elevation of
approximately 20 feet MSL on the west side, adjacent to the beach (figures 3 and 4; Appendix
A). The eastern part of the site has an existing two story home supported on a timber pile
foundation with the western pile partially expo5ed above the ground surface (Appendix A). The
site is bound to its east by N.W. Spring Street, to its north and south by adjacent undeveloped

GEOLOGISTS • ENGINEERS • ENVTROFiM6’crAL SCIETIflSTS
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lots, and to its west by the Pacific Ocean. The site is densely vegetated with salal, shore pine and
beach grass.

2.1 Existing House Observations

During our site visit we observed the exposed foundation elements of the existing house
for signs of distress. According to Lincoln County records the two Story house with pile
foundation was built in 1 98T. The house and attached western deck are elevated; the house is
supported on timber piling and the deck is on wood posts with pawed concrete footings. The
lower story of the house abuts the bluff slope to its east and is daylighted and elevated to the
west. The home has been remodeled since the thn of our 2005 report. At the time of our
November 2005 site observations the home’s pile foundations appeared to be in generally good
condition, although we observed that several of the pile were slightly tilted. The tops of the pile
were generally tilting toward the east, but tilting orientations varied. It is unclear if the observed
tilting occurred during the initial pile installation, or as a result of later ground movement. If the
pile tips encountered a hard underlying unit at shallow depths during installation, tilting and
deflection of the piles could havc occurred which may account for the observed tilting; however,
the tilting may also be the result of ground movement from landsliding. Based on our review of
a home inspector’s report by Spy Glass Home Inspection Service dated October 18, 2005, the
inspector observed sloping of floors and cracking in sheeftock which was attributed to. settlement
of the pile. This type of distress is consistent with foundation movement. Additionally, HGSA
observed substantial bracing and shoring between the exposed pile that may have been completed
to reinforce distressed pile. The remodeling since the time of our earlier report has enclosed
much of the foundation which limited our recent observations.

At the time of HGSA’s observations for this report we did not identify any additional
stress to the home.

3.0 Geologic Mapping. Investigation and Descriptions

The site lies in an area wbich has been mapped as a westerly-dipping sequence of
sedimentary rocks which include the Yaquina, Nye and Astoria formations (Schlicker et al,,
1973). A relatively flat-lying sequence ofmarine terrace deposits overlies these sedimentary
rocks in a narrow band along the Pacific Ocean, generally mantling wave-cut benches on tilted
strata of middle Miocene Astoria Formation (Schljcker et al., 1973; Priest, 1997). The Astoria
Formation consists of thick to thin bedded, very fine to medium-grained, micaceous,
carbonaceous, arkosic marine sandstone and sandy siltstone. These units are underlain by early
Miocene Nye Mudstone Formation, which consists of indurated, massive to indistinctly bedded,
gray, clayey siltstone and very fine-grained sandstone. Locally the Nye Mudstone and Astoria
Formations dip to the west at approximately 15 to 23 degrees (Schlicker et al., 1973; Priest and
A1lan 2004). The contact of the Nye and Astoria Formations is thought to be a primary cause of
the well-documented Jumpoff Joe landslide approximately ‘A mile south of the site (where the
two formations outcrop), and the Spring Street landslide (the northern portion of which the

I FIG. Schticker & Associates,
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subject site lies on). The precise location of this contad at the subject site is not known. No
faults or other structural features are known to occur at the site. Local faults mapped north and
south of the site are not known to be active, and the geologic age of their last movement is not
documented.

Outcrops at and near the site indicate that surficial materials in the area are dominated by
marine terrace deposits. These deposits are commonly composed of iron-cemented sands, semi-
consolidated sands, tuffaceous silts and gravels. Marine terrace deposits are extensively exposed
along the bluff south of the site in the scalp, body and toe of the Spring Street landslide, and also
in the bluff north of the site. The broad, dissipative beach slopes at approximately 2 degrees and
is primarily comprised of fine grained sand. The back beach area of the western part of the site
has transient dunes approximately 3 to 8 feet high.

At the time of our 2005 site visit, we explored the subsurface with two hand auger
borings to depths of 5 feet in the approximate locations shown on Figure 3. A geologist from our
office visually classified the soils encountered according to the Unified Soil Classification
System (USCS) as follows:

B-i Depth (ft. U$CS Description
0 - 1.0 SP-SM SAND, brown, moist, medium dense to dense, with

minor silt and organics.
1.0 -3.0 SP SAND, buff to brown, moist, dense.
3.0 - 5.0 SM-SC CLAYEY/S1LTY SAND, brown to reddish brown

to gray, mottled, moist, dense to very dense.

B-2 Depth (ft. USCS Description
0- 0.5 OH-SM ORGANIC SILTY SAND, dark brown, moist,

• loose.
• 0.5 - 2.0 SAND, light brown to gray, moist, dense, with

minor silt.
2.0 - 5.0 SM-SC CLAYEY/SILTY SAND, brown/reddish

brown/light gray, mottled, moist to wet, dense to
very dense.

Near surface materials on the western part of the site consist of disturbed marine terrace
sands and sandy silts, overlain by sandy organic soils and windblown dune sand. Based on our
site observations and HG$A’s prior work on other nearby projects we believe that terrace sands
are a1so present at depth on the western part of the site.

3.1 Structures

Structural deformation and faulting along the Oregon Coast is dominated by the Cascadia
Subduction zone (C$Z) which is a convergent plate boundary extending for approximately 680

H.G. Schllcker & Associates,
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miles from northern Vancouver Island to northern California. This convergent plate boundary is
defiied by the subduction of the Juan de fuca plate beneath the North America Plate, and forms
an offshore noith-south trench approximately 60 miles west of the Oregon coast shorelinq. A
resulting deformation front consisting of north-south oriented reverse faults is present along the
western edge of an accretionaiy wedge east of the trench, and a zone of margin-oblique folding
and faulting extends from the trench to the Oregon Coast (Geomaftix, 1995).

A north-northwesterly trending fault is exposed along the eastern part of the Jumpoff Joe
headland, located approximately 800 feet suth of the site, which dips to the east at
approximately 23 degrees. This fault is a normal fault with its upthrown side to the west. The
fault cuts Tertiary units with no evidence of recent activity.

The nearest mapped potentially active faults are the Yaquina Bay Fault located
approximately 1.3 miles south of the site, and the Yaquina Head Fault located approximately 1.9
miles north of the site. The Yaqwna Bay fault is a generally east-northeast trending oblique fault
that also has left-lateral strike-slip and either contractional or extensional dip-slip offset
components (Personius et al., 2003). This fault is believed to extend offshore for approximately
7 to 8 miles and may be a structurally controlling feature for the mouth ofYaquina Bay
(Goldfinger et al., 1996; Geomatrix, 1995). At Yaquina Bay, a 125,000 year old platform has
been displaced approximately 223 feet up-on-the-north by the Yaquina Bay fault. This fault has
the largest component of vertical slip (as much as 2 feet per 1,000 years) of any active fault in
coastal Oregon or Washington (Geomaftix, 1995). Although the age for the last movement of the
Yaquina Bay Fault is not known, the fault also offsets 80,000 year old marine terrace sediments.
The Yaquina Head Fault is an east-trending oblique fault with left-lateral strike-slip and either
contractional or extensional dip-slip offset components (Personius et aL, 2003). It offsets the
80,000 year old Newport marine terrace in the area of the site by approximately 5 feet, indicating
a relatively low rate of slip, if still active (Schlicker et al., 1973; Personius et aL, 2003).

4.0 Slope Stability and Erosion

The steep slope on the east-central area of the subject lot is part of the headscarp of a
landslide, and the lower elevation western part of the site lies on a downdropped landslide block
(Figure 4; Appendix A). The mapped active landslide north of the Jumpoff Joe headland, and
with its northernmost lateral scarp located along the northern and eastern property boundaries of
the subject lot, is generally referred to as the Spring Street landslide.

The subject site lies on a mapped active landslide block (Figure 4). The site is located
about 1/6 mile north of the Jumpoff Joe landslide, a well-documented translational landslide that
was first noted in 1922 with substantial movement and damage to structures in 1942 and 1943;
continued movement has been observed to the present date. As noted above, the site also lies at
the northern part of the more recent, large Spring Street landslide (Figure 4). Significant
movement of the Spring Street landslide occurred in the 1960s and unstable conditions continued
at least into the 1970s (Schlicker et al., 1973). Based on our 2016 site observations there does

H.G. Schficker & Associates,
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not appear to have been identifiable movement at the subject lot since the time of our 2005 site
visit, but this would be difficult to discern due to the home remodeling.

The site lies in an area mapped as undergoing critical erosion of marine terraces and
sediments (Schlicker et at, 1973). Priest and others (1994) and Priest (1997) have determined the
average annual erosion rate for the shoreline in the vicinity of the site as 1.35 ± 0.63 feet per year.
This erOsion rate was calculated by measuring the distance between existing structures to the toe
of the slope and compared to distances measured on a 1939 or 1967 vertical aerial photograph
(PriestetaL, 1994).

Based on mapping completed by Priest and Allan (2004), the subject site lies within the
Active Erosion Hazard Zone. The area to approximately 50 feet east of the eastern edge ofN.W.
Spring Street, lies in the High-Risk Coastal Erosion Hazard Zone; and the area approximately
150 feet further east to Hurbert Street, lies in the Moderate-Risk Coastal Erosion Hazard Zone.
A site within the High-Risk Hazard Zone has a high probability that the area could be affected by
active erosion in the next approximately 60 to 100 years, and a site within the Moderate-Risk
Hazard Zone has a moderate probability that the area could be affected by active erosion in the
next approximately 60 to 100 years (Priest and Allan, 2004). It should be noted that the mapping
done for the 2004 study was intended for regional planning use, not for site specific hazard
identification.

The City of Newport Geologic Hazards Map (June 17, 2011) shows the entire subject site
lying in the area mapped as “Active Erosion Hazard Zone”. All of the site located to the east of
the beach and bluff toe is mapped as “Active Landslide Hazard Areas”. Areas east of the site
along N.W. Spring Street are mapped as “High Risk Bluff Hazard Zone”. The City of Newport
mapping is based on Priest’s 1994 mapping.

Based on our 2016 observations the subject lot appears to have been generally stable
since the time of our 2005 site observations. Lots to the south cf the subject site, however appear
to have had iecent ground movement and landsilding activity.

5.0 Regional Seismic Hazards

Abundant evidence indicates that a series of geologically recent large earthquakes related
to the Cascadia Subduction Zone have occurred along the coastline of the Pacific Northwest.
Evidence suggests that more than 40 great earthquakes of magnitude 2 and larger have struck
western Oregon during the last 10,000 years. The calculated odds that a Cascadia earthquake
will occur in the next 50 years range from 7—15 percent for a great earthquake affecting the entire
Pacific Northwest. to about a 37 percent chance that the southern end of the Cascadia Subduction
Zone will produce a major earthquake in the next 50 years (OS$PAC, 2013; OSU News and
Research Communications, 2010; Goldfinger et ai., 2012). Evidence suggests the last major
earthquake occurred on January 26, 1700 and may have been of magnitude 8.9 to 9.0 (Clague et
al., 2000; DOGAMI, 2013).

H.G. Schlicker & Associates,
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There is now increasing recognition that great earthquakes do not necessarily result in a
complete rupture along the full 1,200 km fault length of the Cascadia subduction zone. Evidence
in the paleorecords indicates that partial ruptures of the plate boundary have occurred due to
smaller earthquakes with moment magnitudes (Mw) <9 (Witter et aL, 2003; Kelsey et aL, 2005).
These partial segment ruptures appear to occur more frequently on the southern Oregon coast, as
determined from paleotsunami studies. Furthermore, the records have documented that local
tsunamis from Cáscadia earthquakes recur in clusters (—250400 years) followed by gaps of
700—1,300 years, with the highest tsunamis associated with earthquakes occurring at the
beginning and end of a cluster (Allan et aL, 2015).

These major earthquake events were accompanied by widespread subsidence f a few
centimeters to 1—2 meters (Leonard et al., 2004). Tsunamis appear to have been associated with
many of these earthquakes. In addition, settlement, liquefaction and landsliding of some earth
materials are believed to have been commonly associated with these seismic events.

Other earthquakes related to shallow crustal movements or earthquakes related to the
Juan de Fuca plate have the potential to generate magnitude 6.0 to 7.5 earthquakes. The
recurrence interval for these types of earthquakes is difficult to determine from present data, but
estimates of 100 to 200 years have been given in the literature (Rogers et aL, 1996).

Based on the 1999 Relative Earthquake Hazard Map of the Newport area (Madin and
Wang, 1999), the subject site lies in an area designated as Zone B which is defined as an area
with intermediate to high hazards associated with earthquakes. The degree of relative hazard was
based on the factors of ground motion amplification, liquefaction, and slope instability. It is
likely that deep-seated landsliding in the area of the site is, in part, associated with past seismic
activity.

6.0 flooding Hazards

Based on the 2009 flood 1.ñsurance Rate Map (FIRM, Panel #41041C0368D) the subject
site lies in an area rated as Zone X which is defined as determined to be outside the 0.2% annual
chance floodplain. The western part of the site along the lower slope and beach lies in an area
rated as Zone VE (EL 38) which is defined as a coastal flood zone with velocity hazard (wave
action); base flood elevations determined. We observed a small stream drainage flowing
westerly across the beach area north of the subject lot at the time of our site visit. A small spring
was present at the western toe of the dunes along the beach at the site, and standing water was
present in a closed depression east of the dunes (Appendix A). We also observed a substantial
spring on the slope west of the home.

Based on the Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries mapping (DOGAMI,
2013) the subject site lies within the tsunami inundation zone resulting from an approximately
8.7 and greater magnitude Cascadia $ubduction Zone (C$Z) earthquake. The 2013 DOGAMI
mapping is based upon 5 computer modeled scenarios for shoreline tsunami inundation caused
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by potential CSZ earthquake events ranging in magnitude from approximately 8.? to 9.1. The
January 1700 earthquake event (discussed in Section 5.0 above) has been rated as an approximate
8.9 magnitude in DOGAMI’s methodology. More distant earthquakes can also generate
tsunamis,

7.0 ClImate Chanc

According to most of the recent scientific studies, the Earth’s climate is believed to be
changing as the result of human activities which are altering the chemical composition of the
atmosphere through the buildup of greenhouse gases, primarily carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous
oxide, and chiorofluorocarbons (EPA, 1998). Although there are uncertainties about exactly how
and when the Earth’s climate will respond to enhanced concentrations of greenhouse gases,
scientific observations indicate that detectable changes are under way (EPA, 1998; Church and
White, 2006). Global sea level rise, caused by melting polar ice caps and ocean thermal
expansion, could lead to flooding of low-lying coastal property, loss of coastal wetlands, erosion
ofbeaches and bluffs, and saltwater contamination of fresh groundwater. Global climate change
and the resultant sea level rise will likely impact the subject site through accelerated coastal
erosion and bluff retreat. It can also lead to increased rainfall which can result in an increase in
landslide occurrence.

8.0 Conclusions

The main engineering geologic concerns at the site are:

1. The site lies on an ancient landslide and on a mapped deep-seated active slide
block. The headscarp of this active landslide, named the Spring Street landslide,
is located along the northern and eastern property boundaries of the site (Figure
4). Nearby areas north and south of the site show signs of continued slow
movement, and we expect the su.bject site to experience extremely small ongoing
movement under existing conditions; however, we did not observe any conclusive
evidence of this during our March 2016 site visit,

Landslide movement at the subject site and/or in the site area could be initiated by
a large earthquake, by erosion at the bluff toe, or as a result ofhigh groundwater
levels. Future landsilding in the area could impact and damage existing structures
on the site. Ocean wave erosion can erode the toe of the landslide mass,
increasing the risk of larger sized failures. The site lies within the mapped Active
Coastal Erosion Hazard Zone, defined as currently undergoing bluff recession and
erosion, with a lesser risk (High-Risk Zone i.e. high risk ofbluff recession within
the next 60 years) in areas east of the site along N.W. Spring Street. These risks
should be accepted by the owner, future owners, developers and
residents/occupants of the site.

- HG. Schlicker & Associotes,
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2. There is an inherent regional risk of earthquakes along the Oregon Coast which
could cause harm and damage structures. It is unlikely that the site would be
stable during a large earthquake event, particularly if the earthquake Occurs during
wet weather. The lower bluff slope and beach on the western part of the subject
site is mapped in a coastal flood hazard zone, and the site also lies within a
mapped tsunami inundation hazard zone. A tsunami impacting the Newport area
could cause harm, loss of life and damage to structures. These risks must be
accepted by the owner, future owners, developers and residents of the site.

9.0 Recommendations

The site and nearby areas along the bluff slope should be monitored for signs of ground
movement, fractures, sloughing, increased bluff recession, and suddenlrapid erosion events,
particularly during times ofheavy precipitation, inclement or severe weather, and major storms.

The existing pile foundation of the house has experienced some movement, possibly as
the result of ground movement caused by landslide activity. Monitoring of the foundation is
recommended to document any additional movement. Periodic floor elevation surveys can also
help monitor for additional movement. Afl parts of the homesite and foundations should be
regularly observed and monitored for signs of movement, settlement andlor cracking.
Monitoring of this type can provide beneficial information for subsequent property transfers.

Stormwater runoff from the road and driveway should continue to be collected, tightlined
and discharged to the beach. No stomiwater should be discharged to the b1ufE1andslide area.

10.0 Limitations

The Oregon Coast is a dynamic environment with inherent unavoidable risks to
development. Landsliding, erosion, tsunamis, storms, earthquakes and other natural events can
cause severe impacts to structures built within this environment and can be detrimental to the
health and welfare of those who choose to place themselves within this environment. The client
is warned that, although this report is intended to identify the geologic hazards causing these
risks, the scientific and engineering communities knowledge and understanding of geologic
hazards processes is not complete. This report pertains to the subject site only, and is not
applicable to adjacent sites nor is it valid for types of development other than that to which it
refers. Geologic conditions includiig materials, processes and rates can change with time and
therefore a review of the site andfor this report may be necessary as time passes to assure its
accuracy and adequacy.

The boring logs and related information depict generalized subsurface conditions only at
these specificlocations and at the particular time the subsurface exploration was completed. Soil
and groundwater conditions at other locations and times may differ from the conditions
encountered in these borings.

H.G. 5chlicker & Associates,
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Our investigation was based on engineering geological reconnaissance and a limited
review of published information. The data presented in this report are believed to be
representative of the site. The conclusions herein are professional opinions derived in
accordance with current standards ofprofessional practice, budget and time constraints. No
warranty is expressed or implied. The performance of this site during a seismic event has not
been evaluated. If you would like us to do so, please contact us. This report may only be copied
in its entirety.

11.0 Disclosure

H.G. Scblicker & Associates, Inc. and the undersigned Certified Engineering Geologist
have no financial interest in the subject site, the project or the Client’s organization.
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It has been our pleasure to serve you. If you have any questions concerning this report, or
the site, please contact us.

Respectfully submitted,

JiG. SCULICKER INC.

EXPIRES: 1013112016

3. Douglas Gless, MSc, RG, CEG, LHG
PresidentfPrincipal Engineering Geologist

JDG:cjh
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Generalized Map Unit Descriptions

Shoreline Geology

Qtc - Quatemary Marine terrace deposit; (Pleistocene);
unconsolidated to moderately consolidated gravel, beach
and dune sand: locally contains minor consolidated
day-nch paleosol, cofluvium, debris flows, and alluvial

interbeds.

Tertiary Astona Formation; (Miocene); thick to tNn-bedded,
very fine to medium-grained, micaceous and
carbonaceous arkosic sandstone and massive sandy
silistone.

Tn - Tertiary Nye Mudstone; (lower Miocene); massive to
poorly bedded gray fossiliferous marine mudstone to
very fine grained silty sandstone; commonly highly
fractured, weak and prone to landslides.

Mapping from OFR ()-04-09 by Piiest, G. K. and Allan, J. C. (2004).

MI locations and dimensions are approximate.

Date: 04/13)2016

Scile: 1’ 40(Y H Project #Y163923
Prepared by:CJH

Approved by: JDG

Geologic Map Showing Landslides
Tax Lot 1802, Map 11-I 1-O5BC

1409 N.W Spring Street, Newport, Oregon

HG. Schlicker & Associates,

Jumpoff Joe Landslide (close up)

Ta

Mass Movement Hazards

Ab - Active slide block or slump.

Als - Holocene active landslide.

PAb - Potentially active slide block or slump.

Figure4 249



Appendix A
- Site Photographs -
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house.
Photo 1 - Looking northwest from N.W. Spring Street at the front of the

A

_________.I••

Photo 2 - View west along the north side of the house at the site.
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Photo 3 - Strip drain at the bottom of the driveway.

Photo 4 - Slight settlement of concrete driveway slab and a break in the
concrete likely due to a soft subgrade.
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Photo 5 - Pile beneath deck area of the house.

Photo 6 - Newer decking and supporting materials at the rear of the house.
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Photo 7 - Looking east from the beach towards the home at the site.

Photo 8 - Closet view of the west side of the house from the beach.
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Photo 9 - View of springs on the beach.

Photo 10 - Looking easterly at the pathway from the house to the beach.
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Photo II - Looking north along the dunes at the base of the bluff.

Photo 12 - Southerly view across the active part of the Spring Street
landslide south of the subject site.
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Photo 13 - Looking north-northwest at the Yaquina Head Lighthouse.

Photo 14 - Standing water on the adjacent property to the south.
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t EXHIBIT

Ir0
TO: Derrick Tokos, Community Development Director, City of Newport, OR
FROM: Timothy A. Cross, Homeowner, 1522 NW Spring St., Newport, OR
DATE: July 23, 2018
SUBJECT: Objection to the slope stability conclusion reached in the Geotechnical
Engineering Report (June 29, 2018) prepared by K & A Engineering, Inc., pertaining
to Tax Lots 1800, 1900 and 1903

I have read this report with a focus on the geological assessment of potential
hazards on these properties, specifically on the assessment of land stability. K & A
Engineering used incorrect boundary assumptions in the slope stability equilibrium-
limit models they ran, which led to their recommendation that the study site was
stable.

I refer to their ‘Field-Developed Cross Section’ of the study site shown in Appendix A,
and the subsequent slope stability analyses of Appendix C. The cross section plots
the elevation of the top of the Nye Formation in borings 3-1 and 3-3, and establishes
the structural dip of the top of the Nye Formation as 13° to 15° to the west. This
structural dip is in complete agreement with all other structural dip values and
directions published on the 1976 geological map in the Newport region.

However, in assigning the boundary conditions for the computer model runs in their
slope stability analysis, they assumed that the structural dip of the Nye Formation
was approximately 0° instead of 13° to 15° to the west. There is absolutely no
justification for this change in dip. It is curious that the change in dip occurs at the
exact position of their borehole.

The projected 0° dip versus a projected 13° - 15° dip of the top of the Nye formation
results in a huge change in the overburden (“marine terrace” plus dune sand)
thickness and, therefore, a huge change in the volume of material susceptible to
mass movement. In the appended illustration I show the original ‘Field-Developed
Cross Section’ and a modified version with a 13° dip of the Nye Formation to the
west. In the original version, thin “marine terrace” sediments sit on a stable, solid,
sub-horizontal platform of Nye Formation. In the revised cross section, a thick,
westward-facing wedge of unconsolidated sediment sits on a westward-inclined
surface formed by the top of the Nye Formation. Alternations of more muddy and
less muddy sand/silt layers within the Nye formation provide potential slip surfaces
within the westward-dipping strata. Slip along such surfaces could easily provoke
instability and mass movement of overlying “marine terrace” sediment. The
westward-dipping top of the Nye Formation is another potential surface for slippage
and consequent mass movement of the overlying “marine terrace” sediment. Water
percolating through the unconsolidated sediment will pond on top of the
significantly less porous and permeable Nye Formation, and effectively lubricate
that surface. The increased volume of unconsolidated sediment above the Nye
Formation, in contrast to that calculated in the original ‘Field-Developed Cross
Section,’ increases the likelihood of mass failure should the toe-of-slope dune sand
be removed or reduced by erosion.

25
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The K & A Geotechnical Engineering Report used the geometry of their cross section
as boundary conditions for their slope stability modeling. From their models, they
concluded that in the current static condition, the slope is stable. Inasmuch as the
geometry of their cross section is wrong, and therefore the boundary conditions for
their models are incorrect, the models are meaningless and their conclusions are
indefensible.

I hope this information is useful to you in your evaluation process. Please pass along
this concern to K & A Geotechnical Engineering, Inc. so they can recalculate the slope
stability probabilities using the more appropriate boundary conditions.

Sincerely,
Timothy A. Cross
303 885 $528 (mobile)
503 474 0322 (landline)

25
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Derrick Tokos

From: Elaine Karnes <karnese@peak.org>
Sent: Friday, July 20, 2018 11:21 AM
To: Derrick Tokos
Cc: Mona Linstromberg; Lee; Matt and Lisa Thomas; Rob & Teresa; Sean Malone; Phillip

Johnson,Executive Director; Cameron La Follette; Janice Wickham; David Allen
Subject: 7-18-2018 Meeting notes
Attachments: Map Geotechnical Report NW Spring St 06 29 18-1.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Hi Derrick,
Thank you for meeting with Mona and me on Wednesday (July 18, 2018) and answering our

many questions. Also thanks for getting copies for us of the K&D Conceptual Site Plan, a list of
Oregon geologists, K&A Geo-technical Report (dated June 29, 2018) and correspondence from you
to Mr. Lund reviewing his Geologic Engineering Report for Spring Street Properties. We did not
get a copy of the form to appeal the geologic report. Is that available online or can you email that
to us?

I am including a list of some of the issues we discussed, so that you can correct any
misunderstanding.

1. Geologic Hazard Permits are frequently approved by your office, including those in active
slide areas. However, since 2010 you are not aware of any approved permits that were appealed
(and only infrequently before then). Your office has a log of geologic permits that can be viewed
by the public.

2. In order to appeal an approved geologic permit, the appellant must provide a report from
another geologist, pointing out errors and areas of concern in the original (approved) report.

3. The K&D Site Plan (attached) is presented without the vacation of the County road right-of-
way. The 57% lot coverage (structure limitation allowed by City Code) would be the tax lot size
less the 60 foot wide right-of-way.

4. Your office requires no additional permits before the removal of trees as shown on the Site
Plan (10” or greater circumference).

5. The Site Plan includes some clearing of vegetation and soil within the 25 foot prescribed
setback from the City-owned Outstanding Natural Area (le., the area adjoining the western
boundary of Lund’s lots 1900 and 1903).

6. The Site Plan includes the construction of numerous retaining walls and driveways on the
County right-of-way.

7. The Site Plan includes two duplex units and one single family home.
8. Once the appeal process is completed - and should the original permit prevail - only a city

“grading permit” is required before further bulldozing is allowed at the property.
9. Any “Shoreline Impact Permit” testimony must be presented in writing prior to 5:00 P.M.

July 31, 2018 to Derrick Tokos. You will make the administrative decision based on compliance
with Newport’s Comprehensive Plan (available on the City’s web site). This is in addition to the
Geologic Permit, which you have already approved (but which we can appeal by July 31, 2018).

1
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10. Lund is currently working with Lincoln County officials on a petition to vacate the County
right-of-way. The earliest the vacation process could commence before Lincoln County
Commissioners is August 1, 2018.

11. If Lund’s geologic report is appealed, the matter would go to the Planning Committee,
with the Committee’s recommendation subject to a public hearing before the City Council.

Again, thank you for all you time and attention to this issue.
Sincerely, Elaine Kames

2
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Good afternoon,

Attached is notice of the City land use decision approving Mr. Lund’s geologic permit application, along snith a complete copy of the geologic report. The notice includes the date by which an appeal would need to be filed.

Also, enclosed is a notico of a laced use application that Mr. Lund submitted for a Shoreland Resources impart Review. Unlike the geologrc permit, a Shoretand Review inctades a two meek comment period before a decision is rendered, and we welcome any comments you may hove regarding the eequest.

Thank you,

Dentck- I. Takos AICP
Commanicy Development Director

City of Newport

169 SW Coast Highway

Newport, OR 17365

ph: 541,574,0626 ho: 541.574,0644

d.tokosgenewporloregon.goe

nnzi
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MEMO
City of Newport J’’
Community Development Department

OREGON

**distributed via email**

Date: JuIyJ6,2018

To: Spencer Nebel, City Manager
Tim Gross, Public Works
Rob Murphy, Fire
Jason Malloy, Police
Mike Murzynsky, Finance
Jim Protiva, Parks & Rec.
Ted Smith, Library
Victor Mettle, Planner/Code Administrator
Joseph Lease, Building Official
Public Utilities

From: Sherri Marineau, Executive Assistant

RE: Geologic Permit # 1-GP-18

Attached is a public notice concerning a land use request. The notice contains a brief
explanation of the request, a property description and map, and a deadline for
comments. Please review this information to see if you would like to make any
comments.

We must have your comments prior to the last day of the comment period in order for
your comments to be considered. Should no response be received, a “no comment”
response will be assumed.

sm

Attachment

26
4



AGATE BEACH CONSTRUCTION INC
P0 BOX 39

SEAL ROCK, OR 97376

ANDERSON LONNA
P0 BOX 6432

MIRAMAR BEACH, FL 32550

BEWLEY LAURA SUE
393 NW CRESWELL LN

ALBANY, OR 97321

CITY OF NEWPORT
CITY MANAGER

169 SW COAST HWY
NEWPORT, OR 97365

COLE RONALD SCOTT TRUSTEE
9127 NW HERON ST

SEAL ROCK, OR 97376

EARLE ROBERT M &
AMEN TERESA 0

3684 FELTON ST S
SALEM, OR 97302

FAHRENDORF JOSEPH B TSTEE &
FAHRENDORF JANET M TSTEE

1143 MANOR DR
SONOMA, CA 95476

FRANK BROTHERS IMPLEMENT CO
ADDRESS; UNKNOWN,

GAUVIN JEFFREY M
1409 NW SPRING ST
NEWPORT, OR 97365

HOFER VANDEHEY ROBERTA
20481 WINLOCK LN
FOSSIL, OR 97830

LINSTROM BERG PAT JOAN TTEE
ATTN LESLIE HOGAN
931 WASHINGTON SW

ALBANY, OR 97321

MARTIN ELENA KAY
1405 NW THOMPSON ST

NEWPORT, OR 97365

MOSSBARGER JOHN T &
MOSS BARGER MARCIA L

P0 BOX 1362
NEWPORT, OR 97365

NEFF ROY S III
32655 GLAISYER HILL RD

COTTAGE GROVE, OR 97424

ORANGE LINDAJ &
HUFFMAN AROIS L

1420 NW SPRING ST
NEWPORT, OR 97365

PERKINS CAROL J
1417 NW THOMPSON ST

NEWPORT, OR 97365

POPE MAX A& ROBERTA I
P0 BOX 86

NEWPORT, OR 97365

SOTILLE MATT &
SOTILLE KAREN

3574 SE GRANT ST
PORTLAND, OR 97214

STARK NEAL E TRUSTEE
5034 SW VERMONT ST
PORTLAND, OR 97219

STOROZHENKO OLENA
169 SE VIEW DR

NEWPORT, OR 97365

WHALES SPOUT CONDOMINIUM
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION

370 SW COLUMBIA
BEND, OR 97702

WILLETT CONRAD J &
GAIL E

1426 NW SPRING ST
NEWPORT, OR 97365

Exhibit “A”
Adjacent Property Owners Within 200 Ft

File No. 1-GP-18
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NW Natural
ATTN: Dave Sanders

1405 SW Hwy 101
Lincoln City, OR 97367

Charter Communications
ATTN: Keith Kaminski

355 NE 1st St
Newport OR 97365

Oregon Division of State Lands
775 Summer St NE

Salem OR 97310-1337

Central Lincoln PUD
ATTN: Randy Grove

P0 Box 1126
Newport OR 97365

CenturyLink
ATTN: Corky Fallin

740 State St
Salem OR 97301

**EMAIL**
odotr2planmgrodot.stateor.us

Email: Patrick Wingard
DLCD Coastal Services Center
patrick.wingardstate.or.us

Joseph Lease
Building Official

Rob Murphy
Fire Chief

Tim Gross
Public Works

Victor Mettle
Code Administrator/Planner

Jason Malloy
Police Chief

Mike Murzynsky
Finance Director

Jim Protiva
Parks & Rec

EXHIBIT ‘B’
(Affected Agencies)

Spencer Nebel
City Manager

Ted Smith
Library

(1 -GP-J 8

26
6



Sherri Marineau

From: Sherri Marineau
Sent: Monday, July 16, 2018 3:26 PM
To: ‘patrick.wingard@state.or.us’; ‘odotr2planmgr@odot.state.or.us’
Subject: Geologic Permit # 1-GP-18
Attachments: File 1-G P-18 Decision.pdf

Attached is a notice concerning a land use request. The notice contains an explanation of the request, a property
description and map, and a date for the public hearing. Please review this information to see if you would like to make
any comments. We must receive comments prior to the last day of the comment period in order for them to be
considered. Should no response be received, a “no comment” will be assumed.

Sherri Marineau
City of Newport
Community Development Department
169 SW Coast Highway
Newport, OR 97365
ph: 541.574.0629 fax: 541.574.0644
S. marineau@newportoregon.gov

1
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Sherri Marineau

From: Sherri Marineau
Sent: Monday, July 16, 2018 3:25 PM
To: Derrick Tokos; Spencer Nebel; Tim Gross; Robert Murphy; Michael Murzynsky; Jim

Protiva; Ted Smith; Victor Mettle; Joseph Lease; Jason Malloy
Subject: Geologic Permit # 1-GP-18
Attachments: City Dept & Utilities Notification 1-GP-18.pdl; File 1-GP-18 Decision.pdf

Attached is a notice concerning a land use request. The notice contains an explanation of the request, a property
description and map, and a deadline for comments. Please review this information to see if you would like to make any
comments. We must receive comments prior to the last day of the comment period in order for them to be considered.
Should no response be received, a “no comment” will be assumed.

Sherri Marineau
City of Newport
Community Development Department
169 SW Coast Highway
Newport, OR 97365
ph: 541.574.0629 fax: 541574.0644
s.marineau@ newportoregon .gov

1
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. EXHIBIT

CITY OF NEWPORT I - 741)629

169 Sw COAST HWY
f

.1.574.0644

NEWPORT, OREGON 97365 http://newportoregon.gov

COAST GUARD CITY, USA 0 R E GO N mombetsu, japan, sister city

NOTICE OF DECISION1
July 16, 2018

The Newport Community Development (Planning) Department received an application for a Geologic
Permit as described herein, that the Community Development Director has determined was prepared in
accordance with the criteria for the issuance of a Geologic Permit contained in Chapter 14.21 of the
Newport Municipal Code (NMC).

FILE NO: # 1-GP-18

APPLICANT & OWNER: Bill Lund, P.O. Box 22, Seal Rock, Oregon 97376

LOCATION: West ofNW Spring St (Lincoln County Assessor’s Tax Map 11-11-05-BC, Tax Lots 1800,
1900 & 1903).

ACTION: Pursuant to NMC Section 14.2 1.030, all persons proposing development, construction, or site
clearing within a known geologic hazard area shall obtain a Geologic Permit. The applicant applied for a
Geologic Permit to establish three home sites on the property noted above. The application included a
Geotechnical Engineering Report and Geologic Hazards Assessment dated June 29, 2018, prepared by
Michael Remboldt, P.E., G.E. and Gary C. Sandstrom, C.E.G. and R.P.G (hereinafler collectively referred
to as “Geologic Report”). The application materials, including the Geologic Report, are available for
inspection or copies may be purchased at the Newport Community Development (Planning) Department.

CONDITIONS:

1. It shall be the responsibility of the property owner to adhere to the recommendations listed in the
Geologic Report. Geologic Reports are only valid for the development plan addressed in the report.

2. Certification of compliance is required prior to final approval. NMC 14.2 1.130 states that no
development requiring a Geologic Report shall receive final approval (e.g. certificate of
occupancy, final inspection, etc.) until the city receives a written statement by a certified
engineering geologist indicating that all performance, mitigation, and monitoring measures
contained in the report have been satisfied. If mitigation measures involve engineering solutions
prepared by a licensed professional engineer, then the city must also receive an additional written
statement of compliance by the design engineer.

1The following are being notified of this action: (1) affected property owners within 200 feet of the subject property (according to Lincoln County Tax
Records); (2) affected public/private utilities within Lincoln County; (3) affected city departments; (4) affected state agencies.
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3. An on-site storm drainage system shall be desigred and constructed to control the release rate and
sedimentation of storm mn-off from all impervious surfaces for storms having a 20-year
reoccurrence frequency. The property owner shall obtain City Engineer approval of the drainage
system, and associated retention facilities, prior to issuance of a building permit (NMC 14.2 1.100).

4. The new public beach path, and 15-foot city easement partially encumbered by the path, depicted
on the July 2, 2018 conceptual site plan prepared by K & D Engineering, Inc. (attached), is not a
part of the Geologic Permit. This same site plan is included in a proposal the property owner is
making to Lincoln County to construct the trail in exchange for the vacation of an undeveloped
portion of Jump-off Joe road right-of-way. A separate Geologic Permit may be required for
earthwork attributed to the trail.

THIS DECISION MAY BE APPEALED TO THE NEWPORT PLANNING COMMISSION
WITHIN 15 CALENDAR DAYS (by Tuesday, July 31, 2018) OF THE DATE THIS NOTICE WAS
MAILED. Contact the Community Development Department, Newport City Hall, 169 SW Coast Hwy,
Newport, Oregon 97365 (541-574-0629) for information on appeal procedures. Appellant’s challenging
substantive elements of a Geologic Report must submit their own analysis, prepared by a certified
engineering geologist, within 30-days of the date the appeal is filed.

Sincerely,

Derrick I. Tokos, AICP
Community Development Director
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Derrick Tokos

From: michael@kaengineers.com
Sent: Friday, July 06, 2018 9:39 AM
To: Derrick Tokos; ‘Bill Lund’
Subject: Geotechnical Report - NW Spring St. Newport
Attachments: Geotechnical Report NW Spring St 06 29 18.pdf

Derrick and Bill,
Attached is what, I believe, is the latest revision for our report which addresses Derrick’s review comments.

I apologize for the inconvenience. The report is so big that, with the many questions and revisions, it is obviously too
easy for me to send the wrong version. To hopefully aid in this, I have taken the time to re—date all the pages to June
29th, which is when I finished this revision.

Please call me if you have any questions.

Mike

Michael Remboldt, P.E., G.E.

eneering

K & A Engineering, Inc.
P. 0. Box $486

91051 S. Willamette St.
Coburg, OR 9740$

541-684-9399
kaengineers.com

1
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K & A Engineering, Inc.
91051 S. Willamette Street
P. 0. Box $486, Coburg, OR 9740$
(541) 684-9399 Voice
(541) 684-9358 FAX
kaengineers.com
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June 29, 2018

Bill Lund
P. 0. Box 22
Seal Rock, OR 97376

Subject: Geotechnical Site Investigation and Report and Geologic Hazard Assessment
Proposed Residential Development
Tax Lots 1800, 1900, 1903; Tax Map 11-11-05-BC;
NW Spring St., Newport, Oregon

Project: 17056

K & A Engineering, Inc. is pleased to present our Geotechnical Engineering Report for the subject
development.

Our Services were completed in accordance with our Contract for Engineering Services, dated October
20, 2017 and meet the requirements of 2014 Oregon Structural Specialty Code, Section 1803,
Geotechnical Investigations. Our report:

• Presents a summary of the existing subsurface conditions at the subject project site,
• Provides a detailed Geologic Hazard Assessment,
• Identifies and characterizes geologic hazards, and
• Presents recommendations for the design and construction of foundation support for the

proposed single-family residences.

Thank you for the opportunity to be involved with your project.
questions.

Please call us if you have any

DENNS

EXPIRES: DECEMBER 31, 2018

Michael Remboldt, P.E., G.E.
K & A Engineering, Inc.

Gary C. Sandstrom, C.E.G.
Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist, LLC
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Geotechnical Engineering Report
NW Spring St., Newport, Oregon
June 29, 2018 K &A Engineering, lnc. Project No.: 17056 engineering
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4 Limitation and Use of Geotechnical Recommendations 17

Executive Summary
We have carefully evaluated the project site and your current proposal for development, which
addresses an existing city road right-of-way that was discovered after we embarked on our site
investigation. To address the existence of the road right-of-way, you have secured the services of a
licensed civil engineer (K & D Engineering, Inc.) to delineate development features including:

• Location of the discovered road right-of-way (“Jump Off Joe Road”),
• Building pad locations,

• Access driveways,

• Retaining walls (approximate locations),

• Grades for driveway and building pads, and

• Pertinent hazard zones such as the 100-year flood zone and elevation.

Our original investigation was designed and executed prior to having knowledge of the existence of the
“Jump Off Joe” right-of-way. This discovery forced relocation of the residence and duplex buildings to
the west side of this right-of-way and requires driveway access for all three sites from the south end of
the project site at NW Spring Street. This is shown in the “Conceptual Site Plan” attached to Appendix A
of this report.

In the event of vacation of the “Jump Off Joe” right-of-way, our understanding is that the project site
would be developed as originally intended such that:

• The size and nature of the development will remain essentially the same as shown on the
Conceptual Site Plan for this report (Appendix A) with the exception that

• Some minor adjustments may be made for foundation pad location to accommodate access
directly from driveway to the east side of the structures, rather than constructing individual
driveways that provide access to the north side of the structures (as is currently shown on the
grading plan in Appendix A).

Regardless of which site condition is determined and approved (i.e. with or without vacation of the
right-of-way), we have determined that the site can be developed as proposed (either alternative) into

individual home sites that provide the stability and safety normally expected for this use, provided that
the recommendations in this report are implemented in design and construction.

Hazards that exist at the site include:
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• Likely lateral movement during the extreme Cascadian subduction zone earthquake. This is
evidenced by historic landslide activity including scarps, landslide debris, and uneven ground

surface.

• Very high expected peak ground acceleration from the design earthquake.

• Undocumented fills and soft buried landslide debris which constitute hazards of differential

foundation settlement.

• Loose, poorly-graded sandy soils on the ground surface which, if left un-vegetated, could result

in a severe surface erosion hazard.

To mitigate these hazards and ensure reasonable reliability and safety to the development, occupants,

and the surrounding infrastructure, we have made recommendations including:

• Support of all structures on deep foundation elements including battered piles to resist lateral

earthquake loads and minimize the hazard of lateral spreading,

• Limitations on earthwork including no permanent unsupported fill embankments,

• Grading to encourage positive sheet-flow storm runoff,

• A 20-foot wide “no-build” zone extending west from the east property boundary,

• Gravity retaining wall systems including:

• Support of fills required for access driveway and parking areas,

• Support of cut embankment on the east side of the driveway,

• Vegetation of all disturbed areas to minimize surface erosion and improve soil strength and

slope stability.

1 INTRODUCTION

This report documents our geotechnical investigation of site conditions that exist on tax lots 1900 and

1903 located on the west side of NW Spring Street just north of NW 13th Street in Newport, Oregon.

The purpose of our investigation included:

• Characterization of surface and subsurface soil, rock, and groundwater conditions,

• Evaluating current slope stability,

• Delineating geologic hazards, and

• Development of recommendations for suitable development of the properties for single-family

residences.

The scope of our services included:

• Fieldwork to characterize subsurface conditions,

• Analysis of field data,
• Evaluation and determination of the nature of slope stability.

• Development of geotechnical design and construction criteria, and

• This written Geotechnical Engineering Report.

Our services meet the requirements of the 2014 Oregon Structural Specialty Code, Section 1803 —

Geotechnical Investigations.
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2 INVESTIGATION AND FINDINGS

2.1 SITE LOCATION

The project site, consisting essentially of tax lots 1900, 1903, and the east half of tax lot 1800, has a
combined area of approximately 0.95-acres. The project site is located between the west edge of NW
Spring Street and east shore/coast of the Pacific Ocean (west coast of the USA), just north of NW 13th

Street. See the attached Vicinity Map.

2.2 SURFACE CONDITIONS

The project site generally consists of a west-facing slope descending from the east edge of the roadway
(NW Spring Street) to the ocean beaches. The vegetation line at the east edge of the beach is
approximately 250-feet west of the roadway, while the study area extends approximately 125-feet west
of the roadway. See the attached Geotechnical Site Plan.

We surveyed a field-developed cross section across the study area to characterize general ground
surface gradients and tie the ground surface shape with underlying soil and rock profiles. The site
consists, generally, of three zones:

• Zone 1: Upper terrace containing the roadway (NW Spring Street) and the steep (approximately
1H : 1V) embankment descending down from the west edge of the roadway;

• Zone 2: A rolling mid-slope area extending from the toe of the steep embankment along the
west edge of the roadway to a terminal siltstone ridge bordering the east edge of the beach.
Slope gradients in this zone range from approximately 0 to 35-percent.

• Zone 3: Terminal area centered on a siltstone rock exposure bordering the east edge of the
beach. The siltstone has a shallow cap of dune sand in some areas on the north end.

Dense-vegetation, consisting of native trees, understory shrubs, grasses, and non-native blackberry
covers the ground surface of zones 1 and 2 of the study area.

Aside from erosion due to disturbance on the few foot-trails that exist on the site, there is little evidence
of on-going severe surface erosion or mass slope movement. We did not observe indications of slope
movement in the roadway such as cracks with differential movement.

In general, with the exception of some shallow subsidence of utility boxes on the east side of the road, it
appears that the site is relatively stable in its current condition.
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2.3 SUBSURFACE SOIL CONDITIONS

2.3.1 Methods of Investigation
We investigated subsurface soil conditions by making four (4) probes’ (FC-1 through FC-4) and two (2)

continuous sample boring2 (B-i and B-3) using our track-mounted geotechnical drill. Additionally,
shallow borings were made using a 3.5-inch hand-auger to verify shallow soil conditions (HA-i through

HA-3, AH-2).

See the attached Geotechnical Site Plan for approximate locations of these probes and borings.

Graphic logs of the probes and borings are attached to this report. The approximate location of the

probes and borings are shown on the attached Site Plan.

2.3.2 Zone 1
Subsurface Conditions on the upper terrace, Zone 1, generally consist of:

• 3-ft of loose and moderately dense, sand and gravel road FILL, over

• 1-ft of organic sandy-SILT (native topsoil), over

• 20-ft of light brown/tan/white, moderately dense, lightly-cemented, silts and sands (Marine

Terrace Deposits), over

• Very stiff to hard, dark brown to gray, SILISTONE (Nye Formation).

The cemented marine terrace deposits can be seen in isolated areas through breaks in the vegetation on
the steep embankment descending from the roadway.

Groundwater was observed approximately 21-feet below the roadway surface.

2.3.3 Zone 2
For the mid-slope area, Zone 2, there are two distinct areas:

• Zone 2 North (generally tax lots 1903 and 1800) and

• Zone 2 South (generally tax lot 1900)

The north portion of Zone 2 contains includes landslide debris extending to depths as much as
approximately 16-feet below the ground surface. The south portion does not exhibit similar landslide

debris and bedrock is much shallower.

2.3.3.1 Zone 2 North
Subsurface condition on Zone 2 North, in the area investigated, consist of approximately:

• 5 to 6-ft of light brown/tan, loose, poorly-graded (dune) sands and sandy-FILL (we found glass
and other fill debris), over

‘A 3.55-in2 cone is pushed into the soil using a 140-lb. hammer falling 30-in. The energy required to advance the
cone is recorded in the field as the number of blows per 6-inches of penetration. Soil friction on the side of the
cone is measured using a torque wrench. Calculated cone tip pressure is used to estimate soil engineering
2 1.5-inch diameter x 4-foot continuous samples obtained using a G7 2-3/8” direct push dual tube system
manufactured by AMS, Inc.
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• 10 to 12-feet of dark brown/black/tan, soft/loose, jumbled mixtures of sands, silts, clay, and
gravelly-clay, over

• Very stiff to hard, dark brown to gray, SILTSTONE (Nye Formation).

Groundwater was observed (FC-1, B-i) at a depth of approximately 6.8-feet below the existing ground
surface.

2.3.3.2 Zone 2South
Subsurface conditions in this zone, in the areas investigated, consist of approximately:

• i-ft of brown/tan, loose, organic-laden, SAND (topsoil), over
• 2 to 4-ft of white/gray with some orange staining, loose to moderately dense, poorly-graded

SAND with trace of silt - Interpreted as weathered/decomposed Marine Terrace Deposits; over
• Very stiff to hard, dark brown to gray, SILTSTONE (Nye Formation).

Groundwater was observed (FC-3) at a depth of approximately 6.0-feet below the existing ground
surface.

2.4 LOCAL GEOLOGY

2.4.1 Geologic Setting
Surficial geology of the site is mapped in the geologic literature as consisting of Quaternary (less than 2.8
million years before present) Marine Terrace deposits overlying early Miocene (16.5-23.0 million years
before present) Nye Mudstone3.

The Marine Terrace deposits are variously described as consisting of:

• Semi-consolidated uplifted beach sand overlain locally by fine-grained dune deposits with
occasional localized gravel lenses4,

• Unconsolidated to moderately consolidated gravel, beach and dune sand; locally containing
minor consolidated clay-rich paleosols, colluvium, debris flows, and alluvial interbeds; to thin-
bedded sandstone, conglomerate and tuffaceous siltstone with thick glauconitic sandstone
beds5.

Nye Mudstone underlies the Marine Terrace deposits in much of the site vicinity. Nye Mudstone
deposits are described as massive to thick-bedded, gray, clayey marine siltstone with sandstone
interbeds, including calcareous concretions in places.

Middle Miocene (10.4-16.5 million years old) Astoria Formation deposits are mapped overlying the Nye
Mudstone a short distance to the south and in the wave zone west of the site.

3See DOGAMI Bulletin 81-3, OFR-O-04-09, USGS-OF-72-352-1 and USGS 1-867.
DOGAMI Bulletin B-81-3
DOGAM Open-file report 0-04-09
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Nye Mudstone bedding has been mapped in the vicinity to dip, generally, 11 to 15 degrees to the
west/southwest and Astoria Formation deposits are mapped at 23 degrees to the west a few hundred

feet to the south at “Jumpoff-Joe.”

Our probes and borings confirm these two mapped geologic units — lightly cemented gravel and sand

terraces overlying sedimentary mudstone — and the sloped surface of siltstone.

H.G. Schlicker investigated geologic conditions at the project site and wrote a report in 1991. Schlicker
recommended:

• The old landslide area on the site is relatively stable, and

• A geotechnical investigation to confirm subsurface conditions.

This report summarizes our geotechnical investigation and verifies Schlicker’s conclusions. A copy of the
Schlicker report is attached in Appendix E.

3 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION

3.1 GEOLOGIC HAZARDS

3.1.1 General Discussion

The project site is located within a coastal environment that is documented to have active erosional
processes at work on a continuous or intermittent basis. These processes include:

• Wave action which causes erosion of the toe of slopes ascending from beaches, eventually

resulting in slope instability,
• Mass slope movement. These are more often the result of erosion but can also be caused by

earthquake ground motion,

• Tsunami, and

‘ Surface erosion from concentrated surface runoff.

Other hazards typical for coastal geology include faulting, liquefaction, and lateral spreading.

We have developed a detailed geologic hazard assessment for the project site. The complete geologic

hazard assessment report, by Gary C. Sandstrom, certified engineering geologist, is attached to this
report, Appendix D.

3.1.2 Slope Movement

The project site is well within the area of high coastal erosion hazard and existing land sliding identified
by the Oregon Department of Geology and Minerals Industries (DOGAMI)6. The project site is within

the influence of the large “Jump-off Joe” landslide complex - a rather large, linear slide zone. See Figure

1. This landslide complex consists of numerous individual slope movements that likely occurred

6 Open-file report 0-04-09 and on-line geologic hazard viewer published by the Oregon Department of Geology
and Minerals Industries (DOGAMI), HazVue. See http://www.oregongeology.org/hazvu/
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individually over long periods of time —thus the overlapping appearance. Slope movement in the area
including the project site is believed to be Quaternary in age (sometime in the last 2.8 million years).

Severe slope movement, associated with this general feature, has been observed south of the
intersection of NW Spring Street and NW 12th Street at the northwest side of existing condominiums.

Evidence of old slope movement on the site include:

• The steep embankment descending from the roadway (transition between Zone 1 and 2). This

is an upper scarp to the old slope movement(s), having a mean slope gradient estimated to be

approximately 1H : lv (based on our field observations). There are areas of near-vertical faces

in this scarp area. In the south half of tax lot 1900, we see evidence of an isolated block of

marine terrace deposit that has moved away from the main scarp;

• Uneven ground surface (Zone 2); and

• Finding of jumbled, mixed soil debris in Zone 2 North subsurface soils.

4. .
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Our field-developed cross section across tax lot 1903 indicates the overall concave shape of the ground

surface due to the historic slope movement. See the attached drawing Field Developed Cross Section.

engneering
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Figure 1 - HazVu Mapping ofJump-offJoe Landslide Area
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We have modeled slope stability using common methods of limit equilibrium analysis.7 Limit
equilibrium assesses stability based on a “factor of safety” fF05) —the ratio of forces resisting

movement to forces driving movement. Our modeling included:

• Ground surface boundaries defined by our field-developed cross section,

• Subsurface boundaries and material properties estimated from our probes and borings,

• Groundwater levels estimated from the probes and borings,

• Earthquake peak ground acceleration based on deaggregation of earthquake ground motion

data.8

In the current static condition, the site is stable, with minimum FOS in the range of 1.4 to 1.6. This FOS

is within the generally-acceptable limits for development.

In the event of the (extreme) Cascadian subduction-zone earthquake (475-year recurrence), peak

ground accelerations are expected to exceed 30% of gravity, and our estimates of FOS for this condition

are either slightly above or slightly below 1.0, depending on modeling method and estimates of
groundwater and soil shear strength. We believe that there will be some lateral movement with this

magnitude of earthquake ground motion.

Graphic summaries of our analysis are attached in Appendix C to this report.

3.1.3 Beach Regression
DOGAMI has estimated a general beach regression of in the approximate range of 0.3 to 0.4-feet/year in

this area. This is an overall estimate for screening purposes and is not meant to be site-specific. For

this site, we believe that long-term regression may be less than this range due to several mitigating

features specific to the project site:

• The protection of the toe of the Zone 2 slope by the terminal siltstone exposure found at the

east edge of the beach area,

• Overall low-gradients of the ground in the Zone 2 area, and

• High densities of existing vegetation in Zones 2 and 1.

3.1.4 Design Earthquake

The design earthquake was determined using criteria including an event having a 10-percent chance, or

higher, of occurring within a 50-year period. Based on analysis using current modeling of local sources

of earthquake ground motion (crustal, deep, and subduction zone)9, the design earthquake has a
(modal) magnitude of 9.0$ with a peak ground acceleration of 0.32g.’° A summary of the Deaggregation

analysis is attached to this report in Appendix D.

‘ We use proprietary software SLIDE, published by Roc Science, http://www.rocscience.com
S U.S. Geological Survey — Earthquake Hazards Program. https://earthquake.usgs.gov/hazards/interactive/

2014 Dynamic Conterminous NSHMP PSHA interactive deaggregation analysis, on-line at the USGS Geologic
Earthquake Hazards Program. https://earthquake.usgs.gov/hazards/interactive/
‘° The analysis was made for a Site Class of 760 rn/s shear velocity (B/C Boundary). Bedrock is shallow, and our
probes indicated very high equivalent SPT “N” which would put this at a relatively high shear wave velocity and,
hence, a lower Site Class. For structural design, we have provided spectral design criteria based on Site Class D to
ensure an expected level of conservatism for the project.
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3.1.5 Faulting and Lateral Spreading
Mapping by the State of Oregon Department of Geology and Minerals Industries (DOGAMI) of geologic
hazards indicates that there is an ENE-WSW trending active fault approximately 1.5 miles southeast of

the subject site. Direct rupture at the project site from this fault is unlikely.

Minor lateral spreading (several feet or less) at the site due to strong earthquake ground motion is
likely, based on our pseudo-static stability analysis using the expected peak ground acceleration of
0.32g.

3.1.6 Liquefaction

We found no evidence of loose, saturated clean sands in the area investigated and it is our opinion that
risks due to earthquake-induced liquefaction and resulting subsidence are low for the project site.

3.1.7 Tsunami

The majority of the project site is situated above the statutory tsunami inundation line (at 30 feet
elevation). The exception is the western margin of lot 1800 near the vegetation line at the beach) which
is below the inundation line, but our understanding is that proposed homesites are above and
essentially in-line with development proposed for the remaining project site.

DOGAMI’s Tsunami Inundation Map includes inundation scenarios for earthquakes of several different

magnitudes and indicates that a tsunami induced by a Cascadia Subduction Zone earthquake” could
reach an elevation of approximately 80 feet, which would extend above NW Spring Street. However,

the map shows only (4) earthquakes in the last 10,000-years that may have produced tsunamis large
enough to reach the proposed residence locations.

In general, aside from the aftermath of a Cascadia Subduction Zone earthquake, the site meets current
criteria for tsunami.

3.1.8 Expansive Soils

Subsurface soils at this site are not expansive.

3.1.9 Foundation Settlement
Undocumented fills could represent a minor hazard of excessive differential settlement. We found
undocumented sandy fill that has been placed over a relatively large area of the central portion of the
project site. This hazard can easily be mitigated by following our recommendations for Foundations in
this report.

A rupture of the entire length of the fault zone from the southern Oregon to northern Washington costs,
resulting in sub-marine landsliding.
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3.2 SEISMIC DESIGN CRITERIA

For designing lateral bracing systems and other structural elements for earthquake ground motion, we
recommend that design criteria be selected based on a site class “D — Stiff soil profile.”2 The

recommended design spectral response acceleration parameters’3 are shown on Table 2.

Table 1- Recommended Seismic Design Parameters

Design Pa%rnE aIue

SMS (site class “D”) 1.729

SM1 (site class “D”) 1.148

SDS (site class “D”) 1.153

SD1 (site class “D”) 0.765

3.3 FOUNDATIONS

3.3.1 General Foundation Recommendations

We assume that this site will be developed to support one or more conventional single-family

residences.

To mitigate hazards associated with:

• Slope movement,

• Differential settlement from underlying slide debris, loose sands, and undocumented fills, and
• Erosion of loose sands;

We are recommending that all permanent structures be supported on a foundation system consisting of
reinforced concrete grade beams or isolated reinforced concrete pads supported by deep foundation

elements.

Deep foundation elements should find support for all loads within underlying siltstone.

Helical piles or micropiles are the most economical and efficient deep foundation elements for this site.

These systems can easily be installed through the overlying unconsolidated fill and slide debris and

embedded into underlying load-bearing siltstone.

Micropiles have an advantage of very high individual allowable load capacity in compression and tens
tension and can be battered to provide the necessary resistance to lateral loads. Helical piles offer

reasonable individual load capacity but, due to expected limited embedment in siltstone, should not be
relied upon for uplift.

Deep foundation elements shall extend into the underlying native siltstone.

Battered deep foundation elements should be designed to resist lateral earthquake loads and provide
additional security against lateral spreading.

12 Section 1613.3.2 of the 2014 Oregon Structural Specialty Code.
13 http://earthquake.usgs.gov/designmaps/us/application.php?
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3.3.2 Helical Pile Systems
The allowable design load capacity for helical piles shall be limited to 15-kips/square foot of helix
bearing. We recommend use of single-helix helical piles with helix diameters in the range of 8 to 12-
inches. Thus, the total allowable design load capacity will be in the range of 5 to 12-kips per pile.

Helical pile ultimate load capacity shall be evaluated by installation torque in the underlying siltstone
according to the following relationship:

2
U

— eff

Where:

= Ultimate capacity, kips

deff = Pile shaft diameter,ft.

T = Installation torque, k — ft.

Helical piles shall consist of the following elements:

• 2.875-inch O.D. x 0.25-inch wall (mm.) tubular steel shafts with connections designed to prevent
vertical slip during loading using a threaded connection,

• Single-helix plates having a minimum 0.325-inch thickness

• “Pre-construction” brackets designed for embedment in concrete.

Helical pile shafts shall consist of cold-formed welded and seamless carbon steel structural tubing
meeting the requirement of ASTM A500 Grade B with a minimum yield strength of 42-ksi. Pile shafts,
including the lead section with helix plate, shall be either hot-dipped galvanized or otherwise coated for
corrosion resistance.

All helical piles shall be embedded a minimum of 1-foot into underlying native, undisturbed SILTS TONE as
verified by K & A Engineering, Inc. in the field during construction.

The Installer shall provide K & A Engineering, Inc. with:

• A manufacturer’s certification of materials (length, section, steel grade) for pile shafts and lead
section with helix,

• Manufacturer’s certification for shaft treatment for corrosion resistance (galvanization or other
coatings),

• Schedule of shaft connection elements,

• Manufacturer’s certification of materials (dimension and construction) for the pile bracket,
• A description and drawings detailing the connection of the pile bracket to the pile shaft and to

the existing foundation including connector type/size/grade, epoxy adhesives (if used), and
installation methods.

• Certification of drive head pressure meter calibration,

• Drive head manufacturer’s published relationship between drive pressure and torque output for
the drive head used.

12 I P a g e
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Submittals must be made to K & A Engineering, Inc. a minimum of 1-week prior to installation.

K & A Engineering, Inc. shall inspect the installation of helical piles including:

• Observe installation of the helical piles

• Verify minimum depth of installation,

• Record installation pressures,

• Approve of installation based on installation torque and depth, and
• Provide a written installation summary that recommends acceptance by the local building

official.

K & A Engineering, Inc. shall be notified a minimum of 2-weeks in advance of load test installation, load
testing. and production pile installation.

3.3.3 Micropiles
For design purposes, micropiles shall be designed for an allowable design grout-siltstone bond strength

of 1,000-pounds/square foot of bond. Load testing is required to verify actual bond capacity. Based
on our preliminary analysis, micropiles consisting of a 5-inch nominal shaft diameter and using a No 8
solid steel reinforcing element should achieve allowable load capacities in the range of 15 to 20-kips,
depending on the depth of embedment in siltstone.

We recommend an allowable design load capacity of 20-kips maximum, in tension and compression.

To achieve economy and reasonably high individual micropile load capacity, we recommend the

following design criteria:

• Minimum diameter of the grout-siltstone bond zone of 5-inches,

• 4-inch x 0.25 tubular steel casing extending from the ground surface (grade beam or load pad)
to 1-foot below the surface of siltstone, having a minimum yield strength of 36-ksi;

• Micropile reinforcement consisting of one solid No. 8 reinforcing bar, minimum yield strength of
60-ksi;

• Maximum design allowable grout-to-siltstone bond strength of 1.0-ksf.

Prior to installation of production micropiles, a minimum of one test pile should be installed into
Mudstone and load tested to verify actual ultimate and allowable load capacity. The load test shall

include:

• Ultimate load, in tension, to a minimum 200-percent of the maximum specified working load.
The load test shall be made in increments of 10, 25, 50, 100, 150, and 200-percent of maximum

specified working load.

• Creep Testing. A creep test shall be made a 133-percent of the maximum specified working
load. Criteria for successful creep is less than 2-mm of creep over one log-cycle of time.

K & A Engineering, Inc. shall:

• Review and approve materials and construction methods submitted by Contractor prior to
construction,

• Inspect installation of test piles,
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• Inspect load testing and verify ultimate load at failure or that no failure occurred.
• Verify the validity of the preliminary allowable grout bond strength based on load test results,

and make recommendations for embedment lengths of the production piles, accordingly, and

• Inspect and approve micropile construction.

3.4 SITE DEVELOPMENT

3.4.1 General Recommendations

We recommend that site development consist of the minimal amount of earthwork necessary for access
and foundation construction. Site development should be planned and executed to incorporate the
following requirements:

• Fills. No permanent fills other than low fills (less than 4-feet in height shall be created;
• Retaining Walls.

• Fill Retaining Walls: Based on the current Conceptual Site Plan (Appendix A),

permanent fills will be required to support portions of the driveway and parking areas
approaching the building pads. We have provided recommendations for design criteria
for these retaining walls. We believe that the most cost-effective wall systems for

these retaining walls are Mechanically-Stabilized Earth embankments (MSE) —

compacted soil embankments reinforced with horizontal reinforcement elements

(typically geogrids) and a structural wall facing.

• Cut Retaining Walls: The current Conceptual Site Plan (Appendix A) grading requires a
retaining wall to support the cut into the hillside on the east side of the driveway. We

have provided retaining wall design criteria for this wall system in this report.
• Revegetation: Surface erosion shall be minimized by establishment of vegetation in all

disturbed areas with species of grasses, shrubs, and trees that are well adapted to local climate
and soil conditions and that produce vigorous, deep, and dense toot structures. Areas to receive

vegetative treatment include, but are not limited to:

• Road cut and fill embankments

• Disturbed areas around foundations

• Disturbed areas associated with landscaping and retaining walls.

Revegetation shall be installed immediately after completion of grading, foundation pad
construction, and access road construction. Temporary revegetation is requiredfor temporary

cuts, fills, and other disturbed areas during long (2-months or more) periods of inactivity and
between construction phases.

• Stone Armoring. In some areas of ground disturbance, where allowed’4, it may be more
beneficial, economical, or practical to place stone armoring in lieu of vegetation to minimize

surface erosion. Stone armoring shall consist, at a minimum, of 12-inches of 4 to 7-inch crushed
basalt quarry rock, machine placed.

• No-Build Zone. No foundations, earthwork, or vegetative disturbance shall occur in a 20-foot
wide “no-build” zone adjacent to the west edge of the existing NW Spring Street. This zone

14 Our understanding is that stone armoring may not be allowed on the north tax lot (1800) in some areas. In
these areas revegetation should be used for erosion control. Check with local codes.
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extends 20-feet west of the east property boundary. The purpose of this requirement is to
preserve the integrity of the Zone 1 scarp embankment described in this report, and thus
preserve the integrity of the NW Spring Street roadway. The exception to this is minor
necessary disturbance allowing for the construction of a low gravity retaining wall on the east
side of the access driveway to be constructed at or near the west edge of the “no-build” zone.
Drainage. Development shall result in positive sheet-flow drainage flowing west. Concentrated
flows from roof drains shall be distributed to the ground surface as sheet flow using systems
designed by the project civil engineer.

3.4.2 Access Drive Design and Construction

Our understanding is that the driveway accessing home sites will leave NW Spring Street somewhere in
the south half of tax lot 1900 and extend northward on the project site, following the west edge of the
specified “no-build” zone, and terminating at the proposed single-family residence building pad on tax
lot 1800. See the Conceptual Site Plan (Appendix A).

We recommend that the access drive be surfaced with either:

• Crushed aggregate - a minimum of 8-inches of ¾” —0 well-graded crushed aggregate over a slit
hI woven geotextile, or

• Hot Mix Asphalt Concrete pavement — a minimum of 2-inches of dense asphalt concrete
pavement over 8-inches of ¾” —0 well-graded crushed aggregate.

The driveway surface and cut embankment retaining walls shall be drained to in such a manner as to
prevent concentrated flows of storm runoff on native sandy soils.

3.4.3 Foundation Pads

Our understanding is that, at the time of this report, two-story “daylight” designs for single-family
residences are being considered. In this concept, a lower “daylight” level will face the west at a grade
that is lower than the east side of the foundation pad.

Grading in the Conceptual Site Plan (Appendix A) indicates that the lower “daylight” level will be close to
the existing grade at the east edge of the building pad as follows:

• Duplex “A” on Tax Lot 1900:
• Main pad elevation 65-feet,
• Lower floor elevation (approximately) 55-feet
• Existing grade ranges in elevation from (approximately) 52 to 57-feet.

• Duplex “B” on Tax Lot 1903:
• Main pad elevation 51-feet,
• Lower floor elevation (approximately) 41-feet
• Existing grade ranges in elevation from (approximately) 39 to 43-feet.

• Single-family Residence on Tax Lot 1800:
• Main pad elevation 40-feet,
• Lower floor elevation (approximately) 30-feet
• Existing grade ranges in elevation from (approximately) 22 to 24-feet.
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The lower “daylight” levels of the Duplex units “A” and “B” and the Single-family residence will include a
retaining wall on the north, east, and south sides to provide grade separation. We anticipate that deep
foundation elements will support reinforced concrete grade beams that support the lower “daylight”
levels of all three structures.

We recommend that all soils excavated from basement areas and foundation pad should be removed
from the project site and disposed of off-site -or- utilized for MSE fill embankments for the driveway.
The purposes of this requirement include:

Foundation pads should be graded appropriately to provide temporary support for:

• Access for helical pile or micropile installation
• Forming and construction of reinforced concrete grade beams

Note that the undocumented fills found at the site are not suitable for temporary support and should be
completely removed from foundation areas.

3.4.4 Retaining Walls

3.4.4.1 General Requirements
All retaining wall structures shall be evaluated for global stability and shal have a minimum factor of
safety of:

• Static Conditions: FOS 1.5 during static conditions and
• Earthquake Conditions: FOS 1.1 for the design peak ground acceleration (0.32g).

Lateral reinforcements (i.e. tiebacks) may be required to resist transient loads from the design

earthquake for tall cut embankment retaining walls with sloped ground surfaces. K & A Engineering, Inc.
should be consulted with to provide additional design criteria for lateral reinforcement.

We anticipate that some movement will occur behind retained cut slopes for the design earthquake.
Retaining walls supporting cut slopes should extend vertically 1-ft above retained soil grade to limit the
movement of displaced soils from shallow slope movements in terrace sands above cut embankment

retaining walls.

3.4.4.2 Cut Embankments
Stability for cut embankments along the east side of the driveway should be provided a gravity retaining

Gabion baskets shall consist of 9-gage ArtWeld welded wire baskets manufactured by Hilfiker Retaining
Walls15. K & A Engineering, Inc. shall review and approve of wall design and construction details prior to
installation and shall provide quality assurance of wall construction.

According to the Conceptual Site Plan (Appendix A), retaining walls supporting the permanent cut slopes
along the east side of the driveway will support cut embankments up to 10-ft in height.

See htt://wviw .hiIiikerconjawhtm Technical specifications, drawings, and construction details are readily
available from the manufacturer.
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We recommend a wall system consisting of welded-wire gabion baskets filled with 4 to 7-inch open-

graded quarry stone. This wall shall have a BASE: HEIGHT ratio of 0.7 or greater and the toe of the wall

shall be buried a 1-foot below final grade at the toe. Retained soils shall not exceed 2H : lv slope.

Recommended design criteria include:

• Active Lateral Earth Pressure: 58-pci (equivalent fluid pressure),

• Passive Lateral Earth Pressure:

• Terrace Sands: 330-pci,

• Siltstone: 406-pci,
• Coefficient of Sliding: 0.36

• Bearing Capacity: 1.5-ksf

3.4.4.3 DrivewayFillEmbankments

We recommend gravity walls consisting of mechanically-stabilized earth embankments for all fill

retaining walls. These offer use of native sands for backfill and present minimal toe bearing pressure.

The recommended design criteria include:

• Active Lateral Earth Pressure: 33-pcf (equivalent fluid pressure),

• Passive Lateral Earth Pressure:

o Terrace Sands: 330-pci,

o Siltstone: 406-pcf,

• Uniform lateral earth pressure from traffic loading: 60-psi
• Coefficient Against Sliding: 0.36

• Bearing Capacity: 1.5-ksf

4 LIMITATION AND USE OF GEOTECHNICAL RECOMMENDATIONS

This report has been prepared for the exclusive use of Bill Lund for the subject project.

This geotechnical investigation, analysis, and recommendations meet the standards of care of

competent geotechnical engineers providing similar services at the time these services were provided.

We do not warrant or guarantee site surface or subsurface conditions. Exploration test holes indicate

soil conditions only at specific locations (i.e. the test hole locations) to the depths penetrated. They do

not necessarily reflect soil/rock materials or groundwater conditions that exist between or beyond

exploration locations or limits.

The scope of our services does not include construction safety precautions, techniques, sequences, or

procedures, except as specifically recommended in this report. Our services should not be interpreted

as an environmental assessment of site conditions.
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K & A Engineering, Inc.
• 541-684-6966

kaengineers.com

en9lenen’m

HOLE #: FC-3
CREW: K & A Engineenng, Inc.

PROJECT: Proposed Residential Devrlc
ADDRESS: Tax Lots tROD & 1903: lOW
LOCATION: Newoort. OR

DYNAMIC PROBE LOG
EC-3

Note: Dashed lines show tip pressure and N noreea9zed for overburden

[WopJSoil Behaviour Type (SBT) Description
Oersitixe, Ore gnawed

2 Organic soils - clay
3 Clays - nitty-clay to clay

I 4 IOi dlvtureo - dayey-siO to oiEy-clay
Savd Mixtures - sily-swrd to sardy-siR!Oavds - dear sand to silty-sand
Gravely sand to denses and
Very sliO sand to clayey sand

9 Pine graired (weak rock. manned, relic stnucture(

0.1 1 10 100

Normalized Friction Belle, F1

Project: 17056
Client: Bill Lund

K & A Engineering, Inc.
6/1 2/2018

PROJECT NUMBER: 97056
DATESTHOTED: 11-56-2017

DATE COMPLETEO: 11-08-2017
DEPTH COMPLETED (E(: 28.0

SURFACE ELEVATION: 8-A
OTATIC WATER DEPTH ON COMPLETION 101: 20.6

FiRST ENCOUNTERED WATER DEPTH (0): 2S.B
HAMMER WEIGHT: 63.5 kz

CONE AREA: 22.9 sq. cm— rrr rip Freosare qç k9fcmZ (Bow and ... .

DEPTh PER TORQUE al
Friction Ralio, % Equiv. SPT Nw IRaw and Normalized) SDIL BEHAVIOUR
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‘Pit. Robedscn, 2010, Wvaluation of flow lqsefactox and Rquefied strength using Cove Penetration Test.” ASCE Joumal of Seolechnical and Geoenvinonmenld Enginrexing. Vol 036, No.6. and PlO, Robertson, 2050. Woil
classtication usirg the cone penetnalion test.” Canadian Geotochnical Journal, 27)1).

°John H. Ochmedrnann, ‘Statics of gPO”, Journal of the Geotechnical Engineering Division. Hunenican Society of Civil Engineers. May t879.

5P.K. Robertson, KL. Cetal (Robedson), 2015. “Odide to Cone Penetration Testing for Geofechnical Engineering, 6th Edition” Gregg Delling and Testing, Inc.
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DYNAMIC PROBE LOG

FC-4

I Zone Sod Behaviour Type (8811 Description
Sensitive, fine graved

I IroniC soils - clay
3 Clays - silty-clay to clay

I 4 IiR Mixtures - clayey-silt to silty-clay
Sand Mixtures - sAy-sand to sandy-silt

!Sands - clean sand to silty-sand
Oravety sand to dense sand
Very stiff sand to clayry sand
Fine gruined (weak rock, cemented, relic slructuen)

-

PROJECT NUMBER: 17D56
DATE STARTED: 11-D8-2017

DATE COMPLETED: 11-88-2017
DEPTH COMPLETED 181: 19.5

SURFACE ELEVATION. 72D ft
STATIC WATER DEPTH ON COMPLETION (if): None Observed

REST ENCOUNTERED WATER DEPTH 19): None Observed
HAMMER WIOGHT. 62.5 kg

CONFURFU’ 729se em

K & A En9ineering, Inc.

• 541-684-6966
kaengineers.com

Cfl9i OCCCiC 9
HOLEs. FC-4

CREW:i
PROJECT:

___________

ADDRESS: Tan Lots 1900 & 1903: F
LOCATIOFS Newport. OR

ir
lentiot Devr

oeet

—

‘Np Pressure q5 kWcm2 (Raw and ... .

DEPTH PER TDRDUE at’
Frtcltos Butts, lb Eqtsw. BET N (Raw and Nonn4ezed) SOIL BEHARIDUR

IL 6-in. 6.-lbs. TOO 1SDU D% 5% 1D% 15% 20% 1 16 106
TYPE SBT) ZONEe REMARKS
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[•‘
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— .
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rpK Robertson, 2000. Eva(aatioe of Oow kquetactoe and hquetied strength using Cone Penetration TesL AUCE Journal of Geotechnical and Seoenvironrnevtd Engineering, Vol 136, No.0. and P.6. Robertson. 2000. “Sott
classiticafion us’Rro the cone pereyatian tRst, Caeaalan Seotectwdcal Journal, 27)1).
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Appendix C

Slope Stability Analysis
Geotechnical Engineering Report

Proposed Residential Development

Tax Lots 1900 and 1903

Tax Map 11-01-05-BC

NW Spring Street

Newport, Oregon
Project: 17056

June 29, 2018

Prepared for:
Bill Lund

P.O. Box 22

Seal Rock, OR 97376

Prepared by:
Michael Remboldt, P.E., G.E.

K & A Engineering, Inc.

Coburg, Oregon

K & A Engineering, Inc.
5416$49399 Kaengineers.com

Established 199$ engineering
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U,

. Unit Weight Cohesion Phi
Material Name Color

flbs/ft3) fpsf) (deg)

GranularRoadFill 120 0 28

Marine Terrace - 120 200 33

Siltstone - 120 1000 28

Dune/Fill Sands - 115 0 27

Old Landslide Debris

Root zone 115 200 35 I

0.32

350

0

50 100 150 200 250 300

k, Tax Lots 1900, 1903 NW Spring St., Newport, Oregon

•
North Lross Section Subsurrace Soil Prorlie

Draam5y Scale 1:455 Company

Date
11/28/2017, 2:05:02 PM

file Name North Cross Section 11 28 17.slim
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. Unit Weight Cohesion Phi
Material Name Color

(lbs/ft3) (psf) (deg)

Granular Road Fill 120 0 28

Marine Terrace 120 200 33

Siltstone 120 1000 28

Dune/Fill Sands 115 0 27

Root zone 115 200 35

Old Landslide Debris 115 75 26

150 200 250 300

Tax Lots 1900, 1903 NW Spring St., Newport, Oregon

(Ma/ye/s Descnpfron Block Failure on Underlying Siltstone
11h B)’ Scale 1:452 Icompany

11/28/2017, 2:05:02 PM FIeN North Cross Section 11 28 17.slim

Safety Factor
1.000

1. 100

1.200

1.300

1.400

1.500

1.600

1.700

1.800

1. 900

2.000+
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5,

Tax Lots 1900, 1903 NW Spring St., Newport, Oregon

Material Name

Granular Road Fill

Marine Terrace

Siltstone

Dune/Fill Sands

Root zone

Old Landslide Debris

Color

;
Unit Weight

(lbs/ft3)

120

120

120

115

115

115

Cohesion Phi
(psf) (deg)

0 28

200 33

1000 28

0 27

200 35

75 26

Circular Failure in Old Slide Debris - No Earthquake or Traffic Load
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W

Tax Lots 1900, 1903 NW Spring St., Newport, Oregon

Material Name

Granular Road Fill

Unit Weight
(lbs/ft3)

Marine Terrace

Dune/Fill Sands

Block Failure on Underlying Siltstone

31
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Safety Factor
0.500

0.750

1.000

1.250

1.500

1.750

2.000

2.250

2.500
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3.250
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5. 000+

.1o .50 0 350
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0.32

. Unit Weight Cohesion Phi
Material Name Color

(lbs/ft3) (psf) (deg)

Granular Road Fill 120 0 28

Marine Terrace jj 120 200 33

Siltstone 120 1000 28

Dune/Fill Sands 115 0 27

Root zone 115 200 35

Old Landslide Debris 115 75 26

50 100 150 200 250 300
vftt

Tax Lots 1900, 1903 NW Spring St., Newport, Oregon

° Circular Failure in Old Slide Debris - With Earthquake Load 32%g
Drawn By Scale 1:588 Company

Date
UDeNTSRPPST6.039 en gin e e r in g 11/28/2017, 2:05:02 PM North Cross Section 11 28 17.slim
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Appendix D

Geologic Hazard Assessment

Proposed Residential Development

Tax Lots 1900, 1903, and 1800

•i Tax Map 11-01-05-BC

NWSpring Street

Newport, Oregon
Project: 17056

June 29, 2018

Prepared for:
Bill Lund

P.O. Box 22

Seal Rock, OR 97376

Prepared by:
Gary C. Sandstrom, C.E.G., R.P.G.

K & A Engineering, Inc.

5416849399 Kaengineers.com

Established 1998

K & A Engineering, Inc.

Coburg, Oregon

ka
engineering
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Geologic Hazard Assessment Lots 1800, 1900 & 1903, NW Spring Street, Newport, Oregon 97365
Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist LLC June 13, 2018

1.0 Introduction

At the request of Bill Lund, Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist, LLC, working with K&A Engineering Inc.,
of Coburg, Oregon, observed site conditions at Lots 1800, 1900 and 1903 immediately north of 1245
NW Spring St., Newport, Oregon, 97365. The site is situated in a geologic hazard zone defined by the
City of Newport and Lincoln County and this report has been prepared to assess geologic hazard
conditions relevant to the proposed purchase and development of the property.

2.0 Scope of Work

A site visit and geologic reconnaissance of surface features was conducted on October 10, 2017. A
follow-up visit November 7-8, 2017 included geotechnical borings and additional site reconnaissance
plus excavation of 3 hand auger borings and a hand-dug test pit to further characterize the site. In
addition, the following literature and internet sources were reviewed:

• Google Maps, http://maps.google.comlmaps

• Google Earth, earth.google.com

• USGS, http://store.usgs.gov, 1984 and 2014 Newport North Topographic Quadrangle maps
from US Dept. of Interior, Geological Survey

• ORIVIAP GIS, http://www.ormap.org Oregon Map website listing tax lot numbers

• Lincoln County Assessor’s Maps, tax maps and site surveys, www.co.lincoln.or.us

• H.G. Schlicker & Associates, Inc., Geologic Reconnaissance ofLots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, Block 37, NW
Spring St, Newport, Oregon, August, 1991

• Schlicker, H.G., Olcott, G.W., Beaulieu, J.D. and Deacon, R.J., Environmental Geology of
Lincoln County, Oregon, State of Oregon, DOGAMI, Bulletin 81, 1973

• Snavely, P.D., MacLeod, N.S., Wagner, H.C. and Rau, W.W., Geologic Map of the Yaqitina and
Toledo Qttadrangles, Lincoln County, Oregon, US Dept. of the Interior, Geological Survey,
Misc. Investigation 1-8 67, 1976

• Snavely, P.D., MacLeod, N.S. and Wagner, H.C., Freliminaiy Bedrock Geologic Map of the
Yaquina and Toledo Qttadrangles, Lincoln County, Oregon, US Dept. of the Interior, Geological
Survey, Open File Report 72-3 52, 1972

• Priest, G.R. and Allan, J.C., Evaittation of Coastal Erosion Hazard Zones Along Dune and BlufJ
Backed Shorelines in Lincoln County, Oregon: Cascade Head to Seal Rock Technical Report to
Lincoln County; State of Oregon, DOGAMI, Open File Report 0-04-09, 2004

• Tsunami Inundation Mapfor Newport North, Linc-06, State of Oregon, DOGAMI, TIM Linc-06,
2013

Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist, LLC 634 SW 54th St, Corvallis, OR 97333 503-547-3678
Page 1 of 11 garysandstromcomcast.net
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Geologic Hazard Assessment Lots 1800, 1900 & 1903, NW Spring Street, Newport, Oregon 97365
Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist LLC June 13, 2018

• State of Oregon, DOGAMI, (HazVu), http://oregongeology.org/sub/hazvu/index

• State of Oregon, DOGAMI, Statewide Landslide Inventory for Oregon (SLDO),
http://www.oregongeology.org/proj ects/slido/slido-map

• State of Oregon, DOGAMI, (LIDAR), http://oregongeology.org/sub/lidardataviewer/index

• State of Oregon, Cascadia Magazine, Cascadia EQ Time Line, DOGAMI, Winter 2010

This report was written to summarize the investigations. Geotechnical site explorations were conducted
by K&A Engineering Inc.

3.0 Project Location and Description

The vacant subject property is situated on the bluff above the Pacific Ocean on the west side of NW
Spring Street south of NW 14th Avenue in Newport, Oregon approximately ¾ mile north-northwest of
the junction of US Highway 101 and US Highway 20, and a mile and a half north of the US 101
Yaquina River Bridge (see Google Earth Location Map and USGS 1984 and 2014 Newport Topographic
Quadrangle Maps). The property (see the ORMAP and Lincoln County Photo tax maps and plat tax
map) is listed as tax lots 1800 (104), 1903 (Parcels 4 and 5 of Ocean View Block 37) and 1900 (Parcels
2 & 3 and the northern half of Parcel 1, Block 37) in Ti is, Ri iW, Section 5 SW ¼ of NW ¼.
Combined Lots 1900 and 1903 are rectangular lots bounded on the east by NW Spring Street and
measure approximately 303 feet north-south and 125 feet east-west. Lot 1800 is situated immediately
north of Lot 1903 and measures 60 feet north-south and extends approximately 2 15-245 feet west from
NW Spring Street to the vegetation line, and appears to be the abandoned right-of-way for NW 14th

Avenue. The north-neighboring lot 1802 at 1409 NW Spring Street is occupied by a single-family
residence, as are the lots on the east side of NW Spring Street opposite Lots 1900 and 1903. South-
neighboring Lot 4400 is owned by the City of Newport, as is the NW 13th Avenue right-of-way south of
Lot 4400 which extends to the vegetation line approximately 350 feet west of NW Spring Street. The
City of Newport also owns parcel 1902 west of Lots 1900 and 1903, and all the adjoining City of
Newport parcels are vacant. Single family residences (including the southern neighbor at 1245 NW
Spring Avenue) are situated on the parcels west of NW Spring Street and south of the 13th Avenue right-
of-way.
The eastern boundary of the heavily-vegetated subject parcel generally coincides with a landslide scarp
ranging up to 10 to 15 feet high along the west margin of the NW Spring Street right-of-way. The
slopes at the base of the scarp appear to have been cut and benched during construction of an access
road at some point during site development, and the base of the scarp/cut-bank has been buttressed with
basalt cobble fill in places. Moderate, generally hummocky, irregular slopes lead down to the beach.
The vegetation line is approximately 250 west of NW Spring Street at the north end of the subject site
and approximately 300 feet west at the south end. A generally SE-NW trending drainage channel
traverses the site from the approximate midpoint of the southern boundary to the beach sand/vegetation
line near the northwest corner. Site elevation ranges from approximately 93 feet at the southeast corner
to 20 feet at the sand line near the northwest corner. The northeast site corner is approximately 85 feet
and the southwest corner is approximately 65 feet. Several footpaths traverse the site and several
primitive campsites were observed in the vicinity.
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4.0 Geologic Setting

The slopes underlying the project site are classified in the geologic literature as Quaternary (less than 2.8
million years before present) Marine Terrace deposits overlying early Miocene (16.5-23.0 million years
before present) Nye Mudstone (see DOGAMI Bulletin 81-3, OfR-0-04-09, USGS-OF-72-352-1 and
USGS 1-8 67 geologic maps). The Marine Terrace deposits are described in B-8 1 as up to 75 feet (in
Lincoln County) of semi-consolidated uplifted beach sand overlain locally by fine-grained dune
deposits, with occasional localized gravel lenses. Terrace deposits are described in 0-04-09 as
unconsolidated to moderately consolidated gravel, beach and dune sand; locally containing minor
consolidated clay-rich paleosols, colluvium, debris flows, and alluvial interbeds; to thin-bedded
sandstone, conglomerate, and tuffaceous siltstone with thick glauconitic sandstone beds; sandstone is
fine- to coarse-grained and shows crossbedding, fore-set bedding, and scour and fill structures.
DOGAMI B-81 maps early Miocene (approximately 16.5-23 million years old) Nye Mudstone deposits
at the base of the bluffs at the head of the beach west of the subject site and USGS OF-72-352-l maps
Nye Mudstone underlying the Marine Terrace deposits in much of the site vicinity. Nye Mudstone
deposits are described as massive to thick-bedded, gray, claycy marine siltstone and very fine-grained
sandstone containing sandstone interbeds near the base and calcareous concretions in places. Middle
Miocene (10.4-16.5 million years old) Astoria formation deposits are mapped overlying the Nye
Mudstone a short distance to the south and in the wave zone west of the site. Nye Mudstone dips in the
site vicinity are mapped at generally 11 to 15 degrees to the west to southwest and Astoria Formation
deposits are mapped at 23 degrees to the west a few hundred feet to the south at Jumpoff Joe.
The USDA National Resource Conservation Service Pacific Northwest Soils website classifies the soils
underlying the site as Urban land-Bandon complex on 12 to 50% slopes to the west, described as
colluvium derived from sedimentary rock. No further information is provided on the NRCS website.

5.0 Geologic Hazard Mapping

DOGAMI 0-04-09 and the HazVu website map active landslides underlying the subject site. The
DOGAMI HazVu website maps two landslides underlying the site, the first is a Quaternary (sometime in
the last 2.8 million years) landslide extending from about NW 12th Street on the south northward past
NW 22d Street and eastward to the intersection of NW 1 5th Street and NW Thompson Street. An active
slide is mapped extending generally along the west side of NW Spring Street between NW 14th Street
and NW 1 1th Street and corresponds to the scarp observed on the eastern margin of the subject site. The
landslide hazard rating of the subject site is very high due to underlying landslides.
The DOGAMI HazVu website maps an ENE-WSW trending active fault approximately 1.5 miles
southeast of the subject site and rates the site vicinity susceptible to severe shaking in the event of both
Cascadia subduction zone earthquakes and lesser earthquakes. The majority of the site is situated above
the statutory tsunami inundation line (at 30 feet elevation). The western margin of lot 1800 near the
vegetation line is below the inundation line, but the homesites proposed for that lot are above the line.
DOGAMI’s Tsunami Inundation Map Linc-06 shows inundation scenarios for earthquakes of several
different magnitudes, including a Cascadia Subduction Zone earthquake which could reach an elevation
of approximately 80 feet, past the eastern property line. The site vicinity is classified by HazVu as at
low risk of liquefaction in the event of earthquakes and the Flood Hazard zone for ocean flooding
extends into the western margin of Lot 1800, but not the proposed homesite vicinity. The revised Site
Plan dated 5/31/18 shows the FEMA “FIRM” boundary in relation to the proposed residence footprints
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— please note the proposed residence footprints are above the FEMA “FIRM” hazard. The HazVu
Coastal Erosion Hazard map, based on 0-04-09 and not intended to be site-specific, maps almost the
entire subject site as an active erosion zone; the southern end of the eastern margin adjacent to NW
Spring Street is classified at high hazard (high probability being affected by active erosion in the next
60-100 years). The attached OFR-04-09 Dune and Bluff Erosion Hazard diagrams are a pictorial
explanation of the erosional hazard zones. The site vicinity is estimated (0-04-09) to be subsiding
relative to sea level at a rate of approximately one and a half millimeters a year.

6.0 Previous Site Study

A geologic site reconnaissance was performed by H.G. Schlicker & Associates in 1991 to evaluate site
geology. The report has these observations: “A prominent head scarp is present adjacent to Spring
Street between 13th Street and 14th Street encompassing the eastern parts of lot 1 through 5, Block 37
(Lots 1900 and 1903). The slide debris appears to have moved towards the ocean as a unit and a major
slide mass lies between the subject property and the beach. It is highly broken and distorted from
sliding and is being eroded by the ocean waves and driving rains. The landslide, as it now exists, rests
on a nearly level surface and is not capable of further sliding. Rather it acts as a buttress to the toe of the
subject property. Small local slumps can occur along the face of the bluff. The east part of lots 3, 4 and
5, Block 37 slope moderately steeply. The slope is probably overlain by a thin (layer of) slide debris or
other material which may be capable of slope movement unless toe support is provided.” Schhcker’s
summary and conclusions: “The site is underlain by Coastal Terrace deposits, Nye Mudstone and
possibly some Astoria rocks. The thickness of the overlying material is unknown but is believed to be a
relatively thin deposit of landslide debris. Thick landslide debris, distorted Coastal Terrace and Nyc
form lie between the site and the beach. The bowl-shaped area present just east of Spring Street is an
older landslide that has apparently been stable for many years. The area west of Spring Street probably
moved initially prior to the Jump Off Joe landslide that began about 1942 and continued until recently.
Movement in the vicinity of the site is limited to small local slumps since the driving force is no longer
present to activate a large slide. Foundation conditions at the site depend upon the thickness of the
debris and the character of the sediments to depths which might effect settlement or cause slope
instability.” A geotechnical site study was recommended.

7.0 Soils Observed

Soils observed on the site surface consisted generally of sandy silt topsoil with organics ranging to fine
grained sand consistent with classification as Marine Terrace Deposits. Exposures of Nye Mudstone
were observed west of the subject site near the vegetation line and also in shallow explorations along the
access road at the base of the scarp along the eastern site margin. Geotechnical borings on the subject
site by K&A Engineering also encountered interpreted Marine Terrace deposits overlying Nye
Mudstone. Angular basalt cobbles (two feet deep in the first hand-auger boring) were observed in
places along the upper edge of the access road at the base of the scarp and are interpreted as fill placed
to buttress the base of the scarp prior to current site explorations. Soils observed west of the subject site
consisted generally of relatively loose fine-grained sand interpreted as disturbed Marine Terrace deposits
weathered to or covered by dune sand. Nye Mudstone was observed near the vegetation line as
mentioned above, and rock exposures were sighted in the surf zone corresponding to exposures of
Astoria Formation materials mapped in the literature.
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Three hand-auger borings were excavated on November 7, 2017 (see Boring Logs and Site Plan) on the
upper shoulder of the access road near the base of the scarp along the eastern site margin to characterize
soils in the vicinity, encountering residual siltstone at one location. A test pit was excavated with a
mattock in the access road near observed siltstone fragments and a seep, and encountered wet, light
gray, gravelly sand overlying weathered siltstone. Mr. Lund reported siltstone was encountered in
places during clearing of the access road at the base of the scarp.
Materials observed are consistent with descriptions in the geologic literature.

8.0 Drainage and Groundwater

A spring is mapped (USGS 2014 Newport North Topographic Quadrangle Map) in Lot 1903 and was
observed on the access road during the reconnaissance. A hand-dug test at the location uncovered the
contact between the Marine Terrace deposits and underlying Nye Mudstone at a depth of approximately
a foot and a half below the surface. The resulting creek flows generally northwestward and onto the
beach west of the NW 14th Street right-of-way.
A footpath leads from the City of Newport right-of-way south of the subject parcel along a generally
north-northwest trending swale that traverses the vicinity west of the subject parcel, but no flowing
water was observed and none is mapped, so the feature may be more a relict of landsliding than a
watercourse.
A drain line from the southern neighboring residence leads down to the beach and has been disconnected
and utilized as a water source by people camping in the vicinity. The channel below the disconnected
line shows evidence of relatively rapid erosion.
A surface run-off collector grate was observed on the west shoulder of NW Spring Street south of the
subject parcel and a one-foot diameter corrugated metal pipe discharges onto the steeper slopes below
the scarp west of the grate. Other collection grates were observed near the intersection of NW Spring
Street and NW 14th Street, but the discharge locations were not found. A section of loose concrete pipe
about 2-3 feet long was observed sitting on the ground surface on the trail at the base of the scarp below
the northern drains. Flow from the drains likely combines with flow from the spring in the drainage
mapped by USGS.

9.0 Geoliazard Inspection

Geohazard site inspections were performed on October 10, 2017 and November 7, 2017 (see Recon
Photos, Site Plan and Cross Section). These included traversing the subject site and site vicinity where
accessible observing conditions for evidence of instability. The eastern margin of the subject site
generally coincides with a heavily-vegetated, 10-15 feet high landslide head-scarp situated a few feet
west of the NW Spring Street right-of-way that is also obscured by piles of brushy landscaping debris
likely from neighboring sites. Slopes to the east of the subject parcel are relatively gentle and underlain
by Marine Terrace sand deposits. No curbs are present in the site vicinity and pavement runoff
generally infiltrates into the sandy soil on the road shoulders. Several utility boxes/vaults on the east
side of Spring Street appear to have settled, and a mailbox on the west side appears to be leaning as a
result of soil creep. As mentioned above, stormwater collection inlet grates were observed in the
pavement near the north and south ends of the subject site and the outfall of the southern drain was
observed discharging onto the moderately-steep site slopes in the City of Newport right-of-way west of
the scarp. The northern drain outfalls were not observed due to heavy vegetation, but the drains are
likely discharged in a similar manner onto the slopes to the west. A path down to the beach near the
northern drain location goes over a disconnected segment of concrete drain pipe.
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An access road was apparently excavated below the scarp at some point during prior site development
and was again cleared of vegetation for the present geotechnical investigation. The recent grading
activities exposed organics and dark brown sandy silt topsoil grading to tan Marine Terrace sand
deposits at the level of the scarp near the southeast corner access point and residual siltstone soils and
weathered siltstone further to the north below the scarp. Siltstone excavation spoils were observed on
the roadbed at the same general location as the spring mapped by USGS and observed during the recon,
and an exploratory test-pit dug at the spring location with a mattock encountered saturated Marine
Terrace deposits overlying relatively-impermeable weathered siltstone. Residual/weathered siltstone
was also encountered at the same elevation a couple dozen feet to the north near the base of the cut-bank
and above the roadbed. Undisturbed angular basalt cobbles were observed in several locations on the
upper margin of the access road and were likely placed to buttress the scarp, talus and cut-bank from
previous site development. Two feet of cobbles with fragments of broken glass were encountered near
the base of the scarp and above the primitive road directly upsiope and east of the first tracked drill
boring.
Site topography west of the scarp descending to the beach consists of generally moderate to gentle, very
hummocky slopes underlain by sand and heavily vegetated with lodgepole pines, salal, ferns,
blackberries and other brush, with several observed primitive campsites. Erosional scarps, pines with
curved trunks and exposed roots are common. Materials interpreted as excavation spoils mixed with
organic debris from previous development appear to have been pushed westward onto the slopes near
the first track rig borehole in Lot 1903.
Exposures of Nye Mudstone up to a dozen feet or more were observed above the head of the beach
sands west of Lots 1900 and 1903 and some grass-covered dunes have formed below the siltstone
exposures and to the north.

10.0 Conclusions

The subject property is situated at the seaward edge of Quaternary (less than 2.8 million years old)
Marine Terrace deposits, essentially beach sand compacted by wave action that has been uplifted due to
regional tectonic movement from subduction of the Pacific Plate under the North American Plate. The
terrace sands overlie early-Miocene age (approximately 16.5-2 3 million years old) Nye Mudstone
deposits that were observed at the base of the bluffs at the head of the beach, in access road excavation
and in explorational borings. The Nye Mudstone dips generally 10-15° westward to southwestward in
the site vicinity and cross-sections drafted for the geotechnical report suggests a generally-similar
contact orientation with the overlying Marine Terrace deposits. Geologic literature and the State of
Oregon Geologic Hazards website suggest two stages of landsliding have occurred at the site. A
relatively large landslide occurred at some point within the last 2.8 million years but is considered
relatively stable (H.G. Schlicker 1991 site reconnaissance). A more recent landslide, classified as
active, has apparently translated a block of Marine Terrace deposits westward and forming the scarp
noted along the east margin of the site. The translated Marine Terrace sand deposits are significantly
disturbed by the slide and have been eroded by subsequent rainfall producing an irregular hummocky
topography. Scfflicker’s report concluded the slide mass is currently resting on a fairly level base and is
unlikely to move, and provides a buttress to protect slopes along the eastern margin of the site.
Geotechnical explorations encountered relatively hard siltstone at shallow to moderate depths in the
proposed homesite vicinities in the eastern margin of the site.
The site is situated within the Coastal Erosion Hazard Zone defined by the State of Oregon (DOGAMI —

OFR 0-04-09 and HazVu website) see attached Bluff Recession Diagram: the majority of the site is in
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the very high hazard — active erosion zone. The mean erosion rate of the Nye Mudstone at the base of
the bluff is estimated at 0.30 foot per year, or about 6 feet every 20 years. Astoria Formation deposits
are also mapped in the surf zone, and sand dunes arc forming in places west of the siltstone exposures at
the base of the bluff. Rising sea levels from global warming combined with coastal subsidence in the
Newport vicinity suggests that erosion will eventually undercut the cliffThluff in the site vicinity, but in
our opinion at a rate not likely to significantly effect the homesite vicinity within the design life of the
structure if the recommended mitigations are followed. Erosion of the hummocky landslide debris will
likely continue at a relatively high rate and any proposed structures will need to protect against such
erosion. The underlying sand slopes are also rated at low soil liquefaction hazard in the event of an
earthquake.
The homesite locations are not considered at risk from ocean flooding or most tsunamis, but a rupture of
the Cascadia $ubduction Zone, an event with a probability of 1 in 3 or 4 in the next 50 years estimated
by OSU researcher Chris Goldfmger, could generate a surge of up to 80 feet high which could cover
most if not all the subject site. The last subduction zone earthquake in the Pacific northwest with major
tsunami and subsidence occurred January 26, 1700, and 19 such earthquakes are thought to have
occurred over the last 10,000 years, leading to an estimated repeat interval of 530 years or so (DOGAMI
IMS 28). Other research estimates an average interval of 240 years. A large subduction zone
earthquake and resulting tsunami would cause widespread damage on the coast, especially if paired with
high tides, major storms and saturated soils. Geologists believe such an event would remobilize old
landslides and generate new slides in areas prone to sliding. Near-instantaneous subsidence of the coast
of 3 to 5 feet is a possibility discussed in Open file Report 0-04-09 and in more recent research. Any
resident of the Oregon coast must acknowledge the possibility and probability of earthquakes and
tsunamis and the substantial damage they would cause and weigh that against their enjoyment of the
coast environment.

11.0 Recommendations

Relatively hard siltstone bedrock was encountered at shallow to moderate depths at the proposed
homesite locations but is overlain by relatively weak sand that is very prone to wind and rain erosion.
Deep foundations such as drilled piles set several feet into competent siltstone bedrock would likely
provide vertical support for a single-family residence. The siltstone exposed at the head of the beach is
expected to erode at approximately 0.3 feet per year but continued translational movement is relatively
unlikely.
Residences should be constructed with well-drained upslope retaining walls to resist lateral pressure
from the eroding Marine Terrace materials on the surface and east of the subject site. In our opinion,
horizontal anchors tied into the foundations and set into competent siltstone would help mitigate lateral
movement induced by percolation and migration of groundwater through the terrace sands and down the
inclined contact between the permeable sand and impermeable siltstone towards the beach. The sands
adjacent to the residences should be buttressed with rockeries, cribbing or retaining walls to counter
lateral pressures and reduce erosion.
The seep observed near the middle of the subject site in the access road that feeds the creek flowing
northwestward down to the beach should be diverted to a drain or tigffline leading downslope as far as
possible to reduce erosion. Gutter and foundation drains for new residences should also be tightlined as
far downslope as possible to a level spreader system or erosion-resistant basin.
Maintaining deep-rooted, densely foliated vegetation on site slopes will help reduce the severity of wind
and rain erosion. Bark mulch or other organic material held in place by jute netting can help protect
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bare soils until vegetation is established. Surface gravel can also reduce erosion in places where
vegetation is not maintained. Impermeable soil should be placed against the footing walls, sloping
outward, to reduce infiltration to the footing subgrade.

12.0 Report Limitations

This report presents site observations, site research, site explorations, and recommendations for the
proposed site development by Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist LLC. The conclusions in this report are
based on the conditions described in this report and are intended for the exclusive use of the client(s) and
their representatives for use in their evaluation of the site. The analysis and general recommendations
provided herein may not be suitable for structures or purposes other than those described herein.
Services performed by the geologist for this project have been conducted with the level of care and skill
exercised by other current geotechnical professionals in this area under similar budget and time
constraints. No warranty or guarantee is herein expressed or implied. The conclusions in this report are
based on the site conditions as they currently exist and it is assumed that the limited site locations that
were physically investigated generally represent the subsurface conditions at the site. Should site
development or site conditions change, or if a substantial amount of time goes by between my site
investigation and site development, I reserve the right to review this report for its applicability. If you
have any questions regarding the contents of this report, or if I can be of further assistance, please
contact me.

Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist, LLC 634 SW 54th St, Corvallis, OR 97333
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Addendum June 4, 2018

This addendum to the Geologic Hazard Report dated November 30, 2017 is intended to address Erosion
Control Measures, Newport Municipal Code 14.2 1.090. An email dated May 17, 2018 from Derrick
Tokos, Community Development Director, City of Newport suggested an item by item response to the
regulations.

14.2 1.090 A. Stripping of vegetation, grading, or other soil disturbance shall be done in a manner
which will minimize soil erosion, stabilize the soil as quickly as practicable, and expose the
smallest practical area at any one time during construction;

Response: It is recommended the contractor minimize erosion by employing a phased approach:
limiting construction activities to the smallest practical areas at any particular time, such as constructing
buildings one unit at a time and completing remediation work before moving on to the next unit; road
construction as a separate phase; working on retaining wall separate from building construction if
possible, and so forth. Exposed soils should be protected with tarps, mulch, temporary shoring or
temporary backfills until temporary vegetative or permanent remediation can be performed.
Permanent measures should include planting of deep-rooted vegetation as much as possible — lodgepole
pines are common in the site vicinity and are a major factor in keeping the loose sands west of Spring
Street as stable as they presently are. Dense foliage would also minimize the force of rain and wind
impact on bare soils. Other native vegetation such as salal and grasses used for dune stabilization should
also be employed in appropriate settings. In my opinion grass lawns offer poor protection from erosion
and non-native vegetation requiring irrigation systems should be avoided.
Temporary vegetative stabilization might be accomplished by planting grass using straw or jute netting
to hold soils in place.
Other forms of minimizing surface erosion by wind and rain could include cobble or rock armor and/or
gravel, flagstone pavements or geomat grids. Retaining walls or cobble armoring could be constructed
to help stabilize steeper slopes where vegetation might be less effective. Any retaining walls
constructed should have adequate drains to reduce lateral pressures, with drain discharge directed to
sumps and then pumped to city storm sewers (storm drain grates were observed on Spring Street
opposite both the north and south ends of the property). Discharge could also be directed to the beach if
allowed, or into level spreader systems or bioswales to reduce surface flows and facilitate infiltration if
such systems are deemed adequate by the geotechnical engineer.
Flow may also be discharged into any natural watercourses found on the property if this can be
accomplished without increasing erosion and sedimentation (this may require placement into the
watercourse of gravel or cobbles, retaining basins and/or temporary placement of bark-filled net bags).
feasibility of the various options depends on finalized locations of various buildings and retaining walls,
fmal grades, and what the City of Newport will allow.

14.21.090 B. Development plans shall minimize cut or fill operations so as to prevent off-site
impacts:

Response: Cuts and fills will likely be necessary for driveway access to the dwellings and should be
protected with retaining walls, graded slopes or terraces and other forms of protection as mentioned
above in the response to Section A. Buildings should be founded on piles set into mudstone with grade
beams or other lattice/mat foundations where necessary to avoid excessive excavation of subgrade
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materials. Spread footings would require excessive excavation and would almost certainly not support
the proposed construction on the loose native sand subgrade. The northern residence planned at lower
elevations should be constructed on “stilts” rather than elevated fills which would be subject to possible
flooding erosion.

14.2 1.090 C. Temporary vegetation and/or mulching shall be used to protect exposed critical
areas during development;

Response: As mentioned above in the response to Section A, grass combined with mulching and/or
jute netting or other appropriate means for holding soil in place and reducing erosion should be used to
protect exposed soils. Permanent remedial vegetation could also be planted in critical areas to forestall
erosion in areas not directly effected/disturbed by construction.

14.21.090 D. Permanent plantings and any required structural erosion control and drainage
measures shall be installed as soon as practical;

As mentioned above in the response to Section A, modular/phased construction would allow permanent
remedial measures to be installed as quickly as possible.

14.21.090 E. Provisions shall be made to effectively accommodate increased runoff caused by
altered soil and surface conditions during and after development. The rate of surface water
runoff shall be structurally retarded where necessary.

Response: Any temporary or permanent excavations should have a sump installed to collect
increased runoff with discharge directed into city storm sewers or to the beach as mentioned above in
the response to Section A. Permanent drainage systems should be installed as soon as practicable to deal
with temporarily-increased runoff generated in later stages of construction. Vegetated bioswales should
be utilized if and where slope and soil conditions are adequate to retard infiltration. Level spreader
systems may also be effective if slope and soil conditions allow. Natural watercourses could be lined
with gravel or provided with water-bars or basins to reduce erosion, with bark-filled net bags placed
temporarily to slow water velocities and trap sediments, and/or vegetation planted to further reduce
erosional effects.

14.2 1.090 F. Provisions shall be made to prevent surface water from damaging the cut face of
excavations or the sloping surface of fills by installation of temporary or permanent drainage
across or above such areas, or by other suitable stabilization measures such as mulching, seeding,
planting, or armoring with rolled erosion control products, stone or other similar methods;

Response: See responses to Section A and E.

14.2 1.090 G. All drainage provisions shall be designed to adequately carry existing and potential
surface runoff from the twenty-year frequency storm to suitable drainageways such as storm
drains, natural watercourses, or drainage swales. In no case shall runoff be directed in such a way
that it significantly decreases the stability of known landslides or areas identified as unstable
slopes prone to earth movement, either by erosion or increase of groundwater pressure.
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Response: As mentioned in the responses to Section A and E, it is recommended that discharge be
directed to city storm sewers or to the beach, or into drainage swales or level spreader systems. If
surface runoff and drain discharge is allowed to be directed into the city storm sewers or the beach as
proposed, stability of the landslide should be increased rather than decreased.

14.21.090 H. Where drainage swales are used to divert surface waters, they shall be vegetated or
protected as necessary to prevent offsite erosion and sediment transport;

Response: See response to Section E.

14.21.090 I. Erosion and sediment control devices shall be required where necessary to prevent
polluting discharges from occurring. Control devices and measures which may be required
include, but are not limited to:
1. Energy absorbing devices to reduce runoff water velocity;
2. Sedimentation controls such as sediment or debris basins. Any trapped material shall be

removed to an approved disposal site on an approved schedule;
3. Dispersal of water runoff from developed areas over large undisturbed areas;

Response: See responses to Sections A and E.

14.2 1.090 J. Disposed spoil material or stockpiled topsoil shall be prevented from eroding into
streams or drainageways by applying mulch or other protective covering; or by location at
sufficient distance from streams or drainageways; or by other sediment reduction measures; and

Response: Spoils material or topsoil should be removed from the site as soon as possible or placed
on impermeable fabrics in impounded basins and/or covered with mulch if necessary to prevent
transport of sediments to watercourses.

14.21.090 K. Such non-erosion pollution associated with construction such as pesticides,
fertilizers, petrochemicals, solid waste, construction chemicals, or wastewaters shall be prevented
from leaving the construction site through proper handlings, disposal, site monitoring and clean
up activities.

Response: Construction-related materials should be handled in a responsible manner and disposed of
properly, with minimal use of toxic materials,. Any spillage should be immediately contained and
cleaned up.
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U.S. Geological Survey - Earthquake Hazards Program

Unified Hazard Tool

Ptease do not use this toot to obtain ground motion parameter vatues for the design code
reference documents covered by the U.S. Seismic Desigj.Mps web toots (e.g., the

International BuiLding Code and the ASCE 7 or 41 Standard). The vatues returned by the two
applications are not identicaL.

-\ Input

Edition

Dynamic: Conterminous U.S. 2014 (v4.1.

Latitude
Decimal degrees

44.643

Longitude
Decimal degrees, negative values for western longitudes

Spectrat Period

Peak ground acceleration

Time Horizon
Return period in years

475

-124.061

Site C Lass

259 m/s (Site class D)
32
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-% Hazard Curve

View Raw Data

Hazard Curves

ic-i

ie-2

ie-3

ie-4

Uniform Hazard Response Spectrum

ie-5

le-6

00

0

0

— Time Hmizon 4i5ycam

—•-- PekgcundeIerticn

—— 0.2 ec pecteI accelmation

—— 1.0 secspectral oclenation
2.Osecspectnolocceleeation

4.0

35.

3.0

2.5

2.0

1.5•

1.0

0.5

0.0ie-7

ie-2 ic-i lecO

Ground Motion (g)

Component Curves for Peak ground acceleration

Spectral Period (s): PGA
Ground Motion tg): 0.4270

We

0 022 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2 124 1.6 1.8 2.0

Spectral Period (s)

0

0

ic-i

ie-2

le-3

le-4

ic-S

le-6

ie-7

le-8

le-9

Zo5am

Ground Motion (g)
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“ Deaggregation

Component

Total

S E=[-2.5.-2)

5E[-2.-1.5)

DE=[-O.5..O)

5[1,.1.5)

S a{1.5..2)

• E=[2..25)

• E{2.5..+c0)
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.4 +
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.4 .4
.4
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Summary statistics for, Deaggregation: Total

Deaggregation targets Recovered targets

Return period: 475 yrs Return period: 476.54342 yrs
Exceedance rate: 0.0021052632 yr1 Exceedance rate: 0.0020984447 yr1
PGA ground motion: 0.42700495 g

Totals Mean (for all sources)

Binned: 100 % r: 27.07 km

Residuat: 0% m: 8.11

Trace: 0.68 % o: -0.24 a

Mode (largest r-m bin) Mode (largest Eo bin)

r: 28.87 km r: 28.81 km

m: 9.08 m: 8.83

£0: -0.59 a o: -0.25 a

Contribution: 15.66 % Contribution: 8.73 %

Discretization Epsilon keys

r: mm = 0.0, max = 1000.0, t2 = 20.0 km £0: [-°° .. -2.5)

m: mm = 4.4, max = 9.4, = 0.2 El: [-2.5 .. -2.0)

E: mm = -3.0, max = 3.0, t = 0.5 a £2: [-2.0 .. -1.5)

£3: [-1.5 .. -1.0)

£4: [-1.0 .. -0.5)

£5: [-0.5 .. 0.0)

£62 [0.0 .. 0.5)

£7: [0.5.. 1.0)

$: [1.0.. 1.5)

£9: [1.5 .. 2.0)

£10: [2.0 .. 2.5)

Eli: [2.5
..
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Deaggregation Contributors

Source Set L Source Type r m o ton Lat az %

subo_ch_mid.in Interface 26.92
Cascadia Megath rust - whote CSZ Characteristic 31.26 8.88 -0.44 124.356°W 44.742N 295.43 26.92

Geologic Model Small Mag Fault 18.80
Yaquina 2.04 6.10 -0.33 124.033W 44.632N 119.19 18.17

subo..ch...bot.in Interface 17.85
Cascadia Megathrust- whole CSZ Characteristic 25.25 9.07 -0.68 123.734W 44.757N 63.80 17.85

sub0...ch...top.in Interface 8.59
Cascadia Megathrust-whote CSZ Characteristic 43.58 8.79 -0.05 124.567W 44.738N 284.99 8.59

sub2_ch_mid.in Interface 3.03
Cascadia Megath rust - Goldfinger Case C

31.04 8.45 -0.25 124.3S6W 44.742N 295.43 3.03Characteristic

coastalOR_deep.in Slab 2.19

sub2..ch..bot.in Interface 2.10
Cascadia Megathrust - Go[dfinger Case C

25.15 8.71 -0.54 123.734W 44.757N 63.80 2.10Characteristic

subl_GRbO_mid.in Interface 1.97
Cascadia floater over southern zone - Goldfinger

34.60 8.43 -0.15 124.356W 44.742N 295.43 1.97Case B

subl_GRb1_mid.in Interface 1.66
Cascadia floater over southern zone - Goldfinger

35.30 8.30 -0.09 124.356W 44.742N 295.43 1.66Case B

sublchmid.in Interface 1.39
Cascadia Megathrust - Goldfinger Case B

31.05 8.59 -0.31 124.356W 44.742N 295.43 1.39Characteristic

subl..GRbO_bot.in Interface 1.31
Cascadia floater over southern zone - Gotdfinger

28.99 8.42 -0.34 123.734W 44.757N 63.80 1.31Case B

subl_GRb_bot.in Interface 1.12
Cascadia floater over southern zone - Gotdfinger

29.69 8.30 -0.28 123.734W 44.757N 63.80 1.12Case B
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IJSGS Design Maps Summary Report
User—Spec9ed Input

Report Title Lund Project - NW Spring St., Newport, Oregon
Wed November 29, 2017 01:07:38 UTC

ASCE 7-10 Standard
(which utilizes USGS hazard data available in 200$)

Site Coordinates 44.64312°N, 124.06075°W

Site Soil Classification Site Class D — “Stiff Soil”

Risk Category 1/11/Ill

1.729 g

= 0.765 g M1 = 1.148 g

SDS = 1.153 g

SD1 = 0.765 g

For information on how the 55 and Si values above have been calculated from probabilistic (risk-targeted) and
deterministic ground motions in the direction of maximum horizontal response, please return to the application and
select the “2009 NEHRP” building code reference document.

, 0:40

F’enod. t

Building Code Reference Document

USGS—Provided Output

L ji

5MS = 1.729 g

ttic S Jt1

0 •]

a

MCE ‘tic 5ctiri

I I

For PGAM, TL, CRS, and CR; values, please view the detailed rer:iort.

cr

0

00)
ci:a aa oi 0 0] ii

I (see)

Although this information is a product of the U.S. Geological Survey, we provide no warranty, expressed or implied, as to the
accuracy of the data contained therein. This tool is not a substitute for technical subject-matter knowledge.
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H.G. Schlicker & Associates,
235 N.E. 1 22nd Avenue, Suite 300 Portland, Oregon 97230

(503) 257-9666

To: Mr. Hal Smith
P.O. Box 753

Subject: Geologic Reconnaissance
Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5. Block 37
N.W. Spring Street
Newport, Oregon

Dear Mr. Smith:

INTRODUCTION

This report presents the results of our preliminaryinvestigation of the above referenced property. We understand thatyou plan to construct three or four single family homes adjacentto Spring Street, or possibly a cluster near the west side of theproperty.

The purpose for this report is to provide informationconcerning slope stability, foundation characteristics, andbuildability of the site. A geoteclinical report will be necessaryproviding the geologic conditions are reasonably favorable andmitigation costs will not exceed the final land value.

SCOPE

No drilling or excavation was lie done for this preliminarystudy. Work included a site visit, review of published and
unpublished

geology and available reports o the area.

GEOLOGY

Regional Geology

The exposure along the sea cliffs at Jump Off Joe include theNye Mudstone overlain by the Astoria Formation and unconfortnablyoverlain by the Coastal Terrace deposits. The Nye Mudstone andremnants of the Coastal Terrace deposits are present in thevicinity of the site.

Project #91—781

Newport, OR 97365

I
I

I

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

August 29, 1991

GEOLOGISTS e ENGINEERS • ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENTISTS
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Project #91-781 Page 2

Geolocic Units

M Nveiudstone. The Nye is early Miocene in age. It is composed
of siltstone, fine silty sand beds and occasionally with layers of
volcanic sand and ash. It was deposited in marine environment and
has been broadly folded with dips in the vicinity of 20 degrees or
more except where distorted or modified by landaliding. Along the
beach the Nye has been deeply weathered and fractured.

Astoria Formation. The Astoria, of middle Miocene age,
overlies the older Nye Mudstone. It is composed of thin to thick
bedded fine tQ medium grained sandstone. It contains limey

II concretions and sulfide nodules. In places it has convolute bedding
formed by submarine landslides before the unit became consolidated.
It crops out mainly in the surf in this area.

II Coastal Terrace deposits. The Coastal Terraces are composed
of Pleistocene to Recent age, flat lying beds of weakly

I
consolidated fine sand and silty sand but with medium to coarse
sand locally. The beds include brackish water deposits and
occasionally peat or other organics. At the site a peat layer a
foot or more thick is observed in the bluff exposures west of! Block 37. The disrupted condition of the material is the result of
landsliding.

SITE CONDITIONS

- Tvpograohv

The site lies between Spring Street on the east and the
Pacific Ocean on the west. The steepest slope adjacent to Spring
street is’about 24 degrees, however, the slope on lots 4 and 5 is

I only about 10 degrees. Elevations on the site lie between 40 and
80 feet NSL. The land rises to 57 feet about 90 feet to the west
df the site and slopes to 10 feet NSL at the beach 110 feet west
of the site.

Slope Stability

The area from Jump Off Joe northwards and from Spring Street
west j old landslide. A prominent head scarp is present adjacent
to Spri!iq Street between 13th street and 14th street encompassing
the aatern parts of lot 1 through 5, Block 37.

The slide dehrs appears to have move:! towards the ocean as
a unit and a major slide mass lies between the subject property and

__

-
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Project #91781 Page 3

the beach. It is highly broken and distorted from sliding and is
being eroded by the ocean waves and driving rains. The landslide,
as 1t now exists, rests on a nearly level surface and is not
capable of further sliding. Rather it acts as a buttress to the toe
of the subject property. Small local slumps can occur along the
face of the bluff.

The east part of Lots 3, 4 and , Block 37 slope moderately
steeply. The slope is probably overlain by a thin slide debris or
other material which may be capable of slope movement unless toe
support is provided.

SUIARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The site is underlain by Coastal Terrace deposits, Nye
Mudstone and possibly some Astoria rocks. The thickness of the
overlying material is unknown but is believed to be a relatively
thin deposit of landslide debris. Thick landslide debris,
distorted Coastal Terrace and Nye formation lie between the site
and the beach.

The bowl—shaped area present just east of Spring Street is an
older landslide that has apparently been stable for many years.

The area west of Spring Street probably moved initially prior
to the Jump Off Joe landslide that began about 1942 and continued
until recently. 1ovement in the vicinity of the site is limited to
small local slumps since the driving force is no longer present to
activate a large slide.

Foundation conditions at the site depend upon the thickness
of the debris and the character of the sediments to depths which
might effect settlement or cause slope instability.

RECOt’ENDATIONS

• Because of the sensitive nature of old landslides and debris
deposits, we recommend that:

1. A geotechnical study be performed to determine the thickness
and engineering characteristics of the material to a depth of
at least 50 feet unless dr11ing indicates compete::t material
at a shallower depth.

33
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Project #91-781

Page 42. At least two test holes should be drilled to approximat1y
5Ofeet in depth.

3. Laboratory tests include direct shear he done.4. Slope stability calculations be made.
5. Consideration be made for slope support including crib walls.6. Various foundations systems be considered if development of

the site is feasible.

LIMITATIONSOur investigation was based on geological reconnaissance andavailable
published information. The date and recommendations

presented in this report are believed to be representative of the
site. The conclusions and recommendations herein are professionalopinions

derived in accordance with current standards of
professional practice and no warranty is expressed or implied.It has been our pleasure to serve you. If you have any
questions concerning this report of the site, please contact us.Respectfully submitted,

H.G. SCHLICKER AND ASSOCIATES, INC.

/L-L
‘--

Herbert G. Schlicker, P.G., C.E.G.President

HG$:mlr
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VICINITY TAP
PROJECT #91-781

LOTS 1,2,3,4 & 5, B
N.W. SPRING STREET

NEWPORT, OREGON

II
II

a
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a
\\\

I

I
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Page 1 Of I

Lincoln County Parcel Information

Western
Parcel Information Assessment, Information

Parcel #: R127787 Market Value Land: $169,770

Tax Lot: 111IO5BCOf90000 Market Value Impr: $0

Record Type: Residential Market Value Total: 5169,770

Site Address: Assessed Value: 548,620
Newport OR 97365

Tax Information
Owner: Anderson Lonna

Levy Code Area: 104
Owner2:

Levy Rate: 17.9558
Owner Address: P0 Box 6432

Miramar Beach, FL 32550 Tax Year: 2014

Phone: AnnualTax: $873.0;

Twn/Range/Sectlon: T: 115 R: 11W S: 05 Q: NW Legal
Parcel Size: .45 Acres (19,576 SqFt) OCEANVIEW, BLOCK 37, LOT 2,3,N 1/2 OF 1 & PTh VAC ALLEY,

Plat/Subdivision: OCEANVIEW D0C20050:956

Lot: 23N

Block: 37

Census Tract/Block: 950900/4006

Waterfront: Pacific Ocean

Land

Cnty Land Use: 100 - Residential Vacant Land Land Use Std.: VRES - VACANT RESIDENTIAL

Zoning: R-2- Residential-Medium Density Single-Family Neighborhood: NNOB

Watershed: Rock Creek-Frontal Pacific Ocean School District:

Recreation: -

Improvement

Year Built: 0 Fin SqFt: 0 Bedrooms: 0

Bsmt Fin SqFt: 0 Fir 1 SqFt: 0 Bathrooms: 0.00

Bsmt UnFin SqFt: 0 FIr 2 SqEt: 0 Attic Fin SqFt: 0

Deck SqEt: 0 Garage SqEt; 0 Attic UnFin SqFt: 0

Carport: 0 Garage Desc: Exterior:

Roof Type: Foundation: Porch: 0

Roof Mti: AC: No Neat Type:

Transfer Information

Rec. Date: 02/04/05 Sale Price: Doc Num: ooooso;s Dot Type: Grant Deed

Orig Loan Amt:

Loan Type: Finance Type: Lender:
Sentry Dyrramc. aw c,etornern m.,k no r,rresenei,no, u’4n,es a onat.oro, eopeos Or yrpte, i tO (no e:urocy at cato teno of orrat,n crft nod u,n roçrt.

1

j

-- L

/1)

- 10i21/2015
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Screen_Print_from AbleTer sessicn(Lincoln County) O3:45?i0/I/%OI5

—
— General ApPraisal 1rcrmatcn - —

Property ID R1277$7 (Real Estate) 1i—11—05-BC—01900-DO
Owners Name ANDERSON LCNNA
Legal Desc OCEANV1E1, BLOCK 37, LOT 2,3,N 1/2 OF 1 & ?TN VAT

ALEY, D0C2005095%
Last Apprsd: 11/23/07 Nuner Improvements 0

2. Appraiser Nunher Land Segnents: 2
3. Next Apprs:
4. Next Reason: Building ?er:ri:s
5. saint Area : E—08

6. Utilities : OFF SITES SEW,Ct,EL
7. Tcograohy
8. Access
9. Other

20. Zone

Ii. Remarks

Enter ‘RM’ for remarks or <RET> To Return:
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FORM No. lEd— 0550 CREATiNG C 0 ENTIRETY - Hotboed to Wile o.WHt to Huiband. C unoinli STTVENSt SHWG CO., PORTLAND. OR

Es — nO PART OFNY STEVEL 555 ORM IdA ES RE ?oF5j _2c,pagesWTE O 2005 038
‘eer S.. t. ttana w. Jenkins, County Clerk, In ad for saId eounty, do hereby.A’ certify that the within instrument was received for record, and

recorded in the Book of Records of said county at Newport, Oregon.

WITNESS

my nd and seat said oNica artixod.
-— .o. Bn4aa

Mirarahf_FL--az55Q---
GtaMaeS NmnR lad di010 DANA W. JEN ncoln County CletkLonna Anderson

P. 0. Box 6432
Miramar Beach, FL 32550

Qnom..s Name and Addt.no

AIim racwdin, reflttR to (Name. Addregi, SpI:
RItLih —

_i ach1LaZ5.5.0
Unlil mquealed othetwiie, toed ill toxatotetweta to plam. Address, Zip):

By

. Deputy.
irar--Baa-ch1---0’.L--3.2.5-5-0

DEED CREATING ESTATE BY ThE ENTIRETY

KNOW ALL BY THESE PRESENTS that .Ea.i Smit’
— —

. hereinafter called crantor.
the spouse of the grantee hereinafter named. for the conaideratiori hereinafter stated, does hereby giant. bargain, sell and convey unto— Lonn.a..Ande.rsoa _. herein called the grantee,
an undivided one-half of that certain real property, with the tenements. hereditaments and appurtenances thereunto belonging tic to
any way appertaining. situated in IL1ncoin. County. State of Oregon. described as follows, to-wit:

(IF SPACE INSUFFICIENT. CONTINUE DESCRIPTION ON REVERSE)
To Have and to Hold an undivided one-half of the ahovc described real properly unto the grantee forever.
The above named grantor retains a like undivided one-half of that same real property, and itts the intent and purpose of this

instrument io create, and there hereby is created, an estate by the entirety between husband and wIfe as to this real property.
The true and actual consideration paid for this transfer. stated in tenon of dollars. is $B..0.O. ___. 0 However, the

actual consideration consists of or includes other property or value given or promtsed which is part of the D the whole (indicate
which) consideration.D IThC sentence between the symb(s ‘., H sot applicable, should be tinkied. See ORS 93.O3O —

[N WITNESS WHEREOF. the erantor has executed this instrument on

THIS INSTRUMENT WILL NOT ALLOW USE OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN 5 h 1THIS INSTRUMENT IN VIOLATION OF APPLICABLE LAND USE LAWS AND P101 — —
LAIIONS. BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT. THE PERSON
ACQUIRING FEE TtTLE ID THE PRaPERTY SHOULD CECK WITH THE APPRO
PRIATE CITY OR COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT TO VERIFY APPROVED USES
AND 10 DETERMINE ANY LIMITS ON LAWSUITS AGAINST FARMING OR FOREST
PRACTICES AS DEFINED IN ORS 3t.930.

FLORIDA
STATE OE0ON. County of 4.. ._) sa.

This instr t’nI .y.. acknowledged before me 0

by _5jfIi

___

/fm fl LLdJ1JcJ1±h

1•
tiIJ NotarY Public rida

P. 0. Box 6432

SPACE 55551

FOR
RECORDERS USE

Doc 2 200501956
Rect: 500983 31.00’
02/04/2005 03:56:04pm

Witness my hand and seal of County affixed.

NAME TITLE

See Attached Exhibit A”

Toni N. Bludworth

ommision No
DDO269610

Domm Expires
I.ef4/tJU I
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Page 1 oH

Lincoln County Parcel Information

Western
Parcel Information Assessment Information

Parcel #: R130144 Market Value Land: $152,520

Tax Lot: X111OSBCO 190300 Market Value Impc: SO

Record Type: Residential Market Value Total: $152,520

Site Address: Assessed Value: $40,$00
Newport OR 97365

Tax Information
Owner; Anderson Lonna

Levy Code Area: 104
Owner2:

- Levy Rate: 17.9558
Owner Address: P0 Box o432

Miramar Beach FL 32550 Tax Year: 2014

Phone; Annual Tax: $732.59

Twn/Range/Section: T: 115 R: 11W 5: 05 Q: NW

Parcel Size: .36 Acres (15,660 SqFt) OCEANVIEW, 37, L07 4,5 & PTN VAC ALLEY, D0C200501956
Plat/Subdivision: OCEANVIEW

Lot: 45

Block: 37

Census Tract/Stock; 950900J4006

Waterfront: Pacific Ocean

Land

Cnty Land Use: 100 - Residential Vacant Land Land Use Std.: VRES - VACANT RESIDENTIAL

Zoning: R-2 - Residential-Medium Density Slngle-Famrly Neighborhood: NNOE

Watershed: Rock Creek-Frontal Pacific Ocean School District:

Recreation: -

Improvement

Year Built: 0 Fin SqFt: 0 Bedrooms: 0

Ssmt Fin SqFt: 0 FIr 1 Sqft: 0 Bathrooms: 0.00

Bsmt UnFin SqFt: 0 FIr 2 SqFt: 0 Attic Fin SqFt: 0

Deck SqFt: 0 Garage SgFt; 0 Attic Unfin SqFt: 0

Carport: 0 Garage Desc: Exterior:

Roof Type: Foundation: Porch: 0

Roof MtI: AC: No ileatType:

Transfer Information
Rec. Date: 10/18/91 Sale Price: $48,000 Doc Num: Dcc Type:

Orig LoanAmt:

Loan Type: Finance Type: Lender:
Sefitry yC*mhC$. tnc and .tS C.StCm.fifi rt,ac, rtc :CpresentatiCr5, warrant.et n dit,Dn$, ,xpresfl Qt ,n1,teC, as tG tf,e uracy e Cflrnfllete,wsfl yf fiffi, iCfen ofl5:r,s n tNs reot

1012 1’2015
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3PtiO/2/2CIS

—
- r.eTaI AoDraisaI r.forra:iori — —

?roperty ID R130144 (Real Estate) l—i1—O5—BC—I9O%—OD
Owners Name : ANDERSON LONNA
Legal Desc DCEA’jVET, SLOCK 37, LOT 4,5 & ?IN VAC ALLEY,

DOC2 DC 53 195%
I. Last ApDrsd: 1./23/D7 N±er ImprDverr.ents 0
2. Appraiser <L lcuróer 1.and Segiterts: 2
3. Next Aprsl:
4. Next Reasor: i1Q9 ?ermts
5. iain: Area : E—0

6. ti1ities : OFF s:TES SE,C,EL
7. Topogratty
8. Access : ?VD
9. Other

7.__

ii. Remarks

Enter ‘RM’ fQr rerrarks or <RET> To Recrr:

34
4



o.BE4a2
NirarBhELaZ5.5

Guntori Name end Addreoe
Lonna Anderson
P. 0. Box 6432
Miratnar Beach, FL 32550

Grantee’s Name end Addrsee

1iraaEaaa.ci4FL3235,0
Unhil requlehld othirwile, send MI tex etelem.nts to (Name, Addtess, Zip):

.P_ct.cx-6.43Z

I, Dana W. Jenkins, County Clerk, In and for saId county, do hereby
certity that the within Instrument was received for record, and
recorded in the Book of Records of said county at Newport, Oregon.
WITNESS my hand and seal of said office affixed.

.JENnnerk

DEED CREATING ESTATE BY THE ENTIRETY

KNOW ALL BY THESE PRESENTS that Jia1 Sintth
. —

___
. hereinafter called grantor.

the spouse of the grantee hereinafter named, for the consideration hereinafter stated, does hereby grant. bargain, soil and convey unto
J.oaa_.Andexsua....._._ herein called the grantee.

an undivided one-half of that certain real property. with the tenements, hereditaments and appurtenances thereunto helongina or in
any way appertaining. situated in tciflCQlD. ....... County. State of Oregon, described as follows. to.wit:

(IF SPACE :NaUFFtC:ENT. cONTINUE DESCRIPTION ON REVERSEI

To Have and to Hold an undivided one-half of the above described real property unto the grantee forever.
The above named grantor retains a like undivided one-half of that same real property. and it is the intent and purpose of this

instrument to create, and there hereby is created, an estate by the entirety between husband and wife as to this real property.
The true and actual consideracion paid for this transfer, stated in terms ol dollars. is S..__..._ , However, the

aclual consideration consists of or includes other property or value given or promised which is part of the the whole (indicaie
which) consideration. iThe sentence between the svmbolo , it not applicable. hnutd be deleted. Sec ORS 53030.1

IN WITNESS WHEREOF. the eranlor has executed this instrument on _

THIS INSTRUMENT WILL NOT ALLOW USE OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN 5 h1 ITHIS INSTRUMENT IN VIOLATION OF APPLICABLE LAND USE LAWS AND RtGU
LATIONS. BEFORE SIOMNG OR ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT, WE PERSON
ACQUIRING FEE TITLE ID THE PROPERTY SHOULD CHECK WITH THE APPRO
PRIATE CITY OR COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT TO VERiFY APPROVED USES
AND TO DETERMINE ANY LIMITS ON LAWSUITS AGAINST FARMING OR FOREST
PRACTICES AS DEFINED IN CR5 30.93C.

FORM No. iw - DEED CREAtiNG
. -I ES -

tOni 0re4 4-i,

NE ENTIRETY — Heeband to Wife or WA. ha Huebard. C WO-iltA SlEV055-

JpAPTOEANYaTEVENS-NE5S POSMMAYRE STATE OF OREGO.
WTF OCCO 2005038 fr’ei cocotyotUtteoki

Altar renoANng, return to INane. Addreee, Zip):

Ral 4-i,

US:INT CO., PORTLAND. OR

,Pages

956

2/ø4/2ØØ5 03:56:ø4pm °‘°

P. OEox €432

SPACE RtSB
FOR

RECOROEPS USE
Witness my hand and SCSI of County affixed.

NAME TITLE

By
— . Deputy.

See Attached Exhibit

FLORIDA .1v0,l
STATE OFQEGON. County of ._)

‘TYtis
instr nI was acLttowledged before me on J1’JL,,3+.by h_Rsaii4ji,Jcjl ft

Toni El. Biudworth I y f

jJ1I4 -‘in-U fl ftLLdIIJ’F_ommisa,on No iDDO269610 ‘“ I - . . -

omrn Expires slIOcUaII[ Mv commission expires

_________

12/2/2O7
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Derrick Tokos

From: Derrick Tokos
Sent: Thursday, July 05, 2018 12:12 PM
To: ‘Bill Lund’; P.E. Michael Remboldt; Grant Beem; Gary Sandstrom
Subject: RE: Revised Geotechnical Report - NW Spring Street Development

Hi Bill,

The geological report you sent me was the June ;2th version, not the new copy with the redrafted executive
summary. Could you or Michael please send me the current draft?

Thank you,

VerrCthI. Tok AIC?
Community Development Director
City of Newport
169 SW Coast Highway
Newport, OR 97365
ph: 541.574.0626 fax: 541.574.0644
d.tokos@ newportoregon.gov

From: Bill Lund [mailto:wlund_albany@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, June 29, 2018 4:37 PM
To: Derrick Tokos <D.Tokos@NewportOregon.gov>; P.E. Michael Remboldt <michael@kaengineers.com>; Grant Beem
<gbeem@kdeng.com>; Gary Sandstrom <garysandstrom@comcast.net>
Subject: Fw: Revised Geotechnical Report - NW Spring Street Development

Hi Derrick,

Attached and below are comments from Mike @ K&A engineering. I will get the conceptual site plan
on Monday from K&D engineering.

I need to say that a lot of what you are asking for is very difficult to get now as most of the information
that you are asking for is done at the final design stage which will be after the Geo permit is issued.

I believe both engineering companies has exhausted what they can provide at this time until we move
to the actual design.

Please except this report as final to finish processing the Geo permit.

Thanks,

Bill Lund

Forwarded Message

1

34
7



From: niichaehäkaengineers.com <michaeI(kaenqineers.com>
To: ‘Bill Lund’ <wlund albany(yahoo.com>
Cc: ‘Gary Sandstrom’ <garysandstrom(comcast.net>
Sent: Friday, June 29, 2018, 4:12:55 PM PDT
Subject: Revised Geotechnical Report - NW Spring Street Development

Bill,

Attached is our geotechnical report, revised to address Derrick Toko’s comments to you (email dated 6/21/1 8).

The report has (or has not) been revised as follows:

1. Executive summary. I re-wrote the executive summary to, hopefully make clear that:
a. Regardless of if the r-o-w is vacated, the grading plan stays essentially the same, with the exception that

if it is vacated access to the building pads for the south lots will be directly from the driveway.
b. I said that there may be some minor adjustments to foundation pad location.

2. Not part of the geotechnical report. Please note that I don’t have K & D’s revised drawing today so you will have
replace it with the one shown in our Appendix A or, when it’s done, send it to me and I can do it.

3. Derrick did not have the latest report and this error has been corrected
4. With the revised wording of the executive summary, no additional clarification is needed on this one.
5. Design “specifications” for retaining walls. Design criteria has been included in the report (it was actually in the

last version too). Geotechnical reports rarely include detailed design drawings and specifications. This would be
a costly mistake at this point in the process (to include a site-specific design) because the final site plan may
change pending official review and your final submittal for a building petit.

6. I re-worded this section to say that stone armoring may not be allowed, with a footnote requiring checking local
codes. If stone armoring is not allowed, then use vegetative means...

7. Not part of the geotechnical report.
8. The geotechnical report is not a design document. We provide criteria, not designs. The design needs to be

evaluated in the permit review process.
9. Again, this is not a design submittal. Analysis will be conducted as part of grading and storm runoff

design. Making this kind of analysis and specification at this juncture in the process is premature, highly
irregular, and would incur additional costs for you since it would likely have to be redone later for the actual final
design.

10. Not part of the geotechnical report.

Let me know if you have any questions.

Mike

Michael Remboldt, P.E., G.E.

2
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EXHIBIT

_______________________________

j

____ ____

Derrick Tokos

_______

From: Derrick Tokos

Sent: Thursday, June 21, 2018 4:33 PM

To: ‘Bill Lund’

Cc: Tim Gross; Steven Rich; Spencer Nebel; ‘P.E. Michael Remboldt’; ‘Wayne Belmont’

Subject: RE: Bill Lund Trail -- Comments on Revised Geologic Report

Bill... I meant 24-ft not 34-ft wall under item #5 below. It was a typo.

From: Derrick Tokos

Sent: Thursday, June 21, 2018 4:23 PM

To: ‘Bill Lund’ <wlund_albany@yahoo.com>
Cc: Tim Gross <T.Gross@ NewportOregon.gov>; Steven Rich <s.rich@newportoregon.gov>; Spencer Nebel

<S.Nebel@NewportOregon.gov>; P.E. Michael Remboldt <michael@kaengineers.com>; ‘Wayne Belmont’

<wbelmont@co.lincoln.or.us>
Subject: RE: Bill Lund Trail -- Comments on Revised Geologic Report

Bill,

I had a chance to review your updated geologic report, dated June 12, 2018, and there are a few items that we need to

see addressed before a decision is rendered on your permit application.

1. On Page No. 2 of the executive summary, Michael Remboldt states “Our understanding is that there may be a
possibility of vacation of the “Jump OffJoe” right-of-way which would mean moving the locations of the
proposed new residential structures east into the original desired location — within the right-of-way with access
directly from NW Spring Street. In this case, much of the grading, including retaining walls, discussed in this
report would become unnecessary.”

If the structures are to be moved to the east, as noted, then an alternate plan needs to be provided showing

how that is to be accomplished. It will need to include the same level of detail as the conceptual site plan

prepared by K&D Engineering. On the other hand, if it is Mr. Remboldt’ s position that either location is

acceptable as long as their recommendations are followed, then that needs to be stated expressly in the report.

2. A beach access boardwalk and staircase is being proposed with the request to vacate the undeveloped “Jump

Off Joe” right-of-way. The alignment of this trial improvement needs to be shown on the conceptual site plan

and recommendations for its construction included in the report.

3. Page 2 of the report includes what appears to be a half written statement about overall site stability. It states

“We have determined that the site can be developed as proposed into individual home sites that provide the
stability and safety normally expected for this use, provided that the recommendations in this report are
implemented in design and construction. The overall slope stability is...” Your geotechnical engineer and

engineering geologist should clarify the concepts they are trying to convey about overall site stability.

4. Page 3 of the report includes a statement that a 20-foot wide “no build zone” is to be maintained extending

west from the east property line. How does this work if the right-of-way is vacated and each structure obtains

access directly off of SW Spring Street (as noted under Item #1)? This needs to be clarified.

5. On page 14 of the report, on the topic of fill retaining walls, Mr. Remboldt notes that they have provided design

criteria for retaining walls; however, those design standards are not spelled out in the report, nor are there any

1
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details on the conceptual site plan. This information needs to be included with the report. Specifically, the
conceptual site plan shows a vertical retaining wall with a peak height of 34-feet at the northwest corner of the
driveway for the first duplex unit. Is this truly your intent and, if so, we need to see the design specifications
that you believe will result in a structurally sound, load bearing wall at that height.

6. Page 14, includes a recommendation regarding the use of stone armoring for erosion control. State law
prohibits the use of this type of armoring on the northernmost lot. Please revise the report to note that
limitation.

7. As we have previously discussed, the city parcel identified on your conceptual site plan as Tax Lot 1903 is part of
the Jump-Off Joe park and natural area, and development proposed adjacent to this property must maintain a
25-foot no build buffer. The conceptual site plan shows storm drain lines and energy dissipaters within the
buffer areas. This is a form of development, and the site plan needs to be revised such that there are no
drainage improvements within the buffer.

8. Page 14 of the report notes that flow spreaders are to used to avoid concentrating storm run-off collected from
improved surfaces. There are many ways to accomplish this, and additional information is needed from K&A as
to how “sheet flow” is to be achieved. The conceptual site plan shows energy dissipaters, which are often riprap
outfalls. This type of improvement is intended to reduce the velocity of run-off, but may not dissipate it to the
point that sheet flow is achieved.

9. NMC 14.21.090(G) requires that storm run-off improvements be sufficient to handle surface run-off attributed
to a 20-year, 24-hr storm event. Page 2 of Gary Sandstrom’s June 4, 2018, addendum responds to this criterion
by identifying different ways storm run-off can be managed; however, nowhere can I find information
documenting how the proposed method of managing run-off will be sufficient for a 20-year design storm. This
type of analysis is something you may want K&D to perform; however, they should first coordinate with K&A
and Sandstorm to make sure that proposed storm drainage improvements are in line with the recommendations
contained in the geologic report.

10. As I noted in a 5-17-18 email (attached), a separate land use application is required because the parcels are
located in a shoreland area. You might want to submit that application once you have a revised conceptual site
plan.

Per our conversation today, I’ll plan on meeting you at the property on Monday at 10:30 am to discuss the trial
alignment.

Let me know if you have any questions.

De-rrLck’I. Tok,- AICP
Community Development Director
City of Newport
169 SW Coast Highway
Newport, OR 97365
ph: 541.574.0626 fax: 541.574.0644
d .tokos@ newportoregon.gov

From: Spencer Nebel
Sent: Thursday, June 21, 2018 10:26 AM

2
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To: ‘Bill Lund’ <wlund albany@yahoo.com>
Cc: Tim Gross <T.Gross@NewportOregon.gov>; Derrick Tokos <D.Tokos@NewportOregon.gov>; Steven Rich
<S. Rich@NewportOregon.gov>
Subject: FW: Bill Lund Trail

Hi Bill:

We met on a staff level to review the trail issue that would need to be addressed as part of the County Road vacation.
Earlier you had indicated that you were proposing to build a trail and steps similar to those recently built at Agate Beach.
I have enclosed a copy of the specs for that project for your review. Overall that project was a good design and is holding
up well and is providing safer access for people accessing Agate Beach.

From a City Staff perspective we have no objection to the utilization of City Land and R.O.W.s as part of the
development and construction of beach access as would be required by the road vacation. With the requested vacation,
it will be important to show that you are shifting a portion of this access across your property in exchange for the
vacation of public R.O.W. for consideration of the County regarding the vacation request and the City Council’s decision
for concurring, or not, with a vacation request. This will also provide additional support to the vacation in the event that
decisions are made to vacate the road and this decision is appealed. Also, please remember that while staff will provide
a recommendation to the City Council on the vacation, the Council will have the final authority as to whether to support
the vacation or not. They will need to be satisfied that the request meets requirements for replacing beach access.

In the material that you provided to us for the trail easement and the information that shows the sites for home
construction, it appears that there is a conflict with the proposed easement and the most southerly structure proposed
on this plan. In reviewing possible trail layout, it might be more beneficial to utilize the area between the County Road
R.O.W. and the southernmost structure to transition the trail down the steepest part of the slope through this area. This
would require a more irregular easement, but may make the trail more buildable.

In order to provide a staff recommendation, it would be helpful for you to show the proposed location of the trail on a
topo map to make sure that it is buildable including how the trail would cross the City property to the west of your
property to access the beach. It is also my understanding that if the road is vacated you would be able to shift the
building sites closer to or on a portion of the vacated road R.O.W. If that is the case it may be possible to utilize a portion
of your property that borders the City property to the west of your property as well for a dedicated trail easement
without impacting your ability to develop these sites.

Can you submit a drawing showing where the trail would be built utilizing both City property/R.O.W. and your property
for this purpose? Once we have that information, we can provide more specific feedback regarding the trail component
relating to the vacation.

Spencer R. Nebel
City Manager
City of Newport, Oregon 97365
541-574-0601
s. nebel@newportoregon.gov

From: Tim Gross
Sent: Thursday, June 21, 2018 7:53 AM
To: Spencer Nebel <S.Nebel@NewortOregon.gov>
Subject: RE: Bill Lund Trail

Here they are.

Timothy Gross, PIE
3
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Public Works Director/City Engineer
City of Newport
169 SW Coast Highway
Newport, OR 97365
P 541-574-3369
F 541-265-3301
C 541-961-5313

From: Spencer Nebel
Sent: Thursday, June 21, 2018 7:46 AM
To: Tim Gross <T.G ross@ NewportOregon.ov>
Subject: Bill Lund Trail

Hi Tim: Can you send me the specs for the Agate Beach Trail so I can forward them on to Bill Lund?

Spencer R. Nebe
City Manager
City of Newport, Oregon 97365
541-574-0601

s.nebel@newportoregon.gov

4
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I. EXHIBIT

K & A Engineering, Inc.

97408
541) 684-9399 Voice

(541) 684-9358 FAX
kaengineers.com engineering

June 12, 2018 Project: 17056

Bill Lund
P.O. Box 22
Seal Rock, OR 97376

Subject: Geotechnical Site Investigation and Report and Geologic Hazard Assessment
Proposed Residential Development
Tax Lots 1800, 1900, 1903; Tax Map 11-11-05-BC;
NW Spring St., Newport, Oregon

K & A Engineering, Inc. is pleased to present our Geotechnical Engineering Report for the subject
development.

Our Services were completed in accordance with our Contract for Engineering Services, dated October
20, 2017 and meet the requirements of 2014 Oregon Structural Specialty Code, Section 1803,
Geotechnical Investigations. Our report:

• Presents a summary of the existing subsurface conditions at the subject project site,
• Provides a detailed Geologic Hazard Assessment,
• Identifies and characterizes geologic hazards, and
• Presents recommendations for the design and construction of foundation support for the

proposed single-family residences.

Thank you for the opportunity to be involved with your project. Please call us if you have any
questions.

DENNiS

EXPIRES: DECEMBER 31, 2018

Michael Remboldt, P.E., G.E.
K & A Engineering, Inc.

Gary C. Sandstrom, C.E.G.
Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist, LLC
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Geotechnical Engineering Report

and

Geologic Hazard Assessment

Tax Lots 1800, 1900, 1903; Tax Map 11-11-05-BC;

NW Spring St., Newport, Oregon
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Bill Lund

P. 0. Box 22

Seal Rock, OR 97376

Prepared by:
Michael Rem boldt, P.E., G.E.
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K & A Engineering, Inc.

Coburg, Oregon
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Geotechnical Engineering Report
Geotechnical Site Investigation

Tax Lots 1800, 1900, 1903; Tax Map 11-11-05-BC; NW Spring St., Newport, Oregon
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Geotechnical Engineering Report
NW Spring St., Newport, Oregon
June 12, 201$ K & A Engineering, Inc. Project No.: 17056 engineering

3.4 Site Development 14

3.4.1 General Recommendations 14

3.4.2 Access Drive Design and Construction 15

3.4.3 Foundation Pads 15

3.4.4 Retaining Walls 16

4 Limitation and Use of Geotechnical Recommendations 17

Executive Summary
We have carefully evaluated the project site and your current proposal for development, which

addresses an existing city road right-of-way that was discovered after we embarked on our site

investigation. To address the existence of the road right-of-way, you have secured the services of a

licensed civil engineer (K & D Engineering, Inc.) to delineate development features including:

• Location of the discovered road right-of-way (“Jump Off Joe Road”),
• Building pad locations,

• Access driveways,
• Retaining walls (approximate locations),

• Grades for driveway and building pads, and
• Pertinent hazard zones such as the 100-year flood zone and elevation.

Our original investigation was designed and executed prior to having knowledge of the existence of the

“Jump Off Joe” right-of-way. This discovery forced relocation of the residence and duplex buildings to

the west side of this right-of-way and requires driveway access for all three sites from the south end of

the project site at NW Spring Street.

Our understanding is that there may be a possibility of vacation of the “Jump Off Joe” right-of-way

which would mean moving the locations of the proposed new residential structures east into the

original desired location — within the right-of-way with access directly from NW Spring Street. In this

case, much of the grading, including retaining walls, discussed in this report would become unnecessary.

We have determined that the site can be developed as proposed into individual home sites that provide

the stability and safety normally expected for this use, provided that the recommendations in this report

are implemented in design and construction. The overall slope stability is ,

Hazards that exist at the site include:
‘

• Likely lateral movement during the extreme Cascadian subduction zone earthquake. This is
evidenced by historic landslide activity including scarps, landslide debris, and uneven ground

surface.
• Very high expected peak ground acceleration from the design earthquake.

• Undocumented fills and soft buried landslide debris which constitute hazards of differential

foundation settlement.

2Page
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Geotechnical Engineering Report
NW Spring St., Newport, Oregon
June 12, 2018 K & A Engineering, Inc. Project No.: 17056 engineerIng

Loose, poorly-graded sandy soils on the ground surface which, if left un-vegetated, could result
in a severe surface erosion hazard.

To mitigate these hazards and ensure reasonable reliability and safety to the development, occupants,
and the surrounding infrastructure, we have made recommendations including:

• Support of all structures on deep foundation elements including battered piles to resist lateral
earthquake loads and minimize the hazard of lateral spreading,

, it
• Limitations on earthwork including no permanent unsupported fill embankments,
• Grading to encourage positive sheet-flow storm runoff,
• A 20-foot wide “no-build” zone extending west from the east property boundary, (t_4J,1 , hiLl
• Gravity retaining wall systems including: If 717

• Support of fills required for access driveway and parking areas,
Support of cut embankment on the east side of the driveway,

• Vegetation of all disturbed areas to minimize surface erosion and improve soil strength and
slope stability.

1 INTRODUCTION

This report documents our geotechnical investigation of site conditions that exist on tax lots 1900 and
1903 located on the west side of NW Spring Street just north of NW 13th Street in Newport, Oregon.

The purpose of our investigation included:

• Characterization of surface and subsurface soil, rock, and groundwater conditions,
• Evaluating current slope stability,
• Delineating geologic hazards, and
• Development of recommendations for suitable development of the properties for single-family

residences.

The scope of our services included:

• Fieldwork to characterize subsurface conditions,
• Analysis of field data,

• Evaluation and determination of the nature of slope stability.
• Development of geotechnical design and construction criteria, and
• This written Geotechnical Engineering Report.

Our services meet the requirements of the 2014 Oregon Structural Specialty Code, Section 1803 —

Geotechnical Investigations.

31 Page
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Geotechnical Engineering Report
NW Spring St., Newport, Oregon
June 12, 2018 K & A Engineering, Inc. . Project No.: 17056 engIneering

2 INVESTIGATION AND FINDINGS

2.1 SITE LOCATION

The project site, consisting essentially of tax lots 1900, 1903, and the east half of tax lot 1800, has a
combined area of approximately 0.95-acres. The project site is located between the west edge of NW
Spring Street and east shore/coast of the Pacific Ocean (west coast of the USA), just north of NW 13th

Street. See the attached Vicinity Map.

2.2 SURFACE CONDITIONS

The project site generally consists of a west-facing slope descending from the east edge of the roadway
(NW Spring Street) to the ocean beaches. The vegetation line at the east edge of the beach is
approximately 250-feet west of the roadway, while the study area extends approximately 125-feet west
of the roadway. See the attached Geotechnical Site Plan.

We surveyed a field-developed cross section across the study area to characterize general ground
surface gradients and tie the ground surface shape with underlying soil and rock profiles. The site
consists, generally, of three zones:

• Zone 1: Upper terrace containing the roadway (NW Spring Street) and the steep (approximately
1H : 1V) embankment descending down from the west edge of the roadway;

• Zone 2: A rolling mid-slope area extending from the toe of the steep embankment along the
west edge of the roadway to a terminal siltstone ridge bordering the east edge of the beach.
Slope gradients in this zone range from approximately 0 to 35-percent.

• Zone 3: Terminal area centered on a siltstone rock exposure bordering the east edge of the
beach. The siltstone has a shallow cap of dune sand in some areas on the north end.

Dense-vegetation, consisting of native trees, understory shrubs, grasses, and non-native blackberry
covers the ground surface of zones 1 and 2 of the study area.

Aside from erosion due to disturbance on the few foot-trails that exist on the site, there is little evidence
of on-going severe surface erosion or mass slope movement. We did not observe indications of slope
movement in the roadway such as cracks with differential movement.

In general, with the exception of some shallow subsidence of utility boxes on the east side of the road, it
appears that the site is relatively stable in its current condition.

4IPage
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Geotechnical Engineering Report
NW Spring St., Newport, Oregon
June 12, 2018 K&AEngineering, Inc. Project No.: 17056

2.3 SUBSURFACE SOIL CONDITIONS

2.3.1 Methods of Investigation
We investigated subsurface soil conditions by making three (4) probes1 (FC-1 through FC-4) and two (2)
continuous sample boring2 (B-i and B-3) using our track-mounted geotechnical drill. Additionally,
shallow borings were made using a 3.5-inch hand-auger to verify shallow soil conditions (HA-i through
HA-3, AH-2).

See the attached Geotechnical Site Plan for approximate locations of these probes and borings.

Graphic logs of the probes and borings are attached to this report. The approximate location of the
probes and borings are shown on the attached Site Plan.

2.3.2 Zone 1
Subsurface Conditions on the upper terrace, Zone 1, generally consist of:

• 3-ft of loose and moderately dense, sand and gravel road FILL, over
• 1-ft of organic sandy-SILT (native topsoil), over
• 20-ft of light brown/tan/white, moderately dense, lightly-cemented, silts and sands (Marine

Terrace Deposits), over
• Very stiff to hard, dark brown to gray, SILTSTONE (Nye Formation).

The cemented marine terrace deposits can be seen in isolated areas through breaks in the vegetation on
the steep embankment descending from the roadway.

Groundwater was observed approximately 21-feet below the roadway surface.

2.3.3 Zone 2
For the mid-slope area, Zone 2, there are two distinct areas:

• Zone 2 North (generally tax lots 1903 and 1800) and
• Zone 2 South (generally tax lot 1900)

The north portion of Zone 2 contains includes landslide debris extending to depths as much as
approximately 16-feet below the ground surface. The south portion does not exhibit similar landslide
debris and bedrock is much shallower.

2.3.3.1 Zone2 North
Subsurface condition on Zone 2 North, in the area investigated, consist of approximately:

• 5 to 6-ft of light brown/tan, loose, poorly-graded (dune) sands and sandy-FILL (we found glass
and other fill debris), over

1 A 3.55-in2 cone is pushed into the soil using a 140-lb. hammer falling 30-in. The energy required to advance the
cone is recorded in the field as the number of blows per 6-inches of penetration. Soil friction on the side of the
cone is measured using a torque wrench. Calculated cone tip pressure is used to estimate soil engineering
2 1.5-inch diameter x 4-foot continuous samples obtained using a 67 2-3/8” direct push dual tube system
manufactured by AMS, Inc.

SI Page

35
9



Geotechnical Engineering Report
NW Spring St., Newport, Oregon
June 12, 2018 K & A Engineering, Inc. Project No.: 17056 engIneering

• 10 to 12-feet of dark brown/black/tan, soft/loose, jumbled mixtures of sands, silts, clay, and
gravelly-clay, over

• Very stiff to hard, dark brown to gray, SILTSTONE (Nye Formation).

Groundwater was observed (FC-1, B-i) at a depth of approximately 6.8-feet below the existing ground
surface.

2.3.3.2 Zone2South
Subsurface conditions in this zone, in the areas investigated, consist of approximately:

• 1-ft of brown/tan, loose, organic-laden, SAND (topsoil), over
• 2 to 4-ft of white/gray with some orange staining, loose to moderately dense, poorly-graded

SAND with trace of silt - Interpreted as weathered/decomposed Marine Terrace Deposits; over
Very stiff to hard, dark brown to gray, SILTSTONE (Nye Formation).

Groundwater was observed (FC-3) at a depth of approximately 6.0-feet below the existing ground
surface.

2.4 LOCAL GEOLOGY

2.4.1 Geologic Setting
Surficial geology of the site is mapped in the geologic literature as consisting of Quaternary (less than 2.8
million years before present) Marine Terrace deposits overlying early Miocene (16.5-23.0 million years
before present) Nye Mudstone3.

The Marine Terrace deposits are variously described as consisting of:

• Semi-consolidated uplifted beach sand overlain locally by fine-grained dune deposits with
occasional localized gravel lenses4,

• Unconsolidated to moderately consolidated gravel, beach and dune sand; locally containing
minor consolidated clay-rich paleosols, colluvium, debris flows, and alluvial interbeds; to thin-
bedded sandstone, conglomerate and tuffaceous siltstone with thick glauconitic sandstone
beds5.

Nye Mudstone underlies the Marine Terrace deposits in much of the site vicinity. Nye Mudstone
deposits are described as massive to thick-bedded, gray, clayey marine siltstone with sandstone
interbeds, including calcareous concretions in places.

Middle Miocene (10.4-16.5 million years old) Astoria Formation deposits are mapped overlying the Nye
Mudstone a short distance to the south and in the wave zone west of the site.

3See DOGAMI Bulletin 81-3, OFR-O-04-09, USGS-OF-72-352-i and USGS 1-867.
DO Bulletin B-81-3
DOGAM Ope ile report 0-04-09
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Nye Mudstone bedding has been mapped in the vicinity to dip, generally, 11 to 15 degrees to the
west/southwest and Astoria Formation deposits are mapped at 23 degrees to the west a few hundred
feet to the south at “iumpoff-]oe.”

Our probes and borings confirm these two mapped geologic units — lightly cemented gravel and sand
terraces overlying sedimentary mudstone — and the sloped surface of siltstone.

H.G. Schlicker investigated geologic conditions at the project site and wrote a report in 1991. Schlicker
recommended:

• The old landslide area on the site is relatively stable, and
• A geotechnical investigation to confirm subsurface conditions.

This report summarizes our geotechnical investigation and verifies Schlicker’s conclusions. A copy of the
Schlicker report is attached in Appendix E.

3 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION

3.1 GEOLOGIC HAZARDS

3.1.1 General Discussion
The project site is located within a coastal environment that is documented to have active erosional
processes at work on a continuous or intermittent basis. These processes include:

• Wave action which causes erosion of the toe of slopes ascending from beaches, eventually
resulting in slope instability,

• Mass slope movement. These are more often the result of erosion but can also be caused by
earthquake ground motion,

• Tsunami, and

• Surface erosion from concentrated surface runoff.

Other hazards typical for coastal geology include faulting, liquefaction, and lateral spreading.

We have developed a detailed geologic hazard assessment for the project site. The complete geologic
hazard assessment report, by Gary C. Sandstrom, registered professional engineering geologist, is
attached to this report, Appendix D.

3.1.2 Slope Movement
The project site is well within the area of high coastal erosion hazard and existing land sliding identified
by the Oregon Department of Geology and Minerals Industries (DOGAMI)6. The project site is within
the influence of the large “Jump-off Joe” landslide complex-a rather large, linear slide zone. See Figure
1. This landslide complex consists of numerous individual slope movements that likely occurred

Open-file report 0-04-09 and on-line geologic hazard viewer published by the Oregon Department of Geology
and Minerals Industries (DOGAMI), HazVue. See http://www.oregongeology.org/hazvu/
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Zone 2 North subsurface soils.
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Our field-developed cross section across tax lot 1903 indicates the overall concave shape of the ground
surface due to the historic slope movement. See the attached drawing Field Developed Cross Section.
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individually over long periods of time — thus the overlapping appearance. Slope movement in the area
including the project site is believed to be Quaternary in age (sometime in the last 2.8 million years).

Severe slope movement, associated with this general feature, has been observed south of the
intersection of NW Spring Street and NW 12th Street at the northwest side of existing condominiums.

Evidence of old slope movement on the site include:

• The steep embankment descending from the roadway (transition between Zone 1 and 2). This
is an upper scarp to the old slope movement(s), having a mean slope gradient estimated to be
approximately 1H : lv (based on our field observations). There are areas of near-vertical faces
in this scarp area. In the south half of tax lot 1900, we see evidence of an isolated block of
marine terrace deposit that has moved away from the main scarp;

• Uneven ground surface (Zone 2); and

• Finding of jumbled, mixed soil debris in
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Figure 1 - HazVu Mapping ofJump-off Joe Landslide Area

81 Page

36
2



Geotechnical Engineering Report
NW Spring St., Newport, Oregon
June 12,2018 K&A Engineering, Inc. Project No.: 17056 engiering

We have modeled slope stability using common methods of limit equilibrium analysis.7 Limit
equilibrium assesses stability based on a “factor of safety” (FOS) — the ratio of forces resisting
movement to forces driving movement. Our modeling included:

• Ground surface boundaries defined by our field-developed cross section,
• Subsurface boundaries and material properties estimated from our probes and borings,
• Groundwater levels estimated from the probes and borings,
• Earthquake peak ground acceleration based on deaggregation of earthquake ground motion

data.8

In the current static condition, the site is stable, with minimum FOS in the range of 1.4 to 1.6. This FOS
is within the generally-acceptable limits for development.

In the event of the (extreme) Cascadian subduction-zone earthquake (475-year recurrence), peak
ground accelerations are expected to exceed 30% of gravity, and our estimates of FOS for this condition
are either slightly above or slightly below 1.0, depending on modeling method and estimates of
groundwater and soil shear strength. We believe that there will be some lateral movement with this
magnitude of earthquake ground motion.

Graphic summaries of our analysis are attached in Appendix C to this report.

3.1.3 Beach Regression
DOGAMI has estimated a general beach regression of in the approximate range of 0.3 to 0.4-feet/year in
this area. This is an overall estimate for screening purposes and is not meant to be site-specific. For
this site, we believe that long-term regression may be less than this range due to several mitigating
features specific to the project site:

• The protection of the toe of the Zone 2 slope by the terminal siltstone exposure found at the
east edge of the beach area,

• Overall low-gradients of the ground in the Zone 2 area, and
High densities of existing vegetation in Zones 2 and 1.

3.1.4 Design Earthquake
The design earthquake was determined using criteria including an event having a 10-percent chance, or
higher, of occurring within a 50-year period. Based on analysis using current modeling of local sources
of earthquake ground motion (crustal, deep, and subduction zone)9, the design earthquake has a
(modal) magnitude of 9.08 with a peak ground acceleration of 0.32g.’° A summary of the Deaggregation
analysis is attached to this report in Appendix D.

We use proprietary software SLIDE, published by Roc Science, http://www.rocscience.com
U.S. Geological Survey — Earthquake Hazards Program. https://earthquake.usgs.gov/hazards/interactive/
2014 Dynamic Conterminous NSHMP PSHA interactive deaggregation analysis, on-line at the USGS Geologic

Earthquake Hazards Program. https://earthquake.usgs.gov/hazards/interactive/
10 The analysis was made for a Site Class of 760 m/s shear velocity (B/C Boundary). Bedrock is shallow, and our
probes indicated very high equivalent SPT “N” which would put this at a relatively high shear wave velocity and,
hence, a lower Site Class. For structural design, we have provided spectral design criteria based on Site Class D to
ensure an expected level of conservatism for the project.

91 Page

36
3



Geotechnical Engineering Report
NW Spring St., Newport, Oregon
June 12, 2018 . K & A Engineering, Inc. . Project No.: 17056 engneenng

3.1.5 Faulting and Lateral Spreading
Mapping by the State of Oregon Department of Geology and Minerals Industries (DOGAMI) of geologic
hazards indicates that there is an ENE-WSW trending active fault approximately 1.5 miles southeast of
the subject site. Direct rupture at the project site from this fault is unlikely.

Minor lateral spreading (several feet or less) at the site due to strong earthquake ground motion is
likely, based on our pseudo-static stability analysis using the expected peak ground acceleration of
0.32g.

3.1.6 Liquefaction

We found no evidence of loose, saturated clean sands in the area investigated and it is our opinion that
risks due to earthquake-induced liquefaction and resulting subsidence are low for the project site.

3.1.7 Tsunami
The majority of the project site is situated above the statutory tsunami inundation line (at 30 feet
elevation). The exception is the western margin of lot 1800 near the vegetation line at the beach) which
is below the inundation line, but our understanding is that proposed homesites are above and
essentially in-line with development proposed for the remaining project site.

DOGAMI’s Tsunami Inundation Map includes inundation scenarios for earthquakes of several different
magnitudes and indicates that a tsunami induced by a Cascadia Subduction Zone earthquake” could
reach an elevation of approximately 80 feet, which would extend above NW Spring Street.

In general, aside from the aftermath of a Cascadia Subduction Zone earthquake, the site meets current
criteria for tsunami.

3.1.8 Expansive Soils

Subsurface soils at this site are not expansive.

3.1.9 Foundation Settlement
Undocumented fills could represent a minor hazard of excessive differential settlement. We found
undocumented sandy fill that has been placed over a relatively large area of the central portion of the
project site. This hazard can easily be mitigated by following our recommendations for Foundations in
this report.

3.2 SEISMIc DESIGN CRITERIA

For designing lateral bracing systems and other structural elements for earthquake ground motion, we
recommend that design criteria be selected based on a site class “D — Stiff soil profile.”2 The
recommended design spectral response acceleration parameters’3 are shown on Table 2.

A rupture of the entire length of the fault zone from the southern Oregon to northern Washington costs,
resulting in sub-marine Iandsliding.
12 Section 1613.3.2 of the 2014 Oregon Structural Specialty Code.
13 http://earthquake.usgs.gov/designmaps/us/application.php?
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Table 1- Recommended Seismic Design Parameters

Design Parameter Design Value

SMS site class “D”) 1.729

SM1 (site class “D”) 1.148

SDS (site class “D”) 1.153

SD1 (site class “D”) 0.765

3.3 FOUNDATIONS

3.3.1 General Foundation Recommendations
We assume that this site will be developed to support one or more conventional single-family
residences.

To mitigate hazards associated with:

Slope movement,

• Differential settlement from underlying slide debris, loose sands, and undocumented fills, and
• Erosion of loose sands;

We are recommending that all permanent structures be supported on a foundation system consisting of
reinforced concrete grade beams or isolated reinforced concrete pads supported by deep foundation
elements.

Deep foundation elements should find support for all loads within underlying siltstone.

Helical piles or micropiles are the most economical and efficient deep foundation elements for this site.
These systems can easily be installed through the overlying unconsolidated fill and slide debris and
embedded into underlying load-bearing siltstone.

Micropiles have an advantage of very high individual allowable load capacity in compression and tens
tension and can be battered to provide the necessary resistance to lateral loads. Helical piles offer
reasonable individual load capacity but, due to expected limited embedment in siltstone, should not be
relied upon for uplift.

Deep foundation elements shall extend into the underlying native siltstone.

Battered deep foundation elements should be designed to resist lateral earthquake loads and provide
additional security against lateral spreading.

3.3.2 Helical Pile Systems
The allowable design load capacity for helical piles shall be limited to 15-kips/square foot of helix
bearing. We recommend use of single-helix helical piles with helix diameters in the range of 8 to 12-
inches. Thus, the total allowable design load capacity will be in the range of 5 to 12-kips per pile.

Helical pile ultimate load capacity shall be evaluated by installation torque in the underlying siltstone
according to the following relationship:

11 I P a g e
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2
= —T

hleff

Where:

= Ultimate capacity, kips

deff = Pile shaft diameter,ft.

T = Installation torque, k — ft.

Helical piles shall consist of the following elements:

• 2.875-inch O.D. x 0.25-inch wall (mm.) tubular steel shafts with connections designed to prevent
vertical slip during loading using a threaded connection,

• Single-helix plates having a minimum 0.325-inch thickness
• “Pre-construction” brackets designed for embedment in concrete.

Helical pile shafts shall consist of cold-formed welded and seamless carbon steel structural tubing
meeting the requirement of ASTM A500 Grade B with a minimum yield strength of 42-ksi. Pile shafts,
including the lead section with helix plate, shall be either hot-dipped galvanized or otherwise coated for
corrosion resistance.

All helical piles shall be embedded a minimum of 1-foot into underlying native, undisturbed SILTS TONE as
verified by K & A Engineering, Inc. in the field during construction.

The Installer shall provide K & A Engineering, Inc. with:

• A manufacturer’s certification of materials (length, section, steel grade) for pile shafts and lead
section with helix,

• Manufacturer’s certification for shaft treatment for corrosion resistance (galvanization or other
coatings),

• Schedule of shaft connection elements,

• Manufacturer’s certification of materials (dimension and construction) for the pile bracket,
• A description and drawings detailing the connection of the pile bracket to the pile shaft and to

the existing foundation including connector type/size/grade, epoxy adhesives (if used), and

installation methods.

• Certification of drive head pressure meter calibration,

• Drive head manufacturer’s published relationship between drive pressure and torque output for
the drive head used.

Submittals must be made to K & A Engineering, Inc. a minimum of 1-week prior to installation.

K & A Engineering, Inc. shall inspect the installation of helical piles including:

• Observe installation of the helical piles

• Verify minimum depth of installation,

• Record installation pressures,

• Approve of installation based on installation torque and depth, and

12 I P a g e
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Provide a written installation summary that recommends acceptance by the local building
official.

K & A Engineering, Inc. shall be notified a minimum of 2-weeks in advance of load test installation, load
testing. and production pile installation.

3.3.3 Micropiles
For design purposes, micropiles shall be designed for an allowable design grout-siltstone bond strength
of 1,000-pounds/square foot of bond. Load testing is required to verify actual bond capacity. Based
on our preliminary analysis, micropiles consisting of a 5-inch nominal shaft diameter and using a No 8
solid steel reinforcing element should achieve allowable load capacities in the range of 15 to 20-kips,
depending on the depth of embedment in siltstone.

We recommend an allowable design load capacity of 20-kips maximum, in tension and compression.

To achieve economy and reasonably high individual micropile load capacity, we recommend the
following design criteria:

• Minimum diameter of the grout-siltstone bond zone of 5-inches,
• 4-inch x 0.25 tubular steel casing extending from the ground surface (grade beam or load pad)

to 1-foot below the surface of siltstone, having a minimum yield strength of 36-ksi;
• Micropile reinforcement consisting of one solid No. 2 reinforcing bar, minimum yield strength of

60-ksi;
• Maximum design allowable grout-to-siltstone bond strength of 1.0-ksf.

Prior to installation of production micropiles, a minimum of one test pile should be installed into
Mudstone and load tested to verify actual ultimate and allowable load capacity. The load test shall
include:

• Ultimate load, in tension, to a minimum 200-percent of the maximum specified working load.
The load test shall be made in increments of 10, 25, 50, 100, 150, and 200-percent of maximum
specified working load.

• Creep Testing. A creep test shall be made a 133-percent of the maximum specified working
load. Criteria for successful creep is less than 2-mm of creep over one log-cycle of time.

K & A Engineering, Inc. shall:

• Review and approve materials and construction methods submitted by Contractor prior to
construction,

• Inspect installation of test piles,
• Inspect load testing and verify ultimate load at failure or that no failure occurred.

• .‘ • Verify the validity of the preliminary allowable grout bond strength based on load test results,
and make recommendations for embedment lengths of the production piles, accordingly, and

• Inspect and approve micropile construction.

13 I P a g e
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3.4 SITE DEVELOPMENT

3.4.1 General Recommendations
We recommend that site development consist of the minimal amount of earthwork necessary for access
and foundation construction. Site development should be planned and executed to incorporate the
following requirements:

• Fills. No permanent fills other than low fills (less than 4-feet in height shall be created;
• Retaining Walls.

• Fill Retaining Walls: Based on the current Conceptual Site Plan (Appendix A),
permanent fills will be required to support portions of the driveway and parking areas
approaching the building pads. We have provided recommendations for design criteria
for these retaining walls. We believe that the most cost-effective wall systems for
these retaining walls are Mechanically-Stabilized Earth embankments (MSE) —

compacted soil embankments reinforced with horizontal reinforcement elements
(typically geogrids) and a structural wall facing.

• Cut Retaining Walls: The current Conceptual Site Plan (Appendix A) grading requires a
retaining wall to support the cut into the hillside on the east side of the driveway. We
have provided retaining wall design criteria for this wall system in this report.

• Revegetation: Surface erosion shall be minimized by establishment of vegetation in all
disturbed areas with species of grasses, shrubs, and trees that are well adapted to local climate
and soil conditions and that produce vigorous, deep, and dense toot structures. Areas to receive
vegetative treatment include, but are not limited to:

• Road cut and fill embankments
• Disturbed areas around foundations
• Disturbed areas associated with landscaping and retaining walls.

Revegetation shall be installed immediately after completion of grading, foundation pad
construction, and access road construction. Temporary revegetation is requited for temporary
cuts, fills, and other disturbed areas during long (2-months or more) periods of inactivity and

between construction phases.
)JI JJ • Stone Armoring. In some areas of ground disturbance, it may be more beneficial, economical,

,
or practical to place stone armoring in lieu of vegetation to minimize surface erosion. Stone
armoring shall consist, at a minimum, of 12-inches of 4 to 7-inch crushed basalt quarry rock, L
machine placed. \

• No-Build Zone. No foundations, earthwork, or vegetative disturbance shall occur in a 20-foot
wide “no-build” zone adjacent to the west edge of the existing NW Spring Street. This zone
extends 20-feet west of the east property boundary. The purpose of this requirement is to
preserve the integrity of the Zone 1 scarp embankment described in this report, and thus
preserve the integrity of the NW Spring Street roadway. The exception to this is minor \necessary disturbance allowing for the construction of a low gravity retaining wall on the east
side of the access driveway to be constructed at or near the west edge of the “no-build” zone.

• Drainage. Development shall result in positive sheet-flow drainage flowing west. Concentrated
flows from roof drains shall be distributed to the ground surface as sheet flow using flow
spreaders. 7)

I l4IPage
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3.4.2 Access Drive Design and Construction
Our understanding is that the driveway accessing home sites will leave NW Spring Street somewhere in
the south half of tax lot 1900 and extend northward on the project site, following the west edge of the
specified “no-build” zone, and terminating at the proposed single-family residence building pad on tax
lot 1$00. See the Conceptual Site Plan (Appendix A).

We recommend that theaccess drive be surfaced with either:

• Crushed aggregate - a minimum of 8-inches of ¾” —0 well-graded crushed aggregate over a slit
fil woven geotextile, or

• Hot Mix Asphalt Concrete pavement — a minimum of 2-inches of dense asphalt concrete
pavement over 8-inches of ¾” — 0 well-graded crushed aggregate.

The driveway surface and cut embankment retaining walls shall be drained to in such a manner as to
prevent concentrated flows of storm runoff on native sandy soils.

3.4.3 Foundation Pads
Our understanding is that, at the time of this report, two-story “daylight” designs for single-family
residences are being considered. In this concept, a lower vli&hjel will face the west at a grade
that is lower than the east side of the foundation pad.

Grading in the Conceptual Site Plan (Appendix A) indicates that the lower “daylight” level will be close to
the existing grade at the east edge of the building pad as follows:

• Duplex “A” on Tax Lot 1900:
• Main pad elevation 65-feet,
• Lower floor elevation (approximately) 55-feet
• Existing grade ranges in elevation from (approximately) 52 to 57-feet.

• Duplex “B” on Tax Lot 1903:
• Main pad elevation 51-feet,
a Lower floor elevation (approximately) 41-feet
• Existing grade ranges in elevation from (approximately) 39 to 43-feet.

• Single-family Residence on Tax Lot 1800:
• Main pad elevation 40-feet,
• Lower floor elevation (approximately) 30-feet
a Existing grade ranges in elevation from (approximately) 22 to 24-feet.

The lower “daylight” levels of the Duplex units “A” and “B” and the Single-family residence will include a
retaining wall on the north, east, and south sides to provide grade separation. We anticipate that deep
foundation elements will support reinforced concrete grade beams that support the lower “daylight”
levels of all three structures.

We recommend that all soils excavated from basement areas and foundation pad should be removed
from the project site and disposed of off-site -or- utilized for MSE fill embankments for the driveway.
The purposes of this requirement include:

Foundation pads should be graded appropriately to provide temporary support for:

15 I P a g e
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• Access for helical pile or micropile installation

• Forming and construction of reinforced concrete grade beams

Note that the undocumented fills found at the site are not suitable for temporary support and should be
completely removed from foundation areas.

3.4.4 Retaining Walls

3.4.4.1 Genera/Requirements
All retaining wall structures shall be evaluated for global stability nd shal ave a minimum factor of

safety of:

• Static Conditions: EQS 1.5 during static conditions and
• Earthquake Conditions: EQS 1.1 for the design peak ground acceleration (0.32g).

Lateral reinforcements (i.e. tiebacks) may be required to resist transient loads from the design

earthquake for tall cut embankment retaining walls with sloped ground surfaces. K & A Engineering, Inc.
should be consulted with to provide additional design criteria for lateral reinforcement.

We anticipate that some movement will occur behind retained cut slopes for the design earthquake.

Retaining walls supporting cut slopes should extend vertically 1-ft above retained soil grade to limit the
movement of displaced soils from shallow slope movements in terrace sands above cut embankment

retaining walls.

3.4.4.2 Cut Embankments

Stability for cut embankments along the east side of the driveway should be provided a gravity retaining

Gabion baskets shall consist of 9-gage ArtWeld welded wire baskets manufactured by Hilfiker Retaining
Walls14. K & A Engineering, Inc. shall review and approve of wall design and construction details prior to
installation and shall provide quality assurance of wall construction.

According to the Conceptual Site Plan (Appendix A), retaining walls supporting the permanent cut slopes
along the east side of the driveway will support cut embankments up to 10-ft in height.

We recommend a wall system consisting of welded-wire gabion baskets filled with 4 to 7-inch open-
graded quarry stone. This wall shall have a BASE: HEIGHT ratio of 0.7 or greater and the toe of the wall

shall be buried a 1-foot below final grade at the toe. Retained soils shall not exceed 2H : lv slope.

Recommended design criteria include:

• Active Lateral Earth Pressure: 5$-pci (equivalent fluid pressure),
• Passive Lateral Earth Pressure:

• Terrace Sands: 330-pci,
• Siltstone: 406-pci,

• Coefficient of Sliding: 0.36

14 See fjpj hjjfikerccmJawjrni Technical specifications, drawings, and construction details are readily
available from the manufacturer.
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Bearing Capacity: 1.5-ksf

3.4.4.3 DrivewayFillEmbankments
We recommend gravity walls consisting of mechanically-stabilized earth embankments for all fill
retaining walls. These offer use of native sands for backfill and present minimal toe bearing pressure.
The recommended design criteria include:

• Active Lateral Earth Pressure: 33-pcf (equivalent fluid pressure),
• Passive Lateral Earth Pressure:

o Terrace Sands: 330-pcf,

o Siltstone: 406-pcf,
• Uniform lateral earth pressure from traffic loading: 60-psf
• Coefficient Against Sliding: 0.36
• Bearing Capacity: 1.5-ksf

4 LIMITATION AND USE OF GEOTECHNICAL RECOMMENDATIONS

This report has been prepared for the exclusive use of Bill Lund for the subject project.

This geotechnical investigation, analysis, and recommendations meet the standards of care of
competent geotechnical engineers providing similar services at the time these services were provided.

We do not warrant or guarantee site surface or subsurface conditions. Exploration test holes indicate
soil conditions only at specific locations (i.e. the test hole locations) to the depths penetrated. They do
not necessarily reflect soil/rock materials or groundwater conditions that exist between or beyond
exploration locations or limits.

The scope of our services does not include construction safety precautions, techniques, sequences, or
procedures, except as specifically recommended in this report. Our services should not be interpreted
as an environmental assessment of site conditions.
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FIELD-DEVELOPED CROSS SECTION
Geotechnical Site Investigation

Lund Development
lax Lots 1900, 1903; NW Spring St., Newport, OR
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Appendix B

Probes and Boring Logs
Geotechnical Engineering Report

Proposed Residential Development

Tax Lots 1900 and 1903

Tax Map 11-01-05-BC

NW Spring Street

Newport, Oregon
Project: 17056

June 12, 2018

Preparedfor:
Bill Lund

P.O. Box 22

Seal Rock, OR 97376

Prepared by:
Michael Remboldt, P.E., G.E.

K & A Engineering, Inc.

Coburg, Oregon

K & A Engineering, Inc.
5416849399 Kaengineers.com

Established 199$ @ fl 9 1 fl e e r i n g
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k
K & A Engineering, Inc. CLIENT: Bill Lund
91051 S. Willameffe St.; P. 0. Box 8486 PROJECT: Proposed Residential Development
Coburg, OR 97408

SITE ADDRESS: NW Spring Street, Newport, OregonTelephone: 541-684-9399
engtneeringFa)c JobNo.17056

BORING NUMBER
Unconfined Compressive Strength, tons/ft.2

AH—2 Sheet 1 of 1 0
. co SURFACE ELEVATION

D 0
-J

55.80LUcx)
‘_ LJO=

OC,) PL MC LL
- o_ NORTH EAST 0
0

C?)
N VALUE, blows/ft.

DESCRIPTION OF MATERIALS

—

- (LABORATORY CLASSIFICATION) 70 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90
Tan, damp, loose to moderately dense, silty-SAND or
SAND with some silt (FILL?). Contains pockets of brown
SILT, organics, and roots.

I I I I I I I I
I I I I I I I

L I I I I I I I

I I I I I I I

I I I I I I I I
IEJ I I I I I I I

White/gray, loose to moderately dense, coarse,
poorly-graded, SAND with trace silt (dune sand or
terrace deposits). Some orange staining.

End of Boring @ 6 feet

I I I I I I I I I
— 1.0

I I I I I I I I
LR I I I I I I I I

I I I I I I I I I

I U] I I I I I I I
V

- 2.0

2.5-

5.0-

7.5-

10.0-

12.5-

15.0-

17.5-

20.0-

22.5-

25.0-

27.5-

1—

CDc
z
CD
z
CD

CD
0
-J

0
CD

0
CD
z

U)
U)
CD
0

- 3.0

- 4.0

- 5.0

- 6.0

- 7.0

8.0

CD
z

0
U)

z

CD

CD
0•

ê Calibrated Penetrometer Unconfined Compression

WATER LEVEL MEASUREMENTS ãfNG STARTED

11/8/17
DATE TIME SAMPLED CASING CAVE-IN WATER BORING COMPLETED

11/8/17
DRILLER RIG

K & A 3.5” Hand Auger
ENGINEER APPROVED

JOB

37
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k

K & A Engineering, Inc. [ CLIENT: Bill Lund
91051 S. Willamette St.; P. 0. Box 8486 PROJECT: Proposed Residential Development
Coburg, OR 97408

SITE ADDRESS: NW Spring StrëfPióiigonTelephone: 541-684-9399
Fax: Job No. 17056en gin cer n g

Unconfined Compressive Strength, tons/ft.2
0

1 2 3 4 5
,., I I I =>-b:

rt
c7) PL MC LL
H-
-J

Z2

H
0
U]

TarVbrown, damp, loose to moderately dense, I I I I I I I I I

silty-SAND or SAND with some sift (FILL). Contains I I I I I I I I

/ pockets of brown silt, gravel, and roots.

________

Cj I I I I I I I
Brown, damp, loose to moderately dense, silty-SAND I H I I I I

V

I I
(FILL) mixed with decomposed mudstone fragments I I I I I I I I

/ \ /%% (gravel and cobble sized). Glass shards and garbages I I I I I I I I
from 2 to 6-ft. Additional samples retrieved to 6-ft using I I I I I I I I I 1.0

— 3.5-in AMS hand auger.

I I I I I I I I I
I I I I I I I I

2y

___

I I IU I I I I

2.0

3 Dark gray or black, damp, ve stiff to hard, friable, , ,
‘V

- 3.0

/\ CLAY with some sand (decomposed siltstone). Some I

orange staining below 12-ft. Stiffer with depth.
I I I I I I

V

V

- I I I I I I I

I I I I I I I IV I

—4.0

/ I I I I I I I I
I I I I I I I I I

V

_________________________ ____

I I I I I I I I I—

Dark gray or black, hard, weathered SILTSTONE I I I I I I I I
- 5 0

< < BEDROCK (Nye Formation) (not friable). I I I I I I I
\) I I I I I I I I I

V

5 ( xx I I I I I I I I I
I I I I I I I I I V

I I I I I I I I I
V

_____________ __

I_I I_I_I_I_I
End of Bong @ 19.5 feet 6.0

F70

8.0

-- - -

c

U]
1
D

.4:
U)

U]
0

U]
-J
Q V

rx:

U)

BORING NUMBER

B—i Sheet 1 of 1
cr
Q
-J
C-)
=
0
.4:
Q
cr2

WATER LEVEL MEASUREMENTS BORING STARTED
71/7/17

DATE TIME SAMPLED CASING CAVE-IN 1 WATER BORING COMPLETED
11/7/17

K&A AMS94JO-VTR
11/7/17 16:05 ACR 6.8 DRILLER RIG

I I MDR1
VVVVVV ENGINEER APPROVED

SURFACE ELEVATION

NORTH
42.60

EAST

DESCRIPTION OF MATERIALS
(LABORATORY CLASSIFICATION)

Brown, moist, soft, high plasticity, SILT or CLAY with
rounded gravels.

N VALUE, blows/ft.

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90

I I I I I I I I I
I I I I I I I. I I
I I I I I I I I
I I I I I I I I I
I I I I I I I I I
I I I I I I I I I
I I I I I I I I
I I I I I

2.5-

5.0-

ACR

7.5-

10.0-

12.5-

15.0-

17.5-

20.0-

22.5 V

25.0-

27.5-

H

CD

z
CD
z
CD

CD
0

0

C’)

H
C))

CD
z
0
C))
C))
CD
0

z

0

z
C’)
z
CD

CD

ê Calibrated Penetrometer Unconfined Compression
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Brown, moist, loose, organic-laden, gravelly-silty-SAND
(FILL) - contains concentrated, thin roots.
Grayish-brown, moist, moderately dense, fine
silty-SAND (FILL). Relatively high fines content.

Black, damp, moderately stiff, low plasticity, organic
silty-SAND or sandy-SILT (original native).

White/tan, damp, moderately dense, fine, poorly-graded
SAND (terrace deposits?). Top 1-ft stained orange from
overlying layer.

Gray and white, moist or damp, moderately dense,
coarse, poorly-graded SAND (terrace deposits). Some
orange staining.

I ‘I I I I I I

I I I I I I I
__l_ T
ll I I I I I I
I I I I I I I

I I
I I I I I I I I

I I I I I I I I

I I I I I I
I I I I I I
I I I I I I

— 50
I I I I I I

I I I I I I
I I I I I

I I I I I I
I I I I I I
I I I I I I I

I I I I I I -6.0

I I I I I I I
— H- — —I— — b — H- — —H — f— — H- —

I I I I I I I I
I [ I I I I I I I

— —I— — - —4— —I— — - —4— —I— — — —4— —

I j I I I I I I I 7.0
I 1 I I I I I I
I I I I I I I I

k

K & A Engineering, Inc. CLIENT: Bill Lund
91051 S. Willameffe St.; P. 0. Box 8486 PROJECT: Proposed Residential Development
Coburg, OR 97408

SITE ADDRESS: NW Spring StNiàiiiiiTelephone: 541-684-9399
engIneering Fax: JobNo.17056

BORING NUMBER Unconfined Compressive Strength, tons/ft.2

B—3 Sheeti otl 0
c SURFACE ELEVATION 1 2 3 4 5

> I—
F-.= LU 73.00
- EI- -J

o_ D CD u) PL MC LL LU
LU F-

NORTH EAST
CD

U) N VALUE, blows/ft.
DESCRIPTION OF MATERIALS

—

(LABORATORY CLASSIFICATION) iF 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90

I 1I

K
I

2.5-

5.0-

2

7.5-

10.0- 3

12.5-

-4

15.0-

17.5-
5

20.0-

6
22.5-

7

25.0-

27.5 -

I I

I I
I I

- 1.0

- 2.0

- 3.0

- 4.0

I I
I I

I I I
I I I

I I
I I

I I I
I I I
I I I.
I I I

I I
I I I
I I I

I I
I I

I I I
I I I
I I I

I I
I I
I I
I I

E

E

Dl I

----lF
n
C

z
CDz
CD

CD
0

a
q

F
Cl)

CD
z
a-
Cl)
Cl)
CD
0

o Gray wet moderately dens poody-graded, - - - - - — -

gravelly-SAND or SAND with some gravel - coarse
o

sands and rounded gravels up to 0.5-in in diameter.

F Gray/white, wet, moderately dense, poorly-graded
SAND. Orange staining at 22.6 and 23.3-ft.

Dark gray/black, damp, very stiff/hard, friable,
x x laminated, tine-grained, weathered SILTSTONE (Nye

_______

jFormation).

End of Boring @ 24.8 feet

-

U
z

0

z
CD

CD

CD
0

Calibrated Penetrometer Unconfined Compression

8.0

WATER LEVEL MEASUREMENTS BORING STARTED
11/8/17

DATE TIME SAMPLED CASING CAVE-IN WATER BORING COMPLETED
11/8/1711/8/17 09:30 ACR 21.3

DRILLER RIG
K&A AMS941O-VTR

ENGINEER APPROVED
MDR
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C%J

0
0

z
0
z
0

0
0

a
0

U)

0
z
a-
U)
U)
0
0

w
z

0
U)

z
U)
z
0

0

k
K & A Engineering, Inc. CLIENT: Bill Lund
91051 S. Willamefle St. P. 0. Box 8486 PROJECT: Proposed Residential Development
Coburg, OR 97408

SITE ADDRESS: NW Spring Street, Newport, OregonTelephone: 541-684-9399
Fax: Job No. 17056en gn ecri ng

BORING NUMBER

=
—

0uJ

g
U]

a: =
f3C)uJ <

L/)

SURFACE ELEVATION
HA-i Sheet 1 of 1

NORTH
50.20

EAST

Unconfined Compressive Strength, tons/ft.2

,.

>-
c;c,:;
— co
-J

D

2

DESCRIPTION OF MATERIALS

3

(LABORATORY CLASSIFICATION)

4 5

LL

=
—
E
D

N VALUE, blows/ft.

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90

2.5-

5.0-

7.5-

10.0-

12.5-

15.0-

17.5-

20.0

22.5-

25.0-

27.5-

FILL - basalt cobbles - most likely end-dumped from I I I I I I I I I

Istteet

Brown, moist, loose to mod. dense, fine-grained, I I I I I I I I
,, , non-plastic organic poorly-graded SAND - native I I I I I I I I

‘topsoil.’

______

I I I I I I I I I —1.0
Brown, moist, loose, non-plastic, fine-grained, I I I I I I 1
poorly-graded SAND. Trace organics. Grading into I I I I I I I I I

marine terrace deposits. No Groundwater.

________ __________________________________________________________

End of Boring @ 5 feet

- 2.0

- 3.0

4.0

b 5.0

- 6.0

7.0

b8.O

Ih
-

Calibrated Penetrometer Unconfined Compression

WATER LEVEL MEASUREMENTS BORING STARTED
11/7/17

DATE TIME SAMPLED CASING CAVE-IN WATER BORING COMPLETED
11/7/17

DRILLER RIG
K & A 3.5” HanQjer

ENGINEER APPROVED
GS
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k
K & A Engineering, Inc. CLIENT: Bill Lund

91051 S. Willamette St.; P. 0. Box 8486 PROJECT: Proposed Residential Development
Coburg, OR 97408

SITE ADDRESS: NW Spring Street, Newport, OregonTelephone: 541 -684-9399

engLneerlng Fax. JobNo.17056
BORING NUMBER

Uncontined Compressive Strength, tons/ft.’

HA-2 Sheet 1 of 1
SURFACE ELEVATION 1 2 3 4 5

I =
> I—

F-.LI] 53.60
I- LI]

Dci PL MC LLD
,,, o- NORTH EAST F CD
CD —J

U’ Cl) I = N VALUE, blows/ft.
DESCRIPTION OF MATERIALS

(LABORATORY CLASSIFICATION) 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90
//

Brown, moist, loose to mod. dense, tine-grained,

non-plastic organic poorly-graded SAND - native

\‘opsoiI.’

Brown to light grayish-white, wet, gravelly

poorly-graded SAND. Weathered Marine Terrace

Deposits.

xx
xx
xx
xx

I I I I I
I I I I

I I I I I I
I I I I I I
I I I I I I
I I I I I

I I I I I I
I I I I

2.5-

5.0-

7.5-

10.0-

12.5-

15.0-

17.5-

20.0-

22.5-

25.0-

27.5

Dk. reddish-brown, wet to sI. wet, stiff, blocky

SILlY-CLAY. Residual soil from decomposing Nye

Formation. Stiffer, brittle/friable, blocky with depth. No

\Groundwater

End ofBoring@Sfeet

bi Calibrated Penetrometer Uncontined Compression

- 1.0

= 2.0

- 3.0

- 4.0

b 5.0

6.0

- 7.0

8.0

I—
(‘I

F

ci

z
CD
z
CD

CD
0

0

ci

F
U)

CD
z

U)
U)
CD
0

CD
z

0

z
CD
z
CD

CD

, WATER LEVEL MEASUREMENTS BORING STARTED
11/7/17

DATE TIME SAMPLED CAS1NG CAVE-IN WATER BORING COMPLETED
11/7/17

DRILLER RIG
K & A 3.5” Hand Auger

ENGINEER APPROVED
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k
K & A Engineering, Inc. CLIENT: Bill Lund

91051 S. Willamette St.: P. 0. Box 8486 PROJECT: Proposed Residential Development
Coburg, OR 97408

SITE ADDRESS: NW Spring Street, Newport, OregonTelephone: 541-684-9399
engineringFax JobNo. 17056

—

BORING NUMBER Uncontined Compressive Strength, tons/ft.2
HA-3 Sheet 1 of 1 0

0>- 0
. c SURFACE ELEVATION

58 00

1 2 3 4 5
-] I I I =

I—] cx Ci .

I- UJ= Oci PL MC LLo_ O
, NORTH I EAST .. 00 )(

C/) I NVALUE, blows/ft.
DESCRIPTiON OF MATERIALS

—

- (LABORATORY CLASSIFICATION) 70 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90

0

6rown, loose, moist, non-plastic organic SAND - native
opsoiI.

Brown to gray-brown or greyish-white with red stain,
moderately dense, gravelly poorly-graded SAND.
Terrace Deposits.
No Groundwater.

I I I i— I I I
I I I I I I
I I I I I I

I I
I I I I I I I I
I I I I I I I I
I I I I I .1 I
I I I I I I I I
I I I• I I I I I
I I I I I I I I
I I .1 I I I I I

End of Boring@6feet

2.5-

5.0-

7.5-

10.0-

12.5-

15.0-

17.5-

20.0-

22.5—

25.O

27.5

- 1.0

- 2.0

- 3.0

- 4.0

- 5.0

- 6.0

ft 7.0

8.0

“4

I-.
CD
q
C,)
0z
(2
z
(2

(5
0
-J

U-
(2

C’)

CD
z
U
U)
C))
CD
0

CD
z
CC)’
0
CD

z
(5

CD

CD
0

Calibrated Penetrometer Unconfined Compression

WATER LEVEL MEASUREMENTS BORING STARTED
11/7/17

DATE TIME SAMPLED CASING CAVE-IN WATER BORING COMPLETED
— 11/7/17

DRILLER RIG
K & A 3.5” Hand Auger

ENGINEER APPROVED
GS
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DYNAMIC PROBE LOG
EC-2

°Jshn H. Schmertrrane, “Statics of OPT’, Journal of the Geotechnical Engineering Division, American Society of Civil Engineers. May 1979.

PROJECT NUMBER: 17056
DATE SlANTED: 1 1-07-2017

DATE COMPLETED: 11-07-2017
DEPTH COMPLETED )ft): 32.0

SURFACE ELEVATION: 55.8 ft
STATIC WATER DEPTH EN COMPLETION (ft): 6.0

FIRST ENCOUNTERED WATER DEPTH 10): 6.E
HAMMER WEIGHT: 63.5 kg

CONE ANEk 52.6 sg. cm

°P.K. Robertson. ILL Cabal (Robertson), 2015. “Suidi to Cone PnnretroGon Testing tot Geofechnical Engineering, 6th Edition” Gregg DriWing and Testing, Inc.

Note: Dashed tines show tip pressure and N normaNoed foe overburden
peessare 0,000

I Zone ISoil BehaviourType (DOT) Description
Sensitivr. tine grinned

2 Organic soils - cloy

I 3 Itas - oily-clay to clay
4JSik Mixtures - clayey-silttlo sihy-clay

Oand Mixtures - siEy-sand to sondy-sitt
!Sands - cleot sand to sifly-sand

Sravelly sand to dense sand
Very still sandia ciayey sand

N Fire groined tweak reck, cemented, relic structuret

Project: 17056
Client: Bill Lund

Normalized Friction RaHo, P1

6/12/2018

K & A Engineering, Inc.

• 541-684-6966
kaengineerc. corn

engIneering

HOLE#. FC-2
CREW: -

PROJECT.
ADDRESS
LOCATION: Newoert, I

tW! T!I Tsp Pressure qs k,/cm2 (Raw and ...

DEPTH PER T0RDUE Fnction Ratio, . Equle. OPT N (Raw and Normalized) BOIL BEHgvtogR
IL 6-in. H-lbs. 1 10 “080 1500 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 1 10 100

TYPE (OBI) ZONE e) REMARKS

L
-ra S SAND

tt
c.’

-iLJLJL. -
s..._ 9

- 34 188 9
-iL__iL.__..._. i____________,_.s
- 3D 199 a N I 9
-12 33 162 ‘

‘ E 9
jT

‘:‘‘

-LJLJL______._L___ ‘ .‘ ,t 9
- 37 159 e N ‘ “““ I 9
-94 25 211 ii

‘ ‘flE 9
-J.L___,____5___._.._.,.._’

——

- 36 217 t t ] ‘ ,

-16 30 211 ] I I ‘1 ‘ 9 SILTOTONE
“ ‘i”'’ 211 — - —— .

- ,i I I H (Nye Formalien(
-17 32 211 ir I I

‘ 5 9
-—---_Th--” Ii__ I’

ilI___I___ 9
-18 28 211 II ‘ r I ,. ‘ ,,

‘ I 9

r ———-,---————‘ •,—I -

-19 20 094 Ii i. r ‘I ‘ 9
.T”Tr”y[1

21 19 131 “H’ i.,I l

-WW””T1 L’’ 9
- L ‘lk

I.’I

-:----

tt”ttH H
:—““ i1j 9

:----f4I -“%fIt% ‘ l”

2f* li’. JL .,_ 9

:---+*--——I-•,;---’— - --- --- ----j--- -

HFI’ E-H’%-____
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. Unit Weight Cohesion Phi
Material Name Color

flbs/ft3) fpsf) (deg)

Granular Road Fill 120 0 28

Marine Terrace 120 200 33

Siltstone 120 1000 28

Dune/Fill Sands 115 0 27

0.32

Root zone 115 200 35 1
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1900, 1903 NW Spring St., Newport, Oregon
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Geologic Hazard Assessment Lots 1800, 1900 & 1903, NW Spring Street, Newport, Oregon 97365
Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist LLC November 30, 2017

1.0 Introduction

At the request of Bill Lund, Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist, LLC, working with K&A Engineering Inc.,
of Coburg, Oregon, observed site conditions at Lots 1800, 1900 and 1903 immediately north of 1245
NW Spring St., Newport, Oregon, 97365. The site is situated in a geologic hazard zone defined by the
City of Newport and Lincoln County and this report has been prepared to assess geologic hazard
conditions relevant to the proposed purchase and development of the property.

2.0 Scope of Work

A site visit and geologic reconnaissance of surface features was conducted on October 10, 2017. A
follow-up visit November 7-8, 2017 included geotechnical borings and additional site reconnaissance
plus excavation of 3 hand auger borings and a hand-dug test pit to further characterize the site. In
addition, the following literature and internet sources were reviewed:

• Google Maps, http://maps.google.comlmaps

• Google Earth, earth.google.com

• USGS, http://store.usgs.gov, 1984 and 2014 Newport North Topographic Quadrangle maps
from US Dept. of Interior, Geological Survey

• ORMAP GIS, http://www.ormap.org Oregon Map website listing tax lot numbers

• Lincoln County Assessor’s Maps, tax maps and site surveys, www.co.lincoln.or.us

• H.G. Schlicker & Associates, Inc., Geologic Reconnaissance ofLots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, Block 37, NW
Spring St, Newport, Oregon, August, 1991

• Schlicker, H.G., Olcott, G.W., Beauheu, J.D. and Deacon, R.J., Environmental Geology of
Lincoln County, Oregon, State of Oregon, DOGAMI, Bulletin 81, 1973

• Snavely, P.D., MacLeod, N.S., Wagner, H.C. and Rau, W.W., Geologic Map of the Yaqttina and
Toledo Quadrangles, Lincoln Cotcnty, Oregon, US Dept. of the Interior, Geological Survey,
Misc. Investigation 1-8 67, 1976

• Snavely, P.D., MacLeod, N.S. and Wagner, H.C., Preliminary Bedrock Geologic Map of the
Yaquina and Toledo Quadrangles, Lincoln County, Oregon, US Dept. of the Interior, Geological
Survey, Open File Report 72-352, 1972

• Priest, G.R. and Allan, J.C., Evaluation of Coastal Erosion Hazard Zones Along Dune and 3hff
Backed Shorelines in Lincoln County, Oregon: Cascade Head to Seal Rock Technical Report to
Lincoln County; State of Oregon, DOGAMI, Open File Report 0-04-09, 2004

• Tsunami Inundation Mapfor Newport North, Linc-06, State of Oregon, DOGAMI, TIM Linc-06,
2013

Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist, LLC 634 SW 54th St, Corvallis, OR 97333 503-547-3678
Page 1 of 11 garysandstromcomcast.net
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Geologic Hazard Assessment Lots 1800, 1900 & 1903, NW Spring Street, Newport, Oregon 97365
Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist LLC November 30, 2017

• State of Oregon, DOGAMI, (HazVu), http://oregongeology.org/sub/hazvu/index

• State of Oregon, DOGAMI, Statewide Landslide Inventory for Oregon (SLIDO),
http://www.oregongeology.org/proiects/slido/slido-map

• State of Oregon, DOGAMI, (LIDAR), http://oregongeo1ogy.org/sub/1idardataviewer/index

• State of Oregon, Cascadia Magazine, Cascadia EQ Time Line, DOGAMI, Winter 2010

This report was written to summarize the investigations. Geotechnical site explorations were conducted
by K&A Engineering Inc.

3.0 Project Location and Description

The vacant subject property is situated on the bluff above the Pacific Ocean on the west side of NW
Spring Street south of NW 14th Avenue in Newport, Oregon approximately 3% mile north-northwest of
the junction of US Highway 101 and US Highway 20, and a mile and a half north of the US 101
Yaquina River Bridge (see Googie Earth Location Map and USGS 1984 and 2014 Newport Topographic
Quadrangle Maps). The property (see the ORMAP and Lincoln County Photo tax maps and plat tax
map) is listed as tax lots 1800 (104), 1903 (Parcels 4 and 5 of Ocean View Block 37) and 1900 (Parcels
2 & 3 and the northern half of Parcel 1, Block 37) in Ti iS, Ri 1W, Section 5 SW ¼ of NW ¼.
Combined Lots 1900 and 1903 are rectangular lots bounded on the east by NW Spring Street and
measure approximately 303 feet north-south and 125 feet east-west. Lot 1800 is situated immediately
north of Lot 1903 and measures 60 feet north-south and extends approximately 215-245 feet west from
NW Spring Street to the vegetation line, and appears to be the abandoned right-of-way for NW 14th

Avenue. The north-neighboring lot 1802 at 1409 NW Spring Street is occupied by a single-family
residence, as are the lots on the east side of NW Spring Street opposite Lots 1900 and 1903. South-
neighboring Lot 4400 is owned by the City of Newport, as is the NW 13th Avenue right-of-way south of
Lot 4400 which extends to the vegetation line approximately 350 feet west of NW Spring Street. The
City of Newport also owns parcel 1902 west of Lots 1900 and 1903, and all the adjoining City of
Newport parcels are vacant. Single family residences (including the southern neighbor at 1245 NW
Spring Avenue) are situated on the parcels west of NW Spring Street and south of the 13th Avenue right-
of-way.
The eastern boundary of the heavily-vegetated subject parcel generally coincides with a landslide scarp
ranging up to 10 to 15 feet high along the west margin of the NW Spring Street right-of-way. The
slopes at the base of the scarp appear to have been cut and benched during construction of an access
road at some point during site development, and the base of the scarp/cut-bank has been buttressed with
basalt cobble fill in places. Moderate, generally hummocky, irregular slopes lead down to the beach.
The vegetation line is approximately 250 west of NW Spring Street at the north end of the subject site
and approximately 300 feet west at the south end. A generally SE-NW trending drainage channel
traverses the site from the approximate midpoint of the southern boundary to the beach sand/vegetation
line near the northwest corner. Site elevation ranges from approximately 93 feet at the southeast corner
to 20 feet at the sand line near the northwest corner. The northeast site corner is approximately 85 feet
and the southwest corner is approximately 65 feet. Several footpaths traverse the site and several
primitive campsites were observed in the vicinity.

Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist, LLC 634 SW 54th St, Corvallis, OR 97333 503-547-3678
Page 2 of 11 garysandstromcomcast.net
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Geologic Hazard Assessment Lots 1800, 1900 & 1903, NW Spring Street, Newport, Oregon 97365
Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist LLC November 30, 2017

4.0 Geologic Setting

The slopes underlying the project site are classified in the geologic literature as Quatemary (less than 2.8
million years before present) Marine Ten-ace deposits overlying early Miocene (16.5-23.0 million years
before present) Nyc Mudstone (see DOGAMI Bulletin 8 1-3, OfR-O-04-09, USGS-OF-72-352-l and
USGS 1-8 67 geologic maps). The Marine Terrace deposits are described in 3-81 as up to 75 feet (in
Lincoln County) of semi-consolidated uplifted beach sand overlain locally by fine-grained dune
deposits, with occasional localized gravel lenses. Terrace deposits are described in 0-04-09 as
unconsolidated to moderately consolidated gravel, beach and dune sand; locally containing minor
consolidated clay-rich paleosols, colluvium, debris flows, and alluvial interbeds; to thin-bedded
sandstone, conglomerate, and tuffaceous siltstone with thick glauconitic sandstone beds; sandstone is
fine- to coarse-grained and shows crossbedding, fore-set bedding, and scour and fill structures.
DOGAMI B-81 maps early Miocene (approximately 16.5-23 million years old) Nye Mudstone deposits
at the base of the bluffs at the head of the beach west of the subject site and USGS OF-72-352-1 maps
Nye Mudstone underlying the Marine Terrace deposits in much of the site vicinity. Nye Mudstone
deposits are described as massive to thick-bedded, gray, claycy marine siltstone and very fine-grained
sandstone containing sandstone interbeds near the base and calcareous concretions in places. Middle
Miocene (10.4-16.5 million years old) Astoria formation deposits are mapped overlying the Nyc
Mudstone a short distance to the south and in the wave zone west of the site. Nye Mudstone dips in the
site vicinity are mapped at generally 11 to 15 degrees to the west to southwest and Astoria Formation
deposits are mapped at 23 degrees to the west a few hundred feet to the south at Jumpoff Joe.
The USDA National Resource Conservation Service Pacific Northwest Soils website classifies the soils
underlying the site as Urban land-Bandon complex on 12 to 50% slopes to the west, described as
colluvium derived from sedimentary rock. No further information is provided on the NRCS website.

5.0 Geologic Hazard Mapping

DOGAMI 0-04-09 and the HazVu website map active landslides underlying the subject site. The
DOGAMI HazVu website maps two landslides underlying the site, the first is a Quaternary (sometime in
the last 2.8 million years) landslide extending from about NW 12th Street on the south northward past
NW 22w’ Street and eastward to the intersection of NW 15th Street and NW Thompson Street. An active
slide is mapped extending generally along the west side of NW Spring Street between NW 14th Street
and NW 1 1th Street and corresponds to the scarp observed on the eastern margin of the subject site. The
landslide hazard rating of the subject site is very high due to underlying landslides.
The DOGAMI HazVu website maps an ENE-WSW trending active fault approximately 1.5 miles
southeast of the subject site and rates the site vicinity susceptible to severe shaking in the event of both
Cascadia subduction zone earthquakes and lesser earthquakes. The majority of the site is situated above
the statutory tsunami inundation line (at 30 feet elevation). The western margin of lot 1800 near the
vegetation line is below the inundation line, but the homesites proposed for that lot are above the line.
DOGAMI’s Tsunami Inundation Map Linc-06 shows inundation scenarios for earthquakes of several
different magnitudes, including a Cascadia Subduction Zone earthquake which could reach an elevation
of approximately 80 feet, past the eastern property line. The site vicinity is classified by HazVu as at
low risk of liquefaction in the event of earthquakes and the Flood Hazard zone for ocean flooding
extends into the western margin of Lot 1800, but not the proposed homesite vicinity. The revised Site
Plan dated 5/31/18 shows the FEMA “FIRM” boundary in relation to the proposed residence footprints

Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist, LLC 634 SW 54th St, Corvallis, OR 97333 503-547-3678
Page 3 of 11 garysandstromcomcast.net
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Geologic Hazard Assessment Lots 1800, 1900 & 1903, NW Spring Street, Newport, Oregon 97365
Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist LLC November 30, 2017

— please note the proposed residence footprints are above the FEMA “FIRM” hazard boundary (as stated
previously but ignored). The HazVu Coastal Erosion Hazard map, based on 0-04-09 and not intended
to be site-specific, maps almost the entire subject site as an active erosion zone; the southern end of the
eastern margin adjacent to NW Spring Street is classified at high hazard (high probability being affected
by active erosion in the next 60-100 years). The attached OFR-04-09 Dune and Bluff Erosion Hazard
diagrams are a pictorial explanation of the erosional hazard zones. The site vicinity is estimated (0-04-
09) to be subsiding relative to sea level at a rate of approximately one and a half millimeters a year.

6.0 Previous Site Study

A geologic site reconnaissance was performed by H.G. Schlicker & Associates in 1991 to evaluate site
geology. The report has these observations: “A prominent head scarp is present adjacent to Spring
Street between l3 Street and 14th Street encompassing the eastern parts of lot 1 through 5, Block 37
(Lots 1900 and 1903). The slide debris appears to have moved towards the ocean as a unit and a major
slide mass lies between the subject property and the beach. It is highly broken and distorted from
sliding and is being eroded by the ocean waves and driving rains. The landslide, as it now exists, rests
on a nearly level surface and is not capable of further sliding. Rather it acts as a buttress to the toe of the
subject property. Small local slumps can occur along the face of the bluff. The east part of lots 3, 4 and
5, Block 37 slope moderately steeply. The slope is probably overlain by a thin (layer of) slide debris or
other material which may be capable of slope movement unless toe support is provided.” Schlicker’ s
summary and conclusions: “The site is underlain by Coastal Terrace deposits, Nye Mudstone and
possibly some Astoria rocks. The thickness of the overlying material is unknown but is believed to be a
relatively thin deposit of landslide debris. Thick landslide debris, distorted Coastal Terrace and Nye
form lie between the site and the beach. The bowl-shaped area present just east of Spring Street is an
older landslide that has apparently been stable for many years. The area west of Spring Street probably
moved initially prior to the Jump Off Joe landslide that began about 1942 and continued until recently.
Movement in the vicinity of the site is limited to small local slumps since the driving force is no longer
present to activate a large slide. Foundation conditions at the site depend upon the thickness of the
debris and the character of the sediments to depths which might effect settlement or cause slope
instability.” A geotechnical site study was recommended.

7.0 Soils Observed

Soils observed on the site surface consisted generally of sandy silt topsoil with organics ranging to fine
grained sand consistent with classification as Marine Terrace Deposits. Exposures of Nye Mudstone
were observed west of the subject site near the vegetation line and also in shallow explorations along the
access road at the base of the scarp along the eastern site margin. Geotechnical borings on the subject
site by K&A Engineering also encountered interpreted Marine Terrace deposits overlying Nye
Mudstone. Angular basalt cobbles (two feet deep in the first hand-auger boring) were observed in
places along the upper edge of the access road at the base of the scarp and are interpreted as fill placed
to buttress the base of the scarp prior to current site explorations. Soils observed west of the subject site
consisted generally of relatively loose fine-grained sand interpreted as disturbed Marine Terrace deposits
weathered to or covered by dune sand. Nye Mudstone was observed near the vegetation line as
mentioned above, and rock exposures were sighted in the surf zone corresponding to exposures of
Astoria Formation materials mapped in the literature.

Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist, LLC 634 SW 54th St, Corvallis, OR 97333 503-547-3678
Page 4 of 11 garysandstrom@comcast.net
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Geologic Hazard Assessment Lots 1800, 1900 & 1903, NW Spring Street, Newport, Oregon 97365
Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist LLC November 30, 2017

Three hand-auger borings were excavated on November 7, 2017 (see Boring Logs and Site Plan) on the
upper shoulder of the access road near the base of the scarp along the eastern site margin to characterize
soils in the vicinity, encountering residual siltstone at one location. A test pit was excavated with a
mattock in the access road near observed siltstone fragments and a seep, and encountered wet, light
gray, gravelly sand overlying weathered siltstone. Mr. Lund reported siltstone was encountered in
places during clearing of the access road at the base of the scarp.
Materials observed are consistent with descriptions in the geologic literature.

6.0 Drainage and Groundwater

A spring is mapped (USGS 2014 Newport North Topographic Quadrangle Map) in Lot 1903 and was
observed on the access road during the reconnaissance. A hand-dug test at the location uncovered the
contact between the Marine Terrace deposits and underlying Nye Mudstone at a depth of approximately
a foot and a half below the surface. The resulting creek flows generally northwestward and onto the
beach west of the NW 14th Street right-of-way.
A footpath leads from the City of Newport right-of-way south of the subject parcel along a generally
north-northwest trending swale that traverses the vicinity west of the subject parcel, but no flowing
water was observed and none is mapped, so the feature may be more a relict of landsliding than a
watercourse.
A drain line from the southern neighboring residence leads down to the beach and has been disconnected
and utilized as a water source by people camping in the vicinity. The channel below the disconnected
line shows evidence of relatively rapid erosion.
A surface run-off collector grate was observed on the west shoulder of NW Spring Street south of the
subject parcel and a one-foot diameter corrugated metal pipe discharges onto the steeper slopes below
the scarp west of the grate. Other collection grates were observed near the intersection of NW Spring
Street and NW 14th Street, but the discharge locations were not found. A section of loose concrete pipe
about 2-3 feet long was observed sitting on the ground surface on the trail at the base of the scarp below
the northern drains. Flow from the drains likely combines with flow from the spring in the drainage
mapped by USGS.

7.0 Geohazard Inspection

Geohazard site inspections were performed on October 10, 2017 and November 7, 2017 (see Recon
Photos, Site Plan and Cross Section). These included traversing the subject site and site vicinity where
accessible observing conditions for evidence of instability. The eastern margin of the subject site
generally coincides with a heavily-vegetated, 10-15 feet high landslide head-scarp situated a few feet
west of the NW Spring Street right-of-way that is also obscured by piles of brushy landscaping debris
likely from neighboring sites. Slopes to the east of the subject parcel are relatively gentle and underlain
by Marine Terrace sand deposits. No curbs are present in the site vicinity and pavement runoff
generally infiltrates into the sandy soil on the road shoulders. Several utility boxes/vaults on the east
side of Spring Street appear to have settled, and a mailbox on the west side appears to be leaning as a
result of soil creep. As mentioned above, stormwater collection inlet grates were observed in the
pavement near the north and south ends of the subject site and the outfall of the southern drain was
observed discharging onto the moderately-steep site slopes in the City of Newport right-of-way west of
the scarp. The northern drain outfalls were not observed due to heavy vegetation, but the drains are
likely discharged in a similar manner onto the slopes to the west. A path down to the beach near the
northern drain location goes over a disconnected segment of concrete drain pipe.

Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist, LLC 634 SW 54th s, Corvallis, OR 97333 503-547-3678
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An access road was apparently excavated below the scarp at some point during prior site development
and was again cleared of vegetation for the present geotechnical investigation. The recent grading
activities exposed organics and dark brown sandy silt topsoil grading to tan Marine Terrace sand
deposits at the level of the scarp near the southeast corner access point and residual siltstone soils and
weathered siltstone further to the north below the scarp. Siltstone excavation spoils were observed on
the roadbed at the same general location as the spring mapped by USGS and observed during the recon,
and an exploratory test-pit dug at the spring location with a mattock encountered saturated Marine
Terrace deposits overlying relatively-impermeable weathered siltstone. Residual/weathered siltstone
was also encountered at the same elevation a couple dozen feet to the north near the base of the cut-bank
and above the roadbed. Undisturbed angular basalt cobbles were observed in several locations on the
upper margin of the access road and were likely placed to buttress the scarp, talus and cut-bank from
previous site development. Two feet of cobbles with fragments of broken glass were encountered near
the base of the scarp and above the primitive road directly upsiope and east of the first tracked drill
boring.
Site topography west of the scarp descending to the beach consists of generally moderate to gentle, very
hummocky slopes underlain by sand and heavily vegetated with lodgepole pines, salal, ferns,
blackberries and other brush, with several observed primitive campsites. Erosional scarps, pines with
curved trunks and exposed roots are common. Materials interpreted as excavation spoils mixed with
organic debris from previous development appear to have been pushed westward onto the slopes near
the first track rig borehole in Lot 1903.
Exposures of Nye Mudstone up to a dozen feet or more were observed above the head of the beach
sands west of Lots 1900 and 1903 and some grass-covered dunes have formed below the siltstone
exposures and to the north.

8.0 Conclusions

The subject property is situated at the seaward edge of Quaternary (less than 2.8 million years old)
Marine Terrace deposits, essentially beach sand compacted by wave action that has been uplifted due to
regional tectonic movement from subduction of the Pacific Nate under the North American Plate. The
terrace sands overlie early-Miocene age (approximately 16.5-23 million years old) Nye Mudstone
deposits that were observed at the base of the bluffs at the head of the beach, in access road excavation
and in explorational borings. The Nye Mudstone dips generally 10-15° westward to southwestward in
the site vicinity and cross-sections drafted for the geotechnical report suggests a generally-similar
contact orientation with the overlying Marine Terrace deposits. Geologic literature and the State of
Oregon Geologic Hazards website suggest two stages of landsliding have occurred at the site. A
relatively large landslide occurred at some point within the last 2.8 million years but is considered
relatively stable (H.G. Scfflicker 1991 site reconnaissance). A more recent landslide, classified as
active, has apparently translated a block of Marine Terrace deposits westward and forming the scarp
noted along the east margin of the site. The translated Marine Terrace sand deposits are significantly
disturbed by the slide and have been eroded by subsequent rainfall producing an irregular hummocky
topography. Schlicker’s report concluded the slide mass is currently resting on a fairly level base and is
unlikely to move, and provides a buttress to protect slopes along the eastern margin of the site.
Geotechnical explorations encountered relatively hard siltstone at shallow to moderate depths in the
proposed homesite vicinities in the eastern margin of the site.
The site is situated within the Coastal Erosion Hazard Zone defined by the State of Oregon (DOGAMI —

OFR 0-04-09 and HazVu website) see attached Bluff Recession Diagram: the majority of the site is in

Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist, LLC 634 SW 54th Corvallis, OR 97333 503-547-3678
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the very high hazard — active erosion zone. The mean erosion rate of the Nye Mudstone at the base of
the bluff is estimated at 0.30 foot per year, or about 6 feet every 20 years. Astoria Formation deposits
are also mapped in the surf zone, and sand dunes are forming in places west of the siltstone exposures at
the base of the bluff. Rising sea levels from global warming combined with coastal subsidence in the
Newport vicinity suggests that erosion will eventually undercut the cliff/bluff in the site vicinity, but in
our opinion at a rate not likely to significantly effect the homesite vicinity within the design life of the
structure if the recommended mitigations are followed. Erosion of the hummocky landslide debris will
likely continue at a relatively high rate and any proposed structures will need to protect against such
erosion. The underlying sand slopes are also rated at low soil liquefaction hazard in the event of an
earthquake.
The homesite locations are not considered at risk from ocean flooding or most tsunamis, but a rupture of
the Cascadia Subduction Zone, an event with a probability of 1 in 3 or 4 in the next 50 years estimated
by OSU researcher Chris Goldfinger, could generate a surge of up to 80 feet high which could cover
most if not all the subject site. The last subduction zone earthquake in the Pacific northwest with major
tsunami and subsidence occurred January 26, 1700, and 19 such earthquakes are thought to have
occurred over the last 10,000 years, leading to an estimated repeat interval of 530 years or so (DOGAMI
IMS 28). Other research estimates an average interval of 240 years. A large subduction zone
earthquake and resulting tsunami would cause widespread damage on the coast, especially if paired with
high tides, major storms and saturated soils. Geologists believe such an event would remobilize old
landslides and generate new slides in areas prone to sliding. Near-instantaneous subsidence of the coast
of 3 to 5 feet is a possibility discussed in Open File Report 0-04-09 and in more recent research. Any
resident of the Oregon coast must acknowledge the possibility and probability of earthquakes and
tsunamis and the substantial damage they would cause and weigh that against their enjoyment of the
coast environment.

9.0 Recommendations

Relatively hard siltstone bedrock was encountered at shallow to moderate depths at the proposed
homesite locations but is overlain by relatively weak sand that is very prone to wind and rain erosion.
Deep foundations such as drilled piles set several feet into competent siltstone bedrock would likely
provide vertical support for a single-family residence. The siltstone exposed at the head of the beach is
expected to erode at approximately 0.3 feet per year but continued translational movement is relatively
unlikely.
Residences should be constructed with well-drained upsiope retaining walls to resist lateral pressure
from the eroding Marine Terrace materials on the surface and east of the subject site. In our opinion,
horizontal anchors tied into the foundations and set into competent siltstone would help mitigate lateral
movement induced by percolation and migration of groundwater through the terrace sands and down the
inclined contact between the permeable sand and impermeable siltstone towards the beach. The sands
adjacent to the residences should be buttressed with rockeries, cribbing or retaining walls to counter
lateral pressures and reduce erosion.
The seep observed near the middle of the subject site in the access road that feeds the creek flowing
northwestward down to the beach should be diverted to a drain or tighline leading downslope as far as
possible to reduce erosion. Gutter and foundation drains for new residences should also be tightlined as
far downslope as possible to a level spreader system or erosion-resistant basin.
Maintaining deep-rooted, densely foliated vegetation on site slopes will help reduce the severity of wind
and rain erosion. Bark mulch or other organic material held in place by jute netting can help protect

Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist, LLC 634 SW 54th St, Corvallis, OR 97333 503-547-3678
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bare soils until vegetation is established. Surface gravel can also reduce erosion in places where
vegetation is not maintained. Impermeable soil should be placed against the footing walls, sloping
outward, to reduce infiltration to the footing subgrade.

10.0 Report Limitations

This report presents site observations, site research, site explorations, and recommendations for the
proposed site development by Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist LLC. The conclusions in this report are
based on the conditions described in this report and are intended for the exclusive use of the client(s) and
their representatives for use in their evaluation of the site. The analysis and general recommendations
provided herein may not be suitable for structures or purposes other than those described herein.
Services performed by the geologist for this project have been conducted with the level of care and skill
exercised by other current geotechnical professionals in this area under similar budget and time
constraints. No warranty or guarantee is herein expressed or implied. The conclusions in this report arc
based on the site conditions as they currently exist and it is assumed that the limited site locations that
were physically investigated generally represent the subsurface conditions at the site. Should site
development or site conditions change, or if a substantial amount of time goes by between my site
investigation and site development, I reserve the right to review this report for its applicability. If you
have any questions regarding the contents of this report, or if I can be of further assistance, please
contact me.

Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist, LLC 634 SW 54th St, Corvallis, OR 97333
Page 8 of 11
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Addendum June 4, 201$

This addendum to the Geologic Hazard Report dated November 30, 2017 is intended to address Erosion
Control Measures, Newport Municipal Code 14.2 1.090. An email dated May 17, 2018 from Derrick
Tokos, Community Development Director, City of Newport suggested an item by item response to the
regulations.

14.2 1.090 A. Stripping of vegetation, grading, or other soil disturbance shall be done in a manner
which will minimize soil erosion, stabilize the soil as quickly as practicable, and expose the
smallest practical area at any one time during construction;

Response: It is recommended the contractor minimize erosion by employing a phased approach:
limiting construction activities to the smallest practical areas at any particular time, such as constructing
buildings one unit at a time and completing remediation work before moving on to the next unit; road
construction as a separate phase; working on retaining wall separate from building construction if
possible, and so forth. Exposed soils should be protected with tarps, mulch, temporary shoring or
temporary backfihls until temporary vegetative or permanent remediation can be performed.
Permanent measures should include planting of deep-rooted vegetation as much as possible — lodgepole
pines are common in the site vicinity and are a major factor in keeping the loose sands west of Spring
Street as stable as they presently are. Dense foliage would also minimize the force of rain and wind
impact on bare soils. Other native vegetation such as salal and grasses used for dune stabilization should
also be employed in appropriate settings. In my opinion grass lawns offer poor protection from erosion
and non-native vegetation requiring irrigation systems should be avoided.
Temporary vegetative stabilization might be accomplished by planting grass using straw or jute netting
to hold soils in place.
Other forms of minimizing surface erosion by wind and rain could include cobble or rock armor and/or
gravel, flagstone pavements or geomat grids. Retaining walls or cobble armoring could be constructed
to help stabilize steeper slopes where vegetation might be less effective. Any retaining walls
constructed should have adequate drains to reduce lateral pressures, with drain discharge directed to
sumps and then pumped to city storm sewers (storm drain grates were observed on Spring Street
opposite both the north and south ends of the property). Discharge could also be directed to the beach if
allowed, or into level spreader systems or bioswales to reduce surface flows and facilitate infiltration if
such systems are deemed adequate by the geotechnical engineer.
Flow may also be discharged into any natural watercourses found on the property if this can be
accomplished without increasing erosion and sedimentation (this may require placement into the
watercourse of gravel or cobbles, retaining basins and/or temporary placement of bark-filled net bags).
feasibility of the various options depends on finalized locations of various buildings and retaining walls,
final grades, and what the City of Newport will allow.

14.21.090 B. Development plans shall minimize cut or fill operations so as to prevent off-site
impacts:

Response: Cuts and fills will likely be necessary for driveway access to the dwellings and should be
protected with retaining walls, graded slopes or terraces and other forms of protection as mentioned
above in the response to Section A. Buildings should be founded on piles set into mudstone with grade
beams or other lattice/mat foundations where necessary to avoid excessive excavation of subgrade

Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist, LLC 634 SW 54th St, Corvallis, OR 97333 503-547-3678
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materials. Spread footings would require excessive excavation and would almost certainly not support
the proposed construction on the loose native sand subgrade. The northern residence planned at lower
elevations should be constructed on “stilts” rather than elevated fills which would be subject to possible
flooding erosion.

14.21.090 C. Temporary vegetation and/or mulching shall be used to protect exposed critical
areas during development;

Response: As mentioned above in the response to Section A, grass combined with mulching and/or
jute netting or other appropriate means for holding soil in place and reducing erosion should be used to
protect exposed soils. Permanent remedial vegetation could also be planted in critical areas to forestall
erosion in areas not directly effected/disturbed by construction.

14.2 1.090 B. Permanent plantings and any required structural erosion control and drainage
measures shall be installed as soon as practical;

As mentioned above in the response to Section A, modular/phased construction would allow permanent
remedial measures to be installed as quickly as possible.

14.2 1.090 E. Provisions shall be made to effectively accommodate increased runoff caused by
altered soil and surface conditions during and after development. The rate of surface water
runoff shall be structurally retarded where necessary.

Response: Any temporary or permanent excavations should have a sump installed to collect
increased runoff with discharge directed into city storm sewers or to the beach as mentioned above in
the response to Section A. Permanent drainage systems should be installed as soon as practicable to deal
with temporarily-increased runoff generated in later stages of construction. Vegetated bioswales should
be utilized if and where slope and soil conditions are adequate to retard infiltration. Level spreader
systems may also be effective if slope and soil conditions allow. Natural watercourses could be lined
with gravel or provided with water-bars or basins to reduce erosion, with bark-filled net bags placed
temporarily to slow water velocities and trap sediments, and/or vegetation planted to further reduce
erosional effects.

14.21.090 F. Provisions shall be made to prevent surface water from damaging the cut face of
excavations or the sloping surface of fills by installation of temporary or permanent drainage
across or above such areas, or by other suitable stabilization measures such as mulching, seeding,

“c planting, or armoring with rolled erosion control products, stone or other similar methods;

Response: See responses to Section A and E.

14.21.090 G. All drainage provisions shall be designed to adequately carry existing and potential
surface runoff from the twenty-year frequency storm to suitable drainageways such as storm
drains, natural watercourses, or drainage swales. In no case shall runoff be directed in such a way
that it significantly decreases the stability of known landslides or areas identified as unstable
slopes prone to earth movement, either by erosion or increase of groundwater pressure.

Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist, LLC 634 SW 541 St, Corvallis, OR 97333 503-547-3678
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Response: As mentioned in the responses to Section A and E, it is recommended that discharge be
directed to city storm sewers or to the beach, or into drainage swales or level spreader systems. If
surface runoff and drain discharge is allowed to be directed into the city storm sewers or the beach as
proposed, stability of the landslide should be increased rather than decreased.

14.21.090 H. Where drainage swales are used to divert surface waters, they shall be vegetated or
protected as necessary to prevent offsite erosion and sediment transport;

Response: See response to Section E.

14.21.090 I. Erosion and sediment control devices shall be required where necessary to prevent
polluting discharges from occurring. Control devices and measures which may be required
include, but are not limited to:
1. Energy absorbing devices to reduce runoff water velocity;
2. Sedimentation controls such as sediment or debris basins. Any trapped material shall be

removed to an approved disposal site on an approved schedule;
3. Dispersal of water runoff from developed areas over large undisturbed areas;

Response: See responses to Sections A and E.

14.21.090 J. Disposed spoil material or stockpiled topsoil shall be prevented from eroding into
streams or drainageways by applying mulch or other protective covering; or by location at
sufficient distance from streams or drainageways; or by other sediment reduction measures; and

Response: Spoils material or topsoil should be removed from the site as soon as possible or placed
on impermeable fabrics in impounded basins and/or covered with mulch if necessary to prevent
transport of sediments to watercourses.

14.21.090 K. Such non-erosion pollution associated with construction such as pesticides,
fertilizers, petrochemicals, solid waste, construction chemicals, or wastewaters shall be prevented
from leaving the construction site through proper handlings, disposal, site monitoring and clean
up activities.

Response: Construction-related materials should be handled in a responsible manner and disposed of
properly, with minimal use of toxic materials,. Any spillage should be immediately contained and
cleaned up.

Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist, LLC 634 SW 54th St, Corvallis, OR 97333 503-547-3678
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U.S. GeologicaL Survey - Earthquake Hazards Program

Unified Hazard Tool

PLease do not use this tool to obtain ground motion parameter values for the design code

reference documents covered by the U.S. Seismic DesignJaps web tools (e.g., the

International Building Code and the ASCE 7 or 41 Standard). The vatues returned by the two

applications are not identical.

Input

Edition Spectral Period

Dynamic: Conterminous U.S. 2014 (v4.1. Peak ground acceLeration

Latitude Time Horizon

DecimaL degrees Return period in years

44.643 475

Longitude

Decimal degrees, negative vaLues for western longitudes

-124.061

Site Ctass

259 m/s (Site class D)
40
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Summary statistics for, Deaggregation: Total

Deaggregation targets Recovered targets

Return period: 475 yrs Return period: 476.54342 yrs
Exceedance rate: 0.0021052632 yr1 Exceedance rate: 0.0020984447 yF1
PGA ground motion: 0.42700495 g

Totals Mean (for all sources)

Binned: 100 % r: 27.07 km

Residual: 0% m: 8.11

Trace: 0.68 % o: -0.24 a

Mode (largest r-m bin) Mode (largest £0 bin)

r: 28.87 km r: 28.81 km

m: 9.08 m: 8.83

o: -0.59 a o: -0.25 a

Contribution: 15.66 % Contribution: 8.73 %

Discretization Epsilon keys

r: mm = 0.0, max = 1000.0, IX = 20.0 km £0: [-°° .. -2.5)

m: mm = 4.4, max = 9.4, t2 = 0.2 El: [-2.5 .. -2.0)

E: mm = -3.0, max 3.0, t = 0.5 a £2: [-2.0.. -1.5)

£3: [-1.5 .. -1.0)

£42 [-1.0 .. -0.5)

£5: [-0.5 .. 0.0)

£6: [0.0 .. 0.5)

£7: [0.5 .. 1.0)

£8: [1.0.. 1.5)

£9: [1.5 .. 2.0)

£10: [2.0.. 2.5)

Lii: [2.5.. +co]
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Deaggregation Contributors

Source Set L) Source Type r m £0 ton tat az %

subochmid.in Interface 26.92

Cascadia Megath rust - whole CSZ Characteristic 31.26 8.88 -0.44 124.356W 44.742N 295.43 26.92

Geologic Model Small Mag Fault 18.80

Yaquina 2.04 6.10 -0.33 124.O33W 44.632N 119.19 1$.17

subo_ch_bot.in Interface 17.85

Cascadia Megathrust - whole CSZ Characteristic 25.25 9.07 -0.68 123.734W 44.757N 63.80 17.85

subO_ch_top.in Interface 8.59

Cascadia Megath rust - whole CSZ Characteristic 43.58 8.79 -0.05 124.567°W 44.738N 284.99 8.59

sub2chmid.in Interface 3.03

Cascadia Megathrust-GoldfingerCaseC
31.04 8.45 -0.25 124.356GW 44.742N 295.43 3.03

Characteristic

coastalOR_deep.in Slab 2.19

sub2_ch_bot.in Interface 2.10

Cascadia Megathrust - Goldfinger Case C
25.15 8.71 -0.54 123.734°W 44.757N 63.80 2.10

Characteristic

subl_GRbO_mid.in Interface 1.97

Cascadia floater over southern zone - Gotdfinger
34.60 8.43 -0.15 124.356W 44.742N 295.43 1.97

Case B

subl_GRb1_mid.in Interface 1.66

Cascadia floater over southern zone - Goldfinger
35.30 8.30 -0.09 124.356W 44.742N 295.43 1.66

Case B

sublchmid.in Interface 1.39

Cascadia Megathrust - Go[dfinger Case B
31.05 8.59 -0.31 124.356W 44.742N 295.43 1.39

Characteristic

subl_GRbO_bot.in Interface 1.31

Cascadia floater over southern zone - Gotdfinger
28.99 8.42 -0.34 123.734W 44.757N 63.80 1.31

Case B

subl_GRb1_bot.in Interface 1.12

Cascadia floater over southern zone - Go(dfinger
29.69 8.30 -0.28 123.734°W 44.757N 63.80 1.12

Case B
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LJSGS Design Maps Summary Report
User—Specified Input

Building Code Reference Document

Site Coordinates

Site Soil Classification

Risk Category

ASCE 7-10 Standard
(which utilizes USGS hazard data available in 200$)

44.64312°N, 124.06075°W

Site Class D — “Stiff Soil”

I/I”

S5 = 1.729 g

= 0.765 g

13

[2

iA6

12

•

0.2

ii 1

M1 1.14$ g D1 = 0.765 g

Report Title Lund Project - NW Spring St., Newport, Oregon
Wed November 29, 2017 01:07:38 UTC

•

..i,,,
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t.? IjØL1

2•

USGS—Provided Output

MS 1.729 g SDS = 1.153 g

S2ectrum

For information on how the SS and Si values above have been calculated from probabilistic (risk-targeted) and
deterministic ground motions in the direction of maximum horizontal response, please return to the application and
select the “2009 NEHRP” building code reference document.

Deji Respense Seotrim

L20

U,

2J 010 ci cLAD 1] 12 1 4i

Penod. T (see)

02

012

I I] ZCTJ

For PGAM, TL, CRS, and Cft1 values, please view the detailed report.

0] 1.0] 122

Pe,’od. I

Although this information is a product of the U.S. Geological Survey, we provide no warranty, expressed or implied, as to the
accuracy of the data contained therein. This tool is not a substitute for technical subject-matter knowledge.
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I
I H.G. Schlicker & Associates,

235 N.E. I 2Znd Avenue, Suite 300 Portland, Oregon 97230
(503) 257-9666

I
August 29, 1991

To: Mr. Hal Smith
P.O. Box 753
Newport, OR 97365

Subject: Geologic Reconnaissance
Lots 1. 2, 3, 4, 5, Block 37I N.W. Spring Street
Newport, Oregon

I Dear Mr. Smith:

INTRODUCTION

I This report presents the results of our preliminaryinvestigation of the above referenced property. We understand that

I YOU plan to construct three or four single family homes adjacentto Spring Street, or possibly a cluster near the west side of theproperty.

I The purpose for this report is to provide informationconcerning slope stability, foundation characteristics, andbuildability of the site. A geotechnical report will be necessaryJ providing the geologic conditions are reasonably favorable andmitigation costs will not exceed the final land value.

SCOPE

No drilling or excavation was be done for this preliminary
- study. Work included a site visit, review of published andI unpublished geology and available reports of the area.

GEOLOGY

Regional Geology

- The exposure along the sea cliffs at Jump Of f Joe include theNye Mudstone overlain by the Astoria Formation and unconforrriablyoverlain by the Coastal Terrace deposits. The Nye Mudstone andremnants of the Coastal Terrace deposits are preent in thevicinity of the site.

Project #91—781

GEOLOGISTS e ENGINEERS • ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENTISTS
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Geoloaic Units

P Nve iudstone. The Nye is early Miocene in age. It is composed
of siltstone, fine silty sand beds and occasionally with layers of
volcanic sand and ash. It was deposited in marine environment and! has been broadly folded with dips in the vicinity of 20 degrees or
more except where distorted or modified by landeliding. Along the
beach the Nye has been deeply weathered and fractured.

Astoria Formation. The Astoria, of middle Miocene age,
overlies the older Nye Mudstone. It is composed of thin to thick
bedded fine tQ medium grained sandstone. It contains lirney
concretions and sulfide nodules. In places it has convolute bedding
formed by submarine landslides before the unit became consolidated.
It crops out mainly in the surf in this area.

Coastal Terrace deposits. The Coastal Terraces are composed
of Pleistocene to Recent age, flat lying beds of weakly

consolidated

fine sand and silty sand but with medium to coarse
sand locally. The beds include brackish water deposits and
occasionally peat or other organics. At the site a peat layer a
foot or more thick is observed in the bluff exposures west of! Block 37, The disrupted condition of the material is the result of
landsliding.

SITE CONDITIONS

Tvpographv

The site lies between Spring Street on the east and the
Pacific Ocean on the west. The steepest slope adjacent to Spring
street isabout 24 degrees, however, the slope on lots 4 and 5 is

P only about 10 degrees. Elevations on the site lie between 40 and
80 feet NSL. The land rises to 57 feet about 90 feet to the west
dl the site and slopes to 10 feet MSL at the beach 110 feet west
of the site.

Slope Stabiliti

The area from Jump Off Joe northwards and from Spring Street
west is old landslide. A prominent head scarp is present adjacent
to Spritig Street between 13th street and 14th street encompassing
the eastern parts of lot 1 through 5, Block 37.

The slide debris appears to have moved towards the ocean as
a unit and a major slide mass lies between the subject property and
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the beach. It is highly broken and distorted from sliding and is
being eroded by the ocean waves and driving rains. The landslide,
as it now exists, rests on a nearly level surface and is not
capable of further sliding. Rather it acts as a buttress to the toe
of the subject property. small local slumps can occur along the
face of the bluff.

The east part of Lots 3, 4 and 5, Block 37 slope moderately
steeply. The slope is probably overlain by a thin slide debris or
other material which may be capable of slope movement unless toe Hsupport is provided.

$UNNARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The site is underlain by Coastal Terrace deposits Nye tiMudstone and possibly some Astoria rocks. The thickness of the
overlying material is unknown but is believed to be a relatively
thin deposit of landslide debris. Thick landslide debris,
distorted Coastal Terrace and Nye formation lie between the site
and the beach.

The bowl—shaped area present just east of Spring Street is an
older landslide that has apparently been stable for many years.

The area west of $pring Street probably moved initially prior Uto the Jump Off Joe landslide that began about 1942 and continued
until recently. Movement in the vicinity of the site is limited to
small local slumps since the driving force is no longer present to
activate a large slide.

Foundation conditions at the site depend upon the thickness
of the debris and the character of the sediments to depths which
might effect settlement or cause slope instability.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Because of the sensitive nature of old landslides and debris
deposits, we recommend that:

1. A geotechnical study be performed to determine the thickness
and engineering characteristics of the material to a depth of
at least 50 feet unless drilling indicates competent material
at a shallower depth.
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Page 42. At least two test holes should be drilled to approximately
5Ofeet in depth.

3. Laboratory tests include direct shear be done.4. Slope stability calculations be made.
5. Consideration be made for slope support including crib walls.6. Various foundations systems be considered if development of

the site is feasible.

LIMITATIONS
Our investigation was based on geological reconnaissance andavailable

published information. The date and recommendations
presented in this report are believed to be representative of the
site. The conclusions and recommendations herein are professionalopinions

derived, in accordance with current standards of
professional practice and no warranty is expressed or implied.It has been our pleasure to serve you. If you have any
questions concerning this report of the site, please contact us.Respectfully submitted,

H.G. SCHLICKER AND ASSOCIATES, INC.

HG$:mlr

,.-

Herbert G. Sch1ic1er, P.G., C.E.G.President
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Page 1 of 1

Parcel Information

Parcel *: R127787

Tax Lot:

Record Type:

Site Address:

-‘zr
Owner:

Owner2:

Owner Address:

Phone:

Twn/Range/Secdon:

Parcel Size:

Plat/Subdivision:

Lot:

Block: 37

Census Tract/Block: 950900/4006

Waterfront: Pacific Ocean

Land

Fin SqFt:

Fir 1 Sqft:

FIr2SqFt:

Garage SqFt:

Garage Desc:

Foundation:

Bedrooms:

Bathrooms:

Attic Fin SqFt:

Attic UnFin SqFt:

Exterior:

Porch:

Lincoln County Parcel Information

111105BC0190000

Residential

Newport OR 97365

Anderson Lonna

P0 Box 6432
Miramar Beach, FL 32550

T: 115 R: 11W 5: 05 Q: NW

.45 Acres (19,576 SqPt)

OCEANVIEW

23N

Western
Assessment Information

Market Value Land: $169,770

Market Value Impr: $0

Market Value Total: $169,770

Assessed Value: S48,620

Tax Information

Levy Code Area: 104

Levy Rate: 17.9558

Tax Year: 2014

Annual Tax: $873.01

Leqat

OCEANVIEW, BLOCK 37, LOT 2,3,N 1/2 OF & PTN VAC ALLEY’,
0DC20050956

Land Use Std.: VRES - VACANT RESIDENTIAL

Neighborhood: NNOB

School District:

cnty Land Use: 100 - Residential Vacant Land

Zoning: R-2- Residential-Medium Density Single-Family

Watershed: Rock Creek-Frontal Pacific Ocean

Recreation: -

0

0

0

0

0

0.00

0

0

ImDrovement
Year Built: 0

Bsmt Fin SqFt: 0

Bsmt UnFin SqFt: 0

Deck SqFt: 0

Carport: 0

Roof Type:

Roof Mtl: AC: No Heat Type:

Transfer Information
- Rec. Date: 02/04)05 Sale Price: Doc Num: 0000501956

Orig Loan Amt:

t.oan Type: Finance Type: Lender:
Stt,y DyiwtYct. Znc ad cactont,1 mk. no re entrno. wan,es or Dnd,Y1o.5, exe Or Onp000, O tO t3e lwcy Or COYOil Of Wrrotmdr. ca.ned ,‘ tts r:Ot

0

Doc Type: Grant Deed

,1

732

10:21/2015
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Screen Print from AbleTerm sessionfLinccln County) 03:45 ?X 10/21/2015

Property ID
Owners Name
Legal Desc

1. Last Aoprsd:
2. Appraiser
3. Next Apprsi:
4. Next Reason:
5. 4aint Area

Utilities
Topography
Access
Other
Zone

—
- General Appraisal Information - -

11. Remarks

Enter RN’ for remarks or <RET> To Return

7.
8.
9.

10.

R127787 (Real Estate) 11—11—D5—BC—019D0—D0
ANDERSON LONNA
OCEANVIEW, BLOCK 37, LOT 2,3,N 1/2 OF I & PTN VAT
ALEY, D0C200501956
11/23/07 Number Improvements : 0

Number Land Segments: 2

Building Permits
E-08

OFF SITES SEW,CW,EL

PVD

R-2
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FORM No. 166— PEED CREATiNG F 5 ENTIRETY - Heabend to Wd or WHe to Holband. C too-ION SEVENS4 SItING CO., PORTLASO. OR

66 OPARTONY STEVEPO PIES FORM MA STATE OF OREGOI _,_Pagesw’° ar’ °‘o° Ccuntyo
I, Dana W Jenkins, County Ci ark, In and for saId county, do hereby

&..“s, LA’ certify that the within instrument was received fr record, and
recorded in the Book of Records of said county at Newport, Oregon.-a.1__S.ma.th WITNESS my hand and seal of said office affIxed.

£,...O... .Bo6432
uir arEaach ,EL_RZ55f)-

Goenlots Name ane DANA W. lEN ncoln County ClerkLonna Anderson
P. 0. Box 6432

2ø5ø1956

_________________________________

SPACERESE(
02/04/2@Ø5 ø3:56:4pm

RECORDCR’S USE

1iaxaxEe.a.ch4FL,.1Z5.5.D.
ScSI requested oth.rwies. Need all lox stalemsota to (NOma, Address, apt

By Deputy.

DEED CREATING ESTATE BY THE ENTIRETY

KNOW ALL BY THESE PRESENTS that Ji.1 Smjtb
—

- hereinafter called grantor.
the spouse of the grantee hereinafter named, for the consideration hereinafter stated, does hereby granL bargain, sell and convey unto

Lonaa_Anie.rson, — . herein called the grantee,
an undivided one-half of that certain real property, with the tenements, hereditaments and appurtenances thereunto belonging or iii
any way appenaining. situated in ILI.flCOl.fl .. .. County. State of Oregon. described as follows. 10-wit:

IF SPACE NSUPFICIECT. CONTINUE OESCRIATION ON RCVERSEI
To Have and to Hold an undivided one-half of the above described real property unto the grantee forever.
The above named grantor retains a like undivided one-half of that same real property. and it is the intent and purpose of this

instrument to create, and there hereby is created, an estate by the entirety between husband and wife as to this real property.
The true and actual consideration paid for this transfer, stated in terms 01’ dollars. is $5,.Q.Q, __. E However, the

actual consideration consists of or includes other property or value given or promised which is ‘ part of the the whole (indicate
which) consideration.T. (The sentence between thu symbols . i not applicable, should be deleted See ORS N3.CtOO.I —

[N WI’T’NESS WHEREOF, the erantor has executed this instrument on -

THIS INSTRUMENT WILL NOT ALLOW USE OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN J._i S.5
i

THIS INSTRUMENT IN VIOLATION OF APPLICABLE ‘LAND USE LAWS AND REDU —
‘-‘

CArtONS. BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON
ACQUIRING FEE TITLE TO THE PROPERTY SHOULD CHECK WITH THE APPRO
PRIATE CITY OR COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT TO VORIFY APPROIIED USES
AND TO DETERMINE ANY L1M1TS ON LAWSUITS AGAINST FARMiNG OR FOREST
PRACTICES AS DEFINED IN ORS 30.930.

Qrantee’ Nate. end Address

Alter ramealna, retmar to (Name, Address, Set;
.EaISmitb.

Witness my hand and seat of County affixed.

NAMS TITLE

See Attached Exhibit IAI

FLORIDA
STATE OF-QEGON. County of J-L ) .

ThUs instr i-nt was ackttowledged before me o
by iflgfliJW -

ITQDi N. Bludworth V / I
r

____

.4vnt I’I. d,4JcDP±rLommislort No i I a’ -

Domm Expires Mvcommsnonexpircs.._

12/2/2007
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Page I of I

Lincoln County Parcel Information

Western
Parcel Information Assessment Information

Parcel #: R130144 Market Value Land: $152,520

Tax Lot: 1111056C0190300 Market Value !mpr: $0

Record Type: Residential Market Value Total: $152,520

Site Address: Assessed Value: $40,800
Newport OR 97365

Tax Information
Owner: Anderson Lonna

Levy Code Area: 104Owner2:
Levy Rate: 17.9558Owner Address: P0 Box 6432

Miramar Beach, FL 32550 Tax Year: 2014

Phone: Annual Tax: $732.59

ange/Sectlon: T: 115 R: 11W S: 05 Q: NW L.1
T Parcel Size: .36 Acres (15,660 Sort OCEANV!EW. BLOCK 37, LOT 4,S & PIN VAC AU.EY, 00C200501956

Plat/Subdivislon: OCEANVIEW

Lot: 45

Block: 3?

Census Tract/Stock: 950900/4006

Waterfront: Pacific Ocean

Land
Cnty Land Use: 100 - Residential Vacant Land Land USC Std.: VRES - VACANT RESIDENTIAL

Zoning: R-2 - Residential-Medium Density Single-Family Neighborhood: NN0B

Watershed: Rock Creek-Frontal Pacific Ocean School District:

Recreation: -

Improvement

Year BuIlt: 0 Fin SqFt: 0 Bedrooms: 0

Bsmt Fin Sqft: 0 FIr 1 Sqft: 0 Bathrooms: 0.00

Bsmt UnFin SqFt: 0 FIr 2 SqFt: 0 AttIc Fin SqFt: 0

Deck SqEt: 0 Garage Sqft: 0 Attic UnFin SqFt: 0

Carport: 0 Garage Desc: Exterior:

Root Type: FoundatIon: Porch: 0

Roof MU: AC: No Heat Type:

Transfer Information
Rec. Date: 10/18/91 Sale Price: $48,000 Doc Num: Dcc Type:

Orig Loan Amt:

Loan Type: Finance Type: : Lender:
Stry yMm4S 100. d)d t oe make no :epc ntae,os, werra4ae$ *( 0oadbo% xptS o mLed. as Cs 1k .cnooa0 c cDmptesoss or rmaoon corna,n.d en Oak rewt

1 0.f2 1/2015
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Screen Print from AbieTerm session (Lincoln County) 03:49 Pt 10/21/2015

11. Remarks

-
- General Appraisal Information - —

R130144 (Real Estate)
ANDERSON LONN
OCEANVIEW, BLOCK 37, LOT 4,5 & PTN VAC ALLEY,
DOC2 00 50 19 5 6
11/23/07 Icurr.ber Irnprovements : 0
KL Number Land Segments: 2

Property ID
Owners Name
Legal Desc

1. Last Apprsd:
2. Appraiser
3. Neat Apprsl:
4. Next Reason:
5. Maint Area

11—11—05—30—01903—03

7.
8.
9.

10.

Utilities
Topography
Access
Otier
Zone

Building Permits
E-08

CFF SITES SEW,C,EL

PVD

R- 2

Enter ‘RM’ for remarks or <RET> To Return:
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LISIlINSCO. PORTh.SAS,OP

I, Dana W. Janidris, County Clerk, In nd for said county, do hereby
certify that the within Instrument was received for record, and
recorded in the Book of Records of said county at Newport, Oregon.
WITNESS my hand and seal of said office affixed.

.JEN,nnerk

DEED CREATING ESTATE BY THE ENTIRETY

KNOW ALL BY THESE PRESENTS that .. .Ha1 Smith
..

. hereinafter called grantor.
the spouse of the grantee hereinafter named. tor the consideration hereinafter stated, does hereby grant. bargain, sell and convey unto

Lcnna__Andisaa____.
. herein called the grantee.

an undivided one-half of thai certain real property, with the LenemenLs, hereditaments and appurtenances thereunto belonging or in
any way appertaining. situated in L.iLCQLa ....... County, State of Oregon. described as follows, to-wit:

See Attached Exhibit “A”

(IF SPACE INSUFFICIENT CONTINUE CESCRIPTION ON RSVERSEI

To Have and to Hold sa undivided one-half of the above described real property unto the grantee forever.
The above named grantor retains a like undivided one-half of that same real property. and it is the inEent and purpose øî this

instrument to create, and there hereby is created. an estate by the entirety between husband and wife as to this real property.
The tree and actual consideration paid for thia transfer. stated in terms of dollars. is SQO__ __. E However, the

actual consideration consistt of or includes other property or value given or promised which is part of the the whole (indicate
which) consideration.3 IThe sentence betwcen the symbols I,, jf nor applicable, shouLd be deleted. Sen ritES 93.030-i —

IN WITNESS WHEREOF. the grantor has executed this instrument on

THIS INSTRUMENT WILL NOT ALLOW USE OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN 5 h1 /THIS INSTRUMENt IN VIOLATION OF APPLICABLE LAND USE LAWS AND REDO
LATIONS. BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT. THE PERSON
ACQUIRING FEE TITLE TO THE PROPERTY SHOULD CHECK WITH THE APPRO
PRIATE CITY OR COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT TO VERIFY APPROVED USES
AND TO DEIERM1NE ANY LIM1TS ON LAWSUITS AGAINST FARMING OR FOREST
PRACTICES AS DEFINED IN ORS 30.930.

FLORIDA
STATE OH-QiGON. County of

.. ..._) ss.
This instr ft was acknowledged before me on

by LJn tJm
,

NorarvPuHicfljree °

_______

Mv commission expires

FORM Na, iw - OEED CREATING

Sc

NE ENTIRETY — Hsxnd Is Wifi W5. Ix Nsebxsd. 0 l5S6- STEEENS.’

UPSET OF ANY STEVENS-NEss FORM MAY STATE OF OREGO.
WTE ACCO 2005038 . CountyofUncoln

,o.BQx....64aa
Nit

Geestor’s NeoN and Add,eee
Lonna Anderson
P. 0. Box 6432
Miratnar Beach, FL 32550

Grantee’s Name end Address

Clix, rxen,ding. raIsin Sn tNana. Add,saa, Zip);

Ha1Smith

Ox.,&43Z

iraaachFLaaS.5fl
Until fl5ueefeS otherwine, eand MI ax ethiements lx (Name, Address, Zipl:

- --.--3c-3Z-—
.IsLia -r--Be.ah1---F.L -3-15-5-0

Doc : 200501956
Rect: 500983 31.00

SSECERESEI
02/04/2005 03:56:O4pmFOR

REC000SA’S USE
Witness my hand arid seal of County aftixed.

_,_Pages

NAME TITLE

By fl,’rsIIrc

Toni N. Biudworth
It . ea...mpommision No i
:b00269610 1z1I

omm Expires
12[2J7J007
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Derrick Tokos

From: Derrick Tokos
Sent: Friday, May 04, 2018 4:44 PM
To: ‘wiund_albany’
Cc: Victor Mettle; ‘michael@kaengineers.com’
Subject: RE: Lund Spring St. Geo report
Attachments: RE: Spring St. Geologic permit application

Hi Bill,

I did see Mike’s response. He recommended addressing the issues in a series of supplemental letters as opposed to re
writing the report, which is fine (see attached). He also mentioned that a meeting might be helpful, which I would be
happy to accommodate.

Verrtck’I. Th1co AIC?
Community Development Director
City of Newport
169 SW Coast Highway
Newport, OR 97365
ph: 541.574.0626 fax: 541.574.0644
d .tokos@ newportoregon .gov

From: wlund_albany [mailto:wlund_albany@yahoo.comJ
Sent: Friday, May 04, 2018 4:33 PM
To: Derrick Tokos <D.Tokos@ NewportOregon.gov>
Cc: Victor Mettle <V.Mettle@NewportOregon.gov>; ‘michael@kaengineers.com’ <michael@kaengineers.com>
Subject: RE: Lund Spring St. Geo report

Hi Derek,

Thanks for your quick response!

I have forwarded your email to Mike but did you receive the email from Mike about your courtesy review. I
thought he answered or communicated about your questions.

A lot of your courtesy review questions didn’t seem to have anything to do with Geology report and validating
Mike and Gary’s work. Most of those questions will be answered in the building/site plans that will be coming.

Maybe we need a quick meeting?

Bill

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy srnartphone

1
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- Original message
From: Derrick Tokos <D .TokosNewportOregon.gov>
Date: 5/4/184:11 PM(GMT-08:OO)
To: ‘wlund_albany’ <wlund_albany@yahoo.com>
Cc: Victor Mettle <V.Mettle@NewportOregon.gov>
Subject: RE: Lund Spring St. Geo report

Bill,

The geologic hazards permit application that you just submitted for the west side of the property is subject to a 30-day
completeness review (NMC 14.52.050(A)). I performed a courtesy review of your last report in December (letter
attached). Most of those issues have not been addressed, and they need to be addressed in the report before the
application can be deemed complete and a permit can be issued.

Additionally, the City requires that a geologic report, prepared by a certified engineering geologist, establish the site is
suitable for development (NMC 14.21.050(D)). It is must be accompanied by an engineering report, which can be
drafted by a geotechnical engineer, to address engineering remediation anticipated to make the site suitable for the
proposed development (NMC 14.21.050(E)). Your original report was prepared by Gary Sandstrom, an Engineering
Geologist and Michael Remboldt, a Geotechnical Engineer. The letter included with your new geologic permit
application, regarding the suitability of the western portion of the property for development, was only signed Michael
Remboldt. We need a letter from Gary Sandstrom or another licensed engineering geologist indicating that they concur
that the western portion of the property is suitable for the proposed development.

Finally, as I am sure you will recall, K&A Engineering had recommended that the over-steepened temporary fill
embankment for the drill access be pulled back to a 2H:1V maximum slope (ref: 11/17/17) letter. They later
recommended the erosion control blanket and straw wattles because wet weather had set in before the work could be
completed. That is still an outstanding issue and, if as I suspect, you are planning to construct a residential driveway
within the old Jump-off Joe right-of-way to serve one or more homes, then the scope of the planned driveway
improvement will need to be factored into the report and site plan information that I had requested with the courtesy
review.

DerrtthI. Th1co-i, AICP
Community Development Director
City of Newport
169 SW Coast Highway
Newport, OR 97365
ph: 541.574.0626 fax: 541.574.0644
d.tokos@ newportoregon.gov

2
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CITY OF NEWPORT N phone: 541574.0629

169 SW COAST HWY fax 541 574 0644

NEWPORT, OREGON 97365
-

http //newportoregon gov

COAST GUARD CITY, USA 0 RE GO N mombetsu, japan, sister city

December 13, 2017

Bill Lund
P.O. Box 22
Seal Rock, OR 97376

RE: Geologic Engineering Report for Spring Street Properties (Tax Lots 1800, 1900, and 1903 of
Tax Map 11-11-05-BC)

Dear Mr. Lund,

On December 6, 2017, I informed you that the City could not accept your application for a geologic
permit because a portion of the area that you propose to develop may be within a County road right-of-
way. However, I did agree to perform a courtesy review of the report to see if there is missing
information. That way you would at least have the option of updating the report while you work to
resolve the right-of-way issue.

After reviewing the report, I have identified that the following supplemental information is needed to
satisfy City of Newport submittal requirements for geologic reports:

1. NMC 14.21.050(A) requires that a site plan be provided illustrating areas that are to bTisturbed,
ground topography (contours), roads, driveways, an outline of wooded or naturally vegetated areas,
watercourses, erosion control measures, and trees with a diameter of at least 8-inches dbh proposed
for removal. No such plan was included with the application. The geotechnical engineering report
and the engineering geologist’s report refer to one or more future home sites and the engineering
geologist notes that the home sites are located such that they will not be impacted by certain hazards.
Footprints for these future home sites must be shown on the plan to confirm their location relative to
the hazards identified in the report. The engineering geologist notes that a spring drains through the
property. The location of the spring needs to be identified on the plan.

The engineering geologist’s report indicates that slopes at the base of the scarp were cut and benched
to facilitate drill rig access. The geotechnical engineer notes that a 20-foot no build buffer is needed,
extending west from the NW Spring Street right-of-way. The location of the buffer and driveway
need to be shown on the plan. If the driveway is within the no-build zone, then the reports need to
speak to what, if anything, needs to be done to ensure that the driveway work does not compromise
the stability of the scarp.

The site plan must be drawn to scale with dimensions of the property lines labeled (NMC 14.52.040).

Page 1 of2
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2. NMC 14.21.050(B) requires that an estimate of depths and the extent of all proposed excavation and
fill work be provided. This information was not included with the report. Depth and extent of
earthwork is commonly addressed by showing existing and fmished grade contours (at 1 or 2-fl
intervals) along with numeric estimates.

3. NMC 14.21.090(B) indicates that the geologic report, prepared by a certified engineering geologist,
shall explain how development plans will minimize cut or fill operations so as to prevent off-site
impacts. This is not addressed in Mr. Sandstrom’s report. The report recommends installation of
retaining walls, the location, height and extent of which is not specified. Additional detail is needed
with respect to these recommendations, along with an explanation of why the size recommended is
the minimum needed. The same is true for the proposed gabion walls.

4. NMC 14.2 1.090(f) requires that the certified engineering geologist’s report provide
recommendations for preventing surface water from damaging the cut face of excavations or the
sloping surface of fills by installation of temporary or permanent drainage across or above such areas,
or by other suitable stabilization measures such as mulching, seeding, planting, or armoring with
rolled erosion control products, rock, etc. The report addresses permanent drainage solutions;
however, it needs to also address measures that are to be undertaken during the course of
construction.

5. NMC 14.21.090(G) requires that drainage provisions shall be designed to adequately carry existing
and potential surface runoff from a 20-year design frequency storm to suitable drainageway.
Retention facilities must be used, with restricted release rates, when dealing with slopes in excess of
12% (NMC 14.21.100). The report needs to include information explaining how compliance with
these requirements will be achieved. Note that the geotechnical engineering report suggests that
managing mn-off via sheet flow may be acceptable in some cases; whereas, the engineering geologist
indicates that flows need to be channeled and directed downslope before being dissipated via use of
flow spreaders. This discrepancy should be addressed. Also, potential outfall locations should be
shown on the map to avoid confusion asto where they can be placed (i.e. they cannot extend so far
west that they end up on city property).

6. A couple of minor typographical errors should be corrected in the geotechnical engineering report,
including the tax map reference on the cover page and bookmark error on page 2 of the report.

Copies of this letter are being provided to Michael Remboldt, who prepared the geotechnical engineering
report, and Gary Sandstrom, the engineering geologist, who assessed the geologic hazards conditions.
Please don’t hesitate to contact me if you have questions regarding my comments.

Sincerely,

Derrick I. Tokos, A CP
Community Development Director
City of Newport
ph: 541-574-0626
d.tokos(newportoregon.gov

xc: Michael Remboldt, Geotechnical Engineer
Gary Sandstrom, Engineering Geologist
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EXHIBIT

From: wlund_albany [mailto:wlund albany@yahoo.com] A--i
Sent: Friday, May 04, 2018 12:53 PM
To: Victor Mettle <V.Mettle@NewportOregon.gov> -

Subject: Lind Spring St. Geo report

Hi Victor,

Just making sure my Geo permit is being processed and the 15 day appeal period has started.

Thanks,

Bill Lund

Sent from my Verizon, Sa.msung Galaxy smartphone
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:EXHIBIT

I A—IS
Newport Municipal Code

CHAPTER 14.21 GEOLOGIC HAZARDS OVERLAY

14.21.010 Purpose

The purpose of this section is to promote the public health,
safety, and general welfare by minimizing public and private
losses due to earth movement hazards and limiting erosion
and related environmental damage, consistent with Statewide
Planning Goals 7 and 18, and the Natural Features Section of
the Newport Comprehensive Plan.

14.21.020 Applicability of Geologic Hazards Regulations

A. The following are areas of known geologic hazards or are
potentially hazardous and are therefore subject to the
requirements of Section 14.21:

1. Bluff or dune backed shoreline areas within high or
active hazard zones identified in the Department of
Geology and Mineral Industries (DOGAMI) Open File
Report 0-04-09 Evaluation of Coastal Erosion Hazard
Zones along Dune and Bluff Backed Shorelines in
Lincoln County, Oregon: Cascade Head to Seal Rock,
Technical Report to Lincoln County, dated 2004.

2. Active or potential landslide areas, prehistoric
landslides, or other landslide risk areas identified in the
DOGAMI Open File Report 0-04-09.

3. Any other documented geologic hazard area on file, at
the time of inquiry, in the office of the City of Newport
Community Development Department.

A “documented geologic hazard area” means a unit of land
that is shown by reasonable written evidence to contain
geological characteristics/conditions which are hazardous
or potentially hazardous for the improvement thereof.

B. The DOGAMI Open File Report 0-04-09 is not intended as
a site specific analysis tool. The City will use DOGAMI
Open File Report 0-04-09 to identify when a Geologic
Report is needed on property prior to development. A
Geologic Report that applies to a specific property and that
identifies a proposed development on the property as
being in a different hazard zone than that identified in
DOGAMI Open File Report 0-04-09, shall control over
DOGAMI Open File Report 0-04-09 and shall establish the
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bluff or dune-backed shoreline hazard zone or landslide
risk area that applies to that specific property. The time
restriction set forth in subsection 14.21.030 shall not apply
to such determinations.

C. In circumstances where a property owner establishes or a
Geologic Report identifies that development, construction,
or site clearing (including tree removal) will occur outside
of a bluff or dune-backed shoreline hazard zone or
landslide risk areas, as defined above, no further review is
required under this Section 14.21.

D. If the results of a Geologic Report are substantially
different than the hazard designations contained in
DOGAMI Open File Report 0-04-09 then the city shall
provide notice to the Department of Geology and Mineral
Industries (DOGAMI) and Department of Land
Conservation and Development (DLCD). The agencies will
have 14 days to provide comments and the city shall
consider agency comments and determine whether or not
it is appropriate to issue a Geologic Permit.

(*Section amended by Ordinance No. 7601 (5-20-97) and then repealed and
replaced in its entireyby Ordinance No. 2077(8-77-2011).)

14.21.030 Geologic Permit Required

All persons proposing development, construction, or site
clearing (including tree removal) within a geologic hazard area
as defined in 14.21 .010 shall obtain a Geologic Permit. The
Geologic Permit may be applied for prior to or in conjunction
with a building permit, grading permit, or any other permit
required by the city.

Unless otherwise provided by city ordinance or other provision
of law, any Geologic Permit so issued shall be valid for the
same period of time as a building permit issued under the
Uniform Building Code then in effect.

14.21.040 Exemptions

The following activities are exempt from the provisions of this
chapter:

A. Maintenance, repair, or alterations to existing structures
that do not alter the building footprint or foundation;
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B. An excavation which is less than two feet in depth, or which
involves less than twenty-five cubic yards of volume;

C. Fill which is less than two feet in depth, or which involves
less than twenty-five cubic yards of volume;

D. Exploratory excavations under the direction of a registered
engineering geologist or geotechnical engineer;

E. Construction of structures for which a building permit is not
required;

F. Removal of trees smaller than 8-inches dbh (diameter
breast height);

G. Removal of trees larger than 8-inches dbh (diameter
breast height) provided the canopy area of the trees that
are removed in any one year period is less than twenty
five percent of the lot or parcel area;

H. Forest practices as defined by ORS 527 (the State Forest
Practices Act) and approved by the state Department of
Forestry;

I. Maintenance and reconstruction of public and private
roads, streets, parking lots, driveways, and utility lines,
provided the work does not extend outside the area
previously disturbed;

J. Installation of utility lines not including electric substations;
and

K. Emergency response activities intended to reduce or
eliminate an immediate danger to life, property, or flood or
fire hazard.

14.21.050 Application Submittal Requirements

In addition to a land use application form with the information
required in Section 14.52.020, an application for a Geologic
Permit shall include the following:

A. A site plan that illustrates areas of disturbance, ground
topography (contours), roads and driveways, an outline of
wooded or naturally vegetated areas, watercourses,
erosion control measures, and trees with a diameter of at
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least 8-inches dbh (diameter breast height) proposed for
removal; and

B. An estimate of depths and the extent of all proposed
excavation and fill work; and

C. Identification of the bluff or dune-backed hazard zone or
landslide hazard zone for the parcel or lot upon which
development is to occur. In cases where properties are
mapped with more than one hazard zone, a certified
engineering geologist shall identify the hazard zone(s)
within which development is proposed; and

D. A Geologic Report prepared by a certified engineering
geologist, establishing that the site is suitable for the
proposed development; and

E. An engineering report, prepared by a licensed civil
engineer, geotechnical engineer, or certified engineering
geologist (to the extent qualified), must be provided if
engineering remediation is anticipated to make the site
suitable for the proposed development.

14.21.060 Geologic Report Guidelines

Geologic Reports shall be prepared consistent with standard
geologic practices employing generally accepted scientific
and engineering principles and shall, at a minimum, contain
the items outlined in the Oregon State Board of Geologist
Examiners “Guidelines for Preparing Engineering Geologic
Reports in Oregon,” in use on the effective date of this section.
Such reports shall address subsections 14.21.070 to
14.21.090, as applicable. For oceanfront property, reports
shall also address the “Geological Report Guidelines for New
Development on Oceanfront Properties,” prepared by the
Oregon Coastal Management Program of the Department of
Land Conservation and Development, in use as of the
effective date of this section. All Geologic Reports are valid as
prima facie evidence of the information therein contained for
a period of five (5) years. They are only valid for the
development plan addressed in the report. The city assumes
no responsibility for the quality or accuracy of such reports.

14.21.070 Construction Limitations within Geologic Hazard Areas

A. New construction shall be limited to the recommendations,
if any, contained in the Geologic Report; and
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1. Property owners should consider use of construction
techniques that will render new buildings readily
moveable in the event they need to be relocated; and

2. Properties shall possess access of sufficient width and
grade to permit new buildings to be relocated or
dismantled and removed from the site.

14.21.080 Prohibited Development on Beaches and Foredunes

Construction of residential, commercial, or industrial buildings
is prohibited on beaches, active loredunes, other foredunes
that are conditionally stable and subject to ocean undercutting
or wave overtopping, and interdune areas (deflation plains)
that are subject to ocean flooding. Other development in these
areas shall be permitted only if a certified engineering
geologist determines that the development is adequately
protected from any geologic hazards, wind erosion,
undercutting, ocean flooding and storm waves and is
designed to minimize adverse environmental effects. Such a
determination shall consider:

A. The type of use proposed and the adverse effects it might
have on the site and adjacent areas;

B. Temporary and permanent stabilization programs and the
planned maintenance of new and existing vegetation;

C. Methods for protecting the surrounding area from any
adverse effects of the development; and

D. Hazards to life, public and private property, and the natural
environment that may be caused by the proposed use.

14.21.090 Erosion Control Measures

In addition to completing a Geologic Report, a certified
engineering geologist shall address the following standards.

A. Stripping of vegetation, grading, or other soil disturbance
shall be done in a manner which will minimize soil erosion,
stabilize the soil as quickly as practicable, and expose the
smallest practical area at any one time during construction;

B. Development plans shall minimize cut or fill operations so
as to prevent off-site impacts;
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C. Temporary vegetation and/or mulching shall be used to
protect exposed critical areas during development;

D. Permanent plantings and any required structural erosion
control and drainage measures shall be installed as soon
as practical;

E. Provisions shall be made to effectively accommodate
increased runoff caused by altered soil and surface
conditions during and after development. The rate of
surface water runoff shall be structurally retarded where
necessary;

F. Provisions shall be made to prevent surface water from
damaging the cut face of excavations or the sloping
surface of fills by installation of temporary or permanent
drainage across or above such areas, or by other suitable
stabilization measures such as mulching, seeding,
planting, or armoring with rolled erosion control products,
stone, or other similar methods;

G. All drainage provisions shall be designed to adequately
carry existing and potential surface runoff from the twenty
year frequency storm to suitable drainageways such as
storm drains, natural watercourses, or drainage swales. In
no case shall runoff be directed in such a way that it
significantly decreases the stability of known landslides or
areas identified as unstable slopes prone to earth
movement, either by erosion or increase of groundwater
pressure.

H. Where drainage swales are used to divert surface waters,
they shall be vegetated or protected as necessary to
prevent offsite erosion and sediment transport;

I. Erosion and sediment control devices shall be required
where necessary to prevent polluting discharges from
occurring. Control devices and measures which may be
required include, but are not limited to:

1. Energy absorbing devices to reduce runoff water
velocity;

2. Sedimentation controls such as sediment or debris
basins. Any trapped materials shall be removed to an
approved disposal site on an approved schedule;
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3. Dispersal of water runoff from developed areas over
large undisturbed areas;

J. Disposed spoil material or stockpiled topsoil shall be
prevented from eroding into streams or drainageways by
applying mulch or other protective covering; or by location
at a sufficient distance from streams or drainageways; or
by other sediment reduction measures; and

K. Such non-erosion pollution associated with construction
such as pesticides, fertilizers, petrochemicals, solid
wastes, construction chemicals, or wastewaters shall be
prevented from leaving the construction site through
proper handling, disposal, site monitoring and clean-up
activities.

14.21.100 Storm water Retention Facilities Required

For structures, driveways, parking areas, or other impervious
surfaces in areas of 12% slope or greater, the release rate and
sedimentation of storm water shall be controlled by the use of
retention facilities as specified by the City Engineer. The
retention facilities shall be designed for storms having a 20-
year recurrence frequency. Storm waters shall be directed into
a drainage with adequate capacity so as not to flood adjacent
or downstream property.

14.21.110 Approval Authority

An application shall be processed and authorized using a
Type I decision making procedure.

14.21.120 Appeals of Geologic Permits

Any appeal from the issuance or denial of a Geologic Permit
shall be filed within 15 calendar days of the date the city issues
a final order as provided by Section 14.52.050. Appellants
challenging substantive elements of a Geologic Report shall
submit their own analysis prepared by a certified engineering
geologist. Such report shall be provided within 30 days of the
date the appeal is filed. A failure to submit a report within this
timeframe is grounds for dismissal of the appeal.
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14.21.130 Certification of Compliance

No development requiring a Geologic Report shall receive
final approval (e.g. certificate of occupancy, final inspection,
etc.) until the city receives a written statement by a certified
engineering geologist indicating that all performance,
mitigation, and monitoring measures contained in the report
have been satisfied. If mitigation measures involve
engineering solutions prepared by a licensed professional
engineer, then the city must also receive an additional written
statement of compliance by the design engineer.

14.21.140 Removal of Sedimentation

Whenever sedimentation is caused by stripping vegetation,
grading, or other development, it shall be the responsibility of
the person, corporation, or other entity causing such
sedimentation to remove it from all adjoining surfaces and
drainage systems and to return the affected areas to their
original or equal condition prior to final approval of the project.

14.21.150 Applicability of Nonconforming Use Provisions

A. A building or structure that is nonconforming under Section
14.32 of the Zoning Ordinance that is destroyed by fire,
other casualty or natural disaster shall be subject to the
casualty loss provisions contained in Section 14.32 of the
Zoning Ordinance. Application of the provisions of this
section to a property shall not have the effect of rendering
it nonconforming.

B. A building or structure that conforms to the Zoning
Ordinance that is destroyed by fire, other casualty or
natural disaster may be replaced with a building or
structure of up to the same size provided a Geologic
Report is prepared by a certified engineering geologist. A
Geologic Report prepared pursuant to this subsection shall
adhere to the Geologic Report Guidelines outlined in
subsection 14.21 .030. All recommendations contained in
the report shall be followed, however the report need not
establish that the site is suitable for development as
required in subsection 14.21 .050(D). An application filed
under this subsection shall be processed and authorized
as a ministerial action by the Community Development
Department.
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Executive Summary
We have carefully evaluated the project site and have determined that the site can be developed into
individual home sites that provide the stability and safety normally expected for this use, provided that
the recommendations in this report are implemented in design and construction.

Hazards that exist at the site include:

• Likely lateral movement during the extreme Cascadian subduction zone earthquake. This is
evidenced by historic landslide activity including scarps, landslide debris, and uneven ground
surface.

• Very high expected peak ground acceleration from the design earthquake.
• Undocumented fills and soft buried landslide debris which constitute hazards of differential

foundation settlement.
• Loose, poorly-graded sandy soils on the ground surface which, if left un-vegetated, could result

in a severe surface erosion hazard.

To mitigate these hazards and ensure reasonable reliability and safety to the development, occupants,
and the surrounding infrastructure, we have made recommendations including:

• Support of all structures on deep foundation elements including battered piles to resist lateral
earthquake loads and minimize the hazard of lateral spreading,

• Limitations on earthwork including no permanent fills,
• Grading to encourage positive sheet-flow storm runoff,
• A 20-foot wide “no-build” zone extending west from the east property boundary,
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• Gravity retaining wall system to stabilize the “no-build” zone along the east edge of the access
driveway,

• Vegetation of all disturbed areas to minimize surface erosion and improve soil strength and
slope stability.

1 INTRODUCTION

This report documents our geotechnical investigation of site conditions that exist on tax lots 1900 and
1903 located on the west side of NW Spring Street just north of NW 13 Street in Newport, Oregon.

The purpose of our investigation included:

• Characterization of surface and subsurface soil, rock, and groundwater conditions,
• Evaluating current slope stability,
• Delineating geologic hazards, and
• Development of recommendations for suitable development of the properties for single-family

residences.

The scope of our services included:

• Fieldwork to characterize subsurface conditions,
• Analysis of field data,
• Evaluation and determination of the nature of slope stability.
• Development of geotechnical design and construction criteria, and
• This written Geotechnical Engineering Report.

Our services meet the requirements of the 2014 Oregon Structural Specialty Code, Section 1803 —

Geotechnical Investigations.

2 INVESTIGATION AND FINDINGS

2.1 SITE LOCATION

The project site, consisting essentially of tax lots 1900, 1903, and the east half of tax lot 1800, has a
combined area of approximately 0.95-acres. The project site is located between the west edge of NW
Spring Street and east shore/coast of the Pacific Ocean (west coast of the USA), just north of NW 13th

Street. See the attached Vicinity Map.

2.2 SURFACE CONDITIONS

The project site generally consists of a west-facing slope descending from the east edge of the roadway
(NW Spring Street) to the ocean beaches. The vegetation line at the east edge of the beach is
approximately 250-feet west of the roadway, while the study area extends approximately 125-feet west
of the roadway. See the attached Geotechnical Site Plan.
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We surveyed a field-developed cross section across the study area to characterize general ground
surface gradients and tie the ground surface shape with underlying soil and rock profiles. The site
consists, generally, of three zones:

‘ Zone 1: Upper terrace containing the roadway (NW Spring Street) and the steep (approximately
1H $ 1V) embankment descending down from the west edge of the roadway;

• Zone 2: A rolling mid-slope area extending from the toe of the steep embankment along the
west edge of the roadway to a terminal siltstone ridge bordering the east edge of the beach.
Slope gradients in this zone range from approximately 0 to 35-percent.

• Zone 3: Terminal area centered on a siltstone rock exposure bordering the east edge of the
beach. The siltstone has a shallow cap of dune sand in some areas on the north end.

Dense-vegetation, consisting of native trees, understory shrubs, grasses, and non-native blackberry
covers the ground surface of zones 1 and 2 of the study area.

Aside from erosion due to disturbance on the few foot-trails that exist on the site, there is little evidence
of on-going severe surface erosion or mass slope movement. We did not observe indications of slope
movement in the roadway such as cracks with differential movement.

In general, with the exception of some shallow subsidence of utility boxes on the east side of the road, it
appears that the site is relatively stable in its current condition.

2.3 SUBSURFACE SOIL CONDITIONS

2.3.1 Methods of Investigation

We investigated subsurface soil conditions by making three (4) probes’ (FC-1 through FC-4) and two (2)
continuous sample boring2 (B-i and B-3) using our track-mounted geotechnical drill. Additionally,
shallow borings were made using a 3.5-inch hand-auger to verify shallow soil conditions (HA-i through
HA-3, AH-2).

See the attached Geotechnical Site Plan for approximate locations of these probes and borings.

Graphic logs of the probes and borings are attached to this report. The approximate location of the
probes and borings are shown on the attached Site Plan.

2.3.2 Zone 1

Subsurface Conditions on the upper terrace, Zone 1, generally consist of:

• 3-ft of loose and moderately dense, sand and gravel road FILL, over
• i-ft of organic sandy-SILT (native topsoil), over

1 A 3.55-in’ cone is pushed into the soil using a 140-lb. hammer falling 30-in. The energy required to advance the
cone is recorded in the field as the number of blows per 6-inches of penetration. Soil friction on the side of the
cone is measured using a torque wrench. Calculated cone tip pressure is used to estimate soil engineering
2 1.5-inch diameter x 4-foot continuous samples obtained using a G7 2-3/8” direct push dual tube system
manufactured by AMS, Inc.

41 Page

44
3



Geotechnical Engineering Report
NW Spring St., Newport, Oregon
November 30,2017 K & A Engineering, Inc. Project No.: 17056 cnqnerng

• 20-ft of light brown/tan/white, moderately dense, lightly-cemented, silts and sands (Marine
Terrace Deposits), over

• Very stiff to hard, dark brown to gray, SILTSTONE (Nye Formation).

The cemented marine terrace deposits can be seen in isolated areas through breaks in the vegetation on
the steep embankment descending from the roadway.

Groundwater was observed approximately 21-feet below the roadway surface.

2.3.3 Zone 2
For the mid-slope area, Zone 2, there are two distinct areas:

• Zone 2 North (generally tax lots 1903 and 1800) and
• Zone 2 South (generally tax lot 1900)

The north portion of Zone 2 contains includes landslide debris extending to depths as much as
approximately 16-feet below the ground surface. The south portion does not exhibit similar landslide
debris and bedrock is much shallower.

2.3.3.1 Zone2 North
Subsurface condition on Zone 2 North, in the area investigated, consist of approximately:

• S to 6-ft of light brown/tan, loose, poorly-graded (dune) sands and sandy-FILL (we found glass
and other fill debris), over

• 10 to 12-feet of dark brown/black/tan, soft/loose, umbled mixtures of sands, silts, clay, and
gravelly-clay, over

• Very stiff to hard, dark brown to gray, SILTSTONE (Nye Formation).

Groundwater was observed fFC-1, B-i) at a depth of approximately 6.8-feet below the existing ground
surface.

2.3.3.2 Zone 2 South

Subsurface conditions in this zone, in the areas investigated, consist of approximately:

• 1-ft of brown/tan, loose, organic-laden, SAND (topsoil), over
* 2 to 4-ft of white/gray with some orange staining, loose to moderately dense, poorly-graded

SAND with trace of silt - Interpreted as weathered/decomposed Marine Terrace Deposits; over
• Very stiff to hard, dark brown to gray, SILTSTONE fNye Formation).

Groundwater was observed fFC-3) at a depth of approximately 6.0-feet below the existing ground
surface.
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2.4 LOCAL GEOLOGY

2.4.1 Geologic Setting
Surficial geology of the site is mapped in the geologic literature as consisting of Quaternary (less than 2.8
million years before present) Marine Terrace deposits overlying early Miocene (16.5-23.0 million years
before present) Nye Mudstone3.

The Marine Terrace deposits are variously described as consisting of:

‘ Semi-consolidated uplifted beach sand overlain locally by fine-grained dune deposits with
occasional localized gravel lenses4,
Unconsolidated to moderately consolidated gravel, beach and dune sand; locally containing
minor consolidated clay-rich paleosols, colluvium, debris flows, and alluvial interbeds; to thin-
bedded sandstone, conglomerate and tuffaceous siltstone with thick glauconitic sandstone
beds5.

Nye Mudstone underlies the Marine Terrace deposits in much of the site vicinity. Nye Mudstone
deposits are described as massive to thick-bedded, gray, clayey marine siltstone with sandstone
interbeds, including calcareous concretions in places.

Middle Miocene (10.4-16.5 million years old) Astoria Formation deposits are mapped overlying the Nye
Mudstone a short distance to the south and in the wave zone west of the site.

Nye Mudstone bedding has been mapped in the vicinity to dip, generally, 11 to 15 degrees to the
west/southwest and Astoria Formation deposits are mapped at 23 degrees to the west a few hundred

feet to the south at “Jumpoff-ioe.”

Our probes and borings confirm these two mapped geologic units — lightly cemented gravel and sand

terraces overlying sedimentary mudstone — and the sloped surface of siltstone.

H.G. Schlicker investigated geologic conditions at the project site, and wrote a report in 1991.
Schlicker’s conclusion was that the old landslide area on the site is relatively stable, and recommend a

geotechnical investigation to confirm subsurface conditions. This report summarizes our geotechnical
investigation and verifies Schlicker’s conclusions. A copy of the Schlicker report is attached in Appendix
D.

3See DOGAMI Bulletin 81-3, OFR-O-04-09, USGS-OF-72-352-1 and USGS -867.
DOGAMI Bulletin B-81-3
DOGAM Open-file report 0-04-09
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3 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION

3.1 GEOLoGIc HAZARDS

3.1.1 General Discussion
The project site is located within a coastal environment that is documented to have active erosional
processes at work on a continuous or intermittent basis. These processes include:

• Wave action which causes erosion of the toe of slopes ascending from beaches, eventually
resulting in slope instability,

• Mass slope movement. These are more often the result of erosion but can also be caused by
earthquake ground motion,

• Tsunami, and
• Surface erosion from concentrated surface runoff.

Other hazards typical for coastal geology include faulting, liquefaction, and lateral spreading.

We have developed a detailed geologic hazard assessment for the project site. The complete geologic
hazard assessment report, by Gary C. Sandstrom, registered professional engineering geologist, is
attached to this report, Appendix D.

3.1.2 Slope Movement
The project site is well within the area of high coastal erosion hazard and existing land sliding identified
by the Oregon Department of Geology and Minerals Industries (DOGAMI)5. The project site is within
the influence of the large “Jump-off Joe” landslide complex - a rather large, linear slide zone. See Figure
1. This landslide complex consists of numerous individual slope movements that likely occurred
individually over long periods of time — thus the overlapping appearance. Slope movement in the area
including the project site is believed to be Quaternary in age (sometime in the last 2.8 million years).

Severe slope movement, associated with this general feature, has been observed south of the
intersection of NW Spring Street and NW 12th Street at the northwest side of existing condominiums.

Evidence of old slope movement on the site include:

• The steep embankment descending from the roadway (transition between Zone 1 and 2). This
is an upper scarp to the old slope movement(s), having a mean slope gradient estimated to be
approximately 1H : lv (based on our field observations). There are areas of near-vertical faces
in this scarp area. In the south half of tax lot 1900, we see evidence of an isolated block of
marine terrace deposit that has moved away from the main scarp;

• Uneven ground surface (Zone 2); and
• Finding of jumbled, mixed soil debris in Zone 2 North subsurface soils.

6 Open-file report 0-04-09 and on-line geologic hazard viewer published by the Oregon Department of Geology
and Minerals Industries (DOGAMI), HazVue. See http://www.oregongeology.org/hazvu/
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JUMP-OFF

JOELANDLIDE

COMPLEX

Our field-developed cross section across tax lot 1903 indicates the overall concave shape of the ground
surface due to the historic slope movement. See the attached drawing Field Developed Cross Section.

We have modeled slope stability using common methods of limit equilibrium analysis.7 Limit
equilibrium assesses stability based on a “factor of safety” (FOS) — the ratio of forces resisting
movement to forces driving movement. Our modeling included:

• Ground surface boundaries defined by our field-developed cross section,
• Subsurface boundaries and material properties estimated from our probes and borings,
• Groundwater levels estimated from the probes and borings,
• Earthquake peak ground acceleration based on deaggregation of earthquake ground motion

data.8

In the current static condition, the site is stable, with minimum FOS in the range of 1.4 to 1.6. This FOS
is within the generally-acceptable limits for development.

In the event of the (extreme) Cascadian subduction-zone earthquake (475-year recurrence), peak
ground accelerations are expected to exceed 30% of gravity, and our estimates of FOS for this condition
are either slightly above or slightly below 1.0, depending on modeling method and estimates of

We use proprietary software SLIDE, published by Roc Science, http://www.rocscience.com
U.S. Geological Survey — Earthquake Hazards Program. https://earthquake.usgs.gov/hazards/interactive/

.. .

Figure 1 - HazVu Mapping ofJump-off Joe Landslide Area
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groundwater and soil shear strength. We believe that there will be some lateral movement with this
magnitude of earthquake ground motion.

Graphic summaries of our analysis are attached in Appendix C to this report.

3.1.3 Beach Regression
DOGAMI has estimated a general beach regression of in the approximate range of 0.3 to 0.4-feet/year in
this area. This is an overall estimate for screening purposes and is not meant to be site-specific. For
this site, we believe that long-term regression may be less than this range due to several mitigating
features specific to the project site:

• The protection of the toe of the Zone 2 slope by the terminal siltstone exposure found at the
east edge of the beach area,

• Overall low-gradients of the ground in the Zone 2 area, and
• High densities of existing vegetation in Zones 2 and 1.

3.1.4 Design Earthquake
The design earthquake was determined using criteria including an event having a 10-percent chance, or
higher, of occurring within a 50-year period. Based on analysis using current modeling of local sources
of earthquake ground motion (crustal, deep, and subduction zone)9, the design earthquake has a
(modal) magnitude of 9.08 with a peak ground acceleration of 0.32g. A summary of the Deaggregation
analysis is attached to this report in Appendix D.

3.1.5 Faulting and Lateral Spreading
Mapping by the State of Oregon Department of Geology and Minerals Industries (DOGAMI) of geologic
hazards indicates that there is an ENE-WSW trending active fault approximately 1.5 miles southeast of
the subject site. Direct rupture at the project site from this fault is unlikely.

Minor lateral spreading (several feet or less) at the site due to strong earthquake ground motion is
likely, based on our pseudo-static stability analysis using the expected peak ground acceleration of
0.32g.

3.1.6 Liquefaction
We found no evidence of loose, saturated clean sands in the area investigated and it is our opinion that
risks due to earthquake-induced liquefaction and resulting subsidence are low for the project site.

3.1.7 Tsunami
The majority of the project site is situated above the statutory tsunami inundation line (at 30 feet
elevation). The exception is the western margin of lot 1800 near the vegetation line at the beach) which
is below the inundation line, but our understanding is that proposed homesites are above and
essentially in-line with development proposed for the remaining project site.

2014 Dynamic Conterminous NSHMP PSHA interactive deaggregation analysis, on-line at the USGS Geologic
Earthquake Hazards Program. https://earthquake.usgs.gov/hazards/interactive/
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DOGAMI’s Tsunami Inundation Map includes inundation scenarios for earthquakes of several different
magnitudes and indicates that a tsunami induced by a Cascadia Subduction Zone earthquake’° could
reach an elevation of approximately 80 feet, which would extend above NW Spring Street.

In general, aside from the aftermath of a Cascadia Subduction Zone earthquake, the site meets current
criteria for tsunami.

3.1.8 Expansive Soils
Subsurface soils at this site are not expansive.

3.1.9 Foundation Settlement
Undocumented fills could represent a minor hazard of excessive differential settlement. We found
undocumented sandy fill that has been placed over a relatively large area of the central portion of the
project site. This hazard can easily be mitigated by following our recommendations for Foundations in
this report.

3.2 SEISMIC DESIGN CRITERIA

For designing lateral bracing systems and other structural elements for earthquake ground motion, we
recommend that design criteria be selected based on a site class “D — Stiff soil profile.”1 The
recommended design spectral response acceleration parameters’2 are shown on Table 2.

Table 1- Recommended Seismic Design Parameters

Design Pararnét .. Design Value

SM5 tsite class “D”) 1.729
SMY (site class “D”) 1.148
SDS (site class “D”) 1.153
S0; (site class “D”) 0.765

3.3 FOUNDATIONS

3.3.1 General Foundation Recommendations

We assume that this site will be developed to support one or more conventional single-family
residences.

To mitigate hazards associated with:

Slope movement,

Differential settlement from underlying slide debris, loose sands, and undocumented fills, and
Erosion of loose sands;

‘°A rupture of the entire length of the fault zone from the southern Oregon to northern Washington costs,
resulting in sub-marine landsliding.
“Section 1613.3.2 of the 2014 Oregon Structural Specialty Code.
12 http://earthquake.usgs.gov/designmaps/us/application.php?

10 I P a g e
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We are recommending that all permanent structures be supported on a foundation system consisting of
reinforced concrete grade beams or isolated reinforced concrete pads supported by deep foundation
elements.

Deep foundation elements should find support for all loads within underlying siltstone.

Helical piles or micropiles are the most economical and efficient deep foundation elements for this site.
These systems can easily be installed through the overlying unconsolidated fill and slide debris and
embedded into underlying load-bearing siltstone.

Micropiles have an advantage of very high individual allowable load capacity in compression and
tension, and can be battered to provide the necessary resistance to lateral loads. Helical piles offer
reasonable individual load capacity but, due to expected limited embedment in siltstone, should not be
relied upon for uplift.

Deep foundation elements shall extend into the underlying native siltstone.

Battered deep foundation elements should be designed to resist lateral earthquake loads and provide
additional security against lateral spreading.

3.3.2 Helical Pile Systems
The allowable design load capacity for helical piles shall be limited to 15-kips/square foot of helix
bearing. We recommend use of single-helix helical piles with helix diameters in the range of 8 to 12-
inches. Thus, the total allowable design load capacity will be in the range of 5 to 12-kips per pile.

Helical pile ultimate load capacity shall be evaluated by installation torque in the underlying siltstone
according to the following relationship:

2
= —T

deff

Where:

= Ultimate capacity, kips

deff Pile shaft diameter, ft.

T = Installation torque, k — ft.

Helical piles shall consist of the following elements:

a 2.875-inch O.D. x 0.25-inch wall (mm.) tubular steel shafts with connections designed to prevent
vertical slip during loading using a threaded connection,

• Single-helix plates having a minimum 0325-inch thickness
• “Pre-construction” brackets designed for embedment in concrete.

Helical pile shafts shall consist of cold-formed welded and seamless carbon steel structural tubing
meeting the requirement of ASTM A500 Grade B with a minimum yield strength of 42-ksi. Pile shafts,
including the lead section with helix plate, shall be either hot-dipped galvanized or otherwise coated for
corrosion resistance.

11 I P a g e
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All helical piles shall be embedded a minimum of 1-foot into underlying native, undisturbed SILTS TONE as
verified by K & A Engineering, Inc. in the field during construction.

The Installer shall provide K & A Engineering, Inc. with:

• A manufacturer’s certification of materials (length, section, steel grade) for pile shafts and lead
section with helix,

• Manufacturer’s certification for shaft treatment for corrosion resistance (galvanization or other
coatings),

• Schedule of shaft connection elements,
• Manufacturer’s certification of materials (dimension and construction) for the pile bracket,
• A description and drawings detailing the connection of the pile bracket to the pile shaft and to

the existing foundation including connector type/size/grade, epoxy adhesives (if used), and
installation methods.

• Certification of drive head pressure meter calibration,
• Drive head manufacturer’s published relationship between drive pressure and torque output for

the drive head used.

Submittals must be made to K & A Engineering, Inc. a minimum of 1-week prior to installation.

K & A Engineering, Inc. shall inspect the installation of helical piles including:

• Observe installation of the helical piles
• Verify minimum depth of installation,
• Record installation pressures,

Approve of installation based on installation torque and depth, and
• Provide a written installation summary that recommends acceptance by the local building

official.

K & A Engineering, Inc. shall be notified a minimum of 2-weeks in advance of load test installation, load
testing. and production pile installation.

3.3.3 Micropiles
For design purposes, micropiles shall be designed for an allowable design grout-siltstone bond strength
of 1,000-pounds/square foot of bond. Load testing is required to verify actual bond capacity. Based
on our preliminary analysis, micropiles consisting of a 5-inch nominal shaft diameter and using a No $
solid steel reinforcing element should achieve allowable load capacities in the range of 15 to 20-kips,
depending on the depth of embedment in siltstone.

We recommend an allowable design load capacity of ZO-kips maximum, in tension and compression.

To achieve economy and reasonably high individual micropile load capacity, we recommend the
following design criteria:

• Minimum diameter of the grout-siltstone bond zone of 5-inches,
• 4-inch x 0.25 tubular steel casing extending from the ground surface (grade beam or load pad)

to 1-foot below the surface of siltstone, having a minimum yield strength of 36-ksi;

12 I P a g e
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• Micropile reinforcement consisting of one solid No. 8 reinforcing bar, minimum yield strength of
60-ksi;

• Maximum design allowable grout-to-siltstone bond strength of 1.0-ksf.

Prior to installation of production micropiles, a minimum of one test pile should be installed into
Mudstone and load tested to verify actual ultimate and allowable load capacity. The load test shall
include:

• Ultimate load, in tension, to a minimum 200-percent of the maximum specified working load.
The load test shall be made in increments of 10, 25, 50, 100, 150, and 200-percent of maximum
specified working load.

• Creep Testing. A creep test shall be made a 133-percent of the maximum specified working
load. Criteria for successful creep is less than 2-mm of creep over one log-cycle of time.

K & A Engineering, Inc. shall:

• Review and approve materials and construction methods submitted by Contractor prior to
construction,

• Inspect installation of test piles,
• Inspect load testing and verify ultimate load at failure or that no failure occurred.
• Verify the validity of the preliminary allowable grout bond strength based on load test results,

and make recommendations for embedment lengths of the production piles, accordingly, and
• Inspect and approve micropile construction.

3.4 SITE DEVELOPMENT

3.4.1 General Recommendations
We recommend that site development consist of the minimal amount of earthwork necessary for access

and foundation construction. Site development should be planned and executed to incorporate the

following requirements:

• Fills. No permanent fills other than low fills (less than 4-feet in height) and those associated

with access driveways shall be created;
• Revegetation: Surface erosion shall be minimized by establishment of vegetation in all

disturbed areas with species of grasses, shrubs, and trees that ate well adapted to local climate

and soil conditions and that produce vigorous, deep, and dense toot structures. Areas to receive

vegetative treatment include, but are not limited to:

• Road cut and fill embankments

• Disturbed areas around foundations
• Disturbed areas associated with landscaping and retaining walls.

Revegetation shall be installed immediately after completion of grading, foundation pad

construction, and access road construction. Temporary revegetation is requited for temporary

cuts, fills, and other disturbed areas during long (2-months or more) periods of inactivity and

between construction phases.

13 P a g e
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• Stone Armoring. In some areas of ground disturbance, it may be mote beneficial, economical,
or practical to place stone armoring in lieu of vegetation to minimize surface erosion. Stone
armoring shall consist, at a minimum, of 12-inches of 4 to 7-inch crushed basalt quarry rock,
machine placed.

• No-Build Zone. No foundations, earthwork, or vegetative disturbance shall occur in a 20-foot
wide “no-build” zone adjacent to the west edge of the existing NW Spring Street. This zone
extends 20-feet west of the east property boundary. The purpose of this requirement is to
preserve the integrity of the Zone 1 scarp embankment described in this report, and thus
preserve the integrity of the NW Spring Street roadway. The exception to this is minor
necessary disturbance allowing for the construction of a low gravity retaining wall on the east
side of the access driveway to be constructed at or near the west edge of the “no-build” zone.

• Drainage. Development shall result in positive sheet-flow drainage flowing west. Concentrated
flows from roof drains shall be distributed to the ground surface as sheet flow using flow
spreaders.

3.4.2 Access Drive Design and Construction
Our understanding is that the driveway accessing home sites will leave NW Spring Street somewhere in
the south half of tax lot 1900 and extend northward on the project site, following the west edge of the
specified “no-build” zone.

We recommend that the driveway consist of a “full-bench” style of construction — one in which the
driveway has a virtually no fill embankment and low-height cut embankments (less than 4-feet in
height).

The “no-build” zone stability shall be ensured in areas of cut embankments (along the east side of the
driveway) by a low gravity retaining wall consisting of welded-wire gabion baskets filled with 4 to 7-inch
open-graded quarry stone. This wall shall have a BASE : HEIGHT ratio of 1.0 or greater and the toe of the
wall shall be buried a 1-foot below final grade at the toe.

Gabion baskets shall consist of 9-gage ArtWeld welded wire baskets manufactured by Hilfiker Retaining
Walls’3. K & A Engineering, Inc. shall review and approve of wall design and construction details prior to
installation, and shall provide quality assurance of wall construction.

3.4.3 Foundation Pads
Our understanding is that, at the time of this report, two-story “daylight” designs for single-family
residences are being considered. In this concept, a lower “daylight” level will face the west at a grade
that is lower than the east side of the foundation pad.

We recommend that all soils excavated from basement areas and foundation pad should be removed
from the project site and disposed of off-site. The purposes of this requirement include:

• Avoiding creation of load surcharges which could reduce slope stability
• Avoid grading problems which could adversely affect drainage of surface runoff.

13 See http://www.hilfiker.com/awghtml Technical specifications, drawings, and construction details are readily
available from the manufacturer.
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Foundation pads should be graded appropriately to provide temporary support for:

• Access for helical pile or micropile installation
• Forming and construction of reinforced concrete grade beams

Note that the undocumented fills found at the site are not suitable for temporary support and should be
completely removed from foundation areas.

4 LIMITATION AND USE OF GEOTECHNICAL RECOMMENDATIONS

This report has been prepared for the exclusive use of Bill Lund for the subject project.

This geotechnical investigation, analysis, and recommendations meet the standards of care of
competent geotechnical engineers providing similar services at the time these services were provided.

We do not warrant or guarantee site surface or subsurface conditions. Exploration test holes indicate
soil conditions only at specific locations (i.e. the test hole locations) to the depths penetrated. They do
not necessarily reflect soil/rock materials or groundwater conditions that exist between or beyond
exploration locations or limits.

The scope of our services does not include construction safety precautions, techniques, sequences, or
procedures, except as specifically recommended in this report. Our services should not be interpreted
as an environmental assessment of site conditions.
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HA-i Sheet 1 of 1 -- -

--

c SURFACE ELEVATION -

— 1 2 3 4 5D >-
F— —J

:i: LU UU.LU

NORTH ft M LL
cc

-——---——— ---———--—-——-—

NVALUE,blows/ft.
DESCRIPTION OF MATERIALS o —____________(LABORATORY CLASSIFICATION) 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90

- FILL - basalt cobbles - most likely end-dumped from

•

street F
Brown, moist, loose to mod. dense, fine-grained,2.5— non-plastic organic poorly-graded SAND - native

H topsoil’4
.

1.0
, fine-grained,

poorly-graded SAND. Trace organics. Grading into
I I I I5 a marine terrace deposits No Groundwater

F— 2 0

7.5

r
—3.010.0-’

12.5

‘ 4.0

-1
15.0—I I

j

17.5

c’

20.Ot

C!i

2
z
0 ]

!

:::

[

27.5j
- —

2
- 11/7117

-—-- - -—-- ----- - -__ -__ RR RIG
I

- K&A 3.5” Hand Augpf
< ENGINEER

GS
APPROVED

— 6.0

7.0

— 8.0

DATE TIME

WATER LEVEL MEASUREMENTS

SAMPLED CASING CAVE-IN

4 Calibrated Penetrometer Uncontined Compression

BORING STARTED - -

WATER BORING COMPLETED
11/7/17
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k

K & A Engineering, Inc. CLIENT: Bill Lund
91051 S. Willamette St.; P. 0. Box 8486 PROJECT: Proposed Residential Development

• Coburg, OR 97408 -. - - -

Telephone: 541-684-9399 SITE ADDRESS: NW Spring Street, Newport, Oregon

engtneerlng Fax. JobNo. 17056
BORING NUMBER Unconfined Compressive Strength tons/ft.2

___________

HA-2 Sheet 1 of 1
> SURFACE ELEVATION 1 2 3 4 5_

53.60
NORTH - EAST PL MC LL

- - — - N VALUE, blows/ft.
DESCRIPTION OF MATERIALS

I (LABORATORY CLASSIFICATION) 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90
I j Brown, moist, loose to mod. dense, fine-grained, I

I ‘—————-j— non-plastic organic poorly-graded SAND - native —-—

________ ________________________

] ‘opsoiI.”

________________ __________/

I I

I wet, gravelly I

2.5 — poorly-graded SAND. Weathered Marine Terrace i IDeposits. --

____ ____

Dk. reddish-brown, wet to sI. wet. stiff, blocky - 1.0
-. SILTY-CLAY. Residual soil from decomposing Nye

Formation. SUffer, brittle/triable, blocky with depth. No
-----\GmLindwater

____

,I—-—

End of Boring@5 feet

75H

10.0 3.0

12.5-
—4.0

15.0

I
5.0

17.5 L

2O.O
, 6.0

22.5—] ‘H
7.0

0

25.01

-8.0
Cs r

27.5HLIIJ —

-- - - -

- -

4 Calibrated Penetrometer Uncontined Compression - -

-- WATER LEVEL MEASUREMENTS
-

BORING STARTED
11/7/17

DATE TIME SAMPLED CASING CAVE-IN WATER BORitIG COMPLETED - —-

- —

____

—_____

-- 11/7/17
- T[LE

K & A -- - 3.5 Hand Auger
. ENGINEER APPROVED

0, GS
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k

K & A Enqineering, Inc. CLIENT: BitI Lund
91051 S. WUlamette St.; P. 0. Box 8486 PROJECT: Proposed Residential Development

• Coburg, OR 97408
———- —

_____

Telephone: 541-684-9399 SITE ADDRESS: NW Spring Street, Newport, Oregon
enginering Fax: JobNo. 17056

BORING NUMBER Uncontined Compressive Strength, tons/if.2
HA-3 Sheet 1 of 1 ——--0

SURFACE ELEVATION 2 3 4 5 -

=

___

58.00>-t
NORTH AT -

——

PL MC LL
-J

______—

- ——-——-—-—--_____ — —---- NVALUE, blows/ft.
DESCRIPTION OF MATERIALS

(LABORATORY CLASSIFICATION) 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90
-

‘- Brown, loose, moist, non-plastic organic SAND - native
topsoiI.”

•

_-__---•--

---------

__ __

1 0 Brown to gray-brown or greyish-white with red stain, I

2 5.] • moderately dense, gravelly poorly-graded SAND.
jI Terrace Deposits. I I I I

I No Groundwater. I I 1 I L 1.0I I I I I I I
•1 loi I I I

5.0— 1c

End of Boring @ 6 feet
2.0

7.5-j
r

- 1
1O.0

12.5
-4.0

-l L

15.0-1

—5.0
-i I

-17.5 r
L

20.0 6.0

Ii
22.5-1 ‘ F

-7.0

r
25.0-j

I
F8.OI

27.5-i

ê4 Calibrated Penetrometer Unconfined Compression

WATER LEVEL MEASUREMENTS BORING STARTED
--

• • ---l /7/17
DATE TIME SAMPLED CASING CAVE-IN WATER BORING COMPLETED

___

- --—-- - - — 1iL7

_________

— - - __ DRILLER RIG

________

- — -j—— ENGINEER APPROVED

F—

F
0
(9

z
(9
z
(9

(9
0

0
F—

0
z
‘3.
U)
U,
0
0
-J

0
z

0

‘C

S

46
5



LO/9/I.I.
ouI‘U!iU!6U]V)

J‘thealattiJipaz!ieUJo9

Pufli:ui,3

990L1.:oofoJd

totattto

0070JdOIV\JYNAG

DO

Ott

at

p

atna3mttoat‘pJtuawa‘awDJM)pauleibaa!jN
p000/aAo,atpateswtsAatat
CtI001PatpUtStilat000

pass-Iia!sDipoestteJj-spae-

tistPUOSajpLos-/fl!s-sana.vipats
Atpa-A!tattla-/sOlo-saatpavt5

/EoatOIat
-aAe‘.g

Oela-spasaateOi
paaaatout‘aepsao

omiduteca(3.36)idAtJflotAIO9i!QOIZ

0000
aoploqloAo101POatICUJJOUNU0arnss;addfoals5001ip311063315N

tuj‘taiatoiput0A3i10tta..100p31fl9Oouoaaita3iuq0uataitiaaIisJiaaitOJi500d0003tiaping.‘otto(aaaatoqo)!t!37‘uotaoqoa‘wd.
‘6L6tAL1151310053paD00131300LItthifaYaois!000Niataou!OaOittlalpat010011110italtOf‘.fd5011331auewiitinitt‘HiatOf0

(t)toiaaanotaooiqootaaotopooo7oataaqaitouadaaoaaqi05’cnaaqaoqtsspao

its.‘tootaastioqaa‘WIpate9oN9Et(v’6u9ioopa8li3h00014aUat!Aii1030PutPu1tot036(apUnaf3300.753jatItOit0003311035u!SflqtflaaOspMJoflb9patuOtttjoflbalMattOti(tflIt03.‘Otto‘UtstJl5tat‘WI1

00-

Lu-

6
6
6
6

6
6
6
N
6
6
6
6

6
6
6
6
6

E

P
P
P
P

P

.

‘Of-

60

------

--.---•-----.-
‘i’’oiii:

S.
.aoto

°.1:’,:P110at
,ijT’’P906690-

II.________.___I!t.i.._ se.‘P900960

Ii—.]L___._.OS-

‘F1600PSP0-

‘

‘*+E
\,.,.,,,‘

stooP--

9tNtiTh’
‘1*tOOSE-

I”
—500ovto
-,

,600SE
1=1‘

‘ItOtThVTh•
I\sNitNE-

1
]EatEEAL

,catto
DI‘

cOt60Nt-
a\,-..

.iLL.tE
‘__._____‘_i_atrzr

-‘“--------‘—‘‘—=-9.9

\—1sos
‘I‘S-

‘‘JtOESL

,...L.I..,..

31
‘,=1_

,[StsPt’

‘\itasa
‘

,a,
-

—.--

IEit ,.a-

iaa!ttaitajOAN1
]Ntlti]it

satpa‘595‘spats
PHqwnt

61693030110

I,f
,_t___.__._..==__.1

1ita

at—

tO0Ut
NtC

At
a?

-
2:ZLEz”:

P‘

-‘0
P‘I‘Nt9-
P

--,-J a,0ta
P-—Nt-

aaat
‘

-,-,..

-

-0

Dotes

6309030•3NOZ(lot)311116-’It‘o-siN
USD1009331100tPi6UD5HpusMelt)‘oets

010
‘ISIPIJt

00SOOtO%1IzeuaJs9t36000193111130
a‘PUN669)out/Na001055611dli

U?‘OS5:031103603
OsstaIHOI3M031511109

69ii)01130631aMO963t0003NJ10611
69‘iii)NOUlidUNODNO01130O3IVM301010

ao’caNoirauaiaotooons
ONEit)03131dV90301130

LttE-Lt-ta03137115033100
ittO-/t-tt•O3lltVlt3100

90011639P61N133C061

-N01t0307
‘0036000

Luawdal3030epaopasapuOd0aitD3fOAd
‘DO)tiataauitu]aaa‘0363

UDJ3709

613U,U.,

voj

46
6



DYNAMIC PROBE LOG
FC-2

K & A Engineering, Inc.
• 541.684-6956

benglneers.com

nql na-tin9

HOLE #: FC-2
CREW: K & A EngineerIng. Inc.

PROJECT
ADDRESS:
LOCATION: Newport. DR

PROJECT NUMBER: 17056
DAtE STARTED: 11-07-2017

DATE COMPLETED: 11-07-2017
DEPTh COMPLETED (11): 32.0

SURFACE ELEVATION: 55.85
STATIC WATER DEPTh ON COMPLETION (tO: S.D

FIRST ENCOUNTERED WATER DEPTH(S): 6.0
HAMMER WEIGHT: 03.5 k

CONE AREA: 20.9 so. cm

SILTOTONE
Rye Formationi

Weathered
RHerbeds

5PK Robertson, K.L Cabal (Robertson). 2015. ‘Guide to Cone Penetration Testing Ion Geotechnical EngineerIng, 6th EdiSon’ Gregg DrI8rg and Testing, Inc.

Nate: Dashed Onto chew Np pressure and N centralized let overburden
pressune 1000

I Zene 10a08.heviaurlvpe 15811 Deacrlpllen
Sensitive, fine gruined
Organic mis - clay

,, 3 ... Clays - silty-clay to clay
,4, SA Mistunes - clayey-sdt to sOy-clay
S Sand Matures - srty-sand In sandy-sit
5’ Dands- cHar sand In silty-sane

Oravolly sand Ic dense sand
Very sAR rand t oclayey sand

9 Fine grained )weak rack. cemenrrd. rel:c structure)

6.1 1 10 100

Naroaalaed Frtcuan Ratio, Fr

Project: 17056

Client: Bill Lund

K & A Engineering, Inc.

11/27/2017

Tip ‘rescues Na k/om2 (Raw and
05T PER TORQUE i(tlmIsI%o 1USD 0% 10% 30%

Eq iv OFT N IS d N

REMARKS

AD

— —
r

V
- 5 31 —

r — 56 -
- - - —-

— I -. - - - .__.__ - .--
-

. 14 58
I ‘I-a 12 59 -

- tO 83 ‘‘, - ‘.. , g
-9 19 107 .: — — a

-16 30 - 211 -- -. - - . —- - . - a 9 SILTSTONE
- 21 211 - — - I 9 Nyc Fstmatinn)
-17 32 211 - I 9
- 30 211 I 9
-18 28 211 - - - I 9
- 29 202

- I ‘ 9
-JL.?2.__ii.._.,____.__..._ --

- 24 163 ) 9
-20 21 131 a

-1-.-..-.-----..--
‘ 9

- 21 131 9
.21 19 131 a 9
irr,7’ -‘r
-22 28 144 —

a

22 169 a 9
-23 22 194 a a

• 23 199 a 9
-24 26 205 - -. — 9
- 23 193 a 9
-25 23 180 a . 9
- 22 168 a a
-26 15 155 - -.,

15 165
-27 16 174
. 21 164 - —

-.L L .... - - . -. -

- 22 183 a
-29 Dl 173
- 20 163 —

PA Robertson, 2010. ‘Evaluation 01110w iquetaclan aad tiqandeo snrn5etr using Cone Penetaaban lesI.’ ASCE Journal at Geoaechnical and Geneoaimnmental Engineering. Vol 139. No.6. and P.K Rnbertunn 2000. ‘Gay
classilicahnn using the cone penetration IesL’ Canadian Seotechrgcal Journal, 27)1).

‘John H. Schmedmanar, ‘Statics 01 OPT’, Journal ol the Oeotechvical Engineerio Division, American SocIety 01 CivIl Engineers. May 1979.

p

a

100

10
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DYNAMIC PROBE LOG
FC-4

Project: 17056 K & A Engineering, Inc.
Client: Bill Lund 11/27/2017

K & A Engineering, Inc.
547 -684-6956
kaengineers.cem

HOLE ri FC-4
CREW KR AEnginerltng. Inc.

PROJECT. -

ADDRESS.

_________________

LOCATION: Newoort. OR

SLOWS SLEEVE
SEP71 PER TORQUE

It i-hi. 5.-ho.

TWPidrdiiea q kgicn12 (Raw and

1000 0%
Fridflan Satin, $

10% 20% 30% 40%

PR2.WCT NU9dOER 17056
DATE STARTED. 11-00-2017

DATE COMPLETED 11-00-2017
DEPTH COMPLETED lIt) 19.5

SURFACE ELEVATION. 72.0K
STATIC WATER DEPTH ON COMPLETION (Ill: None Observed

VAST ENCOUNTERED WATER SEPIA IN): None Observed
HAMMER WEIGHT 63.5 kg

CONE AREA: 22.9 so. cm

H f
- / 14
-3 6 17
- 6 16
-4 4 15
- 2 13
-5 1 11

Equta. OPT N’ (Raw md Normalized)
1 10 160

- 0 16
-7 13 24
- iS 25
-E 13 27

f
1

(5’

REMARKS

PILL
Sands Gravels

Road PAl)

Sandy OdIs
NaAve Topoorl (7)

- 5 19
-10 7 21

II

4

:i ZZEZZ
‘I

Tenace Deposits
UghlIy-cenoentrd

silo, sands

-rrpfl
-11 11 33 S

-131340

14 IS
-i7’ “p1’T
-iN 11 33 .____11
- 13 36

-
— a

-16 13 42
.

- 16 04

:L1
—--

-W 24 00
%___._,

-21

-22

-————I—--------———

:____;_

-29 .

-29

0 -_

..

32 I I I
P.K. Roberlson. 2010. $vatualrin of Vow iquelacIon and SquaRed s00nglh using Cone Penetration Test ASCE Journal of Geolechnical and GenerwksnmIeJd EnDure/no, Vol 130, No. N. and P.K. RoDertson, 2000. Ooii

class0icalinn using the cone penetration tesL Canadian Grotechrdca( Journal. 27(1),

2JoIsr H. Schrnerlmane, SIaIics of OPT. Journal 01 the Geotechadcd Engineering Division, Amen/can Society of Civil Engineers. May 1979.

°P.K. Robertson. K.L Cabal (Robertson), 2015. Wuide to Cone Penetration Testing for Geotrchnical Engineering, 6th Eddoro Gregg OdSing and Testing, Inc.

Note: Sashed tines shea tip pressure and N eamsaltred (or eaerburder
pressure 0.000

LP!J0e/ Behaviese Type (SIT) Description
Selsilive, One grinned
Urgarnic soNs - clay

:—3 Clays - silty-clay to clay
4 SR MASons - clayry-sit to silty-clay
S ‘ turd Mu/Aims - silty-sand to sandy-olin

Sands - clean sand to sily-sand
Onaseily sand to dense sand
Very srin rand to clayey sand

I Fine grAved (weak reck. cemented, relic sTucturni

en

600

DO

0.0 t 00 son

Ncrmalined Friction RaDo. Fr
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Appendix C

Slope Stability Analysis
Geotechnical Engineering Report

Proposed Residential Development

Tax Lots 1900 and 1903

Tax Map 11-01-05-BC

NW Spring Street

Newport, Oregon
Project: 17056

November 30, 2017

Prepared for:
Bill Lund

PO. Box 22

Seal Rock, OR 97376

Prepared by:
Michael Remboldt, P.E., G.E.

K & A Engineering, Inc.

Coburg, Oregon

K & A Engineering, Inc.

5416849399 Kaengineers.com

Establishedl998 engineering
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----------

0
U’

0.32

. Unit Weight Cohesion Phi
Material Name Color

(lbs/ft3) (psi) (deg)

Granular Road Fill 120 0 28

Marine Terrace L_. 120 200 33

Siltstone 120 1000 28

Dune/Fill Sands
-

115 0 27

Root zone

Old Landslide Debris

115 200 35

0
a

a
U’

a

a

0 50 100 150 200 250 300
Project

Tax Lots 1900, 1903 NW Spring St., Newport, Oregon

AnalisisDesaiPtion North Cross Section Subsurtace Soil protile

Drawn By Scale lcompany1:455
Date

UD€6.039 I 11/28/2017, 2:05:02 PM File tlan7e North Cross Section 11 28 17.slim

350
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150

Tax Lots 1900, 1903 NW Spring St., Newport, Oregon

Block Failure on Underlying Siltstone

Factor
1.000

1 . 100

Safety

3

1.200

1 .300

1.400

1 .500

1 . 600

Material Name

1 700

1.8 00

Granular Road Fill

Marine Terrace

Siltstone

Dune/Fill Sands

Root zone

Old Landslide Debris

Color

I
m
L1
H
U__1. 900

Unit Weight Cohesion Phi

(lbs/ft3) (psf) (deg)

120 0 28

120 200 33

120 1000

115 0

115 200 35

115 75 26

2 . 000+

250.00 lbs/ft2

W

200 250 300

11/28/2017, 2:05:02 PM
472



Factor
0.500

0.750

1.000

1.250

1.500

1.750

2.000

2.250

2.500

2.750

3.000

3.250

3 . 500

3.750

4.000

4.250

4 .500

4 .750

5.000+

___________________

-100 -50 0

Safety

0
0
CN

0

a
0

. Unit Weight
Material Name Color

fib /ft3)

Granular Road Fill 120

Marine Terrace 120

Siltstone 120

Dune/Fiji Sands 115

Root zone [ 115

Old Landslide Debris 115

a
U,

Cohesion Phi
fpsf) (deg)

0 28

200 33

1000 28

0 27

200 35

75 26

W

50 100 150 200 250 300 3

Pmoject

Tax Lots 1900, 1903 NW Spring St., Newport, Oregon

Circular Failure in Old Slide Debris - No Earthquake or Traffic LoadAnalysis Description

Drawn By Scale
1:530

Jcompany

Date

UDE1ERPR6.O39 en 91 e t i fl 11/28/2017, 2:05:02 PM
FileName North Cross Section 11 28 17.siim

473



Safety Factor
0.500

0.750

1 .000

1.250

1.500

1 .750

2.000

2.250

2.500

2.750

I-

0
Lf)

kD
ID

•1

..

Idf2

3.000

3.250

3.500

3.750

4 .000

4.250

-i 4.500

4.750

- 5.000+
0--I
U,

. Unit Weight Cohesion Phi
Material Name Color

(lbs/ft3) fpsf) (deg)

Granular Road Fill 120 0 28

Marine Terrace fl 120 200 33

Siltstone 220 1000 28

Dune/Fill Sands 115 0 27

Root zone 115 200 35

Old Landslide Debris 115 75 26

250.00 lbs/ft2

1
1

0-i

j

01

-100

W

i_____•_••’•••••••••’_’ .——.,—————

-50 0 50 100 150 200 250 3Q_

p

Tax Lots 1900, 1903 NW Spring St., Newport, Oregon

Circular Failure in Old Slide Debris - No Earthquake Traffic Surcharge

Thauq7‘ Scale 1:530
Company

Date
UDERPR6.O39 e n g i n e e r g 11/28/2017, 2:05:02 PM North Cross Section 11 28 17.slim
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1.700

1.800

1.900

2.000+

0
Project

Analysis Descnpt,00

Tax Lots 1900, 1903 NW Spring St., Newport, Oregon

Block Failure on Underlying Siltstone

Drawn By Scale company
1:452

Date

SUoJRE6.o3g engineering 11/28/2017, 2:05:02 PM
FileName North Cross Section 11 28 17.slim

C

Safety Factor
1.000

1.100

1.200

0
0-I

1 .300

1.400
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U.S. GeoLogical Survey - Earthquake Hazards Program

Unified Hazard Tool

Please do not use this toot to obtain ground motion parameter values for the design code

reference documents covered by the U.S. Seismic Design Maps web tools (e.g., the

International Building Code and the ASCE 7 or 41 Standard). The values returned by the two

applications are not identical.

- Input

Edition

Dynamic: Conterminous U.S. 2014 (v4.1.

Latitude
Decimal degrees

44.643

Longitude

Spectral Period

Peak ground acceteration

Time Horizon
Return period in years

Decimal degrees, negative values for western longitudes

Site C Lass

-124.061

760 rn/s (B/C boundary)
47
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A Hazard Curve
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A Deaggregation
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Summary statistics for, Deaggregation: Total

Deaggregation targets Recovered targets

Return period: 475 yrs Return period: 468.32514 yrs
Exceedance rate: 0.0021052632 yr Exceedance rate: 0.0021352687 yr1
PGA ground motion: 0.32577875 g

Totals Mean (for all sources)

Binned: 100 % r: 26.24 km
ResiduaL: 0 % m: 8.09
Trace: 0.63 % o: -0.26 a

Mode (largest r-m bin) Mode (largest £0 bin)

r: 28.86 km r: 28.86 km
m: 9.08 m: 9.08

o: -0.54 a Lo: -0.57 a

Contribution: 15.77% Contribution: 15.54%

Discretization Epsilon keys

r: min=0.0,max=1000.0,1=20.0km £0: [Woo.. -2.5)

m: mm = 4.4, max = 9.4, = 0.2 El: [-2.5 .. -2.0)

£: mm = -3.0, max 3.0, = 0.5 a £2: [-2.0 .. -1.5)

c3: [-1.5 .. -1.0)

£4: [-1.0 .. -0.5)

£5: [-0.5 .. 0.0)

£6: [0.0 .. 0.5)

£7: [0.5.. 1.0)

E8 [1.0.. 1.5)

£9: [1.5 .. 2.0)

£10: [2.0 .. 2.5)

Eli: [2.5 ..
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Deaggregation Contributors

Source Set I., Source Type r m Lon lat az

sub0_ch_mid.in Interface 26.74
Cascadia Megathrust - whole CSZ Characteristic 31.26 8.88 -0.39 124.356W 44.742N 295.43 26.74

Geologic Model Small Mag Fault 21.18
Yaquina 2.04 6.10 -0.47 124.033W 44.632N 119.19 20.77

sub0ch_bot.in Interface 18.13
Cascadia Megathrust-whole CSZ Characteristic 25.25 9.07 -0.64 123.734W 44.757N 63.80 18.13

sub0_ch_top.in Interface 8.20
Cascadia Megathrust - whole CSZ Characteristic 43.58 8.79 -0.01 124.567W 44.738N 284.99 8.20

sub2_ch_mid.in Interface 2.96
Cascadia Megathrust - Goldlinger Case C

31.04 8.45 -0.21 124.356W 44.742N 295.43 2.96
Characteristic

coastalOR_deep.in Slab 2.30

sub2_ch_bot.in Interface 2.11

Cascadia Megathrust - Goldfinger Case C
25.15 8.71 -0.50 123.734W 44.757N 63.80 2.11

Characteristic

subl_GRbO_mid.in Interface 1.92

Cascadia floater over southern zone - Goldfinger
34.43 8.43 -0.11 124.356W 44.742N 295.43 1.92

Case B

subl_GRb1_mid.in Interface 1.61

Cascadia floater over southern zone - Goldfinger
35.08 8.31 -0.05 124.356W 44.742N 295.43 1.61

Case B

subl_ch_mid.in Interface 1.37

Cascadia Megathrust - Goldfinger Case B
31.05 8.59 -0.26 124.356W 44.742N 295.43 1.37

Characteristic

subl_GRbO_bot.in Interface 1.30

Cascadia floater over southern zone - Goldfinger
28.75 8.42 -0.30 123.734W 44.757N 63.80 1.30

Case B

subl_GRb1_bot.in Interface 1.10

Cascadia floater over southern zone - Goldfinger
29.40 8.30 -0.24 123.734W 44.757N 63.80 1.10

Case B
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USGS Design Maps Summary Report
User—Specified Input

Report Title Lund Project - NW Spring St., Newport, Oregon
Wed November 29, 2017 01:07:38 UTC

ASCE 7-10 Standard
(which utilizes USGS hazard data available in 2008)

44.64312°N, 124.06075°W

Site Class D — “Stiff Soil”

“I/I”

= 1.720 g

S1 = 0.765 g

5M5 = 1.729 g

SM1 = 1.148 g S01 = 0.765 g

For information on how the SS and Si values above have been calculated from probabilistic (risk-targeted) and
deterministic ground motions in the direction of maximum horizontal response, please return to the application and
select the “2009 NEHRP” building code reference document.

Building Code Reference Document

Site Coordinates

Site Soil Classification

Risk Category

I

USGS—Provided Output

:

5D5 = 1.153 g

::cii:joiui: r m ‘cyiui jri

For PGAM, TL, CRC, and CR1 values, please view the detailed report.

Although this information is a product of the U.S. Geological Survey, we provide no warranty, expressed or implied, as to the
accuracy of the data contained therein. This tool is not a substitute for technical subject-matter knowledge.
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Geologic Hazard Assessment Lots 1800, 1900 & 1903, NW Spring Street, Newport, Oregon 97365
Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist LLC November 30, 2017

1.0 Introduction

At the request of Robert Lund, Gary C. Sandstrorn, Geologist, LLC, working with K&A Engineering
Inc., of Coburg, Oregon, observed site conditions at Lots 1800, 1900 and 1903 immediately north of
1245 NW Spring St., Newport, Oregon, 97365. The site is situated in a geologic hazard zone defined by
the City of Newport and Lincoln County and this report has been prepared to assess geologic hazard
conditions relevant to the proposed purchase and development of the property.

2.0 Scope of Work

A site visit and geologic reconnaissance of surface features was conducted on October 10, 2017. A
follow-up visit November 7-8, 2017 included geotechnical borings and additional site reconnaissance
plus excavation of 3 hand auger borings and a hand-dug test pit to further characterize the site. In
addition, the following literature and internet sources were reviewed:

• Google Maps, http://maps.google.comlmaps

• Google Earth, earth.google.com

• USGS, http://store.usgs.gov, 1984 and 2014 Newport North Topographic Quadrangle maps
from US Dept. of Interior, Geological Survey

• ORMAP GIS, http://www.ormap.org Oregon Map website listing tax lot numbers

• Lincoln County Assessor’s Maps, tax maps and site surveys, www.cojincoln.or.us

• H.G. Schlicker & Associates, inc., Geologic Reconnaissance ofLots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, Block 37, NW
Spring St. Newport, Oregon, August, 1991

• Schlicker, H.G., Olcott, G.W., Beaulieu, J.D. and Deacon, R.J., Environmental Geology of
Lincoln County, Oregon, State of Oregon, DOGAMI, Bulletin 81, 1973

• Snavely, P.D., MacLeod, N.S., Wagner, H.C. and Rau, W.W., Geologic Map of the Yaquina and
Toledo Quadrangles, Lincoln County, Oregon. US Dept. of the Interior, Geological Survey,
Misc. Investigation 1-867, 1976

• Snavely, P.D., MacLeod, N.S. and Wagner, H.C., Preliminary Bedrock Geologic Map of the
Yaquina and Toledo Quadrangles, Lincoln County, Oregon, US Dept. of the Interior, Geological
Survey, Open File Report 72-3 52, 1972

• Priest, G.R. and Allan, J.C., Evaluation of Coastal Erosion Hazard Zones Along Dune and Bluff-
Backed Shorelines in Lincoln County, Oregon: Cascade Head to Seal Rock Technical Report to
Lincoln County; State of Oregon, DOGAMI, Open File Report 0-04-09, 2004

• Tsunami Inundation Mapfor Newport North, Linc-06, State of Oregon, DOGAMI, TIM Linc-06,
2013

Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist, LLC 634 SW 54th St, Corvallis, OR 97333 503-547-3678
Page 1 of 8 garysandstrom@comcast.net
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Geologic Hazard Assessment Lots 1800, 1900 & 1903, NW Spring Street, Newport, Oregon 97365
Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist LLC November 30, 2017

• State of Oregon, DOGAMI, (HazVu), http://oregongeo1ogy.org/sub/hazvu/index

• State of Oregon, DOGAMI, Statewide Landslide Inventory for Oregon (SLIDO),
http://www.oregongeo1ogy.org/projects/s1ido/s1ido..rnap

• State of Oregon, DOGAMI, (LIDAR), http://oregongeology.org/sub/lithrdataviewer/index

• State of Oregon, Cascadia Magazine, Cascadia EQ Time Line, DOGAMI, Winter 2010

This report was written to summarize the investigations. Geotechnical site explorations were conducted
by K&A Engineering Inc.

3.0 Project Location and Description

The vacant subject property is situated on the bluff above the Pacific Ocean on the west side of NW
Spring Street south of NW 14th Avenue in Newport, Oregon approximately 3/4 mile north-northwest of
the junction of US Highway 101 and US Highway 20, and a mile and a half north of the US 101
Yaquina River Bridge (see Google Earth Location Map and USGS 1984 and 2014 Newport Topographic
Quadrangle Maps). The property (see the ORMAP and Lincoln County Photo tax maps and plat tax
map) is listed as tax lots 1800 (104), 1903 (Parcels 4 and 5 of Ocean View Block 37) and 1900 (Parcels
2 & 3 and the northern half of Parcel 1, Block 37) in Ti iS, Ri 1W, Section 5 SW ¼ of NW ¼.
Combined Lots 1900 and 1903 are rectangular lots bounded on the east by NW Spring Street and
measure approximately 303 feet north-south and 125 feet east-west. Lot 1800 is situated immediately
north of Lot 1903 and measures 60 feet north-south and extends approximately 2 15-245 feet west from
NW Spring Street to the vegetation line, and appears to be the abandoned right-of-way for NW 14th

Avenue. The north-neighboring lot 1802 at 1409 NW Spring Street is occupied by a single-family
residence, as are the lots on the east side of NW Spring Street opposite Lots 1900 and 1903. South-
neighboring Lot 4400 is owned by the City of Newport, as is the NW 13th Avenue right-of-way south of
Lot 4400 which extends to the vegetation line approximately 350 feet west of NW Spring Street. The
City of Newport also owns parcel 1902 west of Lots 1900 and 1903, and all the adjoining City of
Newport parcels are vacant. Single family residences (including the southern neighbor at 1245 NW
Spring Avenue) are situated on the parcels west of NW Spring Street and south of the 13th Avenue right-
of-way.
The eastern boundary of the heavily-vegetated subject parcel generally coincides with a landslide scarp
ranging up to 10 to 15 feet high along the west margin of the NW Spring Street right-of-way. The
slopes at the base of the scarp appear to have been cut and benched during construction of an access
road at some point during site development, and the base of the scarp/cut-bank has been buttressed with
basalt cobble fill in places. Moderate, generally hummocky, irregular slopes lead down to the beach.
The vegetation line is approximately 250 west of NW Spring Street at the north end of the subject site
and approximately 300 feet west at the south end. A generally SE-NW trending drainage channel
traverses the site from the approximate midpoint of the southern boundary to the beach sand!vegetation
line near the northwest corner. Site elevation ranges from approximately 93 feet at the southeast corner
to 20 feet at the sand line near the northwest corner. The northeast site corner is approximately 85 feet
and the southwest corner is approximately 65 feet. Several footpaths traverse the site and several
primitive campsites were observed in the vicinity.

Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist, LLC 634 SW 54th St, Corvallis, OR 97333 503-547-3678
Page 2 of 8 garysandstromcomcast.net
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Geologic Hazard Assessment Lots 1800, 1900 & 1903, NW Spring Street, Newport, Oregon 97365
Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist LLC November 30, 2017

4.0 Geologic Setting

The slopes underlying the project site are classified in the geologic literature as Quaternary (less than 2.8
million years before present) Marine Terrace deposits overlying early Miocene (16.5-23.0 million years
before present) Nye Mudstone (see DOGAMI Bulletin 8 1-3, OFR-0-04-09, USGS-OF-72-352-1 and
USGS 1-867 geologic maps). The Marine Terrace deposits are described in B-81 as up to 75 feet (in
Lincoln County) of semi-consolidated uplifted beach sand overlain locally by fine-grained dune
deposits, with occasional localized gravel lenses. Terrace deposits are described in 0-04-09 as
unconsolidated to moderately consolidated gravel, beach and dune sand; locally containing minor
consolidated clay-rich paleosols, colluvium, debris flows, and alluvial interbeds; to thin-bedded
sandstone, conglomerate, and tuffaceous siltstone with thick glauconitic sandstone beds; sandstone is
fine- to coarse-grained and shows crossbedding, fore-set bedding, and scour and fill structures.
DOGAMI B-81 maps early Miocene (approximately 16.5-23 million years old) Nye Mudstone deposits
at the base of the bluffs at the head of the beach west of the subject site and USGS OF-72-352-l maps
Nye Mudstone underlying the Marine Terrace deposits in much of the site vicinity. Nye Mudstone
deposits are described as massive to thick-bedded, gray, clayey marine siltstone and very fine-grained
sandstone containing sandstone interbeds near the base and calcareous concretions in places. Middle
Miocene (10.4-16.5 million years old) Astoria formation deposits are mapped overlying the Nye
Mudstone a short distance to the south and in the wave zone west of the site. Nye Mudstone dips in the
site vicinity are mapped at generally 11 to 15 degrees to the west to southwest and Astoria Formation
deposits are mapped at 23 degrees to the west a few hundred feet to the south at Jumpoff Joe.
The USDA National Resource Conservation Service Pacific Northwest Soils website classifies the soils
underlying the site as Urban land-Bandon complex on 12 to 50% slopes to the west, described as
colluvium derived from sedimentary rock. No further information is provided on the NRCS website.

5.0 Geologic Hazard Mapping

DOGAMI 0-04-09 and the HazVu website map active landslides underlying the subject site. The
DOGAMI HazVu website maps two landslides underlying the site, the first is a Quaternary (sometime in
the last 2.8 million years) landslide extending from about NW 12th Street on the south northward past
NW 22’ Street and eastward to the intersection of NW 1 5th Street and NW Thompson Street. An active
slide is mapped extending generally along the west side of NW Spring Street between NW l4’ Street
and NW 11th Street and corresponds to the scarp observed on the eastern margin of the subject site. The
landslide hazard rating of the subject site is very high due to underlying landslides.
The DOGAMI HazVu website maps an ENE-WSW trending active fault approximately 1.5 miles
southeast of the subject site and rates the site vicinity susceptible to severe shaking in the event of both
Cascadia subduction zone earthquakes and lesser earthquakes. The majority of the site is situated above
the statutory tsunami inundation line (at 30 feet elevation). The western margin of lot 1800 near the
vegetation line is below the inundation line, but the hornesites proposed for that lot are above the line.
DOGAMI’s Tsunami Inundation Map Linc-06 shows inundation scenarios for earthquakes of several
different magnitudes, including a Cascadia Subduction Zone earthquake which could reach an elevation
of approximately 80 feet, past the eastern property line. The site vicinity is classified by HazVu as at
low risk of liquefaction in the event of earthquakes and the flood Hazard zone for ocean flooding
extends into the western margin of Lot 1800, but not the proposed homesite vicinity. The HazVu
Coastal Erosion Hazard map, based on 0-04-09 and not intended to be site-specific, maps almost the

Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist, LLC 634 SW 54th 5, Corvallis, OR 97333 503-547-3678
Page 3 of 8 garysandstrom@comcast.net
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Geologic Hazard Assessment Lots 1800, 1900 & 1903, NW Spring Street, Newport, Oregon 97365
Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist LLC November 30, 2017

entire subject site as an active erosion zone; the southern end of the eastern margin adjacent to NW
Spring Street is classified at high hazard (high probability being affected by active erosion in the next
60-100 years). The attached OFR-04-09 Dune and Bluff Erosion Hazard diagrams are a pictorial
explanation of the erosional hazard zones. The site vicinity is estimated (0-04-09) to be subsiding
relative to sea level at a rate of approximately one and a half millimeters a year.

6.0 Previous Site Study

A geologic site reconnaissance was performed by H.G. Schlicker & Associates in 1991 to evaluate site
geology. The report has these observations: “A prominent head scarp is present adjacent to Spring
Street between 13th Street and 14th Street encompassing the eastern parts of lot 1 through 5, Block 37
(Lots 1900 and 1903). The slide debris appears to have moved towards the ocean as a unit and a major
slide mass lies between the subject property and the beach. It is highly broken and distorted from
sliding and is being eroded by the ocean waves and driving rains. The landslide, as it now exists, rests
on a nearly level surface and is not capable of further sliding. Rather it acts as a buttress to the toe of the
subject property. Small local slumps can occur along the face of the bluff. The east part of lots 3, 4 and
5, Block 37 slope moderately steeply. The slope is probably overlain by a thin (layer of) slide debris or
other material which may be capable of slope movement unless toe support is provided.” Schlicker’s
summary and conclusions: “The site is underlain by Coastal Terrace deposits, Nyc Mudstone and
possibly some Astoria rocks. The thickness of the overlying material is unknown but is believed to be a
relatively thin deposit of landslide debris. Thick landslide debris, distorted Coastal Terrace and Nye
form lie between the site and the beach. The bowl-shaped area present just east of Spring Street is an
older landslide that has apparently been stable for many years. The area west of Spring Street probably
moved initially prior to the Jump Off Joe landslide that began about 1942 and continued until recently.
Movement in the vicinity of the site is limited to small local slumps since the driving force is no longer
present to activate a large slide. Foundation conditions at the site depend upon the thickness of the
debris and the character of the sediments to depths which might effect settlement or cause slope
instability.” A geotechnical site study was recommended.

7.0 Soils Observed

Soils observed on the site surface consisted generally of sandy silt topsoil with organics ranging to fine
grained sand consistent with classification as Marine Terrace Deposits. Exposures of Nye Mudstone
were observed west of the subject site near the vegetation line and also in shallow explorations along the
access road at the base of the scarp along the eastern site margin. Geotechnical borings on the subject
site by K&A Engineering also encountered interpreted Marine Terrace deposits overlying Nye
Mudstone. Angular basalt cobbles (two feet deep in the first hand-auger boring) were observed in
places along the upper edge of the access road at the base of the scarp and are interpreted as fill placed
to buttress the base of the scarp prior to current site explorations. Soils observed west of the subject site
consisted generally of relatively loose fine-grained sand interpreted as disturbed Marine Terrace deposits
weathered to or covered by dune sand. Nye Mudstone was observed near the vegetation line as
mentioned above, and rock exposures were sighted in the surf zone corresponding to exposures of
Astoria Formation materials mapped in the literature.
Three hand-auger borings were excavated on November 7, 2017 (see Boring Logs and Site Plan) on the
upper shoulder of the access road near the base of the scarp along the eastern site margin to characterize
soils in the vicinity, encountering residual siltstone at one location. A test pit was excavated with a

Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist, LLC 634 SW 54th St, Corvallis, OR 97333 503-547-3678
Page 4 of 8 garysandstromcomcast.net
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Geologic Hazard Assessment Lots 1800, 1900 & 1903, NW Spring Street, Newport, Oregon 97365
Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist LLC November 30, 2017

mattock in the access road near observed siltstone fragments and a seep, and encountered wet, light
gray, gravelly sand overlying weathered siltstone. Mr. Lund reported siltstone was encountered in
places during clearing of the access road at the base of the scarp.
Materials observed are consistent with descriptions in the geologic literature.

6.0 Drainage and Groundwater

A spring is mapped (USGS 2014 Newport North Topographic Quadrangle Map) in Lot 1903 and was
observed on the access road during the reconnaissance. A hand-dug test at the location uncovered the
contact between the Marine Terrace deposits and underlying Nye Mudstone at a depth of approximately
a foot and a half below the surface. The resulting creek flows generally northwestward and onto the
beach west of the NW 14th Street right-of-way.
A footpath leads from the City of Newport right-of-way south of the subject parcel along a generally
north-northwest trending swale that traverses the vicinity west of the subject parcel, but no flowing
water was observed and none is mapped, so the feature may be more a relict of landsliding than a
watercourse.
A drain line from the southern neighboring residence leads down to the beach and has been disconnected
and utilized as a water source by people camping in the vicinity. The channel below the disconnected
line shows evidence of relatively rapid erosion.
A surface run-off collector grate was observed on the west shoulder of NW Spring Street south of the
subject parcel and a one-foot diameter corrugated metal pipe discharges onto the steeper slopes below
the scarp west of the grate. Other collection grates were observed near the intersection of NW Spring
Street and NW 14th Street, but the discharge locations were not found. A section of loose concrete pipe
about 2-3 feet long was observed sitting on the ground surface on the trail at the base of the scarp below
the northern drains. Flow from the drains likely combines with flow from the spring in the drainage
mapped by USGS.

7.0 Geohazard Inspection

Geohazard site inspections were performed on October 10, 2017 and November 7, 2017 (see Recon
Photos, Site Plan and Cross Section). These included traversing the subject site and site vicinity where
accessible observing conditions for evidence of instability. The eastern margin of the subject site
generally coincides with a heavily-vegetated, 10-15 feet high landslide head-scarp situated a few feet
west of the NW Spring Street right-of-way that is also obscured by piles of brushy landscaping debris
likely from neighboring sites. Slopes to the east of the subject parcel are relatively gentle and underlain
by Marine Terrace sand deposits. No curbs are present in the site vicinity and pavement runoff
generally infiltrates into the sandy soil on the road shoulders. Several utility boxes/vaults on the east
side of Spring Street appear to have settled, and a mailbox on the west side appears to be leaning as a
result of soil creep. As mentioned above, stormwater collection inlet grates were observed in the
pavement near the north and south ends of the subject site and the outfall of the southern drain was
observed discharging onto the moderately-steep site slopes in the City of Newport right-of-way west of
the scarp. The northern drain outfalls were not observed due to heavy vegetation, but the drains are
likely discharged in a similar manner onto the slopes to the west. A path down to the beach near the
northern drain location goes over a disconnected segment of concrete drain pipe.
An access road was apparently excavated below the scarp at some point during prior site development
and was again cleared of vegetation for the present geotechnical investigation. The recent grading
activities exposed organics and dark brown sandy silt topsoil grading to tan Marine Terrace sand

Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist, LLC 634 SW 54th St, Corvallis, OR 97333 503-547-3678
Page 5 of 8 garysandstromcomcast.net
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Geologic Hazard Assessment Lots 1800, 1900 & 1903, NW Spring Street, Newport, Oregon 97365
Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist LLC November 30, 2017

deposits at the level of the scarp near the southeast corner access point and residual siltstone soils and
weathered siltstone further to the north below the scarp. Siltstone excavation spoils were observed on
the roadbed at the same general location as the spring mapped by USGS and observed during the recon,
and an exploratory test-pit dug at the spring location with a mattock encountered saturated Marine
Terrace deposits overlying relatively-impenrieable weathered siltstone. Residuallweathered siltstone
was also encountered at the same elevation a couple dozen feet to the north near the base of the cut-bank
and above the roadbed. Undisturbed angular basalt cobbles were observed in several locations on the
upper margin of the access road and were likely placed to buttress the scarp, talus and cut-bank from
previous site development. Two feet of cobbles with fragments of broken glass were encountered near
the base of the scarp and above the primitive road directly upsiope and east of the first tracked drill
boring.
Site topography west of the scarp descending to the beach consists of generally moderate to gentle, very
hummocky slopes underlain by sand and heavily vegetated with lodgepole pines, salal, ferns,
blackberries and other brush, with several observed primitive campsites. Erosional scarps, pines with
curved trunks and exposed roots are common. Materials interpreted as excavation spoils mixed with
organic debris from previous development appear to have been pushed westward onto the slopes near
the first track rig borehole in Lot 1903.
Exposures of Nye Mudstone up to a dozen feet or more were observed above the head of the beach
sands west of Lots 1900 and 1903 and some grass-covered dunes have formed below the siltstone
exposures and to the north.

8.0 Conclusions

The subject property is situated at the seaward edge of Quaternary (less than 2.8 million years old)
Marine Terrace deposits, essentially beach sand compacted by wave action that has been uplifted due to
regional tectonic movement from subduction of the Pacific Plate under the North American Plate. The
terrace sands overlie early-Miocene age (approximately 16.5-23 million years old) Nye Mudstone
deposits that were observed at the base of the bluffs at the head of the beach, in access road excavation
and in explorational borings. The Nye Mudstone dips generally 10-15° westward to southwestward in
the site vicinity and cross-sections drafted for the geotechnical report suggests a generally-similar
contact orientation with the overlying Marine Terrace deposits. Geologic literature and the State of
Oregon Geologic Hazards website suggest two stages of landsliding have occurred at the site. A
relatively large landslide occurred at some point within the last 2.8 million years but is considered
relatively stable (H.G. Schlicker 1991 site reconnaissance). A more recent landslide, classified as
active, has apparently translated a block of Marine Terrace deposits westward and forming the scarp
noted along the east margin of the site. The translated Marine Terrace sand deposits are significantly
disturbed by the slide and have been eroded by subsequent rainfall producing an irregular hummocky
topography. Schuicker’s report concluded the slide mass is currently resting on a fairly level base and is
unlikely to move, and provides a buttress to protect slopes along the eastern margin of the site.
Geotechnical explorations encountered relatively hard siltstone at shallow to moderate depths in the
proposed homesite vicinities in the eastern margin of the site.
The site is situated within the Coastal Erosion Hazard Zone defined by the State of Oregon (DOGAMI —

OFR 0-04-09 and HazVu website) see attached Bluff Recession Diagram: the majority of the site is in
the very high hazard — active erosion zone. The mean erosion rate of the Nye Mudstone at the base of
the bluff is estimated at 0.30 foot per year, or about 6 feet every 20 years. Astoria Formation deposits
are also mapped in the surf zone, and sand dunes are forming in places west of the siltstone exposures at

Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist, LLC 634 SW 54th St, Corvallis, OR 97333 503-547-3678
Page 6 of 8 garysandstromcomcast.net
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Geologic Hazard Assessment Lots 1800, 1900 & 1903, NW Spring Street, Newport, Oregon 97365
Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist LLC November 30, 2017

the base of the bluff. Rising sea levels from global warming combined with coastal subsidence in the
Newport vicinity suggests that erosion will eventually undercut the cliff/bluff in the site vicinity, but in
our opinion at a rate not likely to significantly effect the homesite vicinity within the design life of the
structure if the recommended mitigations are followed. Erosion of the hummocky landslide debris will
likely continue at a relatively high rate and any proposed structures will need to protect against such
erosion. The underlying sand slopes are also rated at low soil liquefaction hazard in the event of an
earthquake.
The homesite locations are not considered at risk from ocean flooding or most tsunamis, but a rupture of
the Cascadia Subduction Zone, an event with a probability of 1 in 3 or 4 in the next 50 years estimated
by OSU researcher Chris Goldfinger, could generate a surge of up to 80 feet high which could cover
most if not all the subject site. The last subduction zone earthquake in the Pacific northwest with major
tsunami and subsidence occurred January 26, 1700, and 19 such earthquakes are thought to have
occurred over the last 10,000 years, leading to an estimated repeat interval of 530 years or so (DOGAMI
IMS 28). Other research estimates an average interval of 240 years. A large subduction zone
earthquake and resulting tsunami would cause widespread damage on the coast, especially if paired with
high tides, major storms and saturated soils. Geologists believe such an event would remobilize old
landslides and generate new slides in areas prone to sliding. Near-instantaneous subsidence of the coast
of 3 to 5 feet is a possibility discussed in Open file Report 0-04-09 and in more recent research. Any
resident of the Oregon coast must acknowledge the possibility and probability of earthquakes and
tsunamis and the substantial damage they would cause and weigh that against their enjoyment of the
coast environment.

9.0 Recommendations

Relatively hard siltstone bedrock was encountered at shallow to moderate depths at the proposed
homesite locations but is overlain by relatively weak sand that is very prone to wind and rain erosion.
Deep foundations such as drilled piles set several feet into competent siltstone bedrock would likely
provide vertical support for a single-family residence. The siltstone exposed at the head of the beach is
expected to erode at approximately 0.3 feet per year but continued translational movement is relatively
unlikely.
Residences should be constructed with well-drained upslope retaining walls to resist lateral pressure
from the eroding Marine Terrace materials on the surface and east of the subject site. In our opinion,
horizontal anchors tied into the foundations and set into competent siltstone would help mitigate lateral
movement induced by percolation and migration of groundwater through the terrace sands and down the
inclined contact between the permeable sand and impermeable siltstone towards the beach. The sands
adjacent to the residences should be buttressed with rockeries, cribbing or retaining walls to counter
lateral pressures and reduce erosion.
The seep observed near the middle of the subject site in the access road that feeds the creek flowing
northwestward down to the beach should be diverted to a drain or tighline leading downslope as far as
possible to reduce erosion. Gutter and foundation drains for new residences should also be tightlined as
far downslope as possible to a level spreader system or erosion-resistant basin.
Maintaining deep-rooted, densely foliated vegetation on site slopes will help reduce the severity of wind
and rain erosion. Bark mulch or other organic material held in place by jute netting can help protect
bare soils until vegetation is established. Surface gravel can also reduce erosion in places where
vegetation is not maintained. Impermeable soil should be placed against the footing walls, sloping
outward, to reduce infiltration to the footing subgrade.

Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist, LLC 634 SW 54th St, Corvallis, OR 97333 503-547-3678
Page 7 of 8 garysandstrom@comcast.net
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It).O Report Limitations

ChIS report presents site observations, site research, site explorations, and recommendations for the
proposed site development by Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist LLC. The conclusions in this report are

based on the conditions described in this report and are intended for the exclusive use of the client(s) and
their representatives for use in their evaluation of the site. The analysis and general recommendations
provided herein may not be suitable for structures or purposes other than those described herein.
Services performed by the geologist for this project have been conducted with the level of care and skill
exercised by other current geotechnical professionals in this area under similar budget and time
constraints. No warranty or guarantee is herein expressed or implied. The conclusions in this report are
based on the site conditions a.s they currently exist and it is assumed that the limited site locations that
were phvsicaflv investigated generally represent the subsurface conditions at the site. Should site
development or site conditions change, or if a substantial. amount of time goes by between my site
investigation and site development,.; reserve the right to review this report for its applicability. if you
have any questions regarding the contents ol this report. or iii can be of further assistance, please
contact me

Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist, LLC

Gary C. Sandstrom, Geologist, LLC 634 SW 54th St, Corvallis, OR 97333 503-547-3678
Page 8 of 8 garysandstromcomcast.net
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p H.G. Schlicker & Associotes,

235 N.E. 1 22nd Avenue, Suite 300 • Portland, Oregon 97230
(503) 257-9666I

August 29, 1991
To: Mr. Hal Smith

P.O. Box 753

I Newport, OR 97365

Subject: Geologic Reconnaissancea Lots 1. 2, 3, 4, 5, Block 37I N.W. Spring Street
Newport, Oregon

I Dear Mr. Smith:

INTRODUCTIONI This report presents the results of our preliminaryinvestigation of the above referenced property. We understand thatI you plan to construct three or four single family homes adjacentto Spring Street, or possibly a cluster near the west side of theproperty.

I The purpose for this report is to provide informationconcerning slope stability, foundation characteristics, andbuildability of the site. A geoteclinical report will be necessaryI providing the geologic conditions are reasonably favorable andmitigation costs will not exceed the final land value.

SCOPE

No drilling or excavation was be done for this preliminarystudy. Work included a site visit, review of published and] unpublished geology and available reports o the area.

GEOLOGY

I Regional Geology

The exposure along the sea cliffs at Jump Off Joe include theNye Mudstone overlain by the Astoria Formation and unconforrnablyoverlain by the Coastal Terrace deposits. The Nye Mudstone andremnants of the Coastal Terrace deposits are present in thevicinity of the site.

Project t191—781

GEOLOGISTS • ENGINEERS • ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENTISTS
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Geolocic Unfts

Nyc Mudstone. The Nyc is early Miocene in age. it is composed
of siltstone, fine silty sand beds and occasionally with layers of
vo1canc sand and ash. It was deposited in marine environment and
has been broadly folded with dips in the vicinity of 20 degrees or
more except where distorted or modified by landsliding. Along the
beach the Nyc has been deeply weathered and fractured.

Astoria__formation. The Astoria1 of middle Miocene age,
overlies the older Nye Nludstone. It is composed of thin to thick
bedded fine tQ medium grained sandstone. It contains limey
concretions and sulfide nodules. In places it has convolute bedding
formed by submarine landslides before the unit became consolidated.
It crops out mainly in the surf in this area.

U Coastal Terrace deoosits. The Coastal Terraces are composed
of Pleistocene to Recent age, fiat lying beds of weakly

m consolidated fine sand and silty sand but with medium to coarse
sand locally. The beds include brackish water deposits and
occasionally peat or other organics. At the site a peat layer a
foot or more thick is observed in the bluff exposures west of! Block 37. The disrupted condition of the material is the result of
lands liding.

SITE CONDITIONS

T\pgrhv

The site lies between Spring Street on the east and the
Pacific Ocean on the west. The steepest slope adjacent to Spring
street is about 24 degrees, however, the slope on lots 4 and 5 is
only about 10 deqrees. Elevations c,n the site lie between 40 and
80 feet M$L. The land rises to 57 feet about: 90 feet to the west
df the site and slopes to 10 feet MSL at the beach 110 feet west
of the site.

SLlIv

The area from Jump Off Joe northwards and from Spring Street
west is old landslide. A prominent head ecarp is present adjacent
to Sriuq Street between 13th street and 14th street encompassing
the eastern oarts of lot I through 5, Block 37

The slide debris appears to have move:! towards the ocean as
a unit and a major slide mass lies between the subject property and

49
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the beach. It is highly broken and distorted from sliding and is
being eroded by the ocean waves and driving rains. The landslide,
as it now exists, rests on a nearly level surface and is not
capable of further sliding. Rather it acts as a buttress to the toe
of the subject property. Small local slumps can occur along the
face of the bluff.

The east part of Lots 3, 4 and 5, Block 37 slope moderately
steeply. The slope is probably overlain by a thin slide debris or
other material which may be capable of slope movement unless toe
support is provided.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The site is underlain by Coastal Terrace deposits, Nye
Mudstone and possibly some Astoria rocks. The thickness of the
overlying material is unknown but is believed to be a relatively
thin deposit of landslide debris. Thick landslide debris,
distorted Coastal Terrace and Nye formation lie between the site
and the beach.

The bowl-shaped area present just east of Spring Street is an
older landslide that has apparently been stable for many years.

The area west of Spring Street probably moved initially prior
to the Jump Of f Joe landslide that began about 1942 and continued
until recently. Movement in the vicinity of the site is limited to
small local slumps since the driving force is no longer present to
activate a large slide.

Foundation conditions at the site depend upon the thickness
of the debris and the character of the sediments to depths which
might effect settlement or cause slope instability.

RECOIQ1ENDATIONS

• Because of the sensitive nature of old landslides and debris
deposits, we recommend that:

1. A geotechnical study be performed to determine the thickness
and engineering characteristics of the material to a depth of
at least 50 feet unless drilling indicates competer.t material
at a shallower depth.

Ic?_____

___
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2. ?.t least two test holes should he drilled to approximately
5Ofeet in depth.

3. Laboratory tests include direct shear he done.4. Slope stability calculations be made.
5. Consideration be made for slope support including crib walls.6. Various foundations systems he considered if development of

the site is feasible.I
Our investigation was based on geological recc)nnaissance and

available published information. The date and recommendations
presented in this report are believed to be representative of the
site. The conclusions and recommendations herein are professional
opinions derived in accordance with current standards of
proress;enal practice and no warranty is expressed or implied.- It has been our pleasure to serve you. If you have any

I questions concerning this report of the site, please contact us.Respectfully submitted,

1
-

M

$

Page 4

I
I

ll.G. SCHLICKER AND ASSOCIATES, INC.

I

Herbert G. Schlicker, P.O., C.E.O.President

HGS:mir
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Lincoln County Parcel Information

Parcel Information

Page 1 of I

Western
Assessment Information

Parcel

Tax Lot:

Record Type;

Site Address:

Owner:

Owner2:

Owner Address:;

R127787

111 IOSBCO 190000

Residential

Newport OR 97365

Anderson Lonna

P0 Box 6432
Mramar Beach, ft 32550

Marker Value Land;

Market Value lmpr;

Market Value Total;

Assessed Value;

Tax Information

Levy Code Area:

Levy Rate;

Tax Year;

Annual Tax:

s:69,77C

so

5169,770

548.620

104

17.9558

20:4

587331

OCEANVIEW, BLOCK 37, LOT 2,3,N 2/2 O 1 P5N VAC ALEV,
30C100501656

Land Use Std.; VP.FS VACANT RESIDENTIAL

Neighborhood: NNOB

School District:

- Phone;

Iwn/Range/Section; T; 118 R: 11W 5; OS Q; 4W

Parcel Size: .45 Acres t19,576 SqFt)

Plot/Subdivision: OCEANVIEW

1_ot: 23N

Block 37

Census TractjBtock; 950900/4005

Waterfront: Pac-fic Ocean

Land

Cnty Land Use: 100 Residential Vacant Land

Zoning: R-2 - Residential-Medium Density Single-Famiv

VJaterhed; Rock Creek-Frontal Pacific Ocean
-

-‘ Recreation: -

Improvement

Year Built: 0

Bsmt Fin Sqft: 0

Ssmt UnAn Sqft: 0

- Deck SqFt: U

Carport: 0

Roof Type:

Roof Mtl:

Transfer Information

Rec. Date: 02/04/05 Sale Price: Doc Num: 000050 1956

Orig Loan Affit;

Loan Type: FinanceType: Lender:
X rni,tX -,, C- tre 0, C’pi,c CC CC f’riC.’ *C ‘ ‘‘

0

0

0

0

Fin SqFt:

Fir I SqFt;

FIr 2 SqFt:

Garage SqFt:

Garage Oesc:

L, Foundation;

AC:

0

0.00

0

0

Bedrooms;

Bathrooms:

Attic Fin SqFt;

Attic UnFin SqFt:

Exterior;

Porch:

Heat type:No

0

Doc Type; Grant Deed

i !-i

10/21/2015
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Soreer ?rnt from Ablelerm sessicr(tiocoln County; 03:4a PM :2:%O:E-

—

- Oe::eral Actrarsa! :frrca:rcr. — —

Property : RL779 (Real Escate) 1—i 1—t5-SC-Dl9C’-
Owners Name : ANDERSON DONNA
legal Desc : OCE1NVIEJ, BLOCK 5?, Dcc 2,S,N :1% 0? 1 &. PEN ‘/AO

A:..LIY, DOc2DOC:9E%
Last Aotrsó: ]l’23!f7 Number i:ntrcvemects : 0

2. AppraIse: : Nunbe: Dccc Segnents: 2
I. 1:ext ;.ccrs:
4 . Next Peascr:
5. Maim Area : E—OP

6. Utlrties : OFF SITES SEN,CW,EZ
7. Tooo;raonv
8. Access : PVD
9. Other

Ii. Remarks

Enter ‘PW for remarks or <RET> To Return:
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Fowl No. tEd - DEED CREATING F

EA

5 ENTIRETY — Huab.nd In Wdn o. WHn to Hoiband 0 ISRO-It91 EVENO4 SHOtS CO PDml,uN5 Oil

.OPAPT0E/.sYsrEVsNs.Ness FORMMAveEnlE ST EOF0 BOOts , _,,,PagasWTE ACCO 20050 38
I, Dana W. Jenkins, County Clark, In and for said county, do hereby&°a A’ certify that the within tnstrument was recewed for record, and
recorded In the Book of Records of said county at Newport, 0reon.
WtTNESSmyhandandxosaidofficaaffIxed.

- O.Box,&4al
MirarRah,FLa25.5fl

DANA W. lEN , ncoln County Clerk
Grantong 5.111. aIR Addiana

Looms Anderson
P. 0. Box 6432
Mirarnar Beach, FL 32550

Gant’s Santa and Addtaau

Attn ,aeondet5, relorn to (Santa. Addtau, SPI
.HalSinj±h
..Eox.&432 —-
Kr

until r.5ue1..d oth*rwise, .ntd eli ax .1.txm.me 10 (Nama Mdr..a, aell

- -P-0-.Bo&43Z_

KNOW ALL BY THESE PRESENTS that Ea1 SmLtli.
— . hereinafter called grantor.the spouse of the grantee hereinafter named, tot’ the consideration hereinafter stated, does hereby grant. bargain, sell and convey unto

.Loana_An.d.e.rso.o.
__. herein called the grantee.an undivided one-half of that certain real property, with the tenements, hereditaments and appurtenances thereunto belonging or itany way appertatnine. situated in LIiicuLa .__._. County, State of Oregon. described as fotlows, to-wit:

IF spscs INSUFFICIENT. CONTINUE DEScRIPTtDN ON SEVERSE)
To Have and to Hold sit undivided one-half of the above described real property unto the grantee forever.
The above named grantor retains a itke undivided one-half of that same teat property. and it is the intent and purposs of thistnstrument to create, and there hereby is created. an estate by the entirety between husband and wife as to this real property.
The true and actual consideration paid for this transfer, stated in tenon of dollars. i.c %5...Q.Q . G However, theactual consideration constsls of or includes other property or value gives or promised which is psi’s of the the whole (tndicuiewhich) consideration.0 The sanience between the ttymbIs ‘. i not applicable, should b deleted See ORS 93(130.1
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the erantor has executed this Instrument on

THIS INSTRUMENT WtLL NOT ALLOW USE OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN 744Z_6 5 hi )THIS INSTRUMENT IN VIOLATION OF APPLICABLE LAND USE LAWS AND REGU “
CArtONS. BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON
ACQUtRING FEE TITLE TO THE PROPERTY SHOULD CHECK WITH THE APPRO
PRIATE CITY OR COUNTY PLANNtNS DEPARTMENT TO VERIFY APPROVED USESAND TO DETERMINE ANY LIMITS ON LAWSUITS AGAINST FARMING DR FOREST
PRACTICES AS DEFINED IN ORS 30.930.

FLORIDA
STATh OF—Qp.ECcN. County of ..) Si;.

‘This instr 1 DI was acLnowtedi’cd before me o Zt 3.f.
by SQflJcflc

___

-

.ru fl.cfdjflfh

•
—

aantnI,t1 _,,

Doc 200501956
Rect: 500983 31.00

5°ACERESEI
02/04/2005 03:56:O4pmFOIl

RECOROSS’S use
Witness my hand and seal of County affixed.

NAME TITLE

By-— — __.___ .Deputy.

DECO CREATING ESTATE BY THE ENTIRETY

See Attached Exhibit ‘A”

iToni N. Bludworfh

ommision No
D026961O
Domm Expires I

12/2/2007
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Pane I of 1

Lincoln County Parcel Information

Western
Parcel Information Assessment Information

Parcel #: R130144 Market Value Land: 5152,520

Tax Lot: 111105BC0190300 Market Value Impr: SO
Record Type: Residential Market Value Total: 5152,520
Site Address: Assessed Value: 540,500

Newport OR 97365
Tax InformationOwner: Anoorson Lonna

Owner2: Levy Code Area: 104

Owner Address: PD Box 6432 levy Rate: 17 9558

Miramar Beach, FL 32550 Tax Year: 2014

Phone: Annual Tax: S732.59
Twn/Range/Section: T: 115 R: 11W 5: 05 Q: Legal

Parcel Size: 35 Acres (15,660 SgFt’: QCEAW:E. s:ocv. 3?, tOT ‘,S & PTr, VC ALLEV, I’0C20050;955
Plat/Subdivjsion: OCEANVIEW

Lot: 45

Block: 37

Census Tract/Block: 950900/4006

Waterfront: Padtic Ocean

Land

Cnty Land Use: 100 - Residential Vacant Land Land Use SId.: VRES VACANT RESIDENTIAL
Zoning: R-2 Residentia Medium Densty Single-Family Neiqhbrliood: NNO8

Watershed: Rock Creek-Front& Pacific Ocean School District:

Recreation: -

Improvement

Year Built: 0 Fin Sqft: 0 bedrooms: 0
Bsmt Fin SqFt: 0 Fir; Sqft: 0 Bathrooms: 0.00

Bsmt UnFin SqFt: 0 Fir 2 SqFt: 0 Attic Fin SqFt: 0

Deck SqFt; 0 Garage SqFt: 0 Attic Unfln SqFt: 0

Carport: 0 Garage Desc: Exterior:

Roof Type: Foundation: Porch: 0

Roof Md.: AC: No HeatType:

Transfer Information
Rec. Date: 10/18/9 1 Sale Price: 548,000 Doc Num: Doc Type;

Ohg Loan Amt:

Loan Type: Finance Type: Lender:
S’i, Dy. ‘,C ,-.,., . .“. t’

1O2I!2t)15
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FORM Na. irs — DEED CREAtING

nia&b Warn. slid Ad&,u

Aft., rortliana return to (Name. Addt,,,, ap5

x&4.3Z

____-

2iraxEchF1Z5.5fl
SCSI rs000ot.d Otharwile, send all too metemerna to (N.m., Addres., Zlp)

-

M4,-rn,,,rn,- t’T ‘‘TCO

‘CISNINS CO. PONTLANS 00

(,Dana W. Jenkins. County Clerk, In and lot said county do hereby
certify that the within Instrument was received tot recotd, and
recorded In the Book of Record. of said county at Newport, Oregon.
WITNESS my hand and cccl of said office affixed.

.JEN,d0Fk

Dcc 200501956
Rect: 500983 31.00
02/04/2005 03:56:O4pm

Witness my hand and scat of County affixed.

NAME TITLE

By . Deputy.

DEED CREATING ESTATE BY THE ENTIRETY

KNOW ALL BY THESE PRESENTS that Bal .Snnth. —

.hereinaftercafledgrantor,
the spouse of the grantee hereinafter named, for the consideration hereinafter stated, does hereby grant. bargain, sell and convey unto

—— LnrLD3..Aad_eIson________ __. herein called the grantee.
an undivided one-half of thai certain real properly, with the tenements. hereditaments and appurtenances ihereunto helongine or in
any way appertainina. situated in L.inQ1n .. County, State of Orseon, described as follows, to-wit:

(IF SPACE INSUFFICIENT. CONTINUE DESCRIPTION ON REVERSEI

To Have and to Hold an undivided one-half of the above described teal property unto ihe grantee forever.
The above named grantor retains a like undivided one-half of that same real property. and his the Intent and purpose of this

instrument to create, and there hereby is created, an estate by the entirety between husband and wile as to this real property.
The Ime and actual consideration pmd for this transfer. staied in terms of dollars. is 5....O.0. _. t However, the

actual consideration consists of or includes other property or value given or promised which is E part of the the whole (indicate
which) consideration.a (The Sentence btwes the Symbols ‘, if nor applicable. shsatd be deleted. See ORS 93.C13D.t —

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the grantor has executed this instrument on

THIS INSTRUMENT WILL NOT ALLOW USE OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN 5 h I /7-i,.
THIS INSTRUMENT IN VIOLATION OF APPLICABLE LAND USE LAWS AND REGU ——- —

XIONS. BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON
ACQUIRING FEE TITLE TD THE PROPERTY SHOULD CHECK WITH THE APPRO
RiATE CITY OR COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT TO VERIFY APPROVED USES
AND TO DETERMINE ANY LIMITS ON LAWSUITS AGAINST FARMING OR FOREST
PRACTICES AS DEFINED IN ORS 30.930.

FLORIDA
STATE OFQEEGON. County of )--._) is.

l instmDnI sas acknowledged before m on J1pJA..
by t..Ln2e .

___

fl. dfh

__________

,

______________

)dt.,Ae, =
, - .== =-=_...- -

_______________

NE ENTIRETY — Uaund To Wile on WHo to Hu,b.t,d. 0 Tt.5lllt STEVENS-’

WTE ACCO
2005 05NE55 FORM MAY ftRE STAT OFOREGO.

£OBax.641Z

MiraELT153

Grunter’s N.m. end AdO,..s
Lonna Anderson
P. 0. Box 6432
Miraoiar Beach, FL 32550

_,Pages

SPACE RESEI

FOR

RECORDER’S USE

See Attached Exhibit ‘A”

Foni N. Bludwortli

ommiSion No
iDO269610
omm Expires

12/2/2007
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K & A ENGINEERING, INC.

91051 S. WILLAMETTE STREET

p. 0. Box 8486, C0BuRG, OR 97408

(541) 684-9399W KAENGINEERS.COM

May 3, 2018

Bill Lund
P. 0. Box 22
Seal Rock, OR 97376

Subject: Application of Geotechnical Report Recommendations
Revised Building Envelopes
Tax Lots 1900 and 1903; Tax Map 11-11-05-BC
NW Spring Street, Newport, Oregon

Dear Bill,

Our understanding is that, since the issuance of our geotechnical report for this project site, dated
November 30, 2017, the City of Newport has determined that a 60-foot road right-of-way existed on the
east end of the subject tax lots. You have requested that we evaluate the western portion of the
subject tax lots to make a determination if the existing geotechnical report was valid considering the
change in buildable area.

We have reviewed the geotechnical report, which included and extensive analysis of geologic hazards,
and have determined that the revised building envelopes do not vary significantly from what was
originally envisioned for development. The geologic cross section developed for the project and the
overall hazard assessment, and the recommendations we made to address geologic hazards, included
the revised building envelopes.

We recommend that the Geotechnical Report, dated November 30, 2017, applies to the revised building
envelope for the subject project site(s), and no further investigation with respect to geologic hazards is
needed.

Thank you for the opportunity to be of service. Please call me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Michael Remboldt, P.E., G.E.
K & A Engineering, Inc.

I EXHIBIT

I

____

U IWa
n?etinç

Project: 17056

EXPIRES: DECEMBER31. 2018
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RT City of Newport
Land Use Application

Applicant Name(s): Property Owner Name(s)

VLL-/’,r- LuND
Applicant Mailing Address:

Applicant Phone No.

çtf/
- 9 ) £j - S 6 L)

Applicant Email

V\J
Authorized Representative(s):

Authorized Represetive Mailing Address:

Authorized Reptesentativ\Telephone No.

Authorized Representative E ail.

Project Information

Property L cation 7)
Sa-& -r.

TaxAssessor’s Map No.:1/
j/ . TaxLot(s): C7 OO /90 3

Zone Designation: Legal Description:

Comp.Plan Designation:

Brief description of Land Use Request(s):

2.
&C OE(L iP?t-’_tJ 5t( / ,% 1L)A1

Existing Structures: if any

t’tA
Topography and Vegetation:

An.JLS -

Application Type (please check all that apply)

J Annexation Q Interpretation 3 UGB Amendment
t: Appeal Minor Replat J Vacation

J Camp Plan/Map Amendment J Partition Variance/Adjustment

Q Conditional Use Permit U Planned Development EPC
I Q PC Q Propert’ Line Adjustment U Staff

Staff Shoreland Impact j Zone Ord/Map

fl
lesign Review fl Subdivision Amendment

,-,.,. fl Other

File No. Assigned:

Date Received: LS/31 Fee Amount: Date Accepted as Complete:

Received By: Receipt No. Accepted By:

City Hall
169, SW Coast Hwy
Newport, OR 97365

541.574.0629

•
EXHIBIT

—_..

Property Owner Mailing Address:

ho .Sc 1Lo€ ‘Y
Property Owner Phone No.

Property Owner Email

Page 1
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N9T Cityof Newport
Land Use Application

I undestand that I am responsible for addressing the legal criteria relevant to my application and
that the burden of proof justifying an approval of my application is with me. I asia understand
that this responsibility is independent of any opinions expressed in the Community Development
and Planning Department Staff Report concerning the applicable criteria.

I certify that, to the pest y knowledge, all information provided in this application is accurate.

j5ØPlicant Signature(s)

Property Owner Signature(s) (if other than applicant)

Date

-

Date

Authorized representative Signature(s) (if other than Date
applicant)

Please note application will not be accepted without all applicable signatures.

Please ask staff for a list of application submittal requirements for your specific type of request.

Page 2
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