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9. The final PUD site plans shall note that construction permits shall conform to the applicant's 
geotechnical analysis. 

10. The final PUD plans sha l l  note that all on-site utilities will be placed underground consistent 
with EC 9.6775. 

11. The final PUD plans sha l l  note the requirement that, at the time of development, al l  
storm water discharge points directed toward the City's property shal l  be designed as level 
spreaders, consistent with the City's 2008 Stormwater Management Manual. All 
stormwater facilities shall be located outside the public wastewater easement along the 
east property line . . 

12. The final site plan shall note: "On-site stormwater management facilities wi l l  be privately 
owned and operated. An operation and maintenance plan will be developed consistent with 
the City's Storm water Management Manual, and notice of this plan will be recorded, during 
the building permit process." 

13. Prior to final PUD approval, the applicant shall obtain from the property owners of Tax Lots 
500, 5600, 5700, and 10100, an easement abutting the proposed structures on the subject 

. property that are located less than five feet from the interior property lines (i.e. the 
garages, carports, and wall along the west property line, and the portion of the wall and 
Building 6 abutting the south property line). The easement shall establish a 10-foot no-build 
zone, for fire code purposes, and, for at least the first five feet abutting the common 
property line, rights for the development to access and maintain the backside of their 
buildings. Alternatively, if the applicant is unable to obtain these off-site private easements 
from the adjacent property owners, then the final PUD plans shall show al l  structures 
setback at least five feet from the property lines. 

14. Thdinal site plans shal l  note that compliance with the following development standards 
wi l l  be determined more precisely at the time of building permit review: 

a .  Landscape Standards beginning in EC 9.6200 
b. Garbage Screening contained in EC 9 .6740 
c. Bicycle Parking Standards contained in EC 9.6105 
d .  Outdoor Lighting Standards contained in EC 9.6725 

15. Prior to final PUD approval, the applicant shall revise the final site_ plan and landscaping plan 
compliant with EC 9.6200 to provide landscape screening along the eastern property 
boundary, and a combination of landsca!Je screening and fencing along the southern 
property line, to screen the buildings from view from adjacent properties. 
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Dated this 12'h day of November, 2013. 

Kenneth D. Helm 
Hearings Official 

Mailed this 12'h day of November 2013. 

SEE NOTICE OF HEARINGS OFFICIAL DECISION FOR StATEMENT OF APPEAL RIGHTS 
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November 8,. 2013 

Mr. Ken·Helm 
City of Eugene Hearings Officer 
cfo Becky Taylor, Associate Planner 
City of Eugene 
99 West 10'h Avenue, 
Eugene, OR 97401 

Re : City File No. PDT 13-1; Oakleigh PUD . 
Objection to impermissible evidence 

Dear Mr. Helm: 

Pe -r 

On October 16, 2013; I submitted an objection to impermissible evidence that the applicant's 
representatives sub.mitted earlier on the same day. 
On October 23, 2013, the applicant's attorney, Zack Mittge, submitted a letter asserting the 
evidence in question was permissible. 
On October 25, 2013 I submitted a letter further explaining why the evidence was 
impermissible, particularly the over 100 pages of copies of legal documents and property 
reports purporting to show right-of-way dedications on Oakleigh Lane that had heretofore 
never been submitted to the record or even menfioned in any testimony. 
On November 5, 2013, Becky Taylor provided me the Hearings Official's order, dated the $a me 
day, denying my request to exclude the applicant's new evidence or  re-open the record. 
On November 6, 2013, Becky Taylor provided me a scanned copy of a letter from Mr. Mittge, 
dated October 31, 2013, further arguing his position. Although the letter stated that it was 
delivered "Via E-mail becky.g.taylor@ci.eugene.or.us and First Class Mail," Ms. Taylor states 
that she never received an e-mail copy, and she received the printed letter only on 
November 6 .  
* * * * * 

My present letter cites concrete evidence in the record to refute false clainis by Mr. Mittge, and 
challenges the Hearings Official's misinterpretation of the statutory requirements. 



( 

Mr. Ken Helm 
November 8, 2013 
Page Two 

There is no dispute that ORS 197.763(6) governs the present issue. ' 

ORS 197.763(6)(c) states: 
lf the hearings authority_ le;Jves the record open for additional written evidence, 
arguments or testimony, the record shal l  be left open for at least seven days. Any 
participant may file a written request with the local government for an opportunity to 
respond to new evidence submitted during the period the record was left open. If such a 
request is filed, the hearings authority shall reopen the recprd pursuant to subsection 
(7) of this section. 

ORS 197.763(6)(e) states: 
Unless waived by the applicant, the local government shall al low the applicanrilt·least 
seven days after the record is closed to all other parties to submit final written 
arguments in support of the application. The applicants [sic] final submittal shal l  be 
considered part of the record, but shall not include any new evidence. 

ORS 197.763(6)(c) and (d) clearly establish three periods during which additional material may 
be submitted to the record following the close of the public hearing. 

• . During the first period, the record is "left open for additional written evidence, 
arguments or testimony.""This initial period must be at least seven days.2 

• The second period requires a participant to make a written request "for an opportunity 
to respond to new evidence submitted during the period the record was left open." 
upon which "the hearings authority shall reopen the recbrd" for an unspecified time to 
allow response(s). 

• During the third period, the applicant has the option to submit written arguments but 
no evidence. This final period must be at least seven days, unless waived by the 
applicant. 

There is no dispute that at the end of the public hearing on October 2, the Hearings Official 
established three, one-week periods for aaditional submissions into the record, and that the 
first week (October 3rd to 9th) and third week (October 17th to 23rd) corresponded to the first 
and third periods (above) as established in ORS 197.763(6)(c) and (d). 

1 1'During the hearing, the Hearings Official received a request to leave the written record open which triggered 
. the requirements of .ORS 197.763(6)(c)." November 5, 2013 "Order Denying Reopening Evidentiary Record," 

("order") on page 1. 
2 Various LUBA decisions dealing with ORS 197.763(6)(c) refer to this as the "open record period." 
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Mr. Ken Helm 
November 8, 2013 
Page Three 

ORS 197.763(6){c) requirements for evidence submitted in the second week 

The sole issue in this case is the statutory basis for the Hearings Official's second week and, 
accordingly, what kind of testimony was a l lowed during that week. 
The Hearings Official's second week clearly was not based on ORS 197.763(6)(d). The question 
then is whether the Hearings Official's second week was a lengthening of the initial 
ORS 197.763(6)(c) period or was instead a substitute for the ORS 197.763(6)(c) second (i.e., 
response) period. 
LUBA has al lowed that a "7:7-7" approach3 is acceptable, and that a written request is not 
required to trigger reopening the record for responsive testimony. Presumably, the Hearings 
Officials was attempting to follow such an approach by which the second week (October lOth 
to 16th) would correspond to the response period established by ORS 197.763(6)(c).4 
The Hearings Official's description of the second week was somewhat ambiguouss and the rules 
he stated .didn't clearly correspond to the provisions in ORS 19i."763(6)(c). In any case, the 
Hearings Official does not hqve the authority to override statutes, and the second week in this 
case must conform to the statutory provisions upon which it's based." 

3 The "7-7-7" is a shorthand for three one-week periods in which. the first and second weeks correspond to the 
first and third periods (above) as established in ORS 197.763(6)(c) and (d), and the second week anticipates a 
Written request for response to new evidence in the first week and dispenses with the requirement that suCh a 
request actually be filed. 

' On the other hand, if the Hearings Official's second week was intended to lengthen the initial ORS 197.763(6)(c) 
period, then the applicant's new evidence was permissible, Out the Hearings Official was required to grant my 
timely written request to reopen the record for a response. However, the Hearings Official has appeared to 
make clear this wasn't his intent: 

"ln addition, the Hearings Official did not dose or reopen the. record on October 9, 2013 as Mr. Conte 
appears to believe and argue. Therefore, DRS 197 .763(7) is no� independently applicable and does not 
represent a requirement to reopen the record pursuant to Mr. Conte's request." Ibid. page 2. 

Although it is probably immaterial in this case �ecause of the above, it should be noted that in citing Wetherell 
v. Douglas �ounty, Mr. Mittge conveniently left out the part of LUBA's decision that would apply in the present 
case: 

"While we generally agree with·intervenor that petitioner had no right under Fasano to rebut intervenor's 
· rebuttal evidence, we would resolve the question differently if, during intervenor's rebuttal testimony at the 

hearing or during the period that the record was left open, intervenor had ini:roduced evidence that was not 
limited to rebuttal ofthe evidence that petitioner submitted at ihe February 15, 2007 public hearing. In that 
circumstance, petitioner would almost certainly have a right to respond to such new (non-rebuttal) 
evidence." 

5 f7hen I'll leave the record open until October 16th for responsive argument and evidence only. OK. Tf!at means 
· no new issues o.ut of the blue that didn't come up in that first open record_ period, _which ended the 9th. If 

- Hearings Official statement at approximately at 21:30 in the audio recording of the hearing. 
6 LUBA has found that the Legislature drafted ORS 197.763(6)(c) and (7) "to allow·fany participant' to submit 

'new evidence, arguments or testimony,' to /respond' to any new evidence that was.submitted during the 
ORS 197.763(6)(c) seven-day open record period." Friends of the Hood River Waterfront v. City of Hoad River 
(LUBA No. 2012-050) 
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Mr. Ken Helm 
November 8;2013 
Page Four 

Accordingly, testimony during the second week was lim ited by ·statute to t.estimony that 
"respond[s] to � evidence submitted during the period i:he recora"i.\tas left open." 
The period the record was "left open," was the first week, October 2nd to 9th.7 Mr. Mittge's 
attempt to interpret "during the period the record was left open" as encompassing time prior 
to the first period established by ORS 197.763(6)(c) would rewrite the statutory language and is 
without merit.8 Such an interpretation would. for practical purposes el iminate the distinction 
between the initial and response periods established by ORS 197.763(6)(c). 
Thus; the threshold question is whether or not the. applicant's new evidence of purported right­
of-way dedications, submitted during the second week, was in response to new evidence 
submitted in the first week. 
In this regard,both the Hearings Official and Mr. Mittge misstate the statutory retjuirement. 
The ·Hearings Official asserts that evidence that "respond[s] to issues, argument and evidence 
submitted by the opponents"9 can be submitted during the second week. 

. · 

Mr. Mittge asserts: · 
"the testimony and evidence that Mr. Conte complains of is responsive to testimony and 
evidence that he and other opponents submitted * * * . Both Mr. Conte and Ms. Regan's 
written submissions first introduced the issue of the classification of Oakleigh Lane on 
October 9, 2013." 

The statute allows evidence to be introduced during the second period only in response to 
"new evii:lence," not in response to new "issues," "arguments" or any other form of 
"testimony" otherthan evidence, as defined by ORS 197.763(9)(b). Both the Hearings Officia l  

{Footnote 7 continued) Mr. Mittge's comment that "No-one objected to (the Hearings Official's] open­
record sequence at the public .hearing * *  *" ha;; no legal bearing. The Hearings Official must follow the 
statutes, and a Party does not waive his right to �hallenge impermissible evidence just because he wasn't 
present at the.P.ublic hearing. Furthermore, even an explicit agreement between the applicant and some 
opponents regarding the additional time for submitting evjdence into the record does not constitute any form 
of waiv�r by a pa�icipant who was not a party to such agreement. l raised this issue within hours of its 
occurrence �nQ have adequately preserved the issue for appeal. . 

7 At the public hearing, the Hearings Official allowed: "an additional seven days (until October 16, 2013) for the 
specific purpose of allowin"g responsive Comment to issues raise.d during the initial Seven-day period ending 

. 

October 9, 2013." - Order on pages 1 a"nd 2. 
· 

8 Mr. Mittge actually used the term 11during the open record period," which_LUBA has used in numerous · 
decisions to refer to the first period established by ORS 197.763(6)(c). 

"Second, the H·earings OfficiaPs schedule and the applicable statutes do not limit responsive testimony to 
evidence submitted during the 'first week' in any case. Consistent with state law, all participants were 
afforded the opportunity to submit evidence and testi.mony that was responsive to issues that were raised 

' 

during the open record period that ended on Octo.ber 9, 2013." Page 2 of Mittge letter dated October 31, 
2013. 

9 Order on page 2 . .  
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Mr. Ken Helm 
November 8, 2013 
Page Five-

and Mr. Mittge are relying on the impermissible insertion of terms into the language of 
ORS 197.763(6)(c). (ORS 174.010) 

Applicant's evidence was not responsive to a new issue 
In a·ny case, however, the issue of the "classification of Oakleigh Lane" was introduced long 
before the first week the record was left open, and Mr. Mittge's claim is patently fa lse. The 
"Applicant's Written Statement," dated June 14, 2013 states! 

"Currently, Oakleigh Lane is classified as· a Low:Volume Residential Street per Eugene's 
adopted street standards." (Page 43. Italics in original, underline added.) -

Further, In an e-mail, dated August 29, 2013, from Daniel Ingram, a Senior Engineering Associate 
for Lane County, to Becky Taylor, the Eugene planner handling this application, Mr. Ingram - ­
described the classification of  Oakleigh Lane as  a "Local Access Road": 

"West of the City of Eugene portion of Oakleigh Lane, Oakleigh Lane is a Local Access Road 
(LAR) within the Eugene Urban Growth Boundary." 

Further, the Eugene Public Works Referral Response, dated September 17, 2013, cites the 
appl icant's June 14 statement: 

"Staff concurs with the applicant's assessment on page 43 of the written statement that 
Oa kleigh Lane is a low-volume local street." (Page 10.) 

Further, the Eugene Planning Staff Report, dated September 2013, on page 15 refers to Oakleigh 
Lane's classification: "motorists traveling on Oakleigh Lane (a low-volume street)." 
Thus, there is an abundance of direct discussion of Oakleigh Lane's classification by the 
applicant himself and in numerous reports in the record before the first week that the record 
was left open. 
My October 25, 2013 letter also demonstrqted, although it was not necessary, that the issue of 
Oakleigh Lane's right-of-way was also ·introduced in the appl icant's own written statement and 
referred to in many instances in the record prior to the publ_ic hearing. 

Applicant's evidence was not responsive to new evidence 

The applicant's evidence submitted during the second week was not responsive to any new 
evidence submitted in the first week. Leaving aside the other documents sub-mitted by the 
applicants on October 16,. the two letters from Access Engineering and Poage

.
Engineering10 

submitted evidence of only one sort - documents purporting to shaw· right-of-way dedications 
that would demonstrate that portions of the Oakleigh Lane right-of-way are wider than twenty 
feet.11 

10 OMC_PDT13-1_Access Engineering Letter2.pdf and OMC_PDT 13-l_Poage Engineering Letter w Files.pdf. 
11 The applicant's new evidence, even if it w

.
ere permissible and valid, would still .

·
mean Oakleigh·Lane laCks

. 

adequate right-of-way for safe and efficient handling of the projected traffic an·d pedestrian and bicycle use. 
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Mr. Ken Helm 
November 8, 2013 
Page Six 

The only place either letter identified an issue or evidence to which the new right-of-way 
documents were a response was the following in the Access Engineering letter: 

"Mr. Conte .asserts thot Oakleigh Lane is classified as an 'access lane' because the right­
of-way is 20 feet north of the centerline implying that the total right-of-way was 
planned to be 40 feet in width.'' 

As demonstrated above, the. "issues" ofOakleigh Lane's classification ·and existing right-of-way 
were not new. · 

The only evidence pointed to is "the right-of-way is 20 feet north of the centerline." The 
evidence in the tWo letters was clearly in response to and directed at challenging this particular 
fact. 
However, as demonstrated in my October 25, 2013 letter this fact was introduced at least as 
early as the "Appllcant's Written Statement," dated June 14, 2013. The issue was also 
addressed extensiveiy in the Eugene Planning Staff Report, dated September 2013 (pages 7; 8, 
12, 13, 14, 15, 18, 31 and 38) and the report called out the applicant's own prior evidence 
related to this issue. The issue was also addressed extensively in the Eugene Public Works 
Referral Response, dated September 17, 2013 (pages 2, 3, 5, 7; 10, 17 and 20). The report 
confirmed the current Oakleigh Lane right-of-way: "The existing right-of-way in Oakleigh Lane is 
20' . . . JI 

The applicant's last-minute submission of documents related to Oakleigh Lane's right-of-way 
were not in response to any new evidence in my October 9, 2013 testimony - the applicant's 
evidence was actually in response to his own prior evidence about Oakieigh Lane's right�of-way, 
which I had me(ely referenced·in my arguments.12 

· Subsequent to October 9, 20i3, the applicant was entitled to present further argument in  
response to my

.
arguments regarding Oakleigh Lane, but  not n·ew evidence of  right-of-way 

. dedications. It's important to note that the evidence I relied upon was dearly available to the 
applicant for weeks prior to the October 9 deadline for any new evidence; and thus, the . 
applicant had every opportunity to introduce additional evidence regarding other right-of-way 
dedications· up through October 9. Instead, the applicant chose not to introduce new evidence 
regarding right-of-way dedications until the last day on which opponents could submit 
testimony, thus depriving opponents of any opportunity to evaluate and respond to the new 
evidence. 

12 I n  his order, the Hearings Offidal did not identify !illY new evidence to which the applicant's testimony was 
responsive, relying instei3d entirely on generalities, such as 11Mr. Conte1s submission, Exhibit PT-4, and Ms. 
lauren Regan's comment at· Exhibit PT-2 are long, detailed, and extensive comments touctling almost all criteria 
applicable through EC 9.8320" and 110pponents took the opportunity to comment on a multitude of issues 
including traffic, stormwater, screening, setbacks, the designation of Oakleigh Lane, the proposed right-of-way 
and dedications� and Willamette RiVer Greenway issues.'' Being "long/' "detailed," "extensive" and commenting 
on a ''multitude of issues" -have no bearing at all on t.he statutory requirement that the applicant's testimony 
was required to be in response to "new evidence." 
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Mr. Ken Helm 
November 8, 2013 
Page Seven 

It is the applicant's obligation to adequately identify the alleged new evidence in testimony 
' submitted when the record was left open and demonstrate that it constitutes new evidence not 
in the record.13 Applicant has not met that obligation. 

. 

Oakleigh Lane's current right-of-way width has a direct bearing on the road's capacity to handle 
the projected vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle use. The possibility that the current right-of-way 
may be required to be widened because of the projected impacts from the proposed PUD has a 
direct bearing on the off-site impacts on other residents who live on Oakleigh Lane. Thus, the 
applicant's new evidence,. if a l lowed, would potentially affect findings regarding approval 
criteria at: EC 9.8320(1), EC 9.8320(5)(a) and (b), EC 9.8320(6), EC 9.8320(11)(b), EC 9.8320(12) 
and EC 9.8320(13) . . 
The fact that the Hearings Official has incorrectly interpreted the requirements of 
ORS 197.763(6)(c) and al lowed the appl icant to submit hundreds of pages of legal documents as 
impermissible new evidence, which I and others have no ability to review for authenticity or  
relevance, seriously prejudices opponents' substantial rights. 
The Hearings Official must vacate or ani end his previous order and strike the applicant's 
impermissible evidence from the record. If he does not do so, and relies at al l  upon this 
evidence for approval of the PUD application, the decision Will be subject to remand on appeal, 
based on procedural error. ORS 197.835(9)(a)(B) (LUBA may remand for procedural error that 
prejudices the substantial rights of the petitioner.) 

Sincerely, 

Paul T. Conte 
1461 W. 10th Ave. 
Eugene, OR  97402 

13 11{l]t is petitioners' obligation to adequately identify the alleged new evidence in the petition for review, 
demonstrate that it constitutes new evidence not in the record * * *." City of Damascus v. Metro, 51 Or LUBA 
210, 228 (2006). 
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BEFORE THE HEARINGS OFFICIAL 
FOR THE CITY OF EUGENE 

In the Matter of Tentative Planned Unit 
Development Application PDT 13-1 

) 
) 

ORDER DENYING REOPENING 
EVIDENT�Y RECORD 

On October 2, 2013, the Hearings Official for the City of Eugene held a public hearing in 
the above captioned application. Following the public testimony portion of the hearing, 
the Hearings Official received a request to hold the record open. The Hearings Official 
set an open record schedule as follows: · 1) argument and evidence on any issue from any 
party to be submitted by October 9, 2013, 2) argument and evidence from any party in 
response to information submitted by October 9, 2013 was allowed until October 1 6, 
2013, and 3) the applicant's final argument was due by October 23, 2013. 

On October 16, 2013, Mr. Paul Conte submitted an objection to at least parts of six 
documents submitted by the applicant on that same day. Exhibit PT.R-01 .  Also on 
October 16, 2013, Mr. Conte submitted a document entitled "Rebuttal Testimony re 
"Oakleigh-Co-Hmising" PUD (PDT 13-1) Application." Exhibit PT.R-02. In that 
document he provides rebuttal argument to the applicant's submissions to the record 
made between October 2, 2013 and October 9, 2013. 

In his October 16, 2013, "Objection" letter Mr. Conte asserts that the six documents 
submitted by the applicant violated the Hearings Official's instructions and could only be 
included in the record if the Hearings Official reopened the record to allow their . 
submission. · Based on this a8sertion, Mr. Conte requested ''the record be left open until 
October 23, 2013 to allow me and other opponents to submit additional evidence and 
argument in response to the applicant's new evidence, pursuant to ORS 197.763(6)(c) 
and/or ORS 191.763(7)." 

After the applicant submitted the fmal argument on October 23, 2013, Mr. Conte 
submitted an October 25, 2013 request that the record be reopened to allow responsive 
arguinent and the submission of evidence related at least to "right -of way" dedications as 
discussed in two letters submitted by the applicant on October 16, 2013 .  Exhibits PT.R-
04 and PT.R-07. Again, Mr. Conte requested that those exhibits to the record be stricken 
or. that the record be reopened to allow response to those exhibits. 

The Hearings Official treats this request is a request to reopen the record under ORS 
197.763(7). However, Mr. Conte seems to fundamentally misunderstand the record 
schedule set by the Hearings Official at the October 2, 2013 hearing. During the hearing, 

· the He"arings Official received a request to leave the written record open which triggered· 
the requirements of ORS 197.7 63( 6)( c). Pursuant to that statute, the Hearings Official 
left the record open for at least seven days, and an additional seven days (until October 
1 6, 20 13) for the specific PUI]lOSe of allowing responsive comment to issues raised during 

1 
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the initial seven-day period ending October 9, 2013 .  That schedule satisfies all of the 
requirements of ORS 197.763(6)(c). In addition, the Hearings Official did not close or 
reopen the record on October 9, 2013 as Mr. Conte appears to believe and argue. 
Therefore, ORS 1 97.763(7) is notindependently applicable and does not represent a 
requirement to reopen the record pursuant to Mr. Conte's request. 

· 

The record Closed to public testiroony on October 1 6, 2013, and.Mr. Conte and all other 
participants had the opportonity to respond to information and evidence submitted until 
October 9, 2013. The Hearings Official has reviewed the six documents identified ill Mr. 
Conte's October 16, 2013 "Objection." The Hearings Official has also examined other 
documents providing argument and evidence submitted both by Mr. Conte and other 
opponents prior to October 9, 2013.  In particular, Mr. Conte's subinission, Exhibit PT-4, 
and Ms . .Lauren Regan's comment at Exhibit PT-2 are long, detailed, and extensive 
comments touching almost all criteria applicable through EC 9:8320: This detailed 
testimony was not submitted at the October 2, 2013 public hearing. Rather, the argument 
and evidence was submitted after the hearing but prior to October 9, 201 3 .  The 
opponents took the opportonity to comment on a multitude of issues including traffic, 
stormwater, screening, setbacks, the designation of Oakl.eigh Lane, the proposed right-of­
way and dedications, and Willan:i.ette River Greenway issues. See also Exhibits PT-1, 
PT-9, PT-1 5  and PT-32. The six submissions complained of by Mr.Cqnte are well within 
the scope of a,rgument and evidence allowed to respond to issues, arguinent and evidence 
submitted by the opponents prior to October 9, 2013.  

Mr. Conte's request is very similar to a request made to the former Hearings Official 
pursuant to application PDT 1 2- 1 .  In his September 7, 2012 order denying the reopening 
ofthe evidentiary record, Mr. Litwak observed: 

Ideally, the Hearings Official would approve this request (to reopen the 
record) because doing so. would certainly eliminate at least one issue from 
the near certain appeal, but doing so would leaye insufficient tiroe within 
the 1:10 day rule for an appeal to the planning commission. * * . * The 
Hearings Official cannot approve a discretionary request that would force 
a decision. Past the 120 day rule * * * and the Hearings Official cannot 
require the applicant to extend the 120 day clock, thus the request is 
denied. 

That very same· circumstance exists in this application review. The Hearings 
Official would have preferred to reopen the record in an abundance of caution to 
respond to Mr. Conte's request. However, the applicant did not agree, and the 
current 120 ·day deadline does not provide sufficient time to reopen the record and 
allow the Hearings Official sufficient tiroe to draft a decision before that deadline 
exprres. 

In any case, as described above, Mr. Conte and the other parties who participated 
either orally at the hearing, or in subsequent written submissions, have been . . . 

. provided ample opportonity to put forth their case in front of the Hearings Official 

2 
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sufficient and to rebut argmnent and evidence in a way that preserves their 
substantial rights to participate in this quasi:judicial proceeding,-

IT IS SO ORDERED, November 5, 201 3 .  

Kenneth D.  Helm 
Hearings Official 

3 
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TAYLOR Becky G . 

· From: . 
Sent: 
To: 

Will Dixon, AlA <wcd@willardcdixon.com> 
Monday, November 04, 2013 2:20 PM 
TAYLOR Becky G 

Subject: RE: Oakleigh I Decision 

I see, thank you. 

Will 

4 2 2  

From: TAYLOR Becky G [mailto:Becky.G.Taylor@ci.eugene.or.us] 
Sent: Monday, November 04, 2013 10:10 AM 
To: 'Will Dixon, AIA'; 'Zack Mittge' 
Subject: RE: Oakleigh 1 Decision 

The first week extension pushes his decision from the ih to the 14th (and the 120-day from 12/6 to 12/13). 

The second week extension pus.hes the clock from 12/13 to 12/20, so we can hold PC PH on 12/4 with 
deliberations on 12/9 and 12/16. 

Becky Taylor, Associate Planner 
City of Eugene Planning 
99 West 10th Avenue 
Eugene, OR 97401 
541-682-5437 

From: Wilt Dixon, AIA [mailto:wcd@willardcdixon.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 04, 2013 10:04 AM · 
To: TAYLOR Becky G; 'Zack Mittge' 
Subject: RE: Oakleigh I Decision 

You're welcome. Just to verif'y, the new date for the HO's decision is now Nov 21'1, yes? Thx 

Will 

From: TAYLOR Becky G [mailto:Becky.G.Taylor@ci.eugene.or.us] 
Sent: Monday, November 04, .2013 10:00 AM 
To: 'Will Dixon, AIA'; 'Zack Mittge' 
Subject: RE: Oakleigh · 

Thank you so much ! 

Becky Taylor, Associate Planner 
City of Eugene Planning 
99 West lO'h Avenue 
Eugene, OR 97401 . 
541-682-5437 

. 1 
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From: Will Dixon, AIA [mailto:wcd@willardcdixon .com] 
sent: sunday; November 03, 2013 7:47PM 

· 

To: TAYLOR Becky G; :zack Mittge' 
Subject: RE: Oakleigh 

Hi Becky, 

On behalf of Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing, I hereby authorize one more week of an extension to 
the 120-day clock and to the 15-day period in EC 9.7330 for the preparation of the Hearings 
Officials' decision, in order to allow us to get past the Thanksgiving Holiday. 

Thanks again, 

Will 

From: TAYLOR Becky G [mailto:Becky.G.Taylor@ci.eugene.or.us] 
Sent: Friday, November 01, 2013 11:50 AM 
To: 'Will Dixon, AIA'; 'Zack Mittge' 
Subject: RE: Oakleigh 

The Hearings Official appreciates this. Even with this additional week, we have 120-day issues 
that will necessitate us. sending notice of his decision concurrent with a notice of potential 
appeal with a date identified .for a Planning Commission public hearing. This extra week means 
the Planning Commission public hearing date would fall on Thanksgiving. Is there a chance you 
would grant us one more week to get past that holiday? Thanks! Becky 

Becky Taylor, Associate Planner 
City of Eugene Planning 
99 West 10'h Avenue 
Eugene, OR 97401 
541-682-5437 

From: Will Dixon, AIA [mailto:wcd@willardcdixon.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 01, 2013 10:51 AM · 
To: TAYLOR Becky G; 'Zack Mittge' . 
Subject: RE: Oakleigh 

Hi Becky, 

On behalf of Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing, I hereby authorize a one-week extension to 
the 120-day clock and to the 15-day period in EC 9.7330 for the preparation of the 
Hearings Officials' decision. 

Thank you, 

Will 

Willard C. Dixon Architect, LLC 
300 Blair Blvd. 
Eugene, OR 97402-4150 

2 
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541 .689.3548 office 
541 .868.5960 cell 
1 .541..982.2273 fax (all #'s) 
wcd@willardcdixon.com 
www.willardcdixon.com 

From: TAYLOR Becky G [mailto: Beckv.G.Taylor@ci.eugene.or.us] 
Sent: Friday, November 01, 2013 10:20 AM 
To: 'Will Dixon, AlA (wcd@willardcdixon.com)'; 'Zack Mittge (ZMittge@eugenelaw.com)' 
Subject: RE: Oakleigh 

· 

Importance: High 

Clarification: If you would email me a one week extension to the 120-day clock. Thanks! 

Becky Taylor, Associate Planner 

City of Eugene Planning· 
99 West 10'' Avenue 
Eugene, OR 97401 
541.-682-5437 

From: TAYLOR Becky· G 
Sent: Friday, November 01, 2013 10:01 AM . 
To: 'Will Dixon, AlA (wcd@willardcdixon.com)'; 'Zack Mittge (ZMittge@eugenelaw.com)' 
Subject: Oakleigh 
Importance: High 

Good morning, 

Zack indicated that you'd be willing to grant additional time for the Hearings Official to render a 
decision. EC 9.7330 says "unless the applicant agrees to a longer time period, within 15 days 
following the close of the record, the hearings officiaL." 

I just heard from Ken that he would greatly appreciate an additional week, if you'd email me an · 
official timeline extension. 

Becky Taylor, Associate Planner 

City of Eugene Planning 
99 West 10'" Avenue 
Eugene, OR 97401 
541-682-5437 

3 
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Attorneys and 
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MAIL: PO Box 10886 
Eugene, Oregon 
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Ken Helm, City of Eugene 
Hearings Official 
c / o  Becky Taylor 
Associate Planner 
Eugene Planning Division 
99 West lOth Avenue 
Eugene, OR 97401 

October 31, 2013 

NOV 

-,_ '\ 

.' ' '0 , ., � (_ ! u 

; - - .,_----, c) , . _ _, 

Via E-mail becky.g.taylor@ci.eugene.or.us and First Class Mail 

Re: Open-Record Sequence 
Our Client: Oakleigh Meadow Co-Housing, LLC 
Our File No. Cl343 

Dear Hearings Official Helm: 

This letter is to confirm my conversation with Ms. Taylor that Oakleigh 
Meadow Co-Housing is not requesting that the record be re-opened or 
extended to allow Mr. Conte or other opponents to submit sur rebuttal 
testimony or evidence. 

As indicated in the Oakleigh Meadow Co-Housing's final response, the 
Hearings Official provided for an open-record sequence of three weeks: 

1. October 9, 2013, record left open for argument and 
evidence on any issue by any person; 

2. October 16, 2013, responsive argument and evidence 
limited to issues rillsed before October 9, 2013; and 

3. October 23, 2013, applicant's final rebuttal. 

No-one objected to this open-record sequence at the public hearing, and 
Oakleigh Meadow Co" Housing conformed to this schedule in the submission 
of all testimony and evidence . . 

Mr. · Conte urges that the testimony. and evidence submitted by the 
applicant was "not responsive to either a new issue or new evidence 

4 2 5  
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Ken Helm, City of Eugene 
Re: Open-Record Issue - Oakleigh Meadow Co-Housing, LLC 
Page 2 of 3 

submitted by opponents during the first week." There are at least two 
problems with his assertion. 

First, the testimony and evidence that Mr. Conte complains of is 
responsive to testimony and evidence that he and other opponents submitted 
on the last day of the "first week" in the open-record period. Both Mr. Conte 
and Ms. Regan's written submissions first introduced the issue of the 
classification of Oakleigh Lane on October 9, 2013. Oakleigh Meadow Co­
Housing's responded to this new issue. The opponents cannot fault Oakleigh 
Meadows Co-Housing for responding to their testimony and evidence during 
the time set-aside for doing so. 

Second, the Hearings Official's schedule and the applicable statutes do 
not limit responsive testimony to evidence submitted during the "first week" 
in any case. Consistent with state law, all participants were afforded the 
opportunity to submit evidence and testimony that was-responsive to issues 
that were raised during the open record period that ended on October 9, 2013. 

Hence, the responsive testimony and evidence was properly received 
in accordance with the schedule established at the hearing on October 2, 2013. 

Mr. Conte argues in the alternative that the record should be re­
opened pursuant to ORS 197.763(6)(c) to allow him to respond to evidence 
introduced during the period for responsive evidence. We respectfully 
request that the Hearings Official deny such a request. The schedule 
established at hearing on October 2, 2013 already allowed for the open-record 
period provided for in ORS 197.763(6)(c). It allowed all participants the 
opportunity to provide responsive testimony and evidence in accordance 
with ORS 197.763(7) through October 16, 2013. 

Apparently, under Mr. Conte's view the invitation to introduce 
responsive testimony and evidence under ORS 197.763(7) means that a party 
can skip b8.ck a step to OFS 197:763(6)(c), andre-open t..lce record to respond 
to the responsive evidence. However, the responsive testimony and evidence 

. is not ."new evidence submitted during the period when the record was left 
open" under ORS 197.763(6)(c). Instead, it is responsive evidence and 
testimony introduced during a reopened record period. ORS 197.763(7) does 
not allow for serial re-opening of the record to respond to responsive 
testimony and evidence.1 Wetherell v. Douglas County, 56 Or LUBA 120, 127 

1 Arguably, it could be appropriate to re-open the record address new issues 
that come "out of the blue" during the period set -aside for responsive 
testimony, as these would not conform to ORS 197.763(7). However, Mr. 
Conte does not identify any such unanticipated issues in the responsive 
testimony and evidence, and there were none. 
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Ken Helm, City of Eugene 
Re: Open-Record Issue - Oakleigh Meadow Co-Housing, LLC 
Page 3 of 3 

(2008)("there is no unlimited right to rebut rebuttal evidence, and Fasano does 
not require endless opportunities to rebut rebuttal evidence.") (quoting Rice v. 
City of Monmouth, 53 Or LUBA 55, 60 (2006) aff'd 211 Or App 250, 154 P3d 786 
(2007)) .  Accordingly, there is no basis for Mr. Conte's request, and the 
Hearings Official should deny the same. 

ZPM / ah 
c: Client 

Very truly yours, 

HUTCHINSON, Cox, COONS, 
ORR & SHERLOCK, P. C. 

�� �k�. Mittge 

4 2 7  
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October 25, 2013 

Mr. Ken Helm 
City of Eugene Hearings Officer 
c/o Becky Taylor, Associate Planner 
City of Eugene 
99 West 101h Avenue, 
Eugene, OR 97401 

Re: City File No. PDT 13-1; Oakleigh PUD 
Objection to impermissible evidence I request to reopen record 

Dear Mr. Helm: 

fc - s  

On October 16, 2013, I submitted an objection to evidence that the applicant's representatives 
submitted after the October 9, 2013 deadline for such evidence. 
On October 23, 2013, the applicant's attorney, Zack M ittge, submitted a letter that claimed: 

"At the hearing on October 2, 2013, the Hearings Official specified the following 
open-record sequence: (1) October 9, 2013:· the deadline for the submission of 
evidence on any topic into the record; {2) October 16, 2013: the deadline for 
submission of evidence and testimony and testimony [sic] responsive to those 
materials which were introduced into the record on or before October 9, 2013; 
(3) October 23, 2013: the deadline for the submission of the applicant's final 
rebuttal." 

Mr. fVlittge misstates that OctobN 16, 2013 was "the deadline for ·submission of evidence ... 
responsive to those materials which were introduced into the record on or before October 9, 
2013. 
According to the audio recording of the hearing, the only evidence permitted after October 9 · 
was evidence that is responsive to new issues or evidence submitted in the first week of the · 
written open record period following the public hearing.1 (By Mr. Mittge's assertion, the second 

1 Beginning at 21:14 in the recording, the Hearings Offidal stated: 
A-i: 21:14 tiBased on the request to leave the record open, I am required to grant that request for at least 7 

days; and what is typical ... what I like to do is l do a three-week, three-week total time, but segment it. So the 
record will be left open until October 9 for argument and evidence on any issue by any person. OK. 

The record will remain open ... So, if you have new evidence to submit- evidence means documentary 
evidence, -reports, stuff you pull off the internet, other people's opinions - that stuff can come in up until 
October 9. OK. 

Then I'll leave the record �pen until October 16th for responsive argument and evidence only. OK. That means· 
no new issues out of the blue that didn:t come up in that firSt open· record period, which ended the 9th. OK. And 
I prefer, although in situa�ions like this where I anticipate new evidence will come in, in the first week, I need to 
leave the record open to allow for responsive evidence, in the secOnd week. But !.very much prefer argument 
only in the second week. The reason for that is is that the City is on a 120-day deadline to get this application. 
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Mr. Ken Helm 
October 25, 2013 
Page Two 

week would allow evidence related to any "materials" already i n  the record no matter when 
the "materials" were introduced or whether the "materials" comprised argument or evidence.) 

Statutes allow only for response to new evidence in the first week 

ORS 197.763(6)(c) states:. 
l f th!= hearings authority leaves the record open for additional written evidence, 
arguments or testimony, the record shall be left open for at least seven days. Any 
participant may file a .written request with the local government for an opportunity to 
respond to new evidence submitted during the period the record was left open. If such··a 
request is filed, the hearings authority shal l reopen the record pursuant to subsection 
(7) of this section . 

. Thus, the statute makes clear that the only testimony of any sort that would be allowed in the 
second week (in this case) is testimony responsive to new evidence submitted during the first 
week. However, the applicant's additional evidel)ce submitted in the second week was not 
responsive to either a new issue or new evidence submitted by opponents during the first week. 

Impermissible evidence related to Oakleigh Lane's right-of-way 

The issue of Oakleigh Lane's right-of-way was introduced at least as early as the "Applicant's 
Written Statement," dated June 14, 2013. The applicant's own findings described Oakleigh Lane 
as having a 20-foot right-of-way: 

"Findings: The existing conditions of Oakleigh Lane provide a 20-foot wide Right of Way 
with no sidewalks along the entire street." (page 30) 

The issue was also addressed extensively in the Eugene Planning Staff Report, dated September 
2013 (pages 7, 8, 12, 13, 14, 15; 18, 31  and 38). This report calls out the applicant's own 
evidence related to this issue: 

. . 
prOcessed, for lack of a better word, through al l  appeals� including an appeal to the Planning Commission . ... If 
we get new evidence in the second week that needs to be responded to, then I have to open the record and that 
throws the schedule into disarraY. 

So I highly encourage folks to submit argument only in response ending October 16. OK. 
And, effectively, public participation in the written open record period will end October 16. 
The applicant will have until October 23 to submit final comment. That's an allowance that is demanded by 

state law and given the applicants again because they bear the burden of proof to demonstrate compliance with 
the criteria. 

So with those open record dates stated, submissions can be made either in hard copy to the City by 5:00 p.m. 
at the City offices or by e-mail to staff. OK. And then do not send. stuff directly to me; I don't even think my e­
mail address has been revealed anywhere. But it needs to go through �taff. Staff keeps the officia-l rec!?rd, and 
that ensures folks can come in and look at the �ull record during the open re�ord peri.od so that you can keep 
current o.n what's already been submitted. OK. So everybody sei1d stuff to staff� and I will eventually get it after 
�he record closes." 

4 2 9  
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Mr. Ken Helm 
October 25, 2013 
Page Three 

"The applicant's survey shows that the portion of Oakleigh Lane abutting the subject 
property has 20 feet of right-of-way width, with approximately 19 feet of pavement 
width that partially overlaps the north boundary of the subject property, outside the 
public right-of-way." (page 12) 

The issue was also addressed extensively in the Eugene Public Works Referral Response, dated 
September 17, 2013 (pages 2, 3, 5, 7, 10, 17 and 20). The report confirms the current .Oakleigh 
Lane right-of-way: 

"The existing right-ohway in Oakleigh Lane is 20', which was dedicated by the properties 
to the north per the Plat of Oakleigh in 1927. Staff notes that the southerly margin of 
this 1927 dedication forms the centerline of Oakleigh Lane and that any additional 
dedications would necessarily be based on this centerline:" (page 10) 

Thus, none of the evidence submitted on October 16, 2013 can be justified based on being 
responsive to a new issue regarding Oakleigh Lane's current right-of-way . . 
As described in the following sections, non.e of the evidence submitted on October 16, 2013 can 

· be justified based on being responsive to new evidence sub.mitted after the public hearing. 

OMC_PDT 13-l_Access Engineering Letter2.pdf 

This letter from Access Engineering contains the following statement of fact: 
"However, there are properties that have dedicated additional right-of-way: tax lot 6401 
has dedicated additional right-of-way to 25 feet south of the centerline and tax lots 
4400 .and 4500 have dedicated right-of-way to 30 feet north of the centerline. This is a 
common occurrence throughout the River Road area where former County roads have 
been annexed into the City." 

This introduction of new evidence is prefaced by the following statement: 
"I a m  writing this letter in support of the proposed Oakleigh Meadows Co-housing 
development in response to testimony submitted on October 9, 2013 by Mr. Paul Conte. 
Mr. Conte asserts that Oakleigh Lane is classified as an 'access lane' because the right­
of-way is 20 feet north of the centerline implying that the total right-of-way was 

· planned to be 40.feet in width." ' 
Thus, the only justification provided for submitting new evidence of right-of-way dedications is 
"in response to testimony" that I submitted on October 9. The only evidence pointed to in this 
j ustification is "the right-of-way is 2U feet north of the centerline." 
However, my testimony did not include new evidence related to Oakleigh Lane's current right­
of-way width. Although my October 9, 2013 referenced evidence that Oakleigh Lane's current 
right-of-way is 20 feet north of the centerline, my reference was explicitly.to testimony 
submitted into the record prior to the public hearing. 
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Mr. Ken Helm 
October 25, 2013 
Page Four 

My testimony was: 
"Oakleigh Lane currently has a 20-foot right-of-way north of the official centerline, 
ded icated by the adjacent property owners (but the right-of-way has not been adopted 
by either the City or County)� (SR at 12 and PWPR at 10)." 

"SR" identified the Eugene Planning Staff Repo�, dated September 2013, and' "PWPR" 
identified the Eugene Public Works Referral Response, dated September 17, 2013. 
As noted above, the "Applicant's Written Statement" of June l4, 2013 itself introduced the 
same basic evidence, stating: "The ex'isting conditions of Oakleigh Lane provide a 20-foot wide 
Right of Way with no sidewalks along the entire street." 
My testimony did not introduce any new evidence with respect to Oakleigh Lane's right-of-way 
and relied only upon prior testimony,to support an argument as to the appropriate 

, classification of Oakleigh Lane. 
The applicant was entitled to present a different argument alter October 9, 2013, but not new , 
evidence of right-of-way dedications. It's important to note that the evidence I relied upon was 
clearly available to the applicant for weeks prior to the October 9 deadline for any new 
evidence; and thus, the applicant had every opportunity to introduc<; additional evidence 
regarding other right-of-way dedications up th'rough October 9. Instead, the applicant chose 
not to introduce new evidence regarding right-of-way ded ications until the last day on which 
opponents could submit testimony, thus depriving opponents of any opportunity to evaluate 
and respond to the new evidence. 
The new evidence regarding Oakleigh Lane right-of-way in this letter is impermissible and must 
be rejected. 

OMC_PDT 13-l_Poage Engineering Letter w Files. pdf , 
This letter contains the followfng statement of fact: 

"Properties to the south of Oakleigh Lane, whose northern boundary abuts the south 
margin of Oakleigh Lane, individually dedicated additional right of way for Oakleigh Lane 
in varying widths (predominantly 12 feet, with the exception of 1704242406400 which 
ded icated 25 feet) to result in the current variable width right of way for Oakleigh Lane. 
These individual dedications were probably done in conjunction with the initial 
structural improvements on those abutting properties. The result of these cumulative 
road dedications is to,establish a right of way width of 32 feet for Oakleigh Lane 
beginning at the east margin of River Road and extending easterly approximately 630 
feet to a point approximately 250 feet westerly of your western boundary. From this 
point easterly, and along the entire frontage of your property abutting Oakleigh Lane� 
the right alway remains 20 feet in width." 

4 3 1  
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Mr. Ken Helm 
October 25, 2013 
Page Five 

The attachment to the letter contains 113 pages of documents representing tax lot title, 
dedications. and other information related to the above statement. 
The letter itself cites to no prior issue or evidence to which it would presume to be 
/(responsive." 
However, even assuming (without agreeing) that the statement of fact is in response to prior 
evidence of Oakleigh Lane's right-of-way, that evidence was submitted into the record prior to 
the public hearing, as described above. As with the previously discussed letter, the applicant 
had every opportunity to introduce additional evidence regarding other right-of-way 
dedications up through October 9. 
The new evidence regarding Oakleigh Lane right-of-way in this letter is impermissible and must 
be rejected. 

Alternatively, record must be reopened 

In my October 16, 2013 submission, I provided the following written request: 
"I am requesting the record be left open until October 23, 2013 to al low me and other 
opponents to submit additional evidence and argument in response to applicant's new 
evidence, pursuant to ORS 197.763{6)(c) and/or ORS 197.763{7)." 

In case there is any question about my use of "left open", rather than "reopen" (the term used 
in ORS 197.763{6)(c)), I am hereby requesting that the record be reopened if the Hearings 
Official al lows into the record any of the evidence submitted by the applicant's representatives 
on October 16, 2013 and to which I objected in my written submission .the same day. 

Conclusion 

Allowing
. 
the evidence submitted by the applicant's representatives on October 16, 2013, · 

particularly as discussed above regarding Oakleigh Lane's c�rrent right-of-way, would prejudice 
opponents' substantial rights un less opponents are provided an opportunity to submit new 
evid ence and argument responsive to the applicants' .evidence. 
Accordingly, the Hearings Official must either reject the evidence or reopen the record. 

Sincerely, 

Paul T. Conte 
1461 W. lOth Ave. 
Eugene, OR 97402 
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October 23, 2013 

Ken Helm, City of Eugene 
Hearings Official 
c / o  Becky Taylor 
Associate Planner 
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Eugene Planning Division 
99 West 10th Avenue 
Eugene, OR 97401 

Re: Final Rebuttal 

c� �:�; {_< 
FJlani·�· \ 1 - ; 

Our Client: Oakleigh Meadow Co-Housing, LLC 
Our File No. C1343 

Dear Hearings Official Helm: 

On behalf of our clients, Oakleigh Meadow Co-Housing, we submit 
this letter as the final rebuttal of the application for Tentative Planned Unit 
Development Approval (PDT 13-001), and for Willamette River Greenway 
permit approval (WG 13-001). This letter is intended to supplement the 
testimony already provided in support of the application, and to respond to 
issues raised in the testimony before the Hearings Official. Failure to address 
a particular issue in this rebuttal does not, and should not be construed as, 
conceding or waiving this issue for the purposed of the Hearings Official's 
review. 

Please include this letter in the record of these proceedings, and 
provide us with a copy of the City's final decision in this matter. 

A. Open-Record Sequence 

As a preliminary matter, we need to address a letter from Mr. Paul 
Conte which was apparently submitted on October 16, 2013, and which 
objects to six documents that Mr. Conte alleges were submitted after the close 
of the evidentiary record in this matter. 

At the hearing on October 2, 2013, the Hearings Official specified the 
following open-record sequence: (1) October 9, 2013: the deadline for the 
submission of evidence on any topic into the record; (2) October 16, 2013: the 
deadline for submission of evidence and testimony and testimony responsive 
to those materials which were introduced into the record on or before 
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Ken Helm, City of Eugene 
Re: Final Rebuttal - Oakleigh Meadow Co-Housing, LLC 
Page 2 of ll 

October 9, 2013; (3) October 23, 2013: the deadline for the submission of the 
applicant's final rebuttal. 

Mr. Conte was apparently not present at the hearing on October 9, 
2013, and, therefore, was unaware of the terms of this open-record sequence. 
In any case, the applicant has adhered to the same, and provided only 
testimony responsive to those items introduced prior to the October 9, 2013 
deadline in its October 16, 2013 submission. Accordingly, there is no basis for 
Mr. Conte's objections, nor to reopen the record. 

B. Rebuttal 

As has been previously established in the applicant's written materials 
and at the public hearing on October 2, 2013, the subject application conforms 
to all applicable criteria in the Eugene Code should be approved. 

The purpose of this rebuttal is to clear-up some of the confusion and 
misstatements that have been advanced by some of the opponents to the 
proposed co-housing project. 

1. Applicable Criteria 

As pointed out during the hearing, opponents rely on standards or 
criteria that are not applicable to the application before the Hearings Official. 
While we did our best to clarify these issues in our testimony on October 2, 
2013, opponents have continued to refer in their testimony to provisions in 
the Lane Code, the Lower River Road Concept Plan, Statewide Planning Goal, 
etc. that are not applicable to the subject application. To clarify, we provide 
the following brief analysis. 

Lane Code. Opponents referred to provisions in the Lane Code "LC" 
chapter 10 regarding the Willamette River Greenway. As pointed out at the 
hearing, the Lane Code only applies to areas that are located outside of the 
City of Eugene's city limits. In fact, Lane Code chapter 10 expressly applies 
only to "the unincorporated portions of Lane County." LC 10.015. The 
subject property is located entirely within the corporate limits of the City of 
Eugene, and these provisions are inapplicable. 

Lower River Road Concept Plan. As its name implies, the concept plan is 
conceptual only and only provides recommendations for future planning 
actions. See Lower River Road Concept Plan, p. 4. (outlining framework of 
recommendations for future action) It is not one of the adopted plans that is 
applicable to individual land use applications. See EC 9.8010 



( 

( \ 

( 

Ken Helm, City of Eugene 
Re: Final Rebuttal - Oakleigh Meadow Co-Housing, LLC 
Page 3 of 11 

Statewide Planning Goals. Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 15 was 
referred to as providing different or additional standards governing the 
Greenway application. However, the Statewide Planning Goals do not apply 
to a land use application made under an acknowledged comprehensive plan 
and land use regulations. ORS 197.835(8). ORS 227.173(1). See also Byrd v. 
Stringer, 295 Or 311, 318-19 (1983). Hence, Goal 15 does not provide 
additional approval criteria for this application. 

Eugene Code Purpose Statements. Opponents referred to provisions in 
the Eugene Code's general purpose statement at section 9.0020 as providing 
different or additional standards applicable to the proposed development. 
However, as is set forth in Eugene Code section 9.0050 the general purpose 
statement is not approval criteria for the application: 

"Many of the divisions of this land use code contain 'introduction' 
and 'purpose' sections which are intended in most instances to 
provide general explanatory information concerning subsequent 
code sections. The content of these sections shall not constitute 
approval criteria or be used to interpret such criteria unless the 
sections are specifically reference for that purpose in another 
section of this land use code." (Emphasis added). 

Accordingly, these provisions do not provide different or additional 
standards governing this application. 

Metro Plan Goals and Objectives. Opponents also refer to Metro Plan 
goals and objectives. However, these provisions are not additional criteria 
governing the land use application. As the Metro Plan explains: 

"A goal is a broad statement of philosophy that describes the hopes of 
the people of the community for the future of the community. A goal 
may never be completely attainable, but is used as a point to strive for. 

An objective is an attainable target that the community attempts to 
reach in striving to meet a goal. An objective may also be considered 
an intermediate point that will help fulfill the overall goal." 

Metro Plan, I-4. These goals and objectives do not provide different or 
additional approval criteria for the application at issue. 

2. Traffic 

The Oakleigh Meadow Co-Housing proposal complies with the 
requirements at EC 9.8320(5) that it provide a "safe and adequate 
transportation system." As noted by City staff and Registered Professional 
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Traffic Engineer Michael Weishar, the proposed development will not reduce 
safety or service levels in the area. In fact, the proposal will actually improve 
traffic flow and safety in the area by dedicating 22.5 feet of additional right­
of-way to Oakleigh Lane, together with additional area for a hammerhead 
turnarounds for emergency vehicles, and by providing connections to the 
adjoining river pathway system. 

As stated at the hearing, Oakleigh Meadow Co-Housing fully supports 
the imposition of conditions on page 14 of the staff report providing such 
dedications. 

Notwithstanding these improvements, some opponents argue that 
Oakleigh Lane cannot accommodate the new development because the same 
is classified as an "Access Lane" by the Arterial and Collector Street Plan, and 
cannot handle traffic in excess of 750 trips per day. However, these 
opponents are wrong, both as a matter of law and fact. 

Initially, its important to note that, as the name implies, the Eugene 
Arterial and Collector Street Plan is primarily concerned with arterials and 
collectors. It classifies streets as major arterials, minor arterials, major 
collectors, neighborhood collectors, or local streets based on criteria including 
ADT, length, spacing, etc. Local streets are generally those with average daily 
trips less than 1,500 per day, and are not subcategorized by the Arterial and 
Collector Street Plan. ACSP, p. 34-37. 

The Design Standards and Guidelines for Eugene Streets include 
summary tables summary of typical widths for arterial and collector streets, 
as well as for local streets. ACSP, Appendix H, p. 3 & 35. However, these 
tables include no criteria for determining whether a particular street is a 
particular type of arterial, collector or local street. Instead, the tables are 
merely a "summary of typical widths for local street elements such as right­
of-way, pavement, sidewalks and plant strip areas, and traffic volume 
thresholds." Hence, opponents are clearly mistaken that the Oakleigh Lane 
must be considered an "Access Lane" due to this summary, or that such 
classification restricts its ADT. 

In fact, design standards clearly support the conclusions of city staff 
and Access Engineering that the proposed use of Oakleigh Lane will be safe 
and effective. Local Street Design Standard A(2) provides: 

"On local residential streets with traffic volumes less than 750 
vehicles per day, a single 14' traffic lane may be permitted for both 
directions of vehicular .travel. The single lane is intended to create 
a 'queuing street', such that when opposing vehicles meet, one of 
the vehicles must yield by pulling into a vacant portion of the 
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adjacent parking lane. This queuing effect has been found to be 
an effective and safe method to reduce speeds and non-local 
traffic." 

ACSP, Appendix H, p. 36 (Emphasis added). Oakleigh Lane has and will 
continue to have traffic levels below 750 ADT with the proposed 
development, and is eligible for the queuing street approach. According to 
testimony and photographs submitted by the opponents, neighbors already 
make use of this "queuing street" method to ensure the functionality and 
safety of the street. There is no evidence that this functionality or safety will 
decrease with the proposed development. 

Mr. Conte argues that it is inconsistent to require dedication of 
additional right-of-way consistent with EC 9.6850 and EC 9.6870, while at the 
same time recognizing that the proposed development conforms to applicable 
standards relating to safe and adequate transportation facilities and 
emergency vehicle access. There is no inconsistency. The dedication will 
expand the right-of-way at the end of the block where it was previously only 
20-feet wide, 1 and provide right-of-way for emergency vehicle improvements, 
and pedestrian linkages that will increase the safety and functionality of the 
street. It is not inconsistent to require dedication of additional right-of-way, 
and to acknowledge that the proposed development will have safe and 
adequate transportation facilities and emergency vehicle access. 

3. Density 

The Oakleigh Meadow Co-Housing proposal meets the density 
requirements set out at Eugene Code section 9.2750. The subject property is 
approximately 2.3 acres in size, and is zoned R-1 Low Density Residential. 
The R-1 zone allows 14 unit per acre. The 28 dwelling units proposed is well 
within this net density. In fact, as staff notes, the application is still within the 
maximum density if one takes the conservative approach of including the 
common house as a dwelling unit. 

Staff's calculations of net density are set forth at page 20 of the staff 
report and demonstrate that the subject property meets applicable density 
requirements with all required dedications. 

Opponents have challenged the density arguing that "an anticipated 
water line easement" and access road will further reduce the net density on 
the subject property. According to the applicants, their preferred alignment 

1 By contrast, the right-of-way for Oakleigh Lane ranges from 45 feet to 32-feet 
in dedicated width until just about 250 feet from the properties western 
boundary. 
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for a future loop connection and access road would require an additional 
10,000 square feet of the subject property, which reduces the overall allowed 
density. 

However, the City's net density standards do not require a density 
reduction in the project. 

Initially, it is important to understand what Eugene Code section 
9.2751 actually requires. It provides for the exclusion of land used for "public 
and private streets and alleys, public parks, and other public facilities." 
Easements are not excluded from the calculation of net density, nor should 
they be. Unlike public or private roads or pedestrian accessways, utility 
easements are not open to the general public. Rather, the owners of Oakleigh 
Meadows Co-Housing retain the ability to exclusively use utility easement 
areas as common property, provided that this use does not unreasonably 
interfere with the underlying easement. Accordingly, a future water line 
easement would not reduce .the net density at all. 

Second, even if EC 9.2751 were interpreted to apply to a water line 
easement, there is no existing water line easement on the property that would 
reduce the project density. EC 9.2751 does not require a density reduction 
based solely on the need for a future development. The potential water 
connection is not like the City's required road expansion, where an identified 
area of the property is being dedicated now for future public use. Rather, it is 
an identification of a future need for the area and an invitation to apply to 
EWEB for the design of the facilities. Neither the identification of need nor 
the invitation reduces the net density of the property. 

Finally, even if the easement were to be considered, the potential water 
line easement can be accommodated on the subject property without 
reducing the project's overall density. The opponents appear to have 
confused EWEB's request for an easement with the need for a separate land 
area to accommodate the same. The subject property already has an existing 
public utility easement along its eastern boundary to accommodate the sewer 
line in the area. It would be most reasonable to co-locate the new water line 
within the existing 20-foot easement. In fact, as EWEB notes, state law allows 
sewer and water lines to be located within five feet of one another as long as 
there is adequate vertical separation. Even if the lines needed to be spaced 
ten feet apart, the two easements would not. The project could still 
accommodate both easements without reducing overall density. Accordingly, 
the Oakleigh Meadows Co-Housing Project is consistent with density 
requirements for the PUD zone. 
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4. Setbacks 

In order to cluster development away from the adjoining City 
parkland to the east, the applicants are proposing to locate parking facilities 
along the western side of the property, and provide an eight-foot "green 
wall" along the western property boundary to screen this development from 
the adjoining properties. As staff notes, Eugene Code would allow this 
diminished setback provided that the applicant obtains an easement from 
adjoining property owners to the west that provides a "a 10-foot separation 
between buildings on separate lots." The staff properly included a condition 
of approval on page 29 of the staff report (Condition 13) requiring either the 
easements, or that "the final PUD plans show all structures setback at least 
five feet from the property lines." 

Two of the neighboring property owners to the west have since 
objected to the proposal, and indicated that they would not provide such an 
easement.2 Accordingly, during the first open record period ending on 
October 9, 2013, the applicant submitted revised site plans indicating how the 
PUD can be modified to accommodate the 5-foot setback. Oakleigh Meadow 
Co-Housing continues to support the condition as drafted, but notes that it is 
feasible to develop the PUD without such easements. 

5. Screening 

The subject application provides adequate screening from surrounding 
properties "including but not limited to anticipated building locations, bulk 
and height" as required by EC 9.8320(3). As indicated in the detailed staff 
analysis beginning on page 6 and continuing through page 9, the proposal 
provides adequate screening from the surrounding properties. 

Opponents have challenged screening primarily based on one of the 
screening elements themselves - the green wall located on the western edge 
of the property. As noted at the hearing, the screening is defined by the 
Eugene Code to include any "method of visually shielding or obscuring an 
area through the use of fencing, walls, berms or densely-planted vegetation." 
EC 9.0500 (Emphasis added). The high wall itself is the screening required 
by EC 9.8320(3), There is no requirement in the code to provide screening for 
screening elements. 

Other opponents have complained about their screening along the 
eastern boundary of the subject property as impeding view to or from the 

2 A third neighbor, Anthony Towne, has also objected to providing an 
easement along his property boundary. However, Mr. Towne's property is 
located at 127 McClure Lane to the south and does not require an easement. 
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river. 3 . However, as noted, the property is setback approximately two 
hundred feet from the river, and is visually separated from the river itself by 
existing trees on the adjoining City parkland. The screening requirements 
do not require that the development be invisible from surrounding properties, 
only that the subject property be adequately screened taking into account 
development on the surrounding properties. With regard to the undeveloped 
park property to the east, this screening is accomplished by a soft swale and 
garden, which visually separate the development from the adjoining 
parkland while maintaining the continuity of the existing meadow. This is 
adequate screening for the undeveloped parkland, and City parks staff have 
not required any additional measures . .  

6. Compatibility 

The Oakleigh Meadows Co-Housing proposal is reasonably 
compatible and harmonious with adjacent and nearby land uses. The 
proposed co-housing project is a low-density residential development in a 
low-density residential zone. It is compatible with surrounding residential 
development. 

Opponents objections to size and purchase price for the units do not 
provide any basis for concluding that the application does not meet the 
applicable criteria. 

The buildings themselves are governed by the same dimensional 
standards - including height and lot coverage - that govern the homes on 
neighboring lots. ln fact, although the development includes multi-family 
homes, as opponents acknowledge, the largest structure has a footprint that is 
comparable to a large single-family home, while the smallest is 
approximately the same size as homes on neighboring lots. While these 
structures may not be identical to development on the surrounding 

. properties, the standard in EC 9.8320(13) is not identical but "reasonably 
compatible and harmonious." The Oakleigh Meadow Co-Housing project is 
certainly compatible and harmonious with these surrounding uses under any 
reasonable analysis. 

The opponents also argue that the subject property is not reasonably 
compatible because the purchase price for the units is higher than the 
purchase price for their homes. The pricing of the individual units (while 

3 Some complaint is made regarding screening of property to the north. 
However, as noted by staff, landscaping plans provide for continuous 
landscaping in this area. 
4 In addition, as has been noted, the subject property is not on the City's Goal 
5 inventory for the protection of scenic qualities and viewpoints. 



( 

( • 

( 

Ken Helm, City of Eugene 
Re: Final Rebuttal - Oakleigh Meadow Co-Housing, LLC 
Page 9 of 11 

certainly important to the viability of the project), is not an issue that the 
Hearings Official should consider in evaluating the compatibility of the 
proposal with adjacent and nearby land uses. In particular, the land use code 
is not intended to set prices for particular development, and what an 
individual pays for their unit has no bearing on whether the unit itself is 
compatible with its surroundings. 

In any case, should the Hearings Official elect to consider this issue, 
the evidence in record reflects that at least one of the opposition - Ms. 
Bovilsky - paid $257,500 for her property in 2010. This is well in excess of the 
projected sale price for the units in the Co-Housing Development. 
Accordingly, the proposed development is reasonably compatible and 
harmonious. 

7. Impacts 

The Oakleigh Meadow Co-Housing proposal will have minimal off­
site impacts including traffic noise, stormwater runoff and environmental 
quality. 

As is set forth above, the proposal will have no adverse impact on 
Oakleigh Lane with regard to either traffic safety or the functionality of the 
street, and will actually improve traffic conditions both by dedicating 
additional right-of-way for the street and for an emergency vehicle 
turnaround, and by providing pedestrian connections to the river path 
system by the public. 

With regard to noise, opponents have not identified any reasonable 
basis to believe that the Oakleigh Meadow Co-Housing project would result 
in increased noise above existing ambient levels. In addition, the green wall 
along the western boundary, and clustering of the structures themselves will 
serve to buffer any noise from the site. 

Opponents have raised concerns with regard to stormwater retention 
and treatment. However, as has been established by civil engineers SSW 
Engineers, the project conforms to all applicable standards for stormwater 
destination and treatment. 

With regard to environmental impacts, opponents have raised 
concerns regarding preservation of animal habitat and plant species. None of 
the plants or animals identified are listed as threatened or endangered under 
either state or federal law. Nevertheless, the Oakleigh Meadow Co-Housing 
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project makes every effort to preserve the habitat functions of its site by 
clustering development to provide contiguous habitat with the adjoining 
undeveloped parklands and by providing swales and rain gardens to support 
such habitat. 

Mr. Conte argues that the "minimal off-site impacts" standard at EC 
9.8320(12) is meaningless as written and should be effectively replaced with 
the term "insignificant" from EC 9.8370(2) and 9.8455(2). Mr. Conte's 
interpretation ignores the fact that the drafters of the Eugene Code clearly 
knew how to say "insignificant" when they meant "insignificant." They did 
not say so here. Accordingly, it is not for the Hearings Official to insert this 
term into a provision where it does not belong. ORS 174.010 et seq. PGE v. 
Bureau of Labor and Industries, 317 Or 606 (1993). Harris v. Sanders, 142 Or App 
126, 130 (1996) (noting that the same standards govern the interpretation of 
municipal ordinances as state statutes). 

8. Greenway 

As is set forth in the application and staff report, the Oakleigh 
Meadow Co-Housing proposal meets each of the criteria for obtaining a 
Greenway permit. In particular, it should be noted that while the Greenway 
is particularly large in this area, the development does not abut the river or 
impinge upon the /WR conservation overlay which is designed to protect the 
riparian area and its functions.5 . 

Ms. Regan argues that the development should not be granted a 
Greenway permit based on an erroneous reading of the criteria under EC 
9.8815. Specifically, Ms. Regan appears to confuse the Willamette River with 
the "Greenway river corridor" with regard to Eugene Code sections 9.8815(1) 
and (2) and (5)(a) and (c). These provisions do not relate to the Greenway 
corridor as a whole, but are related only to the "Willamette River." The 
Willamette River is defined by statute and is separate from the Greenway. 
See ORS 390.310(3). Accordingly, Ms. Regan's testimony is misdirected. 

5 As noted by staff, the Greenway itself does not provide a development 
setback for properties along the west side of the Willamette River. Along the 
east side of the river, the Willakenzie Area Plan provides a building setback 
of only 35 feet. Consistent with the Goal 5 protections for the Willamette 
River, we recommend that the Hearings Official rely on the /WR setback for 
the purposes of EC 9.8815(5)(a). 
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C. Conclusion 

For the reasons set forth in this and the applicant other submissions 
together, the Oakleigh Meadow Co-Housing application for Tentative PUD 
and Greenway permit approval should be granted. 

ZPM/ah 
c: Client 

Very truly yours, 

HUTCHINSON, COX, COONS, 
ORR & SHERLOCK, P. C. 
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OBJECTION TO IMPERMISSIBLE NEW EVIDENCE SUBMITTED BY APPLICANT 
"OAKLEIGH Co-HousiNG" PUD 

(PDT 13-1) APPLICATION. 

RECEIVED 
Submitted on October 16, 2013 by: 

Paul Conte 
1461 W. 10th Ave. 
Eugene, OR 97402 

O C T  1 G 21Ji3  
CIW OF EUGENE 

BUILDING & PERMIT SVGS 

This serves as my notice of objection to new evidence submitted by the Applicant after 
the close of the evidentiary record for the proposed Oakleigh Meadows Co-Housing 
PUD. 

The record in this case was closed to new evidence at 5:00 p.m. on October 9, 2013. 

The Applicant submitted the following six documents for inclusion in the record on 
October 16, 2013: 

1 .  OMC_PDT 13-1_Willard C Dixon Letter_Updated.pdf 

2. OMC_PDT 13-1_CoHousing Partners Letter_Parking.pdf 

3. OMC_PDT 13-1_SSW-Stormwater Letter w Calcs_Revised.pdf 

4. OMC_PDT 13-1_Access Engineering Letter2.pdf 

5. OMC_FDT 13-1_Poage Engineering Letter w Files. pdf 

6. Eugene Arterial & Collector Street Plan. pdf 

As described below, these documents contain new evidence that is not permitted after 
the record has been close to new evidence. 

ORS 197.763(9)(b) defines "evidence" for purpose of quasi-judicial land use hearings as 

"facts, documents, data or other information offered to demonstrate compliance or 
noncompliance with the standards believed by the proponent to be relevant to the 
decision." 

I am requesting that the Hearings Official reject the documents containing new 
evidence as not timely submitted. 

If the Hearings Official re-opens the record to allow this new evidence, I am requesting 

the record be left open until October 23, 2013 to allow me and other opponents to 
submit additional evidence and argument in response to applicant's new evidence, 
pursuant to ORS 197.763(6)(c) and/or ORS 197.763(7). 

October 16, 2013 Conte objection to impermissible new evidence re PUD 13-1 1 I Page 
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1. OMC_PDT 13-1_Willard C Dixon Letter_ Updated. pdf 

This letter from the OMC Project Manager appears to be a summary of 
information provided elsewhere; however, there are no citations to the record. 

To the extent that one or more of the statements of fact regarding "placing fill on 
site" (second paragraph) and/or storm water management (fourth paragraph) are 

not supported by evidence already in the record, the respective statement(s) are 
impermissible new evidence: 

2. OMC_PDT 13-1_CoHousing Partners Letter_Parking.pdf 

The following are impermissible statements of fact contained in this letter: 

• "I have personally lived and parked my car on just such a parking lot design 
for the last 6 years in my own cohousing community in Nevada City, CA 

where we have much drier summers with much greater potential for dust." 

• "We have found this design that combines an asphalt drive with gravel 
parking spaces to hold up well over time, while at the same time slowing the 
storm drainage run off." 

• "The California State Water Resources Control Board, which carefully 
monitors stormwater run off in new developments, considers this approach 
as one of its Best Management Practices for slowing storm water run off and 
reducing the pollutants in that run off." 

The attached photograph of "Gravel parking spaces with asphalt drive at 
Nevada City Cohousing, Nevada City, CA" is impermissible new evidence. 

3. OMC_PDT 13-1_SSW-Stormwater Letter w Calcs_Revised.pdf 

This letter contains the following statement of fact: 

"This destination was agreed upon in a meeting on January 30th, 2013 by Neil 
Bjorklund with the city's Public Works department." 

There is no citation to the record, and unless evidence of agreement is already in 

the record, the statement is impermissible new evidence. 

The 33 pages of attached calculations are impermissible new evidence. 

The letter contains several factual conclusions without citing to the record. These 
include: 

• "However, runoff flows for storm events are reduced to predevelopment 
flows through the means of oversizing the treatment facilities and 

detention. " 

October 16, 2013 Conte objection to impermissible new evidence re PUD 13-1 2 I Page 
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• "Flow from the site is reduced to pre development flow and is dispersed 
using rip rap." 

• "Treatment of the stormwater from the site conforms to the treatment 
options listed in the 2008 Eugene Stormwater Manual and consists of 

pervious pavements, 15 rain gardens, and a vegetated swale. Pervious 

pavement will be located in the parking stalls, the entry and the fire 
turnaround. Site walking surfaces and the roof tops of the homes will 
utilize the 15 rain gardens around the site. Each rain garden is sized to 
treat and reduce flows to predevelopment rates." 

• "Sizing of the rain garden was performed by using the City of Eugene's 
'Stormwater Surface Filtration/Infiltration Facility Sizing Spreadsheet[']." 

• "The car garage, drive strip, and Common House buildings will be treated 
by the vegetated swale. A berm at the end of the swale will act as a weir to 
reduce flows to predevelopment rates. The swale was sized using the 
presumptive method." 

The letter concludes with: "Calculations supporting the above are enclosed." 
Any statement above that is not based on evidence already in the record or that 

relies on data in the letter's attachments is impermissible. 
· 

4. OMC_PDT 13-l_Access Engineering Letter2.pdf 

This letter contains the following statement of fact: 

"However, there are properties that have dedicated additional right-of-way: 
tax lot 640 I has dedicated additional right-of-way to 25 feet south of the 
centerline and tax lots 4400 and 4500 have dedicated right-of-way to 30 feet 
north of the centerline. This is a common occurrence throughout the River 
Road area where former County roads have been annexed into the City." 

There is no citation to the record, and unless evidence of the dedications that are 
presented is already in the record, as well as evidence of "common occurrence," 

the statement is impermissible new evidence. 

This letter also contains the following statement of fact: 

"The Ninth Edition of the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip 
Generation Manual on page 393 of Volume 2 states that 'the number of 

dwelling units was generally used as the independent variable of choice 
because it is usually readily available, easy to project, and had a high 
correlation with average weekday vehicle trip ends."' 

October 16, 2013 Conte objection to impermissible new evidence re PUD 13-1 3 I Page 
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There is no citation to the record, and unless the referenced page of the ITE Trip 
Generation Manual is already in the record, the statement is impermissible new 

evidence. 

5. OMC_PDT 13-l_Poage Engineering Letter w Files. pdf 

"Properties to the south of Oakleigh Lane, whose northern boundary abuts 
the south margin of Oakleigh Lane, individually dedicated additional right of 
way for Oakleigh Lane in varying widths (predominantly 12 feet, with the 
exception of 1704242406400 which dedicated 25 feet) to result in the current 

variable width right of way for Oakleigh Lane. These individual dedications 
were probably done in conjunction with the initial structural improvements 

on those abutting properties. The result of these cumulative road dedications 
is to establish a right of way width of 32 feet for Oakleigh Lane beginning at 

the east margin of River Road and extending easterly approximately 630 feet 
to a point approximately 250 feet westerly of your western boundary. From 

this point easterly, and along the entire frontage of your property abutting 
Oakleigh Lane, the right of way remains 20 feet in width." 

There is no citation to the record, and unless the referenced right-of-way 
dedications, sufficient to support the conclusion of "cumulative road 
dedications," are already in the record, the statement is impermissible new 

evidence. 

The attached 112 pages of documents representing tax lot title, dedications and 
other related information are impermissible new evidence. 

6. Eugene Arterial & Collector Street Plan. pdf 

This document contains what are represented to be copies of the cover and pages 

34-37 from the November 1999 Eugene Arterial & Street Collector Plan. These 
copies of purported pages from a manual are impermissible new evidence. 

If reference is to be made in arguments to the November 1999 Eugene Arterial & 
Street Collector Plan, it must be made to documents already in the record. 

Submitted by, 

Paul Conte 
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REBUTTAL TESTIMONY RE "OAKLEIGH Co-HOUSING" PUD 
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Submitted on October 16, 2013 by: RECEIVED 
Paul Conte 
1461 W. 10th Ave. 
Eugene, OR 97402 

OCT 1 6 20"13 
CllY OF EUGENE 

BUILDING & PERMIT SVGS 

This testimony provides arguments in opposition to the proposed Oakleigh Meadows 
Co-Housing PUD. 

It supplements my testimony submitted October 9, 2013 (Exhibit PT-4). All arguments 
support findings that the proposed PUD, with or without the conditions of approval 
recommended in the staff report, are not consistent with the approval criteria at: . 
EC 9.8320(1), EC 9.8320(5)(a) and (b), EC 9.8320(6), EC 9.8320(11)(b), EC 9.8320(12) and 
EC 9.8320(13). 

1 .  The September 27, 2013 letter from Access Engineering (Exhibit PT -17) states that the 
projected traffic counts should be based on 28 condominiums. 

Dwelling Count 

The development is legally 29 dwelling units, which must be the dwelling count 
used for all traffic analysis of the proposed PUD. Nevertheless, even if a dwelling 
count of 28 were used, all analysis presented in my October 9, 2013 testimony would 
remain valid. Should the Hearings Official find that the traffic impacts must be 
analyzed based on 28 dwelling units, the following provides the results of the 
adjusted calculations, based on evidence in the record: 

• The estimated ITE-ADT for 28 condominiums with 52 parking spaces is in the 
range of 163 to 174. 

• The additional traffic from 28 new dwelling units would still approximately 
double (still 1.9 times) the current ITE-ADT on Oakleigh Lane. 

• 28 dwelling units would generate at least 5,856 "pass-bys" per day on 
Oakleigh Lane. 

• Based on "pass-bys," 28 new dwelling units at the end of the road would still 

almost triple (precisely, 2.8 times) the traffic impact from current levels. 

• Using the ITE Trip Generation Manual estimates, the projected Average Daily 
Traffic (City-ADT) with an additional28 dwelling units would actually be 

October 16, 2013 Conte supplemental testimony re PUD 13-1 1 I Page 
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688, which is still near the top of the "Low-Volume Residential Street" range 
(i.e., 250 to 750 City-ADT). 

Thus, the substantive outcome in this case does not depend on whether the traffic 
analysis is based on 28 or 29 new dwelling units in the proposed PUD. 

Dwelling Classification 

The analysis in my testimony used the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition 

"condominium" classification (230) for the PUD dwellings. Thus, if anything, my 
analysis probably understates the additional trips and "pass-by" impacts that would 
arise from the PUD. 

2. The same letter states: "I concur with staff findings that this development will not 
require further traffic analysis or reduce safety or service levels in the area." 

The letter provides no additional evidence, and does not reference anything in the 
record, in support of the conclusion that the development will not reduce safety or 
service levels in the area. 

As demonstrated in my October 9 testimony, the development will reduce safety 
and service levels in the area, and Oakleigh Lane cannot feasibly be widened and 
improved to meet City standards for the projected traffic. 

This conclusion is based on substantial evidence in the record regarding Oakleigh 
Lane's current conditions, the projected traffic levels and impacts that would occur if 
the PUD were approved, and the specific analysis of the Eugene Public Works staff 
that concluded "safe vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle travel and emergency 
response and access will be at risk" if the Oakleigh Lane right-of-way is not widened 
to 45' and the roadway improved to City "Low Volume Residential Street" 
standards. 

The Hearings Official cannot rely on mere conclusory statements, even by experts, 
when opponents have offered a detailed explanation, consistent with City staff's 
specific analysis, for why Oakleigh Lane would not be able to safely and efficiently 
accommodate the increased traffic under its current configuration and conditions. 

"While the hearing official is entitled to rely on the expert opinion of the county 
sanitarian, where opponents have offered a detailed explanation for why the 
subject property may not be able to accommodate the required expansion and 
replacement drain-field, we agree that more than an unexplained expression of 
belief that it will be possible is required. Bartels v. City of Portland, 20 Or LUBA 
303, 308 (1990)." Phillips v. Lane County, 62 Or LUBA 92 (2010). 

This same principle applies to the unsupported, conclusory statements found in the 
Public Works Referral Comments, as follows: 

October 16, 2013 ·Conte supplemental testimony re PUD 13-1 2 I Page 
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• " . . .  staff has no concerns related to traffic safety issues or poor service levels 
which will result from this development." (Under EC 9.8320(5)(c), page 11) 

This unsupported conclusion is rebutted in detail on page 16 of my 
October 9 testimony. 

• " . .. the existing paved surface in Oakleigh Street will continue to adequately 
provide for motorized and foot traffic, as well as for emergency vehicles and 
delivery services, provided the paved surface is not blocked by parked 
vehicles. .. . there is nothing to suggest that the impacts of the proposed 
development will result in unsafe conditions in Oakleigh Lane, . . . .  " (Under 
EC 9.8320(11)(b), page 14) 

These two unsupported conclusions are rebutted in detail on pages 15 and 
16-17 of my October 9 testimony. 

• "The development will have minimal off-site traffic impacts per the findings 
provided previously at criterion (5)(c) regarding traffic generation ... . " (Under 
EC 9.8320(12), page 20. Note reliance on EC 9.8320(5)(c), which is cited in the 
first bullet, above.) \ 

This unsupported conclusion is rebutted in detail on pages 17-20 of my 
October 9 testimony. 

The situation in this case is straightforward: The City finds that the additional traffic 
that the proposed PUD would generate will cause Average Daily Traffic levels that 
require Oakleigh Line to meet the minimal standards for a "Low Volume 
Residential Street," which includes a 45-foot right-of-way and improvements. On 
the face of it, these right-of-way and improvement standards were adopted by City 
Council and must be presumed to be the City's determination of what's required for 
a safe and efficient street to handle projected vehicle, pedestrian and bicyclist use. 

If "expert opinion" is to be relied upon in a finding that an unimproved street with a 
right-of-way that is less than half the width of the adopted standard, is adequate, 
then the expert opinion must specifically explain why this proposed development 
and Oakleigh Lane are so different than what the adopted 1999 Eugene Arterial and 
Collector Street Plan covers. Neither the applicant's consultants nor the Eugene 
Public Works staff have provided any such analysis and have simply provided 
unsupported conclusions that conflict with Public Works staff's own specific 
analysis. 

The applicant has thus not come close to meeting their burden of proof of satisfying 
any of the approval criteria related to traffic. 
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3. The October 9, 2013 letter from Willard C. Dixon (Exhibit PT -17) states that "the City 
of Eugene's code mandates the use of the ITE manual, the same manual that Access 
Engineering uses." 

All of the analysis in my testimony used the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition. 

Note that Mr. Dixon's point supports the following argument in my October 9 
testimony, found on page 11, under the review of the application statements for 
EC 9.8320(12): 

"The findings [in the application] also provide aspirational and anecdotal 
comments related to estimated trip generation, but without reliable, substantial 
and probative evidence by a professionally-certified traffic engineer, the City's 
normal standard of the ITE Trip Generation Manual must be used for both current 

\ 
and projected estimates." 

4. The October 15, 2013 letter from Access Engineering (submitted October 16) states: 

"Mr. Conte also tries to increase the expected trip generation of the site by using 
the number of parking spaces proposed as the number of vehicles that will 
generate trips." 

On page 5 of my October 9, 2013 testimony I provide estimated ITE-ADT for the 
proposed PUD based on the ITE Trip Generation Manual "per dwelling" and "per 
vehicle" rates. The results are 169 for 29 dwellings and 174 for 52 parking spaces. 
This is not a large difference, but in any case, I used the lower figure in all further 
calculations and discussion, based on the per dwelling rate. There is no substance to 
the letter's complaint. The letter also asserts the projected ITE-ADT is 163, based on 
28 dwelling units, rather than 29. As discussed under (1), above, the difference is 
inconsequential in this case. 

The letter argues that 163 ITE-ADT is "no where [sic] near 1.9 times the existing 
volume on the street." My testimony actually stated: 

"The additional traffic from the PUD will thus approximately double (1.9 times) 
the ITE-ADT on Oakleigh Lane." 

As noted under (1), above, even using the projections for 28 dwelling units, the 
current IDE-ADT of 181 will approximately double (1.9 times) to 344 when you add 
the 163 generated by the PUD. 

5. Both the October 15, 2013 letter from Access Engineering and the October 15, 2013 
letter from Poage Engineering present arguments regarding the current Oakleigh 
Lane right-of-way. These arguments are based on impermissible evidence submitted 
after the record was closed to new evidence. However, nothing in the evidence or 
arguments changes the fact that Oakleigh Lane must be widened to a 45 foot right-
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of-way and improved to Low Volume Residential Street standards in order to 
handle projected traffic in a safe and efficient manner. The only thing that the 
material in the two letters suggests is that the existing right-of-way may be a bit 
wider, but still not 45 feet, at some locations on Oakleigh Lane. Nothing presented in 
these letters would change the analysis and conclusions presented in my October 9 
testimony or the arguments herein, particularly in section (6) that follows. 

6. With respect to the conditions of approval related to traffic impacts that are 
proposed in the Staff Report (i.e., conditions 3, 4, 5 and 7), LUBA has provided clear 
direction on how the Hearings Official must evaluate this case. 

In Butte Conservancy v. City of Gresham, 52 Or LUBA 550 (2006), LUBA explained: 

"[I]n a line of cases based on Meyer v. City of Portland, 67 Or App 274, 678 P2d 741 
(1984) and Rhyne v. Multnomah County, 23 Or LUBA 442 (1992), the Court and 
LUBA have held that, in a two-stage approval process such as subdivision 
approval, where a problem is identified that raises concerns whether proposed 
development can comply with applicable approval criteria, the local government 
may, among other options, adopt findings demonstrating that solutions to the 
identified problem are "feasible," i.e., "possible, likely and reasonably certain to 
succeed." Meyer, 67 Or App at 280, n 5." 

The present case concerns )ust such a "two-stage approval process" for the proposed 
PUD. 

Note first the standard for "feasible" that was established in Meyer - the solution 
imposed by conditions of approval, such as the four proposed by staff in this case, 
must not only be "possible," they must also be "likely and reasonably certain to 
succeed." 

The issue in this case, as acknowledged in the Staff Report "Constitutional Findings 
for Exaction" (at 15 and 16), is that Oakleigh Lane in its current configuration cannot 
safely and efficiently handled the projected, cumulative traffic arising from current 
residents and future residents of the proposed PUD. The future "solution" is to 
widen Oakleigh Lane's right-of-way to 45 feet, and improve the road. 

Therefore, the "solution" in this case requires getting the necessary dedications of 
right-of-way and improving the road to meet "Low Volume Residential Street" 
standards. 

Regardless of what portion of the solution can be imposed on the applicant, in some 
way or fashion, getting all of the right-of-way easements from all the property 
owners along Oakleigh Lane between the PUD and River Road must be ""possible, 
likely and reasonably certain to succeed." No other solution has been explicitly or 
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implicitly suggested by the applicant or staff. Without a finding that this solution is 
feasible, the application must tail. 

There are two kinds of obstacles that make such a solution unlikely, if not 
impossible: 

a) There are physical structures that would have to be removed from portions of 
the required right-of-way, and 

b) Property owners who have testified in opposition to the proposed development 
are highly unlikely to agree to dedicate the required right-of-way on their 
property and to pay tens-of-thousands of dollars in assessments to improve the 
road. 

Consequently, before the hypothetical solution can be the basis of any finding of 
consistency with the traffic-related approval criteria, the Hearings Official must find 
some rationale for concluding the "solution" is feasible. 

Let's examine the three requirements for a solution to be feasible: 

a) It must be possible. Whether or not it's likely, at least in theory, the City may be 
able to obtain the necessary right-of-way by condemnation proceedings; and it 
would certainly be possible to pave the road and install curbs and sidewalks to 
meet the "Low Volume Residential Street" standards. As discussed in detail 
below, neither the City, nor even LUBA, can make the determination on this 
requirement. 

b) It must be likely. This requirement is discussed below. 

c) It must be reasonably certain to succeed. If the required right-of-way were 
dedicated and the necessary improvements made to Oakleigh Lane, there is no 
evidence in the record that suggests the widened and improved Oakleigh Lane 
couldn't safely and efficiently handle the projected traffic. 

In this case, "feasibility" hinges on whether or not it is possible and likely that the 
right-of-way dedications can be acquired and the road improved to meet the "Low 
Volume Residential Street" standards. 

On the face of it, nothing in the record supports a conclusion that the solution is 
likely to occur. In fact, just the opposite is true, since there are both physical and 
legal impediments to acquiring the right-of-way, and there is no indication the City 
or developer is willing or able to improve Oakleigh Lane. 

However, in Butte Conservancy v. City of Gresham, LUBA dealt with an argument 
regarding the "possible and likely" requirements that might be considered in the 
present case. 
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The City of Gresham argued that a future easement was feasible, even without the 
property owner's consent, because the City could condemn the necessary right-of­
way. Further, Gresham argued that the question of "feasibility" involved primarily a 
"legal impediment" (i.e., objection to condemnation by the property owner). 
Gresham then argued that determination of whether such condemnation 
proceedings would be lawful (and thus, gaining the necessary right-of-way was 
"possible") was a legal matter that could be resolved only by the owner contesting 
the condemnation in circuit court proceedings. In other words, Gresham argued that 
while the City couldn't prove the solution was feasible, the opponents couldn't 
prove the solution was infeasible. (Note that the LUBA decision seemed to focus 
more on the question of "possible" and assume that the same arguments applied to 
"likely." In the current case, as will be explained, there is no need to make the 
distinction because the "Solomonic" approach that LUBA established takes care of 
both questions.) 

LUBA agreed with Gresham with respect to a "legal impediment": 

"We generally agree with the city that the Meyer and Rhyne feasibility analysis 
must be applied somewhat differently when the "problem" identified at the first 
stage of a two-step approval process is an alleged legal impediment to fulfilling a 
condition of approval requiring facilities necessary for the proposed 
development, rather than a technical, engineering or similar issue." 

LUBA also set a very low bar for the City to meet the "feasibility" requirement with 
respect both to future right-of-way and road improvements: 

"Certainly, petitioners [opponents] have not demonstrated that any uncertainty 
with respect to the city's condemnation authority is such that it can be said that 
fulfillment of the condition of approval requiring dedication and construction of 
the access road is precluded as a matter of law." 

In the present case, there are physical, as well as legal, impediments to bringing 
Oakleigh Lane up to the necessary standards (i.e., the structures that occupy 
portions of the necessary right-of-way).  However, should the Hearings Official 
nevertheless make a determination that such a "solution" is feasible, LUBA also 
made clear that the necessary condition of approval must require that all of the 
necessary right-of-way be obtained and the improvements done before development 
was permitted. 

"In our view, it is sufficient for the local government in such circumstances to (1) 
adopt findings that establish that fulfillment of the condition of approval is not 
precluded as a matter of law, and (2) ensure, in imposing the condition of 
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approval, that the condition will be fulfilled prior to final development approvals 
or actual development." (Emphasis added.) 

In Butte Conservancy v. City of Gresham, the City of Gresham adopted conditions of 
approval "requiring that the applicant submit as part of final plat documents: 

(1) a 20-foot wide right of way or easement across the residential lot within the 
Kingswood Heights subdivision, dedicated to the county, 

(2) construction plans for the access, and 

(3) a county street construction permit." 

It's crucial to understand that all three conditions applied to a future street across 
property that was not controlled by the applicant. 

LUBA concluded on this issue: 

"The city appropriately drafted that condition in a manner that is sufficient to 
ensure that fulfillment of the condition will occur prior to final development 
approval. If for one reason or another the condition is unsatisfied, intervenor will 
not be able to obtain final subdivision approval." 

If the Hearings Official in the present case were to find, under reasoning similar to 
LUBA' s in Butte Conservancy v. City of Gresham, that the necessary "solution" to 
obtain right-of-way and improvements for Oakleigh Lane is feasible, despite the 
evidence of physical and legal impediments, the conditions of approval would have 
to correspond to the ones imposed by City of Gresham, i.e.: 

The applicant must submit as part of final plat documents: 

(1) A 45-foot wide right-of-way or easement along the entire length of 
Oakleigh Lane froin the development to River Road, dedicated to the City, 

(2) Construction plans for road improvements to meet the required standards 
of the City of Eugene's adopted Arterial and Collector Street Plan , and 

(3) The necessary street construction permits to implement the construction 
plans." 

Without such conditions, based on evidence in the record, the Hearings Official 
cannot find that the proposed PUD meets the approval criteria at: EC 9.8320(1), 
EC 9.8320(5)(a) and (b), EC 9.8320(6) and EC 9.8320(11)(b), and the application must 
therefore be denied. 

The LUB guidance is simple, reasonable and legal: Questions about whether the 
solution is possible and likely in the face of legal impediments must'be resolved by 
successfully clearing the legal hurdles and having (in this case) the right-of-way 
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dedications in place. The LUBA approach doesn't run afoul of Nolan/Dolan 
constitutional requirements because the conditions don't require any specific 
exaction from the owner of the development property. 

7. With respect to EC 9.8320(12), the Hearings Official must take into consideration the 
findings discussed under section (6) and their implications. If the necessary condition 
of approval required Oakleigh Lane to be widened to the 45' right-of-way necessary 
to safely and efficiently handle the projected traffic, and that condition were 
subsequently met, then it is undeniable that the proposed development would cause 
huge off-site impacts by "takings" of current residents' property for the wider right­
of-way. 

Thus, it is impossible for the proposed PUD to meet both the approval criteria related 
to safe and efficient handling of traffic and the criterion of "minimal off-site impacts." 

This argument is not some clever attempt at a "  gotcha." It simply reflects reality in 
this particular case - the number of dwelling units proposed for this PUD will 
generate additional traffic that cannot safely and efficiently be handled with minimal 
off-site impacts to residents along a narrow, dead-end, substandard access lane.' 

Ultimately, this particular development site is in a location where only a limited 
number of dwellings (fewer than proposed) can be developed and meet the letter 
and intent of the City's PUD approval criteria. 

Submitted by, 

Paul Conte 

October 16, 2013 

1 This sort of conflict doesn't arise in most PUD applications. As an example, consider that if the 

proposed PUD site were one lot in from River Road, instead of at the very end of Oakleigh Lane, there 

would not be the irresolvable conflict between the requirements of the traffic-related approval criteria 

and the "minimal off-site impacts" criterion. 

October 16, 2013 Conte supplemental testimony re PUD 13-1 9 I Page 



( 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
( 

OAKLEIGH-MCCLURE NEIGHBORS, BRYN AND SANDY THOMS, TAMMY CRAFTON, 
KAREN AND SCOTT FLEENER-GOULD, CECELIA AND PAUL BAXTER-HEINTZ, 

Petitioners, 

NO. 

and 

PAUL CONTE, Intervenor-Petitioner, 

vs. 

CITY OF EUGENE, Respondent 

and 

OAKLEIGH MEADOWS CO-HOUSING, LLC, Intervenor-Respondent 

LAND USE BOARD OF APPEALS NOS. 2014-001 

The filed record may include black and white copies of maps/diagrams/photos orlginally 
submitted in color and/or maps and plans reduced from their original size. These materials, 
in their original color and/or size, will be included in the retained exhibits delivered to the 
Board on the date of oral argument. Retained exhibits are referred to as "RE." 

I1EM DESCRIPTION 

I. Notice of Decision and mailing list, mailed December 1 7, 2 0 1 3  . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . .  1 

2. · Planning Commission Final Order, dated December 1 6, 201 3  ...... ........ ........ ... ..... ............. . 6 

3 .  Summary minutes for December 16, 2013 Planning Commission meeting [DVD at 
RE-A] ....................... : . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 6  

4. Planning Commission Agenda and Agenda Item Summary dated December 1 6, 201 3 . . . .  88  

5. Summary minutes for December 9, 2013 Planning Commission meeting [DVD at 
RE-B] ........................ .. . ....... . ...... ..... . ........ ........ .. . ....... . ..................... .............. ........ . ..... . . .. 1 18 

6. Planning Commission Agenda and Agenda Item Summary dated December 9, 2013 
[Color map. at RE-C] . .... .... ......... ..... . ................................................................................ 1 1 9  

7. Summary minutes for December 5, 2013 Planning Commission public hearing [DVD at 
RE-D] . .... .... . : ........ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ......................... .. .. . . ... . . .. ................. .. . . . .... . . . .... 228 

8;  Planning Commission Agenda dated December 5, 2013 . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  230 

{00112710;1} - 1 -



NO. ITEM DESCRIPTION 

9. Documents submitted to the Planning Commission at the December 5, 2013 hearing: 
a. Letter from William Kabeiseman, received December 5, 2013 ........................... 231 
b. Letter from Zack Mittge, received December 5, 2013 ......................................... 235 
c. E-mail from John Fenn, received December 5, 2013 .......................................... 249 
d. Letter from Lara Bovilsky, received December 5, 2013 .......................... ; ........... 251 
e. Letter from Otto Poticha, received December 5, 2013 ........................................ 255 
f. Letter from Paul Conte, received December 5, 2013 ........................................... 257 
g. Letter from Rich Dambrov, received December 5, 2013 ..................................... 297 
h. Letter from Sandy Thoms, received December 5, 2013 .... ; ................................. 299 
i. E-mail from Jon Belcher, received December 5, 2013 ................................ � ....... 302 

j. Letter from Bryn Thoms, received December 5, 2013 ........................................ .303 

10. E-mails received between November 25 and December 5, 2013: 
a. E-mail regarding time extension from Zack Mittge, received December 2, 

2013 ................................ · ...................................................................................... 308 
b. Email from Planet Glassberg, received November 30, 2013 ............................... 309 
c. E-mail from Susan Hyne, received November 30,2013 .................................... .310 
d. - E-mail from Jon Belcher, received November 25, 2013 ..................................... .311 

11. Notice of public hearing and mailing list, mailed November 25, 2013 ................ , ......... .313 

12. Appeal of Hearings Official Decision, appeal statement and payment receipt, received 
November 22, 2013 ...................................................................................................... , ... 318 

13. Notice of Hearings Official decision and mailing list, mailed November 12, 2013 ....... .342 

14. Hearings Official decision, dated November 12, 2013 ............. , ...................................... 347 

15. Letter from Paul Conte, dated November 8, 2013 .......................................................... .412 

16. Order Denying Reopening Evidentiary Record, dated November 5, 2013 ..................... .419 

17. E-mail thread with Will Dixon regarding timeline extension, dated November 4, 
2013 .................................................................................................................................. 422 

18. Letter from Zack Mittge regarding request to reopen record, received November 1, 
2013 ........................................................................................................ : ......................... 425 

19. Letter from Paul Conte regarding request to reopen record, received October 25, 
2013 ........... : ...........................................•...................................... .-.................................. .428 

20. Applicant's final rebuttal from Zack Mittge, dated October 23, 2013 ............................ .433 

(00112710;1} -2-



{ \ 

( 

( 

NO. ITEM DESCRIPTION 

21. Materials submitted between October 10 and October 16,2013: 

22. 

a. Letter from Paul Conte, received October 16,
"
2013 ................•.......................... .444 

b. Letter from Paul Conte, received October 16, 2013 ........................................... .448 
c. Letter from Bryn Thorn, received October 16,2013 ........ : ..........................•... .... .457 
d. Letter from Jonathan Oakes with attachments, received October 16, 2013 ........ .460 
e. Letter from Katie McCamant, received October 16, 2013 ................................... 574 
f. Letter from Michael Cox, SSW Engineers, With attachments, received 

October 16, 2013 .................................................................................................. 576 
g. Letter from Michael Weishar, Access Engineering, received October 16,2013.611 
h. Letter from Willard Dixon, Architect, received October 16,2013 ...................... 612 
1. E-mail from Zack Mittge, received October 16,2013 ......................................... 614 

j; E-mail from Sandy Thoms, received October 16, 2013 ....................................... 620 
k. Letter from Mark Conley, received October 15, 2013 ......................................... 621 
I. E-mail from Jennifer Holst, received October 15, 2013 ...................................... 639 
m. Letter from Jon Texter, Essex General Construction, received October 10, 

2013 ............................................................. : .................................. : ..................... 640 

Materials submitted between October 3 and October 9, 2013: 
a. Neighborhood opposition report from Bryn Thoms, received October 9, 2013 

[Color copy atRE-E; CD at RE-F] ...................................................................... 641 
b. Letter from Lauren Regan, Justice Law Group, received October 9, 2013 [CD at 

c. 

d. 

e. 
f. 
g. 
h. 
1. 
J. 
k. 
I. 
m. 
n. 
o. 
p. 
q. 
r. 

s. 

t. 
u. 

RE-G] .................................................. : ................................................................ 797 
E-mail from Lauren Regan, with attachment, received October 9, 2013 [Color 
copy at RE-H] ...................................................................................................... 809 
Letter from Paul Conte, With attachments, received October 9, 2013 [Color copy 
at RE-1] ..•.............................................................................. : ........ : ...................... 860 
Submittal from Mark Conley, received October 9, 2013 [Color copy at RE-J] .,898 
Submittal from Mark Conley, received October 9, 2013 ..................................... 900 
E-mail from Sue Schaeffer, received October 9, 2013 ........................................ 903 
E-mail from Deb and Christopher Michaels, received October 9, 2013 .............. 904 , 
Letter from Jane Towne, received October 9, 2013 .............................................. 905 
Letter from Anthony Towne, received October 9, 2013 ......... : ............................ 907 
Letter from Karen Fleener-Gould and Scott Gould, received October 9, 2013 ... 909 
Letter from Phil Rizzo, received October 9, 2013 ............................................... 912 
E-mail from Stephen Flanagan, received October 9, 2013 .................................. 913 

. Ecmail from Joan Connolly, received October 9, 2013 ....................................... 914 
Letter from Rick Rubin, received October 9, 2013 .............................................. 917 
Letter from Maureen McCauley, received October 9, 2013 ..•...............•.....•....... 920 
Letter from Paul and Cecelia Heintz, received October 9, 2013 ................... : ..... 921 
E-mail from Will Dixon, with attachments, received October 9, 2013 [Color copy 
at RE-K] ............................................................................................................... 923 
E-mail from Rachel Stedman, With attachments, received October 8, 2013 [Color 
copy at RE-L ] ...............................•...........................•........................................... 929 
Letter from Barbara Boylan, received October 8, 2013 ....................................... 933 
Letter from Anne Love, received October 8, 2013 .............................................. 934 

{00112710;1 } - 3 -



NO. ITEM DESCRIPTION 

v. Letter from Lara Bovilsky, with attachments, received October 8, 2013 [Color 
copy at RE-M] ...................................................................................................... 935 

w. E-mail from Lynn Dixon, received October 8, 2013 ........................................... 944 
X. Letter from Nir Pearlson, Architect, received October 8, 2013 ........................... 945 
y. Letter from Frannie Cross, received October 8, 2013 .......................................... 946 
z. Applicants' slideshow from October 2, 2013 hearing, received October 8, 2013 

[Color copy at RE-N] ...................................... ... .................................................. 947 
aa. Award certificate and illustration submitted by Will Dixon, received October 8, 

2013 [Color copy at RE-O) ............... ................. .................................................. 959 
bb. E-mail from Rachel Stedman, received October 7, 2013 .................................... 961 
cc. Letter from Alex Daniell, received October 5, 2013 ........................................... 964 
dd. E-mail from Jim and Sharon Brandt and Ruby and James Bauer, received 

October 5, 2013 .................................................................................................... 965 
ee. Letter form Joan Connolly, received October 4, 2013 ......................................... 966 
ff. E-mail from Paul Conte, received October 4, 2013 ............................................. 968 
gg. Letter from Laura Fischrup, received October 4, 2013 ........................................ 979 
hh. Letter from Tammy Crafton, received October 3, 2013 ........... : .......................... 980 

23. Hearings Official Agenda and staff report dated October 2, 2013 [Color copy at 
RE-P] [DVD at RE-Q] .............. .......................................... ........................................... :.986 

24. Materials submitted at October 2, 2013 Hearings Official hearing: 
a. Site plan submitted by Will Dixon, received October 2, 2013 [Color copy at 

RE-R] ................................................................................................................. 1036 
b. Letter from Jill and Bruce Buschelman, received October 2, 2013 .................. .1037 

. c. Letter from Bruce and Jill Buschelman, received October 2, 2013 ................... 1041 
d. Letter from Bruce and Jill Buschelman, received October 2, 2013 .................. .1042 
e. Letter from Jesse Thomas, received October 2, 2013 ........................................ 1045 
f. E-mail from Debra Polak, received October 2, 2013 ........................................ .1 046 
g. Letter from Tom Sims, received October 2, 2013 ............................................ .1047 
h. E-mail from Thomas Baxter and Sherrie Sims, received October 2, 2013 ........ 1 048 
1. Letter from Morgan Sims-Buschelman, received October 2, 2013 .................. .1049 

j. Letter from Bruce Buschelman and David Weber, received October 2, 2013 ... 1050 
k. Letter from Brandon Buschelman, received October 2, 2013 ............................ 1051 
1. E-mail from Jackie Marlette, received October 2, 2013 .................................... 1052 
m. Letter from Kayleen Hanna, received October 2, 2013 .................................... .1 054 
n. Letter from Rick Rubin, received October 2, 2013 ............................................ 1056 
o. ·.Letter from Edward Love, received October 2, 2013 ........................................ 1058 
p. Letter from Anne Love, received October 2, 2013 ............................................ 1060 

q. Submittal from Anne Love, received October 2, 2013 [Color photos at RE-S] 1071 
r. Letter from John Fenn and Lisa Gilman, received October 2, 2013 .................. 1080 
s. Letter from Jen and Malia Carroll, received October 2, 2013 ........................... 1084 
t. Letter from Jenna Fribley, received October 2, 2013 ........................................ 1085 
u. Letter from Antonia Lewis, received October 2, 2013 ...................................... 1086 
v. Letter from Katy Patton, received October 2, 2013 ........................................... 1088 

{00112710;1 } - 4-



I \ 

NO. . ITEM DESCRJPTION 

w. Letter from R.C. Cross, reeeived October 2, 2013 .............................. � .............. 1089 
x. Letter from Eileen Adee, received October 2, 2013 ........................................... 1090 
y. Letter from David A dee, received October 2, 20 l3 ........................................... 1 091 
z. Letter from Newt Loken, received October 2, 2013 ........ .......................... ........ 1092 

25. Materials submitted between September 25 and October 1, 2013: 
· a. Letter from Betty Grant, received September 30, 2(}13 ....... . . ....... . . . ............. ..... ! 093 
b. E-mail from Paul Conte, received September 30, 2013 ..................................... 1094 
c. E-mail fi:om Michelle Featherston, received September 30, 2013 ....... .............. 1097 
d. E-mail from Cedar Star, received September 30, 2013 .................... . . ...... . ........ 1098 
e. E-mail from Charlotte Maloney, received September 30, 2013 ........................ 1099 
f. Letter from Katy Patton, received September 30, 2013 ........ ............................ .1100 
g. Letter from Gabriel Cross, received September 30, 2013 .......... ........................ !! 01 
h. E-mail from Geri Baxter, received September 30, 2013 .................................... 11 02 

· i. E-mail from Karen Hecht and Dan Bessette, received September 29, 2013 .... .11 03 
j. Letter from Scott Clarke, received September 28, 2013 .................................... 1104 
k. E-mail from Bryn Thoma, received September 28, 2013 ................ ............ : .... .1105 
1. Letter from Sandy Thoms, received September 28, 2013 ................................ . .  1106 
m. E-mail from Nicole Lawless, received September 28, 2013 .............................. 1110 
n. E-mail from Suzanne Kelley, received September 28,2013 ............................. 1111 
o. E-mail from Jim and Sophie Swirczynski, received Septerilber 28, 2013 ......... 1 11 2  
p. Letter from Daneen Justice, received September 28, 2013 ............................. , .. 1113 
q. E-mail from Christine Robins, received September 28,2013 ............... : : ........ . . l l15 
r. Letter from Michael Weishar, Access Engineering, received September 27, 

2013 .................................................................................................. .................. 1116 
s. Letter from Will Dixon, received September 27, 2013 ...................................... 1117 
t. Letter from Maureen McCauley, received September 27, 2013 ........................ 1126 · 

u. · Letter from Travis Sheridan, received September 27, 2013 .................. : ........... 1127 
v. E-mail from Stan Paulk, received September 27, 2013 ....................... . ............ 1128 
w. Letter from Paul Edlund, received September 27, 2013 ............... : .......... .......... 1129 
X. Letter from Paul Dustrud,received September 27, 2013 ......................... .......... 1130 
y. E-mail from Karl and Silvia Bennet, received September 27, 2013 .................. 1131 
z. E-mail from Bonita Nussbaum, received September 27, 2013 .......................... 1132 
aa. Letter from Sandy Thoms, received September 27, 2013 .................................. 1133 
bb. Letter from Judy Scott, received September 27, 2013 ....... ................. ............... 1 1  35 
cc. E-mail from Sabine Wilke, received September 27, 2013 ..... : ........................... 1 136 
dd. Letter from Jane Towne, receiyed September 27, 2013 .......... .......... : ................ 1137 
ee. E-mail from Barbara Frerichs, received September 26, 2013 ....................... : .... 1139 
ff. Letter from Anthony Towne, received September 26, 2013 . ..... � . .. ..................... 1140 
gg. E-mail from Maj Hutchinson, received September 26, 2013 ............................ 1142 
hh. E-mail from Ethan Hutchinson, received September 26, 2013 .......................... 1145 
!1. Letter from Hal Stedman, received September 26, 2013 ................................... 1146 

JJ. E-mail from Scott Stedman, received September 26,2013 .. ............................. 1148 
kk. E-mail from Rachel Stedman, received September 26, 2013 ........ ..... ............... 1149 
11. Letter from Shawn Johnson, received September 26, 2013 ................ . .............. 1151 
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NO. ITEM DESCRIPTION 

mm. E-mail from James and Sharon Brandt, received September 26, 2013 .............. 1154 
nn. E-mail from Jim and Ruby Bauer, received September 25, 2013 ..................... .1155 

26. Hearings Official staff report, with attachments, dated September 25, 2014 [Color copy of 
attachments at RE-T] ..................................................................................................... 115 6 

27. Materials submitted between August 29 and September 24, 2013 ....................................... . 

a. Letter from Terrenc.e Killian, received September 24, 2013 .............................. 1205 
b. E-mail from Andrienne Borg, received September 24, 2013 ............................ .1206 
c. Letter from Bryn Thoms, with attachments, received September 24, 2013 [Color 

copy of attachments at RE-U] ............................................................................ 1207 
d. E-mail from Dean Nussbaum, received September 23, 2013 ........................... .1213 
e. E-mail from Rachel Stedman, received September 23, 2013 ............................ 1215 
f. E-mail from Maj Hutchinson, received September 23, 2013 ............................ 1217 
g. E-mail from Nena Lovinger, received September 23, 2013 ............................. .1219 
h. E-mail from Planet Glassberg, received September 23, 2013 ........................... 1220 
1. E-mail from Cecelia and Paul Heintz, received September 23, 2013 ................ 1221 
j. E-mail from Shane MacRhodes, received September 23, 2013 .... , .................. .1224 
k. E-mail from Clare Strawn, received September 23, 2013 ................................. 1226 
I. E-mail from Mike van Mantgem, received September 23, 2013 ...................... 1229 
m. E-mail from Patricia Parcells, received September 23, 2013 ............................ 1230 
n. Letter from Carleen Reilly, received September 23, 2013 ................................ .1231 
o. E-mail from Marshall Wilde, received September 22, 2013 ............ : ................ 1232 
p. Letter from Don Kahle, received September 22, 2013 ...................................... 1233 
q. E-mail from Charlotte Maloney, received September 22, 2013 ........................ 1234 
r. E-mail from Don McLean and Elizabeth Marshall, received September 21, 

s. 
t. 
u. 
v. 
w. 
X. 
y. 
z. 
aa. 
bb; 
cc. 
dd. 

ee. 

ff. 
gg. 
hh. 

(00112710;1} 

2013 .................................................................................................................... 1235 
E-mail from Dale Greenlee, received September 21, 2013 ........................ , ..... .1236 
Letter from Otto Poticha, received September 20, 2013 ........... ; ....................... .1237 
E-mail from David Cutting, received September 20, 2013 ............................... .1238 
Letter from Jodi Sommers, received September 20, 2013 ................................ .1239 
Letter from Jim O'Connor and Pen Sand, received September 20, 2013 .......... .1240 
E-mail from Phyllis Temple, received September 19,2013 ............................. .1241 
Letter from Dennis Clark, received September 19, 2013 ................................... 1243 
E-mail from Sarah Adkison, received September 19, 2013 .............................. .1244 
E-mail from Jonathan Oakes, received September 19, 2013 ............................. 1245 
Letter from Susan Hyne, received September 19, 2013 ................................... :.1246 
Letter from Susan Hyne, received September 18, 2013 ..................................... 1247 
Letter from Bryn Thoms, with attachments, received September 17, 2013 [Color 
copy of attachments at RE-V] ............................................................................ 1248 
Referral comments from Ed Haney, Public Works, received September 17, 
2013 .................................................................................................. .................. 1255 
E-mail from David Campbell, received September 11, 2013 ... : ........................ 1277 
Letter from A vis Eileen Adee, received September 11, 2013 ............................ 1278 
E-mail from Will Dixon, received September 10, 2013 .................................... 1279 

- 6 -
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NO. ITEM DESCRIPTION 

ii. E-mail from Paul and Cecelia Heintz, received September 10, 2013 ... : ........... .1284 
JJ. Letters submitted by Will Dixon, received September 9, 2013 ......................... 1287 
Ide. Letter from Pat Bryan, received September 9, 2013 .......................................... 1292 
II. Referral comments from Gilbert Gordon, Deputy Fire Marshall, ·received 

September 9, 2013 ............................................................................................. 1293 
mm. Referral comments from Quentin Blattler re flood hazard area, received 

September 9, 2013 ....................................... : ..................................................... 1294 
nn. Referral comments from Kristie Brown, Land Use Management, received 

September 9, 2013 ............................................................................................. 1295 
00. E-mail from Rachel and Scott Stedman, received September 9, 2013 .............. 1301 
pp. Letter from Rich Dambrov, received September 9, 2013 ................................. .13 03 
qq. Letter from Patricia Holtz, received September 8, 2013 .................................... 13 04 
rr. Letter from Anne Love, received September 6, 2013 ........................................ 1305 
ss. E-mail from Judy Scott, received September 4, 2013 ....................................... .1307 
tt. Letter from Jean Darian and Laurie and Simon Trautman, with attachments, 

received September 4, 2013 [Color copy of attachments at RE-W] ................. .l308 
uu. Letter from Martin Henner, received September 2, 2013 ................................. .1311 
vv. Letter from Steve Goldman, received August 31, 2013 ..................................... 1312 
ww. Referral comments from Daniel Ingram, Lane County Transportation, received 

August 29, 2013 ................................................................................................. 1313 

28. Public sign posting, posted August 28, 2013 and September 6,' 2013 [Color copy at 
RE-X] .............................................. ............................................................................... 1314 

29. Public hearing notice and mailing list, mailed August 27, 2013 ................................... 1315 

30. North line detail submitted by Will Dixon, received August 27, 2013 [Color copy at 
RE-Y] ............................................. : ............................................................................... 1320 

31. · Letter from Antonia Lewis, received August 26, 2013 ............................................ : ..... 1321 

32. Referral comments from Will Mueller, LTD, received August 23, 2013 ...................... 1322 

33. Referral comments from Christina Svetal and Brad Taylor, EWEB, received August 20, 
2013 ................................................................................................................................ 1323 

34. Letter from David Adee, received August 12,2013 ........................... : .......................... 1325 

35. Letter dated May 6, 2013 from McCamantand Durrett Architects, received August 12, 
2013 ..... ; .......................................................................................................................... 1327 

36. · Willamette Greenway Applicant's written statement, received August 12, 2013 ......... 1336 
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ITEM DESCRIPTION 

3 7. Planned Unit Development Applicant's written statement, received August 12,2013 .1360 
a. Storm water analysis from SSW Engineering, received August 12, 2013 .......... 1406 
b. Street Connectivity Study from Access Engineering, received August 12, 

2013 ...................................... .............................................................................. 1439 
c. Geotechnical Investigation from Foundation Engineering, received August 12, 

201 3  ......................................................... : .......................................................... 1444 
d. Non-compliance request from Will Dixon, received August 12,2013 ............. 1472 
e. Site plans, received August 1 7, 2013 ............................................................. [RE-Z] 
f. Landscape plans, received August 12, 2013 ............................................... [RE-AA] 
g. West line elevations, received August 12, 2013 .......... , .............................. [RE-AB] 
h. Civil plans, received August 12, 2013 ........................................................ [RE-AC] 
i .  Detailed Grading Plan, received August 12, 2013 ............................... ....... [RE-AD] 
j. Title report, received August 12, 2013 ............................................................... 1481 
k. Adopted Willamette Greenway map, received August 12, 2013 ................ [RE-AE] 

3 8 .  Willamette Greenway application form, received June 1 8 ,  2013 .................................. 1490 

3 9. Affidavit of Mailing, Notice of Neighborhood meeting, received Apri11 9, 2013 ........ 1491 
a. Exhibit A- Meeting Notice ............................................................................... 1492 
b. Exhibit B - Mailing List .................................................................................... 1493 

40. Affidavit ofPosting ........................................................................................................ 1498 

41.  Summary Neighborhood meeting notes ......................................................................... 1499 

42. Planned Unit Development application form and fee receipt, received Apri\19, 
2013 .......................................................................................... : ..................................... 1 502 

,-y 

Exhibits Retained by Citv Under OAR 661-0 10-0025(2) 

RE-A DVD of December 1 6,2013 Planning Commission meeting (Item 3 )  
RE-B DVD of December 9, 2013 Planning Commission meeting (Item 5) 
RE-C Color map of site plan attached to Agenda Item Summary for December 9, 2013 Planning 

Commission meeting (Item 6) 
RE-D DVD of December 5; 2013 Planning Commission public hearing (Item 7) 
RE-B Color copy of neighborhood opposition report from Bryn Thoms, received October 9, 

2013 (Item 22.a) 
RE-F CD of neighborhood opposition report from Bryn Thoms, received October 9, 2013 (Item 

22.a) 
RE-G CD of opposition testimony ofLauren Regan received October 9, 2013 (Item 22.b) 

· RE-H Color copy of Lower River Road Concept Plan attached to e-mail from Lauren Regan, 
received October 9, 2013 (Item 22.c) 

RE-I Color copy of Attaclunent C, map of Oakleigh Lane (Item 22.d) 
RE-J Color copy of submittal from Mark Conley, received October 9, 2013 (Item 22.e) 

{00112710;1} - 8 -
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NO. ITEM DESCRIPTION 

RE-K Color copy of site plan attached to e-mail from Will Dixon, received October 9, 2013 
(Item 22.r) 

RE-L Color copy of photos attached to e-mail from Rachel Stedman, received O ctober 8, 2013 
(ltem 22.s) 

RE-M Color copy of photos attached to letter from Lara Bovilsky, received October 8 ,  201 3  
(Item 22.v) 

RE-N Color cop of Applicants' slideshow from October 2, 201 3  hearing, received October 8,  
2013 (Item 22.z) 

RE-O Color copy of illustration submitted by Will Dixon, received October 8, 2013 (Item 
22.aa) 

RE-P . Color copy of attachments to staff report attached to Hearings Official agenda dated 
October 2, 2013 (Item 23) 

RE-Q DVD of October 2, 2013 Hearings Official public hearing (Item 23) 
RE-R Color copy of site plan submitted b y  Will Dixon, received October 2, 2013 (Item 24.a) 
RE-S Color photos from Anne Love, received October 2, 2013 (Item 24.q) 
RE-T Color copy of attachments attached to Hearings Official staff report dated September 25, 

2013 (ltem 26) 
RE-U Color copy of attachments attached to letter from Bryn Thoms received September 24, 

2013 (Item 27 .c) 
. RE-V Color copy of attachments attached to letter from Bryn Thoms received September 17, 

2013 (Item 27.dd) 
RE-W Color copy of attachments attached to letter from Jean Darian and Laurie and Simon 

Trautman, received September 4, 2013 (Item 27.tt) 
RE-X Color copy of public sign posting, posted August 28,2013 and September 6, 2013 (Item 

28) 
RE-Y Color copy of north line detail submitted by Will Dixon, received August 27, 2Q 13  (Item 

30) 
RE-Z Site plans, received August 12, 2013 (Item 37.e) 
RE-AA. Landscape plans, received August 12, 2013 (Item 3 7.f) 
RE-AB West line elevations, received August 12, 2013 (Item 3 7.g) . 
RE-AC Civil plans, received August 12, 2013 (Item 37.h) 
RE-AD Detailed Grading Plan, received August 12, 201 3  (Item 3 7.i) 
RE-AE Adopted Willamette Greenway map, received August 12,2013 (Item 3 7.k) 

I, Anne C. Davies, certifY that the items described above and i ncluded herein are true 
copies of the originals. 

(00112710;1) - 9 -
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.City of Eugene 
Pla!lniqgan(J;Oe'ielopm�nf Dep<Jt\lnent 
aff[l� aeoky Taylor, Assddate Pllirinet 
99W�st1b'�Menue 

· Eugene, OR �740l 

Dear Ms .. taylor; 

Octo.ber 16; 1013 

The fsll<i\Vitlg tetJil;r p�sentS:se)(��$targ\J�nfilf!) GI/Pi>sttinb aJ1but I'Y�eo�e s\Jbtrl!tti'/l.by the 
·applieantfor�PtJiii:ai:ion PDT 1i1, References to the lileig)\bor Opposition-Report tNOR}1n this letter 

· t�futtf! lli!'l NO!�; pre�area f:,ythe.'claklel�h la.ne .ajjd. Mcclurelall.<>:rieighlrqrs �.n<;l.:suom!ttgd to t�e· 
publicreeor&oh.d.etst>�, · 

AC(:�ss Engineering let:ter�cdatQd S'ej:lteii:lb.er 'l7, 2!)13·-

'rh!sWter pj.eS:rill�§ Pe$� Hoyr rrip gen�tatibn fet th;e pro[JQ�<ld. OMC l;teyel(lfi'l:!le�tW.hi�bcha$al) 
lnstltufeetTtansl?or.ta:(ion Englireers.\ITEJ.- s�edtied'tdp.g,eneratfdr.t;eatego!J(< 'rile letter focuses on 
peik.h<l�r trit>sanil nilies"on"tlict 1Q6tiif)'Jier tl�.'i':tb.te$frofd'f!l( P�il.kh"-u,r'idp�.at th� d@et of�� . 
de'l'�lo�mem. ltsaysj:totnioft &biltlrtbe avef.a� C'l�iyt[aftk,fA!'ll� onDaktelfl'i:.l#!:ITe. 'l:bf� ;itly be . 

beca.\fSJ; fhe �iftsstaff reportclassif.led'.Qakleigh Latle lnwrrectlyand sv. !Xiaybt?: ttieyflgmed fbereowas; · 

M ne�<i to attemp�tq �rll��t�.atth�� r�.;jd W;;;s clas.slfle<:l w,tting, The fdci,ts.<m th!\ li:tterwas·�IJeuttne 
.reqtilrer.ii.eritM a Tratflc.lmpil'ctl.l:ol!l�.srs onl-g>;silll part t tifEC'.9.83QJJ{5;). TherE!' iii l'lQ .eVidence lttthiir 
l,.;tter WP,PPrting t!)at tlakll!]g b tone .s(l<;>ul� lrl' �Jasslfled ;t,; i!.low-vo(!J[l111 �e�J�ent.l.aJ f'!lll:!J� no,rls tl:\eJ'fl 
:aQ)i evtilente In 't!le City &t.a.ff IJ��ottsta#ng fhatO'i!kf"'lg!.i Lane shgu(d ll? cla,ssjf(e(l as a I'Q.W·yotum(>! 
'res.id.entla't:ro.ad· .. t.he Ci:tyessentfally.l.finor.ed'the'ltown.ordihance;an;l code en.thfs Issue •. 

Tne applfc<tnt has hotjltesentecl enough �vtcl:en.ce to!>how:th<it tt\e_additlo.iilil �raffia will be safe )JprtnM 
it V<ii!I��!J�I<Wrthe ti\'f'? �las�tfltliltlgn,st9,ncla�gs,Jorarh:CE'ss lane, ]h� cypp.qsfrlfiln df)cu.menbi ha�e 
O.Vetw�:¢fJt!li)g sl:l!:>.Wn;tl:ia� Qa�teigh �llri<l �t\<)iJid lie dass}fie<.l a,; alJ �ct,esil;�rte and; thi!t th¢ (ncn!)i$�Jh 
traffic1rom the proposed development wiO not be �lhfina� whicili it isoJpposed t�·be.acml'dhig to PlJD 
c.ode (s4b part,aand g. of �t .;t,$.326 fS.)}. AU.o.fthat i,nfQ�roatlotj lnspp(lprtlJt·9PP\islfloo Wa'� pjat.f)d (n 
lhexero\otVaselllcleru:e prlor.te llie elct !l de!!dl�. 

4 5 7 ' 

I I ' l 



4 5 8  

��· B'e,�y T�ylqr 
ArgUments fn opposition of PDT 13'-1, Post New EvidericeDeadline 

AccesS'Engineeringtetter,. dated Octo.ber 151\ 2013!-

New evideneewaspre:sented in �his letfer,.spei:ifitally ROWWidths arid paM3$3ofVoJ. 2 oftne ITE 
Nfnth Manuaj. Thi� sl}ou)d t1Qt be ailoY"ed into:tb.� arg�JTI�nt pof'tiop of til� !)�aring� gro.c�s�, ;A(so i.tr 
the ietter,. tne·a.bthor obte again e«plains the pe<Jk how trip� �·n�ti:iow they i!eteri!\ihe thatthe)hci:eas� 
from the· development will not be above the thcesnold requlrin� i1 tiA" As presented.above thisJs:·n61v, a: 
pqrti<J!'fofthe code requiterneQt tor the J'U.D regarding tr<J.ffic. Assta.teti ill the, NOR, the, fncrea,sec! 
tr�ffit wnidecreas·e safety and It Will be itl!ire than a tilinim�t impact on tli$'siJirot.inilfngiieliihborho:oif. 
Jh.e.:applicant has not provki'ed'any.new avidence b.eyond·the peak•ho:ufttip generatiowcalculatlonmrd 
th,(l riA r�cMreme.nt. '!'he e)(id.!ln.ce proviqed i� theJ-iOR�hows w.nvtbl.s ii�v�ioprtrent wil! ��u�� tnore 
thiut a mfnfinal fmp.lktrin the nei�hberbood. alia .why tt will t\ot !:re safe accilroin!jfo, crty·staiJ:dard.s� 

WJlJ oi.xon;�,Le�r d�ted <t¢tober9;•,.suifmit!=edoo Oct<J�er 191\ :w:ra aiso-

Tf\)� ietter ob not�ddr�s.sl:Jo:.'Jthe fiH.wiH be 99nt�trted.o,vifhit.t t:he s\t.e, Spedfi9aUy, lt p()es. not inform 
the d�dsto!i aboii'twheth&:r�tiifrJi.ng w<dls areineeded, wblch would 'ope� up an ui:ieSialiiatei;i: coiiditipn 
abqu� (if( pi�c�m.epfon tfuesewerl!a�ejTiettt OF pu\Jii'c J�ndor thl) bqU�; corupatilii!j'ty; vi�l\fS,.iJ�d 
s¢reeli[ri¢. 
tvlxib!xon el(fliaJQ�tbat thJ? fill. ;vlil nPt he place(f on pubifclandyet tbereJs no·new eyfqent'! pr,�se[\ting 
how tl)fs wll! .bl= Clone .. Als.n, on tM c.evi�ed Site plan dated'.Oct�9'" !l'tiili'liil!;:ZWas.miiVed al:\iiot2feet 
west;.prov1ding abo uti feet ofdlstance from the. eastside of fne building to the west edge oft:ne sewer 
e�sement; iln.ct ah!Jut:.i;i:fl,etfra:rn.tl;l�east ptop�ity Iii) e. ;As'sl;;i.tt;\d)fr tbeJi\Dll, fi)t will bwe to b.e · 

plad\d irrtnefloodptan:\ at toe easl:el:n:pt.ofleity BolirldaW:aiid ln order'to.sup,p,ort a large·t<iwrihotlse 
P!JfJ.dlng It; ;vii! !)a�E!itP. ,he �fo@ec{ or r�t<rihe�., TJ:tls.�li.il'rf!nJaJn.S't(Ue wi(l'tbeiE! !s ,09: 1Jgw evid,€:n:t:¢. 

• •, ·- , . .  -; •. •, . . .• • . - .• t • •  . . . · •.•. 

pifes�rtte.d as to �oW ttre;Jill ;\ii\1 h:e r(ita ftted. o(slop!'li. Therefore WJ>: ifo Jju�know lfitls g�9teefutil\i? fly 
� . 

. ' . . 
feas]ble·to pla€e <Heet offill.w.lthin f2 [ateratf�et ofthe".east property line; witl:\ou't further informa:tion, 
�u.cb 'lS retai�!nli.�l.ts, r\p �p; itrm�;�n:Fso)hlpplryg,. ·Ji.A poiiit�cJ.b.U.fi\1tl:ieN:i!fR; .ihe•NI wo�r(d'£ertainly. 
6�oitthe Cltl,s s·eVJet ea;§ertient U:nles$ tiierew�� a ret<Jlfiir)gW�ll orfa[bcon'ciete f(iotH:ig, �.i\1\er 'of 
w:hfch nas:been• p�esented\n the record. That is still true, 

A coocre:tewalpetatriingWalli orfip·rapi,liotild'noi:onlyh� ilth\cenic:ili the GreenWay,liuflhwould .als.o 
rn�ke,tne·exi�ting bull<llqg·appear much taliertl:ianiost t�e prpgQ'�eg28.j':t h�ight(;vhich'ls preoent�d in 
fl'ie N.ORJ, Since there 'has. been no newevlden�e of.s'treen[i:lg on the east ptopefl'Y'llrie, tne lrmite<f .. .· · .. ; .-inforrnatJon provided' bythe·applkant on tnnnthe,flopdplain. still cans iNt<J·question the'issues abouHtlF 
<)il tht'! �ewer eil:semeritqr ori jlubijc raiid.a8d alsq the 'li(ck·grS<;reen[rig· P:O the eastSide 6fthe prqperty; 

Site pliJ.ri"S\Jbrni'tfed art Qct 9,., 

The revised site p(anfrom.tlct g· presents the garage buildings moved off the property line with the 
<iPRt&prrate $' 1't.setback. tti)s rbef\ts OJ:i <!(the ¢oh9iti<!iis In .fhe;cit·(sta.ff.report and i( appe�to 11ot 
na>/.e. been as devastating as was dalr'iied.hythe applicaiitifi the initial' appliCation; �age 4z of4.6. There 



{ 
\ 

Ms •. Bet�y'T.ayior 
Argument;; il') Opposition of .PDT H·1, Post NeW. Eviiiimc.e i:readUne 

Is no furtne(illfotm�tlofq)r.esented fninftne •!lP.H�aot ab:at�t how tl\ey wui meet tlie stilnoilrds for 
.�.Cre.enlii!(61i any£>( trrer 4.property Jines. MbVIng the garages will certa inly provlde.more.space.for 
s,creeni!lg; butih¢r0 was h()th(ng pre!l\!llted about hoW tliey. Wi)i sc;re�n t�e illl'r�ges, 

B�llding 1-was only mavecf:L fMt suuth {sitep[im·prese�ed al Hearing). Th.i�· do.es not 0IIow fqrtl'!�full · 

45 foot RPWWhico is presented I;HI:\e NOR, as part ofthe �tre�t Cr.mne�tivity l�stie. A 4Q ft ROW 
weutd riof Mop to CIW'staridantsfor oa:kleigh lam>tf:the Tl200were to be clevelop.ed at its:maximum 

extent possible. As stqtef) frq:he NQR, JL�O'dwHJ pike �-flnan�ja] h,lt If only 3 cir 4-TI.Pg lets.were pJa£�cf 
on the pan::f.ll.tbe limlteci ROW width \'f.qulg i).otaiiow·f�>r mor� hi(�ns� \levelqpine!itofT)_ 2.00 i!Od �h� 
�ppl!cant has not shown evlid.ence to pnwe otherwise. T.he·applicant's street connedJyft\"except!i.m 
re'qye,;t rewain> UTH;rililress<\d ln follawcup te�titnorw. Tl 200 ,sl:Jo�J.d no.t be cbmprqml-,;ed tn; 
aev:el<ipmeilt pote.h�fal as a resuit \:iftfil� diiveli1tm1!'!ot il;lso;.ollil f<int between. the R.l':l\N'and tfue irortfi· 
wall of Billldlil� lis not -enmlgh room for·adeqtiate screening, whfcih: was'Pt:e�e�tecl·lnJI:l.F·.NO]l; 

The SJtii plan does net sho�-wnere theEWES:water line easementwm go>cnor has there been. any 
f!llt.�er e'lt!li?l)ce !If wh:E:re It ";'111 go. Tt\etefor!; as. stated ill �he N.OR. Qel:derf>ity cann:aib'e pfojle[fy 
r;ql�lated. Tlle·netdens[t'/'wliistiil llJ;.iHy Qe.1€!s� than �·unit� if tl)� 'EWEll mter lfn,!;l easement crosses 
'the propertY.• 11lere ls.notenough eviaenre tosl'rowhowthe appllcatlonwHI meet· the net density, until' 
th,.e.EW�Ii'w,i!ter line eas<;!J)!'nt, as Weliastbel(jC;Jti@li'qf(i,l ac:r.eage ofotb�r ftpV:/adjiJst(l;ientS;aji� 
p'CJ!')llc t<i<::ilities'have b.een pf'esentei! Jn;,cletall. 

SSW�trglniterlng Le:tte�i O�tci�er l$'",.21'l:t;I-

Tile ·s�prii\w&fer �tter da�$'notg<:ra� thelssue add'ressed ioJna N6R�bo�l;;rrii!J11ckJnifsite condltfo.M 
:arnl'r.ireseii!lng'\Nhatthllsftlfs currimttE>nditlons can,li•i'trille fant'Prm'Wat'er loads. 11i.ere.ls 1'\Q 

i�f(}�l'r)atjqn abqUt �ij�hat'fhellndeVei.Qped drainage:w;luroe fs Jh;it fJ;ql.ll�\)11tg par�t<Jnd, Tfi�.& 1l 

S\d'rliiwat<!r load calc(ll�tlon pertbeStQrm;Via.ter Macfiual. �� �II g<:lo<i, buli�-�oesh't )let a�Whiit:l:ht; 
exfstfog Toads. are and. thus. we don't know If the proposed'.stormwater system will: be ade'l.uafe enough 
t� l1 al;l\fie J;h<; pr�pos!"!floads,. 

P!ea.se forw� n:finis l.,;ter lf> th:e Hearin_gsOffjci�J: 

Sincerely, 

. �;:::�;7 ·.� . �-· 

- �  /� 
l!.cyn 1'h0;111s 
135 Oaklelgh. karre 

I 
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October 15, 2013 

Will Dixon 
300 Blair Blvd. 
Eugene, OR 97402 

Greetings Will, 

fT. R-·Lf  
f4.e}J 1 CJ jr�o) l':S 

The purpose of this letter is to confirm the finding of your legal council regarding the width of the 
dedicated public right of way for ciakleigh Laoe serving your proposed Oakleigh Meadows Co­
Housing Project. 

Oa.ldeigh Laoe was originally dedicated as a 20' wide roadway in 1927 through the plat of Oakleigh 
as platted and recorded in Book 9, Page 32 of the Lane County Oregon Plat Records. Properties to 
the south of Oaldeigh Lane, whose northern boundary abuts the south margin of Oakleigh Lane, 
individually dedicated additional right of way for Oakleigh Lane in varying widths (predominantly 
12 feet, with the exception of 1704242406400 which dedicated 25 feet) to result in the oorroot 
variable width right of way for Oakleigh Lane. These individual dedications were probably done in 
conjunction with the initial structural improvements on those abutting properties. The result of 
these cumulative road dedications is to establish a right of way width of 32 feet for Oaldeigh Lane 
beginning at the east margin of River Road and extending easterly approximately 630 feet to a point 
approximately 250 feet westerly of your western lioundary. From this point easterly, and along ,the 

, 

entire frontag({ of your property abutting Oakleigh Lane; the right ofwayremeins 20 feet in width. 

Please don't hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or collllllents com;eming this 
information. 

Jonathan Oakes 

-R!!':GIST!!!RI!i:[) " ..... OFE!S$!10NAL Ul.ND SUaVEYO!R 

CIVIL/ ENVIIIONMElvTAL ENGINEERING • SUR VEYING , 

- - · l>h - - · . 

P .0. BOX 25:!7 EUGENE, OR 97402·0152 990 OBJ,Jl ST. 5411485-4505 FAX 5411485-5624 WWW .l'OAGE.NET 
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Regional Land Information Database: Summary Property Report Page .l ofl 

Summary _Property Report 
ite Address 

ap & Taxlot# IC 
119 MCCLURE LN Eugene, OR 97404-3205 
1?-04-24-24-05800 

ax Accotmt# 
Property Owner 1 
MINOR JOSEPH E 
340 WESTRIDGE PL 
PETALUMA, CA 94952 

N/A 
0431S15 

Taxpayer 
MINORJOSEPH E 

. 340 WESTRIDGE PL 
PETALUMA, CA 94952 

jSee !)etailed Properly Revorifor additional owners 
�ghborhood Code 4315Q_CJ_L North Eug Urban Mixed SC RR 
�".�'!� / L"':!d Use Data 

---------'-­
Apnro:ximate Taxlot 0.64 / 27,878 
Acreage I Sq Ft 
Incorporated City EUGENE 
Limits 
Urban Growth EUG 
Boundary 
Census Tract/Biciclc 4100/2 

N/A 

School CodeName 
School District 4J. · EUGENE 
Elementary School 525 River Road 
Middle School 518 Kelly 

High School 536 North Eugene 

Zoning ­
Parent/Overlay · 
Land Use 

R-1 

1111 Single Family Housing 
SubdiVision Name 
Lot/Tract/Unit 
Phase · 
Recording Number 

TL o58oo 
N/A 
N/A 

Property Class 
Statistical Class 

101 RESIDENTIAL, IMPROVED . 
120 CLASS 2 SINGLE FAMILY 
DWEUJNG 

Property Values & Taxes 

Year
. 2013 

2012 

Real Market Value (RMV) 
Land · Improvement 

$73,245 $50,351 
$75,161 $50,522 

2013 Taxable Value 
$107,676 

2013 Tax 
$1,912.20 

Total 
$123,596 
$125,683 

Two Most Recent Sales/Ownership Transfers ____ _ 

Total Assessed Value 

2013 Tax Code Area 
00400 

$107,67< 
$104,54C 

Date 
04/23/98 

Price Grantor (first listed) · Grantee (first listed) 
$a ZARZYCKI DAVID JOSEPH MONOR & POUND CAROL 

Inslrtmlent # Image 
1gg8-g1612 ll 

Dwelling #1 of 1 / Building Type >> Class 1 or 2 dwelling 

Year Bnilt 1940 
Bedrooms 2 
Full Baths 1 
HalfBaths a 
% Complete 100% 
Masonry No 
Fireplace(s) 

1st Floor 
Total Sq 
Ft . 

Base Sq Finished Sq Heating Other 
Ft Ft . 

Roof Style/Cover Gable/Camp shingle medium 
772 772 Bsmt Gar Sq Ft N/A 
772 772 Att Gar Sq Ft N/A 

Det Gar Sq Ft 528 
Att Carport Sq N /A 
ft . 

This report extracts common]y·used information from the Detailed Property :Report (DPR). 

( Generated by Cascade Title Co on Oct 15, 2013 at 4:32pm using Regional Land Information Database, 
http:/ /www.rlid.org/ 

http :1/rlid. erg/property _searcb/standard.cfi:n ?do=propsearch 
_ standard.smnmary &dsp=&ai. .. I 0/15/20 13  

4 6 1  
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Produced by Cascade Title Co on 10/i 5/20 13 at 4:32PM using RLJD ( www.rlid.org) Page l of5 

Detailed Property l!.eport 

Site Address 119 MCCLURE LN Eugene, OR 97404-3205 
Map & Taxlot:#l7"04-24-24-05800 
SIC N/A 
Tax Account# 0431815 

Rosiness Information 

Improvements 

. Dwelling 1 /  Building Type» Class 1 or 2 dwelling 
Assessor pbqtn Assess OF Sketch.. 

· 
image. nat available imdge not amUabie 

lnspeetion Date 01/31/1995 Bedtooms 
Building Cla55 2- Full llalh{s) 
Year Bunt 1940 Ilalflla!h(s) 
Effeetive Year lluilt 1930 Depredation 

FJoqr Churactgrjstjcs 
Bye Sg Ft Finished Sq Fl; Exterior 

1st Floor 772 · 772 Wood siding 
Total Sq Ft 712 772 

Site Address Information 

119 MCCLURE LN 
ElJGENE, OR97404·3205 

House # 
StreeiName 
Mail City 
Zlp + 4  

119 
MCCLURE 
EUGENE 
3205 

Suffix 
Street TYPe 
State 
Create Date 

2 
1 
0 

31% 

Property Owner 1 
MINOR JOSEPH E 
340 WESTRIDGE PL 
PETALUMA, CA 94952 

See {h'>'l1er/Taxnavey section for additional owners 

Annrox. tnxlot acreage. 0.64 
TIDe account ncrepge o.62 

Roof Style Gable 
RnofO:wer 
Masonry Frreplace(s) 

Camp shingle medium 
No 

Improvement Complete 100 % 
Heat 

N/A 
LN 
OR 

Other Snuare Footage 
Detached 5:>8 
Garage 
Basement N/A 
Garage 
Paved Patio 6o 

Other 

Attached 
Gam I!" 
Carport 

Paved 
Driveway 

Aug 07, 1983 

Pre-dlroctional 
Unit type / # 
Zip Code 
Update Date 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 
N/A 
97404 
N/A 
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Produced by Cascade Title Co on 10115/2013 at 4:32PM using RL!D (www.rlid.org) 

Land Use 1111 Single Family Housing 
USPS Carrier Route C027 

General Taxlot Characteristics 

c Geographic Coordinates 
X 4233419 Y 88g184 (Stnte PlnncX,Y) 

La.titude 44.0769 Longitude -123.1177 

c Zoning 

Zoning·Jurisdiction Eugene 
Eugene 

Parent Zone IH LOW-DENSITY RESIDENTIAL 

c L3.nd Use 

Taxlot Cha:racteristics 
Incorpoiated City Limits 
Urban Growth Boundary 
Year Antie)(ed 
Annexation # 
AnprOx;irnate Tax]ot 
Acreage 
Approx Tmdot Sq Footage 
2.010 Census Tract 
2010 Census Block Group 
Plan Designation 
Eugene NeighborhOod 

EUGENE 
Eugene 
2008 
oB-07 
0.64 

2 
Metro Plan Map 
River Road Community 
Organization 

Geheral Land Use 
Code Description 
S Single Farriily 

Metro A.J:ea Nodal Dev Area No 
Historic Property Name N/A 
City Historic Landmark? No 

Detai]tod land Use 
Code Description 

· National Historica1 Register? No 

nn Single Family Housing 

Service Providers 

Fire Protection Provider City of Eugene 
Ambulance Provider Eugene Fire & EMS 
Ambulance District .we · 
Ambulance Sen>ice Area West/Central 
LTD Service Area? Yes 
LTD Ride Source? Yes 
Soil Water Cons. Dist/Zone UPPER WILLAMETTEE / o 
Emerald People's Utility District N 

Environmental-nata 

FEMA Flood Hazard Zone 
Code Descriptio:U: 
Xs Areas ofsoo-yearflood, areas of 10o-yeartlood with average depths ofles.!fthan 1 foot prwith drainage areas less than 1 square mile, and areas protected by levees from 10o-year flood, 
_AE Areas of too-year �oodj base flood elevations determined. 

FIRM Map Number 41ojgC1128 F 
Community Number 41·9122 
Post-FIRM Date ogj2gjigS6 
Panel Printed? Yes 

Soils 
Soil Map Unit# Soil Type Description % ofTaxlo!Ag Class iHydric 
76 MALAI!ON-URBAN LAND COMPLEX94% 1 ·  No . 
25 CHAPMAN-URBANLAND COMPLEX6% 1 No 

Schools 

Code Name 
School District 4J EUGENE 
Elementary School 525 River Road 
Middle School 518 · Kelly 
High School 536 · North Eugene 

. 

l 

4 6 3  
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Produced by Cnscade Tille Co.on J 0/1512013 at 4:32PM using RL!D (www.rlid.org) 

Politic:al Districts 

Election Precinct 1781 
City Council Ward E7 
City Councilor Claire Syrett 
County Com.missioner District4 (Eugene-North) 
County Commissioner Pat Farr 
EV\TEB Commissioner James I ManningJf 
LCC Boa:rd Zone 2 

RLID does not contain any lien data for this jurisdiction 

Bwlding Permits 

State Representative Dls1rict13 
State Representative Nancy Natlum.ion 
State Senate Dlstrict 7 State Senator Chris Edwards 

[None --·=====��-----·---···----

Land Use_-\pplications 

Petitions 

Tax Statements
· 
(CUITent and previous tax years) 

ACCOUNT#' 0431815 
View tax: stutement(s) for: 20:13 &2.:1& 

Ownerffa:xpayer 

Owners 
No. Owner 
1 M!NORJOSEPHE 
" POUND CAROL LYNN 

'raxpave'I' 
Party Name 
M!NORJOSEPHB 

Address 
340 W.ESTR!DGE P!. 
340 WESTRIDGE PL 

Address 
340 WESTRIDGE PL 

City /State/Zip 
PETALUMA. CA 94952. 
PETALUMA. CA 94952 

City/State/Zip . 

PETALUMA, Cf. 94952 

Page 3 of5 

Datn sourc� Ln:ne Counly Assessment and TllX!ltiot! 

Account Status 

Status Active Account CutrentTa.:x Year 

Aci:!Ount Status 
Remarks 
Special .ASsessment Program 

none . 
none 
N/A 

Genera} Tax Account Infunnalion 

Tax Account Acreage o.62 
Fire Acres N/ A 
Property Class 101 RESIDENTIAL, IMPROVED 



Produced by Cascade Title Co on 10/15/2013 at 4:32PM ill!ing RLID (www.rlid.org) 

Statistical Class 
Neighborhood Code 
Cl'ltegory 

120 CLASS 2 SINGLE FAMILYDWELLJNG 
431500 
Land and Improvements 

Township-Range-Section / Subdivision Daui 

Subdivision Type N{A 
Phase N/A 

Property-Values &Taxes 

Subilivjsion Name N/A 
Lot/Tract/Unit # TL 058oo 

Subdt.;sion Number N/A 
ReoonlingNurnber N/A 

Page 4 of5 

The values sho•Nn are the vnlues certified in October unless a
' value change has been ptoces.sed on the properly. Value changes 

typically occur as a result of appeals, clerical errors and omitted property. The tax shown is the amount certified in October. Thi<> 
is the full amount oftax for the year indic-ated and does not include any discounts offered, payments madet interest o"viug or 
previous years o\'Ving. lt also does not reflect any value changes. _ 

Current Year Assessed Value $107,676 
Less .Exemption Amount * N/A 
Ta.�able Value $107,676 
'(\ Frozen Assessed Value 

· 

Ta>: Code Area &Ta:rlng Districts 

Tax Code Area (Levy Code) for current tax year 00400 
Taxing DiStrlctsforTCA oa400 

. 
CITYOF EUGENE 
EUGENESCHOOL DISTR!Gf 4J 
EUGENEURl!AN RENEWALDOWNTOWN 
LANE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
LANE COUNTY 
LANE EDUCATION SERV1CE DISTRICT 

465 
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Produced by Cascade Title Co ori I 0115/2013 nt 4:32PM using RLlD (www.rlid.org) Page 5 of5 

••NOTICE-Lane County Assessment and Taxation Tax Code Area &Taxing District>; rcllect 2013, The Billing llate Document 
still references 2012 rates and details and wlll be updated once we receive a current report from Lane County. 

_, . . . :., Gtant'o:f, S 

F.:::::=._;_+c:i-C::::""'nr�r--!F='-"-'="'�<;;:::::;:;:..;·.::.''-'-"·''-'·'-'-�· .;;""'';;;'�':�.<-'·�- -�"-'�-ii,jCf§iiPH��t�� �;��£· -· · 

CAROL 

Dnta sou.re.e.� Lllue County Assessment nnd Ta.'C<lioa 
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Send tax statements to: After recording return to: 
David Zarzycki · 98�1G1? David Zarzycki 
131 McClure Lane u "" 131 McClure Lane 
Eugene, OR 97404 Eugene, OR 97404 

15 ' 
PROPERTY LINE ADJUSTMENT DEED •B3<APR.28'9BH07REC !S.OO 

b r 
-R.2B'9BH07PFIJNO 10.00 f � r · 

· 
. -R.28'981107A&T FUND 20.00 JJ. The parties to this transfer a�: David Zarzycki (fract 1) and Joseph Minor and Carol Pound (Tract 2). 

f\acltals: 

A. The purpose of this agreement Is to adjust the common property line between the adjoining 
tracts of land. 

B. Tract 1 (Davfd Zarzycki property) Is descrlb9d In a Warranty Deed recorded May 7, 1982, 
Reei 1191R, Instrument No. B213424'0fficlal R.ecoi-ds of Lane County, Oregon and Tract 2 (Joseph MinOr 
and Carol Pound property) is described In a Warranty Deed recorded June 23, 1983, Reei 1250R, 
Instrument No. 8321351, OtficlaJ Records of Lane County, O'regan • .  

c. In adjusting .the _pjoperty 1ine common to Doth iracls of land, H fs Intended that a portion of iract 
1 {David Zarzycki property), as described In Exhibit A, be conveyed and added to Tract 2 (Joseph Minor 
and Carol Pound property), described in Exhibit B. Ills also Intended that tile new description for Tract 2 
(as fo'und In Exhibit D) contain this portion of property. 

Agreements: A For the purpose or accomplishing thls Property Line Adjustment,· both patties have agreed 
as follows; 

1. The foregoing recitals are by this reference Incorporated heniln. 

2. To effectuate the re\ocalion of the common property line, it is agreed that the .tract of property 
described In Exhibit C contains !he.new descripllon for Tract 1 (David Zarzycki property) and the tract of 
property dasorlbed In Exhibit 0 Contains the new descriptlon for Tract 2: (Joseph Minor and Carol Pound 
propertY). David Zarzycki, does hereby grant and convey to Joseph Minor end Carol POund such 
portions of his property thal results In Joseph Minor and Carol Pound owning In lee the newty described 
Tract2. 

· · 

3. This Instrument Is being recorded lo establish a new property Una by the owners ln.· fee and the 
consideration far this conveyance is $ 0.00. 

4, The adjusted portion of the Zarzycki property to be added Ia the Minor and Pound property Is 
underlined in the attached Exhibits C and D. 

5, In event that any deed, Instrument, or other act is necessary to complete the Intent of lhlil 
parties as desaib6d in this document. each party hereby Irrevocably appoints and designates the other{s), 
or the suces:sors in interest. as their altomey(s) In fact, to convey, execute, or transfer any deed or pther 
document necessary or helpful to fi!full this agreement end the Intent or the parties. 

Thl.s instrument will not allow use or the property described In thi� Instrument ln violation of applicable land 
use laws and regulations. Before signing or accepting this Instrument, lha person or persons acquiring fee 
!tile to -the property should check with the <!pproprlate city or county planning department to verifY. approved 
us-es and to determine any limits en lawsuits agalnst farmfng ot forest practices as defined In ORS 30,930: 

4 6 7  
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;J �? 9831612 
DATED this �day of April, 1998 

/k,,)(Af � 
Davld'!:::OJL 4/'l/'lB c:p�� 

Carol Pound 

STATE OF O.REGON, County of Lane, ss. 

· Personally appeared the above named David Zarzycki before me and acknowledged that signing 
the foregoing Instrument is·a voluntary act and deed. · - vtc?ll�cl:'f.'We'ilnv NOTA Y PUBUG ORfBON COMM�SSION NO. 039911 M'f�D111Dtl't.l. lli!ill '-U�.:, 'i.. � NOTARY PUBLIC OF OREGON 

Person8Uy appeared the above named Joseph M1nor and Carol Pound before me and acknowledged that 
signing the fore9cin!? InStrument Is a voluntary act and deed. · . 

i t 0 • 0 • • • • 
. , • 0 'I 

· @' .AlJSHA.L FlEMUND • - - COMM. . 1030045 • � • ... Nolr;uy Pl:b!lc- Cc!lfotnl'a S; � SONOMA COUNlV -J e a ,�c:mi·.�"JU�2i 1Wsel 

' 
' . 

tllt"-xULJ! l!.tJ.nWN£l 
NOTARY PUBLIC OF CALIFORNIA or;unff) ot Sonoma. 
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PROPERTY LINE ADJUSTIVlENT DESCRIPTIONS 

EXHIBIT A 
DAVID ZARZYCKI PROPERTY 
TAX LOT 17-04-24-24-10100 

9831.612 .. . 
BEFORE ADJUSTMENT per Reel 1191,  lnst. No. 8213424, Lane County Official Records 

Beginning at an· iron pipe found marking the Initial Point of the plat of Oaklelgh, as platted and recorded at Page 
32 of Volume 9, Lane County Oregon Plat Records; thence East 769,0 feet along the South line of said plat to 
the true point of beginning; thence East 125.0 feet along the South 11ne of said plat to a potnli thence South 12.{) 
feat to an Iran pipe; thence SOuth 60,3 feet to an iron pipe; thence Was{ 125.0 feet along a lrne parallel to the 
South lfne of said plat to an Iron pipe; thence Nortil 60.3 feet to an Iran pipe; thence North 12.0 feet to the true 
polnl of beginning, In Lane CaUfllY, Oregon, 

EXHIBITS 
JOSEPH MINOR AND CAROL POUND PROPERTY 
TAX LOT 17-04-24-24-5800 
BEFORE ADJUSTMENT per· Reef 1250, lnst No. 8321351, tans COUf1ty. Official Records 

Beginning at a point on the North line or a 24.0 foot rasen!ed roadway, said beglnnlng point being 575.1 feet 
' East of a point 365.94 feat Nor\}1 17�ao• West of a point 4843.4 ie�t East or the Southwest comer of the 

Benjamin Davis Donallon Land Claim No. 45, and running thence North 435.5 f:eet; thence Easl60,0ieet; 
thence South 435.5 feet; thence Wesl 60.0 feet to the place of beginning, In Section 24, Townshtp 17 South, 
Range 4 West of the WHiamette Meridian, in l,ene County, Oregan. 

Also: That portion of the North 12.0 feet of th"e roadway on the South adjacent to the above described property, 
In Lane County, Oregon. 

· 

EXH IBIT C 
DAVID ZARZYCKI PROPERTY 
TAX LOT H-04-24-24-10100 
AFTER ADJUSTMENT 

Beginning at the Initial Point of !he plat of Oak!eigh, as platted and recorded at Page 32 of Volume 9, Lane 
Cpunty Oregon Plat Reoords; Ulence South 88"11'00'' East 790.91 feet along the South line of said plat to the 
true point of beginnlngi thence South ee•11'00" East 102.73 feel along the South line of said plat to a point: 
thence South 01 .49'00" West 72.26 feet; thence North 66"'1 1'00'' West 102.73 feet along' a line parallel to thE! 
South Una of$aid plat to an iron pipe; thence North 01.49'00" East 7226 feet to the true point of beginning, In 
Lana County, Oregon. 

EXHIBIT D 
JOSEPH MINOR AND CAROL POUND PROPERTY 
TAX LOT 17-04-24-24-5800 

. 

AFTER ADJUSTMENT 

Als�: Thal portion or the North 12.0 feet oi the rc3dway onihe South ad'jBeent io ihe abm,.t:� de�eribed property, 
• In Lana County, Oregon. 

· 

! 'i· 
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9831612 

State of Oraegan 
County of Lane - ss. 1, lha County Oe.rk. In IU'ld fer thll sald · CoUnty, do h�m�by �rtlfy lhill lhc v.ilhln 
l�tuU111nt was tel:l:!liJtd hrr ll!C:Ord at 

'98 AP!( 28 PH 3'30 
Real 24 1 2 R  

·. 

·-------·--· 

• 

·:·· 
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Regional Land Information Database: Summary Property Report Page 1 of l 

160 OAKLEIGH LN Eugene, OR 97404-3227 
17-04-24-24-059PP 
N/A 
0431823 

IPr·onei1:v Owner :t Taxpayer 
REGAN LAUREN 

#300A 259 E 5TH #300A 
OR 97401 EUGENE, OR 97401. 

Code 

Boundary / Land Use Data 

Approximate Taxlot 0.21/ 9,148 
Acreage I Sg Ft 
Incorporated City none 
Limits 
Urban Growth EUG 
Boundary 
Census-Tract/Block 4100/2 
Subdivision Name 
LotjTract/Unit 
Phase 
Recording Number 

N/A 
TL 05900 
N/A 
N/A 

Property Values &Taies 

Urban Mixed SC RR 

· School Code Name 
School District 4J EUGENE 
Elementary School 525 River Road 
Middle Scl;wol · 518 Kelly 
High School 536 North Eugene 

Zoning 
Parent/Overlay • 

Land Use 
Property Class . 
Statistical Class 

R-1/UL 

1111 Single Family Housing 
101 RESIDENTIAL, IMPROVED 
130 CLASS 3 SINGLE FAMILY 
DWELLING . 

I Real Market Value (RMV) 
i Year Land · Improvement Total 

$148,847 
$ 144,017 

Total Assessed Value 

2013 Taxable Value 
$128,693 $1,981.07 

2013 Tax Co.;le Area 
00412 

$128,69� 
$124,94: 

1 2013 $52,143 $96,704 

�

201

-

2 

-�---
$53.413 $90,60

2
4
013 Tax 

�•-w•••---•o•o.-•�-.·---�·---·----•·•·------------·�--• ·-----� .. --�--

Two Most Recent Sales/Ownership Transfers r-----------·---· .. ··---�-----·-····--·-------

Date Price Grantor (first listed) Grantee (first listed) lnstcument # Image 
o6/1S/o9 $156,ooo LONG BEACH MORTGAGE LOAN 

TRUST 2004-
REGAN LAUREN 2009-40451 \ii:� 

os/oS/09 $130,721 LSI TITLE COMPANY OF 
OREGON LLC 

LONG BEACH MORTGAGE LOAN 2009-11550 llil! 
TRUST 2004-

Dwelling # 1  of 1 /  Building Type » Class 3 dwelling 

Year Built · 1951 · 
Bedrooms 3 
Full Baths 1 
HalfBaths o 
% Complete 100% 
Masonry No 
Fireplace(s} 

lSI: Floor 
Total Sq Ft 

Base Sq Ft Finished Sq Ft 
1299 1299 

1.299 1299 

Heating Forced hot air 
Roof Style/Cover Gable/Built-up 
Bsmt Gar SqFt N/A 
Att Gar Sq Ft 330 
De!Gar Sq Ft - N/A 
Att Carport Sq Ft 21o 

( Generated by Cascade Title Co on Oct 15, 2013 at 4:31pm using Regional Land Information Database, 
http://www.rlid.org/ 

http:/ /rlid.org/property �search/standard. cfm ?do=propsearch _ standard.summary &dsp=&ai .. , 10/15/201 3 . - . . 4 7 3  
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Produced by Cascade Title Co on 10/I S/2013 at 4:31PM using RLTD (www.rlid.org) Page 1 of5 

Detailed Property Report 

Site Address 160 OAKLEIGH LN Eugene, OR 97404·3227 
Map & Ta:xlot#17-04-24-24-05900 
SIC N/A 
TaxAccount# 0431823 

Business Information 

RLID does not contain any business data for this address 

Improvements 

not avnfluble 

Inspection Date 09/16/2009 Bedrooms 
Building Clnss 3 Full Bnth(s) 
Year Built 1951 HalfBath(s) 
Effective Year Built 1g61 Depreciation 

FlOor Characteristics 
Base Sg Ft Finished Sg Ft Exterior 

1st Floor 1299 · 1299 Wood siding 
Total Sq Ft 1299 1299 

3 
1 
0 
21% 

Property Owner 1 REGAN LAUREN 
259 E sTI1 #300A 
EUGENE, OR 97401 
ApprQX. tnxlot gcreage 0.21 
Tax account acreage data not available 

Roof Style 
Roof Cover 
Masonry Firep1ac€(s) 
lrnprovenient Complete 
Heat 

Other Square· Foot§ge . 
Detached N /A 
Garage 
Basement N/A 
Garage 
Paved Patio 175 

Gable 
Bw1t-up 
No 
100 % 
Forced hot air 

Attached 330 
Garage 
Carport 210 

Paved 322 
Driv�way 

L-------�------------------------------------�--------1 
Site Address Information 
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Produced by Cascade Tille Co on 10/15/2013 at 4:31PM usingRLID (www.rlid.org) 

160 OAKLEIGH LN 
·EUGENE, OR 97404:3227 

House # 
Street Name 
Mail City 
Zip + 4  

160 
OAKLEIGH 
EUGENE 
3227 

Land Use 1111 Single Family Housing 
USPS Carr:ier Route Ca27 

General Ta.:dot Characteristics 

c Geographic Coordinates 
X 4233383 Y 889550 (Slnl•�lonoX.Y) 
Latitude 44.0779 Longitude -123.1179 

c zOning 

Zoning Jurisdiction Eugene 
Eugene 

Suffix 
Street Type 
State 
Create Date 

Parent Zone 
Overlay 

R-1 
UL 

LOW-DENSITY RESIDENTIAL 
Urbanizable Land 

N/A 
LN 
OR 
Feb 24, 1985 

Pre-directional 
Unit type / #  
Zip Code 
Update Date 

Taxlot Characteristics 
Incorporated City Limits 
Urban Grmvth Boundary 
Year·Annexed 
Annexation # 
Anproximate Ta"clot 
Acregge 
Approx Taxlot Sq Footage 
:2010 Census Tract 

none 
Eugene 
N/A 
N/A 
0.21 

2 
Metro Plan Map 

Page 2 of5 

N/A 
N/A 
97404 
N/A 

n Lan d Use 

2010 Census Block Group 
Plan Designation . 
Eugene Neighborhood River Road Community 

Organization 

General Land Use 
Code Description 
S Single'Family 

Detailed Land Use 
Code Description 
1111 Single Family Housing 

Service Providers 

Fire Protection Provider River Road WD 
Ambulance Provider Eugene Fire & EMS 
Ambulance Djstrict WC 
Ambulance SeiVice Area West/Central 
LTD SelVice Aren? Yes 
LTD Ride SoUrce? Yes 
Soil Water Dons. Dist/Zone UPPER WILLAME'ITEE / o 
Emerald People's Utility Distri<t N 

Enviromnental Data 

FEMA Flood Hazard Zone 
Code Description 

Metro Area Nodal Dev Area No 
·Histaric PropertyName - N/A 
City Historic Landmatlt? No 
National Historical Register? No 

Xs Areas of sao--year flood, areas ofloowyear flood with average depths ofless than 1 foot onvith drainiige areas less than 1 
square mil�, and areas protected by levees from 100-year flood. 

FIRM' Map Number" 41039C1128 F 
Community Number 415591 
Post-FIRM Date 12/18/1985 
Panel Printed? Yes 

Soils 
S.oil Map Unit# Soil Type Description % ofTaxlotAg Class_1Hydric 
25 CHAPMAN-URBAN LAND COMPLEX 6o% . 1 No 
76 MALAEON-ORBAN LAND COMPLEX4o% 1 No 

· 47 5  



Produced by Cascade Title Co on I 0/15/2013 at 4:31PM using RLID (www.rlid.org) Page 3 of5 

Schools 

Code Nrune 
School District 4J EUGENE 
Elementary School 525 River Road 
Middle School 518 Kelly 
High School 536 North Eugene 

Political Distrk1:s 

Election Precinct 730 
CityCouncilWard N/A 
CityCouncilor N/A 
County Commissioner Dishict 4 (Eugene-North) 
County Commissioner Pat Fnrr 
EWEB Commissioner· N/A 
LCC Board Zone 2 

Liens 

RLID does not contain any Hen data for this jurisdiction 

Building Per.mi-ts 

Eu�ene Building Permits 

Log Number Project Description og-02415-ni ECss4o6s-Insta11 gas furnace and piping 

State Representative Distrlct13 
State Representative Nancy Nathanson 
State Senate District 7 
State Senator Chris Edwards 

o:t-02.71:2-0j_ Connect to existing service stub; 30 feet of private \'l'astewater serv:ice; reverse run. Aban_don septic tank. 
1 2�03 042-01 Kitchen remodel {Electrical and gas lilie to cooktop) ' 

· 

Land Use Applications 

None 

Petitions 

None 

Tax Statements (current nnd previous tax years) 

ACCOUNT#: 0431823 
View tax staternent(s) fa�: 2013 2012. 

Ovmer/Tax.payer 

Owners 
Owller 
REGAN LAUREN 
Ta.wayer 
Party Name 
REGAN LAUREN 

Address 
259 E sTH #gooA 

Address 
259 E 5TH #gooA 

City /State/Zip 
EUGENE, OR 97401 

City/State/Zip 
EUGENE, OR 97401 

. -·· 

Dnta source: lane County As�;;essment nnd Taxation 

Account Status I Stntus Active Accouut CUrrent Tax Year I 
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Produced by Cascade Tille Co on 10115/2013 at 4:3 1PM using RLID (www.rlid.org) Page 4 of 5  

Account Status none 
Remarks none 
Special Assessment Program N/ A 

General Ta.'l: Account htformation 

Tax Account Acreage data not available 
FireAl:res N/A 
Property Class 101 RESIDENTIAL, IMPROVED 
Statistical Class 130 CLASS 3 SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING 
Neighbbrhoqd Code 431500 
Category LanCl and Improvements 

Township-Range-Section f Subdivision Data 

Subdivision Type N/A 
Phase N/A 

Property Values & Taxes 

Subdlvi.sion Name N/ A 
Let/Tract/Unit# TL 05900 

Dntnsource: Lane CoUllty Assessment and Ta.'illtion 

Data �onn:!e: Lane County Assessment and Tnxntion 

Subdlvision Number N /A 
RecordingNurober N/A . 

Datnsonrce:
. 
Lane County Asscs5lllcnl and Tu.xntion 

The values shown are the values certified iD. October" unless a value change has been processed on the property. Value Changes 
typic:a11y occur as a result of appeals, clerical errors and omitted property. The tax shown is the amount certified in October. This 
is the full amount of ta.'< for the year indicated and does not inc1ude any discounts offered, payments made, interest owing or 
previous years owing, It also does not reflect any value changes. ���· · ·· ';i@L::timr"er.vm�ec�lmni��®illiimT 

. 
2012 $53.413 
2011 
2010 
2009 
200" 
2007 
2006 
200j 
200. 

S48,67J 

171.35 

f-2.200c-+-->39_,19 
200 7o33 
2001 >31,11> 

_2,}00 
19 
'" 

l97 
1996 
1995 

Current Year AsSessed Value $128,693· 
1.ess.Exemption Amount" N/A 
Taxable VOlue $128,693 
�Frozen Assessed Value 

Tax Code Area & Taxing DiStricts 

7.55 

'79.74' 

il09,46C 

$97,1: 
$89,110 

. 

Data &ourcc:. Lane County Assesnmen� and Taxation 

4 7 7  
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Produced by Cascade Tille Co on 10/15/20 1 3  at 4:31PM using RLID (www.rlid.org) 

:rax Code Area (Levy Code) for current tax year 00412 
Taxing Districts for TCA 00412 EUGENE SCHOOL DISTRICT 4J 

� COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
LANE COUN'l'V 
LANE EDUCATION SERVICE DISTRICT 
RIVER ROAD PARK & RECREATION DISTRICT 
RIVERROAD WATERDJSTRICT 

Page 5 of5 

HNOTICE Lane County Assessment and Taxation Tax Code Area &Taxing bistricts reflect 2013. The Billing futte Document 
still references 2012 rates and details and wm be updated once we receive a current report from Lane County, 

D<Jtu source: L�tne County As:;essment nnd Tnxalion 

Sales & Ownership Changes 

. 06/15/2009 $156,000 2009�40451 

03/05/2009'$130,721 2009-11550 

1/04/2003 '$0 2003-110349 

01/22(1990 $0 199D-4938 

12/13/1989 $o 1989-56579 

1ii:1I iU es LONG BEACH MORTGAGE ,KJlGAN LAUREN 
[LOAN TRUST 2004-

!li.o. � es LSJTITLECOMPANYOF iLONGBEACH MORTGAGE 
-. OREGONLLC LOAN TRUST2004-

� 8  jYes 

Ill] 6 [data not 
[available 

�I" rata not 
avai1able 

CLARK ERJCT &ELAINA CLARKERJC 
M 
CLARK, ERJC T ra:ata not availabLe 

jl<ORREST, AUDREY J 1aatn not avaiJable 

Dutn.Source: Lane Count)• As.o;cssment and Tn...-xation 
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AI'TER RECORDING RETURN TCl 
flDELI1Y NATIONAL TITLE INSURANCE 

COMPANY OF OREGON 
600 WlLLAMETTE ST., #.500 

EUGENE, OR 97401 
,."0"'"1 v--;-1 s--;-1 o

-
n of 

Lane County ��!d�- ���u��·c;;�:k-.---l����0-�-���"1 -., 
FIECORPtJ..iG REt:!UESTEO aY: 
Fidelity National Tille Company (!f_ Oregon 
GRANTOR'S NAME: 

$51 .00 
Deutsche Bank National Trust Compa11y, as 
Truslee for long Bcac:ll Morlg?ge Loan Trusl 
2004-1 ,  Asset Bat:ked CertHJcates, Series 2004-1 
GRANTEE"S NAME: 

Ul�Wi�ml��JW]l�Jl�J�lllll I !II III . . 07/14/2009 1 1 :39 : 17 AM 
Lauran C. Regan 
SEND TAX STATEMENTS TO: 
Laur�n C. Regan 
160 Oak!e!gh Ln. 
Eugene, OR 97404 
AFTER REQOROING RETI,JRN TO: 
Lauren C. Regan 
160 Oak!elgh Lane 
Eugene, OR 97404 Escfow No: 
20090012229-FTPOR03 

RPR-DEED Cnl=l Sln=6 CRSHIER 07 
$ 10 . 00 $20 .00 $1 ! . 00 $10.00 . 

· SPACE ASOIJETHIS LINE FOR RECOROER'5 USE 

SPE:CIAL WARRANTY DEED- STATUTORY FORM 
{INDIVIDUAL or CORPORATION) 

Deutsche Bank Nat!onal Trust Company, as Trustee ror long Beach Mortgage Loan Tf4sl 2004-1, Asset 
Bat:ked Certlflcales, Series 2004·1, Grantor, conveys .and spocialtywarrants to lauren/;, Regan, 

Grantee. the following described r-ea! property free and clear of encumbiances created or suffered by the 
granlor except as speclncally sal forth below: 

SEE LEGAL DESCRIPTION ATIACHED HERETO 
ENCUMBRANCES: 

. 
Rights or the public and gove:mmental agencies in and to any portion of spid land lying within \he 
boundaries of streets, roads, and highways. 
BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON TRANSFERRING FEE TITLE 
SHOULD INQUIRE ABOUT THE PEA.SON'S RIGHTS, IF ANY, UNDER ORS 195.300, 195.301 AND 
195,305 TO 195,336 AND SECTIONS 5 TO 1 1 .  CHAPTE"R _424, OREGON LAWS 2007. THIS 
INSTRUMENT DOES NOT ALLOW USE OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN nilS INSTRUMENT IN 
VIOlATION OF APPLICABLE lAND USE lAWS AND REGULATIONS. BEFORE SIGNING OR 
ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON ACQUIRING FEE TITLE TO THE PROPERTY 
SHOULD CHECK WITH THE APPROPRIATE CITY OR COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT TO 
VERIFY THAT THE UNIT OF lAND BEING TRANSFERRED IS A lAWFULLY ESTABLISHED LOT OR 
PARCEL, AS DEFINED IN ORS 92.010 OR 215.010. TO VERIFY THE APPROVED USES OF THE LOT 
OR PARCEL, TO DETERMINE ANY LIMITS ON· lAWSUITS AGAJNST FARMING OR FOREST 
PMCllCES, AS DEFINED IN ORS �0.930. AND TO INQUIRE ABOUT THE RIGHTS OF 
NEIGHBORING PROPERTY OWNERS, IF ANY. UNDER DRS 195.300. 195.301 AND 195.305 TO 
195.336 AND SECTIONS SiO 11, CHAPTER 424, OREGON LAWS 2007. 
The lrir

:rontdql<lllon for tills Gonveyance Is S156.ooo.oo 
· 

Datad (J 1?' D ; ir· a corporate gran\or, fl l'las caused lb nam� to be signed by order of its board of 
dir-ecto . · 

Deutsche Bank Nal!onal Trust Company, as 
Truslee far Long Beach Mortgage loan Trust 
2004-1, Ami B a  Carllficates. S"les 200tmON LOAN SERVICING, LF �:;g��· ���· _ 

ATIOR�EY·IN-FACT . 

Slale;,-F"�c
. Count;r

o��-L-L-<=-¥=--=---'--'1--'-"-";:::>,:=: 

This lnslrumenl was acknowl!l�ge<l before me on lJ \ c:::; , ;J5i by J.!YNNBIJBBOW � S eu::t •>-'t <LU  )Ju �  a�l ( 
, Notary Public • State of Qf.egoo_ 
My commission expires: \ )(:.. ®. 1\NAEL.lA CASTILLO 

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES 
iP . IIPRIL 9, 2012 

47 9 



480 

Order No.: 4609009709-FTEVG25. 

EXHIBIT "A" 

Beginning at an Iron pipe found marking the Initial pc>int of the PLAT OF OAKLEIGH, as platted and recorded at 
Page 32, Volume 9, Lane County Oregon Plat Records; thence East 644.0 feet along the South line of said plat 
to the true point of beginning; thence East 125,0 feet along the South line of said plat to a point; thence South 
72.3 feet to a point; thence West 125.0 feet along a line parallel to the South line of said pia\. to a point; thence 
North 60.3 feet to a point marked by an iron pin; thence Nonh 12.0 feet to the tn.Je point of beginning, In Lane 
County, Oregon. 

ALSO: Beginning at an iron pipe rnarking the Initial point of PLAT OF OAKLEIGH, as plaHed and recorded at 
Page 32, Volume 9, Lane County Oregon Plat Records; thence East 644.0 feet along the South line of said. plat; 
thence South 72.3 feet to the true point of beginning; running thence East 87.6 feet; thence South 89,62 feet; 
thence West 74.24 feet; thence North 7" 3o' West 90.4 feet Jo·the true point of beginning, In Lane County, 
Oregon. 

FDOR0553.rdw I 
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Regional Land Information Database: Summary Property Report 

130 OAKLEIGH LN Eugene, OR 97404-3227 
17-04-24-24--06100 
N/A 
0431849 . 

Additional site address(es) are associated with this tax account 
1 /PrOIDel,ty Owner 1 Taxpayer. 
! tu&V<1o RICKA MATIIIS DAN & DIANE 

OAKLEIGH LN 1155 LAURELAVE 
EUGENE, OR 97404 SPRINGFIELD, OR 9747.8 

Urban Mixed SC RR 
Boundary I Land Use Data 

�--·-------·--··--------------·-------··--------------· ---·-·---- ·---· 

Approximate Taxlot 
Acreage I Sg Ft 
Incorporated City 
Limits 
Urban Growth 
Boundary 
Census Tract/Block 

0.25 / 10,890 

none 

BUG 

4100/2 

N/A 

School 
School District 

Code Name 
4J EUGENE 

Elementary School 525 
· Middle School 518 

High School 536 

River Road 
Kelly 
North Eugene 

R-1/UL 

Page 1 of l 

Subdivision Name 
Lot/Tract/Unit 
Phase 

· TL o610o 
N/A 

Zonbog 
Parent/Overlay 
Land Use 1120 Two Family Housing Unit 

(Duplex) 
Recording Number N/A Property Class 

Statistical Class 
101 RESIDENTIAL, IMPROVED 
232 CLASS 3 DUPLEX 

--·····--·---------------····�----·---·---······-· ... ··--··--·-------------------------· 

Property Values & Taxes 
·------------------··--·--··------------------------------------

Year 
2013 
2012 

Real Market Value (RMV) Land Innprovennent 
$52.977 $81,217 
$54.330 $78,349 

2013 Taxable Value 
$128,881 

2013 Tax 
$1,909.61 

Total 
$134,194 
$132,679 

Total Assessed Value 

2013 Tax Code Area 
00412 

------·-o.··-·--------·------ ----

$128,88! 
$125,12/ 

l���os�:��nt s::��(����;;����!.� --- ----��a:t��-(_��������)· --����t 
�-�mage . 

09/18/09 $78,890 HAYES RICKA MATIIIS DAN & DIANE 2009-54791 � 
07/27/05 $7o,ooo V O HAYES REVOCABLETRUST HAYES RICK A 2005-57687 lj . . -

Dwelling #1 ofl I Building Type·» Plex 
Year Built 1953 Bedrooms 2 
Full Baths 2 
HalfBatbs o 
% Complete 100% 
Masonry No 
Fireplace(s) 

lBt Floor 
Total Sq 
Ft 

Base Sq Finished Sq Heating Baseboard 
Ft Ft . 

Roof Style/Cover Gab!efComp shingle medium 
1364 Bsmt Gar SqFt N/A 

1364 Att Gar Sq Ft N/A 
Det Gar Sq Ft N/A · 

Att Carport Sq. N/A 
Ft 

Generated by Cascade Title Co on Oct 15, 2013 at 4:30pm using Regional Land Information Database, 
http:/ fwww.rlid.org/ 

· 

. 
http://rlid.org/property _search/standard.cfin?do=propsearch _standard.summary&dsp=&ai . . . . 10/1 5/20 I 3 
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Produced by Cascade Tille Co on 1 0/15/2013  at 4:30PM using RLID (www.rlid.org) 

Detailed Property Report 

Page 1 of5 

Site Address 130 OAKLEIGH LN Eugene, OR 97404-3227 
Map &Trodot# 17-04�24�2.4.:061oo 
SIC N/A 
Ta.."'£ Account-# 0431849 11 
a Additional site address(es) B.Ie assodated with this tax 
n-ccount 

Map & Taxlot # i7·04·24·24·06ioo 

Business Information I RLID does not contain any business data for this addiess 

Improvements· 

Dwelling 1 / Building Type » Plex 
Assessor Sketch_ 

im11ge uot uvailuhle 

1nspectlon Date 10/>8/2009 Bedrooms 
Building Class Ps Full Bath(s) 
Year Built 1953 HalfBath(s) 
Effective Year Built lg46 Depreciation 

Floor Characteristics 
Base Sq Ft Finished Sg Ft Exterjor 

2 
2 
0 
2696 

1stFloor 1364 1364 Woodboard &batten 
Total Sq Ft 1364 1364 

Site Address Information 

Property Owner 1 
HAYES RICK A .  
132 OAKLE!GH LN 
EUGENE, OR 97404 

Annrox. tax]ot acyenge 0.25 
Tax account acreage data not available 

Roof Style Gable 
Roof Cover Camp shingle medium 
Masonry Fireplace(s) No 
Improvement Complete 100 % 
Heat Baseboard 

Other Souare Footage 
Detached N/A Attached N/A 
Garage Garage 
Basement N/A Carport N/A 
Garage 
Paved Patio 220 Paved N/A 

Driveway 
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Produced by Cascade Title Co on I 0/15/20 13 at 4:30PM using RLID [www.rlid.org) Page 2 of 5  

130 OAKLEIGH LN 
EUGENE, OR 97404-3227 

House # 
Street Name 
Mail City 
Zii>+ 4 

130 
OAKLEIGH 
EUGENE 
3227 

Suffix 
Sheet Type 
State 
Create Date 

Land Use 1120 TvmFamilyHousingUnit (Duplex:) 
USPS Carrier Route C027 

Additional site address(es) attached to this tax account 
• 132 OAKLEIGH LN 

General Tax:lot Characteristics 

a Geographic Coordinates 
X 4233285 Y 889499 (Stlltni'Janli.X,Y] . 
Latitude -44.om Longitude -123.1182 

a Zoning 

Zoqing Jurisdiction Eugene 
Eugene 

Parent Zone 
Overlay 

R-1 
UL. 

LOW-DENSITY RESIDENTIAL 
Urbanizable Land 

· a Land Use 
r�neral Land Use 
Code Description 
D Duplex 

Detailed Lnnd Use 
Code· Description 
1120 Two Family Housing Unit (Duplex) 

Service Providers 

Fire Protection Provider River Road Wn 
Ambulance Provider Eugene Fire & EMS 
Anlbu]ance District WC 
Alnbulance S!i!rviceArea W�t/Centrnl 
LTD ServiceArea? Yes 
LTD Rille Sour_ce? Yes 
Soil Water Cons. DistiZone UPPER WILLAMETIEE I o 
Emerald People's Utility District N 

Environmental Data 

FEMA Flood Hazard Zone 
Code Description 

NIA 
LN 
OR 
Feb 24, 1985 

Pre-directional 
Unit type I #  
Zip Code 
Update Date 

Taxlot Characteristics 
Incorporated City Limits 
Urban Growth Boundary 
Year Annexed 
Annexation # 
Apnroximate Ta."Ylot 
Acreage 
Approx Tax! at Sq Footage 
2D1o Census Tract' 
20lo Census Block Group 
Plan Designation 

none 
Eugene ­
NIA 
NIA 
0.25 

2 
Metro Plan Map 

NIA 
NIA 
97404 
NIA 

Eugene Neighborhood River Road Community 
Organization 

Metro Area Nodal Dev Area ·No 
Historic Property Name NIA 
City Historic Landmark? No 
National H:istorical Register? No 

Xs Areas of sao-year flood, areas of 100-year flood with average depths ofless thnn 1 foot or with drainage areas less than 1 
square mile, and areas protected by leVees from 100-year flood. 

FIRM Map Number 41039C1128 F 
Com:rimnity'Number 415591 
Post-FIRM Date . 1211811985 
Panel Printed? Yes 

.BJlilii 
Soil Map Unit# Soil Type Description % ofTaxlotAg Class 1Hydric · 

.4 8 5  
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Produced by Cascade Title Co on 1 0/15/201 3  at 4:30PM using RLJD (www.rlid.org) 

L 76 25 

Schools · 

MALABON-URBAN LAND COMPLEX10o% 
CHAPMAN-URBAN LAND COMPLEXo% 

Code Name 
School District 4J E!JGENE 
Elementary School 525 River Road 
Middle School 518 Kelly 
High School 536 North Eugene 

Political Districts 

· Eledion Precinct 730 
City Council Ward N/A . 
City Councilor N /A 
County Commissioner District4 (Eugene-North) 
County Commissioner Pa.t Farr 
EWEB ComiiDssioner N I A 
LCCBoardZone 2 

Liens 

RIJD does not contain any lien data for this jurisdiction 

B-uilding Permits 

None 

Land Use Applications 

None 

1 
1 

No 
No 

State Representative District13 
State Representative Nancy Nathanson 
State Senate District 7 
State Senator Chris Edwards 

'-----------------------· 
Petitions 

None 

Tax Statements (current and previous tnx years) 

ACCOUNT#: 0431849 
Vif::w tax statement(s}fot:2Jll3, 2.012 

Owner/Taxpayer 

Owne't's 
Own�r 
HAYES RICKA 

Taxpayer 
PartY Name 
MATHIS DAN & DIANE 

Address 
132 OAKLEJGH LN 

Address 
11i;5 LAUREL AYE 

City/State/Zip 
EUGENE, OR 97404 

City/State/Zip 
SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478 

Page 3 ofS 

Duta sonrcc: Lnni! Cilunty Assessment and Taxation 

Account Status 
Status Active Account Current Tax Year 

AccOunt Status 
Remarks 

none 
none 

I 
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Produced by _Cascade Title Co on 1 0/15/2013 at 4:30PM using RLID (www.rlid.org) Page 4 of5 

Special Assessment Program N/A 

General Tax AccoWl.t Information 

Tax AccountAtreag-e data not avallable 
FireAcres N/A 
Property Class 101 RESIDENTIAL,' IMPROVED 
Statistical Class 232 CLASS 3 DUPLEX 
Neighborhood Code 431500 
Categocy . land and Improvements 

TownshiJrRange-Section / Subdivision Data 

Subdivision Type N/A 
Phase N/A 

Property Values &Taxes 

SubdiVision Nume N/A 
Lot/TractfDnit # TL o610o 

. Dntn s;urce: Ume County Asse.ssme�t and Tnxnlion 

Subdivision Number N/A J Recording Number N/A 

D11tn .sou:e: Lane County Assessment nnd Tn:xntion 

The vnlues shown are the values certified in October unless a value change has been processed on the property. Value changes 
typically occur ns n result of appeaJs, clerical errors and omitted property. The tax shown is the amount certified in October. This 
is the full amount of tax for the year indicated and does not include any discounts offered, payments made, in teres� owing or 
previous years owing. It also does not reflect any value changes. 

I __ , ,· ,= -_ __ ,_,,c. . -'··- · ' � ' ! . . I I 'I 
2013 

' . .  
9771 

· '.ij[AA[Hi\IW!!-1 · '·n\lil�a .I ,. ,,,: •.• '•)II' . .. TaxJ I I 
2012 � 201' 

2010 
2009 
200" 
2007 '0,79' 
2006 . 
2005 
2004 � 2003 
2002 
2001 
2000 
1999 
1998 
1997 
1996 
1995 

Current Year Assessed Value $128,881 
Less Exemption Alnount • N I A 
Taxable Value $128,881 
.s- Frozen Assessed Value 

Tax Code Area &Taxing Districts 

14,>5: 

j0,17C 

. 171,0301 
'73,090 

' 

'74,14• 
c,9•c 

64,11C 

Tax CodeArea {Le\'Y Code} for current taxyear 00412 . . . 

���:., I � 
$1,371·0• 

95.90 

I� 
;87,761 

' 

' 

. .  ,142-31 

Dnta source: Lane County Assessment ancl Taxation 
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Produced by Cascade Tille Co on I 0/15/2013 at 4:30PM using RLTD (www.rlid.org) Page 5 of5 

Taxing Districts for TCA po412 EUGENE SCHOOLDISTiuCT 4J 
LANE COMMUNJTY COLLEGE 
LANE COUNTY 
LANE EDUCATION SERVJCE DISTIUCT 
RIVER ROAD PARK & RECREATION D!STIUCT 
RIVER ROAD WATER D!STIUCT 

"*NOTICE Lane County Assessment and Taxation Tax Code Area &Tnx:ing Districts reflect 2013. The Billing Rate Document 
still references 2012 rates and details and will be updated once we receive a current report from Lane County. 

Datn Gom-ce: Lunc County Assessment nnd Taxation 

Snles & Ownership Changes 

, 04{26(1994 $10 1994-30853 a::J B ata not fHAYES, V 0 data not avnilable 
vailable 

Data source: Lane County As.�C..'>Snmnt and T�CWtiqn 



( After recording return to: 
Randall Bryson 
399 E. 1 0th Ave., #102, Eugene, OR 97401 

Send all tax statements to: 
Rick A. Hayes 
1 32 Oakleigh Lane 
Eugene, OR 97404 

Dlvislon of Chief Depuly C l erk 
Lane County Oeeds and Records 2005·0576�7 IIUIIIII IIII/IIIII IIIIIIII I IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIfll lll �26 . oo 

0071962�200500576670010012 
RPR-DEED cnl=l stn=lS c2J�Frfl0g� 03:42:29 PM 
$5.00 $1 1 . 00 $10 . 00 

TRUSTEE'S DEED 
JESSIE CHRUSZCH, Trustee of the V.O HAYES REVOCABLE TRUST dated March 8, 1 994, 

"Grantor," hereby convey and warrant to RICK. A. HAYES, "Grantee,'' the Trust's interest in the 
following real property: 

Beginning at an iron pipe found marking the Initial point of the Plat of Oakleigh, as platted and 
recorded on page 32 of Volume 9, Lane County Oregon Plat Records; thence East 644 feet along 
the South line of said plat to a point; thence South 1 2.0 feet to an iron pipe marking the true point of 
beginning; thence South 60.3 feet to a point marked by an iron pin; thence South 07"30' East 90.4 
feet to a point marked by an iron pipe; thence West 8 1 .8 feet along a line parallel to the South line of 
said plat, to a point marked by an iron pin; thence North 149.9 feet to a point marked by an iron pin; 
thence East 70.0 feet along a line parallel to the South line of said plat to the true point of beginning, 
in Lane County, Oregon . 

. ( The true and actual consideration paid for this transfer, is $70,000 for the Y, interest otherwise 

( \ 

distributable to another beneficiary, and $0 for the Y, interest for which Rick A. H9yes is a designated 
beneficiary. · 

THIS INSTRUMENT WILL NOT ALLOW USE OF THE PROPERtY DESCRIBED I N  THIS 
INSTRUMENT IN VIOLATION .OF APPLICABLE LAND USE LAWS AND REGULATIONS. BEFORE 
SIGNING OR ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON ACQUIRING FEE TITLE TO THE 
PROPERTY SHOULD CHECK WITH THE APPROPRIATE CITY OR COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
TO VERIFY APPROVED USES. 

DATED this.f,Z. day of July, 2005. 

STATE OF OREGON, County of Lane ) ss. 

· . This instrument was acknowledged before me on July 2.J_, 2005, by Jessie Chruszch, as 
Trustee of the V.O. Hayes Revocable Trust. . 

r·-------__;., 
• • · OFACJN. SEAL 
i. · RAliDAll P. BRYSON 
: .• ,- NOTARY IIJBUC.OREGON .. COMMISSION NO. 350505 

'11 COMMISSIOM EJIJ'ifl!S OCJOBER 4. 1.01' , 
••·---, .. ow,.-., � 

My Commission. Expires: /0 - '-( -·<7 S� 

4 8 9  
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Regional Land Information Databa�e: Summary Property Report 

116 LN Eugene, OR 97404-3227 
17-04-24-24-06200 

. 

N/A 
0431856 

IPr•nn�rlvOwner 1 Taxpayer 
LARA BOVILSKY LARA 

nl) OAKLEIGH LN 116 OAKLEIGH LN 
EUGENE, OR 97404 EUGENE, OR 97404 

Boundary I Land Use Data .lr·!:::�i������i� 1 �:::�:------ ---
Incorporated City Limits none 
Urbao Growth EUG 
Boundary 
Census Tract/Block 4100/2 

Subdivision Name 
LotjTract/Unit 
Phase 

N/A 
TI;.o62oci 
NJA 

School Code Name 
School District 4J EUGENE 
Elementary School 525 River Road 
Middle School 518 · Kelly 
High School 536 North Eugene 

R-1/UL 

1111 Siogle Family Housing 

Page 1 of 1 

l Recording Number I ·I r NJA 

Zoning 
Parent/Overlay 
Laod Use 
Property Class 
Statistical Class 

101 RESIDENTIAL, IMPROVED . 130 CLASS 3 SINGLE FA:tvr!LY 
DWELLING 

PropertyValu_==es�&�T�ax==e�s 
______________ , __________________________________________ __ 

� I 3 . I 2012 
I 

Real Market Value (RMV] 
Land Imnrovement 

$54,416 $136,765 
$55.750 $130,022 

2013 Taxable Value 
$146,893 

Total 
$191,181 
$185,772 

Total Assessed Value 

2013 Tax Code Area 
00412 

........ _______ �--.. -- ·---

Two Most Recent Sales/Ownership Transfers 

$146,89< 
$142,6:tt 

----��---��----··-·--,-·-------��-----··----··-·-------·-· ··---------- --�--�--··-···----·-·--------------Date Price Grantor (first listed) Grantee (first listed) Instrument # Image 
12j16/10 $257,500 GRIBBIN STEVEN A & DENISE M BOVILSKY LARA 2.010-64101 jl;)� 
02/03/03 $o GRIBBIN 3TEVE A & DENISEM GR!BBIN STEVEN A & DENISE M 2003-11303 !Jl"J L_ ______ ,____________ _ ___________________ , _____ _ 

Dwelling #1 of� I Building Type » Class 3 dwelling r-----�--------.. --.. ---
-

-
-

-
-

--
-

---
------.. 

------· 1 Year Built l950 . Base Sq FtFinished Sq Heating Forced h<:>t air 
Bedrooms 3 Ft Roof Style/Cover Hip/Camp shingle medium 
Full Baths 1923 Bsmt Gar Sq Ft N/A 
HalfBaths 1923 Att Gar Sq Ft .N/A 
% Complete Det Gar Sq Ft s6o 
Masonry Att Carport Sq Ft N/ A 
Fireplace(s) 

---------· This report extra em commonly used information from the Dctnllcd Property Report (DPR). 

Generated by Cascade Title Co on Oct 15, 2013 at 4:29pm using Regional Land Information Database, 
http://www.rlid.org/ 

· 

http:/ /rlid.org/property � search/standard.cfrn ?do=propsearch_standard.summary &dsp=&ai... I 0/15/201 3 
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Pro.duced by Cascade Tille Co on I 0/15/201 3  at 4:29PM using RL!D (www.rlid.org) 

Detailed Property Report 

Page 1 ofS 

Site Address 116 OAKLEIGH LN Eugene, OR 97404-3227 Map & Taxlot#17-04-24-24-06200 
SIC N/A . 
TaxA.ccount# 0431856 

Business Information 

RUD do� not contain any business data for this address 

n�'""'n• 1 /  Building Type» Class 3 dwelling 
· Assessor Sketch,. 

not available. 

Inspection Date 01/26/2011 Bedrooms 
Building Class 3 Full Bath(s) 
Year Built 1950 HalfBath(s] 
Effective Year Built 1977 Depreciation 

Floor Characteristics 
Bmm Sq pt Finished Sq Ft E-xterior 

lSI:Floor 1923 1923 Woodsidlng 
Tota!Sq Ft 1923 1923 

Site Address Information· 

3 
2 
0 
17% 

Property Owner 1 
BOVILSKY LARA 
116 OAKLEIGH LN 
EUGENE, OR 97404 
Anprox. taxlot acreage 0.24. 
TOCX' account acreage data not available 

Roof Style 
Roof Cover 
Masonry Flreplace(s) 
Improvement Complete 
Heat 

Other Smmre Footage 
Detached 560 
Garage 
Basement N/A 
Garage 
PaYed Patio N/A 

Hip 
Camp shingle medium 
No 
1oo % r 
Forced hot air 

Attached N/A 
Garage 
Carport N/A 

Paved 200 
Drivmvay 

4 9 3  
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Produced by Cascade Title Co on I 0/15/2013 nt 4:29PM using RLID (www.rl id.org) Page 2 of5 
--"·------·----"--"""-�---- ------------------·--· 

116 OAKLEJGH LN 
EUGENE, OR 97404-3227 

House# 
Street Name 
Mall City 
Zip + 4  

116 
OAKLEIGH 
EUGENE 
3227 

Land Use 1111 Single Family Housing 
. USPS Carrier Route Co27 . 

General T3.."rlot Chnr�cteristics-

c Geograpl1ic Com·dinates 
X 4233215 Y BB9505 (SiatePinncX,Y) 
Latitude 44.0777 Longitude -123.1185 

c Zoning 

Zoning Jurisdiction Eugene 
Eugene 

Suffix· 
Street Type 
State 
Create Date 

Parent Zone 
Overlay 

R-1 
UL 

LOW-DENSITY RESIDENTIAL 
Urbanizable Land 

N/A 
LN 
OR 
Feb 24, 1985 

Pre-directional 
Unit type / #  
ZiP Code 
Update Date 

Trod ot Characterislit;S 
IncOrporated City Limits · 
Urban Growth Boundary 
Year Annexed 
Annexa-Q.an # 
Annroximate Tmdot 
ACI"eage 
Appro:x Taxlot Sq Footage 
zino Census Tract 
2010 Census B1ock Group 
Plan Designation 

none 
Eugene 
N/A 
N/A 
0,24 

2 
Metro Plan Map 

N/A 
N/A 
97404 
N/A 

Eugene Neighborhood 

c Land Use 

River Road Community 
Organization 

Genera1 Land Use 
Code Description 
S Single Family 

Detailed Land Use · 
Code DescriptiC::rn 
1111 Single Family Housing 

Service Providers 

Fire Protection Provider River Road WD 
Ambu1ance Provider Eugene Fire & EMS 
Ambulance District WC 
AmbuJance Service Area West/Central 
LTD Service Area? Yes · 

LTD Ride Source? Yes 
Soil Water Cons. Dist/Zone UPPER WJLLAMllTfEE f o 

. Emerald People's Utility District N 

Environmental Da.ta 

FEMA Flood Hazard Zone 
Code Description 

MetroArea NodalDev.Area No 
Historic Property Name N/A 
City Historic Landmark? No 
National Historical Register? No 

X5 Areas of sao-year flood1 areas of1oo-year flood with average depths ofless than 1 foot on-villi drainage areas less than 1 
s(ruare mile1 and areas protected by levees from IOo-year flood. 

FIRM Map NIUUber- 41039C112B F 
CommunitY Number 415591 
Post-FIRM Date 12(18/1985 
Pnnel Printed? Yes 

Soils · 
Soil Map Unit# Soil Type Description % ofTa.�otAg Class tHydric 
76 MALABON-URBAN LAND COMPLllX10o% 1 No . 
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Produced by Cascade Tille Co on 10/1 5/20 I 3 at 4:29PM using RLID (www.rlid.org) Page 3 of5 

Schools 

Code Nam� 
4J EUGE!,!E 
525 River Road 
518 Kelly 

School District 
Elementary School 
Middle School 
HighSchool 536 North Eugene 

Political Districts 

Election Precinct 730 
City Council Ward N/A 
City Councilor N/A 
County Commissioner District4 (Eugene-NOrth) 
County Commissioner Pat Farr 
EWEB Commissioner N/A 
LCC Board Zone 2 

Liens 

RLID docs not contain any lien data for this jurisdiction 

Building Permits 

Eugene Building Permits 

Lt::'g Number Projet..t Description 
07-03391-01 Rebuild shed due to fire damage. 
o7-04QU-o:t EC517294- Service and (3) circuits to \"'ire garage 

Land_ Use Applications 

None 

Petitions 

None 

Tax Statements (currCnt and previous tax years) 

ACCOUNT#: 0431856 · 
View taX statement(s) for: 2013 2012 

Ownerfl'axpnyer 

Owners 
Owner 
llOVIIBKY LARA . 

Ta.mayer 
Party N :rrne 
BOVILSKY LARA 

Account Statru; 

Address 
116 OAICLEJGH LN 

Address 
116 OAKLEJGH LN 

Status Active Account CUrrent Tax Year 

Account Status none 

State Representative District13 
State Representative Nancy Nathanson 
State Senate District 7 
State Senator Chris Edwards 

City/State/Zip 
EUGENE, OR 97404 

City/State/Zip 
EUGENE, OR 97404 

Data sourr.e: Lnne CoUDty Asse.<;smentnnd Tnxntion 

4 9 5  
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Produced by Cascade Title Co on 1 0/15/201 3  at 4:29PM using RLJD (""'W.rlid.org) Page 4 of 5  

Remarks none 
Specinl Asses.smentProgram N/A 

General Tax Account Informntion 
. 

Tax Acc.auntAcreage data not available 
Fire Acres N/A 
Property Class 101 RESIDENTIAL, IMPROVED 
Statistical Class 130 CLASS 3 SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING 
Neighborhood Code 431500 
Category land p.nd Improvements 

Township-Range-Section / Subdivision Data 

Subdivision Type N/A 
Phase N/A 

Property Values &Taxes 

SubdivisionName N/A 
Lot/Trnct/UniU TL 06200 

DUt<l ::�ourct!: Lane Cuunl}' �ocs:>mcnt !llld "I'ruurtion 

Dntn source: L'lne. Cmmty AssessmCllt and T(IJ(ntion 

Subdivision Number N/A 
Recording Number N/A 

Dntu source: Lruic County Assessment oml Tuxntion 

The values shown are the values certified in October unJess a -value change has been processed on the property. Value cbanges 
typically occur ,as a result of appeals, clerical errors and omitted property. The tnx shmvn is the amount certified in October. This 
is the full amount of tax for the year indkated and does not include any discounts offered1 payments made, interest owing or 
previol\8 years owing. 1 t also does not reflect any value changes. 

I J ' "  
• vruue (RMVJ 

" 
.... ,,.· 

20l3 
2012 
2011 
2010 
2009 
2008 
200 
200 
2oo; 

S4�416 
55,75C 

ib7,193 
50,44• 

1 • • 

2004 
2003 
2002 
2001 
2000 
1999 
199H 
1997 
1996 
1995 

. 42,714 

Current Year .Assessed Value $146,893 
Less Exemption Amount ·t> N/A 
Taxable Value $146,893 
;� Froz� .Assessed Value 

;w.� 
i1C 

Tax Code Area & Taxing Districts I . TID! Code Area (Levy Code) fur currenttax year 00412 

I II . .  
. 

· . 

$1,'715.' . 

. 

Dulrl sourt:l!: Lrmc Coun-ty Assessment nnd Taxation 
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Produced by Cascade Title Co on J0/15/2013 at 4:29PM using RLTD (www.rlid.org) Page 5 of5 . 
Taxing Districts for TCA 00412 EUGENE SCHOOL DISTRICT 4J 

LANE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
LANE COUNTY 
LANE EDUCATION SERVICE DISTRICT 
RIVER ROAD PARK & RECREATION DISTRICT 
RIVER ROAD WATER: DISTRICT 

HNQTICE Lane County Assessment nnd Tnxation Tax Code Area &Taxing Districts reflect 2013. The Billing Rate Document 
still references 2012 rates and detans and wnl be updated once we receive a current report from Lane County. 

Data source� Lnne County .�sessment nnd T;IJ(ntion 

Sales & Ownershlp Changes 

Sale Date ��· · fiJoc# Imag�alysis .. = ... : �ultiple Grantor(s) Grantee(s) 
. · . . . · nc:�=�· ·.·.: . :· · :  �·r'' , . .  .. Code .. ,.,.,,,·;•;:•: ccts? . . .  , .. · -:::i •.. ,;;.-... • ..... . . . . .·-: .. ·-· . . : ,.: . . 

2/16/2010 $257,500 2.010-64101 ®:! . fV No GRIBBIN STEVEN A & BOVJLSKY LARA 
DEN!SE M 

02/03/2003 �0 2003-11303 � 8 [No GRIBBIN STEVE A & GRlBBIN STEVEN A & 
IDENISEM DEN!SE M 

Dnta source: Lane County Assessment !llld Taxation ' 

4 9 7  



498 

PJ"TlR RECOI\D!NO RCJURN 10: 
CASO.OE nn.E COMPF\NY 
fu WlltAMEm ST., EUGENE, OR ST401. 

' -
...... 

CASC::AOE 
71TLE 

cc. 

TITLE NO. 0269422 .9!J 
Esc;ROW NO. EUID-3090 
TAX ACCT. NO. 431 856 
MAPffAX LOTNO. 170424 2 4 #6200 . 

� DlvisloN of Chief Duputy CJ�k 
Lan• �unty Deeds and R��ords 10W·Oo�IOI 
111111111 1 111 1111111 111111 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1111111111111111 $47 ·00 
01194438201000841010020026 1211712010 01:28:12 Pn 
RPR-PEED CntaS. Slrog& CASHlf;R 04 
$�0.00 511,00 $1�.00 $10,00 

WARRANTY DEED ·· STATUTORY FORM 

STEVEN A. GRIBBIN no£1 DENISE M. GRIBBIN, Grantor1 
conveys and warrn111s to 

LARA BOVILSKY, Grantee, 
the following descrlbed real prope� free of encumbrances excepl llS specifically set forth herein: 

SEE EXHIBIT A WHICH IS MADE A PART HEREOF BY THIS REFERENCE 
BEFORESlGNJNG OR ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON TRAI:iSfERRING FEE 1'1TLE SHOULD 
JNQUIRE ADOUT THE PERSON'S RIGHTS, IF ANY, UND£R DRS 195.300, 195.301 AND 195,305 TO 195.336 AND 
SECTIONS 5 TO 1 1 1  CHAPTER 4241 OREGON LAWS 1007, AND SECTIONS 2 TO 9 AND 17, c;HAPTER 855, OREGON 
LAWS 2009, TillS INSTRUMENT DOES NOT ALLOW USE OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBEJ;l IN THIS 
INSTRUMENT 1N VIOLATION OF APPLICABLE LAND USE LAWS AND REGUl..AliONS. BEFORE SIGNING OR 
ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON ACQUIRING FEE TITLE TO THE PROPERTY SHOULD CHECK 
WITH THE APPROPRIATE CITY OR COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT TO VERTFY THAT TilE UNIT OF LAND. 
BEING" TRANSFERRED lS A LAWFULLY ESTABLJSHED LOT OR PARCEL,.AS DEFINED IN ORS ?2.010 OR 

. 

:ztS.OIO, TO VERTFY THE APPROVED USES OF THE LOT OR PARCE� TO DETERMINE ANY LIMITS ON 
LAWSUITS AGAINST FARMING OR FOREST PRACTICES, AS DEFINED IN DRS 30.930, AND TO INQUIRE ABOUT 
THE RIGHTS OF NEIGHBORING PROPERTY OWNERS, TF ANY, UNDER ORS 195.31101 195.301 AND 19S.J05TO 
195..336 AND SECTIONS S TO 1 t,  CHAPTER 424, OREGON tAWS 2007, AND SECTIONS 1 TO !I AND 17, CHAPTER 
855, OR�GON LAWS 2009 • .  

E»cepl the following cncumbtlmees: 
Covenants, Conditions, Restrktlons and Ensements of record. 

The trUe consideration for this conveyance is $257,500.00 

Dated this ! ( '2 dny or ]'x U.A'\o\.00) I � {) I  D .  sJii:lsl;iJ;{ �Cb.N' 1/th � ' DENISE M. GRIBBIN
� 

Stilte of Oregon 
County of Lane 

STEVEN A. GRIBBIN 
1 16 OAKLE!GH 
EUGENE, OR 97404 

GRANTOR'S NAME AND ADDRESS 

�""'....... b"" �"l'kt 
GRANTEE'S NAME AND ADDRESS 

WRD 

Until n change ls requested 
nil tax stntcmcnts shn11 btl 
sent lo the following address: 
u•sAMB AS GRANTEE·..-• 

After recording return t-o: 
CASCADE TITLE CO, 
8 1 1  WTLLAMETTE 
EUGENE, OR 97401 



{ I ' 

( 

I \ 

EXHIBIT 'A' 

Beginning at an iron pipe found marking the initial point of the Plat of OAKLEIGH, as 
platted and recorded in Book 9, Page 32, Lane County Oregqn Plat records; thence East 

. 574.0 feet along the South line of said plat to a point; thence South 12.0 feet to an iron pin 
marking the true point of beginning; thence South 149.9 feet to a point marked by an iron 

· pin; thence West 70.0 feet along a line parallel to the South line of said plat to a point 
marked by an iron pin; thence North 149.9 feet to a point marked by an iron pin; thence 
East 70.0 feet along a line parallel to the South line of said plat to the !me point of 
beginning, in Lane County, Oregon. 

4 9 9  
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S.E.114 N.W.114 SEC. 24 T.17S. R.4W. W.M. 
Lane County 

1" =:tOO' 

004-00 

17042424 
EUGENE 

EUGENE · 
17042424 
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Regional Land Information Database: Su=ary Property Report Page 1 ofl 

S�� P�o.�p=e=��--=R�ep�o=rt==������==��====================== !Site Address 112 OAKLEIGH LN Eugene, OR 97404-3227 �ap & Taxlot# 17-04-24-24-063oo 
:SIC N/A · lifax Account# .. 0431864 
Property Owner 1 Taxpayer 
'GARCIAANGELJR GARCIAANGELJR 

EUGENE, OR 97404 EUGENE, OR 97404 
�12 OAK LEIGH LN 112 OAK LEIGH LN · . 

I ���W�?1::�".�,<l �()de 431i)oo I N?rth Eug�U=r=bc=an::O 
.... :=M:::!:::::: .. :::=.d=S=C=RR"================'I 

Boundary j Land Use Data -�--�----·---------·---------
Approximate 0.22 ( 9,583 
T3xlot Acreage I Sg 
Ft 
Incorporated City 
Limits 
Urban Growth 
Boundary 

none 

EUG 

Census Tract/Block 4100(2 

· Subdivision Name N/A 

School 
School District 

Code Name 
4J . EUGENE 

Elementary Scb.ool 525 
Middle School 518 
High School 536 

Zoning 
Parent/Overlay 
Land Use 

River Road 
Kelly 
North Eugene 

R-1/UL 

1111 Single Family Housing 
1 Lot/Tract/Unit TL o6soo l�!��::�g N�ber ��� Property Class 

Statistical Class 
lO;t RESIDENTIAL, IMPROVED 
130 CLASS 3 SINGLE FAMILY 
DWELLING 

Property Values & Taxes 
·----- .. .. ........................... ,, ____ , _________ ,.,_, ____ _ 

Year 
2013 
2012 

Real Market Value (RMV) 
Land Irnprove�ent 

$52,163 $91,744 
$53.434 $86,go8 

2013 TaxableValue 
$131,832 

2013 Tax 
$1,986.54 

Total 
$143,907 
$139.742 

Two Most Recent Sales/Ownership Transfers 

Date 
11(o6(99 

05(05(98 

Price Grantor (first listed) 
$o GARCIA JO EIJZABETH 

$23,000 GARCIA, JO ELIZABETH 

Grantee (fust listed) 
GARCIA ANGEL JR 
data not available 

Total Assessed Value 

2013 Tax Code Area 
00412 

Instrument # 
1999-93233 

1998-33932 

$131,832 
$127,992 

Image 

001 
ll 

--------------· ..... �-----·-------'----·------

Dwe1Jing#1_�-�f..!luilding Type » Cl����-dwell_in__,g,__ __ . 

Year Built 1942 
Bedrooms 2 
Full Baths 1 
Half Baths a 
% Complete .:loa% 
Masonry Yes 
Fireplace(s) 

1st Floor 
Total Sq 
Ft 

Base Sq Finished Sq Heating · Forced hot air 
Ft Ft Roof Style/Cover Gable/Camp shlngle medium 

1358 Bsmt Gar Sq Ft N/ A 
1358 Att Gar Sq Ft 352 

. 

Det Gar Sq Ft N/A 
Att Carport Sq N /A 
Ft 

This report extracts commonly UBed information from the Detailed Property Report (DPR)._ 

Generated by Cascade Title Co on Oct 15, 2013 at 4:27Pm using Regional Land Information Database, 
http:ffwww.rlid.org/ · 

http://rli d.org/property _search/standard.cfin ?do=propsearch _ standard.summary &dsp=&ai... 1 0/1 5/2013 
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Produced by Cascade Title Co on 1 0/!5/201 3  at 4:27PM using RLID (www.rlid.org) · 

Detailed Property Report 

Page 1 of5 

. Site Address 112 OAKLE!GH LN Eugene, OR 97404-3227 
Map &Taxlot#17-04-24-24-D6300 
SIC N/A � TaxAccmmt# 0431864 

Map &Taxlot # 17-04'"24·24·06300 

Business Information 

RLID does not c.ontain any business data fur this address 

Improvements 

Dwelling 1 I Building Type» Class 3 dwelling 
A!>se.ssor Photo Assessor Sketch 

imngc not available im.oge not. available 

Inspection Date 01/31/1995 Bedrooms 
Building Class 3- Full Batli(s) 
Year Built 1942 HulfBntli(s) 
Effective Yenr Built 1942 Depreciation 

Floor Characteristics 
Base Sq Ft FinishedSg Ft EJ..i:erior 

1st Floor 1358 1358 Wood siding 
Total Sq Ft. 1358 135B 

Site Address Infonnation 

112 OAKLEIGH LN 
EUGENE, OR 97404-3227 

House-# 
Street Name 
Mail City 
Zip + 4 

112 
OAKLEIGH 
EUGENE 
322'(. 

Suffix 
Street Type 
State 
Create Date 

2 
1 
0 
27% 

Roof Style 
Roof Cover 

Property Owner 1 
GARC!AANGELJR 
112 OAKLEIGH LN  
EUGENE, OR 97404 
Approx. taxlot acre..age 0,22 . Tax account acreage 0.22 

Gable 

Masonry Fireplnce(s) 
Camp shingle·medium 
Yes 

Improvement Complete 100 % 
Heat Forced bot air 

Other Sguare Footage 

NfA 
LN 
OR 

Detached 
Garage · 
Basement 
Garage 
Paved Patio 

Aug 07, 1983 

N/A Attached 
Garage . 

N/A Cal'port 
200 Paved 

Driveway 

Pr�directional 
Unit type / #  
Zip Code 
Update Date 

352 

N/A 

552 

N/A 
N/A 
97404 
N/A 

5 0 3  
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Produced by Cascade Title Co on 1 0/15/2013 at 4:27PM using RLTD (www.rlid.org). 

Land Use 1111 Single Family Housing 
USPS Carrier �oute Co27 

. 

General Taxlot Characteristics 

o Geographic Coordinates 
X 4233088 Y 889511 (StntllPlancX,Y) 
Latitude 44.om Longitude -123.1190 

c Zoning 

Zoning Jurisdiction Eugene 
Eugene 

.ParentZone R-1 LOW-DENSITYRESIDENTIAL 
. Overlay UL Urbani:z.able Land 

Taxlot CharactCristics 
Incorporated City Limits 
Urban Growth Boundary 
Year .An.D.exed 
Annexation # 
Anprci:ximate'Tax]ot 
Acreage 

none 
Eugene 
N/A 
-N/A 
0.22 

2 
Metro Plim Map 

Page 2 ofS 

t1 Land Use 

Approx Taxlot Sq Footage 
2.010 Census Tract" 
2010-Censns Block Group 
Plan Designation 

· 

Eugene Neighborhood lliver Road Community 
Organization 

General Land Use 
Code Description 
S Sing]e Family 

DetnHed Land Use 
· Code Description 
1111 Single Farilily Housing 

Service Providers 

Fire Protection Provider River Road WD 
Ambulance·Provider Eugene Fire & EMS 
Ambulance. District .WC 
Ambulance Service Area West/Central 
LTD Service Area? Yes 
LTD Ride SourCe? Yes 
Soil Woter Cons. Dist/Zone UPPER WILLAME'ITEE / o 
Emera1d People's Utility Djstrict. N 

Environmental Data 

FEMA Flood Hazard Zone 
Code Description 

Metro Aren Nodal Dev Area No 
Historic Property Name N/ A 
City Historic Landmark? No 
National Historical Register.? NO 

Xs Areas of sao-year flood, areas ·o"f ioo-year flood with average depths ofless than 1 foot or with drainuge areas}ESs than·1 
square mile, and areas protected by levees from loa-year flood. 

FIRM Map Number 41039C112B F 
CommunityN!llTiber 415591 
Post-FIRM Date . 12/tB/1985 
Panel Printed? Yes 

� 
Soil Map Unit# Soil Type Description % ofTaxlotAg Class 1Hydrie 
76 MALABDN-URBAN LAND COMPLEX10o% 1 No 

Schools 

Code Name 
School DiStiict f) EUGENE 
Elementary School 525 River Road 
Middle School 518 Kelly 
High School 536 · North Eugene 
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Produced by Cascade Tille Co on I 0115/20 13 at 4:27PM using RLID (www.rlid.org) Page 3 of5 

Political Districts 

Eler:tion Precinct 730 
CitJ CouncilWard N/A 

- City Councilor N/A 
County Commissioner Distritt4 (Eugene-North) 
County Commissioner ·Pat Farr 
E'WEB Commissioner N /A 
LCC Board. Zone 2 · 

Liens 

RLID does not contain any lien data for this jurisdiction 

Stale Representntlve Di.strid13 
State Representative Nancy Nathanson 
State Senate District 7 
State Senator Chris Edwards 

Buildmg Permits 
�--�------------�-----------------------------------------------� 

Eugene Building Permits 

Log Number Project Description 
03�05290-oi Replace existing gas furnace. 

�d Use Applications 

None 

Petitions 

None 

Tax Statements (current and previous tax years) 

ACCOUNT#: 0431864 
Vie\\' tax statement(s) for: 2013 2012 

Owner/Taxpayer �����----------------------------------·-----------. 
Chvners 
Owner � 
GARCIAANGELJR 

Taxpayer 
Party Name 
GARCIAANGELJR 

Account Status 

Status Active-Account Current Tax: Year 
Acc:oWlt Status none 
Remarks none 
Sp_ecial Assessment Program N I A 

General Ta." Account InformatiOn l 'Tax: Account Acreage 0.22 

Address 
112 OAKLE!GH LN 

Address 
112 OAK LEIGH LN 

City /State/Zip · 
EUGENE, OR 97404 

City/State/Zip 
EUGENE, OR 97404 

. Data source: Lane. County As�essment and Tnxution 

Dutu source: Lane. County Asscssment·nnd Taxntion 
--------- ---------�--_:._ __ ___J 

--, 

5 0 5  
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Produced by Cascade Title Co on 1 0/15/201 3  at 4:27PM using RLTD (www.rlid.org) 

Fire Acres 
Properly Class 
Stntistica1 Class 

N/A 
101 RESIDENTIAL, IMPROVED 
130 CLASS 3 SINGLE FAM!LY DWELL!NG 

Neighborhood Code 431500 
Category Land and Improvements 

Page 4 of5 

Datu source: Lane County Assessment and Taxation 

TownshiP"" Range--Section / Subdivision Da.tn 

Subdivision Type N/A 
Phase N/A 

Subdivision Name N /A 
Lot/Tract/Unit # TL 06300 

Subdivision Number N/A d 
Re17-ording Number N/ A 

Dntn source: 41ne Cou�ty Assessment nlld Taxation 

Property Values & Taxes 

The values shmvn are the values certified in October unless a value change has be�?n processed on the property. Value ch�ges 
typically occur as a result of appeals, clerical errors and omitted property. The tax shown is the amount certified in October. This 
is the full amount of taxfor theyear indicated and does riot include any itiscaunts offered, payments made, interest owing or 
previous years owhlg, It also does not reflect any value changes. 

I :Value (RMVJ .. ·:·; .. ;:.;;:i.ii;.; : • .  ·. 

2013
. 

2012 
2011 
20 
200 
200 
200 
200 

:!00 
200 
200 
200 
2001 

. 2000 
·999 
·99" 
1997 
1996 

I ·  1995 

:31,06< 

Current Year Assessed Value $131,832 
Less E.'<emptioc Anmunt �· N/A 
Taxable Value $131,832 
� Frozen Assessed Value 

, I ' · 

;,2i 

. 

Dntu source: Lane Counl:}• Assessment nnd Ta.'illtion 

Tax Code Area & Taxing Districts 

Tox Code Area (Levy Code) for current tDX year 00412 
Twdng Districts for TCA 00412 EUGENE SCHOOL DISTRICT 4J 

LANE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
LANE COUNTY 
LANE EDUCATION SERVICE DISTRICT 
RIVER ROAD PARK & RECREATION DISTRICT 
RIVER ROAD WATER DISTRICT 
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Produced by Cascade Title Co on 10/15/2013 at 4:27PM using RLID (www.rlid.org) Page 5 of5 

*'�<NOTICE Lane County Assessment and Taxation Tax Code Area &Turing Districts reflect 2013. The Billing Rate Document 
sh1I references 2012 rates and details nnd wHl be updated once we.receive a current report from Lane County. 

Dntasouree: Ltme.Connt}' A<;se.,•;.smcDt ond Ta:xation 

Sales & Owoership Changes 

fS��f���.·�i2!': � :  �t·����'' '  ���t:a��?:.:[:m;:: �t:����t.�I:�:': !�tt;:���;�> ;r; : ,.. . .  ;;::: : 9��j�fg·· : .·· 
:1/06/1999 $0 1999-93233 !Ill 16 iNa GARCIAJO EUZABETH G�CIAANGEL 

05/05/199" $23,000 1998-33932 ��� 6 .nata not GARCIA, JO ELIZABETH ata not availa!Jle -· ·- \'ailable 
05/19/1997 so 1997-35117 \iiii"";-b6,----[fda;;;t;;.a Ofno;t::_ __ lcG"AR.-nccocrA,"AN�G"'E"L'J"R'&,..,J"'o"'s"'m.,.--h:;;ata=n:;;ot>-aO:Ova:Ci"Ja"'b"le:-1 

available H&W 

Dula source: Lnne. Gmm l}' Assessment und Taxation 

5 0 7 . 
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,,,,,,,, ... .......... , , ,, ,,, , , , , , , , , ,  .......... ,. ... . . .. ..... ...... . 
············.····· ···

· ········ 

!704242406J00/4JiB64 

Jo Eli zabeth Garcia; aka Uosie E. Girda 

Angel Garcia Jr. 

lhn following d�ocl r.acl properly s!tu�;�Jod in lane Counly 
lo·wil: 

Beginning at an i ron. p�pe markin-g the initia1 point of the Plat of OAKLEIGH; as 
platted and recorded i n  Book 9 ,  Page 32� lane CountY Oregon Plat Recordsi thence 
East 444, 0 feet along the South l i ne of said plat; thence South 12.0 feet to an 
i ron· p i n  marking the true point of beginning; running thence South 149.9 feet 
to a point marked by an iron pfn� · thence West 65.0 feet; thence North 149.9 
feet; thence East 65.0 feet to the point of beginning, in lane County, oreg"on. 

, Gron!or, 

1 Groni1X!, 

WQllO\I.l0'99HOSREC 
!:!!IDJIOV .10' 991105PFU!Ill 
� .. 1D'991tll5A&T FUND 

to correct vesting 

"TlliS INSlRUM£Nr Wltl NOT AllOW USE Of TH!! PROPEI«Y DESCIUBED IN THIS INSTRUMENl' IN VIOlA noN OF ,4.PPUCA9LE 
lAND US�: lAWS AND I!EGULATlONS. BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEI>TlNG lH1.S IN5111UMENT, THE PERSON ACQUIRING Ffe IDLE TO 
THE I'ROPERTY SHOUlD CH�K WITH TtiE APPROPRIATE CITY OR COUNTY PiANNINGOEPAATMENT TO VERIFY APPROVED USE5 
AND TO DmRM!NE ANY llMJJS ON LAWSUifS AGAINST .FARMING OR 10RESf PRAOJCES AS I>EANEO IN ORS 30,930: 

/f M:H_J-�l,c:-� U-t__,.___;-� ,C �--A 'J-,.J ,6 ... � • .  J • siate of Oregon 
· � ��� �� County of l.nno - ,,, · '-o-<2 L �� I, "' "'"'" a .. k, " "" '"' ., ,.,, Elizabeth Garc1 a aka Jos1 e E. Gar1 ca Caunty, doh�rdlly �r.lily 1ha1 the wUhin hulnm)mt \OI\fl_ I'EQ:fwd ror teaud il) 

' '39 NOV 10 RK11129 
""' 2606R 
t..m� County OFFICil\LRu�rdJ 
U.n� Cowuy Cl<lfk 

., fl:,JJJ_..(,..,p..f CluniJ,IQtrk 

.. ·--�-:---. -. 
··.s�·J;:� � - --. -· · - - - .t!·.�:s --- -.-· .. �-- -- -- �:!f.· .. 
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S.E.i/4 N.W.i/4 SEC. 24 T.iiS. R.4W. W.M. 
Lane County 1""10D' 
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17042424 
EUGENE 

EUGENE 
17042424 
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Regional Land Information Database: Summary Property Report Page 1 of ! 

S�um��!'.rg!J.��-�eQ�g==:=---==-==--=--=--,-.-====-�=-�==::c:::::c-:=:c:=:o:o:o:====:.:=j] 
SiteAddre�s 114 OAKLEIGH LN A Eugene, OR 97404-3207 I I  ap & Taxlot# 17-04-24-24-06301 
piC N/A . 

III' ax Account# 0431872 • 
· 

.a Additional site addless(es) are associated with this tax account 
Property Owner 1 Taxpayer 
HUfCHINSON ETHAN C & MARJORIE L HUfCHINSON ETHAN C & MARJORIE L I l i ! !  

I !  114 OAKLEIGH LN A & B 114 OAKLEJGH LN A & E I I  EUGENE, OR 97404 . . EUGENE, OR 97404 ' �borJ:wod Code 431fiOO L }lor!!!_]':�g . .!!E�an_ M!_xe��C�RR':"-�-·===== 
Boundary / Land Use Data 

-- o:-==:=:=--- --==J 
· [ Approximate Taxlot 0.21 ( 9,148 

Acreage I Sg Ft . · 

Incorporated City Limits none 
Urban Growth EUG 
Boundary 
Census Tract/Block 
Subdivision Name . . Lot/Tract/Unit 
Phase 
Recording Number 

4100/2 
N/A 
TL o6301 
N/A 
N/A 

School Code Name 
School District 'fJ EUGENE 
Elementary Scbool 525 River Road 
Middle School 518 Kelly 
High School 536 North Eugene 

Zoning 
Parent/Overlay 
Land Use 

R-1/UL 

1120 Two Family Housing Unit 
(Duplex) 

I I I 

Property Class 
Statistical Class 

101 RESIDENTIAL, IMPROVED 
232 CLASS 3 DUPLEX -------------' 

PropertyValues &Taxes 

Year 
2013 
2012 

Real Market Value (RMV) 
Land Improvement 

$52,163 $88,543 
$53.434 $85,398 

2013 Taxable Value 
$140,706 

. 2013 Tax 
$2,055.81 

Total 

$140,706 
$138,832 

Total Assessed Value 

2013 Tax Code Area 
00412 

Two Most Recent Sales/Ownership Tran_s_fi_er_s ___________ _ 

$140,70� 
$138,83� 

ate Price Gr,.;,tor (first list�d) 
jo6(10 $o HliTCHINSON ETHAN C & 

Grantee (first listed) 
HliTCHINSONETHAN C & 
MARJORIE L 
HliTCHINSONETHAN C 

Instrument # Image 
2o1o�62881 � 

MARJORIEL 
9/11/07 $o HUfCillNSONETHAN C 
------------------�--------------

Dwelliug �i Of l / Buil�'�din='�g�Typ��e�»�P�l�e=x�-----------------------------------.------
Year Built 1949 
Bedroom� 2 
Full Baths . 2 
Half Baths 0 
% Complete 100% . 
Masonry No 
Fireplace(s) 

1st Floor 
. Total Sq 

Ft 

Base Sq · Finished Sq Heatiog Baseboard 
Ft Ft 

1536 
1536 

Roof Style/Cover Hip/Camp shingle medium 
1536 Bsmt Gar SqFt N/A 

1536 Att Gar Sq Ft N/A 
Det Gar Sq Ft s6o 
Att Carport Sq Ft N /A 

This re_port extracts commonly uaed information from the Detailed Property Report (DPR). 

Generated by Cascade Title Co on Oct 1fi,JW13 at 4:28pm using Regional Land Information Database, 
http:/ /www.rlid.org/ 

http://rlid.org/property _searchlstandard.cfm?do=propsearch _standard.summary&dsp=&ai . . .  · 10/15/201 3  
5 1 1  . 



Produced by Cascade Title Co on I 0115/2013 nt 4:28PM using RLID (www.rlid.org) Page I of5 

Detailed Property Report 

Site Address ll4 OAKLE!GH LN A Eugene, OR 97404-3207 
Map &Taxlot#17-04-24-24-D63ot 
SIC N/A 
Tax Account# 0431872 a 
n Additional Site address(es) are associated \"'ith this tax account 

Property Owner 1. 
HUTCHINSON ETHAN C & MARJORIE L 
114, 0AKLEIGH LN A &B . 
EUGENE, OR 97404 
Anprox. ta.-rlot acreage 0.21 Tax account acreage data not available 

Business Information 

RLID does not contain any business data for this address 

Improvements 

5 12 . 

Dwelling> / Building Type > Plcx 
Assessor Photo Assessor Sketch 

image not availnble imaie not nvniloble 
Inspection Date 
Building Class 
Year Built 
Effecthre Year Built 

F1oor Characteristics 

01/31/1995 
P3 
1949 
1949 

Bedrooms 
Full Bath(s] 
Half Bath(s) 
Depreciation 

Base.-�g Ft -finished Sq Ft Exterior 
1St Floqr 1536 1536 Wood shake 
Total Sq Ft . 1536 1536 

Site AddresS Information 

114 OAKLEIGHLN A 
EUGENE, OR 97404-3207 

House# 
Street Name 
Mail City 
Zip + 4 

114 
OA!CLEIGH 
EUGENE 
3207 

Suffix 
Street Type 
State 
Create Date 

2 RoofStyle 
2 RoofCover 
o Masonry Fireplace(s) 
25% - Improvement Complete 

N/A 
LN 

Heat 

Other Sauare Footage 
Detached 560 
Garage 
Basement N/A 
Garage 
Paved Patio N/A 

OR 
Aug o7, 1983 

Pre-direetiooal 
Unit type / #  
Zip Code 
Update Date 

Hip 
Camp shingle medium 
No 
100% 
Baseboard 

Attached 
Garage 
Carport 

Paved 
Drive1vay 

N/A 
A 
97404 

N/A 

N/A 

1100 

Jun 10, 1988 
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Produced by Cuscade Tille Co on I 0/15/2013 at 4:28PM using RLTD (www.rlid.org) 

Land Use 1120 Two Family Housing Unit (Duplex) 
USPS Carrier Route Co27 . 

Additional site address(es} attached to this tax account 
• II4 OAKLEIGH LN B 

General Taxlot Characteristics 

c Geographic Coordinates 
X 4233153 Y 889507 (SiatePianeX,Y) 
Latitude 44.om Longitude -123.1187 

o Zoning 

Zoning Jurisdiction Eugene 
Eugene 

Parent Zone R-1 LOW-DENSITYRES!DENTlAL 
Overlay UL Urbanizable Land 

Tax1ot Characteristics 
Incorporated City Limits 
Urban Growth Boundary 
Year Annexed 
Annexation # Approximate Ta.-.rlot 
Acreage 
Approx Taxlot Sq Footltgl! 
2010 Census Tract 
2010 Census Block Group 
Plan Designation 

none 
Eugene 
N/A 
N/A' 
0.21 

2 
Metra Plan Map 

Page2 of5.  

Eugene Neighborhood 

o Land Use 

River Road Community 
Organization 

General Land Use 
Code Description 
D Duplex · 

Detailed Land Use 
Code Description 
1120 Two Family Housing Unit (Duplex) 

Service Providers 

Fire Protection Provider River Road WD 
Ambulance. Provider Eugene Fire & EMS 
Ambulance District WC 
Ambulance Service Area West/Central 
LID Service Area? Yes 
LTD RideSoun�e? Yes : 
Soil Water Cons·. Dist/Zone UPPER WILLAMEITEE / o 
Emerald People's Utility District N · 

Environmental Data 

FEMAFlood Hazard Zone 

Metro Area Nodal Dev Area No 
Historic Property Name N /A 
City Historic_Landmar1{? No 
National Historical Register? No 

Code DescriptiOn . . . 
Xs Areas of sao-year tlqod, arens of 10o-year flood with average depths ofless than 1 foot or with drainage areas less than 1 

squa.re mile, and areas protected by levees from 1oo-year flood, 

FIRM Map Number 41039C1128 F 
Comnmnit:Y Number 415591 
Post-FIRM Date 12(18(1985 
Panel Printed? Yes. 

fu1ili! . 
Soil Map Unit# Soil Type Description % ofTa..-<lotAg Class 1Hydric 
76 MALAll'ON-URBAN LAND COMPLEX1oo% 1 No 

Schools 

Code Name 
School District 4J EUGENE 
Elementary School 525 River Road 

. 

5 1 3 .  
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Produced by Cascade Title Co on 10/15/2013 at 4:28PM using RLJD (www.rlidorg) Page 3 of5 lMiddle Sc.bool 
High School 

· Political Distrtcts 

518 Kelly 
536 North Eugene 

Election Precinct 730 
City Council Ward N/A 
City Councilor N fA 
County Commissioner Disbict4 (Eugene-North) 
County Commissioner Pat Farr 
EWEB Commissioner N /A 
LCC Board Zone 2 

Liens 

1UJD does not contain any lien data for this jurisdiction 

Building Permits 

Eugene Building Permits 

State Representative District13 
State Re]lresentati\1e Nancy Nathanson 
State Senate District 7 
State Senator Chris Edwards 

LOg Number Project Description 
o6-ozosfl:01 Plumbing, electrical, mechanical for laundry room inside non-perin.itted accessory structure 
o6 .. o5843-o1 Woqdstove 

· Land Use Applications 

None 

Petitions 

None 

Tax Statements (current and previous tax years) 
ACCOUNT#: 0431872 
View tax statement(s) for: gQU� 

Owner-fTaxpay�r 

Owners 
Olv.ner 
HUTCHINSON ETHAN C & MARJORIE L 

Taxpayer 
Party Name 
HUTCHINSON ETHAN C & MARJORIE L 

Acconnt Status 

Status Active Account Current Tnx Year 

Account Statua none 
Remarks none 
Special Assessment Program N/A 

�ddress 
114 OAKLEIGH LN A & B 

Address 
114 OAKLEIGH LN A & B 

City/State/Zip 
EUGENE, OR 97404 

City[State/Zip 
EUGENE, OR 97404 

Datn smirce: Lane County Assessment and T�ation 

Data source: Lane County Assessment !Uld T�tioo 
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Produced by Coscade Tille Co on 1 0/1 5/2013 at 4:2BPM using RLID (www.rlid.org) 

General Ta."' Acconnt Information 

Tax. Acco-unt Acreage dn b nol available 
FireAcres N/A 
Property Class 101 RESIDENTIAL, IMPROVED 
Statistical Class 232 CLASS 3 DUPLEX 
Neighborhood Code 431500 
Category Land and Improvements 

. 
Page 4 or5 

Data source: Lane CoUnty As.o;;cs5ment nnd 'faxntion 

Tmvnship-Rangc-Section / Subdivision Data 

SubdiVision Type N/A 
Phase N/A 

Subdivision Name N/A 
Lotf'l"ract/Unit # TL 66301 

Subclivision Number N/A 
Recording Number N fA 

Dnta source: L<�.nc Cou11ty A.ss.essmcnl nnd Taxation 

PropertyValues &Taxes 

The values shown are,the values certified iO October unless a value change has been processed on the property. Value changes 
typically occur as a result of apperils, clerical errors and omitted property, The ta.x shown is the amount certified in October. This 
is the fu11 amount of tax for the year indicated and does not include any discounts offered, payments made, interest owing or 
previm�s years owing. It aJsq does not reflect any value changes. 

1 .· .. ,.,., .. ,, .. ,,, .· 

2013 
2012 

f--�:,.-1---T::il"lm 
2009 
2008 · _ _2:00{ 
2000 
2005 
2004 
2003 
2002 
2001 
2000 
1999 
1998 
1997 HWs-

Current Year Assessed Value $140,706 
Less Exemption Amount .;. N/A 
Taxable Value $1.4o,7o6 
!f Frozen ..Assessed VaJue 

I I  

97 

' 
' 

� ' 
77,, 

1,450 . ' 

Dnta source: Lane Co�ty Assessment and Taxntion 

L---------------------------------------------------------� 
. Tm< Code Area & Taxing Districts 

Tax Code Area (Levy Code) for current tax year 00412 
Taxing Districts for TCA 00412 EUGENE SCHOOL DISTRICT 4J 

LANE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
LANE COUNTY 
LANE EDUCATION SERVICE DISTRICT 
RIVER ROAD PARK & RECREATION DISTRICT 
RIVER ROAD WATER DISTRICT 

5 15 
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Produced by Cascade Title Co on 1 0/1 5120 1 3  at 4:28PM using RLID (www.rliil.org} Page 5 of5 

.. NOTICE Lane County Assessment and Taxation Tax Code Area & Taxing Districts reflect 2013. The Billing Rate Document 
still referem:es 2012 rates and details and \vill be updated once we receive a current report frO:rp._Lane County. 

Sales & Ownership Changes 

,;ale Date 
" .  

12/06/2010 

09/11/2007 
06/13/2001 

07/25/2000 

05/21/1994 

pa)e ' . ' Pnee .. 
�0 

;so 
Sll?,OOO 

$0 

$o 

uoc # ,  
.. . . : 201cr62BB1 

2.00?-64930 

2.001-36631 

2.00D-44630 

1994"39556 

fllllage ���'L 
� 8 

-mF 8 
\Oil IY 
iii!J 6 

li:J 6 

��uJti�le ·. : !Accts? ' . jNo 

jNo jNO 
jNO 
data not 
available 

Datu source: Ume. County �ssessment und Taxation 

uro:mto�(�) . . 

. ·. · .· 

H
_
U'ECH1NSON ETHAN C & 

MARJORIE L 
,HUTCH1NSON ETHAN C 
PORTIS JOINT 
REVOCABLE TRUST 
PORTIS JOINT 
REVOCABLE :rRUST 
PORTIS, LESLIE H & LA 
FERN H&W 

. Grantee(s) .:.: : 
. . 

.· ·, : .. · 
.· . . 

� 
.· . . . 

HUTCH1NSON ETHAN C & 
MAATORIE L HIJ'j'CHINSON ETHAN C 
HUTCHINSON ETHAN C 

PORTIS JOINT 
REVOCABLE.TRUST 
data not aVllilaEie 

-· 

Data.t;�ttrt:e; Lane Cou-llty .1\&.'ies.�ment aud Tnxntion 
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' .·;· . - ....... 
I' D.ivlsicn of Chle"f Depuly Chrk 

Lane County Deeds ahd Records lOW·OO!!B! After recording relurn to: (Name, Addtsss, ZJp) 
Evergreen land nile Company 
1651 Centennial Boulevard 
Sprtngfleld, OR 97477 

l/1111 1/llllllll/11/lllll/11/llllllllfllllllll lll $41 ·00 
01193121201000628510�0029 

Un!JI rBquosfod ntho.........!rm, sand llll bx .�:t::.bamonh; -to: 
ETI1AN C. HUTCHINSON 
114 Oaklelgh Lane 
A and B 
Eugene, OR 97404 

ORDER NO. 10-3585 
TAX ACCOUNT No. 0431872 · 

MAP NO. . 17-04-24-24-06301 

RPR-o<oo Ont;) sln;6 CRs!JJW�JO 10:28:�1 M 
t10.00 $11,00 $16,00 $10.00 

. 

Space Above Reserved for Recorder's Use 

STATUTORY BARGAIN AND SALE DEED 

ETHAN c. HUTCHINSON and
*
MARJOR!E L RAFFERTY, not aS tenants In common, but wllh the right of 

sutvlvorshfp, Grantor, conveys io ETHAN C. HUTCHINSON and MARJORIE l. HUTCHINSON, as 
husband and wiFe, Grantees, the following desCribed real property situated In Lane Counly, Stale of 
Oregon, Ia wit: 
*Marjorie�L. Hutchinson who aquired title as 

See Legal Description atlached hereto as Exhibit �A" . 

BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT, lHE PERSON ·'rRA!ls"FERR!NG FEE IDLE SHOULD iNQUIRE 
ABOUT THE PERSON'S RIGHTS, IF ANY, UNDE.R ORS 195",300, 1.95,301 AND 195.305 TO 195,3JG AND SECTIONS 5 TO 11, 
CHAPTER 42-4, OREGON LAWS :ZOD7, AND SECTIONS 7 TO 9 AND 17, CHAPTER 8551 OREGON L.AWS 2009. THIS 
INSTRUMENT DO-es NOT ALLOW USE OF 'rHE PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN THIS INSTRUMENT IN VIOlATION OF 
APPLICABLE lAND UsE LAWS AND REGULAllONS, BEFORE SIGNING OR ·ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMEI'fr, THE 
PERSON ACQUJRJNG FEE TITLE TO 1'HE PROPERTY SHOULD CHECK WITH THE APPROPRIATE CITY OR CDUmY. 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT TO VERIFY TH,o\T THE UNIT OF l.Af\10 BEING TRAfiiSFERRED IS A LAWFULLY ESTA.BUSHED 
LOT OR PARCEL, AS DEFINED IN ORS 92.010 OR 2.15.010, TO VERIFY THE APPROVED USES OF THE LOT OR PARCEl, 
iO DETERMINE ANV LIMITS ON LAWSUilS AGAINST FARMtNG OR FOREST PAACTICES, AS DEFINED IN ORS 30,930 
AND TO INCUIRE; ABOUT THE RIGHTS OF NEIGHBORING PROPERTY OWNERS, IF ANY, UNDER ORS ORS 195,30!1, 
195,301 AND 195,lCISTO "195,336 AND SECTIONS 5 TO 11, CHAPTER 424, OREGON LAWS 2.007, AND SECTIONS 2 1'0 9 
AND 17, CHAPTER 855, OREGON LAWS 200!1, 

The trtJa and actual consideration for this conveyance Is TO CHANGE VESTING. (Here, comply with the 
requirements of DRS 93.030.) 

Slafe of Oregon 
County of Lane 

HUTCHINSON and MARJORIE L�n'x: HUTCHINSON 
The foregoing lnslrumentwas acknowledged before me lhls 6:::zh day ofDece�b , 2010, by HAN c. 

�-· ·.· - OFflCIALSE:AL 

, NOiAR't' PUBLJC.OAEGOH My commission expires· 
KENNETH M BOYST Notary PUblic In and for lh;;.;;��/yon 

COMMISSION NO, �.ol8696 MY OOMMISSION EXPIR�S NIRJL 30, 201� 

Rle No.: 10·35B5 
OR Bnqraln and, Sale Deed Paga 1 of2 
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EXHIBIT "A" 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

Beginning at an Iron plpe marking the lnlllal point· of OAKLEIGH,·as platted and recorded In Volume 9, 
Page 32, Lane County Oregon Plat Records; thence East 504.0 feel along the South Jtne of said Plat; 
thence South 12.0 feet to an [ron pin marking the True Point of Beginning; running thence South 149.9 
feet to a point marked by an Iron pin; thence Wesl BO feet; thence North 149.9 feet; thence Easl60 feet Ia 
the True Point of Beginning, in Lan.e Cou.nty, Oregon. 

Rl11 Na.: 11J-l5B5 
OR Btlrgaln and Sale Deed 
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Regional Land Information Database: Summary Pro percy Report Page 1 of l 

· Snmmll!Y_Prope!l)': Report 
ite Address-·--·····-·-·--· toB OAKLEIGH LN Eugene, OR 974a4:3227··-····""'=c··-·----·······:==-==--=co-=

;� 
ap & Taxlot# 17-04-24-24"06400 i 
C N/A 

ax Account# 0431880 
Property Owner 1 Taxpayer 
GREENLEE DALE E GREENLEE DALE E 

108 OAKLEIGH LN 108 OAKLEIGH LN 
EUGENE, OR 97404 EUGENE, OR 97404 
N!'!_g��ood_<;;_ode 4;!1$..QQi North Eng Urban Mix_!!d SC -� 

Boundary I Laud Use Data 
Approximate 0.36 / 15,682 
TaxlotAcreage I School 

School District 
Code Name 

SqFt 4J EUGENE 
Incorporated City none 
Limits 
Urban Growth EUG 
Boundary 
Census Tract/Block 4100/2 
Subdivision Name· N/A 
Lot/Tract/Unit TL 06400 
Phase · N/A 

· 

Recording Number N/ A 

Property Values &Taxes 

Elementary School 525 
Middle School 518 
fllghSchool 536 
Zoning 

. Parent/Oveday 
Land Use 
Property Class 

Statistical Class 

Real Market Value (RMV) 

River Road 
Kelly 
North Eugene 

R-1/UL; C-1/UL 

m1 Single Family Housing 
121 RESIDENITAL, COMMERCIAL 
ZONE, IMPROVED 
130 CLASS 3 SINGLE FAMILY 
DWELLING 

Total Assessed Value 
Year 

2013 
2012 

!Auad Improvement 

$61,925 $130,126 
$63,468 $124,335 

Total 

$192,051 
$187,803 

2013 Taxable Value 
$189,093 

2013 Tax 
$2,777.58 

Two Most Recent Sales/Ownership Transfers 

Date 
og/16/n 
OS/15/95 

--�-- - ����� 

Price Grantor (first listed) 
$o GREENLEE DALE E 

$135,000 CASH, JANINE LEA 

Grantee (first listed) 
GREENLEE DALE E 
data not available 

Dwelling #1 oh I Building Type » Class 3 dwelling 

2013 Tax Code Area 
00412 

Instrument # 
2011-42041 

1995-36098 

Ba.Se Sq Finished Sq Heating · Forced hot air 

$189,092 
$183,s8E 

Image 
r�� . �� 

� 

Year Built 1898 
Bedrooms 3 
Full Baths 1 
HalfBaths o 

1st Floor 
Tota! Sq 
Ft 

Ft Ft 
1508 

:1508 

Roof Style/Cover Hlp/Camp shingle medium 
1508 Bsmt Gar Sq Ft N /A 

% Complete 100% 
Masonry Yes 
Fireplace(s) 

1508 Att Gar Sq Ft 572 
Det Gar Sq Ft NjA 
Att Carport-Bq Ft N /A 

Thla report extracts commonly used informnti'?n from the Dctnilcd Property Report (DPR). 
Generated by Cascade Title Co on Oct 15, 2013 at 4:18pm using Regional Land Information Database, 
http:/ fwww.rlid.org/ 

· · 

http:/ /rlid. org/property _ search/standard.cfin ?do'jJropsearcb _standard. summary &dsp=&ai ... 10/1512013 
5 2 1  
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Produced by Cascade Title Co on 1 0/15/2013 at 4:1 8PM using RL!D (www.rlid.org) Page l of5 

Detai]ed Property Report 

Site Address 108 OARLEIGH LN Eugene, OR 97404-3227 
Map &Ta>:lot#l'/"D4·24-24-06400 
SIC NfA 
Tax Accomtt# 0431BBo 

Business Information 

RLID does not contain any business data for this address 

l:mprovements 

Dwelling 1 f Bull ding Type » Class 3 dwelling 
A5se.ssor Photo Assessor Sketc.h 

image not nvailablc imngc not n''ailahle 

Inspection Date 01(31/1995 Bedrooms 
Building Class 3+ Full Bath(s) 
Year Built 1898 HalfBath(s) 
Effective Year Bunt lg6o Depreciation 

Floor Characteristics 
Base Sg Ft ·Finished Sg Ft Exterior 

1St Floor 1508 1508 Metal 
Total Sq Ft 1508 1508 . 

Site Address Information 

108 OARLEIGH LN 
EUGENE, ·oR 97404'3227 

House # 
Street Name 
Mail City 
Zip + 4 

108 
OAKLEIGH 
EUGENE 
3227 

Suffix 
Street Type 
State 
Create Date 

3 
1 
a 
22.% 

Property Owner :t 
GREENLEE DALE E 
108 OARLEIGH LN 
EUGENE, OR 97404 
Approx. taxlot acreage 0.36 
Tax account acreage data not available 

ROof Style Hip 
Roof Cover 
Masonry Fireplace(.s) 

Camp shingle medium 
y.,S 

Improvement Complete 100 % 
Heat Forced hot air 

N/A 
LN 
DR 

Other-Square Footage 
Detached N/A 
Garage 
Basement N/A 
Gnrage 
Paved Patio 108 

Attached 
Garage 
Carport 

Paved 
Driveway· 

Aug 07,1983 

Pre-directional 
Unit type / #  
Zip Code 
Update Date 

572 

NfA 

400 

N/A 
N/A 
974D4 
N/A 
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Produced by Cuscude Tille Co on 1 0/15/2013 at 4:1 BPM using RLID (www.rlid.org) 

Land Use 1111 Single Family Housing 
USPS Carrier Route Co27 

Genernl Taxlot Characteristics · 

c Geographic Coordinates 
X 4232915 Y 889514 (State Plnne X,Y) 
Latitude 44.om Longitude -123.1196 

o Zoning 

Zoning Jurisdiction Eugene 
Eugene · 

· 

Parent R-1 LOW-DENSTIY RESIDENTIAL 
Zone 

Taxlot Characteristics 
Incorporated City Limits 
Urban Growth Boundary 
Year Annexed · 
Annexation # 
Approximate Ta.··dot 
Acreage 
ApproxTaxlot Sq Footage 
2010 CenSus Tract 
2010 Census Block Group 
Plan Design�tion 

none 
Eugen·e 
N/A 
N/A 
o.g6 

18,682 . 
4100 
2 
Metro Plan Map 

Page 2 of5 

Overlay m. · 
Parent C7l 
Zone 

· Urbanizable Land 
NEIGHBORHOOD 
COMMERCIAL 

Eugene Neighborhood Rivrir Road Community 
Organization 

OVerlay ill. 

o Land use 
. Genera] Land Use 

Code Description 
S Single Family 

Detailed Land Use 
Code Description 

Urbaniznble Land 

1111 Single Family Housing 

·service Providers 

Fire Protection Provider River Rand WD 
Ambulance Provider . Eugene Fire & EMS 
Ambulance DistriCt WC 
Ambulance Service Alea West/Central. 
LTD Sen-ice Area? Yes 
LTD Ride Source? Yes 
Soil Water Cons. Dist/Zone UPPER WILLAMEITEE / o 
Emerald People's Utility District N 

Environmental Data 

FEMA Flood Hazard Zone 
Code Description 

Metro Area Nodal Dev Area. NO 
Historic Property Name N/A 
City Historic Landmarlt? �ci 
National Historical Register? No 

. 
X5 Areas ofsoo-yeartlood, areas of10o-year flood with average depths ofless than 1 foot or with drainage areaS less than 1 

square mile, and areas protecte4 by 1evees from too-year flood. · 

FIRM Map Number 41039C1128 F 
Community Number 415591 
Post-FIRM Date 12/tB/1985 
Panel Printed? Yes 

B2ilil· 
Soil Map Unit# Soil Type Description % ofTaxlotAg Class tHydric 
76 MALABON·UREAN LAND COMPLEX10o% 1 No 

Schools 

I School District 
Code Name 
4J . EUGENE 

5 2 3  
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Produced by Cascade Title Co on I 0/1 5/2013 at 4:18PM using RLID (www.rlid.org) Page 3 of5 

Elementary School 525 
Middle School 518 
High School 536 

Political Districts 

River Road 
Kelly 
North Eugene 

EJection Precinct 730 
Cicy Council Ward N/A 
City Councilor N/A 

·eaunty Commissioner District4 (Eugene-North) 
County Commissioner Pat Farr 
EWEB Commissioner N /A 
LCC Board Zone 2 

Liens 
. 

RLID does not contain any Uen data for this jurisdiction 

Building Perrnits 

Eugene Building Perntits 

Log Number Project Description 
to-ogsaS-o1 Installation of mini split system 
:l0-03574-01 Electrical for ductless heat pump 

Land Use Applications 

None 

Petitions 

None 

Ta."\:: Statements (cUl'l"ent and previous tax years) 

ACCOUNT#: 0431BBo 
View tax statement(s) for: 2013 2012 

O�er(raxpayer 

Owners 
Owner 
GREENLEE DALE E 

Tnxpnyer 
PartyNrune 
GREENLEE DALE E 

AccoWlt Status 

Status Active Account Current Tax Year 

none Account Status 
Remarks none 
Special Assesqment Program N /A 

Address 
108 DAKLEIGH LN 

Address 
108 DAKLEIGH LN 

State Representative District13 
State Representative Nancy Nathanson 
State Senate District 7 
State Senator Chris Edwards 

City/State/Zip 
EUGENE, OR 97404 

City/State/Zip 
. EUGENE, DR 97404 

Datn source: Lane
. 
County Assessment !llld Tn..'iation 
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Produced by Casonde Title Co on I 0/15/2013 al 4: l 8PM using RLID (www.rlid.org) 

General TaYAcconnt Info1'Illation 

Tax Account Acreage data riot available 
Firfi Acres N/A 
Property Class 121 RESIDENTIAL, COMMERCIAL ZONE, IMPROVED 
Statistical Class 130 CLASS 3 SINGLE FAMILY DWELLTNG 
Neighborhood Code 431500 
Category Land nnd Improvements 

Township-Range--Section / Subdivision Data 

Subdivision Type N/ A 
Phase N/A 

Property Values &Taxes 

'subdivision Name N/A 
Lot/Tract/Unit # TL o6400 

D.ata .source.: Lane Cormty Assessment and Taxation 

Dntn sOurce:_ I..nnc Coullty Assessment �nd Tqxution 

Subdivision Number N/A 
R�cording Number N/A 

Datu sourCe.! Lane County A&iessment and Taxation 

The values shown are the values certified in October unless a value change has been processed on the :Property. Value changes 
typically occur as a result of appeals, clerical errors and omitted property. The tax shown is the amount certified in October. This 
is the full amount of tax for the year indicated and does not include any discounts offered, payments made, interest owing or · 
previous years mving. It also does not reflect any value ch�nges. 

Current Year Assessed Value $189,093 
Less E.l{emption Amount it- NJA 
Taxable Value $189,093 
""Frozen Assess.ed Value 

Tax Code Area & Taxing Districts 

Tax Code .Area (Levy Code)" for current tax year 00412 

Data som:cc:: �ne County Assessment and Tax.ntion 

5 2 5  
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Produced by Coscade Tille Co on I 0/!5/20!:i at 4:18PM using RLID (www.rlid.org) Page S of5 

Taxing Districts .for TCA 0041.2 EUGENE SCHOOL DISTRICT 4J 
LANE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
LANE COUNTY 
LANE EDUCATION SERVICE DISTRICT 
RIVER ROAD PARK & RECREATION DISTRICT 
RIVER ROAD WATER DISTRICT 

**NOTICE Lane County Assessment and Taxation Tax Code Area &Taxing Districts reflect 2013. The Billing Rate Document 
· still references 2012 rates and details and will be updated once we receive � current report from Lane County, 

Da�a source: Lnne County Assessment and Tnxntion 

Sales & Ownership Changes 
»rue uare· · .. ,•(,•, ,. ..... ·, .... .·::· . 

1o9, �0 8 No > E  ;DALEE 

IO!il I v data CASH, JANJNELM data 
oo �s data I , JACK. C data · 

log, 
1-'- data , MAK, li oara 
u data AUS data 

Dntn source: Lane County Assessment and Tnxution 
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' :1 
Grantor: 

. Martha E. Greenlee 

Grantee: 
Dale E. Greenlee 
108 Oakleigh Lane 
Eugene OR 97404 

After Recording, Return to: 
Daniel T. Brown 
400 Country Club Road #350 
Eugene OR 97 401 

· Send All Tax Statements to: 
Dale E. Greenlee 
108 Oakleigh Lane 
Eugene OR 97404 

,- �- ··----- -;--···- - .  ----·· � -- - - ·  . .  Lane Counly Clerk 2�11 n12nAj Lane County Deeds and Records V •v, V, 

1 111 11 11 1 1 11111 1 111 1 1 11 1 1 11 1 1 1 1 1 1  II 111 11 1 11 1 1 1 111 $47 · oo 
01244765201100420410020026 09/19/201 1 1 0 : 46 : 41 AM · 
RPR-DEED · Cnt=l Sln:15 CRSHIER 06 
$10 . 00 $1 1 . 00 $16 . 00 $10 , 00 

DEED OF PERSONAL REPRESENTATIVE 

Dale E. Greenlee, the duly appointed, qualified, and acting Personal Representative of the 
Estate of Martha Elizabeth Greenlee, deceased, conveys unto Dale E. Greenlee that real 
property situated at 1 08 Oakleigh Lane, Eugene, Lane County, Oregon, more particularly 
described as follows: 

· 

A portion of the Southeast one-quarter of the Northwest one-quarter of 
Section 24, Township 1 7  South, Range 4 West of the Willamette Meridian, in 
Lane County, Oregon, as desGribed as follows: 
Beginning at an iron pipe marking the Initial point of a PLAT OF OAKLEIGH, 
as platted and Recorded in Book 9, Page 32, Lane County Oregon Plat Records; 
thence East 1 89.5 feet along the South line of said plat; thence South 

· 

12.00 feet to an iron pin set in the South line of a strip of land dedicated 
to the public, Recorded In Book 386, Page 144, Lane County Oregon Deed 
Records, and marking the True Point of Beginning; thence East 104. 4 feet · 
along the South line of said dedication to an iron pin; thence south 149.90 
feet to an iron pin; thence West 1 04.4 feet to an iron pin; thence North · 
149.90 feet to the True Point of beginning. · 

Ta� Account No. 431880 

The true and actual consideration for this conveyance is In accordance with the Order 
Approving Final Account and General Judgment of Final Distribution dated. S"'rif. 7 , 201 1 
and filed in Lane County Circuit Court Case No. 50-1 1 -05352. · 

THIS I NSTRUMENT WILL NOT ALLOW USE OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN THIS 
I NSTRUMENT IN VIOLATION OF APPLICABLE LAND USE LAWS AND REGULATIONS. 
BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON ACQUI.RING FEE 

DEED OF PERSONAL REPRESENTATIVE - PAGE 1 

5 2 7  
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I ii. 

TITLE TO THE PROPERTY SHOULD CHECK WITH THE APPROPRIATE CITY OR COUNTY 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT TO VERIFY APPROVED USES AND TO DETERMINE ANY . 
L IMITS ON LAWSUITS AGAINST FARMING OR FOREST PRACTICES, AS DEFINED I N  ORS 
30.930. 

DATED this I& 

STATE OF OREGON ) 
) ss: 

County of Lane ) 

. Dale E. Greenlee, Personal Representative of the 
Estate of Martha Elizabeth Greenlee 

On the _lb__ day of 1 \-�011, personaily appeared the above-named 
Dale E. Greenlee and acknowle�ged the above instrument to be his voluntary act and deed as 
Personal Representative of the Estate

. 
of Martha Elizabeth Greenlee. 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me on QJc;;e:vf. / & ' 201 1 .  

� G, \ 

Notary Public for Oregon 
My commission expires://�/(;--Q2j) /d--.-

LAWYER FOR PERSONAL REPRESENTATIVE: 
Daniel T. Brown, OSB No. 76009 
400 Country Club Road, Suite 350 
Eugene OR 97401 
(541)484-9407 Telephone 
(541)344-4013 Fax 
dan@danbrownpc.com 

DEED OF PERSONAL REPRESENTATIVE · PAGE 2 ·  . 
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Regional Land Information Database: Summary Property Report Page 1 of l 

Jsite Address 110 OAKLEIGH LN Eugene, OR 9;404·3;;-;----------=---------�� 
iMap & TaXlot# 17-04-24'24·06401 · 
� � ' IT' ax Account# 0431898 I Property Owner 1 TIDcpayer 
BRADLEY LORE'ITA M BRADLEY LORE'ITA M 

110 OAKLEIGH LN no OAKLEIGH LN 
EUGENE, OR 97404 EUGENE, OR 97404 

-.--------- ······ .... .  ·. J  !.!�g!l_!J_o!�g��-G2.�-"-.4.;Eq.Q9../ .. �9.rth �ug UrQ_�u �"i!-W R}l 
·-· - -·- - --

-
- ·==="'-'---"'----�c=ccc .. 

�':'�.�<l!:!.l.:!:��yse D'!:_�-------- -· - --------···--···-----······-····-·--------·-··--···-----·--·------

Approximate 0.27 / 11,761 
TaX!ot Acreage I Sq 
Ft 
Incorporated City none 
Limits 
Urban Growth 
Boundary 
Census Tract/Bloclc 

EUG 

School Code Name 
School District 4J EUGENE 
Elementary School 525 River Road 
Middle School 518 Kelly 

·High School 536 North Eugene 
R-1/UL 

. SubdivisionName 
Lot/Tract/Unit 
Phase 

4100/2 
N/A 
TL o6401 
N/A 

Zoning 
Parent/Overlay 
Laud Use 
Property Class 
Statistical Class 

1111 Single Fanrily Housing 
101RESIDENTIAL, IMPROVED 
130 CLASS 3 SINGLE FAMILY 

Recording Number N/A DWELLING 

Property Values & Taxes 

Year 
2013 
2012 

-··-
-

-
-

·-------

Real Marlmt Value (RMV) 
Land ·ImproVement 

$58,577 $124,690 
$6o,o26 $116,540 

2013 Taxable Value 
$176,488 

2013 Tax 
$2,612.50 

Total 
$183,267 
$176,566 

Tw_o �o_st R-:_eent SalesfOwner".hi!l_T.r
_

an_s
�

£
_
e

_
rs ___

__
_ _ 

Date 
02/06/66 
12/08/97 

Price Grantor (first listed) 
$1 BERGSTROM WANITA 
$a BERGSTROM, WANITA 

Grantee (first listed) 
BRADLEY LORE'ITA M 

· . data not available 

Dwelling #1 of 1 f Building Type » C!ass 3 dwelling 

Total Assessed Value 

2013 Tax Code Area 
00412 

Instrument # 
2006-8575 
1997-83559 

Base Sq Finished Sq Heating data not available 

___j 

$176,4BE 
$171,34< 

Image 
� 
�� 

Year Built 1976 
Bedrooms 4 
Full Baths 3 
HalfBaths o 

Ft Ft Roof Style/Cover Gable/Camp shingle mediuin 

% Complete too% . 
Masonry No 
Fireplace(s) 

1st Floor 
2nd Floor 
Totai Sq 
Ft 

1092 1092 Bsmt Gar Sq Ft N/A 
520 520 Att Gar Sq Ft 520 

1612 1612 Det (}ar SqFt N/A 
Att Carport Sq N /A 
Ft 

. This repnrtcxtrncts eommonly used information from the Dctoiled Property Report (DPR). 

( Generated by Cascade Title Co on Oct15, 2013 at 4:19pm using Regional Laud Information Database, 
http:/ jwww.rlid.org/ 

http ://rlid.o.rg/property _ search/standard.cfin ?do"'])ropsearch _ standard.sumrnary &dsp=&aL. 10/1 5/201 3  
5 3 1  
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Produced by Cascade Title Co on I 0/15/2013 at 4:25PM using RLID (www.rlid.org) 

Detailed Property Report 

Page I of5 

Site Address 110 OARLEIGH LN Eugene, OR 97404-3227 · 
Map &Taxlot#17�o4�24-24-D640l 
SIC N/A 
Tax Accormt# 0431898 

·Business Information 

RLID does not contain any business data for this address 

Improvements 

Dwelling 1 /  Buildiog Type » Class 3 dwelling 
Asse!."SOI" Photo Assessor Sketch 

image not avnilnble imagenotnvnilab1e 

Inspection Date 
Building Class 
Year Built 
Effective Year Built 

Floor Characteristics 

01/16/1999 
3 
1976 
1980 

· Bedrooms 
Full Bath(s) 
HalfBath(s) 
Depreciation 

Base Sg Ft Finished Sg Ft Exterior 
1st Floor 
znd Floor 
Total SqFt 

1092 1092 Woodsiding 
520 · 520 Wood siding 
1612 1612 

Site Address Information 

110 OARLEIGH LN 
EUGENE, OR 97404-3227 

House # 
Street Name 
Mail City 
Zip + 4  

110 
OARLEIGH 
EUGENE 
3227 

Suffix 
Street Type 
State 
Create Date 

4 
3 
0 
16% 

Property Owner 1 
BRADLEYLORETIAM 
110 OAKLEIGH LN 
EUGENE, OR 97404 
Apnrox. tnxlotacregge 0.27 
Ta"" account aCI'eage 0.27 

Gable . RoofScyle 
Roof Cover 
Masonry Fireplace(s) 

· Improvement Complete 
Heat 

Camp shingle medium 
No 
100 % 
data nOt availab1e 

N/A 
LN 
OR 

Othe-r Square Footage 
Detached N/A 
Garage 
Basement N/A 
Garage 
PavedPatio 100 

Attached 
Garilge 
Carport 

Paved 
Drivelvay 

Feb 24, 1985 

Pre-directional 
Unit tYPe I # 
Zip Code 
Update Date 

520 

N/A 

378 

N/A 
N/A 
97404 
N/A 



( 

( 

( 

Produced by Cascade Title Co on 10115/2013 ut 4:25PM using RLID (www.rlid.org) 

Land Use 1111 Single Family Housing 
USPS Cattier Route C027 

General Taxlot Characteristics 

tl Geographic Coordinates 
X 4233011 Y 889511 (Stnt!!PlnncX.Y) 
Latitu.de 44.0777 Longitude -123.1193 

o Zoning 

Zoning Jurisdiction Eugene 
Eugene 

Parent Zone 
Overlay 

R-1 
UL 

LOW-DENSITY RESIDENTIAL 
Urbanizab1e Land 

Taxlot Characteristics 
Incorporated City Limits 
Urban Growth Bound.my · 
Year Annexed 
Annexation # 
Apnro:dmgte Tnxlot 
Acreage_ 
Approx Tnxlot Sq Footage 
2010 Census Tract 
2010 Census Block Group 
Plan Designation 

none 
Eugene 
N/A 
N/A 
0,27 

2 
Metro Plan Map 

Page 2 of5 

Eugene Neighbo:i:hood 

e Land Use 

River Road Community 
OrganhBtion 

General Land Use 
Code DeScription 
S Single Family 

Detailed Land Use 
Code Description 
1111 · Single Family Housing 

Metro Area Nodnl Dev Area No 
Historic Property Name N/ A 
City Historic Landmark? No 
National Historical Register? . No 

---·'--�------�---------·---------._..) 

Service Providet's 

F:ire Protection Provider 
Ambulance Provider 
Ambulance District 

River Road WD 
Eugene Fire & EMS 
we 

Ambulance ServieeAren WeE.tjCentral 
LTD Service Area? Yes 
LTD Ride Source? Yes 
Soil Water Cons. Dist/Zone UPPER WILLAMETrEE / o 
Emerald People's Utility District N 

Environmental Data 

FEMA Flood Ha2ard Zone 
Code Description 
Xs Areas of sao-year flood, areas of wo-Year flood with average depths ofless than 1 foot or With drainage areas less than 1 

square mile, and areas protected by levees .frOm 100-year flood, 

FIRM Map Number 41039C1128 F 
Community Number 415591 
Post-FIRM Date 12/18j1985 
Pane} Printed? Yes 

Soils 
Soil Map Unit# Soil Type Description % ofTaxlotAg Class I Hydric 
76 l<J:ALAllON-URBAN LAND COMPLEX1oo% 1 No 

Schools. 

. Code Name 
School District 4J EUGENE 
Elementary School 525 
Middle School 518 
High School 536 

River Road 
K<illy 
North Eugene 

. 5 3 3  
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Produced by Cascade Tille Co on 10/15/2013 at 4:25PM using RL!D (www.rlid.org) 

Political Districts 
. 

Election Precinct · 730 
City Council Ward N/A 
City Councilor N/A 
County Commissioner District 4 (Eugene"" North) 
County Commissioner Pat Farr 
EWEB Commissioner N/A 
LCC Board Zone 2 

Liens 

.RLID does not contain any Jien data for this jurisdiction 

Building Permits 

Eugene Building Permits 

Log Numbet" Project Description 

State Representative District13 
State Representative Nancy Nathanson 
State Senate District 7 
State Senator Chris Edwards 

Page 3 of 5  

g8�o6413�ot Add accessory dwelling unit: Apartment over ganige to be oWner-occupied. The 6o.oo electri(!B} permit was for 
senice not 6 circuits. 

Land Use Applications 

None 

Petitions 

None 

Tax Statements (current and previous tax years) 

ACCOUNT#: 0431898 
'?ew tax statement(s] for:&Q1.3. 2012 

Owner {Taxpayer 

Owners 
Owner 
BRADLEYLOREITA M 

Taxpayer 
Party Name 
BRADLEYLOREITA M 

Account Status 

Status Active Account Current Tax Year 

none Account Status 
Remarks none 
Special Assessment Program N/ A 

General Ta.�Account Information 

Address 
.no OAXLEIGHLN 

Address 
no OAKLEIGH LN 

City /State/Zip 
EUGENE, OR 97404 

City /State/Zip 
EUGENE, OR 97404 

Dnta source: Ltme County A.<;sCs.srnent �d T�r,.-ation 

Data lioune: Lane County Assensment D.Ild Tromtion 
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Produced by Cuscade Title Co on 1 OIJ5/201 3 at 4:25PM using RLID (wivw.rlid.org) 

Tax Account Acreage 0.27 
Fire Acres N I A 
Prope!i)l Class 101 RESIDENTIAL, IMPROVED 
Statistical Clnss 130 CLASS 3 SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING 
Neighborhood Code 431500 
Category Land an<;l Improvements 

Page 4 of5 

Datn ;:;ource: Lane County .Assessment and Taxation 

Township-Range-Section / Subdivision Data 

Subdivision Type N/A 
Phase N/A 

Subdivision Name N/A 
Lot/Tract/Unit # TL o64o1 

Subdivision Number N/A 
Recording Number N /A 

Data .source: Lnne County Assessment nnd Taxation . 
Property Values &Taxes 

. . 
The vnlues shown are the values certified in October unless a value change bas been processed on the property. Value changes 
typically mcur as a result of appeals, clerical errors and omitted property. The tax shown is the amount certified in O�tober. This 
is the full amount of tax for the year indicated and does not include any discounts offered) payments made, interest mving or 
previous years owing. It also does not reflect anyvalue changes. 

�����w�ooi��� 
2012 
2011 
2010 
2009 
2008 
2007 
200b 
2005 
2004 
'2003 
Z002 . 
20C 
2000 
1999 
998 

1997 
1996 
1995 

. 

Current Year Assessed Value $176.488 
Less Exemption Amount • N/A 
Taxable Value $i76,488 
"" Frozen :Assessed Value 

�215,919 

. . 

Datn source: L!J.nc County Assessment nnd To..ution 

Ta:'< Code .Area & Taxlog Districts 

Tax Code Area (Levy Code) for current tax year 09412 
Taxmg Districts for TCA 00412 EUGENE SCHOOL DISTRICT 4J 

LANE CO�rrYCOLLEGE 
LANE COUNTY 
LANE EDUCATION SERVICE DISTIUCT 
RfVER ROAD PARK & RECREATION DISTRICT 

· RIVERROAD WATERDISTRICT 

5 3 5  
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Pro,duced by Cascade Title Co on I 0/15/2013 at 4:25PM using RLID (www.rlid.org) Page 5 of5 

"NOTICE Lane County Assessment and Taxation Tax Code Area &Taxing Districts reflect 2013. The Billing :Rate Document 
stnl references 2012 rates and details and will be updated once we receive a current report from Lane County. 

Data source: Lnne County .Assessment nodTIL"altion 

Sales & Ownership Changes· 

,Snle -Date.··: Sale.:Price Doc�tt.;:;:,:::··:· !fmage !An•l)'!'is:f;ode:JM.ultiple Acc!E?,,•,: G�ll!l.tor.(s):;i:::•;;;;;;;,;,;,,,,,c;.k•' Gt:aritee(�).i;;!;;,;;·;;,;;.;):"c.::c; 
o2/o6/2o06 $1 2006-8575 =I 12 !NO JHERGSTROMWANITA JBRADLEYLDRETTAM 
o/o8/1997 $o 1997-83559 6 jdata not available BERGSTROM, WANITA 1Cl1lta not avail� 

DataSU\lrce: U!nc. County .Assessment nnd Ta-:-:.nlion 



r--
( � . Send tax statarent to: Inretta H. Bradley 

Division of Chief Deputy Clerk 2�fll!.oo0515 Lane Cc_unLy Deeds and Record& V!JtJ 0 

I I III $31 .oo 

( \ 

( 

I 

I!! 2505 O regon Ave. 
Atwater CA.. 95301 02/07/2006 02:37:49 PM 

After recording ret= to : Sarre as above 

RPR-DEED Cnl=1 Sln=15 CASHIER 06 

$10.00 $11.00 $10 . 00 

QUITCLAIM DEED 

THIS QUITCLAIM DEED, Executed this 6 day of FEBRUARY , 

2006 (year), 
by fu:st party, Grantor, 

whose post office address is 

to seeond party, Grantee, 

whose post office address is 

WANITA L. BERGSTROM 

1974 LABONA DRlVE, EUGENE OR 97404 

LOREITA M. BRADLEY 

1 1 0  OAKLEIGH LANE, EUGENE OR 97404 

WITNESSETH, That the said first party, for good collllideration and for the sum of 

ONE DollatS ($1.00 ) paid by the said second party, the receipt whereof 

is hereby aclmowledged, does hereby remise, release and quitclaim unto the said second party 

forever, ail the right, title, int�t and claim which the said first party has in and to the following 

described parcel of land, and improvements and appurtenai)ces thereto in the County of, 

LANE . State of OREGON to wit: 

BEGINNlNG AT A POINT BEING EAST 294.00 FEET AND SOUTH 25.00 FEET FROM 
THE INlTIAL POINT OF OAKLE�GH FLAT AS PLATTED AND RECORDED IN BOOK 9, 
PAGE 32, LANE COUNTY OREGON PLAT RECORDS; THENCE EAST 85.00 FEET; 
THENCE SOUTH 136.90 FEET; THENCE WEST 85.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 136.90 
FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING IN LANE COUNTY, OREGON. 

. 

Page I o{Z. ;»-4 [Signlllnres on following pnge.] loitillls of First Porty 

.AI!AAADAT 

' 5 3 7  



IN WITNESS WHEREOF, The said first party has signed and sealed these presents the day 

('jj;"'' ":'::_ -· ''"'"' .. ,, "' "''"""" ;, """"'� � i4t o: l,uJ UJ;;z&:r&< � =at\Jre of Witiiess �() " Signature of FirsiJ>;'G'lantor . dlt&f� Tuev; · kiiAt11J7A -:13£rsc;srRMZ 
Print name of Witness I Print name of First Party 

Signature ofWitD.ess Signature of First Party, Grantor 

Prinf name of Witness Print name of First Party 

· STATE OF 
COUNTY OF L� } 
On "(:� (// ,Wet, before me, T� 12. �"-
appeared \/JD,AI\.1 t-v-- 1)�-:,� tu"-d \;:,1"'-V\.A. T�<"'-CNJ 
personally known to me (or provetl to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence) to be the 
person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to f!le within instrument and acknowl<;<Jged to me that 
b.e/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their 
signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) 
acted, executed the instrument. 

· 

WITNESS my hand and official seal. 

. (Seal) 

TAMARA R LARSEN 
NOTAAY PUBUC.OREGON 

I 

"' =�  

Poge 2 of2. 

AHAAABAT 

Affiant __ l<nown__Produced ID,__.­
"IYPe ofiD ot?..'j)k fN.JI•IZ oi?DL Z'2."j">''2S':) ' 

Signature of Preparer 

Print Name ofPreparer 

Address of Preparer 

uq· Initials of First Party 
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S.E.114 N.W.114 SEC. 24 T.17S. R.4W. W.M. 
Lane County 

1" =100' 

540 

17042424 
EUGENE 

""''-·""" .... ""·" 

EUGENE 
17042424 
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Regional Land Information Database: S11l111llary Property Report Page 1 of 1 

Summary Property Report 
i[Site Address go OAKLEIGH LN Eugene, OR 97404-;j226 
Map & Taxlot# 17-04-24-24-o6soo 

IC N/A 
ax Accmmt# 0431906 

1 Property Owner 1 Taxpayer I MONES sTEWART L MONES STEWART L ' lgo OAKLEIGH LN go OAKLEIGH LN 
EUGENE, OR 97404 EUGENE, OR 97404 
Ndghborhood Code 80106 / River Road 

����;=::�;--- �:z;�� .. ,�:1�;:� -_--- �--l 
Limits · Middle School 518 Kelly 
Urban Growth EUG High School , 536 · North Eugene 
Boundary 
Census Tract/Block 4100/2 C-1/UL 

Subdivision Name 
Lot/Tract/Unit 

N/A 
TL o65oo 
N/A 

Zoning 
Parent/Overlay 
Land Use 6517 Medical Cllnic, Out Patient 

Service 
Phase . 
Recording Number NJA 

Property Class 
Statistical Class 

201 COMMERCIAL, IMPROVED 
430 OLD HOUSE CONVERSION TO 
OFFICE 

Property .Values & Taxes 
�------------------ ------- · -------------------

Year 
2013 
2012 

Real Market Value (RMV) Land Improvement 
$93,934 $107,608 
$93,934 $1o7,6o8 

2013 Taxable Value 
$125,650 

2013 Tax 
$2,og8.54 

Total 
$201,542 
$201,542 

Total Assessed Value 

2013 Tax Code Area 
00412 

'l'wo Most Recent Sales/Ownership Transfers 
----------�--------�� 

Date 
07/01/08 

12/o7jo6 

. Price Grantor (first listed) 
$1go,ooo POOLEY KATHERINE N 

$o FIRESTONE MITCHELL T 

Grantee (first listed) 
MONES STEWART L 
DOOLEY KATHERINE N 

This :repo£1: e:xtracts Commonly used information from the Detailed Property Report (DPR). 

Instrwnent # 
2008�41292 

2006-88194 

Generated by Cascade Title Co on Oct 15, 2013 at 4:17Pm using Regional Land Information Database, 
http:/ /www.rlid.org/ 

$125,6sc 
$121,99C 

Image 
rJ:Jl 
Ill 

http:/ /rlid.org/property _ search/standard.c:fm ?do=propsearch _ standard.summary &_ dsp=&ai... 10/15/2013 
5 4 1  



.Produced by Cascade Title Co on 1 0/1 5/201 3  at 4:1 7PM using RLID (www.rlid.org) Page 1 of5 

Detailed Property Report 

Site Address 90 OAKLEIGH LN Eugene, OR 97404-3226 
Map &Ta.�ot#17�04-24-24-065DO 
SIC N/A 
TaxAccount# 0431906 

Business Information 

Multiple Businesses at This Address 

Property Owner 1 MDNES STEWARTL 
.90 OAKLEIGHLN 
EUGENE, OR 97404 

Aporox. tax1ot acreage 0.26 
Tnx ·account acreage data not available 

There are 2 bUsinesses associated with this address. Click on any of the links below to open the full business report 

• Mitchell Todd Firestone. Mr Mitchell Firestone 
• Stewart Mones MD. Dr Stewart Mones 

Sourtc: infoGtoup/Go\•emment Division, 5711 S 86Ul Circle,Omahu1 NE 68127, 1.VWW.infoUSA.gnv.cotn 

bnprovements 

Photos & Sketches for Ta"'l: Account 

Site Address Jnfo�ation 

90 OAKLEIGH LN 
EUGENE, OR 97404-3226 

House # 
Street Name 
Mail City 
Zip + 4  

90 
OAKLEIGH 
EUGENE 
3226 

tt"' '"" 

l ''' l;;;�'-···l .,, .I . '';:.. .. _j 
o' :!,; ·-···-··;· "'�·��<'M 

Suffix 
Street Type 
State 
Create Date 

N/A 
. LN  
OR 
Feb 24,1985 

Pre-directional 
Unit type/ II 
Zip Code 

. Update Date 

N/A 
N/A 
97404 
Apr oB, 2009 
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Produced by Cascade Title Co on 1 0/15/201 3  at 4:1 7PM using RLID (www.rlid.org) 

Land Use 6517 Medical Clinic, Out Patient Servke 
USPS Carrier Route Co:;q 

General TaxlotCharacteristics 

o Geographic Coordinates 
X 4202841 Y 889538 [Stoto PlonoX,Y) 
Latitude 44.07?8 Longitude -123 .• 1199 

o Zoning 

Zoning Jurisdiction Eugene 

G-1 

Taxlot Characteristics 
Incorporated City Limits 
Urban Growth BoundaJY 
Year Annexed 

· ·Annexation# 
Anproximate Tmclot 
Acreage 
Approx Taxlot Sq Footage 
201 o Census Tract 
2010 Census Block Group 
Plan Designation 

none 
Eugene 
N/A 
N/A 
0.26 

2 
Metro Plan Map 

Page 2 of5 

Eugene 
Parent 
Zone 
Overlay . UL 

NEIGHBORHOOD 
COMMERCIAL 
Urbanizable Land Eugene N.eighborhood River Road Community 

Organization 

e land Use 
Genera1 La;nd Use 
Code Description 
o' General Services 

Detalled Land Use 
Code Description 
6517 · Medical Clinic, Out Patient Service 

Service Providers 

Fire Protection Provider River Rand WD 
Ambulance Provider Eugene.Fire & EMS 
Ambulance District WC 
Ambulance Service Area West/Central 
LTD Service Area? Yes 
LTD Ride Source? Yes 
Soil Water Cons. Dist/Zone UPPER W!ILAMEITEE j o 
Emerald People's Utility District N 

Envil'onmentnl Data 

FEMA Flood Hazard Zone 
Code Descciption 

Metro Area Nodal Dev Area No 
HistoricPropertyName N/A 
City Historic Landmark? No 
National Historical Register? No 

Xs Areas of soo-year flo ad, are3s of 100-year flood with average depths ofless than 1 foot or "With drainage areas less than i 
.square mile, and areas protected by levees from 1oo-:year flood. 

FIRM Map Number 4103gC1128 F 
Community Number 415591 
Post-FIRM Date 12/18/1985 
Panel Printed? Yes 

Soils 
Soil Map Unit# Soil Type Description % ofTaxlotAgClass 1Hydric 
76 M:ALABON-URBAN LAND COMPLEX100% 1 No 

Schools 

Code Name 
School Distri�t 4J EUGENE 
Elementary School 525 · River Road 
Middle'School 518 Kelly 
High School 536 North Eugene 

5 4 3  
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Produced by Crulcade Title Co on I 0/15/2013 at 4:1 7PM using RLID (www,rlid.org) 

Political Districts 

EJection Precinct 730 
City Council Ward N/A 
City Councilor N /A 
County Conmrissioner District4 {Eugene--North) 
County Commissioner Pat Far;r 
EWEB Commissioner N/A 
LCC Board Zone 2 

liens 

RLID does not contain B.ny lien data for this jurisdiction 

Buildiog Permits 

Eugene Buildiog Permits 

LogNumber ProjectDescription 
oo-0073 8-01 Convert existing SFD into rnedical office 

State Representative District13 
State Representative Nancy Nathanson 
State Senate District 7 · 

. State Senator Chris Edwards 

o9-o2643-o1 Tnsta11ation of freestanding sign for Mnitree Family Medicine 

Land Use Applications l None 

Petitions 

None 

Tax Statements (current and previous tax years) 

:ACCOUNT#: 0431906 
View tax stntement(s) for: 2013 20"12 

O�er/Taxpayer 

Owners 
Owner 
MONES STEWART L 

Taxpayer 
· Party Name 

MONES STEWART L 

Address 
90 OAKLEIGH LN 

Address 
90 OAKLE!GH LN 

CitY/State/Zip 
EUGENE, OR 97404 

City/State/Zip 
EUGENE, OR 97404 

Page ;l of5 

Dntl source� Ltme. Cmtnl;i• Assessment nnd Ta."\:ation 

Account Status 

Status Active Account CurrentTaxYear 

Account Status none 
Remarks none 
Special. Assessment Program N/ A 

General Tax Accq1mt Information 

Data sourec: Lnnc County Asscs5mcnt and TnxnliiJn 
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Produced by Cascade Title Co on 10/15/2013 at 4:1 7PM using RLlD (www.rlid.org) 

Ta'<AccountAC:reage data nofavailable . 
Fire Acres N/A 
Property Class . 201 COMMERCIAL, IMPROVED 
Statistical Class 430 OLD HOUSE CONVERsiON TO OFFICE 
Neighborhood Code 80406 

'Category Land and lmpro�ements 

Page 4 of 5 

Data source: Lane County Asscs,'illlcnt and Taxation 

Township-oRange-Section / Subdivision Data 

Subdivision Type N /A 
Phase N/A 

Subdivision Nrune N/A 
Lot/Tract/Unit # TL o6soo 

Subdivision Number N/A 
Reccirding_Number N/A 

Daln !lourcc: l..nne Connty Asse.»sment ;mel TaxRtion 
. 

Property Values &Taxes 
��----------------�---------�--------------------�-----�----, 
The values shown are the values certified in October unless a value change hns been processed on the property. Value changes 
typically occur as a result of appeals, clerical errors and omitted property. The tax shmvn is the amount certified in October. This 
is the full amountoftax for the year indicated and does notinclud.e any discounts offered1 payments made, interest mving or 
previous ye�rs owing. It also does not reflect any value changes. 

I .. :- . · ·:·,:: . .  ·.;::·.·:: ·t<C81 ,... I I ... 
2013 
2012 
2C 
2010 
2009 
200" 
200/ 
2006 
2005· 
2004 

L� 20();;;---3- r---�_!:jz,4b2 
I· 2002. $36,37J 

2001 >31,90; 
2000 
1)99 

I . J" 
1 J7 
1 )6 
1995 

Current Year Assessed Value $125.650 
Less Exemption Amount * N I A 
Taxable Value $j_25l650 
�·Frozen Assessed Value 

. 

. 

Data source: Lnne County Assl!ssment and Taxation L-----------------------------------------------------------------� 
Tax Code Area & Taxing Disbicts 

Tax Code Are• (Levy Code) for current tax year 00412 
Taxing Districts for TCA 00412 EUGENE SCHOOL DISTRICT 4J 

LANE COMMUNTIY COLLEGE 
LANE COUNTY 
LANE EDUCATION SERVICE DISTRICT 
RIVERROAD PARK&RECREATION DISTRICT 
RIVERRO.tiDWATER DISTRICT 

5 4 5  
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Produced by Cascade Title Co on J 0/15/2013 at 4:17PM using RLID (www.rlid.org) Page 5 of 5 

'*NOTICE Lane County Assessment and Taxation Tax Code Area &Taxing Districts. reflect 2013. The Billing Rate Document 
still re�erences 2012 ratES and details and will be updated once we receive a current report from Lane County. 

Duta source: Lnne County Assessment and Ta.wtion 

Sales & Ownership Changes 

Datn source: lane County A.•i.SI:!ssrnent ill.ld Taxation 



/ ( 
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.- A.f.:�r �er.c�ding; Rcn_am Tn 
?int A l"lrrkrl!i �fJtle 

PO Bo:t 10 g-5 . 
.G.ugc�e, OR 91440 

� """' 

. 

After recording return to: 
Stewart L. Mones 
90 Oaklelgh lane 

. Eugene, OR 97404 

Until a change Is requested aU tax statements 
·shall be sent to the follOWing address� 
Stewart L. Mones 
90 Oakleigh lane 
Eugene, OR 97404 

File No.: 7191-1199988 (AF) 
Date: July 01, 2008 

Divl�lcn of Chief Oop�ly Clerk �nno.nA j�M . .  Lane- County Deeds and Records 'VVQ U, '�' 

1 11111111 1 1 1 1 1 11 1 11 1 11 1 1 1 1 11 1 11 111 1 1 11 1 1 1111 II Ill $41· oo 
01012502200800412920040044 . 

07/15/2008 09 :34 : 00 AM RPR-DEED Cnt:1 Stn=G CRSHIER 07 
$20 . 00 $11.00 $10 . 00 

STATUTORY WARRANTY DEED 

Katherine N. Pooley, Grantor, conveys and warrants to Stewart L Mones , Grantee, the following 
described real property free of liens and encumbrances, except as specifically set forth herein; 

See Legal Description attached hereto as Exhibit A and by this reference incorporated herein. 

Subject to: 
1. Rscal year real property taxes, a lien not yet payable. 
2. Covenants, conditions, restrictions and/or easements, if any, affecting ti�e, which may appear In 

the public record, Including those shown on any recorded plat or survey. 

The true consideration for �Is conveyance Is $1901000.00. (Here comply wllh rf<!Uirements of oRS 93.030) 
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APN: 0431906 Statutory Warranty De£d 
· ccntlnued 

File No.; 7191·11�988 (Af} - Date: 07/01/2008 

BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING TI-llS INSTRUMENT, TI-lE PERSON TRANSFERRING FEE TITLE SHOULD 
INQUIRE ABOUT TI-lE PERSON'S RIGifTS, IF ANY; UNQER ORS 19S;300, 195.301 AND 195.305 TO 195-
336 AND SECTIONS 5 TO 11, OF CHAPTER 424, OREGON LAWS 2007. THIS INSTRUMENT DOES NOT 
ALLOW USE OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN. THIS INSTRUMENT IN .VIOLATION OF APPUCABLE LAND 
USE LAWS AND REGULATIONS. BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING TI-llS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON 
ACQUIRING FEE TITLE TO TI-lE PROPERTY SHOULD CHECK WITH THE APPROPRIATE CITY OR COUNTY 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT TO VERIFY THAT THE UNIT OF LAND BEING TRANSFERRED IS A LAWFULLY 
ESTABUSHED LOT OR PARCEL, AS DEFINED IN ORS 92.010 OR 215.010, TO VERIFY THE APPROVED 
USES OF THE LOT OR PARCEL, TO DffiRMINE ANY LlMITS ON LAWSUITS AGAINST FARMING OR 
FOREST PRACTICES AS DEFINED IN ORS 30.930 AND TO INQUIRE ABOUT THE RIGHTS OF 
NEIGHBORING PROPERTY OWNERS, IF AlfY, UNDER ORS 195.300, 195.301 AND 195.305 TO 195·336 
AND SECTIONS 5 TO 11, OF CHAPTER 424, OREGON LAWS 2007. 

Dated this _/_ dayof +�/ , 2o.IJX. 
�Jb ·n Prt\/ 

K therine N. Dooley D 
STATE OF Oregon ) 

)ss. 
County of Lane ) 

This Instrument was acknowledged before me on this + day of c:J-(. O by Katherine N. Dooley. � / . 

Notary Publi� for Oregon / b- 1 I q 
My commissiOn ·expires: """'-y/ 0 f 
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APN: 0431906 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 

PARCEL I:  

StallJtory Warranty Deed 

- continued 

EXHIBIT A 

Ale No.: 7191•1199988 (AF) 

Date: 07/01/lOOB 

BEGINNING AT THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF COUNTY SURVEY NO. 1068, WHICH POINT IS 
ACCORDING TO THE RECORD OF SAID SURVEY, NORTH 17° WEST 10.805 CHAINS FROM A POINT IN 
THE SOUTH LINE OF THE BENJAMIN DAVIS DONATION LAND CLAIM NO. 45, IN TOWNSHIP 17 SOUTH, 
RANGE 4 WEST, WILLAMETTE MERIDIAN, 72.91 CHAINS EAST OF THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID 
CLAIM; AND RUNNING THENCE NORTH 17° WEST 170,98 FEET; THENCE EAST 10.37 FEET TO THE 
EASTERLY LINE OF THE HIGHWAY; THENCE EAST 187.20 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 74.8 FEET; THENCE 
WEST 180 FEET, MORE OR LESS; TO A POINT 78.2 FEET SOUTH 17° EAST FROM THE POINT OF 
BEGINNING; THENCE NORTH 17° WEST 78.2 FEET TO THE POINT OF .BEGINNING, IN LANE COUNTY, 
OREGON. 

. 

EXCEPT THE FOLLOWING: BEGINNING AT A POINT 170.98 FEET NORTH 17° WEST FROM THE 
NORTHWEST CORNER OF COUNTY SURVEY NO. 1068, WHICH NORTHWEST CORNER IS 10.805 CHAINS 
NORTH 17° WEST FROM A POINT ON THE SOUTH LINE OF. DONATION LAND CLAIM NO. 45, IN 
TOWNSHIP 17 SOUTH, RANGE 4 WEST OF THE WILLAMETTE MERIDIAN, WHICH LATTER POINT IS 
72.91 CHAINS EAST FROM THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID DONATION LAND ClAIM; FROM SAID 
POINT OF BEGINNING RUN EAST 10.37 FEET TO THE EAST LINE OF PACIFIC HIGHWAY; THENCE 
CONTINUING EAST 110 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 74.79 FEET; THENcE WEST 97.52 FEET, MORE OR LESS, 
TO A POINT SOUTH 17° EAST FROM POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE NORTH 17° WEST 78.2 FEET TO 
THE POINT OF BEGINNING, IN LANE COUNTY, OREGON. · 

PARCEL II: 

BEGINNING AT A POINT IN THE EASTERLY LINE OF THE HIGHWAY, 14.52 FEET NORTH 17° WEST AND 
10.37 FEET EAST OF THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF COUNTY SURVEY NO. 1068, THE NORTHWEST 
CORNER OF SAID SURVEY BEING, ACCORDING TO· THE RECORD OF SAID SURVEY, NORTH 17" WEST 
10.805 CHAINS FROM A POINT IN THE SOUTH LINE OF THE BENJAMIN DAVIS DONATION LAND CLAIM 
NO. 45, IN TOWNSHIP 17 SOUTH, RANGE 4 WEST, WILLAMETTE MERIDIAN, 72.91 CHAINS EAST OF 
THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID CLAIM; AND RUNNING THENCE EAST 141.44 FEET; THENCE 
NORTH 74.83 FEET; THENCE WEST 164.31 FEET TO THE EASTERLY LINE OF THE HIGHWAY; THENCE 
SOUTH 17°·EAST, ALONG THE SAID LINE 78.26 FEET TO THE PLACE OF BEGINNING, IN LANE COUNTY, 
OREGON. 

. 

Page 3 of 4 -
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APN: 0431906 Statutory Warranty Deed · 
· continued 

Ale No.: 7191-1199988 (AF) 
Date; 07/01/2008 

EXCEPT THE FOLLOWING: BEGINNING AT A POINT IN THE EASTERLY UNE OF THE HIGHWAY 14-Si 
FEET NORTH 17° WEST AND 10.37 FEET EAST OF THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF COUNTY SURVEY NO. 
1068, THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF SAID SURVEY BBNG, ACCORDING TO RECORD OF SAID SURVEY, 
NORTH 17° WEST 10.805 CHAINS FROM A POINT IN THE SOUTH UNE OF THE BENJAMIN DAVIS 
DONATION LAND CLAIM NO. 45, IN TOWNSHIP 17 SOUTH, RANGE 4 WEST, WlLLAMEfTE MERIDIAN, 
72.91 CHAINS EAST OF THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID CLAIM; AND RUNNING THENCE EAST 64.24 
FEET; THENCE NORTH 74.93 FEET; THENCE WEST 87.11 FEET TO THE EASTERLY UNE OF THE 

. 

HIGHWAY; THENCE SOUTH 17° EAST, ALONG THE SAID UNE 78.26 FEET TO THE PLACE OF 
BEGINNING IN LANE COUNTY, OREGON. 

THIS LEGAL DESCRIPTIO!'! WAS CREATED PRIOR JANUARY 01, 2008. 

Page 4 or 4 
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Regional Land Information Database: Summary Property Report Page 1 of ] 

Summary Property Report 
ite Address N/A -'ll 

' ap & Taxlot# 17-04-24-24-o66oo I I 
� � I (fax Account# 0431914 I '  . iProperty Owner 1 Taxpayer · · . j COBURG HILLS-HOLDINGS LLC COBURG HILLS HOLDINGS LLC 

1120 DELROSE CRT 1120 DELROSE CRT J SPRINGFIELD, OR rJ7477 SPRINGFIELD, OR 97477 I �N=e=i�ge=h:=b=o=::.:h=:oo=d=C=o=d=e=8=0=4'=0=6'!c/='Ri=''=ve=r=R=o=a=d==================="==== .. ...... 
Boundary / Land Use Data --·--··---------------·--··-------'------------------------·-

Approximate Taxlot 0.13 I s,663 
Acreage I Sg Ft 
Incorporated City EUGENE 
Limits 

· Urban Growth EUG 
Boundary 
Census Tract/Block 4100/2 

· SubdivisionNa111e 
Lot/Tnict/Unit 
Phase 
Recordlng Number 

N/A 
TL o66oo 

. N/A 
N/A 

School Code N a111e 
School District 4J .EUGENE 
Elementary School.525 River Road 
Middle School 518 Kelly 
H:igh School 536 North Eugene 
zoning 
Parent/Overlay 
Land Use 

Property Class 
Statistical Class 

C-2 · 

9100-Vacant, Unused, Undeveloped 
Land 
200 C.OMMERCIAL, VACANT 
N/A 

. 

( Property Values & Taxes 

( 

Year 

2013 
2.012 

Real Marl<etValue (RMV) 
Land Improvement 

$64,734 $0 
$64.734 · $o 

2013 Taxable Value 
$30,820 

2013 Tax 
$ 585-43 

Total 
$64,734 
$64,734 

Total Assessed Value 

2013 Tax Code Area 
00400 

$go,82c 
$29,92� 

·····-·-·-·-------------------·-··-··-···-·---·-------------------------

.Two Most Recent Sales/Ownership Transfers 
------------�------�--

Date Price · Grantor (first listed) . Gr�tee (first listed) · Instrument # Image 
07/17/08 $590,000 MST INVESTMENTS LLC COBURG HILLS HOLDINGS LLC 2008-41918 i])� 
04/o6/os $o DIEHL ELIZABETH TlJRNER MST INVESTMENTS LLC :wo5-23878 � 

This report CA"tructB commonly used information from the Detailed Property Report (DPR). 

Generated by Cascade Title Co on Oct 15, 2013 at 4:08pm using Regional Land Information Database, 
http:/ fwww.rlid.org/ 

http:/ /rlid.org/property _ search/standard.cfm ?do=propsearch_ standard.surnmary &dsp=&ai. .. 10/15/201 3  
5 5 3  
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Produced by Cascade Title Co on I 0/1 5/20 13 at 4:08PM using RLID (www.rlid.org) Page 1 of4 

Detailed Property Report 

I Site Address N /A · 

Map &Taxlot#17-D4�24-24-o66oo !SIC ' N/A 
TaxAccount# 0431914 

Business Information 

RLID does not contain any business data for this address 

Imprm•ements 

Property Owner 1 
COBURG HILLS HOLDINGS LLC 

1120 DELROSE CRT 
SPRINGFillLD, OR 97477 

Approx. tnxlot ncreage 0.13 
Tax account acreage data not available 

_ _j 

No ussessorphotos, assessor sKetches or building characteristic infm:mation is available for this tax account. 

Site Address Information 

No site address associated with this tax account number 

General Ta.-dot.Characteristics 

o Geographic Coordinates 
X 4232760 Y 889556 (.StatePinneX,YJ 
Latitude 44.0778 Longitude -123.1202 · 

o Zoning 

Zoning Jurisdiction Eugene 
EUgene 

· 

ParentZone C-2 COMMUNITY COMMERCIAL 

o LandUse 

Genera1 I.and Use 
Code Description 
V Vacant 

Detailed land Use 
Code Description 
9100 Vacant, Unused, Undeveloped Land 

Tnxlot Characteristics 
Incorporated City Limits 
Urban Growth Boundary 
Year Annexe� 
Annexation # 
Annl'oxirnate Trudot 
Acreage 
Approx Taxlot Sq Footage 
2010 Census Tract 
2010 Census Block Group 
Plan Designation 
Eugene Neighborhood 

EUGENE 
Eugene 
1997 
97-28 
0.13 

5,663 
4100 
2 
N/A 
River Road Community 
Organization 

Metro Area Nodal Dev Area No 
HistoricProperlyNrune N/A 
City Historic Landmark? No 
National Historical Register? No 
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{ \ 

Produced by Cascade Title Co on 10/15/2013 at 4:08PM using RL!D (www.rlid.org) 

Service Providers 

Fire Protection Provider City of Eugene 
Ambulance Provider Eugene Fire & EMS 
Ambulance District WC 
Ambulance Service Area West/Central 
LTD Service Area? Yes 
LTD Ride Source? Yes · 

Soil Water Cons. Dist/Zone UPPER WILLAMETTEE / o 
Emerald People's Utility District N 

Environmental Data 

FEMA Flood Hazard Zone 
Code Description . 

Page 2 of4 

Xs Areas of sao-year flood, areas of1oo-year flood with average depths·ofless than 1 foot or with drainage areas less than 1 
square mile1 alld areas protected by levees from 1oo-year flood, 

· 

FIRM Map Number 41039C1128 F 
Community Number 410122 
Post-FJRM Date og/29/1986 
Panel Printed? Yes 

Soils 
Soil Map Unit# Soil Type Description % ofTa'ilotAg Class 1Hydric 
76 M:ALABON-URBAN LAND COMPLEX10o% 1 No 

Schools 

CodC Name 
School District 4J EUGENE 
Elementary School 525 Rivet Road 

. Middle School 518 Kelly 
High School 536 North Eugene 

Political Districts 

Election Precinct 1781 
City Council Ward E7 
City Councilor Claire Syrett 
County Commissioner Distrid4 (Eugene-North) 
County Commissioner Pat Farr 
EWEB Commissioner James. I ManningJr 
LCC Board Zone 2. 

Liens 

RLID does not contain any lien data for this jurisdiction 

Building PermitS 

None 

Land Use Applications 

None 

Petitions 

Non€ 

State Repr€sentative Distr:ict13 
State Representative Nancy Nathanson 
State Senate District 7 
State Senator Chris Ed1'l<l.tds 

5 5 5  
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Produced by Cascade Tille Co on 10/15/2013 at 4:08PM using RLID (www.rlid.org) Page 3 of4 

Tax Statements {current and previous tax years) 

ACCOUNT#: 0431914 
View taxstatement(s) for: 2013 2.012 

Owner/Taxpayer 

Qwnet's 
Owner 
COBURG HILLS HOLDINGS LLC . 

Taxpayer. 
PartyNrune 
COBURG HILLS HOLDINGS LLC 

Account Status 

Status Active Act::ount Current Tax Year 

Account Status none 
Remarks none 
Special Assessment Pr.ogram N/A 

General Tax Acco1n1t htformation 

Ta"{ AccouritAcreage data not available 
FireAcres N/A 
Property Class :aoa CO:MM:ERCIAL, VACANT 
Statistical Class N/A 
Neighborhood Code 80406 
Category Land and Improvements 

.TownshiP"' Range--Section / Subdivision Data 

Address 
1120 DELROSE CRT 

Address 
1120 DELROSE CRT 

Subdivision Type N/ A 
Phnse N/A 

Subdivision Name N/A 
LotfTractjUnit # TL o66oo 

Prope�Values &Taxes 

City/State/Zip 
SPRINGFIELD, OR 97477 

City/State/Zip. 
SPRINGFIELD, OR 9'7477 

D<.�tn .sonn.·.c: Lane County Asscs:mmntand Taxntion 

Dntn .5ouree; Lon!! COllU\.}' Assessment nnd Ta'{Iltion 

Datn source; Lnnc County Assessment and Tuxntion 

Subdivision Number N/A 
RecordiugNumber N/A 

Datu sol)ree.: Lilne Ctmnty Asses!>ment llllii�Tuxation 

The values sho\vn are the values certified in October unless 'a value change has been processed on the property, Value changes 
typically occur as a result of appeals, clerical errors and omitted property. Tbe tax shown is the amount certified in October. This 
is the full amount oftaxforthe year indicated and does not inclUde any discounts offered, payments·made, interest ov.ing or 
prEvious years ovring. It also does not reflect anyvalue changes. · 

. 
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Produced by Cnscade Tille Co on I 0/1 5/201 3  nl 4:08PM using RLJD (www.rlid.org) Page 4 of4 

200 • .. $ 461.9E 
200 

�·· � 
. I � 425.85 

200 �29,• 118.21 
200 03·5' 
2001 s21,616 : gBI.IB 
2000 • 

. . • 380,76 
1999 ; 337·70 

198 $ 320.51 
.19? ;24 • : 282.3] 
19b : 209.98 
195 . ; ,q8.91 

Current Year AssessedVa1ue $30,820 
Less Exemption Amount -�; N/A 
Taxable Value $30,8.20 
� Frozen Assessed Value 

Dntn .�ource: Lone County Assessment nnd Tm..11tion 

Ta."'i:: Code Area & Ta.Ung Districts 

Tax Code Area (Levy Code) for current tax year 00400 
Taxing Districts for TCA 00400 CITY OF EUGENE 

EUGENE SCHOOL DISTRJCT 4J 
EUGENE URBAN RENEWAL DOWNTOWN 
LANE CO�TY COLLEGE 
LANE COlJNTY 
LANE EDUCATION SERVICE DISTRJCT 

*NOTICE Lane County As.se.ssment and Taxation Tax Code Area & Taxing Districts reflect 2013. The Billing Rate Document 
still references 2012 rates and details and will be updated once we receive a current report from Lane County. 

Sales & Ownership Changes 

Commercial Sales Dgta 
Image. Sale Date 
0431930.nM 07/17/2008 0431930# 07/l7/2008 
043lqgo.ndf 07/17/2008 

Du.W. SOUl'Ce: Lane County Assessment and Ta'W.tion 

Dlrtu source: Lane County Assessment nnd Tru:ntion 

I 
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REIURN"TO CASCADE mLE CO. 

....... 
....... 

CASCADE 
TITL.e 

cc. 

TITLE NO, 025!481 }\-1� 
ESCROW NO. EU08·0998 

TAX ACCT. NO, 043 1914/043 1922 

TAX ACCT. NO. 043\930 

MAPff AX LOT NO. 17 04 24 24 116600 &. 6700 
MAPrr AX LOT NO. 11  04 24 2 4 06900 

,..- Division of Chlof Ooputy Cl.,.k �noo.ol!gjo Lane Countv· Oead$ •nd Records iV U ' g 

�lmmll'J�l�l!IJWJl��l�Ji�''rll/11 111 $!1 .00 
RPR o= c , 1 07/18/2008 01 :46:47PM - ���� "":!: St.n:S CASHIER (1'7 $10.�0 $11.00 $10.00 

WARRANTY DEED -- STATUTORY FORM 

MST INVESTMENTS, LLC, Iln Oregon LIO:tited Liability Compnny, Grantor, 

conveys nnd wammts to 

CODURG H(LLS HOLDlNGS, LLC, nn Oregon Limited Llubillty Compllny, Grnntee, 

the following descnDed real property' free of encumbrnnces excepl as specificully 5et (ort.h herein: 

SEE EXHffilT A WHICH is MADE A PART HEREOF BY THIS REFERENCE 

DEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING TillS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON TRANSFERIUNG FEE TITLE SHOULD 
JI'IQUIRE ABOUTTHE PERSON'S RIGHTS, lF ANY, UNDER DRS 195.3001 195.301 AND 195.3fl5 TO 195.336 AND 
SECTIONS S TO 11, CHAPTER 414, OREGON LAWS 2007. 'rHJS INSTRUMENT DOES NOT ALLOW USE OF THE 
PROPER.TY DESCRIBI:D IN THIS INSTRUMENT IN VlOLATION OF APPLICABLE L�ND USE LAWS AND 
REGULATIONS, BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUI\'IENT, THE PERSON ACQUIRING FEE TITLE 
TO THE PROPERTY SHOULD CHECK WITH THE hPPROPRIATE CiTY OR COUNTY PLANNlNG DEPARTMENT 
TO VERIFY TfJATTHE UNlT OF LAND BEING TRANSFERRED IS A .LAWFULLY ESTABLISHED LOi OR 
PARCEL, AS DEFINED IN ORS 9l.Ol0 OR 115,010, TO VERIFY THE APPROVED USES OF THE LOT OR 1>ARCEL, 
TO DETERMINE ANY LIMITS ON LA WSUlTS AGAINST FAitMING OR FOREST l'RACTICES, AS DEFINED lN ORS 
JO.!IJO,ANDTO INQUIRE ABOUT THE RIGHTS OF NEIGHBORING PROPERTY OWNERS,lF ANY, UNDER ORS 
195.300, 195.301 AND 1�5.305TO 195.336 AND SECTIONS 5TO It, CUArTER4l4, OREGON LAWS ltl07. 

Except the following encumbrnnces: 
2008109 TAXES WHICH ARE A LIEN BUT NOT YET DUE AND PAY ABLE. 
COVENANTS, CONDITIONS, RESTRJCTIONS AND EASEMENTS OF RECORD. 

The true consideration for this conveyance is $590,000.00 • 

. Da!'d thio f-day of����::---,;;::��;;_ 

Statt: ofOngon 
County oft..A.NE 

This instrument was ncknflwlcdgcd before me on JU\y \ 7 
DIEHL, MANAGER OF MST INVESTMENTS, LLC, 

MST INVESTMENTS, LLC 
241 NORTH LOTUS ISLE DRIVE 
PORTI..AND, OR 97217 

GRANTOR'S NAME AND ADDRESS . 

COBURG HILLS HOLDINGS, LLC 

WRD 

• 2008 by ELTZABETH TURNER 

. Until u <:hlmge Is requested 
all tnx smtements shnll be 
.tent to the following address: 
•**SAME AS GRANTEE•*• 

After recording return to: 
CASCADE mLE CO, 
B 1 1  WILLAMETrE 
EUGENE, OR 91401 
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Order No. 
Page 4 

PAACE:L 1 :  

0 2 5 8 4 8 1  

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION 

Beginning at a poi.nt 17 0 . 98 feet Nort;.h 17 ° Wes t from the Northwest corner of County Survey 
.No .  1 0 6 8 , which Northwes t corner is 1 0 , 8 0 5  chains North 17 ° West from a point on the Sputh 
line of Oonation Land Claim No . 4 5 ,  Township 17 South, Range 4 ' West, Willarnette Meridian, 
which latt:-er point is 7 2 . 91 chains East from the Southwest corner. of. said Donation Land 
claim; from said point of beginning run East 10 , 3 7_  feet to the E:ast1 line of Pacific H i ghway; 
thence continuing East' 1 0 0  f ee t ;  thence . South 74 . 7 9  fee t )  thence WeSt 7 � . 5 2 tee.t,  more 
or less , to a point South 1 7 °  East from the point of ·beginning; therice North 17° West 7 8 . 2 
feet to the po�nt of beginning, in Lane County, Oregon . 

EXCEPT from the above-described parcel a l l  that portion described in deed to Lane 
County, a political subdivision of the State of Crego�, recorded May � 6 .  19 9 0 ,  
Reception NO. 9 0 2 25 5 2 ,  Lane County Officil�ll Rec_o;-ds ,  i n  Lane County , OregOn , 

PAACEL 2 :  

Beginning a t  a point in the £asterly line of the highway, L4 , 52 feet North l7° Wes t and 
! 0 . 3 7 feet East . of the Northwest corner . of County Survey No . 1 0 6 8 ,  the Northwest corner 
of said su:t:Vey being, according to the r�cord of said survey, North 17° West Hi . 8 05 chains 
from a point in the South line of the Benjamin Davis Donation Land Claim No . 4 5 ,  Township 
17 South, Range 4 wes t ,  Willamette Meridian 72 . Sl chains East of the Southwest corner of 
said claim, and running thence East 64 . 24 feet ; thence North 74 , 83 fee t ;  thence West 8 7 . 11 
feet to the Easterly line of the highway ; thence South 17° East along the said line 7 8 . 26 · 

feet to the place of beginning, in Lane County, Oregon . 

EXCEPT from the above� described parcel all that po�tion' Qescribed in Deed to Lane 
County, a political subdivision of the State of Oregon, ' recOided May 16 ,  1 9 9 0 ,  
Reception No . 9022552 , Lane C?unty Official Records , in. Lane" County, Oregon . 

. -
' ' 

PARCEL 3 :  

Beginning at a point on the North line of a 24 . 0  foot reserv�d r�adway'. (.McClure 'Lane) , said 
point being South 88° 0 5 '  OS" East 575 . 10 f.eet from a point W!lich bears Noi-th 1So 01' 11" 
west 367 , 2 8  fee t· and South 88° o s '  0 5 "  East 4 8 25 . 87 feet from the brcass cap monument marking 
the Southwest corner of the- Benjamin Davis Donation Land Claim No . 4 5 ,  Township 17 Southz 
Range 4 Nest._, Wil_lamet te Meridian, said point aiso being t;he Southeast·c::orner. of that _certain 
tract of land described in a deed recorded in Book 255 , Page, 101-� "Lane county Oregon Deed 
Records ; thence leaving the North margin of the 24 . 0  foot reServed ro�dway . {McClure Lane) 

.and running along the East line of said last-described tract North 1 0 °  5 4 '  55'' East 225 . 9 0  
feet 1. thence parallel to and 225 . 9  feet Northerly of the North 'margin of a 24 . 0  foot r eserved 
roadway North 8 9 °  O S '  os� West 449 . 63 feet to the true point� of beginning : thence North 
01° 5 4 '  5 5 '' East 121 . 6B feet to a point which is 1 6" 1 . ·9· feet SoutherlY: of When measured a t  
right angles t o  the. South line of the plat of OAKLEIGH, a s  platted · aTI.d recorded i n  Book 
51 ,  LJage 32 of .the Lane County Oregon Plat Records , in Lane County',_ oregon ; thence parallel 
to and 161 . 9  feet Southerly of the South line of .the said Plat. of OAKLEIGH North 8 8 °  1 1 '  
D O "  Wes t 2 0 7 . 514 feet to a point o n  the East:erly margin o f  Rivei Rdad: said point b.

eing S O .  ·o 
f eet from when measured at right angles to the centerline of Rive:r; Ro�·d ; then ce along the 
Easterly margin of River Road south �so Ol'  11" Eas t 1 2 6 . 83 feet to a point which bears 

:North 8 9 °  0 5 '  0 5 "  West from the true point of beginning; thence south 9 8 °  ·OS '  05" East 1.71 . 0 0  
fe�t t o  the · true point o f  beginning , all in Lane County, Oregon . .  
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Regional Land Information Database: Summary Property Report 

Summary Property Report 
tl�te Address !Map & Taxlot# 
SIC 

. ax Account# 
Property Owner 1 ';I'axpayer 

N/A 
17-04-24-24w1Q1QQ 
N/A 
0983898 

BRANDT JAMES P & SHARON I BRANDT JAMES P & SHARON I 

PO BOX 885 PO BOX 885 
SUTHERLIN, OR 97479 SUTHERLIN, OR 97479 
_l'r���-()E_!;:.?.Ii.<!..4.3J.5<:J.Q_[}!()rth E{lg Urban Mixed §C R! .. 
Boundary f Land Use Data 

Approximate Trodot 0.51 / 22,216 
Acreage I Sg Ft 

Incorporated City none 
Limits 
Urban Growth EUG 
Boundary 
Census Tract/Block 41<io/2 
Subdivision Name 
LotfTradfUnit 
Phase 

N/A 

School Code Name 
School District l)J EUGENE 
Elementary School 525 River Road 
Middle School 518 Kelly 
High School 536 North Eugene 

Zoning 
Parent/Overlay 
Land Use 

R-1/UL 

9100-Vacant, Unused, 
Undeveloped Land 

Page 1 of 1 · 

Recording Number 

TL 10100 
N/A 
N/A Property Class 

Statistical Class 
100 RESIDENTIAL, VACANT . 
N/A 

----------------------------· ---' 
Property Values & Taxes 

------,-----------

Year 
2013 
2012 

Real Market Value (RMV) 
Land Improvement 

$65,177 $o 
$66,987 $o 

2013 Taxable Value 
$51,108 

2013 Tax 
$ 817.07 

Total 
$65,177 

$66,987 

·--------�-------------------

Two Most Recent Sales/Ownership Transfers 

Total Assessed Value 

2013 Tax Code Area 
00412 

$51,10E 
$49,615 

Date Price Grantor (first listed) 
05/15/98 $2o,ooo ZARZYCIG DAVID 

MICHAEL 

Grantee (first listed) 
BRANDT JAMES P & SHARON I 

Instrument # Image 
1998-3983o lll:ll 

$o ZARZYCKI DAVID 

Comments Eugene Landuse application on file 

MONOR JOSEPH & POUND 
CAROL 

This report extracts commonly used information from the Detailed Property Report (DPR). 

1998-31612 · l're\ 

Generated by Cascade Title Co. on Oct 15, 2013 at 4:32pm using Regional Land Information Database, 
http:/ fwww.rlid.org/ 

http:/ /rlid.org/property _ searcb/standard.cfm ?do"lJropsearch _standard. summary &dsp=&ai. .. 10/15/201 3  
. -



Produced by C.Scade Title Co on 10/15/201 3  at 4:32PM using RLID (www.rlid.org) 

( Standard Property Search Results 
1 oata raw(s). 
Current search parameters: Map = 1 9031432; Lot = 1 3600: 

( 

( \ 
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Produced by Cnscade Title Co on 1 0/1 5/:iO 13 at 4:33PM using RLID (www.rlid.org)· 

Detailed Property Report 

SiteAddress N/A 
Map & Ta.�ot#1'1'D4-24-24-10100 
SIC N/A 
Tax:Account# 0983898 

Business Information 

RUD does not contain any business data for this a�dress 

Improvements 

Property OWner 1 
BRANDT JAMES P &SHARON T 
]'O BOX 885 
SUTHERLIN, OR 97479 

Approx. taxlot acreage 0,51 
Tax ncco�t acreage 0.51 

·No assessor photos, assessor s1cetches or building characteristic infonnation is a:vai1able�or this tnx accoun� 

Site" Address Information 

No site address associated with this tax: account number 

General Taxlot CharacterlstiCB 

Page l of 4 

/ c Geographic Coordinates Tmdot Characteristics 
Incorporated City Limits 
Urban Growth Boundary 
Year Annexed 
Annexation # 
Approximate Tax)ot 
Acrenge 

none 
Eugene 
N/A 
N(A 
0,51 

5 6 4  

X 4233528 Y 889472 (SintcP\nneX.Y) 
Latitude 44.om Longitude -123.1173 

tl Zoning 

Zoning Jtuisdiction Eugene 
Eugene 

Parent Zone :R,-1 LOW-DENSITY RESIDENTIAL 
overlay UL Urbanizable Land 

e Land Use 
General Land Use 
Code DescrlpP,on 
V Vacant 

Detailed Land Use 
Code D�cription 
9100 Vacant, Unused, Undeveloped Land 

Approx Taxlot Sq Footage 
2010 Census Tract 
2010 Census Block Group 
Plan Designation 
Eugene Neighborhood 

2.2,216 
4100 
2 
N/A 
River Road Community 
Organizlltion 

Metro Area Nodal DevArea .No 
Historic Property Name N/A 
CityHistoric Landmark? No 
National Historical Register? No 



( 

( 

Produced by Cascade Title Co on 1 0/15/2013 at 4:33PM using RLTD (www.rlid.org) 

Service Providers 

Fife Protection Provider River Road WD 
AmbUlance Provider Eugene Fire & EMS 
Ambulance District WC 
Ambulance Service Area West/Central 
LID Service Area? Yes 
LTD Ride Source? Yes 
Soil Water Cons. Dist/Zone UPPER WULAMETIEE / o 
Emerald People's Utlilty District N 

Environ.m.:ental Data · · 

FEMAFlood Hazard Zone· 
Code D_escriptioll. 

Page 2 of 4 

· AE Areas of too-year flood, base flood elevations determined. 
Xs Areas ofsoo-yearflood, areas of wo-year flood \vith average depths ofless than 1 foot or with drainage areas less than 1 

square mile, and areas protected by levees from 100-year flood: 

FIRM Map Number 41039C1128 F 
Community Number data not available 
Post-FIRM Date data not available 
Panel Printed? Yes 

� 
Soil Map Unit# Soil Type Description % ofTaxlotAg Class 1Hydric 
76 MALABDN-URBAN LAND COMPLEX 52% 1 No 
25 CHAPMAN-URllAN LAND COMPLEX48% . 1 No 

Schools 

Code Name 
School District 4J EUGENE 
Elementaiy School 525 River Road 
Middle School 518 Kelly 
High School 536 North Eugene 

Political Districts 

Election Precinct 730 
CityCouncilWard N/A 
City Councilor N/A 
County Commissioner District4 (Eugene-North) 
County Co�nrissioner Pat Farr 
EWEB Commissioner N/A 
LCC Board Zone 2. 

Liens 

RUD does not contain any lien data for this jurisdiction 

Building Permits 

No11;e 

Land Use Applications 

State Representative Districhg 
state Representative NancyNatbanson 
State Senate District 7 
State Senator Chris Edwards 

- 5 6 5  
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Produced by Cascade Tille Co on 1 0/15/2013 at 4:33PM using RLID (www.rlid.org) Page 3 of4 

Eugene Land Use Applications 

Log Nmnber Project: Description 
I.A-1:1-oo2 Property Line Adjustment 

Eugene I .and Use Application Search Page 

Petitions 

No�e 

Ta.;: Statements (eUITent and previous tax: years) 

ACCOUNT#: 0983

·

8

·-

9

-

8

----------,-------------------

�
· 

.· 

View ta.x statement{s� for:�2012 

�·__j 
Ovmer/Taxpaycr 

Owners 
Owner 
BRANDT JAMES P & SHARON I 

Tpxnayer 
Party Name 
BRANDT JAMES P & SHARON I 

Account Status 

Status Active Account Current Tax Year 

Account Status none 
Remarli:s none 

. 
SpedalAsseSSment Program N/A 

General Tax Accoullt Information 

TaxAccountAci'eage 0.51 
FireAcres N/A 
Property Class 100 RESIDENTIAL, VACANT 
Statistical Class N j A 
Neighborhood Code 431500 
Category Land and Improvements 

Townshi�Range-Section I Subdivision Data 

Address 
POBDXBBs 

Address 
PO BOX 885 

Subdivision Type N/A 
Phase N/A 

SUbdivision Name N/A 
Lot/Tract/Unit# TL 10100 

Property Values &Taxes 

CitY /State/Zip 
SUTHERUN, OR 97479 

CitY /State/Zip 
SUfHERLffi, DR 97479 

Dlltnsource: Lane Cmmty As5c:;;;ment nnd Taxation 

Data source: Lnnc County Assessment and Tnxntlon 

Data so�rce: lnnc County Assessment nnd TllX!ltion 

Subdivision Number N I A 
Recording Number N j A 

Data somce: Lane County Asscs�ment;md Toxnlion 



( 

( ' 

( 

Produced by Cascade Tille Co on I0/1 5/2013 at 4:33PM using RLID (www:rlid.org) Page 4 of4 

The values shovv-n are the values certified in October unl.ess a value change has been Processed on the property. Value changes 
typically occur as a result of appeals, clerical errors and omitted· property. The tax shown is the amount certified in October. This 
is the full amount of tax for the year indicated and does not include any discounts offered, payments made, interest mving or 
previous years owing. It also does nat reflect any value changes. 

Current Year Assessed Value $511108 
Less Exemption Amount ·)!- N I A 
Taxable Value $51_,1.08 
"" Frozen Assessed Value 

Tax Code Area & T�gDistricts 

Dni:D. source: Lane County .Assessment nnd TllXaHon 

Tax Code Area (Levy Code) for current tax year 0041.2 
Taxing Districts for TCA 00412 EUGENE SCHOOL DISTRICT 4J 

LANE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
LANE COUNTY 
LANE EDUCATION SERVICE DISTRICT 
RIVER ROAD PARK & RECREATION DISTRI(:f 
RIVER ROAD WATERDISTRIC!' 

·"�NOTICE Lane County Assessment and Ta.xatio� Tax Code Area & Taxing Districts reflect 2013. The Billing Rate Document 
still references 2012 rates and details and will be updated once we receive a current reporlfrom Lane County. 

Dntn sollrre: Lane County Assessmen� and Toxntion . 

�ales & Owne1·ship Changes 

IS __ �_.·,_,.e_·,;.D_,,,a_._,•t 
__ ,e_ .. ·,·,·-�ec·_·e: _,_·,;_ ... '.: __ ,_. ID ___ ,-"'.•,·.e,. _·,-'.'·.·:···,·,·,·_·· ... _·,._ •. :._ rm, •. · .. ·_a··_.'_gg,.·',,.jA

nco·'·aa)_e:ii§_ •. ·.-.�---�. :.: .• ,••.•.•_-.,._•_.
-
,-_ rlh!::.�: P._r_."_:_._ 

.. :· - -. -�Granror(s) . 
· . Grm:itee(s) · · . . ... .-: .. ' · . J 

05/15/1998;;�.000
-

199a-:39830 illil- L · · 'r"�· ·: · ��£i$r;r · �=�i�;:�· , ., : - ·- · 

. 04/23/199 1$0 199Bc31612 !liil JL [Y£S ZARZYCKI DAVID jMONORJOSEPH &POUND 
I CAROL -
ldntanot 
!available �CKl, CINDY 

�ON 
data not available 

Data sourL'e: Lllnc County Assessment and Tnx�tion 
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r-------............... -... -·--- -·--�--· ; __ -·�-·.: 

' 

.. 

JNDfVIDUAL WARRANTY DEED 
TAX lltCT . NO. t98389Ei 

' MAJ?_,Na·. 1'1 0 4 _ ?4. 24 10100 9839830 

DAVJ:D M. �YC!a:, an indiv:l.dUd. GJ;antcr, 
conveys and wa:o:ant.s to · 

WPT f·U5BS 
- 10�4734_6 

JAHGS . l' a  bRAllDT lltlll SHJ\RON l:, BRl'INO'l"; 'huSb�nd and w:Lfe, tlS hettnnts by �he_ ' 
e.nt.:lr�ty, Grantee·, 

' · . 
the folloWing' described ·-x:eaJ.. ·p:ropert.y :�l.tua.ted in. LAMs County> O'R, freie of · 
encumbrance�;� exc;ept: as .

-s:Pecific��J.y s'et forth h�r�, t;o-:wit: · 

si::E EXHJBI'II .• A NIIICH. :rs WIDE A PART �OF .BY 'l'HIS.·REFElmNCE ' ·  
This conveyance-is aubj�ct. t o  and excepts: 

. RIGEcr'S OF THE PCBL:t:C IN STREETS , ROMS P.N0 HJ:GlniAY.S, COVENAN'I'S 1 CONDI'tlONS , ' · • 

' RESTRICTIONS, RESERVA'I'!ON9, EASE"l'ii:Wt'S OF-RECORD-' ! .. 

The true consideration fa� this con�eynnce i� $20 , 00 0 . 00 . 

Tins XNS'l'.RUMRN'I' 'HILL NO't .hLt.OH' USB Olr 'l'BE l?ROElm'fi' . DSSCRJ:B'RD IN 'XHIS INS�R1JMEN1' •. 

, :rn· VIOLA'l.l:CH Ol!' 1\PPL'!CABLS LANP 'llSB I.tAWS liND REGDLA'r:I:ONS, BBP'ORB · SIGNlNG .OR 
AC�PTXNG 'l'HIS nTSTR�, '.rBE �ERSON ACQtrntnfG PES 'rl'l'LB '1!0 rffiE: . t'ROP�'l'Y 

, SDCtJLlJ Clll!Clt WJ:TR T1lE APPROPRIA'l':S CITY OR COON'l'Y PLJ\NNJ:l1G :OHP.AA'l'HENT TO V.SR:IFY. 
J\PPROVJW 'USES AND 'l!O PETERMINI':' ANY LIMITS ON LAWSUITS AGAl:NS'l' F,ARMrtiG OR J?OrixST: 
PRAC'l'ICE9 AS.DlUI'XHED IN DRS 3 0 . 9 3 {1 .  

. : •  

DATEDJ 05/13/�996 . ·' · 

•.. 

��fWillY .22'90nDDREG . 

""'"LIY .22'9BHDru'FUND : 1o.oo:. 
. lo:o·o· . .  · .: .. · ,· .. . 

!!!!l.!nAY .22'9BIID8An FUND 28.00 

STATE 'OF OREGON 
"· . • • •  

. Co"Qnty of LANE 
was ackoowledgetl be.fo:re me on __ Mwa�y,_�l�S�t;he___, 

Until a change. is.- :z::eque.sted1 all -tax statements ahall be sent:. to the £ollcwing 
add:resa1- Zda S_ ... W n Chal1dle:r Dri ve, Roseburg OR 97470 
Afte� :r�co:rding .:z::eturn to1 
We�te� Pionee:r Title Co . ,  P. Q, Box 10146, Eugene1 OR 97�40 

. , 
.

. 
' -::;-

.. : .' 

· '  

'· 

- : : 
�. . . ., 

. 

. , . 
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( 
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· ·. 

· . . · ·  
· .
. .. . 

·� . . : . 

Our No. 144565-HR ...... . . , 

. · , .. . . 98398110 
. · . ·  . 
. • ' •, .: . '.1 : 

EXHIBIT 'A' 

-·.--·------------· ��-·· ... .. - . .. :-··-······. 

Page No. 3 . 

Beg.l.nnlng at. the initial Point of: the· Pl at of Oakleigh; as platted. and ' :  . 
· · ' recorded at Page ·32 'of· Volume 9;· Lane County Oregon .. Plat Records; thence South 

88' 11' '00' East 790,91 feet along . the South l ine of said plat .to the ·true , .. . 
point of. ·beginnlngi.• . thence South as� 1 1 '  oo• -East 102.73 feet along the South··. · · : .. · : 

' l i rio· of saia plat o ' a  point;' thence South 01' 49'· oo• · west 72.26 feet· 'thence · . ·· . North BB' 1 1 '  oo· ·west 102.73 feet al'ong a l ine parallel to· the souU i lmi,. of . ·: :-; · said plat to an iron ·pipe; thence North Ol' 49' oo• East 7Z.26 .feet· to tho· . · •· ·. . . 
true poi nt ·of beginning, in liine Coun�y , .  Oregon. · · · · · · .. '. -: · . 

Sl<�le. of Oregon , County of Lane-:- s!l. I, tho Counly Clerk, In �mi. lc:�r lhc said Caunl�, da h��b�� eertlly that.lho vilthln 
Instrument was rer.clucd for record al 

Reel 2422R 
U!ne County OFAClAl. Ratordii 

, l.tlnoc County Cleik . · 

_.fl==;,..;JJ_��f,R�;;;,;=
· 

. =J..:y=·-B!ll .- County Conk 

··::  ' 

. · ' � . 
, ,·· ·· 

· . .  ·. '•,· 
! .. 

' ' 
. ; :·-. ·· ' 

I '  •:' . .  �::· 
' :. . ·. . . . I . •·· . ' . � ::..::. ' <:_;;,;'( \ . . 

·; ;�· .-. . .· ., .. , ' ,. : . . -�= :; · ' .. ·,. . · ·,.: . 

·· - · . ; � ' ,. " ' 
···. -. . , .. , . 

.- .. 

. ·. ·-

:'''"·:: 

�:·· ; ·. .. . · .. · 

. · . . 

.•.. 

· : ·  

. , ' . . •, 

;_ :: ·: :. -� ; 
: . ... . : .  : .... �-� 

.· .· . 

. . . . . . : . . - . 
·i . · :  

•' 
·· . 

, . 
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October 1 5, 201 3 

Eugene Hearings Official 
Attn: Becky Taylor, Planner 
City of Eugene Planning 
99 West 1 oth Avenue 
Eugene, OR 97401 

developing sustainable neighborhoods 

RE: Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing, PUD Application (PDT 13-0001 )  

i a m  wriiing to address the concerns raised regarding the proposed gravef parking 
spaces creating dust. I have personally lived and parked my car on just such a parking 
lot design for the last 6 years in my own cohousing community in Nevada City, CA where 
we have much drier summe[s with rnuch gre:eter potential for dust. I assure you that, · 
even in this drier climate, there is not a 'dust problem from this gravel parking space 
design. The gravel is larger stone (1/2 � 1") so that it interlocks and stabilizes, rather 
than smaller gravel that would create dusts. We are proposing to use it in the parking 
spaces, not in the drive aisle, so that cars are moving very slowly on it as they turn into 
the parking space. In addition, like the design for the Oakliegh Meadow Community, we 
laid a layer of drain fabric below the gravel to keep the gravel from working into the soil 
below and the soil from working its way up thru the gravel. 

· 

We have found th.is design that combines an asphalt drive with gravel parking spaces to 
hold up well over time, while at the same time slowing the storm drainage run off. The 
California State Water Resources Control Board, which carefully monitors stormwater 
run off in new developments, considers this approach as one of its Best Management . 
PraGtices for slowing stormwater run off and reducing the pollutants in  that run off. 

Sincerely, 

Kathryn "Katie" McCamant, President 

� .  � • . • . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . � . . . . . � . . � . . . . . . . . . 

www.cohousingpartners.c.om Nevada City 241 .Commercial St., Nevada Oty,CA 95959 Tel :  530.'478.1970 Fax: 530.265.4398 
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Gravel parking spaces with asphalt diive at Nevada City Cohousing, Nevada City, CA 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • t • •. • � • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • � • • • 

www.cohousirigpartners.com Nevada City 241 Commercial St., Nevada City,CA 95959 Tel : 530.478.1970 Fax: 530.265.4398 
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SSW Job # 13-7076 
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Willard C .  Dixon, AlA 
300 Blair Blvd 
Eugene, OR 97402-4150 

Attention: Willard C. Dixon, AlA 

Re: Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing (PDT1 3-0001)  

ClVJl ,._5JRIICIURAt� BUltDIMG OESIS!I 
SUR'i£YING"'L\IID USE PlllOOM& 

2350 Oakmont Way, Suite 105 · 
Eugene, OR 97 401 

(541) 485-8383 Fax (541) 485-8384 

�.sswerigineers.com 

The following is in response to the public comment concerning stormwater at the proposed 
Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing. We appreciate the concern in regards to the quantity of runoff 
from the site, treatment of pollutants and the destination of the stormwater. Unfortunately, the 
information from the public comments is in error. Calculations indicating the quantity, treatment, 
and flow were submitted to the city and were available to the public as of 7/30/13 through the City 
of Eugene's website. Furthermore, the calculations presented assume that some o,f the 
stormwater runoff needs to be retained for a full month's accumulation of water. This is not a 
requirement of the city code or the 2008 Eugene Stormwater Manual. However, runoff flows for 
storm events are reduced to pr.edevelopment flows through the rneans of oversizing the treatment 
facilities and detention. 

The design of the site has ta�en account for the items listed in EC9. 8320 (9), and EC9.6791 
through EC9.6797, specifically stormwater destination, stormwater pollution reduction, and 
stormwater flow control. The site and all the stormwater facilities were designed in accordance 
with the 2008 Eugene Stormwater Manual. 

Since infiltration is unadvisable and there is no exi§ting stormwater system av�ilable, destination 
of the storrnwater from the site; after treatment, will be along the east side of the property and will 
sheet drain on to the adjacent city property. Flow from the site is reduced to pre development 
flow and is dispersed using rip rap. This destination was agreed upon in a meeting on January 
30th, 201 3 by Neil Bjorklund with the city's Public Works department. 

Treatment of the stormwater from the site conforms to the treatment optipns listed in the 2008 
Eugene Stormwater Manual and consists of pervious pavements, 1 5  rain gardens, and a 
vegetated swale. Pervious pavement wHI be located in the parking stalls, the entry and the fire 
turnaround. 

Site walking surfaces and the roof tops of the homes will utilize the 1 5  rain gardens around the 
site. Each rain garden is sized to treat and reduce flows to predevelopment rates. Sizing of the 
rain garden was performed by using the City of Eugene's "Stormwater Surface 
Filtration/Infiltration Facility Sizing Spreadsheet. 

Page 1 of2 Oakleigh Meadows Co housing . 
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The car garage, drive strip, and Common House buildings will be treated by the vegetated swale. A berm at the end of the swale will act as a weir to reduce flows to predevelopment r<3tes. The 
swale was sized using the presumptive method. 

The site is not located in the headwaters area and is therefore exenipt. However, to protect the 
adjacent property, flows Were reduced to predevelopment rates as stated above. 

Calculations supporting the above are enclosed. Please feel free to contact SSW Engineers Inc. if 
you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

SSW Engineers Inc 

ichael A Cox, P.E. 
MAC/mac 

Page 2 of2 Oak:leigh Meadows Cohousing 
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�W ENBINEERS .. 
CIVIL • STRUCTURAL• BUILDING DESIGN 

SURVEYING., LAND USE PLANNING 
2350 Oakmont Way, Suite 1 05 Eugene, OR 97401 

(541) 485�8383 Fax (541) 485-8384 

Design is governed by: 

Oakleigh Meadows SHEET NO. 
PUD PROJECT NO. 
Eugene, Oregon BY 

Stormwater Analysis· DATE 

Stormwater Analysis 
2008 Eugene Stormwater Manual 

All stormwater facilities on the site are privately maintained. 

5 7 8  
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Stormwater Surface Filtration/Infiltration Facility Sizing Spreadsheet 
24 Hour Storm, NRCS Type 1A Rainfall Distribution 
City of Eugene 

Version 2.1 

Project Information 
Project Name: Oakleigh Meadows Cohouslng Date: 3/11/2013 

Project Address: Oakleigh Lane Permit Number: 
Eugene, OR 97402 Catchment ID: Rain Garden 1 

Designer: Micha'el A Cox 
. . 

Company: SSW Enqineeers Inc. 
Instructions: 
1 .  Complete this form for each drainage·catchment in the project site that is to be sized per ihe Presumptive Approach. 
2. Provide a distinctive Catchme

_nt ID for each facility coordinated with the site basin map to correlate the appropriate 
calculations with the facility. 

3. The niaximum drainage catchment to be modeled per the Presumptive Approach is 1 acre (43,560 SF) 
4.For

.
infiltration facilities in Class A o r B  soils ·where no infiltration testing has been.perfromed use an infiltration rate of·O.S in/hr. 

For all facilities use a maximum soil infiltration rate of 2.5 inlhr for topsoiUi;Jrowing medium. 

Design Requirements: 

Choose "Yes" from the dropdown boxes below next to the design standards requirements for this facility. 

Flow Control (FC) Yes · · 

Pollution Reduction (PRJ� . . · . 
i 

Destination (DT) N 0 .. An Infiltration facil!ty musl be chosen as !.he facility type to meel destination requirements . 
Site Data-Post DeveloPment 

Total Square Footage Impervious Area=�sqft 
Impervious Area CN= 98 

Total Square Footage Pervious Area=asqtt 
. Pervious Area CN= 85 

Total Square Footage.of Drainage Area=�sft Time of Concentration Post r.:Jevelopment=l 
. Weighted Average CN= 98 

Site Data-Pre Developmen"t (Data· in this section is only used if Flow Control is required) 

. Pre-Development CN=I as! Time of Concentration Pre-Development= I 
Soil Data 

Tested Soli Infiltration Rate=Bin/hr (See Note 4) 

Design Soil Infiltration Rate= · 2.5 in/hr . 
Destination Design�· 
Soil Infiltration Rate 

I 

Design Storms Used For Calculations 

Requirement Rainfall Depth · 

Pollution Reduction 1.4 inches 
Flow Control 
Destination 

Eacllll!l.D"'l<!.. .. . . - . 
3.6 
.3.6 

. .  , . . 
inches 
inches 

.
. 

··-·· . . .  
-

Facility Type-
Surface Width= 

Suiiace Length= 
Facility Side Slopes= 

Max. Pending Depth 
in Stormwater Facility= 

Depth of Growing Medium (Soil)= 

3/11/201 3-10:54-AM 

Design Stonn 
Water Quality 
Flood Control 
Flood Control 

--···- ····- ,. ·--
-

. 
-· 

. - . . .. 
Filtration Rain Garden 

7 ft  
26 ft 

3 to 1 

6 in. 
18 In 

. . ·-
-· ··· 

·

-
· 

-· . 

I 
. - . . . ... . 

Facility Surface Area= 
Facility Surface Perimeter= 

Facility Bottom Area= 
Facility Bottom Perimeter= 

Basin Volume= 
Ratio of Facility Area to ImPervious Area= 

. -· . .  

slmin 

101m in 

'"i!A'!!Inihr 

. 
··- ··-·-· 

. 
182 

·- · ·  
sqft 

66 ft 
92 sqft 
54 ft 

70.7 cf 
0.095 

-

. .. . . . -

· 

-
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Pollution Reductlon�Calculation ReSults 
Peak Flow Rate to· Stormwater Facility = 

Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 
0.015 cfs 

Facility =l---"18:;;9'1cf 
Max. Depth of Stormwater In Facility=l----:

1
:':.4if.in 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate=�cfs 

Total Overflow Volume=�cf 

Drawdown Time= 0.2 hours 

Yes !Facility Sizing Meets Pollution Reduction Standards? 

�Meets Requirement of No Facility Flooding? . 
�Meets Requirement for Maximum of 18  Hour Drawdown Time? 

Flow Co.ntroi-Calculation Res.ults. 
Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility = 

Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 
Facility = 

0.042 cfs 

538 cf 

Max. Depth of Stormwater in Fcicility=l-....;.-..,:6,;,,0'1 in 
Drawdown Time= 0.2 hours 

Pre�Developme"nt Runoff Data . 
Peak Flow Rate =�cfs 

Total Runoff Volume =�cf 

Yes !Facility Sizing Meets Flow Control Standards? 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate= 
·.J" • 

Total Overflow Volume= 
Peak Off ..Site Flow Rate 

Filtration Facility Underdrain= 

0.011 cfs 

1 8  cf 

0.011 efs 

�Meets Requirement for Post Development offsite flow less or equal to Pre-Development Flow? 
�Meets Requirement for Maximum of 1 Q  Hour Drawdown Time? 

Destination-Calculation Res"tilts · 
Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility 

Total Runoff Volume to Stc,rmwater 

Max. Depth of Stormwater in 
Drawdown 

MWFacility Sizing. Meets Destination Standards? 

Meet� Requirement of No Facility Flooding? 

Peak Facility Overflow 

Requirement for Maximum of 30 hour Drawc{own Time? 

5 ffi:J1i2013-1 0:54 AM 

.. -. 
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. �  Stormwater Surface Filtration/Infiltration Facility Sizing Spreadsheet 

- 24 Hour Storni, NRCS Type 1A Rainfall Distribution 

-,- Name: 
-·· Address: 

City of Eugene 

1 2.1 . 

Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing 
Oakleigh Lane 
Eugene, OR 97402 
Michael A Cox 
SSW Engineeers Inc. 

Date: 3/11/2013 
Permit Number:-
Catchment ID: Rain Garden 2 

j1 .  • .. v,.�. . . . Complete this fOrm for each drainage catchment in the project site that is to be sized per the Presumptive Approach: 
i2· Provide a distinctive Catchment ID for each facility coordinated with the site basin map to correlate the· appropriate 

calculations with the facility. 
!3. The_ maximUm drainage catc�ment to be modeled per the Presumptive Approach is 1 acre (43,560 SF) 

:4.For infiltration facilities in Class A or B soils where no Infiltration testing h_as been perfromed use·an -infiltration rate. of 0.5 infhr. 
For 311 facilities use a m·aximum soil infiltration rate of 2.5 in/hr for topsoil/growing medium . 

i Design . 
"Yes" from the dropdown boxes below next to the design standards reqUirements for this facility. 

Flow Control (FC) Yes . · · 
Pollution Reduction (PR)� 

Destination (DT) No "An Infiltration facility must be chosen as the facility type to meet desllnatJon requirements 

I Site 

Total Square Footage Impervious Area=�sqft 

. 
Impervious Area CN= 98 . 

Total Square Footage of Drainag� Area=�sft 
Weighted Average CN= 98 

!Site (Data in this section is only used If 

Pre-Development CN=I 851 
Soli Data . · 

Total square Footage Pervious Area=asqfl 
Pervious Area CN= 85 

Time of Conc�ntration Post Dev�l�pment=l . slmin 

: 
Time of Concentration Pre-Development=l 1 0lmin . . . . 

Tested Soli Infiltration Rate= I · Design Soil Infiltration Rate= 
2.51inlhr (See Note4) 

2.5 inlhr 
Destination :lllliiJ'liinlhr· 
Soil Infiltration Rate· 

I I For 

Rainfall Deoth 
1 

lf'I.ow Control ' 
i ' 

.aclln:y ''' 
Surface VVIOtn 

Surfac,e .,. 
F3:cility Side 

Max. Ponc;llng Depth 
in Stormwater Facility= 

I Depth of Growing Medium (Soil)= 

3/1 1/2013·1 0:54 AM 

Desl�n Storm 
I Water Qualitv 
I Flood Control 
I Flood Control 

1 Rain Garden 
6 'ft 

32 •ft 
'to 1 

6 in· 
1 8  in 

. . 

I 
. .. 

. . 

Facility Surface Area= 
Facility Surface Perimeter= 

Facility Bottom Area= 
Facility Bottom Ferimeter= · 

Basin .Volume= 
Ratio of Facility Area to Impervious Aiea= 

· ·.·:: 
192 sqft 

76 ft 
87 sqft 
64 ft 

72.0 cf 
0.098 

. 

. .  

5 8 1  



Polrutioll Reduction�Calculatlon Results 
Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility = 

Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 
0.015 cfs 

Facility = 193 cf 
Max. Depth of Stormwater In Facility=l--

....;
1-i-.::16 in 

Drawdown Time=L.. __ o:;·::�2 hours 

Peak Faci

.

lity Overflow Rate=�cfs 

Total Overflow Volume=�cf 

., Yes I Facility Sizing Meet.s Pollution Reduction Standards? 

�Meets Requirement of No Facility Flooding? 
.�Meet� Requirement for Maximum of 1 8  Hour Drawdown Time? 

Flow Control-Calculation Results 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility = 
Total Runqff Volum e to Stormwater 

Facility = 

0.043 cfs 

551 cf 

Max. Depth of Stormwater in Facllity=l----;6,;,.0;� 1n 
Drawdown Time=: 0.2 hours 

Pre-Development Runoff Data 
Peak Flow Rate =�cfs 

Totai .RunoffVolume =�cf 

Yes !Facility Sizing Meets Flow Control Standards? 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate= 

Total Overflow Volume= 
Peak Off...Site Flow Rate 

Filtration Facility �nderdrain= 

0.012 cfs 

19  cf 

0.011 cfs 

c::rg[)Meets Requi"remen.t for Post Development offsite flow les� or equal to Pre�Development Flow? [!§[)Meets Requ�rement for Maximum of 1 8  Hour Drawdown Time? 
Destlnation-Calculatioh Results 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility 
· Total RunoffVolunie to Stc>m1Wa1ter' 

Max. Depth of Stormwater In Fa•cililty=! 
Drawdown 

lj!MjFacility Sizing Meets Destination Standards? 

Requirement of No Facility Flooding? 

Peak Facility Overflow 

Total Overflow Voilun1e= 

Requirement for �aximum of 30 hour Drawdown Time? 

S�1/2013-10:54AM 2 
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Stormwater Surface Filtration/Infiltration Facility Si:2:ing Spreadsheet 
24 Hour Storm, NRCS Type 1A Rainfall Distribution 
City of Eugene 

Version 2.1 
Project lnfonnaUon 
Project Name: OafYeigh Meadows Cohousing Date: 3/11/2013 
Project Address: Oakleigh L�ne Permit Number: 

Eugene1 OR 97402 Catchment 10: Rain Garden 3 

Designer: Michael A Cox 
Company: SSW Engineeers Inc. 

Instructions: 
1 .  Cori'lplete this form for each drainage catchment in the project site that is to be sized per the Presuinptive Approach. 
2. Provide a distinctive Catchm_ent ID for each fac4my coordinated with the site basin map to correlate the appropri�le 

calculations with the facility. 
3. The maximum drainage catchment to be mod91ed per the Presumptive Approach is 1 acre ( 43,560 SF) 
4.For infiltration facilities in Class A or B soils where no infiltration testing has been perfromed us9 an infiltration rate

. 
of 0.5 in/hr .. 

I 

For all facilities use a maXimum soli Infiltration rate of 2.5 in/hr for topsoil/growif!9 medium . 
Dt;!sfgn Re(Juireme.nts: . 

Choose "Yes11 from the dropdown boxes below next to the design standards requirements for this facility. 

Pollution Reduction (PRJOO . · 

Flow Control (FC) Yes · . 
Destination (DT) No *An infiltralion facility must be c!Josen �s the faCility type to meet desHnatlon requirements 

Site Data�Post DeveloPment' 

Total Square Footage Impervious Area=�sqft 
Impervious Area CN= 98 

Total square Footage. Pervious Area=asqtt 
Pervious Area CN= 85 

Total Square Footage of Drainage Area=�sft Time of Corlcentration Pes� Development=l 
Weighted Average CN= 98 · 

Site Oata-Pre Development . (Data in this Section is only used if Flow Control is requlr.ed) 

Pre-Development CN-1 ssl 
Soil Data 

Tested Soli Infiltration Rate=sinlhr (See Note4) 
Design Soil Infiltration Rate= 2.5 in/hr 

Design .Storms Us�d For .Calculations 

Requirement Rainfall Depth Design Storm 
Pollution Reduction 1.4 inches Water Quality 
Flow Control 3.6 inches Flood Control 
Destination 3.6 inches Flood Control 

EacUit;cQala ... . . - . ..... . · - · ·  · - · · · - - ·-···- . . . .  -· ... . . 

Facility Type= Filtration Rain Garden 
Surface Width= 6 ft  

Surface Length= 30 ft 
Facility Side Slopes= 3 to 1 

Max. Pending Depth 
in Stormwater Facility= 6 in 

Depth of Growing Medium (Soil)= 1 8  in 

3/J1/2013-10:54 AM -

Time of Concentra�on Pre-Qevelopment=l 

. . .. . . 
I 

Destination Design='¥ 
Soli Infiltration Rate 

.... 
�acility Surface Area= 

Facility Surface Peri01ete-:= 
Facility Bottom Area= 

Facility Bottom Perimeter= 

Basin Volume= 
Ratio of Facility Area to Impervious Area= 

slmin 

1 olmin 

llftjjlinthr 

180 sqft 
72 ft 
81 sqft 
60 It 

67.5 cf 
0.097 

. . 

5 8 3  



Peak Flow Re�:te to Stormwater Facility = 
TotaJ Runoff Volume to Stormwater 

0.014 cfs 

Facility • 182 cf 
Max. Depth of Stormwaier in Facility=l---'::1':.6;!in 

Drawdown Time=L---.:0.:.2'-'hours 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate•� ct. s 

Total Overflow Volume=L____.£1cf · 

Yes · I Facility Sizing Meets Pollution Reduction Standards? 

�Meets Re�uirement of No Facility Flooding? 
�Meets Requirement for' Maximum of 18 Hour Drawdown Time? 

Peak Flow Rate to StormWater Facility = 
Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 

Facility • 

0.040 cfs 

51 9 cf 

Max. Depth of Stormwater in Facility= l--.,....,
6:.;.0::-lin 

DrawdoWn Time= 0.2 hours 

Pre-Development Runoff Data 
· 

Peak Flow Rate ·�cfs 
· Total Runoff Volume =c=ill) cf 

Yes !Facility Sizing Meets Flow Control Standards? 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate= 

Total Overflow Volume= 
Peak Off-Site Flow Rate 

Filtration Facility Underdrain= 

0.013 cfs 

18  cf 

0.010 cfs 

�Meets Requirement for Post Development offsite flow less or equal to Pre-Developffient Flow? [ill] Meets Requirement for Maximum C?r 18 Hour Drawd_own Time? . . 
Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility 

Total Runoff Volume to Stcorm,wa,ter 

Max. Depth of St?rmwater in 
Drawdown 

Requirement of No Facility Flooding? 

Peak Facility Overflow 

Total Ov<>rflc>w 'Vol>um<>• 

Requirer:nent for Maximum of 30 hour Drawdown Time? 

. 5 fll� 1/201 3-1 0:54 AM" 2 
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Stormwater Surface Filtration/Infiltration Facility Sizing Spreadsheet 
24.Hour Storm, NRCS Type 1A Rainfall Distribution 
City of Eugene · 

. Version 2.1 
Project Information 
Project Name: Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing Date: .311 112013 
Project Address: Oakleigh Lane Permit Number: 

Eugene, OR 97402 Catchment ID; Raih Garden 4 
Designer: Michael-A Cox 
Company: SSW Enqineeers Inc. 

Instructions: 
1 .  Complete this form for each drainage catchment in the project site that is to b8 sized per (he Presumptive Approach. 
2. Provide a distinctive Catchment lD for each facility coordinated with the site basin map to correlate the appropriate 

calculations with the facility. " 
3. The max;imum drainage catchment to -be modeled per the Presumptive Approach is 1 acre (43,560 SF) 
4.For infiltration facilities in Class A orB soils where n·o infiltration testing has been perfromed use an infiltration rate of 0.5 in/hr. 

For all facilities use a maximum soil infiltratiOn rate of 2.5 1nfhrfoi" topsOil/growing medium. 

Design Requirements: 

. ChooSe 
'
"Yes'; from the dropdown boxes below next to the design standards requirements for this facility. 

Pollution Reduction {PR)oo 
. 

. . · 
Flow Control {FC) Yes 

· 

Destination (DT) No *An fnfillratlon faciflty mu�lhe chost;m as Ute facUlty type to meet desllnalion requirements 

Site Data�Po'st Development 

Totai .Square Footage Impervious Area=�sqft 
lm pervious Area CN= 98 , 

Total square Footage Pervious Area=asqft 
Pervious Area CN:: 85 

Total Sq.uare Footage of Drainage Area=�sft Time of Concentration Post DeveloPment=l s!mln 
Weighted Average CN= 98 . 

Site Data-Pre Development (Data in this'sectioil is only used if F.low Control is required) 

Pre-De�elopment CN=I asl . Time of ConcEmtration Pre-Development:= I 1olmin 

Soli Data . . 
Tested Soli Infiltration Rate=sinlhr (See "''' •> 
Design Soil Infiltration Rate= . 2.5 in/hr · 

Destination �"'":_:' =-in/hr 
Soil Infiltration Rate 

Design Storms Used For Calc:ulation� 

Requirement Rainfall Depth Design Stann 
Pollution Reduction 1.4 inches Water Quality 
Flow Control 3.6 inches Flood Control 
Destination 3.6 inches Flood Control 

' Eacili.cy_D.ata. · ········· ' .... -··--- '"-·- .. ··-- . . .. . .  · · - ·  

l 

. · - . 

Facility Type= 
Surface Width= 

Surface Length= 
Facility Side Slope�= 

Max. Pending Depth 
in Stormwater Facility= 

Depih of Growing Medium (Soil)= 

3/1112013-10:55 AM 

Filtration Rain Garden 
7 ft  

20 ft 
3 to 1 

6 in 
18 in 

· - . . 
I 

- . 

Fa_cility Surface Area= 
Facility Surface Perimeter-

Facility Bottom Area= 
Facility Bottom Perimeter= 

Basin Volume= 
Ratio of Facility Area to lmpe_rvfous Area= 

-· · ·  . - .. . 

140 

. . . 

sqf! 
54 ft 

68 sqft 
42 ft 

54.2 cf 
0.090 . 

. 
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Pollution Reductlon�Calcul3tion Results 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility = 
Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 

0.012 cfs 

Facility = 153 cf 
Max. Depth of Stormwater in Facility=t---'::1

'"=
.7:1 in 

Drawdown Tlme=._ __ ..;o,;;.2;, hours 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate��cfu 

Total Overflow Volume=�cf 

Yes · !Facility Sizing Meets Pollution Reductio!! Standards? 

�Meets Requirement of No Facility Flooding? �et:; Requlrement
_
for Maximum of 1 8  Hour

_
Drawdown Ti�e? 

Flow Coni.roi�Calculation Results 

Peak l=Iow Rate to Stormwater Facility = 
T otat Runoff Volume to Stormwater 

Facility = 

0.034 cfs 

435 cf 

Max. Depth of Stormwater in Facility=
I----..,

6
':-

.0
:':I

in 
Drawdown Time= 0.2 hours 

Yes !Faci lity Sizing Meets
. 
Flow Control Standards? 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate= 

Total Overflow Volume= 

Peak Off-Site Flow Rate 
Filtration Facility Underdrain= 

0,018 cfs 

22 cf 

0.008 cfs 

[]���=}Meets Requl
_
rement for Post Development offsite flow less or equal to Pre-Development Flow? �Meets Requirement for Maximum of 1 8  Hour Drawdown Time? 

Destinatjon-C1Jiculation Res"ul.ts 

Peak Flow Rate to Stornlwater Facility 
Total Runoff Volume to Sl<>mlw,,ter 

Max. Depth of Stormwater in 
Drawdown 

· Requirement of No Facility Flooding? 

Total OVEirfi<>W 'Vok.,.,; 

Requirement for Maximum of 30 hour Drawdown Time? 

S a'� 1 /2013-10:55 AM 
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Stormwater Surface Filtration/Infiltration Facility Sizing Spreadsheet 
24 Hour Storm, NRCS Type 1A Rainfall Distribution 
City of Eugene 

Version 2.1 
Project Information 
Project Name: Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing Date: 3/11/2013 
Project Address: Oakleigh Lane Permit Number: 

Eugene, OR 97402 Catchment ID: Rain Garden 5 
· Designer: Michael A Cox ) 

Conipany: SSW Enqineeers Inc. 

Instructions: . .  
. 1 .  Complete this form ·tor each drainage catchment in the project site that is to be_ sized per the Presumptive Approach. 
2. Provide a distinctive Catchment ID for each facility coordinated with the site basin map to correlat� the appropriate 

calculations with the facility. 
3. The maximum drainage catchment to be modeled per the Presumptive Approach is 1 acre (43,560 SF) 
4.For infiltration facilities in Class A or 8 soils where no inf!ltration testing has· been perfromed use an infiltration rate of 0.5 in/hr. 

For all facilities use a maximum soil infiltration rate of 2.5 in/hr for topsoil/grOwing medium. 

pesign Requirements: : 

Choose "Y�s;, from the·diopdow� boxes below next to the design standards requirements for this facility. 

Pollution Reduction (PR)oo . 
Flow Control (FC) Yes 

Des�ination (DT) No *An lnllHrat!on facinty must be chosen as !he facll� type to meet deslinalion requirements 

Site Data-Post Developrrient · 

Total Square Footage lmpe,;ious Area=Bjsqft 
Impervious Area CN= 98 

Total Square Footage Pervious Area=asqft 
Pervious Area CN= 85 

Total Square Footage of Drainage Area=Bjsft Time of Concentration Post DeVelopment=! s!min 
Weighted Average CN= . 98 

Site.Data7Pre DevelOpment (Data in this sectio.n is. only used if FloW Control is required) · . 
Pre-Developmen� CN-1 as! Time of �oncentration Pre-Development= I 1 olmin 

Soil Data 

Tested Soil Infiltration Rate=sfn/hr {see Note4) 
Design Soil Infiltration Rate= · 2.5 in/hr 

Destination :�in/hr 
Soil Infiltration Rate 

Design Stonns Used Fa·r Calculations 

Requirement Rainfall Depth Design Stann 
Pollution Reduction 1.4 Inches Water Quality 
Flow Control 3.6 inches Flood Control 
Oestinatlon 3.6 inches Flood Control 

Eacility.Data. -·· . ' ··- · ···· ·- - · . 
-·--

· -- . . . --·-- . 
Facility Type= Filtration Rain Gard.en 

Surface Width= 5 1!  
Surface Length= 20 ft 

Facility Side Slopes= 3 to 1 
Max. Pending Depth 

in Stormwater Facility= 6 in 

l Depth of Growing Medium (Soil)= 18 ir't 

311 112013'1 0:55 AM 

' . . .  . . . ,.. . . 
I Facility Surface Area::: 

Facility Surface·Perimeter.:::: 
Facility Bottom Area::: 

· Facility Bottom Perimeter= 

Basin Volume= 
Ratio of Facility Area to lmpervi9us Area= 

.. .
. 
. .  

100 sqft 
50 ft 
34 sqft 
38 It 

35.8 cf 
0.108 

5 8 7  



Peak Flow Rate to StorJllwater Facility = 
Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 

0.007 cfs 

Facility = 91 cf 
Max. Depth of Stormwater In Facility=l---,1i-.9:':l ln 

Drawdown Time""',_ _ _;o;;:.2:Jhours 

. 
Peak Facility Overflow Rate=�cfs 

Total Overlfow Volume=L__clcf 

·1 Yes I Facility· Sizing Meets Pollution Reduction Standards? 

�Meets Requirement of No Facility Flooding? �Meets Requirement for Maximum of 1 8  Hour Orawdown Time? 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility = 
Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 

Facility = 

0.020 cfs 

259 cf 

Max. Depth of Stormwater In Facility=l-
-

---i6C:. O:! in 
Drawdciwn Time= 0.2 hours 

PreKDevelopment Runoff Data 
Peak Flow Rate =CQ:Qillcfs 

Total Runoff Volume =�cf 

Yes IFaclllty Sizing Meets Flow Control Standards? 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate= 0.004 cfs 

Total Overflow Volume= 6 cf 1--'-----'i Peak Off..Site Flow Rate 
Filtration Facility Underdraln= 0.006 cfs 

[E[)Meets Requirement for Post Development offsite flow less or equal to PreKDevelopment Flow:? �Meets Requirement for Maximum of 18  Hour Dtawdown Time? 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility 
Total Runoff Volume to Stc>rm1Wa1ter 

Req�irement of No Facility Flooding? 

Peak Facility Overflow 

Meets;·Ro>qulireme;nt for Maximum of 30 hour Drawdown Time? 

5 SJa1/2013-10:55 AM . 2  



( �. Stormwater Surface Filtration/Infiltration Facility Sizing Spreadsheet 
24 Hour Storm, NRCS Type 1A Rainfall Distribution 
City of Eugene 

Ve�ion 2.1 

Project lnfOr:mation .. 
Project Name: Oakleigh Meadows Cohouslng Date: 3/1 1/2013 

· Project Address: Oa�leigh Lane Permit Number: 

( 

( 

Eugene, OR 97402 Catchment iD: Rain Garden 6 

Designer: · Michael A Cox 
Company: SSW Engineeers Inc. 

Instructions: 
1 .  Corrip!ete this form for �ach draii1age catchment in the p�oject site that is to be sized per the Presumptive Appro.3ch. 
2. Provide. a distinctiVe Catchment ID for each facility co'ordinated with the site basin map to correlate the appropriate 

calcula-tions with the facility. 
3. The maximum drainage catchment to be modeled per the Presumptive Approach is 1 acre (43,560 SF) 
4.For infiltration facilities in Class A or 8 soils where no infiltration testing has bee!l perfromed use an infiltration rate of 0.5 in/hr. 

For all facilities use a maximum soil infiltration rate of 2.5 in/hr for topsoil/groWing medium. 

Design Requirements: -

Choose "Yes'� from the dropdown boxes below next to the design standards requirements for this facility. 

Pollution Reduction (PRloo · . 
Flow Control (FC) Yes 

Destination (DT) No *An !nmtration facl!ity must be chosen as the facility type to meet destinaUon requirements . 
Site Data-Post Development 

Total Square Footage Impervious Area��sqft 
Impervious Area C�:::; 98 

Total Square Footage Pervi�us Area�asqtt 
. . - Pervio�s Area CN= 85 

Total Square Footage of Drainage Area��sft Time of Concentration Post Development= I 
Weighted Average CN= 98 . 

Sit� Dat;i-Pre D�velopnient {Data. in thjs sectiori is c;mly usEi_d if Flow Control is requirec;l) . . 

Pre-Development CN=I 851 . Time of Concentration Pre-Development=l 
Soil Datil. ·. 

Tested Soli Infiltration Rate=Bin/hr (See Note 4) Destination Design= II 
Design Soil Infiltration Rate= 2.5 in/hr 

oesign Storms Used Foi: CalcUiatiOns 

Reauirement Rainfall Depth Design Stann 
Pollution Reduction 1.4 Inches Water Quality 
Flow Control 3.6 inches Flood Control 
Destination 3.6 inches Flood Control 

Fa�UI!.I' DatiL ... - - - ·  . .  · - . .... ·-···· ..•. 
·� - - ·  . --···---· ·----·----·-·-- -

- - . -

Facility Type= Filtration Rain Garden 
Surface Width= 10 It 

Surface Length= 34 It 
Facility Side Slopes= 3 to 1 

. Max. Ponding Depth 
in Stormwa1er Facility= 6 in 

I Depth of Growing Medium (Soil)= 18 in 

3/11/2013-10:55 AM 

· ·· ··---
.. . 

I 
·- ·-

. 

Soli infiltration Rate 

. . . ·- · · · · · - .. · · -

Facility Surface Area= 
Facility Surface Perime.ter= 

. Facility Bottom Area� 
Facility Bottom Perimeter= 

Basin Volume= 
Ratio of Facility Area to Impervious Area= . . 

... .  ' 

slmin 

1 olmin 

N•n/hr 

340 

- -
sqtt 

88 It 
217 sqtt 

.76 It 

141.5 cf 
0.082 

. -

-

5 8 9  



PollutiOn Reduction-Calculation Res-ults 
Peak Flow Rate

.
to Stormwater Facility = 

Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 
0.032 cfs 

Facility = 408 cf 
Max. Depth of Stormwater in Facility=l-----:1;:.:.3;t in 

Drawdown Time=L-_ _:0:::.2:.11'\ours 

. 
Peak

"
Fac

.

�li� OverflowRate=�cfs 

Total Overflow Volume=�cf 

Y�s ·I Facility Sizing Meets Pollution Reduction Standards? 

. �Meets Requirement of No Facility FlOoding?' �Meets Requirement for Maximum of 18  Hour Drawdown Time? 

Flow Controi-Coilculation Results 
· . 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwat�r Facility = 
Total Runoff Volume to-Stormwater 

Facility = 

0.090 cfs .  

1 1 62 cf  

Max. Depth of Stormwater in Facility=l----i60:.0�in 
Drawdown Time= 0.2 hours 

Pre-Development Runoff Data 
Peak Flow Rate =�cis 

Total �unoff Volume =�cf 

· .Yes . I Facility Sizing Meets Flow Control Standards? 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate= 

Total Overflow Volume= 
Peak Ott-Site FloW Rate 

Filtration Facility Underdrain= 

0.046 Cfs 

62 cf 

0.020 cfs 

�Meets Requirement for Post Development offsite flow less or equal to Pre-Development Flow? �Meets Requirement for Maximum of 18 Hour Drawdo� Time? · 
Destlnation-Calcul�tion·Results 

Peak Flow Rate to Stonnwater Facility 
Total Runoff Volume to Stc>rm<wa,ter 

Max. Depth of Stormwater In Fao:ililtv=l 
Drawdown 

@+Facility Sizing Meets Destination Standards? 

Requirenlent !lf No Facility Flooding? 

Peak Facility OverflOw 

Total Ov••rfl<lW 'VoiiJm••=l 

Requirement for Maximum of 30 hour Drawdown Time? 

S 9'(1 1/2013-10:55 AM 
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� · Stormwater Surface Filtration/Infiltration Facility Sizing Spreadsheet 
24 Hour Storm, NRCS Type 1 A  Rainfall Distribution 
City of Eugene 

l 2.1 

! Name: . Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing Date: 3/11/2013 
-,. �A. ress: Oakleigh Lane - Permit Number: 

Eugene, OR 97402 Catchment ID: Rain Garden 7 
Michael A Cox 

. .  ,. SSW Engineeers Inc • 

1 .  Complete this form for each drainage catchment in the project site that is to be sized per the Presumptive.Approach. 
2. Provide a distinctive Catchment 10 for each facility coordinated with the Site basin map to correlate the appropriate 

calculations with the facility. . 
3. The maximum drainage catchinelit to be modeled p"er the Presumptive Approach is 1 acre (43,560 SF) 
4.f.or infiltration facilities in Class A or B soils where no infiltration testing has.been perfrom'ed us·e an infiltration rate of 0.5 in/hr. 

For all facilities use a maximum soil infiltration rate of 2.5 inlhr for tcipsoiJ/growing medium. 
1 Design 

iC�oose "Yes" from the dropdown boxes below next to the design standards requirements for this facility. 

Flow Control (FC) Yes . . 
· 

. 

: . 

Pollution Reduction (PR)� 
. Destination (DT) NO *An lnfillration facili_ty must be chosen as the facility type to meet destination requlremenls 

)Site I . . .· . . 

Total Square Footage Impervious Area=�sqlt 
. · Impervious Area CN= 98 

Total Square Footage Pervious Area=asqtt 
. Pervious Area CN� - · 85 

Total Square Footage of Drainage ruea=�slt 
Weighted Average CN= 98 

Time of Concentration Post Developmen�l 
Site ,(Data.in • onlv use<fif Flow Control is : . · 

Pre-Development CN=I 851 Time of Concentration Pre-Developmen�J 
Soil Data . . . .. 

·. -:-

. 

Tested Soil Infiltration Rate=L 2. ;.,,., \"" Nole4) ·oeSiim:ition 
Rat:• Design Soli Infiltration Rate=L 2}J in/hr Soil 

. Storms Used I . : . 

Rainfall Depth DesiQn Stonn 
I i Waler QualitY 

Flow Conlrol Flood Control 
. Flood Control 

sJmin · 

10Im in 
' · . . . 

""" 

. 

. .. . .. .  . .. .. ... ...•.. . . . ·. . . . . .. . . .. . . . . .. .. . .. 

I 

.. . .. . 
Facility 1 yp•� 

Surface '"""'. 
Surface ' "'"" .•. 

Facility Side :" 
Max. Pending Depth 

ln. Stormwater Facility= · 

Depth of Growing Medium (Soil)= 

3/1 1/2013-10:55 AM 

Rain Garden 
It 

21 It 
3 to 1 

6 in 
18  in 

I Facility Surface Area= 189 'soft 
Facility Surface 68 It 

Facility Bottom Area= . 96 I soft 
·Facility Bottom .• , '"'"'" 56 1ft 

Basin 73.5 'ct 
Ratio of Facility �rea t� impervious Area= 0.089 

. .. 

.. 

5 9 1  



Polll!tiorl Reduction-Calculaticin -Results 
Peak Flow Rate to Stonnwater Facility = 

Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 
0.017 cfs 

Facility .=l--"""""20'-:80!cf 
Max. Depth of Stormwater in Facility=l----i1;':.6;tin 

Peak Facili� Overflow Rate=�cfs 

Total OverflowVolume=�cf 

Drawdown Time= 0.2 hours · 

-1 Yes I Facility Sizing Meets Pollution Reduction Standards? 

�Meets Requirement Ot No Facility Flooding? . �Meets Requirement for Maximuin of 1 8  Hour Drawdown Time? 

Flow COntroi�CSiculatiOn ResultS 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility = 
Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 

Faci!lty = 

0.046 cfs 

594 cf 

Max. Depth of -stor.mwater in Facility= 6.0 in 
Drawdown Time=L-_ _:0::::2::�hours 

Pre-Develo ment Runoff Data 
Peak Flow. Rate = 0.025 cfs 

Total Runoff Volume =....__....;;= 

I · Yes · 
.!Facility Sizing Meets Flow Control Standards? 

Peak Facility Overtlow Rate= 

Total Overflow Volume= 
Peak Off-site Flow Rate 

Filtration Facility Underdrain= 

0.025 cfs 

30 cf 

0.011 cfs 

�Meets Requirement for Post Development offsite flow less or equal to Pre�oevelopment Flow? �Meets Requirement for Maximum of 18 Hour Drawdown Time? 
D�tinatlon-Calculation Results . 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility 
Total Runoff Volume to Stcorm.water 

Max. ·oepth �f Stormwater In Fa•ciltty= 
Dravvdown 

Requirement of No Facility FloOding? 

Peak Facility Overflow 

Total Overflow Volun1e= 

�01!! Re•quirement lfor Maximum of 30 hour Drawdown Time? 

S g'l� 1/2013� 1 0:55 AM 2 
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Stormwater Surface Filtration/Infiltration Facility Sizing Spreadsheet 
24 Hour Storm, NRCS Type 1A Rainfall Distribution 
City of Eugene 

Version 2.1 
P.r9ject l.l)formatiol'l 
Project Name: Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing Date: ;lljj/2013 
Project Address: Oakleigh Lane Permit Number: 

Eugene, OR 97402 Catchment ID: Rain Garden 8 
Designer: Michael A Cox 
Company: SSW �ngineeers Inc. 

Instructions: 
1 .  Complete this form for each drainage catchment in the project site that is to be sized per the Presumptive Approach. 
2. Provide a distinctive Gat.chment ID for each facility c�ordinated with the site basin map to co(relate the appropriate 

calculations with the facility. 
3. The maximum drainage catchment to be modeled per the Presumptive Approach is 1 acre (43,560 SF) 
4.For Infiltration facilities In CJass A.or B soils where no infiltration testing has been perfromed use an Infiltration rate of 0.5 in/hr. 

For aU facilities use a maximum soil infiltration rate of2.5 in/hr for topsoil/growing medium. 

Design Re�qfremenV?: . .  

Choose "Yes" from the dropdown boxes below next to the design standards requirements for this facility. 

Pollution Reduction (PR)� · . 
� Flow Control (FC) Yes 

Destination (DT) No *An !n��Uon facility must be chosen as lhe facJJity type to meet destinatiol) requirements 

Site Data�POst Developrilerit 

Total Square Footage Impervious Area=Bjsqft 
Impervious Area CN= 98 

Total Square Footage Pervious Area=asqft 
Pervious Area CN= 85 

Total Square Footage of Drainage Area=Bjsft Time of Concentration Post Development=l 
Weighted Average CN= 98 

;site Data-Pre Development · (03.ta in thiS seetionJ� only us�d if Flow. Control· is require�) 

S oil .Qata 

Pre-Development CN-1 651 
Tested soii Infiltration Rate=ain/hr (s" Note4) 

Design Soil Infiltration Rate= 2.5 in/hr · 

DeSign Sto.rms· Used. FOr .Calculations. 
, . 

Requirement Rainfall Depth Design Storm 
Pollution Reduction 1 .4 inches Water-QualiW 
Flow Control 3.6 inches Flood Control 
Destination . 3.6 inches Flood Control 

Eacility_Data_ . .. .  ·-·- -· -. . . -· - ---·-.·- ·····--·-·---.,.-··--- ·- · . ··-·-··· . 

Facility Type= Filtration Rain Garden 
Sudace Width= 7 ft  

Surface Length= 37 ft 
Facility Side Slopes= 3 to 1 

Max. Ponding Depth 
in Stormwater Facility= · 6  in 

I Depth of Growing Medium (Soil)= 18 in 

3/11/2013-10:56 AM 

Time of Concentration Pre-Development=J 

· - · ·  

I 

Destination Design=f 
Soil Infiltration Rate . 

- ., .. -· :- ····. - .. , ····-·· 

. . 

. . .. .. 

Facility Surface Area= 
Facility Surface Perimeter-

Facility Bottom Area-
Facility Bottom Perimeter= 

Basin Volume= 
Rcitio of Facility Area to ImperviOus Area= 

slmin 

101m in 

filin/hr 

. 

-.· 

259 sqft 
66 ft 

136 sqft 
76 ft 

1o1:o cf 
0.069 

-

. .  

5 9 3  



Pollution Red�:�ctiQn-Calculatioh ReSults 
Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility = 

Totai.Runoff Volume to Stormwater 
0.023 cfs 

Facility = 285 cf 
Max. Depth of Stormwater in Facility=:=t---':1�.5;tin 

Drawdown Tlme=._ __ ..:o..:.2;�hours 

Peak Facility Overflow �ate=�ofs 

Total Overflow Volume=L.____,dct 
Yes I Facility Sizing Meets Pollution Reduction Standards? 

mJMeets Requirement of No· Facility Flooding? · 

.
�Meets Requlrem�nt for Maximum of 18 HOur Drawdown Time? 

Flow Contro1-C3IcUJatfon. ResUlts 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility = 
Total Runoff Volume to Stormw3ter 

Facility = 

0.063 cfs 

812 cf 

Max. Depth of Stormwater in FaciJity=l----,6i:'.Oi:lin 
Drawdown Time= 0.2 hours 

Pre-Develo rnent Runoff Data . 
Peak Flow Rate =1--=� 

Total Runoff Volume =._---== 

' I Yes I Facility sizing Meets Flow Cqntrol Standards? 

Peak Facility OverflOw Rate= 

TOtal Overflow Volume= 
Peak Off..Site Flow Rate 

Filtration Facility Underdrain= 

0.031 cfs 

39 cf 

0,015 cfs 

�Meets Requlre�ent.for Post Development offsite flow less or equal to Pre-Development Flow? 
�Meets Requirement for Maxirnum of 1 8  Hour Drawdown Time? · · 

Destinatipo-Calc!Jiation 'Results 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility 
Total Runoff Volume to Stc>rirlw,,ter 

Max. Depth of Stormwater in 
Drawdown 

MMFacility Sizing Meets Destination Standards? 

Requireme�t of No Facility Flooding? 

Peak Facility Overflow. 

Total Overflow Volurr1e= 

Requirement for Maximum of 30 _hour DraWdown Time? 

·3/J 1/2013-10:56 AM 
5 9 4  : ·  
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Stormwater Surface Filtration/Infiltration Facility Sizing Spreadsheet 
24 Hour Storm, NRCS TyP,e 1A Rainfall Distribution 
City of Eugene 

Version 2.1 
Project lriformaijon -
Project Name: Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing Date: 3/11/2013 
Project Address: Oakleigh Lane Permit Number: 

Eugene, OR 97402 Catchment ID: · Rain Garden 9 
Designer: Michael A Cox 
Company: SSW Enqlneeers lnc. 

Instructions: 
1 .  Complete this fonn for each drainage.catchme·nt ih the project site that is to be sized per the Presumptive Approach. 
2. Provide a distinctive Catchment ID for each facility coordinated with the site basin map to correlate the appropriate 

calculations with the facility. 
3. The maxi!]lum drainage catchment to be modeled per the Presumptive Appro�ch is 1 acre (43,560 SF) 
4.For infiltration facilities in Class A or s·soils where no infiltration testing has been perfromed use an infiltration rate of 0.5 in/hr. 

I 

For all facilities use a maximum soil infiltratiqn rate of 2.5 in/hr for topsoil/growing medium. 

Deslgh Requiremen�: . 
Choose "Yes'1 fror:n th� dropdown boxe�-be!ow next to �he design standards requirements for this facility. 

Flow Control (FC) Yes 
Pollution Reduction (PR)I±I , 

· Destination (OT) No ... .f\n lnfi!lratlan facility must be chosen as the facility type to meet destination requirements 

Site DatapPoSt Developm.ent 

Total Square Footage lmper\tious Area=�sqft 
Impervious Area CN= 98 

Total Square Footage Pervious Area=asqft 
Pervious Area CN= - 85 

Total Square Footage of Drainage Area=�sft 
· . Weighted Average CN= · 98 . . 

Time of Concentration Post Development= I 
Sit�. DatapPre Developm9pt. · (Da��.in thi�·Sect!9n Is o.nly used·if Flow Control is r13qulr�d) · 

Pre-Development CN=I as I Time·of Concentration Pre·Development=l 
Soil Data 

slmin 

1 0jmin . . . . 
Tested Soil Infiltratio n  R3te=ain/hr (See Note 4). 

Design Soil Infiltration Rate= 2.5 in/hr 
Destination Design�IIIBIIIIin/hr 

Design Storms Used For 9alc.tilp.tioris 

Requirement Rainfall Depth 
Pollution Reduction 1 .4 Inches 
Flow Control 3.6 inches 
Destination 3.6 inches 

�acility..Data .. -.. .. .. . . · · - ·- .. � '-··-- ·-· - - -.· 

Desi�n Storm 
Water Qualitv 
Flood Control 
Flood Control 

- --------- ····-------- . . . . . ... -. .. . . .  

Soil Infiltration Rate 

. .. . .. . -- . . . . . . 
Facility Type= Filtration Rain Garden I Facility Surface Area= 

Surface Width= 6 ft  Facility Surfa�e Perimeter= 
Surface Length= 25 ft Facility Bottom Area= 

Facility Side Slopes= 3 to 1 Facility Bottom Perimeter= 
Max. Ponding Depth 

In Stormwater Facility= 6 in Basiri Volume= 
Depth of Growing Medium (Soil)= 18 in Ratio of Facility Area to Impervious Area= 

3/1 1/2013-10:56 AM 

.. .. .. . -·· 
150 sqft 

62 ft 
66 sqft 

.50 It 

56.2 cf 
0.094 

. . 

5 9 5  



Peak Flow Rate to Stonnwater Facility 
Total Runoff Volume to 

Peak Facility Overflow 

Total Overflow Volun1e=L--�� 
Max. Depth of Stonnwater in 

Drawdown I 

Yes .I Facility Sizing Meets Pollution Reduction Standards? 

�Meets Requiremenfof No Facility Flooding? . �Meets Requirement for Maximum of 18 Hou� Drawdown Time? 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility = 
Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 

Facility = 

Max. Depth of Stormwater in Facility= 
Drawdown Time= 

0.034 cfs 

446 cf 

6.0 in 
· 0.2 hours 

Pre-Develo ment Runoff Data 
Peak Flow Rate = 0.019 cfs 

Total Runoff Volume = 279 cf 

Yes JFacility Sizing Meets Flow Control Standards? 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate= 

· Total Overflow Volume= 
Peak Off-8ite Flow Rate 

Filtration Facility Underdrain= 

0.017 cfs 

20 cf 

o:oo9 crs 

�Meets Requirement for Post D�velo_pment offsite flow less or equal to Pre-Developm�nt Flow? �Meets .Requirement for Maximum of 18 Hour Drawdown Time? · 

Peak Flow. Rate to Stormwater Facility 
Total RurioffVolume fo S!<mr1Wa1ter 

Max. Deplh of Stormwater In Fac:lli�f= 
Drawdown 

Requirement of No Facility Flooding? 

Peak Facility Overflow 

Requirement for Ma:ximum of.30 houi Drawdown Time? 

S g1�1/2013-1 0:56 AM 2 
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Storrnwater Surface Filtration/Infiltration Facility Sizing Spreadsheet 
24 Hour Storm, NRCS Type 1A Rainfall Distribution 
City of Eugene 

Version 2.1 
PrOject lnfoJ1Tiation 
Project Name: Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing Date: 3/1 1/2013 

Project Address: Oakleigh Lane Pennit Number: 
E.ugene1 OR 97402 Catchment ID: Rain Garden 10 

Designer: Michael A Cox 
Company: . SSW Enqineeers Inc. 

I nstructions: 
1 .  Complete this form for_ each drainage catchment in the project site that is to be sized per the PresumptiVe Approach. 

2. Provide a distinctive Catchment 10 for each facility coordinated with the site basin map to correlate the appropriate 

calculations with the faCility. 
3. The maximum drainage catchment to be modeled per the Presumptive Approach is 1 acre (43,560 SF) 

4.For infiltration facilities in Class A o.r 8 soils where no infiltration tes.ting has been perfromed use an infiltration
. 
rate of 0.5 1nlhr. 

For all facilities use a maximum soil infiltration rate of 2.5 in/hr for topsoil/growing medium. 

Design Requirements: 
Choose "Yes" from the dropdown boxes below next to the design standards requirements for this facility. 

Pollution Reduction (P
'
R)� . 

· 

· 
Flow Control (FC) Yes 

· 
· · 

. Destination (DT) No *An Infiltration faciHty must be chosen as the facility type to meet destination requirements 

Site DataRPost DevelOpiTient 

Total Square Footage Impervious Area=�sqft 
Impervious Area CN:::: 98 

Total square Footage Pervious Area=asqtt 
· PerVious Area CN= . 85 

Total �quare Footage of Drainage Area=� sf! · 
Weighted Average CN= 98 

· Time of Concentration Post Development=l slmin 

�ite o·ata-Pr� .. peve!Opment (D�ta in Q!js.se'c;tion 'is ·only used if Flpw COntrOl is required) 

Pre-DeVelopment eN:::: I 851 
Soil Data· · .

. 

Tested .$oil Infiltration Rate::::a:in/hr (S.
ee Note 4) 

Design Soil Infiltration Rate:::: 2.5 inJhr 

I 

Design Stdrms Useq For ·calctil�tioils. 

Requirement 
Pollution Reduction 

Flow Control 

Destination 

f'acilif:y-IJala--· . ·- . 

Rainfall Depth 

. ... . . 
1.4 inches 

3.6 inches 
3.6 inches 

... . -· -·- · - . . 
Facility Type= 

Surface Width-
Surface Length= 

Facility Side Slopes= 
Max. Pending Depth 

in Stormwater Facility= 
Depth of Growing Medium (Soil)= 

3/1 1/2013-10:56 AM 

Design Storm 
Water Quality 

Flood Control 
Flood Cpntrol 

.. . .... . - ... . . .,.... · . -7 - ....... ... 
Filtration Rain Garden 

6 ft  

25 It 
3 to 1 

6 In 

18 in 

Time of Concentration Pre-Deve!opinent=l 1 0Im in 

- . .. . .  

I 
. . . .  . 

Destination �����������in/hr 
Soil Infiltration Rate 

. . -- - · _ .
. .. . .. .. ...... .. .. ..... . ... 

Facility Surface Area= 150 sqtt 
Facility Surface Perimeter= 62 It 

Facility Bottom Area= 66 sqft 

Facility Bottom Perimeter= 50 It 

Basin Volume= 56.2 cf 
Ratio of Facility Area to Impervious Area= 0.096 

. .  . . 

· I  
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POllution Redt,Jctiori.:.Calcul.ation Results 
Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility = 

T a tal Runoff Volume to Stormwater 
0.012 cfs 

Facility = 154 cf 
Max. Depth of Stormwater In Facllity=l--�1i':.7;t in 

Drawdown Time=L-_ _;o;;;.2;;�hours 

Peak facility Overtl�w Rate=�cfs 

Total Overflow Volume=�cf 

Yes !Facility Sizing Meets Pollution Reduction Standards? 

�Meets Requirement of No Facility Flooding? �Meets Requirement for Maximum of 1 8  Hour Drawdow� Time? 

Fl6iN cOnirOI�Calculation Res�Jts 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility = 
Total Runoff Volume to StOrmwater 

Facility = 

0.034 cfs 

439 cf 

Max. ·Depth of Stormwater in Facility= 6.0 in 
Drawdown Time=l---:--:0�.:::12 hours 

Pre-Development RUnoff Data 
Peak Flow Rate =�cis 

Total Runoff Volume =�cf 

Yes !Facility S izing Meets Flow Control Standards? 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate= 

Total Overflow Vol_ume= 
Peak Off�Site Flow Rate 

Filtration Facility Underdraln= 

0.014 cfs 

1 8  cf 

0.009 cfs 

�Meets Requirement for Post Development offsite flow less or equal to Pre-Develc�pment Flow? @JMee� Requirement for Maximum of 1 8  Hour Drawdown Time? . 
oestination-�alculation Res�lt� · 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility 
Total Runoff Volume to St<>mlW<ller 

Fa<oililtv Sizing Meets Destination Standards? 

Requirement of No Facility Flooding? 

Peak Facility Overflow 

Total Overflow Volun1e= 

Requirement for Maximum of 30 hour Drawdown Time? 

5 9�1 112013-1 0:56 AM 2 
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Stormwater Surface Filtration/Infiltration Facility Sizing Spreadsheet 
24 Hour Storm, NRCS Type 1A Rainfall Distribution 
City of Eugene 

Version 2.1 
PrQject Information . . 

Project Name: Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing Date: 3/11/2013 
Project Address: Oakleigh Lane Permit Number: 

Eugene, OR 97402 Catchment ID: Rain Garden 1 1  

'Designer: Michael A Cox 
Company: SSW Engineeers Inc. 

Instructions: 
1 .  COmplete this form for each drainage catchment in tDe project site that ls to be sized per the Presumptive Approach. 
2. Provide a diStinctive Catchment ID for each .facility coordinated with th� site basin map to correlate the appropriate 

calculations with the facirlty. 
3. The maximum drainage catchment to be modeled per the Presumptive Approach is· 1 acre (43,560 SF) 
4.For in�ltration facilities in.Ciass A or B soils where no infiltratiOn _testing has been perfromed use·an infiltratit�ln rate of 0.5 in/hr. 

For all facilities use a rilaximum soil infiltration rate of 2.5 in/hr for topsoil/groWing medium. 

Design.Req!Jfrements: . . . 
Choose ''Yes" from the dropdown boxes below next to the design standards requirements for this facility. 

Pollution Reduction (PR)� · 

Flow Control (FC) Yes 
Destination (DT) No *An lnfiltral!on facility must be chosen as !he facility type to meet des!! nation requirements · . 

Site Data-Post Development . . .. 

Total Square Footage Impervious Area=�sqft 
Impervious Area CN= 98 

Total square Fo.otag• Pervious Area=asqft 
Pervious Area CN= · 85 

Total Square Footage of Drainage Area=�sft 
Weighted Average CN= 98 

Time of Concentration Post Development=) 
� 

Site Data-Pr� Development {Daq. �n this S�diOrl"is only Used if Flow Control· is reqUired) 

Pre-Development CN-1 851 
Soil data 

Tested Soil Infiltration Rate Bin/hr (See Note 4) 

Design Soli Infiltration Rate- 2.5 in/hr 

Design ·stprms Used.'For CalcuraOqn� 

Reauirement Rainfall Depth Design Storm 
· Pollution Reduction 1.4 inches Water Quality 

Flow Control 3.6 inches Flood Control 
-Q_estination . . 3.6 inches Flood Control 

Eac!li��LData . . ... . . .. ···- . .  ... · -· . . .. . .. , -··· --· -� .,.._ . ..: ·'
-:

-···
,.,.

·-'··--· -·- · - - - - -· - -

Facility Type= Filtration Rain Garden 
Surface Width= 6 ft  

Surface Length= 36 It 
Facility Side Slopes= 3 to 1 

Max. Pending Depth 
in Stormwater Facility= 6 in 

I ·Depth of Growing Medium (Soil)= 18 in 

3/1 112013-10:56 AM 

Time of Concentration Pre-Development=) 

. . . . ······- -·· .. 

I 

Destination Design= 
Soil-Infiltration Rate 

. . . .. - ·  . ·-·· . . .. . . ... .. . . 

Facility Surface Area= 
Facility Surface Perimeter-

Facility �attorn Area= 
Facility Bottom Perimeter= 

Basin Volume= 
R3:tio of Facility Area to Impervious Area= 

5I min 

1olmin 
. 

l!!4!Hn/hr 

. .. · ·- ·- . 

216 sqft 
84 ft 
99 sqft . 
72 ft 

81.0 cf 
0.093 

5 9 9  



Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility 
Total Runoff Volume to 

Peak Facility OverflOw R�te=�cfs 

Total OverflowVolume=L____.£fct 

I · Yes !Facility Sizing Meets Pollution Reduction Standards? 

�Meets Requirement of. No Facility Flooding? · 

�Meets ReqUirement for Maximum of 18 Hour Orawdown Time? 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater.Facility = 
Total Runoff Vofume to Stormwater 

Facility = 

0.050 cfs· 

652 cf 

Max. Depth of Stormwater in Facllity=
l--...,..;

6
;:
.0
:;.!

in 
Drawdown Time= · 0.2 hours 

Pre-Development Runoff Data 
Peak Flow Rate =�cfs 

Total Runoff Volume =�cf 

I . Yes !Facility Sizing Meets Flow Control Standards? 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate= 

Total Overflow Volume= 
Peak Off-Site Flow Rate 

Filtration Facility Underdrain= 

0.026 cfs 

31 cf 

0.013 cfs 

�Meets.Requirement for Post Developr:nent otfsite flow l�ss or equal to Pre-Development Flow?. �Meets Requirement for Maximum of 18 Hour Drawdown Time? _ · 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility 
Total Runoff Volume to S!c>rm1wa.ter 

. Max. Depth of Stormwater in 
Orawdown 

Fa1oililtv Sizing Meets Destination Standards? 

�_.. RE>Quire1men!of No Facility Flooding? 

Peak Facility Overflow 

Tomi O�ertlowVolume= 

Requirement for Maximum of 30 hour Drawdown Time? 

6 (YO 1/2013-10:56 AM 2 
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- Stormwater Surface Filtration/Infiltration Facility Sizing Spreadsheet 
24 Hour Sto

.
rm, NRCS Type 1A Rainfall Distribution 

City of Eugene 

Version 2.1 
Project 'Information 
Project Name: ·Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing Date: 3/11/2013 
Project Address: Oakleigh Lane Permit Number: 

Eugene, OR 97402 Catchment ID: Rain G�rden 12 
Designer: Michael A Cox 
Company: SSW Engineeers Inc. 

' 
Instructions: 
1 .  Complete this form for each dr�inage catchment in the projec� site that is to be sized per the Presumptive Approach. 
2. Provide a distinctive Catchment ID for each facility coordinated with the site basin map to correlate the appropriate •. ' 

calculations with the facllity. 
3. The maximum drainage catchment to

. 
be modeled per the Presumptive Approach is 1 acre (43,560 SF)

. 4.For. infiltration facilities in Class A or 8 soils where no infiltration testing .has been perfromed use an infiltration rate of 0.5 ln/hr. 
For all f�cilities use· a maximum soil infiltration rate of2.5 inlhr for topsoil/growing medium. 

Design Re(julreinen_ts:· . . 
Choose "Yes" from the dropdown boxes below next !o the 'design standards requirements for this facility. 

Flow Control (FC) Yes · . 
Pollution Reduction (PRJOO 

Destination (DT) No *An Infiltration facility must be chosen as the facmty type to meet destination requirements 

S.lte [,lata-PoSt Devei-9Pmf:mt ' ' 
Total Square Footage lmpervfous Area=�sqft 

ImperviOus Area CN= .. 98 
Total Sq.uare Footage Pervious Area=asqfi 

Pervious Area.CN= 85 

Total Square Footage of Drainage Area=�sfi "Time of Concentration Post _Oevelopmenf=l sJmin 
· Weighted Average CN== - 98 

Site· p<ita-Pre Developm�nt . (D�ta -in .
. 
this secti61;'1 is only used. if Flow. �o.ntrol js· required) 

Pre-Development CN=I as! Time of Concentration Pre�Development=l 10lmin 

Soil Data ' 
Tested soil Infiltration Rate=ain/hr (See Note4) Destination oeSig�::::-i�/hr 
Design Soli Infiltration Rate== 2.5 in/hr 

Design Stor.ms·USed.For carC�tatjoOS" 
· ReQuirement 

Pollution Reduction 
Flow Control 
Destination 

Facilitv Data_. __ . . .. - - . 

Rainfall Depth 
1.4 
3.6 
3.6 

. 
.
... 

inches 
inches 
inches 

-----··-··-·-

. . 
Design Storm 
Water Quality 
Flood Control 
Flood Control 

-- -----·- ... ,_ .. 
Facility Type= Filtration Rain Garden 

Surface Width= 6 ft .  
Surface Length== 21 fi 

Facility Side Slopes== 3 to 1 

' Max. Pending Depth 
In Stormwater Facility= 6 Jn · 

I Dep!h of Growing Medium (Soil)= 1 8  in · 

3/11/2013-1 0:56 AM 

- - · - ·  . - - -· · - · ·  

I 
... · - . .. - -

Soil Infiltration Rate · 

... . .. - . - .. ··- . .  
Facility Surface Area= 

Facility Surface Perimeter-
Facility Bottom Area== 

Facility Bottom Perimeter= 

Basin Volume= 
Ratio of Facility Area to Impervious Area== 

- .. -· 
··-· ·· · 
126 sqft 

54 ft 
54 sqft 
42 ft 

47.2 cf 
0.093 

.. 

'• -· . 

1 6 0 l  



Polluti!)R Re.d.uctiori-Calcul.ation Results 
Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility = 

Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 
0.011 cfs 

Facility = 1 33 cf 
Max. Depth of Stormwater in .  Facility=l---1'".a"'in 

Peak Faci!ity Overflow Rate=�cfs 

Total .qverflow Volume=�cf 

Drawdown Time= 0.2 hours L---= 

I ·  Yes I Facility Sizing Meets Pollution Reduction Standards? 

�Meets Requirement of No Facility Flooding? . 
�Meets Requirement f?r Maximum of 18 Hour Drawdown Time? 

Flow Coritroi-C�dculci.tiori ReSuli.s ·· 
Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility = 

Total Runoff .Volume to Stormwater 
Facility = 

0.029 cfs 

378 cf 

Max. Depth of Stormwater in Facility=
l-_,....;6�

.
::1
0 in 

Drawdown Time= 0.2 hours 

Pre-Development Runoff Data 
Peak Flow Rate =�cfs 

Total RunoffVolume=�cf 

.Yes · I Facility Sizing Meets Flow Control Standards? . 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate= 

Total Overflow Volume= 
Peak Off-Site Flow Rate 

Filtration Facility Under_drain= 

0.016 cfs 

18 cf 

0.007 cfs 

rn[']Meets Requirement for Post Development offsite flow less or equal to Pre-Development Flow? 
�Meets Requirement for Maximum of 1 8  Hour Drawdown Time? . 

Des�Jnauon-C�IcuiC}tiPn ReSults 
Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility 

Total Runoff Volum� to S!c>rmtwa,ter 

Max. Depth of Stormwater in Facilitv= 
Drawdown 

Requirement of No Pacility Flopding? 

Peak Facility Overflow 

Total Ovo•rflowVolurr•e= 

Requirement for Maximum of 30 hour Orawdown Time? 

6 ()l� 1/2013-10:56 AM 2 
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Stormwater Surface Filtration/Infiltration Facility Sizing Spreadsheet 
24 Hour Storm, NRCS Type 1A Rainfall Distribution 
City of Eugene 

Version 2.1 
Proj�t;;t·IOformation 
Project Na.me: Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing . Date: 3/11/2013 
Project Address: Oaklejgh lane Permit Number: 

Eugene, OR 97402 Catchment ID: Rain Gcirden 13 
Designer: Michael A Cox 
Company: SSW Engineeers Inc. 

Instructions: 
1 .  Complete this form for each drainage Catchment In the project site that is to be sized per the Presumptive Approach. 
2. Provide a _distinctive �atchfl)ent ID for each facility coordinated with the site basin map to correlate the appropriate 

calculations with the facility. 
3. The m?ximum drainage catchment to be modeled per the Pre.sumptive Approach is 1 acre (43,560 SF) 
4.For infiltration facilities in Class A ·or 8 soils whe.r8 no infilt.r�tion testing has been perfromed use an.infiltration rate of 0.5 in/hr. 

For all facilities use a maximum soil infiltration rate of 2.5 in/hr for topsoil/growing medium. 

D.eslgn Requir�ments: · 

Choose nyes" from the dropdown boxes below next to the design standards requirements for this facility. 

Pollution Reduction (PR)� · 

. . Flow Control (FC) Yes · 

Destination (DT) No *An lnmtrat!on facility must be chosen as thefad!tly type to meet destination r:uirements 

Site Da�-Post Developinent 

Total Square Footage Impervious Area��sqft 
. . Impervious Area eN:::: 98 . 

Total square Footage Pervious Area�asqtt 
· Pervious Area CN= 85 

Total Square Footage of Drainage Area��sft 
Weighted Average CN� . 98 

Time of Concentration Post Oevelopment=l 
Site Data-Pre Develqpment· .(Data in tbis s.ec�ioh i� only used if FlOw Control is required) 

Pre-Development CN-1 as I Time of Concentration Pre-Development= I 
Sqii.Dat� . . . . 

' ·' 

Tested Soil infiltration Rate::::ain/hr (see Note 4) 

Design Soil Infiltration 
_
Rate- 2.5 in/h� 

Destination Design= 
Soli Infiltration Rate 

Design StomiS).)Sed For:·cal_cuiatic;mS · · . . 
ReQuirement Rainfall Depth Design Stann 
Pollution Reduction 1.4 inche.s Water QualitY 
Flow Control 3.6 inches Flood Control. 
Destination 3.6 inches Flood Control 

EacifU¥.Dala.o -- · - .. .. ... ... --.---- .. - - --- -·· . ---·- . . .,.. . 
Facility Type� Filtration Rain Garden 

Surface Width� 7 ft  
Surface Length= 30 It 

Facility Side Slopes:::: 3 to 1 
Max. Pending Depth 

in Stormwater Facility= 6 in 

I Depth of Growing Medium (Soil)� 18 in 

3/11/2013-10:56 AM 

-- ... ' ·- . . 
I 

. . ' . . ... .. .... . .  
Facility Surface Area� 

Facilfty Surface Perimeter-
Facility Bottom Area=: 

Facility Bottom Perimeter-

Basin Volume= 
Ratio of Facility Area to Impervious Area= 

slmin 

1olmrn 

'M!!inlhr 

210 sqft 
74 It 

108 sqft 
62 It 

81.7 cf 
0.089 

6 0.3 



Pollu�on .Reduction-Calculatiora Results 
Peak Flow Rate·ta Stormwater .Facility = 

Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 
0.018 cfs 

Facility =  231 cl 
Max. Depth of Stormwaier in Facility=t---':1�.5;1 in 

�eak Facility Overflo� Rate=�cfs 

Total Overflow Volume=�cl 

Drawdown Time= 0.2 hours ...._____;;;;;, 

· Yes . !Facility Sizing Meets Pollution Reduction Standards? 

�Meets Requirement of No Facility Flooding? . �Meets Requirement for Maxirrium of 1 8  Hour Drawdo�n Time? 

FloW Controi-C31Cuiation Re�Liits 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility = 
Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 

Facility = 

0.051 "cis 

. 658 cf 

Max. Depth of Stormwater in Facillty=
l---,--..,

6
,..
.0
::-l

ln 
Drawdown Time= . 0.2 hours 

Pre-Development Runoff Data 
Peak Flow Rate =�cfs 

Total Runoff Volume =c=::I§ct 
I ·  Yes I Facility Sizing Meets Flow Control Standards? 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate= 

Total Overflow Volume= 
Peak Off-S lte Flow Rate 

Filtratio_n Facility Underdrain= 

0.026 cis 

32 cf 

0.012 cis 

r::::::ffi:J�eet� Requirement for Post Development
,
offsite flo� less or equal to Pre-Development.Fiow? �Meets Requirement for Maximum of1B Hour Drawdown Time? · 

Destination-Galculation ReSults : 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility · 
Total Runoff Volume to Stcmrow,oter 

I 

Max. DePth of Stormwater in Fao,ililtv= 

@QIFacility Sizing Meets Destination Standards? 

Requirement of No Facility Flooding? 

Peak Facility Overflow 

Total OverflowVolun1e= 

Requirement fer Maximum of 30 hour Drawdown Time? 

fi �  1/2013-10:56 AM 2 
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� Storrnwater Surface Filtration/Infiltration Facility Sizing Spreadsheet 

- 24 Hour Storm, NRCS Type 1A Rainfall Distribution 
City of Eugene 

1 2.1 

·. .. 
Name: n , "nh .,, Date: 3/1112013 -�· Project Address: Oaklelgh lane Permit Number: 

Eugeoe, OR 97402 Catchment ID: Rain Garden 14 

Michael A Cox 
. . , . SSW Engineeer.:; Inc • 

,. 

[ 1 .  Complete this form for each drainage catchment in  the project site that is to be sized per the Presumptive Approach. 12. Provide a distinctive C�tchment ID for each facility coordinated with the site basin rnap to correlate the appropriate 
calculation� with the facility. 13. The maximum dra.inage catchment to be modele·d per the Presui"Tlptive Approach iS 1 acre (43,560 SF) 

lA t:.. i facilities in Class A or. B soils where no infiltration testing has been perfromed Use· an infiltration rate of 0.5 in/hr. 
For all facilities use a maximum soil infiltration rate of 2.5 in/hr for topsoil/growing medium . . 

' · . 

Choose "Yes" from the dropdowri boxes below next to the design standards requirements for this facility. 

Pollution Reduction (PRJOO · 

Flow Control (FC) Yes 
· 

. 

Destination (DT) No "'An infiltration racillty must De chosen as the racmtytype to meet destination requirements 

Site . · ·.- . ' . . . . ' .. . ' 

Total Square Footage Impervious Area=�sqft 
Impervious Area CN=== 98 

Total Square Footage of Drainage Area=� sf! 
Weighted Average CN= 98 

Site I · . . (Data in-this · ' onlv used if 

Pre-Development CN=I asj 
iSoU Data · . .. . . . .·, . 

Total Square Fpotage Pervious Area=asqft 
Pervious Area CN= 85 

Time of Concentration Post DeveloPm·enf=l 
1 is. . 

Time of Concentration Pre-Development=J 
. . . . 

s!min 

. ' 

10lmin 

Tested Soil Infiltration Rate=L � intnr (See Nolo 4) Destination Design=! dlin/hr 
Design Soil Infiltration Rate=t . " Soil Infiltration Rate 

• Used For i ·: : . ' . ' ,  ' •" . 

Rainfall Depth 1 S torm 
• RerlncHnn !water Quality 

I Flow Control 3.6 !inches iFiood Control 
I ' linche< ,Flood Control 

. . . ..... . . , .... " '" 7•""' . . .. �.--. . ...... , .. ... . .. " " "  -· . •·· • ,· ,"'" " . .. .  ·, .. . . ' " "  . .  ··· ·· . . ... . .  ,........ . "' 

I 

Facility ' "  
�"""'0 "'"'" 

Surface 1 ..+h .•. 
Facility Side 

Max. Pending Depth 
· in Stormwater Facility= 

Depth of Growing Medium {Soil)= 

311112013:10:57 AM 

1 Fain Garden 
1 0  Itt 
24 Itt 

3 Ito 1 

6 in . 
1 8  in · 

I Facility uu• ' Area= 
Facility Surface � l!t 

Facility Bottom Area= 147 lsqft 
Facility Bottom 56 1ft 

Basin Vnh 99.( let 
Ratio of Facility Area to Impervious Area= 0.08� 

. .. 



Polh,1tion ReduCtion�Calculation Results 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility·= 
Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 

0.022 cfs 

Facility = 278 cf 
Max. Depth of Stormwater in Facility=l--.....::1i-:.3� in 

Orawdown Time=L---..:0..:.2:Jhours 

Peak Fa

. 

cility Overflow R�t�=�cfs 

Total OverflowVolume=�cf · 

Yes JFacility Sizing Meets Pollution Reduction Standards? 

�Meets Requirement of No Facility Flooding? �Meets RequiremenUor Maximum of 1 8  Ho.ur Drawdown Time? 

FlOw Controi�CaiCulation ResUlts · 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility :::: 
Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 

Facility = 

0.061 cfs 

793 cf 

Max. Depth of Stormwater in Facilityi:::
l---,.";;

6
'i
.O

;I ,
in 

Drawdown Time::: · 0.2 hours 

Pre-De�elopment Runoff Data 
Peak Flow Rate =�cfs 

Total Runoff Volume =�cf 

Y$s JFacility Sizing Meets Flow Control Standards? 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate= 

Total Overflow Volume::: 
Peak Off-site Flow Rate 

Filtration Facility Underdrain= 

0.026 cfs 

38 cf 

0.014 cfs 

�Meets Req

. 

uire'!lent for Post Development offsite flow less or equal
-
to Pre-Development Flow? �Meets Requirement for Maximum of 18 Hour Drawdown Time? 

Dastination�Calculation Res.ulfs, · 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility 
Total Runoff Volume to Stc>rm1water 

Max. Depth of Stormwater in 
Drawdown 

MM!Facility Sizing Meets Destination Standards? 

Requirement of No Facility Flooding? 

Peak Facility Overflow 

Requirement for M�imum �f 30 hour Drawdown Time? 

6 QW 1/2013-10:57 AM 2 
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Stormwater Surface Filtration/Infiltration Facility Sizing Spreadsheet 
.24 Hour Storm, NRCS Type 1A Rainfall Distribution 
City of Eugene 

Version�2.1 
Pr9ject lnfQrmiitlon 
Project Name: Oaklei9h Meadows Cohousing Date: 3/11/2013 
Project Address: Oakleigh Lane Permit Number: 

Eugene, OR 97102 Catchment ID: Rain Garden 15  
Designer: Mich�el A CoX 
Company: SSW .Engineeers Inc. 

Instructions: 
1 .  Complete this fonn for each drainage catchment in the project site that is to be si:.:ed per the Presumptive Approach. 
2. Provide a distinctive Cat�hi'nent ID for each facility coordiriated with the site basin map· to correlate the appropriate 

calculations with the facility. 
3. The maximum drainag� catchment to be nlodeled per the Presumptive Approach is 1 acre (43,560 SF) 
4.For.infiltration facilities in Class A or. 8 soils where no infiltration testing has been 'perfromed use an infiltration rate of 0.5 In/hr. 

For all facilities use a maximum soil infiltration rate of 2.5 in/hr for topsoi!lgrowing medium. 

Design Reqidrements: 

Choose nyes" from the dropdown boxes below next to the design standards requirements for this facflity. 

Flow Control (FC) Yes 
Ponuti!>n Reduction tPRJOO · . . 

Destination (DT) No. *An !nfiJtraUon facility _must be chosen as the facility typa to meet destination requirements 

Site Qata-Post ·oeVeloprhent . .. ' 

Total Square Footage Impervious Are;i=�sqft 
Impervious Area CN::: 98 

Total Square Footage Pervious Area=asqtt 
· - Pervious Area CN= 85 

Total Square Footage of Drainage Area=�sft 
Weighted Average CN= 98 

Time of Concentration Post Dev�lopment=l 
Si_te· D(!ta,;Pre DeyeiOP.ment· .(Data fr.i this �ecijo"[tls only used if Flow Control is:requirEid) 

Pre�Development CN:::I. as! Time of Concentration Pfe-OevetoPment=l 
. , . 

Soil Data · ' . ··. ·  ' •  

5I min 

1olmin 

. ,. ' 

Tested Soil Infiltration Rate=ain/hf (See Note 4) 

Design Soil Infiltration Rate= · 2.5 in/hr 
. Destinatiol) '::t' �llliiiililirV; 

Soil Infiltration Rate 

Design. Storms. U.sed For. Ccilculation� 
Reauirement Rainfall Depth Desi�n Storm 
Pollution Reduction 1.4 
Flow Control 3.6 
Destination 3.6 

f'acil.ity-Data-... , . . .. . .. 

inches 
inches 
inches 

. . 

· Water Quality 

..- .. 

Flood Control 
Flood Control 

.-·'--"·.-- . . .  - ··-'· - - - - - ·  

· Facility Type= Filtration Rain Garden 
Surface Width= 7 ft  

Surface Length= 21 ft 
Facility Side Slopes::: , 3 to 1 . 

Max. Ponding Depth 
in Stormwater Facility= 6 in 

I Depth of Growing Medium {Soil}::: 18 hi 

3/1 11201.3-1 0.57 AM 

... . 

I 
... -

. . 

·· · - · ... . .... - ···-··· · 

Facility Surface Area::: 
Facility Surface Perimeter-

· Facility Bottom Area= 
Facility Bottom Perimeter-

Basin Volume= 
Ratio of Facil�ty Area to Impervious Area= 

· - .. -
-

-·· -· . 

147 sqft 
56 ft 
72 sqft 
44 ft 

57.0 cf 
0.092 

. . 

1 6 0 7  



Poll�tion R.eduction-Calculat�on:�esuJ� 
PEiak Flow Rate to ·stormwater Facility = 

Total Ru.noff Volume to" Stormwater 
0.012 cfs . 

Facility = 156 cf 
Max. Depth of Stormwater in Facility=l----'1;:..'"'6 in 

Orawdown Time=L-_ _;0::.2::Jhours 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate=� cis 
Total Overfldw Volume= '-----.£let 

.Yes I Facility Sizing Meets Pollution Reduction Stl!ndards?. 

�Meets Requirement of No Facility Flooding? 
�Meets Requirement ft?r

_ 
Maximum of 1 8  Ho�r Orawdown Time? 

FlOw ContrOl-Calculation R.CSUits · 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Fi:'clli_ty = 
Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 

Facility = 

0.034 cfs 
446 cf 

Max. Depth of Stormwater In Facility=
I-....,.......;

6::-;.0:t in 
Drawdown Time= 0.2 hours 

Pre-Development _Runoff Data , 
Peak Flow Rate =�cfs 

Total Runoff Volume =�cf 

Yes · · I Facility Sizin g  Meets Flow Control Standards? 

Peak Facility Overf.low Rate= 

Total Overflow Volume= _ Peak Off-Site Flow Rate 
Filtration Facility Underdrain= 

0.014 cfs · 
1 9  cf 

0.009 cis 

��eets Requirement for Post Development offsite flo:.V less or equal to Pre-Development Flow? 
�Meets Requirement for Maximum of 18 Hour Drawdown Time? 

Destiriation-CalcUiatiOfl Result�· 
Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility 

Total Runoff Volume to St<mr1wa1ter 

Max. Depth of Stormwater in Fa,cimty= 
Drawdown 

Requirement of No Facility Flooding? 

Peak Facility Overflow 

Requirement fof Maximum of 30 hour Drawdown Time? 

6 �112013:1o:s7 AM 2 
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� �!���!����!�:� WJ SURVEYING LAND USE PLANNING 
2350 Oakmont Way, Suite 105 Eugene, OR 97401 

Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing 

(541) 485-8383 Fax (541) 485-8384 

Vegetated Swale 
Runoff On-Line 

Area = 
I =  

Oakleigh Lane 
Eugene, Oregon 
Swale Design 

0.47 ac C =  
0.22 in/hr Q =  

7 ft Length = 
5 ft Volume = 

Swale Dimensions 
Top Width = 

Bottom Width = 
Depth = 

· Side Slope Left = 
Side Slope Right = 

Area = 

0.25 ft Wetted Parameter= 
4.00 : 1  
4.00 : 1  
1 .50 ftA2 

Swale Performance 
Available 

Q = 0.16 cfs 
V =  0.11 fps 

Hydraulic Residence = 9.00 min 

Diagram 

Hydraulic Radius = 

> 
< 
< 

Slope = 
n =  

for conveyance 

'SHEET NO. 
PROJECT NO. 

BY 

DATE 

0.9 
0.09 cf� 

58 ft 
87 cu ft 

7.06 ft 
. 0.21 ft 

0.0050 tuft 
0.35 

Required 
0.09 cfs 

0.9 fps 
9.00 min 

�--------�------ 1 0 ft �------------� 
3.00 
::::1 1 . . . . . - . . . . . . . 4.00 

1 

31 OF � <- · 
13-7076 . 

MAC 
3/11/13 

OK 
OK 
OK 

• 
O.§,ft 

0.25 ft � -
1 .5 1 

for pollution control 

Conveyance 

I = 2. 1 in/hr O;n = 

A = 5.75 ft'2 Wetted Parameter = 
Hydraulic Radius = . 

Available 
Q = 1 . 1 8  cfs > 

1 .5 

0.88 cfs 

1 0.22 
0.562 

Required 
0.88 cfs 

1 ft min 
... 

OK 

--�----�----------------------------------------------------*0 9  
Swale2012 
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< ��oject 
Number. 

Oakleigh Meadows 
1 3-7076 

Location Description 

Location From To 
Street I Street I 
Station Station 

cb1 ds1 
ds1 cbZ cb2 ds2 
ds2 )1 

ds3 cb3 
cb3 ds4 
ds4 )1 

)1 ad1 
ad1 adZ 
adZ ad3 
ada ad4 
ad4 RG 

lrg3 

lr�1, rg2, rg4, rg5, .• rg6 

. I 
rg7. rg8, rg9 

I 

Storm Frequency: 

Manning n 

Tributary Areas 
a A c 

In ere- Total 
Area Area 

Acres Acres 
0.073 0.073 0.9 
0.021 0.094 0.9 
0.091 0.185 0.9 
0.021 0.206 0.9 

0.021 0.021 0.9 
0.162 0.184 0.9 
0.021 . 0.205 0.9 

0.411 0.411 0.9 
0.007 0.418 0.9 
0.006 0.424 0.9 
0.019 0.443 0.9 
0.025 0.468 0.9 

rg1D, rg1 1 ,  rg12, rg13, r91 4  

rg15 

4" 603.00 
6" 158.00 
8" 154.00 
10" 0.00 
12" 0.00 . 

STORM DRAINAGE DESIGN SUMMARY -- RATIONAL METHOD 

1 0  Year 

0.009 PVC 

C " A I 
Equiv- in. 
Area per 

Acres hr. 
0.065 2.10 
0.085 Z.1 
0.166 2.1 
0.185 2.1 

0.019 2.1 
0.185 Z.1 
0.184 2.1 

0.370 Z.1 
0.377 Z.1 
0.382 2.1 
0.399 Z.1 
0.421 2.1 

otal Q = 

City of Eugene, 1 0  Year, 1 0  Min. Duration · 

. � SSWEN6JNEERS. · 2350 Oakmont Way, Suite 105 

iiivlL mucnifiAi '11Uii.oiN&ti6!6M Eugene, Oregon 97401 
, SIIR'o'EYI!f' LIJiDIIS£PIJJIN!M; 

Pipe Data. Cone. Time 

Q Diam. Slope v Q Length Time Time 

cfs Of of of 
Pipe Flow Concen-

ln. fps CFS Ft Min. Min. 

0.1 374 6 0.0050 . 2.9267 0.5747 Z9 0.17 1 0.17 

0.1777 6 0.0050 2.9267 . 0.5747 41 0.23 10.40 
0.3491 6 0.0050 2.9267 0.5747 42 0.24 10.64 

0.3895 6 0.0050 2.9267 0.5747 1 0  0.06 10.69 

0.0403 4 0.0110 3.3128 0.2891 48 0.24 1 0.24 

0.3469 6 0,0050 2.9267 0.5747 26 0.15 1 0.39 

0.3872 6 0.0050 2.9267 0.5747 1 0  0.06 1 0.45 

0.7767 8 0.0036 3.0084 1 ,0501 65 0.36 1 1 .05 
0.7908 8 0.0036 3.0084 1.0501 Z1 0.12 11.17 
0.8019 8 0.0036 3.0084 1.0501 Z5 0.14 1 1 .31 
0.8371. 9 0.0036 3.0084 1 .0501 1 8  0.10 1 1.41 
0.8846 8 0.0036 3.0084 1 .0501 Z5 0.14 1 1 .55 

Flow reduced to oredevelopment flows by detaining Jn swale 

0.0220 . 4 0.0100 3.1586 0.2756 Z17 1.15 1.15 

0.1270 4 0.0100 3.1586 0.2756 179 0.94 0.94 

0,0790 4 0.0100 3.1566 02756 159 0.84 0.84 

.0.1250 6 0.0050 2.9267 0.5747 1 1 9  0.68 0.68 

0.0190 4 0.0100 3.1586 0.2756 1 0  0.05 0.05 

cfs 

Computed by: MAC Date: 3/13/13 
Checked by: Date: 

Elevation Computations 
Invert Elevations Remarks 

Upper Fall / Lower 
End Drop End 
401.27 0,15 401.13 
401.'13 0.21 400.92 
400.92 0.21 400.71 
400.71 0.05 400.66 

401 .45 0.53 400.92 
400.84 0.13 400.71 
400.71 0.05 400.66 

400.58 0.23 400.34 
400.34 0.08 400.27 
400.27 0.09 400.18 
400.18 . 0.08 400,11 
400.11 0.09 400.02 

401,50 2.17 399.33 

40126 1 .79 399.47 

401.12 1 .59 399.53 
. 

400.06 0.60 399.47 . .  

400.00 0.10 399,90 

-· 

- ---· -

!rl 
s, 
I" 
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Qahleigb,l',feadows P.:O.J:l. Cocb,ot!shlgDe;f�Jopmenf 
-� ' .  . ' -. ' . .  - ' ' . ', - - . - . 

J',fi6hadWeishar, :PE · . 
. ·Access En�neeriilg LLC 

- - ,.,-· 

-', . :: 

.. ,,,... 
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October 16'\ 2013 

Willard C. Dixon Architect, LLC 
. 300 Blair Blvd. 

Eugene, OR. 97402-4150 
(541) 689-3548 office 

1 (541) 982-2273 fax (all #'s) 
(541) 868-5960 cell 

wwW.willardcdixon.com 

��ltD Alec 
Eugene Hearings Official $ � [;$ WILLARD C. 
Attn: Becky Taylor, Associate Planner 
City of Eugene Planning 

· 

99 West lOth Avenue 
Eugene, OR 97401 
541-682-5437 

WIJ ,,-. EUGENE. u<r: 
� OF 

Re: Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing (PDT 13-1) and (JYG 13-1) 

To Eugene Hearings Official: -

:PT �- 8 . 
��J JO jtb I / 3  

I would like to take this opportunity to address some concerns that local residents 
· expressed dur:i:ilg the Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing (OMC) Public Hearing on October 
2"a, 2013. 

_ 

-

First, pertaining to placing fill. on site, OMC is proposing that the buildings located within 
the flood zone area of the site have a finish floor elevation (FFE) 1 foot above the base 
flood elevation (BFE), as per code. All necessary fill will be provided and installed in 
accordance with the reconnended material specifications and compaction requirements 
as per the Geotechnical Investigation by Foundation Engineering, Inc., (FBI) c_ompleted 
February 12th, 2013. All fill will be contained on site, and will not encroach onto City 
Park Land. The approximate anticipated fill depth is 3 feet. FBI, in their investigative 
report, has stated ihat all footings excavation, foundation sub grade, compaction 
verification, back-filling, sub-grade pumping, density tests, and all other necessary 

· geotechnical work on site will be evaluated and verified by FBI representatives. 

Second, pertaining to concerns about traffic on Oakleigh, our transportation engineer 
(Access Engineering LLC) has verified-that their September 27th, 2013 letter on record 
concurs with staff findings that the proposed OMC development will not require further 
Traffic Impact Analysis or reduce safety or service levels in the area. Also, the City of 
Eugene's code mandates the use of the ITE manual, the same manual that Access 
Engineering uses. -

Third, in consultation witlJ. pur civil engineer (SSW Engineers), stormwater has been 
fully analyzed and infiltration facilities with flow control parameters have been chosen. 

( 



{ \ 

( \ 
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OMC is proposing Filtratioli Rain Gardens and Vegetated Swales for stormwater 
destinations, and the City of Eugene has verified that the proposed facility meets 
requirements of no facility flooding and the maximum of 1 8  hour draw down times. 
Furthermore, our proposed facility meets the flow control standards·requiring that the 
post development offsite flow be less or equal to pre-development flow. This has also 
been addressed by Neil Bjorklund, the Parks and Open Space Planning Manager, in his 
letter on record addressed July 11 th' 2013. 

Sincerely, 

Willard C. Dixon, AIA 
OMC Project Manager 
Principal, Willard C. Dixon Architect, LLC 
2013 AlA-Southwestern Oregon President 
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TAYLOR Becl<yG 
From: 
Sent: 
To: 

TAYLOR Becky G 
Wednesday, October 16,.2013 2:02 PM 
TAYLOR Becky G 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

FW: Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing (OMC) I Add'l Open Record Items 
Eugene Arterial & Collector Street Plan[l].pdf 

For the record ... 

From: Zack Mittge [mailto:ZMittge@eugenelaw.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 16, 2013 1:47 PM 
To: TAYLOR Becky G 
Cc:· Will Dixon, AIA; Kathryn McCamant 
Subject: Re: Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing (OMC) I Add'l Open Record Items 

Becky, 

Would you also please include this section of the Arterial and Collector Street Plan? I suspect that the Hearings 
Official will l ikely refer t9 the full ACSP when rendering his decision, but I believe it might be a bit easier if we excerpted 
portions for him to review. 

Very truly yours, · 

Zack P. Mittge 

Zack P. Mittge 1 Attorney at Law I Hutchinson, Cox, Coons, Orr & Sherlock, P.C. I 400 Woolworth Building, 
940 Willam ette Street, Suite 400, Eugene, OR 97440 1 541-686-9160 I 541-345·8693 (fax) 

IMPORTANT: This email and. its attachments are intended for the above named recipient only and may be 
privileged or confidential. If they have come to you i n  error, please return them by email  to the sender, 

·delete them from your computer and do not make any copies or records of them. Receipt of this email by 
anyone not a lready a client does not create an attorney client relationsh ip.  

1 
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O'it eria Used to  031: ermine 
St reet Oassificat ions 
The determination of the appropriate classification 
for each street in a city requires a process that 
examines the relative role each street plays as part 
of the entire system. Because i t  is not possible to 
measure directly the proportion of "mobility" and 
"access" that each street segment provides, the 
process involves an evaluation of several important 
criteria that correlate strongly with those primary 
attributes of mobility and access .. These criteria 
have been adapted from national guidelines, to be 
applicable to Eugene In terms of our community's 
size, geographic form, and certain transportation­
related characteristics such as a higher-than-average 
use of non-auto modes· of travel. 

. The five criteria used for determining street classifi­
cation are described as follows: 

A1€1'age Daily Traffic (ADl) .. Generally speaking, 
the higher the volume is, the higher the demand 
is for use of that street. On streets with higher 
traffic volumes; the demand for traffic mobility is 
more l ikely to outweigh the need for access to 
abutting limd. Conversely, wher� volumes are 
lower the access function of the street will 
general ly be more i mportant than mobi l ity for 
traffic. On arterial streets with commercial land 
use, such as West 1 j th Avenue, the land access 
function of the street is sti l l  very important. 
'However, since considerable through traffic (i.e. 
traffic notstopplng at a destination along the 
street, but continuing to a destination elsewhere) 
uses West 1 1 th, the pioportlon· of traffic using the 
street for local access is relatively small com­
pared to a local street or a collector. Figure 4 
shows the typical ranges of traffic volumes that 
correspond to various classifications. These 
volumes do not in themselve.s define or deter­
mine the classification; additional criteria 
described below are also taken into account 

Use by non-auto modes of t ra\€1. The ADT 
criterion described above provides an easily­
obtained measure of the number·of vehicles 
using a given street. While ADT Is an Important 
yardstick, another very -significant feature of 
Eugene's streets Is the accommodation of non-

34 

auto modes, including walking, bicycling, and 
transit use. The number of modes· of travel using 
a street Is tell ing of a street's Importance i n  the 
city's network; the more modes using a street, 
the more users that street serves, and the more 
i mportant that street is to the movement of 
people, goods, and services throughout the city. 
In the staff analysis, the presence of sidewalks 
for pedestrians, bicycle lanes, and/or the pres­
ence of transit service was considered one 
Important factor In evaluating the appropriate 
classification for each street. 

Typical Traffic Volume Ranges 

Rgure4 
Street Average 
Oassificat ion Daily Traffic 

Major Art erlals 
I 

20,000 ADT and Up 
Minor. Arterials 7,500 to 20,000 ADT 

I 
Major Cblloot or I 2,500 to 7,500 AIJf 

Neighborhood I Cblloot.or I i ,500 to 2,500 ADT 

Local streets 
I Less than 1 500 AIJf 
I 



( 

( 

( 

Lfflgt h of Street is another important criterion to 
consider in a street's classification. The longer a 
street ls, the more likely It is that the street will 
function at a higher classification. This. is due to . 
the fact that longer (continuous) streets allow 
travelers to move between distant a !tractors with 
a I imited number of turns, stops, and other 
distractions that discourage them from using 
streets of lower classification. length of a given 
street segment, while not the same as trip length 
·for the average trip using. that street, is seen as 
strongly correlated with trip length_:_whlch is 
itself an indicator of the extent of mobility pro­
vided by the sireet. To Illustrate, state highways 
that traverse Eugene-including H ighway 99 and 
Highway 126 (via 6th-7th and West 1 1 'h) are long, 
continuous streets that carry proportionately 
longer trips than a street like S"' Avenue or Valley 
River Drive. Therefore these longer streets gener­
ally supply a higher level of mobility as compared 
to other streets that are providing more access; . . 
Spacing of St reets is another criterion that · 
relates to provision of moblnty and/or access. 
Streets of higher classification usually have larger 
traffic carrying capacity and fewer impediments 
to travel. Fewer faci l ities are needed to serve the 
traffic mobility demands of the community due to 
their efficiency in moving traffic. General ly; this 
.means that there are fewer streets of higher 
classification so there will be larger distances 
between them. Therefore, the further a street is 
from a higher classification street, the more likely 
it is that the street will function at a s imllar 
classification (if the street length, degree of 
connectivity, and design allow it to serve that 
purpose,) Streets of lower classification are 
needed to provide access to abutting land. In 

· order to do this, they must be spaced inore 
closely and there must be many more of them. It 
is considered most desirable to have a network of 
multiple lower classification streets feeding into 
progressively fewer higher classification streets. 

Connectivity is the final attribute used to deter­
mine street classification. Streets that provide 
easy connections (or connectivity) to other roads 
of higher classification are likely to function at a 
similar classification. This can be attributed to 

the ease of movement perceived by travelers 
who desire to make that connection. For ex­
ample, state h ighways are generally Intercon­
nected with one another, to provide a continu­
ous network of high-order roadways that can be 
used to travel into·and through urban areas. 
Urban minor arterials provide a similar Intercon­
nected network at the city-wide level. By con-. 
trast, collector streets often connect local neigh­
borhood streets with one or two arterial streets, 
thus helping provide connectivity at the neigh­
borhood scale rather than a city-wide level. 
local streets also provide a degree of connectiv­
ity as a necessary component of property access. 
However, the street lengths, traffic control, and/ 
or street geometry are usually composed so that 
anyone but local travelers would consider the 
route inconvenient, except fat access to the 
immediate neighborhood. 

Eugene St reet Oassificat ions 
Appendix C Includes the Street Classification Map, 
along with a tabuladisting of each street section, 
Appendix D is the Street Classification Matrix, 
containing the numerical ratings for the five criteria 
discussed above, for each street segment. Appendix 
.E summarizes the process by which these five criteria 
have been used to<ievelop ·a proposed Street Classifi­
cation Map for Eugene. 

35 
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Current Conditions 
and Future Changes 

The proposed street Classifications represent both 
the existing and anticipated future function of each 
street. Most of the major streets in Eugene have 
operated as such for many years. It is important to 
recognize that the current pattern of major streets 
has evolved over many decades- very little of the 
system has actually been master-planned. The 
proposed classifications are based on a combina­
tion of historica:l, present, and future travel patterns. 
Again, with regard to the future it bears repeating 
that with only a few exceptions, travef In the region 
20 years from now will occur on the same major 
streets that are on the ground today. 

. Traffic volume is one of five criteria that have been 
used in the determination of each street's. classifica­
tion. For purposes of the current recommendations, . 
current (i.e. recently measured, within the past two 
to four years) traffic volumes were used, In cases 
where a street does not yet exist, or where it is 
partially constructed or the adjacent area is mostly 
undeveloped, an assessment was made of future 
volume i n  order to compare the street with other 
streets of similar function. 

Another criterion used in the recommended classifi­
cation is the usage by and provision for alternative 
modes on each street segment. Staff based the rating 
i n  this area on existing use, but adjusted the num­
bers upward in those cases where sidewalks, 
bicycle facilities, or transit routes are anticipated to 
be added to the street, based·on adopted plans and 
.policies. This has the effect of influencing the 
determination of classification by looking at the 
Intended or expected use of the street. 

The length and spacing criteria are generally based 
on existing conditions; however, where street exten­
sions or new streets are planned, these future condi­
tions are taken Into account. The final criterion, that 
of connectivity is treated i n  a similar fashion. That Is, 
existing conditions are used unless there are planned 
changes in the·network or I ndividual streets that 
would change the rating for this criterion. 

36 

Amendments to the 
Classification Map 

The street classifications and design standards 
proposed I n  this document are intended to be 
applied to Eugene's street system into the indefinite 
future. The review and adoption process for this 

· document should be used to reach agreement on the 
function of specific street segments throughout the 
city. should those street segments be identified for 
improvements in the future, the design standards in 
this document would guide that improvement, lri the 
interest of consistency and effectiveness, street 
function and standards should not change periodi­
cally in the absence of a change in policy or without 
evidence that the existing classification and stan­
dards are inappropriate . 

Any necessary changes to street classifications 
resulting from major sh ifts in street function, new or 
updated refinement plans, large-scale new develop­
ment not anticipated In adopted plans, or other -
unusual situations could lead to amending the 
adopted Street Classification Map. The Eugene code 
provides for adoption and amendments of the Street 
Classification Map and specifies that map amend­
ments "shall be by ordinance". This provision would 
mandate a level of citizen involvement in future 
discussions about street classifications and design 
consistent with adoption of any new ordinance. 
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Relationship of Classification to 
Design and Operational Decisions 

Classification does not, by itself, determine the 
design of new streets or Improvements to existing 
streets. The classification of a street provides a basic 
i ndication of how that street functions as part of the 
overall street network.:Since streets of l i ke classifi­
cation often have very different characteristics in 
terms of overall  width,. number of lanes, adjacent 
land use, and other key features,. the classification 
itself only provides a starting pointfor the design of 
a new street, or i mprovements to an existing street. 
·The actual design is Influenced by a number of. 
factors, discussed more fully in the Design Stan" 

· dards and Guidelines section of this document. 

Citizens are frequently concerned about potential 
. changes that might occur on the street they' live on, 

own a business on, or use as a driver, bicyclist, 
walker or bus rider. There are a number of plans, 
policies and ongoing practices that affect whether 
and how a given street might undergo a change of · 

some sort, or conversely .whether and how a 
decision m ight be made notto implement a change .. 
The types of changes or decisions that are made 
regarding arterial and collector streets range from 
regulation of access, to various sorts of improve" 
ments to enhance use by different modes of travel, 
to major expansion or construction of new street 
segments. There is a relationship between the 
street's classification and these actions or decisions, 
but many other factors are important in· determining 
the particular outcome for each specific situation. 

The following chart (Figure 5) provides a summary 
of the priority or the likelihood of several specific 
kinds of outcomes on various street types. The text 
following the chart is intended to amplify and 
provide further explanation for each type of action, 
and the general process that the City follows In 
implementing various actions. 

Priorit y.for Improvement or �ulat ion by Type of St reet Rgure 5 
Adding lJrlgrade Major 

Oxrldor 
Oass 

13egulat e Traff ic Adding Bike r5an 
Access C81ming Sidewalks Lanes St andards lrrproverrent s 

FreeNays/Ei<pressways ..,.. Vc;ry High N!A N!A N!A N!A High 

Urban Major Art erlals ..,.. High Low High . High Hgh Medium 

Minor Arterials ...... High Medium High High High Medium 

Major Cbllect ors ......- Medium Medium High Medium Medium Low 

Neighborhood Cbllect ors ..,.. Low High Medium Vc;ry.Low Low N!A 

Local Streets · ...,.._. Vc;ry Low High Low N!A Vc;ry l.ow N!A 

New . 
Street 
Mileage 

Vc;ry low 

Low 

Low 

Medium 
\ 

Medium 

High 
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TAYLOR Becky G 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Sandy Thoms <sandythoms@msn.com> 
Wednesday, October 16, 2013 1:35 PM 
TAYLOR Becky G 
Road Safety 

Please forward to the Hearings Official. 

Thank you, 

Sandy Thoms 

Dear Hearings Official, 

Within the past 3 weeks, I have had 2 friends get into SERIOUS bike accidents causing traumatic brain 
injuries. A ch i ld in our neighborhood recently crashed on her bike resulting in a trip to the doctor for x-
rays. An adult male bicyclist was kil led on Howard Avenue recently in a collision with a car. A 12 year old boy . . . 

was involved in a serious bike accident with a car at a street crossing with blinking yellow lights! 

I URGE you to please, take the safety of Oakleigh Lane seriously and look very closely at all of the evidence and 
data that has been presented to you by the Oakleigh Lane residents and Paul Conte, regarding. the improper 
classification of our road by the City and also Access Engineering, and the complete d isregard for the safety of 
it's residents and FUTURE residents. 

For Access Engineering to say there is no increased risk by adding 47 cars, 168 additional trips to our street i s  
simply ignoring statistics! The addition of  just one car wil l increase risk. The addition of 2 8  more families 
riding bikes on 0ur street wil l increase risk! For Access Engineering to say there will be no increased risk is just 
flagrant misrepresentation and down playing reality! 

Access Engineering may say that the additional risk is within an acceptable threshold in their minds, but to say 
there is no additional risk is completely inaccurate. Increasing traffic by over %100 on a very narrow 
unimproved access lane is going to add risk, no matter how you want to twist the numbers in your 
favor !  Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing should be concerned about their own residents too !  

Sandy Thoms 
135 Oakleigh Lane 
18 year resident 

6 2 0  
1 



{ ' 

( 

( 

M A R K  c 
'f \, (Z - l \ 

O N L E Y  
1958 Fircrest Dr. Eugene Oregon 97403 

Oct. 15, 2013 

Eugene Planning Department 
Eugene, OR 

RECEIPT CONFIRMATION 
Plant List Spreadsheet 

RE: Oakleigh Meadow Co-housing Development 
ALL DOCUMENTS 
Documents 1-6 

RECEJVED 
O C T  1. 5 2013 
CITY OF EUGENE BUILDING & PERMIT SVCS 

Printed name of Planning Department employee certifying this receipt and accompanying 
DOCUMENTS for Oak:leigh site 

Signature of Planning Department employee certifying this receipt and accompanying 
DOCUMENTS for Oak:leigh site 

Printed date of Planning Department employee certifying this receipt and accompanymg 
DOCUMENTS for Oakleigh site 

t I 

�c;�;�-
Mark Conley 
Oct. 15, 2013 
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M A R  K 
1958 Fircrest Dr. 

Oct. 1 5, 2013 

Becky Taylor, Associate Planner 
Eugene Planning & Development 
99 W. lOth Ave. 
Eugene, OR 97401 

c O N  L 
Eugene Oregon 97403 

RE: Oakleigh Meadow Co-housing Development (hereafter Oakleigh or OM C) 
SUGGESTED ACTION 
Document 1 of 6 

Dear Ms. Taylor: 

E y 

Thank you for taking on the work of this challenging and controversial project. I know you've been 
worklng hard. 

I know there is a standard form and process for making planning decisions. I would like for you to 
consider taklng the following SUGGESTED ACTION. If it deviates from standard process, please see 
what you can do to make this possible. I think it will be the most cooperative process and lead to a 
favorable outcome. Here it is. 

You know that you will probably make a decision and recommendation that likely will not be endorsed 
by the neighbors, who will surely appeal the decision. An appeal process will create a hostile them-us 
polarity and probably will extend the time and expense to a fmal decision, which is not financially a wise 
use of city money. 

Postpone your decision. Defer it. Insert another series of public meetings between the Oct. 1 6  deadline 
and your decision/recommendation. At these meetings, allow the following people: 

First, a spokesperson for Oakleigh (all interested Oakleigh proponents welcome) 
Second, a spokesperson for neighbors (all interested opponents and proponents - neighbors and the public 
- welcome) 
Third, a city planning employee who is familiar with the hundreds of laws and overlays the planning 
department uses to make decisions (and other recommended and interested staff welcome) 
Fourth, an architect, landscape architect, and civil engineer not having any stake in this matter, to guide 
all in a charette process. 

The purpose of these interstitial meetings is to form a collaborative process, built upon mutual respect, 
that weaves a feasible, reasonable design proposal that is likely to end in a shared approval by all 
interested parties that we can all be proud of, and even brag about as a standard of development that is 
worthy of being replicated. 

Why am I suggesting this alternative approach to your process? I have met with the architect's project 
manager and I have met with several neighbors. I believe the neighbors are intelligent, negotiable, and 
willing to engage a reasonable proposal. I believe the neighbors are supportive of the concept of co­
housing, scaled to fit their specific neighborhood and environment. I believe they strongly feel the 



( 

( 

proposed development is not reasonable, and will not support this existing proposal. The neighbors are 
proud and supportive of their existing neighborhood, and I assume will establish a refmement process that 
will come ·back to the city planning department as a set of standards that are required for any future 
development in their neighborhood, including such things as density, spacing, size, types of dwellings, 
single-family v. multi-family dwellings, etc. Having this kind of meeting series allows the refmement 
process to evolve comfortably, rationally, with mutual support and respect, on-the-spot, and then becomes 

· set as a standard upon which the decision can easily be made. 

The architect and Dixon project manager team are clearly skilled, experienced in co-housing, and have 
done some excellent drawings and studies. I am assuming this group would be willing to negotiate. 

The key issue that divides these two shores seems to center around proposed density (numbers of 
dwellings), and scale (height, width, size, location, layout, and spacing between structures). This is the 
work at hand, and the agenda for these charettes. It is an active, evolving decision-making process not 
behind closed doors but in front of everyone, meandering and adjusting just as the Willamette River 
floodplain. 

Make sure that all parties who participate are given full information, disclosure, and access ahead of time. 
Equip and supply them with a full set of printed materials available for review at the planning department 
and Eugene library, and same set posted on the internet. Those who are interested and want to participate 
need to have full knowledge; otherwise they will be supportive or promote opinions based on incomplete 
knowledge. 

Please read my paper regarding suggested studies that should be done prior to making a decision. I 
believe some or all of these studies were not performed, yet are crucial to lead to a reasonable, beautiful 
design. I suggest the studies be completed prior to the start of the series of meetings, so that a full profile 
of relative information is available to all decision-makers. 

I believe that this process will circumvent a lengthy, counterproductive, sour-tasting battle that will not in 
the end satisfy anyone, alienate old and new neighbors, and cost much in emotions and fmances. I 

. envision people coming together and mutually solving variable conflicts in a common collaborative way, 
resolving in short order. Could we give it a try? 

Mark Conley 
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M A R K c 0 N 
1958 Fircrest Dr. Eugene Oregon 97403 

Oct. 15,  2013 

Becky Taylor, Associate Planner 
Eugene Planning & Development 
99 W. lO'h Ave. 
Eugene, OR 97401 

RE: Oakleigh Meadow Co-housing Development 
DISCLAIMER 
Document 2 of 6 

Dear Ms. Taylor: 

L E y 

I just became acquainted with this project a little over a week ago, with the Oct. 9 deadline for submission 
of evidence the very same day. I have Major Depressive Disorder and the plant list I undertook required 
Herculean effort on my part. Luckily I have a remnant spark in plants and had a LOT of coffee, and my 
mood happened to be favorable in that window of time. 

I feel as ifi am doing everything in knee-jerk reaction fashion. I am forced into a reactive rather than 
proactive mode. If I had full mental health, this would be okay. But the pressure is being levied against 
me in my faulty state. 

What I am asking for, in short, is a little bit of accommodation. My site visit on Oct. 9 led to revelations 
of other necessary studies that I did not have the time and mental energy to lay out before that deadline, 
and so I let you know in my Oct. 9 submission that I would submit further information before the Oct. 1 6  
submission deadline. Please accept my input accordingly. 

Though my documents may seem cogent and skilled, please be aware there is a huge incapacity, trauma, 
and mental blockade behind it all. The process is overwhelming and I cannot operate at this capacity. 

I don't want people to fee] put-off in that I am getting special treatment, or asking for flex they may not 
be given. We should all. receive equal consideration. But please be aware that some of us found out 
awfully late, without full disclosure of information (some of which I had to retrieve myself by a plant 
inventory), and some, as me, lack mental processes that would otherwise render the established deadlines 
as reasonable. 

Thank you - I assume - for being considerate of my, ana others', challenges and calibrate the planning 
deadline and decision-making process accordingly. 

Sincerely, 

�fiJfJ-
Mark Conley 
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M A R K  c 0 N 
1958 Fircrest Dr. Eugene Oregon 97403 

Oct. 15, 201 3  

Becky Taylor, Associate Planner 
Eugene Planning & Development 
99 W. l Oth Ave. 
Eugene, OR 97401 

RE: Oakleigh Meadow Co-housing Development 
UPDATED PLANT LETTER 
Document 3 of 6 

Dear Ms. Taylor: 

L E y 

Following this page is the updated plant list. I added some columns devoted to plant zones. Plants fmmd 
in these zones are so indicated on the relative column. 

A disclaimer is that there has not been a year or two of full seasons to identify ephemeral plants that may 
not be apparent at this time. One of them could be the lovely fluorescent-ultraviolet-blue Delphinium 
trolifolium that grace the shady bike path boundaries about the time the university bells toll their 
graduation tune. There could be rare, threatened, and endemic species here such as Willamette Daisy. 
Who knows if there's a Killcaid's Lupine or two and an associated refugia population ofFender's Blue 
Butterflies clinging to these hosts. 

An observation I make is that not only are there individual plants as per the list, but also whole landscape­
habitats (also could be considered zones) . We get so keyed on clicht\ wetland and wetland mitigation, of' 
trees only while not honoring shrubs and groundcovers as just as important. There are many others, some 
unique to just this site. People don't think in terms of this, methinks. An example is the spacious 
grassland, dubbed a meadow, which has a north-south soil trail intersecting it. Its generous horizontal 
scale - all of it, both sides of the trail - is required to be proportionate to 'the lovely towering vertical 
Cottonwood wall to the east, which of its members forms another habitat-landscape. 

An ecologist would say I am not using the right scientific terms. Who cares?! ! !  The aesthetic concept is 
there, true, and real. People understand it intuitively, subliminally. I am bringing it to conscious level by 
stating it. The terms I give it are not as important as its inherent aesthetic beauty, value, and healing 
qualities are. 

Another landscape not talked about, and I did not have the time and mental energy to address it, is the 
historic remnant orchards and plantings by others long ago. Several of these are magnificent grand old 
specimens snch as the giant apple tree just south of the property in the undeveloped area. There are other 
remnant isolated orchard and old-fashioned landscape plants in this entire area that speak a lovely 
language of a bygone era that is part of the charm of this area, and impact the proposed development in 
particular. They could be irrevocably lost if not talked about and honored, if not preserved, salvaged, 
planted, and repeated on site. 
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There might be a landscape-habitat hidden underneath, a Kalapuya landscape of Camas ovens and 
seasonal structures, mortar and pestle, midden - who knows. This certainly should be addressed and 
honored. 

Another element is native seedlings such as Oregon White Oak, Oregon Grape, California lncense Cedar, 
and many others. These seedlings reveal the original habitat. They contain a valuable genetic message 
that we cannot afford to lose. They should be left alone - in particular the Oregon White Oak wherever 
they exist, no matter how small they are, with an appropriate buffer, and then some, around them. Do not 
try to transplant them. The others, if removed, should be immediately transplanted somewhere on site in 
landscaping. 

After doing this list, some interesting patterns were found. qne of the most obvious is the rampant 
overtaking by invasive exotic species such as Himalayan Blackberry, English Ivy, and other planted and 
opportunistic plants that made themselves dominant plants, such as the imported grass species. 

Another discovery was that the riparian forest, with a dominant canopy of California Black Cottonwood, 
had a high diversity of native plants, in contrast to other zones. Even though filled with all kinds of 
cultured and invasive species, it still is rich and beautiful. 

The existence of such habitat-landscapes also informs zoning. Don't use the generic "R-1" density term. 
Use instead a specific number, like four single dwellings per acre. There is a hierarchy we are not 
addressing. Let me suggest it. ln native-specie-rich zones, such as the riparian forest and adjacent, the 
minimum level of density, maybe 2, 3, or 4 dwellings per acre, is appropriate and compelling. As you 
move further from this zone, like a corridor 100 or 200 feet either side of busy commercial-residential 
River Road, perhaps the density could bump up to 4 to 6 dwellings per acre, while still retaining the rural 
agricultural charm of the area. Your maximum level of density in R-1 (14 dwellings per acre?) would be 
appropriate in downtown Eugene, where there already is huge horizontal-vertical massing of dwelling 
units. This is the hierarchy I am talking about that is revealed by a plant inventory, which did not exist 
before I did it. 

I appeal to you to do those other studies I am suggesting later in this set of documents. The right 
development decision should be more apparent and compelling, to all, once the studies are done. 

Sincerely, 

�Gfr 
Mark Conley 
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Deciduou ;; Acer macrophyllum Big leaf Maple 

Ripa . Tree Deciduous Native 
Ripa Fielc . Edg< Tree Evergreen Native 
Ripa Fielc . .Tree Deciduous Native 
Ripa . Tree Deciduous Native 

Fielc . EdgE Tree Evergreen Native 
Fielc . EdgE Tree Deciduous Native 

Ripa . Tree Deciduous Native 
Fielc . Tree Deciduous Cultured 
Fielc . Tree Deciduous Cultured 

Ripa . Tree Deciduous Cultured 
Fielc . Tree Deciduous Cultured 
Fielc . Tree Deciduous Cultured 
Fielc . Tree Dec;'duous Cultured .  
Fielc . Tree Deciduous Cultured 

Ripa . Shrub Deciduous Native 
Ripa . Shrub Deciduous Native 
Ripa . Shrub Deciduous Native 
Ripa . Shrub Deciduous Native 

Fielc . Shrub Evergreen Native 
Ripa . Shrub Deciduous Native 
Ripa . Shrub Deciduous Native 
Ripa . Shrub Deciduous Native 
Ripa . Shrub Deciduous Native 
Ripa . Shrub Deciduous Native 

Alnus rubra Red Alder 
Calocedrus decurrens I California Incense Cedar 
Fraxinus latifolia !Oregon Ash 
Populus balsamifera trichocarpa I California Black Cottonwood 
Pseudotsuga menziesii I Douglas-fir 
!Quercus garryana I Oregon White Oak 
·Quercus kelloggii I California Black Oak 
Juglans sp. I Culinary Walnut 
Malus domestica I Common Apple 
Prunus cerasifera 'Thundercfoud' \ Thundercfoud Flowering Plum 
Prunus salicina I Culinary_ Plum 
Prunus salfcina 'Italian' I Italian Plum 
Pyrus communis I Culinary_ Pear 
Pyrus communis 'Asian' !Asian Pear 

Acer circinatum Vine Maple 
Cornus sericea (prev. stolonifera) Red osier Dogwood 
Corylus cornuta californica Western Hazelnut 
Lonicera ciliosa fOrange (Trumpet) Honeysuckle 
Mahonia aquifolium (Pursh) Nutt. (alsriOregon Grape, Tall Oregon Grape, Hollyleaved Barberry 
Oemlaria cerasiformis ! Indian Plum 
Rhamnus purshiana (poopiana) !Cascara 
Salixspp. I Willow spp. 
Spiraea douglasii I Western Spirea, Douglas Spirea, Hardhack 
Symphoricarpos albus ISnowberry 

Deciduous ; INaf1ve I Toxicodendron diversiloba Itchy Oak, Poison Oak · . I 
Deciduous 
Deciduous 
Evergreen 
Evergreen 
Evergreen 

Ripa Fielc . 
Ripa . 
Ripa . 

Ground cover Deciduous 
Ground cover Evergreen 
Ground cover Evergreen 

Fielc.Orct" Edg( Ground cover Evergreer 
Ripa . Ground cover EV:�E��er -
Ripa . Groundcover Ever!Jreer 
r Groundcover Evergreer -

I 
I 
I 
I 

J Cultured J Gory/us sp. Culinary Hazelnut. Filbert I I Cultured uftured Invasive Crataegus monogyna Singleseed Hawthorn 
Cu� ultured Invasive /!ex aquifofium English Holly 
Cult ;urtured Invasive Prunus /aurocerasus L. English Laurefcherry 
Cult Cultured Invasive Rubus armeniacus Focke Him_alayan Btackbe!Ty 

Native Aster sp. Aster sp. 
Native Carex obnupta Slough Sedge 
Native Carex spp. Sedge spp. 
Native Fescue sp. 
Native Toad Rush 
Native Rush spp. 
Native 

Evergreen Native �, ,:=ielc Ore!"" . Groundcover ... · · '" --.._�·-"' 

Western Swordfern 
Moss spp. � 
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Fielc . Groundcover Deciduous Cultured 

Fielc Orct' EdgE Groundcover Evergreen Cuflured 

Fielc . Groundcover Deciduous Cultured 

Ripa . Edge Groundcover Evergreen Cullured 

Edge Groundcover Evergreen 1 Cultured 

Ripa Fielc . Groundcover Evergreen Cu/lured 

Ripa Fielc . Groundcover Deciduous Cu/lured 

Ripa . Groundcover Deciduous Cultured 

Ripa Fielc . Groundcover Deciduous Cultured · 

Fie\c . Ground cover Deciduous Cuftured 

Fielc . Ground cover Deciduous Cultured 

Ripa Fielc . Ground cover Deciduous Cultured 

Fielc Orcr EdgE Groundcover Evergreen Cultured 

Fielc . Ground cover Decjduous Cullured 

Ripa Fielc . EdgE Animal Native 
Willc: Ripa . Animal Native ' 

Fielc. Animal Native 

Ripa . Landscape feature i Native ' 
Ripa . Landscape feature Native 
Ripa . Landscape feature Native 

Wille:. Landscape feature Native 
Ripa . Landscape feature Native 
Ripa . Landscape feature Native 
Ripa . Landscape feature Native 

OAKLEIG LANT LIST 
Invasive I Belfis perennis 
invasive /Dacty!is sp. 
Invasive i Oaucus carota 
Invasive ! Hedera helix 
Invasive 1 Hedera sp. (h1binerfca ???) 
invasive Pha!aris arundinacea 
Invasive Plantago sp. 
invasive Solanum sp. 
invasive Taraxacum officinale F.H. Wigg. 
invasive Taraxicum sp. 
invasive 1 rifoffum spp. 
Jnvasive Veronica sp. 
invasive 
invasive 

Cyanocitta stelleri 

English Daisy 
Orchard Grass 
Queen Annes Lace 
English Ivy 
Irish Ivy 
Reed Canarygrass 
Tobacco Plant 
So! anum sp. 
Common Dandelion 
Tall Dandelion 
Clover spp. 
Self-heal 
Grass spp, 
Teasel 

Steller's Jay 
Bald Eagle 
Chickadee-dee-dee 

Angular large basalt boulder 
Fallen log 
Hummocks 
River edge - Steep deep bank - drops vertically at least 5' 
Shady understory 
Snag 
Tall mature trees 

CX) 
N 
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M A  R K  c 0 N 
1958 Fircrest Dr. Eugene Oregon 97403 

Oct. 9, 2013 

Becky Taylor, Associate Planner 
Eugene Planning & Development 
99 W. 10'" Ave. 
Eugene, OR 97401 

RE: Oakleigh Meadow Co-housing Development 
TESTIMONY 
Document 5 of 6 

Dear Ms. Taylor: 

L E y 

This letter follows our telephone conversation this morning. I became aware of the proposed Oak:leigh 
Meadow Co-housing Development just two days ago, and discovered the deadline for technical data is 
today at 5:00 P.M. (general testimony due one week later). I said I would go to the site today and do a 
vegetation analysis, prepare a spreadsheet showing plants on site, and deliver this to the office before 5:00 
P.M. today. This I did. 

As I was at the site, I became aware of other studies and analyses that would be necessary, including a 
more in-depth plant list. The expanded plant list would include zones at the site, including Willamette 
River, Riparian Forest, Field, Orchard, and Edges & Boundaries. The analysis could include Neighbor 
Vegetation, which would list landscape plants installed. 

The plant list I submitted is incomplete; there was not time to confmn accuracy of plant names. There 
may be plants on site that are not visible this time of year, including ephemeral spring plants such as 
Western Trillium. The analysis does not include rare or sensitive species that might be on site such as 
Willamette Daisy or Kincaid's Lupine. Neither is plant size or structure included. Neither are plant 
communities accurately represented. Neither is the context oflarger interconnected plant communities 
and possible connective corridors. There is no correlation between the plant list I submitted and the maps 
that have been created by Oak:leigh Community Development. It's hard to do all this in one day, but 
definitely important enough that it should be done. This is why I wrote an addendum note on the 
submission confmnation receipt, in which I promised I would submit further expanded information. This 
letter is the expanded information I promised. 

The premise I am promoting is that a good and beautiful design requires full and complete analyses. As 
you told me on the phone to�ay, a vegetation analysis is one study that is required, and it has not been 
done. As such, a decision on this proposed development cannot be rendered until a complete vegetation 
analysis is done. I assume other studies are important, and would like to list what I believe is necessary. 

I know that you are following administrative rules and code, and assume these rules may not include 
some of the studies I am proposing. This is where common sense prevails. Whether or not stipulated in 
code, there are elements and dynamics that are compelling. Please do what you can to respond 

( appropriately to all of the following proposed studies. 
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I graduated with a bachelor degree in Landscape Architecture and worked for a micro-managing Civil 
Engineer, who would sit at my side scrutinizing every line I put on the AutoCAD drawing, keep me 
working until I begged to leave at 10:00 P.M. at night, who would have me prepare reports and submit 
them to planning departments for pennitting. Everything was Hurry, hurry, hurry. There was always a 
budget constraint. For this proposed development I know how much work has been done already, how 
much money and time has been invested. I know that those who have drawn these proposed plans are 
anxious to move forward and get approval. I know how frustrating it is when revisions have to be made, 
especially major ones. But I can tell that most all the neighbors are quite unhappy with the proposed 
development; there is a sign at every residence. I know the design is inadequate because no one cared or 
took the time to inventory the precious existing native plants and animals that have been living here 
thousands of years, and accompanying edaphic and aesthetic elements. I met them today. The neighbors 
already are acquainted with them. The designers of this proposed development should become 
acquainted, too. When all these come together in balance, the right design will flow. And so we need a 
bit more inconvenience, but the product will be much better. So here we go. Following are the proposed 
studies and analyses. 

Sincerely, 
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M A  R K  c 0 N 
1958 Fircrest Dr. Eugene Oregon 97403 

Oct. 15, 2013 

Becky Taylor, Associate Planner 
Eugene Plamring & Development 
99 W. 10" Ave. 
Eugene, OR 97401 

RE: Oakleigh Meadow Co-housing Development 
PROPOSED STUDIES AND ANALYSES 
Document 6 of 6 

Dear Ms. Taylor: 

Following are the proposed studies and analyses. 

DRAWINGS 

CONTEXT MAPS - VARIOUS SCALES & RELATIONSHIPS 

L E y 

The existing map is insufficient. It only shows the site and innnediate surroundings. There should be 
several maps of different scales. Examples would be a map at 1 "  = 500 feet. An 8.5" x 1 1 "  map at this 
scale would represent an area about one square mile. You would see the Willamette River and what is 
across the River. You would see a decent length of the bike path, and you would see a bigger part of the 
surrounding neighborhood. A map of 1 "  = 2,500 feet on the same paper would yield an area representing 
approximately 25 square miles. You would see where this siie is in relation to Eugene, and how to get 
here. You would see all of Eugene and some of its hinterlands. You would see knolls, buttes, and 
ridgelines. You would see wetlands. You would see Willamete River, McKenzie River, their confluence. 
You would begin to understand bigger relationships of waterflow and its relationship to human 
communities. You would see plant communities in a different way. You could begin to see animal 
residences, ranges, and connective corridors. A map of 1 "  = 50,000 feet would yield an approximate area 
of 100 square miles. You could see all the way up to Portland, all the way to the Cascades, all the way to 
the Coast Range. You would see mountain ranges, the entire Willamette Valley. You could now see full 
animal ranges such as the great area a single male Cougar needs. I can sense some would say this is too 
large. Doesn't need to be detailed; it's a context map that shows you where this site exists in Oregon. 

ACCURATE TOPOGRAPHICAL MAP WITH 6" INTERVALS 
There is not enough detail in the existing topographical map unless the intervals are fmer-grained. You 
cannot detect the subtle terraces on this site, nor the hummocks that exist between the site and the bike 
path. A finer-grained interval will help aid design in revealing aesthetic opportunities and constraints. 
You will better be able to see subtle slopes on "flat" areas, slopes and cross-slopes, centerpoint height of 
roads and bike path. You can better visualize waterflow over the site, where water might pool and dam 
up aitd be a problem if not addressed in design. 

SECTION 
Draw at least two or three sections across the property so that people can have an understanding of the 
profile. There should be associated pairs of sections: existing and proposed. Show the ground level, 
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what is underneath in soil and bedrock, adjacent river including bank and bed, existing plant and animal 
communities, existing features such as the bike path, culverts, hummocks, where several homeless people 
have lived, boundaries, fences and gates, and existing structures. 

INCURSION GREENWAY BOUNDARY 
Proposed development goes over greenway boundary. It needs to be outside of the boundary with a 
certain setback added. It cannot go into the greenway. 

GEOLOGICAL ANALYSIS 

LIDAR - UNDERGROUND BEDROCK TOPOGRAPHY 
At the same scale as the other maps, display a Lidar map that reveals underlying solid formations. 
Though some might not think it relative to density & design, it shows the solid rock underneath. 

HYDROLOGICAL ANALYSIS 

MISSOULA FLOODS & SOIL DEPOSITION 
You would use the map with a scale of 1"  = 50,000 feet to show the vector and velocity of those 
magnificent prehistoric floods that plucked soil from what is now Washington scab lands, carved out 
N'chi-wana Columbia River Gorge, carried the rich soil all the way into the Willamette Valley, and 
dropped huge erratic boulders as well. A map at a smaller scale could show the site a bit bigger and have 
a note indicating approximately how much deposition occurred here. 

PLOTTING RNER FLOW SURF ACE PLUS FLOODING LEVELS ON TOPO MAP 
With a 6" topographical interval, now you can show the elevation of the surface of the Willamette River 
in summer and in winter, and flood events such as 1 0-year, 1 00-year, and 500-year flood and how far 
they'll come up onto the property or neighborhood. 

ALL WATER DRAINAGE, FLOW ACROSS SITE 
Use arrows of varying sizes and lengths t o  indicate waterflow across and underneath site. 

VEGETATION ANALYSIS 

VEGETATION INVENTORY 
As stated before, a full inventory is needed. Individual plants should be mapped on the drawing and 
keyed to their identity and size. 

ASSIGNING HIERARCHY OF IMPORTANCE 
8" diameter at breast height is one measure, but by itself is  an insufficient measure. You should include a 
hierarchy, which would place cultured introduced plants at the low value and key species representing the 
native plant communities as a much higher value, without reference to size. As an example, an 18"  DBH 
Norway Maple, an invasive exotic, would be of much less value than a sapling Oregon White Oak. Plant 
and plant-community rarity and value is  more important than the solitary DBH measure. In this scenario, 
all Oregon White Oak and California Black Oak would be preserved; not a one would be removed, even 
if they were only seedlings. This goes not only for trees, which we seem to be exclusive about. It also 
applies to shrubs and groundcovers. Rare and endangered species would be given the highest value. If 
you were to fmd a patch of Kincaid's Lupine on site, it would remain undisturbed, and an appropriate 
buffer would be included around it. The plan might even require additional plantings of the Lupine to 
create connective corridors for Fender's Blue Butterfly.· 

INVASIVE SPECIES CONTROL 
There are a number of introduced plants that have bad manners; they are out of control. They are 
reproducing and spreading without competition and inhibition, and are prolific. Two examples would be 
Himalayan Blackberry, which is choking large parts of the property and exists virtually everywhere on 



borders and edges, and English Ivy, which is climbing up tree trunks, throttling and choking the life out of 
them, and fruiting for birds to eat and disburse seeds through the rear end of their digestive tracts. The 

( · design proposal should address removal of invasive plants while not disturbing important plants that are 
1 stranded within the territories of the bad-mannered plants. The plan should further dictate future control 

of reemergents after the development is completed. 

( 
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PROPOSED USE OF "REMOVED" VEGETATION 
So you're going to remove existing plants, huh? (The ones with the X's at the center of the plant, drawn 
on the plans.) No Oregon White Oak saplings can be removed. You'll have to build around those. For 
those native plants that are removed, there is no indication how it is to be removed or where it is going. 
The assumption is that a trackhoe will rip it out and who cares; it will be disposed of. Not in this 
development. Native plants that must be removed are not merely X's. They will be respectfully treated. 
They will be removed in such a way that they can be transplanted and thrive in their new location (root 
wad, tap root, and surrounding soil undistrnbed, proper season of removal). They will have a stockpile 
area on-site that carefully preserves their vitality, and they will have a destination on-site that is 
appropriate for them. An example would be the California Incense Cedar saplings. You don't need 
Arborvitae on this site; your Incense Cedars will be your natural hedge. Plant them 3' or 4' on center and 
you'll have a fabulous evergreen wall that is perfectly appropriate for the site. 

AUDIT OF PROPOSED LANDSCAPING PLANTS 
For the planting plan, any cultured, non-native plants will need to be audited and approved. They can't 
have bad manners and be invasive. We can't allow Norway Maple, Tree-of-heaven, Portuguese 
Laurelcherry, and the like. These all spread, some even in the shade. We can't allow invasive ivies like 
English Ivy, and some ornamental grasses and sedges are invasive, too. Plants like Japanese Maple, 
Flowering Cherry, Hydrangea, and perennials like Coneflower, have better manners. These are okay. 
But with turfgrass, there's an awful lot of water and labor, including mowing, edging, fertilization and 
thatching. We might want to consider alternatives to lawn. The audit would help achieve a planting plan 
that is harmonious with the aesthetic native nature of the site and blend with adjacent neighbors' 
landscapes while being more responsible ecologically. 

ANIMAL ANALYSIS 

TERRESTRIAL, AVIAN, AQUATIC 
For all native animals, especially those on-site that are rare and endangered, we need to accommodate 
their continuation and thriving. We must consider their habitat needs and maintain this state on site. We 
must understand their range, flow, and connective corridors and design accordingly. 

IDSTORICAL-CULTURAL ANALYSIS 

KALAPUYA 
There are layers of cultrnes that have existed here for thousands of years, and intersections of cultures. 
We should carefully research and document these. We have ignored and mistreated our relations, the 
Kalapuya. They have lived here for at least 10,000 years. We should invite Kalapuya Elders to this site 
and receive their blessing. We should do an archeological study under the leadership and guidance of the 
Kalapuya to make sure we are not disturbing any sacred areas. Our design should seek to honor the 
Kalapuya. We should remember how they lived and still live, take a moment of silence and respect. 
Even this simple orientation is a start and a good thing. We should be open-minded to whatever the 
Elders tell us, even if it means to cease development. If they give the go-ahead, our design must at its 
very least refer back to our fmdings and conclusions of the Kalapuya study, and we should be consciously 
aware of its parameters while designing at every stage. This could be as simple as re-establishing a wet 
meadow detention pond with a dominant composition of Great Camas and Common Camas. 

Edges could incorporate a pod or two ofNootka Rose, which is a very important Kalapuya food. We 
might be able to install a couple of 'Colrigo Giant' Pacific Dogwood trees (resistant to anthrax). This 
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plant represents good will between our society and Kalapuya society. Honoring Kalapuya does not 
necessarily mean we are going to build a longhouse. It .might mean siting the buildings in a rhythm that 
honors the flow of the river, or scale is balanced between open field, houses, and tall Cottowood riparian 
forest. 

COLONIZERS 
ln the past 150 years, people came from many lands and settled here. Doubtless there are stories of 
families found right within the proposed lots, who lived here in the past 150 years, their living relatives 
near and far, and their relationship to Eugene as it grew from its infancy, to where it is right now. As well 
as the stories of the surrounding neighbors. We have all kinds of stories. We should discover them. 
Though this study is not the same as architecture, landscape, materials, dimensions, and joinery to build 
this development, nonetheless it is related and important. Those who move here will be a story added to 
this story, 50, 100, or 150 years from now. Imagine that! 

NEIGHBORS - All neighbors opposed 
This is one of those common sense studies. Right now we have a sign outside every neighbor's house 
opposing the proposed design. How much more obvious can this be? The proposed design is not 
acceptable. Did the architect regularly and consistently meet with these people, take their input seriously, 
and incorporate it into the design? If so, did he really LISTEN to what they wanted? At my site visit 
today I ran across one neighbor. He said the developer did not meet with the neighbors, and honoring 
their requests was minimal. I feel quite strongly about a developer honoring the wishes of the site's 
neighbors. I am suggesting that the developer meet, one-on-one, and also in group format, with the 
neighbors, and carefully document every one of their concerns, address these in the drawings, then meet 
with the neighbors again as if they were his own clients, and make revisions to the plan accordingly. If 
the developer cannot do that, her or his proposed development is not acceptable and should be denied by 
the city planner. 

HOMELESS - Homeless lnclusion 
And what about the homeless? During my walk on the site I found what seemed to indicate part of the 
property was used by a homeless person. We should include homeless in the plan. I'm not sure how this 
would equate but it would begin with empathy and the opposite of rejection. If we're not comfortable, we 
don't need to give the homeless person a room to live in, but at the same time we should be open-minded 
to having homeless camping and living on the site harmoniously with the residents. No one is more 
important than anyone else. We are all equal. The homeless person has as much standing as a resident. 
Let's find a way to incorporate homeless people into the design. 

FINANCIAL ANALYSIS 

Perhaps the design is not where it should be because money is a high influence factor. Maybe someone is 
making a lot of money and doesn't want to stop or impede the flow. Who knows who's on the receiving 
end, or how much he, she, or they are receiving. Maybe it is the contractor. Maybe someone gets 
multiple amounts reciprocal to the number of lots developed. Maybe it equates to more tax income for 
the city that motivates the city to have as many units as possible. Maybe the planner gets a cut. Maybe 
the person who wrote the environmental impact statement gets repeat business and doesn't want to stop 
that so the report was oriented to favor that person's fmancial continuation. ln short, an analysis should 
be done on who is making money for doing what functions in what amount of time, and how much 
money. This shouldn't be considered taboo. There's nothing wrong with knowing exactly how much 
everyone is making. If it is found there is a financial interest blockading the progress of a good and 
acceptable development, then we can remove that problem (I think). 

AESTHETIC ANALYSIS 

VERTICAL VIEWS 
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Plan-view drawings - yah! They can look great. Some people.don't know how to read them. Whatever 
the reason or opinion, you get a whole different view from the ground on-site. I looked at the aerial 
photographs and plans and had in mind what the site would look like, then I actually experienced it, three­
dimensionally, one-to-one scale, with my feet on the ground. The first hit was the height apparent. i was 
amazed at how tall the Cottonwoods were along the property border in the Riparian Forest. They are 
TALL. They make a beautiful screen. Their height is proportionate to the horizontal scale of the field, 
and they are echoed by the tall allee of California Incense Cedars planted by one of the neighbors. 
Another example, the next hit, was the obnoxious height and extent of the Himalayan Blackberry, an 
invasive specie. And then I saw a grand old mature Apple tree. Wow! In short, vertical. All neighbor's 
houses are more or less one story in height. They blend right in. The proposed vertical design, and the 
design in general, must be in scale with neighbors' houses, the built context, and the rhythm, forms, 
texture, and scale of the environment. 

ZONING APPROPRIATENESS 
Though planning may have this area zoned for a certain density, it may be too high for the area. This is 
apparent through what I call DENSITY CONTRAST. What I mean by this is the contrast between the 
existing density and the proposed and planned density. The existing density I would estimate at four (4) 
houses per acre. It looks just fme in reality. The proposed density is 28 "units," which I estimate to 
prorate to 14 houses per acre. This is more than three times the density of the existing context. It does 
not look good, even in plan view. It is too tight and dense. It creeps over valuable horizontal grassland 
and ruins the proportion, beauty, and impact the meadow has in its entirety. And, judging from the 
neighbors' instinctual unanimous rejection of the development, untrained eyes can recognize zoning 
density that is too tight, even in plan view. This is another one of those COMMON SENSE studies. You 
don't need code to know 2i8 units is too dense. If you were to prorate the existing 4 houses per acre to 
this site, assuming it to be two acres, then you would revise the density to be six to eight total residences 
for the development, and the common house would be included i n  that 6 to 8 number. 

'\ Another dimension of zoning appropriateness is NEIGHBOR APPROVAL. While per code, R -1 
maximum density of 14 residences per acre may be on the books as appropriate for the area, we should 
look also to neighbors: Their sense of the matter is of importance. What I note here is that most all the 
neighbors in the two neighborhoods are against the development, in large part to the high density in 
relation to existing. The issue at hand is this: code allows this density and most neighbors are against it. 
Which is more important: neighbors or code? Which has more weight? Since many neighbors are 
against it, I believe more weight should be given to the neighbors. After all, this is their neighborhood. 
Their pulse defines their space. How dare anyone come in and strong-arm a vividly different project­
density under the shirt-tail of city code? The code is a gliideline to serve residents, not a law to. enforce 
upon unwilling serfs. The proposed density is so much greater than the existing surrounding environs and 
also the voice of most neighbors. This is compelling. 

Observing the state of this place brings even another dynamic that would be good study to modifY 
existing city code. Density should be ranked in hierarchy to existing conditions. Some places higher 
density is more appropriate. While we want to reuse spaces and infill existing developed spaces to keep 
growing population within the urban growth boundary, at the same time new-development-density needs 
to be commensurate with the surrounding density and natural conditions of the environment. What we 
have here is a relatively undeveloped riparian forest (bike path only), spacious renmant farmland 
(assuming from the remnant fruit trees and exotic pasture grasses). Yes, it is an "undeveloped" lot, but it 
is part of the continuum of the quiet rural riparian landscape here experienced. And it is surrounded by 
relatively low density that has been established this way for decades. Here is not the place to juxtapose 
density that is 3.5 times greater than the surrounding environment, even though the books say R-1. 

A better place for this maximum 14 per acre density would be downtown Eugene, where you can stack up 
units in a multi-story building that blends with the cityscape. Same proposed density, two different 
environments. You have to "prorate" zoning density according the the current, established environment, 
not just because a zoning map defines the particular area to be a final number. This dynamic has not been 
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adequately addressed. I believe it will only be sufficiently confronted until approved density is similar to 
the established density of the surrounding envirorunent and its natural, non-human-made features. 

This is one of the first co-housing projects. Don't get too enthusiastic. You're like a kid in a candy store. 
Develop it, but do it well. Be conservative. Make density low. Blend with neighbors and envirorunent. 
Set a good example. Build upon that. Future co-housing developments can use this project as a model if 
it develops in density-harmony as its surrounding envirorunent. Denser co-housing projects can go in the 
city center and places where density is already dense. 

OLD-NEW CONTRAST 
All of the existing residences look seasoned-in. They're not all old, but they look similar. They are in 
scale age-wise to the maturity and size of their landscaping. They fit with the casual loose gravel drive 
that is their road into their residences. No lines are rigid and straight. There are no concrete curbs. There 
is no black hot-mix asphalt with reflective plastic-paint foglines. There are no concrete sidewalks. The 
road is not wide. It is quaint and lovely. Now, if you contrast this to what will be built right next to this 
charming old-fashioned neighborhood - brand new, with sharp straight edges (house walls, concrete 
walks, asphalt drive, brand new chainlink fence, landscape beds, street trees and plants installed in a 
formula-driven on-center fashion), all tall, wide, and tight, then you are going to have a vivid contrast 
between what exists here and what was just built. And it is permanent. Why bother with all that trauma? 
Don't approve it. Revise accordingly, to BLEND new with old, to MINIMIZE contrast, and I am sure 
you will garner approval from the neighbors more readily. 

FILL-CUT CONTRAST 
The gentleman whom I spoke with gave me a quick tour of the site. He told me there would be four feet 
of gravel fill to make the development level. This creates a fill-cut contrast. The built contrasts with the 
existing grade in a most repulsive way. I charge you, this will be most obvious. It will be the constant 
eyesore that whimpers and cries and yells and screams continuously for attention. You will not be able to 
ignore it. The design MUST be revised to remove these kinds of elevation arguments. It is more than 
being clever, it is more than being responsible, it is more than being creative. You are going to have to do 
some soul-searching to find the right design solution that makes sense, and it must be as much as 
compelling as the repulsiveness of inches to feet of fill. Fill-cut contrast not allowed. Revise. 

HOUSE SCALE, SPACING, AND VIEWS BETWEEN 
The houses themselves. Scale should be in keeping with surrounding houses. Cottage-like or whatever, 
one story in height. Small. Groups of small. Groups not too wide. Spacing should be proportional to the 
scale of the houses or groups of houses, and to the generous horizontal plane of the field, and the great 
height of the Cottonwood walL Spacing should be enough to provide liberal views through open 
landscaping, unimpeded, to the great Riparian Forest. My intuitive sense says the distance between 
houses should be equal to or greater than the width of house or group of houses. 

RHYTHM OF GROUPS OF HOUSES 
All houses, as a single unit, should respond to the context. Often the layout is established to cram in the 
maximum number of units per acre. Sometimes time is a constraint. Whatever the reason, the units and 
administrative house look like a big blob in plan view. There is no seeming rhythm or sense, or 
relationship to this place. Revisions are called for here, too. When density is lowered from 14 to 4, or 
whatever lower number is decided upon, then the houses or groups of houses should be moved about in 
plan view to establish a pleasing rhythm and relationship to everything else. Even entry drives and 
ancillary buildings should be part of this rhythm. I am not sold on a row of separate garages. It's like a 
pic-a-dilly mix 'n match. Revise the drawing. Have some fun. Make it sing. Make the neighbors cheer. 
You can do it. Make it beautiful. Get the beauty irito it. 

HOUSE APPEARANCE - PERSPECTIVE 
Show houses in perspective, the way people see it when they go on a walk. Don't fill the background 
with fake stuff. Use a photorealistic background. Show exterior materials and colors and textures. 
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SONIC QUALITIES 
Yes, even a study in what we hear. The sonic qualities of this place. For instance, I was impressed with 
the quietness. Quietness was a sound. It was absence of sound. It was beautiful. And there was the 
sound of the river, increasing as I became nearer and nearer. What a delightful purling sound. As 
refreshing as clean scent was the sound of moving water en masse. Can you dream in your design and 
revisions how to embrace, encourage, and fortifY these sounds, and minimize obnoxious human-generated 
noises? Can you make it a reality? Start by studying it. Nothing will happen to further sound­
pleasantness unless you study it. 

FRESHNESS/PERFUME 
Scent is also a study that should be done. Without any cost to me, given freely, a beautiful gift, were the 
lovely bouquets of fragrance that wafted about. First of all, on the walk through the quaint wooden gate, 
down a soil path, was the lovely perfume of California Incense Cedar - those tall old trees, a piquant 
resinous sweet odor. Very centering and attention-getting, though subliminal. And then, crossing the 
threshold of the huuunocks down onto the bike path and right to the edge of the furious fall-rain-fed river, 
that most wonderful smell of duff. Whatever it is, Cottonwood sap, falling Bigleaf Maple leaves, 
saturated clay soil, they all conspired to make that delicately sweet smell that intoxicates, in your internal 
person, that cotton candy sweetness that is the singing of the trees to your nose. You might say, what the 
hell does that have to do with houses?! ! !  You might think nothing. I think everything. Houses should 
not get in the way of that dance. I don't believe any of the existing houses are fighting too badly with it. 

I have reservations that a dam of tall impassable buildings could indeed block the flow. Go to sleep and 
dream. Stop thinking about money. Stop thinking about density. Stop thinking about formula-driven 
code and regulation. Put that all aside. Become a child again. Give yourself the freedom to be free, to 
play, to let your spirit have joy. Go down there, in dream, in reality. Open your mind. Open your nose. 
Come back to the design studio and revise accordingly. I am sure you will come up with some profound 
revelations: 

BIRDSONG 
I could have put this with sonic qualities, but I didn't. I don't want to. It is different. It is not so much 
sonic, and it is not so much a study of birds. But what we need to ask ourselves is, will the birds want to 
live here? I mean, will they want to live in or near the houses that are proposed to be built? Will they 
choose to associate with the residents? You know they're smarter and more intuitive and social than we 
give them credit. Their presence or absence is telling to what they think of us. Do we need to wait until 
it's all built to fmd out the verdict? I don't think so. I believe we have the capacity to know if they'll be 
attracted or repelled, their propensity to engage and be part of our world as long as we do our part to 
respect them, at the very least. We respect them when we think about them, are conscious of them, listen 
to their conversations and song, consider them our equals and not better than them. Most of this more 
than likely is subconscious, but we must will in our conscious to honor them, before the subconscious 
follows into reality. 

If you don't think the birds are as important a consideration as the pressure per square foot of fmished 
concrete is, then your design is not going to be right. Feed the birds, tuppence a bag. Tum your talker off 
and your ears on. Go out and spend some time in the hinterland of that backyard meadow and riparian 
forest. You will soon hear chickadee-dee-dee and later, peee-yerrrrr and later, kak kak kak kak kak, then 
later to your surprise, overhead, ho-onk ho-onk ho-onk, ho-onk. You might start understanding it. Your 
spirit certainly will start comprehending. I am sure you will come back to the drawing board with some 
amazing design ideas. Your friends are waiting for you. 

ACROSS RIVER STUDY 
What about the aesthetics happening the other side of the river? Those high-rise apartments going up? 
Those vertical walls of plywood? The scale, the height? The clabbering noise of the hammers and 
construction? What do you think of it? Does it set well with you? Does it blend? Is it in scale spatially, 
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sonically, ecologically? How does it come out from the above study-parameters? Don't you think a study 
across the river would be a good study? 

BIKE-PEDESTRIAN-DOG CORRIDORS 
As a final suggested study, go to that 12-foot-wide strip of black asphalt running parallel to the 
Willamette River. Spend an hour, better two or three. Better a day, or even two. Get to know that allee. 
Talk with the passers-by. Try to understand the bikers. See if you can pet a dog or two. Ask for its 
name. Is the dog friendly or hostile? Is this the dog's fault or yours? Now, be quiet and meditate. 
Separate yourself. Think about the relationship of this space to the existing built space. It's at peace. It 
balances. It works. Think about the relationship of this space to the proposed built space. Can you 
believe with all your heart that the exact same relationship will result? If there is inner conflict you want 
to ignore, reason out, fight, why do it? There's no harm in accepting the flow. Listen to what you are 
getting. It's as valid as your AutoCAD comma�ds. You can even understand what the dog is saying . 
through her or his spirit and body and face and tail. You will understand. Will you respond? 



TAYLOR Becky G 

/ ( .'rom: j h <scarab808@hotmail.com> 
Tuesday, October 15, 2013 10:53 PM 
TAYLOR Becky G 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Categories: 

Hi Becky, 

Oakleigh Cohousing PDT Rebuttal Response 

Follow up 
Completed 

Red Category 

Thanks for the emails you sent me and for the link to the uploaded testimony site. I read that there was a 
deadline for submitting response comments by Wednesday, Oct 1 5  at 5:00pm. Below is my submission I would · 
like to add to the rebuttaL 

Oakleigh Meadow Hearings Official: 

I don't live in the area in question, but am very concerned about the negative impact of this project The bike 

{ 'tails are very important to me personally and I don't want to see their natural beauty ruined by housing or 
" ousiness developments. I believe that the Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing project would be a detriment to the 

community and the natural environment and should not be realized. 

( 

Sincerely, 

Jennifer Holst 
1 582 Hackamore Way 
Eugene, OR 97401 

1 
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October 8 ,  2013 

Becky Taylor 
Associate Planner 
City of Eugene 

Re: Oakleigh Meadow Cohousi ng 

Dear Becky: 

I am writing to you in  support of Oak leigh Meadow Cohousing (OMC). As a 30 year resident of 
Eugene and president of Essex General Construction , I've been involved i n  construction projects in 
Eugene and the surround ing area since 1975 .. Many of the bu ildings Essex has constructed since 
2000 are multi-fa miry housing, including market-rate, affordable and student housing. These 
include two LEED Platinum and two LEED Gold developments. This. experience has made it 
essentia l  that I und erstand the City's codes and its overal l  planning vision, as eXpressed \11 Env'ision 
Eugene. Additionally, l've also read extensively about cohousing, and reviewed OMC's plans. 

I bel.ieve that OMC epitomizes the type of dewetopment encouraged by Envision Eugene, by utilizing 
' land within the urban growth boundary. Additionally, people liVing In this commun ity can easily 

access alternatiVe modes of transportation, based on their proximity to the bike path and a major 
bus line. The site is also with in  easy Walking d istance of an elementary school, and neighborhood 
bUsinesses. These transportation attributes will lessen the residents' contribution to greenhouse gas 
em issions, soiT]ething we a l l  support. The density ofthis development is less than what the site 
cow ld potentially accommodate based on City codes, and its desigh will enhance the surrounding 
neighborhood, 

r fully support OMC and encourage the City of EugenE? to. do the same, If you have any questions, 
please contact me anytime. 

Sincerely, 

Jo11 Texter 
Essex Generat Construction, I nc· 

4284 W. 7• Avenue, Eugene, Oregi>n 97402 Ill 541-ii424!jffi Ill \'i'MV.��ex�C·,com Ill CCS#54531 
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Neighbor Report Recommending Denial of Land Use Applications 
PDT 13-0001 and WG 13-0001 

October 9, 2013 
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· Neighbor Report Recommending Denial of Land Use Application 
PDT 13-0001 and WG 13-0001 

Application File Name (Number): 
Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing (PDT 13-1) and (WG 13-1) 

Applicant's Request: 
Tentative P)anned Unit Development and Willamette Greenway Pennit approval for a 28-unit 
cohousing development. 

Applicant 
Oakleigh Meadow LLC (OMC) 

Subject Property/Location: 
Tax Lot 5500 of Assessor's Map 17-04-24-24 and Tax Lot 400 of Assessor's Map 17-04-24-13; 
Located at the east terminus of Oakleigh Lane. 

Prepared by: Oakleigh and McClure Neighbors 

Lead Authors - Bryn Thoms, John Fenn, Lara Bovilsky, Terrence Killian, Lauren Regan 

Supporting Authors - Sandy Thoms, Shawn Johnson, Maj Hutchinson, Anne Love, Tammy Crafton, 
Cecelia Baxter-Heintz, Jill Bushelman, Rich Dambrov, Rachel Stedman, Scott Stedman, Jamil Jona, 
Karen Fleener-Gould, Lisa Gilman. 

The following residents of the Oakleigh Area neighborhood endorse the recommendations of this 
document: 

108 Oakleigh Ln Fonda Holcomb 
109 Oakleigh Ln Simon and Lanrie Trautman 
1 1 0  Oakleigh Ln (downstairs) Loretta and James Bradley; James Richardson 
1 1 0  Oakleigh Ln (upstairs) Cindy Colman and Jack Poe 
1 1 1  Oakleigh Ln Jolm Fenn and Lisa Gilman 
1 12 Oakleigh Ln Tim and Jen 
1 13 Oakleigh Ln Shawn Jolmson 
1 14 Oakleigh Ln Maj and Ethan Hutchinson 
1 15 Oakleigh Ln Olive Rossman 
1 16 Oakleigh Ln Lara Bovilsky and Terrence Killian 

· 1 17 Oakleigh Ln Ta=y and Terry Crafton 
1 1 9  Oakleigh Ln Rich Dambrov and Jackie Marlette 
121 Oakleigh Ln- vacant 
123 Oakleigh Ln Karen Fleener-Gould and Scott Gould 
130 Oakleigh Ln Michelle Schmidt and Dave Edwards 
1 3 1  Oakleigh Ln Rachel and Scott Stedman 
132 Oakleigh Ln Lorraine Thompson, Ben Barrow, Myrtle Borden, and Mark Carmichael 
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133 Oakleigh Ln Anne and Terry Love 
135 Oakleigh Ln Bryn and Sandy Thoms 
1 60 Oakleigh Ln Lauren Regan 

101  McClure Ln Sam Lochen 
103 McClure Ln Daneen K. Justice 
105 McClure Ln Judy Scott 
106 McClure Ln John and Kathleen Wilt 
108 McClure Ln josh Erickson and Gary Flores 
1 1 1  McClure Ln Jesse Thomas 
1 1 3  McClure Ln Jill and Bruce Bushehnan, and Morgan Sims Bushehnan 
1 14 McClure Ln Sabine Wilke 
1 1 6  McClure Ln Matt Walker and Lisa Chin 
1 18 McClure Ln Paul Heintz and Cecilia Baxter 
1 19 McClure Ln Jake and Molly Beckwith 
122 McClure Ln Eric M. Sparks 
126 McClure Ln David Cutting 
127McClure Ln Tony Town 
128 McClure Ln Dean Nussbaum 

100 % of the residents on Oakleigh Lane and 75% of the residents on McClure Lane do not 
support the OMC project as it is proposed in the PDT 13-1 and WG 13-1 applications. 

Additional Opposition 

107 Hansen Ln Rick Rubin 
395 Hawthorne Ave. Tom and Barbara Sims 
440 W. 1st Ave Metal Building Structures, Inc. (97401) 

Bruce Bushehnan, President 
David Weber, Vice President 

1 800 Silvan St Brandon Bushehnan (97403) 
90 I River Rd at McClure Ln Lonches To Go 

Margarita Hiceh 
Arturo Gaona 

552 W. l lth Ave Azul Bahlstrom-Eckman 

Introduction 

This report presents reasons supporting our contention that the proposed Planned Unit Development land 
use application (PDT 13-1) and associated Willamette Greenway permit application (WG 13-1) should 
not be approved. The general points of opposition are directly tied to the density and size. If the size of 
the proposed development were reduced,. many of the concerns from the neighborhood would be partially 
alleviated. Depending on the amount of reduction, neighbors could potentially once again begin to 
support the project. Figore 1 presents the location of the site. Figore 2 presents a satellite image of the 
project and surrounding properties. 

· 
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This report was predominantly prepared by Bryn Thoms (135 Oakeligh Lane) with assistance from the 
lead authors presented above. The supporting authors, along with the lead authors have prepared letters 
of opposition, email correspondence citing code and applicability, collected photos and neighborhood 
data, posted signs in the community, prepared articles for local media, contacted community and 
organization leaders, attended neighborhood meetings and mediation sessions with OMC, planned, 
strategized, offered emotional and social support. The neighborhood group is reasonable, empathetic, 
strong, and have become very coordinated. They have also shown solid attempts to work with OMC and 
have concerns about the financial well-being of the people involved. 

It should also be pointed out that much of the argument and story presented by OMC is based on the idea 
that society needs community within an assumed bleak wasteland of suburban sprawl and concrete. A 
common talking point presented by OMC is the notion that in our society we can't go next door to our 
neighbor for cup· of sugar. This is a line pulled directly from Chuck Durrett's cohousing book and it 
continues to be presented to the public as an attempt to persuade the public that the neighborhood needs 
cohousing. OMC has somehow forgotten that the neighborhood already has community and is stronger 
and tighter now, more than they ever have been. The OMC proposal has actually caused a significant rift 
between the landowners and many of the neighbors The neighbors do not necessarily need nor want more 
community in the form of a large and dense condominium complex forced into the area. We already 
borrow cups of sugar, watch each other's kids, take care of each other's dogs, and have dinners with each 
other. 

The cohousing lifestyle has a strong hold on the applicant and the land owner. Something that is often 
forgotten by the applicant is that the lifestyle of cohousmg does not run with the land and that the 
property could be transferred to another owner uninterested in cohousing or the cohousing lifestyle could 
simply go away. This would leave a disruptive condominium complex in the quiet neighborhood. The 
neighborhood strongly urges the Hearings Official to look beyond the lifestyle arguments presented by 
OMC and focus on the applicable code and rules, thus basing the decision on land use, both current and 
future. 

This report is broken down into individual sections, which presents the concerns of the neighborhood as 
they apply to appropriate code, metropolitan plans, and State rules. The neighborhood strongly believes 
many of these rules and plans have been grossly abused by the applicant. In addition, the neighborhood 
also has concerns that City planning staff and management all too often allow "infill" to rise above the 
equally important aspects of The Metro Plan, "retain neighborhood character" and "create open space". 

Lead Author Credentials -

Bryn Thoms, RG- Mr. Thoms is a Registered Geologist with the State of Oregon (#1805) and has 
worked in the Environmental Cleanup Industry for 22 years. He has a BS in Geology from Oregon State 
University, worked for an enviromnental consulting frrm for 7 years and Oregon Department of 
Environmental Quality (DEQ) for 15 years. At DEQ, Mr. Thoms oversees the cleanup of soil and 
groundwater contamination, interprets Oregon Administrative Rules with regards to completion of 
cleanups, the adequacy of consultant's work, prepares liability documentation in support of Oregon � 

Department of Justice cleanup orders, and works with large corporations building agreements to conduct 
high priority cleanup. He is also proficient at preparing staff reports that support DEQ's decisions 
regarding cleanup of hazardous substances and the protection of human health and the environment. 

John Fenn, PhD. - Mr. Fenn holds a doctoral degree in Folklore and Ethnomusicology from Indiana 
University, and is an Assistant Professor in the Arts and Administration Program at the University of 
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Oregon. Within this position he has pursued connunity-based arts and culture work in and around 
Eugene, including working with faculty and staff in the Department of Architecture and the Department 
of Planning, Public Policy and Management on projects associated with the UO Sustainable Cities 
Initiative. 

· 

Lara Bovilsky, PhD. - Ms. Bovilsky is Associate Professor and Director of Graduate Studies in the 
English Department at the University of Oregon. Her work as an administrator involves, among other 
things, helping connunities flourish and work together, and maximizing the mutual benefit of interest 
groups with competing needs and different levels of institutional power. 

Terrence S. Killian, LMSW- Mr. Killian is Vice President of Trillium Family Services, Oregon's largest 
children's mental health provider. He is a Licensed Master of Social Work, and operates Trillium's 
Children's Farm Home facility in Corvallis, a 300-acre residential mental health campus for behaviorally 
disordered and mentally ill children. In his work, Mr. Killian daily works with state regulatory agencies to 
interpret and enact Oregon Administrative Rules. In addition, he has for several years been involved with 
the remodeling and building of new residential facilities, requiring a thorough understanding of large 
construction projects and project management. 

Maj Hutchinson, BA,BS. Ms. Hutchinsonis a graduate student in Special Education at the University of 
Oregon. She founded and ran a community and youth development nonprofit organization, LEAD. She 
worked collaboratively with disparate groups to create a truly repre�entative connunity teen center 
downtown, Nuestro Lugar that provided bilingual services to hundreds of youth and families. Ms. 
Hutchinson is an experienced diversity trainer and community organizer of 15 years. 

Neighborhood Character 

The character of Oakleigh Lane (as with McClure Lane) is overwhelmingly that of detached single-family 
hoines set on deep lots. With regards to both footprint of buildings and value of units, the proposed OMC 
development disrupts the existing character of both streets and, therefore, the larger neighborhood. Data 
and discussion that follows pertains mostly to Oakleigh Lane given the more immediate and direct impact 
the OMC development would have on that street, but comparisons with data from McClure bear similar 
results (Table 1 ). 

The largest house on Oakleigh Lane has a footprint of approximately 1700 sq. ft., with a livable space of 
2116 sq. ft.; it is a two-stoi:y structure, of which there are only four tota:l (out of twenty units on the 
stniet). The smallest house on Oakleigh Lane has both footprint and liveable area of772 sq. ft .. The 
average size of housing (livable space) on the street across all units, single and double story, is 1368 sq. 
ft.  

The 28 proposed housing units in the OMC development are spread across 7 buildings, with the large 
"common house'; comprising an 8th building. The footprints of these 7 buildings range from 3600 sq. ft. 
to 1750 .sq. ft., with the smallest roughly equaling the footprint of the largest extant structure on Oakleigh. 
Since all of the OMC bUildings are two-story, the livable space is double the footprint, thus ranging from 
7200 sq. ft. to 3500 sq. ft. Compared with the houses already on Oakleigh Lane, the absolute size of the 
proposed OMC residential buildings drastically disrupts the physical character of the neighborhood. This 
comparison does not account for the "common house" in the OMC proposal which appears to be 
approximately 4000 sq.ft. (though is not accounted for in any visible way on the site plans with regards to 
actual size). Similar imbalance in relative building sizes results when compared with houses on McClure 
Lane, as illustrated via Table 1. · 
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Character incompatibility between the proposed OMC development and the housing already in the 
neighborhood can also be seen with regards to relative values (prices) of property and houses. Currently 
available estimates put the average value of a house on Oakleigh at $177,028, with average value on 
McClure being $208,774. The highest appraisal value on Oakleigh (as of September 2013) is $232,300, 
and the highest on McClure is $287,087. In contrast, the average per-unit price for housing in the 
proposed OMC development is approximately $283,570. The lowest priced unit in the most recent OMC · 

scenario is approximately $200,000 (2br/1 bth) while the highest price is upwards of $360,000 ( 4br/3bth). 
This range is well beyond the housing values on the two adjacent streets, presenting a financial disparity 
that further disrupts the character of the neighborhood. The more than $100,000 difference between 
average value of a house on Oakleigh, and average value/price of a unit in OMC, more than adequately 
illustrates this claim. 

The average setback for buildings on Oakleigh Lane is 35 ft from the ROW. This is significantly 
different than the proposed setback for Building 1 which is proposed to be located within 1 foot of the 
new north property line (City Staff Report recommended 33 ft ROW width pushing the new prop line 13 
feet south of the existing). This report recommends a fuU 45 ft ROW for the whole portion of Oakleigh 
lane that abuts the project site. By keeping Building 1 where it is, it would end up being in the ROW. 

EC 9.832.0 (13) "The proposed development shall be reasonably compatible and harmonious with 
adjacent and nearby land uses." 

Across the factors of physical size, economic value, and setbacks, the proposed OMC development 
represents a significant shift in the existing character and rhythm of the neighborhood of Oakleigh Lane 
and McClure Lane. This shift is neither reasonably "compatible" nor "harmonious" with the immediate 
and adjacent land use, and, as such, we propose that the OMC development fails to meet City of Eugene 
PUD code section 9.8320(13) and the PUD application should be denied. 

In addition, a letter with attachments (Appendix A)was prepared early in the public comment period 
which illustrates the difference between 3 cohousing projects in California created by McCamat&Durrett 
(architect for OMC) and the proposed OMC project and how they relate to the surrounding land use. The 
surrounding land use in the three projects from California is clearly quite different than surrounding land 
use for the proposed OMC project. Those projects in California inay have been more compatible and 
harmonious to the surrounding land use, but this is not the case for the OMC project. 

Traffic 
The argument about traffic has probably been the most discussed among the neighborhood. Early 
discussion with planning staff regarding the classification of Oakleigh Lane has created a lot of concern 
and doubt from the neighbors about the City's understanding of Oakleigh Lane. There are numerous 
letters of opposition regarding the impact that the new development would have on traffic safety on 
Oakleigh Lane. The neighborhood presented this argument at the Hearing with the main point being that 
Oakleigh Lane and McClure lane, as well as several other dead-end roads .in the area are unique and 
should not be classified as a low volume residential road, as the City has done in their staff report. 

Oakleigh lane is about 1/4 mile long, dead-ends at the east end, has a 20 ft wide right-of-way (ROW), has 
20 ft width or less of pavement, and is situated between the Willamette River (and Greenway) on the east 
. and River Road on the west. River Road (RR) is a 4 lane main arterial with a center tum lane and 40 mile 
per hour spee_d limit. There are no street connections to other roads.on Oakleigh Lane, thus the only way 
in and the only way out is through the intersection at RR and Oakleigh Lane. There is no traffic signal at 
the intersection of Oakleigh Lane and RR and there is a commcerial district at the west end of Oakleigh 
that adds additional traffic to the intersection of Oakleigh and RR. 
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The City's staff report is in error regarding the designation of Oakleigh Lane as a low volume residential 
road based on the City's perception that there are 25 residential lots on Oakleigh Lane. Currently, 
Oakleigh Lane has 23 residential tax lots and 20 existing residential units (Figure 3). Excerpt is presented 
below (from Page 12, 4th paragraph). 

Pursuant to EC 9 .6850 Dedication of Publ ic Ways. as a conditio'n of any development, the City may 
requ i re ded ication of publ ic ways for bicycle and/or pedestrian use as well as for streets a n d  alleys, 
provided the City makes findings to demonstrate consistency with constitutional requirements. The 
public ways for streets to be dedicated to the public by the applicant shall conform to the adopted 
right-of-way map and EC Table 9.6870. EC 9.6870 Street Width confirms that the required right-of­
way width for Oakleigh Lane is 45 feet, based on the street functioning as a Low-Volume Residential 
Street. P ublic Works staff confirms that there are currently 25 residential tax lots along Oakleigh Lane, 
and with the. addition of 29 dwelling units proposed by the subject development, the Average Daily 
Traffic (ADT) would be greater than 500 trips per day, which is within the expected 250-750 ADT range 
fo� low-volume streets. 

By definition, a road that serves less than 25 residential lots is considered an access lane according to 
Eugene Arterial & Collector Street Plan (ACSP, November, 1999) adopted by the City as Resolution No. 
4608 and Ordnance No. 201 8 1  (excerpt presented in Appendix B). The ACSP defines the access lane as 
having less than 250 ADT. If the Institute of Transportation Engineer (lTE) Trip Generation Manual 
models the number of ADT per day for single family detached dwellings as 1 0  ADT, then Oakleigh lane 
currently has 200 ADT at the intersection of Oakleigh and RR. Page 15, last two paragraphs of the Staff 
Report states that the proposed development would increase the ADT on Oakleigh by 164. The 
anticipated ADT for the intersection of Oakleigh and RR would then be 3 64, which significantly exceeds 
the Access Lane ADT maximum of250. Appendix C presents photos of Oakleigh Lane and photos of 
RR area low volume residential roads. 

To add, per Lane Code 15.010(35)(e)(v) a Local Access Road is defined as follows: 
(v) Local Access Road. A Public Road that is not a County road, state highway; or federal road. 
Pursuant to ORS 368, the County and its officers, employees and/or agents, is not liable for 
failure to improve Local Access Roads and is not liable to keep Local Access Roads in repair. 
The County shall spend County moneys on Local Access Roads only if it deterroines that the 
work is an emergency or if: 

( aa) the Director recommends the expenditure; and 

(b b) the public use of the road justifies the expenditure proposed; and 

( cc) the Board enacts an order or resolution authorizing the work and designating the work to be 
either a single project or a continuing program. 

A portion of Oakleigh Lane remains in Lane County jurisdiction and is referred to by the County as an 
access road. A portion of the road is in City jurisdiction. The City Public Works Department refered to 
Oakleigh lane during a conversation with Bryn Thorns on August 25th, 2013, as a local access road and 
even Steven Ochs, city planner referred to Oakleigh Lane as a local access road during a conversation 
with Bryn Thoms on about August 26th, 20 1 3 .  This suggests that the road should be classified as an 
access road and should have a limit of250 ADT. In addition, the lane is longer than 400 feet which is the 
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maximum length for a cul-de-sac and the lane is longer than 600 feet which is the maximum block length 
between street connections. (EC references below) 

9.6820 

9.6810 

Cui-de-Sacs or Emergency Vehicle Turnarounds. 
(1) Except for streets that are less than 150 feet long and streets that will be extended in 

the future, all streets that terminate shall be designed as a cul-de-sac bulb or an 
emergency vehicle tumaround. 

(2) Jf a street will be extended in the future, a temporary easement shall be provided and 
an emergency vehicle tumaround shall be constructed. 

(3) There shall be no cul-de-sacs more than 400 feet long from the centerline of the 
intersecting street to the radius point of the cul-de-sac bulb. 

Block Length, Block length for local streets shall not exceed 600 feet, unless an exception 
is granted based on one or more of the following: 

(1) Physical conditions preclude a block length 600 feet or less. Such conditions 
may include, but are not limited to, topography or. the existence of natural resource areas 
such as wetlands, ponds, streams, channels, rivers, lakes or upland wildlife habitat area, or a 
resource on the National Wetland Inventory or under protection by state or federal law. 
(2) Buildings or other existing development on adjacent lands, including previously 

subdivided but vacant lots or parcels, physically preclude a block length 600 feet or 
less, considering the potential for redevelopment: 

. 

(3) An existiog public street or streets terminating at the boundary of the development site 
have a block length exceeding 600 feet, or are situated such that the extension of the 
street(s) ioto the development site would create a block length exceeding 600 feet. ln 
such cases, the block length shall be as close to 600 feet as practicable. 

( 4) As part of a Type II or Type III process, the developer demonstrates that a strict 
application of the 600-foot requirement would result in a street network that is no 
more beneficial to vehicular, pedestrian or bicycle traffic than ·the proposed street 
network and that the proposed street network will acco=odate necessary emergency 
access. 

As an aside, No. 4 above is not applicable because the developer/applicant has not shown that the 
proposed development (with only one access point) would be more beneficial than incorporating 
additional street connections on Oakleigh or McClure. 

In order to maintaio safety and provide the proper ROW for a low density residential road, the City would 
need a 45 ft ROW. Jfthe City were to create the full 45 ft ROW for all of Oakleigh Lane, the front yard 
setbacks of 18 feet for garages and 1 0  feet from houses, would be out of confomity with City's R-1 
standards for most of the lots on Oakleigh. The cost to the City to purchase the land for the ROW would 
be significant as well as the cost to the abutting property owners for full improvements (curbs, gutters, 
sidewalks) at close to $14,000 per 100 ft lineal feet of property abutting Oakleigh Lane. This should not 
be considered minimal impact, nor should it be considered safe. Also, doubling the number of ADT to 
an already undersized road will significantly reduce safetY and is not a minimal impact. 

9.8320 Tentative Planned Unit Development Approval Criteria- General 
(12) The proposed development shall have minimal off-site impacts, including such impacts 

· as traffic, noise, stormwater runoff and enviromnental quality. 

The decrease in safety would be significant and not minimal. ln order to upgrade the lane to proper low 
volume residential standards, would not be minimal. 
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Currently, the wait to get onto RR or get offRR onto Oakleigh can be up to 2 or minutes during peak 
traffic hours. The increased traffic from the proposed development at the very least would increase the 
wait times by 1.5 times at the intersection ofRR and Oakleigh. It would also add to the hurriedness and 
diffic)llty to get onto RR, decreasing safety. 

EC 9.8320 Tentative Planned Unit Development Approval Criteria- General 

(5) The PUD provides safe and adequate transportation systems through compliance with 
the following: 

· 

(a) EC 9.6800 through EC 9.6875 Standards for Streets, Alleys, and Other Public 
Ways (not subject to modifications set forth in subsection (11) below). 

Adding an additional 29 cars to the peak hours will only increase the wait time more and will reduce the 
safety with regards to getting on and offRR. This will reduce the level of service and the safety 
sigoificantly. The applicant has not shown that there will be adequate transportation systems off site. 
The City staff report unfortunately underestimates the effect of the increase in traffic, and the addition of 
29 units worth of cars to Oakleigh Lane will be more than minimally impact Oakleigh Lane. 

In su=ary based on the several articles of evidence and arguments above, the PUD application should 
be denied. 

Net Density 
The following section presents the basis for the net density calculations which are summarized in Table 2 
and .detailed in the calculation notes in Appendix D. The applicant stated in much of the preliminary 
outreach and also most recently in follow-up outreach during the public comment period that the 
maximum allowable density for the project site (TL 400 and TL 5500) is 32 units. This is based on the 
gross maximum allowable density for the 2.3 acre project site and the R:1 maximum allowable density of 
14 units/acre. Public easements, access ways used by the public, or right of ways were not removed from 
the gross acreage to calculate the maximum allowable net density in _the PDT application. The applicant 
has proposed 28 units, but has left out the co=on house as a unit. The common house is proposed to 
have a bedroom, a bathroom, and a kitchen and thus is defined as a unit. The total proposed number of 
units for the OMC project is 29. 

· 

Excerpts from EC 9.2751 are presented below. · 

9.2751 
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Special Development Standards for Table 9.2750. 
• Density. 

· 

(b) For purposes of this section, "net density" is the number of dwelling 
units per acre of land in actual residential use and reserved for the 
exclusive use of the residents in the development, such as common 
open space or recreation facilities. 

(c) For purposes of calculating net density: 
1. . The acreage of land considered PC!rl ot_the residential _u:?e shall 

exclude public and private streets and alleys, public parks, and 
other public facilities. 
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2. In calculating the minimum net density required for a specific Jot or 
development site, the planning director shall round down to the 
previous whole number. 

3. In calculating the maximum net density allowed for a specific Jot or 
development site the planning director shall round up to the next 
whole number only for: 
a. A Jot or development site that is 13,500 square feet or more 

in area; 
b. A lot or development site that is not abutting the boundary 

of, or directly across an a/ley from land zoned R-1; and 
c. Fractions of . 75 or above. 
In all other circumstances, the planning director shall round down 
to the previous whole number. 

Per EC 9.2751 (1) (c) (1) the acreage considered part of the residential use shall exclude public and 
private streets and alleys, .. and other public facilities. According to the code, the following areas on the 
site should be excluded from the gross acreage for the net density calculation: 

• Sanitary sewer easement (20 ft wide) on east property line. Property line runs down middle of 
· the easement so the easement on the property is 10 feet. 
The EWEB water easement (see below) for the connection of the new 6 inch water main in 
McClure to the one in Oakleigh Lane which will cross the OMC project site (referenced in the 
EWEB referral letter, but not presented in the application). The anticipated water line easement 
would go under the access street in the west portion of the property and likely run along the 
south property boundary to the gravel alley on the west side of 1 3 1  McClure. It could go a 
different route, but this seemed most appropriate based on the site plan. 

• Access road width outside of the EWEB water line (another 8 feet to make 22 :ft width) 
• Fire and Garbage turnaround, which should be defined as a public facility because it's used by 

for public uses, just like a public utility. 
• New Oakleigh lane ROW of22.5 :ft for the whole distance of Oakleigh abutting the OMC 

property. See Street Connectivity Section of this report. 
• Adee and Connelly property removal from the gross acreage (see site plan Al.l  ). The City states 

that this portion was already removed form the gross density before the PUD application. 
According to the PUD application Site Plan Sheet AL 1 the property line just north of the 
existing shop building is presented as pending a property line adjustment. This portion of the 
gross area should be removed from the useable density. 
Bike path ROW along north property line 

The EWEB letter refers to the need for a Public Utility Easement (PUE) of 14 feet in width for water line 
looping when not adjacent to the ROW. Water line looping is required per EWEB policy and for Eugene 
Fire Department requirements. Since there is no public ROW that crosses the OMC property, then there 
will have to be a water line easement of 14 ft in width across the OMC property, therefore at a minimum 
the PUB should cross the OMC property from the end of the Oakleigh Lane to the end of McClure Lane. 
For this net density calculation the PUE easement would be assumed to go under the west access road and 

· then follow the south property line to the gravel "alley'' on 1 3 1  McClure, which would also require a PUE 
on that tax lot. This configuration appears to be the least complicating and have the least impact on 
building movement or unit reductions. However, the applicant could modify the plan significantly in 
order to incorporate the 14 :ft easement, which could throw off areas that have been suggested by the City 
to meet code. 
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Based on the infon:ilation above, a total of 0.51 acres should be removed from the total gross net density 
of2.34 acres. Table 2 presents the lengths, widths, and acreage of each of the areas to be removed which 
were scaled off full-sized plans (24"x36" sheet) at 1"=20 feet. The total net acreage for the unit density 
calculation is 1.83 acres. Maximum number of units allowable on the OMC project property is 26 (1 .83 x 
1 4  = 25.7). EC 9,2751 ( l)(c)(3) states to round up when the lot is greater than 13,500 square feet. 

With regards to street connectivity and the potential of having to connect Oak:leigh Lane and McClure 
Lane with a low volume residential road (45 ft ROW), assuming that the EWEB water line easement, 
access road, and the street connection ROW were all overlapping, the additional width beyond the access 
way would be 23 ft (access is 22 ft), together equals 45 ft. Additional acreage to be removed would be 
(320 ft by 23 ft) which would be about 0.17 acres. This would bring the net density down to 1.66 useable 
acres which make the max allowable number of units 23. Ironically, 23 units on 2.3 gross acres is 1 0  
units per acre which is the definition oflow density residential i n  the Metro Plan. 

Metro Plan - Residential (Page 11-G-3) 

This category is expressed in gross acre density ranges. Using gross acres, approximately 32 
percent of the area is availai:Jie for auxiliary uses, such as streets, elementary and junior high 
schools, neighborhood parks, other public facilities, neighborhood commercial services, and 
churches not actually shown on the Metro Plan Diagram. Such auxiliary uses shall be allowed 
within residential designations if compatible with refinement plans, zoning ordinances, and other 
local controls for allowed uses in residential neighborhoods. The division into low, medium, and 
high densities is consistent with that depicted on the Metro Plan Diagram. In other words: 

Low density residential-Through 10 units per gross acre 
Medium density residential-Over 10 through 20 units per gross acre 
High density residential-Over 20 units per gross acre 

The ratio of 14 units per acre in low density zones is very unco=on in Eugene, most likely because 32% 
or so of the gross density is required for public infrastructure. It's qnite clear that both the applicant and 
the City of Eugene Staff Report misrepresented the maximum allowable number of units. With regards to 
outreach, the applicant adamantly misrepresented the maximum allowable number of units by continually 
presenting that "they could have had more units than 28", which is absolutely inaccurate and wrong­
bending hard rules and code in favor of emotional appeal to the value of co-housing and "infill." 

Based on the information above, the application should be denied because the applicant did not provide 
enough evidence to do a proper net density calCulation. The bnildings may have to be shifted 
significantly or units will need to be reduced in order to fulfill the net density requirements. There is not 
enough evidence to show that the application complies with EC 9.2751 or with the Metro Plan. 

Outreach 
The PUD application (which is a Type ill land use application per EC) presents a long list of outreach 
activities that OMC performed as part of the PUD application process. Statewide Planning Goal l 
presents public outreach goals that try to be attained during land use decisions. The Statewide Planning 
Goal is reiterated and refined in the Metro Plan Policy K as presented below. 
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METRO PLAN - SPECIFIC ELEMENTS: (K) CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT ELEMENT 

(Goal) Continue to develop, maintain, and refine programs and procedures 

. that maximize the opportunity for meaningful, ongoing citizen involvement in 

the community's planning and planning implementation processes consistent 

with mandatory statewide planning standards. 

(Policy K.3) Improve and maintain local mechanisms that provide the 

opportunity for residents and property owners in existing residential areas to 

participate in the implementation of policies in the Metro Plan that may 

affect the character of those areas. 

Additionally, the City's PUD application also has more detailed policies that support the intent of the 
Metro Plan policy. The applicant is supposed to perform an initial public meeting early in the process in 
order to address concerns from the neighborhood surrounding the proposed development and to provide 
the opportonity for residents and property owners, . . .  toparticipate in the implementation of policies in the 
Metro Plan that affect the character of those areas. The more detailed intent ofthe meeting and follow-up 
outreach prior to the 30-day public coment period is to see what the neighborhood's concerns are and to 
address them appropriately. The terms "meaningful involvement" and "participate in the implementation" 
would be defined as interactive participation. 

The simplest way to look at this is that if the PUD provides flexibility to the prescriptive R-1 standards 
then the applicant should be asking what the neighbors think about it. Also the applicant should make a 
solid attempt to provide some modifications to satisfy the neighbors. This doesn't mean that the 
neighbors should be able to stop infill or dramatically alter the designs for development on private 
property. It does mean though that the proposal may need to be modified to some degree to satisfy or 
partly satisfy the surrounding neighborhood, which would generally support compatibility with the 
surrounding neighborhood. The applicant did not conduct interactive participation or meaningful 
involvement, because there have been no modifications to the proposal based ·an the neighborhood's 
concerns. 

A summary of outreach events that occurred since February 2013 which also includes a summary of 
mediation between OMC and the neighborhood, is presented as testimony by Sandy Thoms (135 
Oakleigh) in Appendix E. Also in the Appendix is the original outreach notice to the neighbors for the 
February "public meeting". The color figure of the site plan shows much more green in the area of 
Building 1 with a greater setback from Oakleigh lane. It also shows text that offers the public the 
opportonity to help shape the proposed development. Each of the misleading pieces of that document are 
circled in red in the appendix material. The applicant modified the site plan for the application by 
actually pushing Building closer to Oakleigh Lane and by increasing the density from the original 
outreach site plan. The applicant was misleading and misrepresented to the public the true application. 

The goals of public participation as presented in the Metro plan and as part of the PUD application 
policies were not reached and actually they fell far short of meaningful involvement with no participation 
in the implementation. The PUD application should be denied and the applicant should have to begin 
again with proper and meaningful outreach with real concessions for the neighborhood. 
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Fill/Floodplain 

The application has no information regarding fill below the 100 yr floodplain, base flood elevation (BFE). 
Building 2, 4, and 7 will require the grade to be brought up to above 401 ft above mean sea level (arnsl). 
Based on some rough calculations, about 2500 cubic yards of fill will be required to bring the grade to 
BFE. There has been no discussion of this in the application. The City Staff Report conditions the 
reco=endation to approve the final PUD with some form of agreement that the grade will be brought to 
BFE or higher. 

Building 2's eastern edge is located directly on the west side of the sanitary sewer easement. The grade 
beneath the east edge of the building must be raised 3 to 4 feet. With a standard geotechnical slope that 
would support the building, the fill would be required to be placed on the easement. If and when the City 
needs to repair the sewer, would the building need to have temporary shoring to support the building 
during excavation of the sewer? If so, who would pay for it? The City of Eugene or the applicant? This 
may appear to be a somewhat minimal burden on �he. City, but it shows yet another area where the 

· applicant has pushed the development to the limits and beyond. If this setback encroachment is added to 
the rest of the setback encroachments the cumulative effect is not minimal. In addition, movement of the 
garages off the west property line 5 feet to comply with the safety setback, would push the whole project 
5 ft,further out into the floodplain and Building 2 would be partially in the sewer easement. This is not 
acceptable to the City. 

In order to get about 2500 cubic yards of fill to the site, it will take about 125 to 150 trucks (and trailer). 
As pointed out in the traffic section, Oakleigh is not designed. to take the excess traffic, let alone the 
weight from that many dump trucks. If repairs to the surface of Oakleigh are needed, who will pay for 
that? Construction iniplementation will not be a minimal impact to the neighborhood. There is not 
enough evidence to show how the project will comply with Eugene City Code. 

Greenway 

· OMC is applying for a Willamette Greenway permit (EC 9.8800) for a Land Use Change for the whole 
project site (TL 5500 and TL 400) for the proposed PUD. 

The Hearings Official should reject this permit application based on its incompatibility with principles of 
area development laid out in the Lower River Road Concept Plan and with the guidelines laid out in the 
EC 9.8800, presented in and the intent of Statewide Planning Qoal l5.  

Incompatibilities with the Lower River Road Concept Plan 

The Lower River Road Concept Plan was prepared by the City of Eugene in extensive consultation 
with a Co=unity Advisory Committee, specially formed for that purpose in 2007. The Lower River 
Road Concept Plan was acknowledged by the Eugene Planoing Commission on June 22, 2009. The plan 
establishes an approach to balancing conservation, mixed use development (including soroe medium and 
high-density development), and improved transit in the Lower River Road area. 

The Concept Plan offers several principles that the OMC PUD. First, the OMC PUD asks for housing 
density' at the maximum allowable density on the site at the very end of Oakleigh Lane - as far as it is 
possible to be from River Road, and as close as it is possible to get to the river and to publicly-owned 
Greenway lands (the lot includes privately-owned Greenway land). 
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But the Concept Plan states that "Higher density development will be clustered toward the road, and 
gardens, orchards, and lower density development will be located along the river edge of development 
zones" (pp. 7 -8). Here, the OMC PUD inverts the priorities of the Concept Plan. 

Second, the OMC PUD plans to develop multi-family units in 7 separate buildings, while the Concept 
Plan states that for the residential areas outside of the co=ercial zones (including Oakleigh meadow), 
i.e. "R-1 Zoned Areas along River Road .. .  The development goal for these areas is to preserve and 
reinforce the single family ch;,acter of existing R-i zoned properties" (p. 28). Here again, the OMC 
PUD does not follow the priorities and goals of the Concept Plan 

Oakleigh Lane is an prime example of the single-family character of the Lower River Road area; as 
described elsewhere in this document, nearly all the homes on Oakleigh Lane are single-family homes. A 
single building (130-132 Oakleigh) is a rental property with just 2 apartments. The OMC project, with its 
many multi-family properties, is out of character with the street in a manner particularly discouraged by 
the Concept Plan. 

Street Connectivity Exemption 

The applicant presented a flag lot type of development for TL 200, which is the vacant property directly 
abutting the north property boundary ofTL 400 of the OMC project. The applicant is asking for an 
exception to the street connectivity standards. Per EC 9.6815, the applicant shall present a street 
connectivity stody which is supposed to show that the development will not hinder adequate access/street 
service to undeveloped land within a quarter mile of the development site. See below. 

9.6815 Connectivity for Streets. 

(2) Street Connectivity Standards. 

(g) In the context of a Type I I  or Type I l l  land use decision, the city shall 
grant an exception to the standards in subsections (2){b), (c) or (d) if the 
applicant demonstrates that any proposed exceptions are consistent 
with either subsection 1 .  or 2. below: 
1 .  The applicant has provided to the city, at his or her expense, a 

local street connection study that demonstrates: 
a. That the proposed street system meets the intent of street 

connectivity provisions of this land use code as expressed in 
EC 9.681 5{1 ); and 

· 

b. How undeveloped or partially developed properties within a · 
quarter mile can be adequately served by alternative street 
layouts. 

· 

The applicant's street connectivity stody prepared by Access Engineering, dated August 6, 2013 presents 
flag lots in a shadow plat ofTL 200, with access to the property coming in from the southwest comer of 
TL 200 off of Oakleigh lane. The attempt of the shadow plat was to show that the development and 
access is not hindered by the existing Oakleigh ROW width of 20 feet. Thus allowing for the OMC 
project to increase the number of units and push the northern property setbacks. Essentially the applicant 
is proposing to put Building 1, 22 feet south of the existing north property line or the south edge of the 
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existing 20 ft ROW. In addition, Building 1 is proposed to be placed within 16 feet of the existing asphalt 
surface, To summarize, the applicant is trying to squeeze as many units into the project site as possible. 
This does preclude TL 200 from having adequate access for future development. 

The street coni:tectivity study presents a future access road along the west side of TL 200 for three flag 
lots. TL 200 is about 1 acre in size and zoned R-1, so effectively a development on TL 200 could have 14 
units, especially if we ignore the sanitary sewer easement. Essentially the current owner or future owner 
ofTL 200 could place approximately 12 units on TL 200, not simply three lots following standard 
prescriptive R -1 standards (building size and proper setbacks) as is presented in the shadow plat of the 
street connectivity study for OMC project. It should be kept in mind, that if the OMC application is 
approved with limited conditions, as the City Staff Report has recommended, then TL 200 should be able 
to follow the same Planned Unit Development process and develop the lot with potentially 14 units per 
acre. 

· To add to this, TL 5400 and TL 2800 (133 E Hilliard) are all owned by the same owner ofTL 200, thus 
the 3 tax lots could be pulled into a much larger PUD and effectively place 22 to 23 units (total acreage 
1 .7) on the project site as well as connect E Hilliard to Oakleigh Lane. The most cost effective and least 
effect on the Greenway and 100 yr floodplain of the Willamette River, is to place the connector road on 
top of the sanintary sewer easement that runs north-south in the eastern portion of the property which is 
below base flood elevation. In order to connect the streets with limited consumption of net useable 
acreage, a full 45 ft. ROW should be dedicated all the way to the east end ofthe existing Oakleigh Lane 
ROW. The connector street would have to do a dog-leg into TL 200, and most of the cedar trees 
"claimed" for tree preservation by the OMC applicant would have to be removed, but allowing for the full 
45 ft ROW, would significantly decrease the consumption of useable acreage on TL 200 and TL 5400. 

The street connectivity exemption should not be approved, and the application should be denied, because 
the exemption study and proposed 33 ft ROW does not allow for TL 200 to be developed to the maximum 
extent possible. 

West Property Line 

The garages proposed for the west property line are not in compliance with EC setback requirements. 
The applicant has proposed to put the garages west wall directly on the west property line and there is no 
easement on the neighboring property, The owners of the property have stated to· the City that they do not 
plan to provide and easement, thus the garages will have to be moved off the property line by 5 feet. This 
is conditioned in the Staff Report. If the garages have to move by 5 feet, this would push the whole 
project 5 feet further east into the floodplain, pushing Building 2 over the 20 feet wide sewef easement on 
the east. Structures are not allowed to be placed on top of the City sewer easement, thus a unit or 2 may 
have to be removed, or the buildings will need to be rearranged to comply. This could change the whole 
site plan and could be significant enough to suggest that the other portions of the project area may not 
comply. This is too significant of a change to the plan to accept as it is and the PUD application should 
be denied. 

Screening 

The applicant has not proposed screening on any of the property boundaries, Per EC 9.8320 (3) the 
applicant needs to show how the buildings will be screened from the neighboring properties. The staff 
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report did not require screening ill the conditions other than screening around the garbage and recycling 
area. 

9.8320 Tentative Planned Unit Development Approval Criteria- General. 
(3) The PUD will provide adequate screening from surrounding properties 

including, but not limited to, anticipated building locations, bulk, and height. 

The bulk and mass of the 28 ft tall by 80 ft long townhouses is far from bemg compatible or harmonious 
with the neighborillg smgle family detached dwellings. The applicant suggests that the small porches on 
the buildings will contmue the rhythm of the lane. As presented ill the Neighborhood Character section 
above, the buildmgs ill the proposed development will be grossly oversized ill comparison to the 
neighborillg properties. In addition, the density of the buildings or the closeness (1 0 feet apart ill some 
cases) will be significantly tighter and more dense than buildings ill the surroundmg neighborhood. There 
should be screening. 

The applicant proposes no screening on the east property boundary which abutts the public land 
associated with City's West Bank Park of the Willamette River. The applicant is proposmg to use the 
cottonwoods located about 120 feet east of the east property line as screening. However, the cottonwoods 
are located on City property and they may screen the development from the bike path to the river, but they 
do not screen the view of the development from the open meadow on public land. Figure 2 presents the 
location of the meadow. A well worn path is presented on the satellite image ill Figure 2 which is located 
on public land near the west property line of the public land. Public use of the meadow on the public land 
is quite evident. The City's Staff Report Vicillity Map shows property lines shifted east with the 
underlam air photo by about 5 feet, which is a co=on artifact of GIS layerillg. In order to comply with 
EC 9.8320 (3) and the Willamette Greenway permit with regards to retammg the scenic qualities of the 
Greenway, screening should be proposed on the east side of the OMC property and it should be on the 
OMC land, not on public land. 

No screening is proposed along the north side of the development, which is proposed to .include a 13 ft 
bicycle path ROW. The applicant has not specifically stated that the mature cedar trees on TL 200 will be 
used as screening, yet there is no screening proposed between the north wall of Building 2 the north 
property line. The mature cedar trees may be removed for construction of a road to access TL 200 durillg 
development ill the future, thus they should not be considered screening for the OMC development. The 
health of the cedar trees may also be diminished from the construction of the OMC development which 
may require removal of some of the trees. OMC should not get the benefit of uses screening on other 
properties so that they don't have to put screening on their property. No screening is proposed for 
Building 1 which is located Within 1 foot from the proposed north property line (widened ROW). A one 
foot landscape strip leaves little to no room for screening. This is impractical and likely won't provide 
enough room for adequate screening. 

Limited screening on the west property line is proposed on the neighborillg property to the west to screen 
the concrete wall which is proposed as a fire wall of the garage structures and proposed to be placed 
directly on to the property line. The City conditioned approval with the requirement for OMC to retam an 
easement on the neighbor.ing property to allow for a 10 ft spacmg between the garage wall and future 
structures on the west property TL 100. The property owners ofTL 100 have stated that they do not wish 
to allow an easement. The garages might be moved to the east before final PUD approval. If so there is 
still no screening proposed for the west property lme. A concrete wall about 365 ft long by about 8 ft tall 
is not compatible nor is it harmonious with the surroundmg neighborhood. 
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The south property line is similar to the east in that the buildings are pushed to the maximum extent like 
the other buildings on the three other property lines and encroach on the required 5 ft setback, requiring 
easements to be attained on the neighboring properties to the south. 

Tree Preservation 

The applicant has claimed the 25 or so mature cedar trees on TL 200 for preservation. See excerpt from 
. application below. 

Findings: The property hosts a diverse but isolated series of small groups of very 
young fruit and firtrees with some scattered mature trees. The 2.3-acre 
property has approximately 135 existing trees of various groupings. The PUD 
proposes to remove only four (4) city-classified trees , each measuring eight 
inches or more in dia meter at thei r respective DBH: The more mature trees, 
including a row of large Cedars a long the north property line, were selected for 
preservation. No significant trees will be harmed or  removed. A Tree Removal 
Plan is provided with this application as provided by the Project Landscape 
Architect. Please refer to the attached comprehensive proposed landscape 
plans. Specific work shall be approved by a licensed arborist prior to 

EC 9.8320 (4) (b) Tree Preservation, presents several articles of code that discuss what types of trees 
should be preserved and the intent of the code is to have the applicant preserve trees on their project . 
property, not on neighboring properties. There are 2 of the mature cedars that have a significant lean to 
the south. Those two trees will have to come down before Building 2 is constructed because the cost will 
be much lower if the trees can be brought down in one fell cut. With a building below, the trees will need 
to be taking down piece meal so as to not damage any buildings. This increases the cost significantly. 

In addition, as presented in the Street Connectivity section, most of the trees will be removed in order for 
TL 200 to be developed at its full potential. This will likely happen in the future if this PUD is approved. 
It has been pointed out in many of the opposition letters that this PUD will be precedent-setti:rig and will 
encourage other undeveloped properties to be developed in the area. With that in mind, TL 200 will very 

. likely be developed in the future with the most density as possible, which would very likely include 
removal of all or most of the trees. For this reason, the applicant should not be selecting trees on 
neighboring properties to preserve because they may not be there in the future. Once again the applicant 
is putting the burden of trying to meet city code on the neighboring properties. 

· 

The applicant states above that no significant trees will be harmed yet earlier in the paragraph they 
propose to remove only 4 city-classified trees, each measuring eight inches or more in diameter at therr 
respective DBH (diameter at breast height). This is a contradictory statement. A significant tree per EC 
below is the same as the city-classified trees that are to be removed. This just shows that the applicant 
presents misleading arguments and this erodes the validity of the application. 

EC Definitions 
Significant Tree. A living, standing tree having a trunk with a minimum cumulative 
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diameter breast height of 8 inches, or, when there are multiple trunks, having a 
minimum cumulative diameter breast height of 8 inches, considering the 2 largest 
trunks measured at 4.5 feet above mean ground level at the base ofthe trunk or 
trunks. 

Solar Setback 

The following information presents a proper solar setback calculation. The applicant provided an 
improperly calculated solar setback calculation in public co=ent dated September 17, 2013. The 
horizontal setback was presented as the distance from the current north property line to a point at grade 
directly beneath the ridge of Building 1 .  There are two problems with that calculation. 

• The roof pitch is less than 5/12 (per elevations sheet A3 . 1  of application), thus according to 
Eugene City Code (EC) Solar Setback Definition (EC 9 .05) for shade point, the eave or more 
accurately, the north facing dormer-style ridge located on the north wall ofUnit 5 of Building 1 is 
the proper shadepoint. The effective pitch from the dormer ridge to the ridge of Building 1 ridge 
is still less than 5/12. Also the dormer ridge would cast the longest shadow at the azimuth on the 
winter solstice and the dormer is greater than 3 feet wide (shade point definition). The applicant 
stated that the ridge of Building 1 is the Shadepoint, which is inaccurate. Shade point definition 
is presented below. Ridgelines and eaves of Buildings 1 and 2 are oriented almost directly east­
west. 

• The property line used in the setback measurement is the existing north property line, yet with the 
approval of the Planned Unit Development, the right-of-way (ROW) of Oakleigh Lane will be 
widened to 45 feet (22.5 feet each side of the centerline). The centerline will be the current north 
property line of tax lot 400 (map 17 04 24 13) because the full 20 foot ROW of Oakleigh Lane 
was partitioned out of the original Oakleigh plat. Additional information regarding street 
connectivity and diminished value ofTL 200 due to anything less than a 45 foot ROW extending 
to end of the existing Oakleigh street ROW, will be presented in follow-up public testimony. 

Attached is the applicant's email with redline revisions indicating the above mistakes. 

The shade point [SPH] (dornier on north wall) is 22.5 feet above existing grade according to A3.1 (see 
attached excerpt). N>90 feet so N=90, thus: 

SSB = (2.5 x SPH) + (N/2) - 82.5 or 

SSB = (2.5 x 22.5) + (90/2) - 82.5 or 

SSB = 56.25 + 45 - 82.5 or 

SSB = 18.75 feet !It should be noted that a follow-up calculation was presented by the applicant 
which takes into account the 3 ft subtraction of the SPH due to the north-south trending ridge of 
the dormer on the north wall, see below) 

The proper setback from the existing north property line is (22.5 feet [ROW width] + 18.75 feet [setback 
to shade point] + 2 feet [eave depth from wall] = 43.25 feet). Thus the distance from the existing north 
property line to the north wall of proposed Building 1 (at the dormer) should be 4 3.25 feet. 
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Building 2 setback should follow the same calculation for solar setback, yet the ROW width would be 
different. EC 9:2790 ( 4)(b) Existing off-site shade would apply to TL 200 (Map 17 04 24 13) because of · 
the large cedar trees located at the southern edge of the lot, if the trees were to remain. However, if the 
proposed PUD is approved, the same type of PUD would be possible on TL 200, which would likely 
consist of an access road along the south property line. The cedar trees would need to be removed for the 
most appropriate street access. The value of the neighboring property, TL 200, will be diminished by the 
increased shade from Building 2, if the solar setback was not applied. Even if an access road was not 
continued eastward from the end of Oakleigh Lane, several of the cedar trees will likely need to be 
removed because of a southerly lean and potentially may need to be removed due to illness or from 
distress from the proposed construction of the OMC development. . . I . 

Building 2 should have a setback from the North Property line ofl8.75 feet to the shade point (dormer­
type ridge line on north wall of Unit 10) which would put the north wall of Building 2 (at the dormer) at 
20.75 feet south of the property line between TL 200 and TL 400. The PUD application presents a public 
access path along the north ofTL 400 which would provide access to the public land east ofTL 400. The 
City of Eugene has stated on Page 2 of the Public Works Referral response that the proposed bike path 
connector will require ROW dedication, 13 feet in width. If the bike path were to be City ROW, then the 

. new north property line ofTL 400 would be 13 feet south of the existing north property line. This would 
put the north wall (at the dormer) of Building 2 at 33.75 feet south of the existing property !itie, (13 feet 
[ROW width] + 18.75 feet [setback] + 2 feet [eave depth from wall] = 33.75 feet), 

Shade point definition from EC 9.05 

Shade Point. The part of a building that casts the longest shadow onto the adjacent northern lot(s) when 
the sun is at an altitude of22.6 degrees and an azimuth ranging from 30 degrees east and west of true 
south; except a shadow caused by a narrow object such as a mast or whip antenna, a dish antenna with a 
diameter of 3 feet or less, a chimney, utility pole or wire. The height of the shade point shall be measured 
from the shade point to lowest grade directly below the shade point. If the shade point is located at the 
north end of the ridgeline of a building oriented within 45 degrees of the true north-south line, the shade 
point may be reduced by 3 feet. If a structure has a roof oriented within 45 degrees of the true east-west 
line with a pitch that is flatter than 5 feet (vertical) in 12 feet (horizontal), the shade point will be the eave 
of the roof. If such a roof has a pitch that is 5 feet in 12 feet or steeper, the shade point will be fb.e peak of 
the roof. (See Figure 9.2795(2) Shade Point Height (SPH) Measurement, Figure 9.2795(2)(a) R-1 
Solar Setback Calculation, and Figure 9.2795(2)(b) R-2 Solar Setback Calculation.) 

A follow-up letter to the City was provided by the applicant on September 27, 2013 which attempted to 
properly calculate the solar setback The calculation was done more accurately. However, the future 
property line was not used. The future north property line should be 22.5 feet south ofthe existing 
property line according to the street connectivity section of this report, so the setback distance should be 
measured from the new north property line not the existing one as the applicant has done in the follow-up 
letter to the City. The solar setback from the north property line should be 12.7 feet as calculated in the 
follow-up letter from Will Dixon which includes the 3 ft  SPH subtraction associated with the north-south 
trending ridge of the dormer on the north wall. Following this setback from the new property line, this 
would push Building 1 (north wall) another 14 feet south of it's proposed location. If Buildings 1 and 2 
were moved the proper distance from the north property line to comply with solar setbacks, this would 
reduce the bulk and mass of the buildings along the north property line, it would allow for more screening 
such as trees, and which would show a little bit of compatiblity with the surrounding neighborhood (see 
Neighborhood Character section above). 

There is no reason to exempt the solar setbacks, so the neighborhood urges the City planning staff arid 
Hearings Official to require the proper solar setbacks along the north property line. This could 
significantly alter the site plan. Buildings may have to be moved or units reduced which could make the 
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application even more out of compliance with City code. Because of this, the application should be 
'denied. 

Conclusions 

As presented in this report,. there have been numerous inaccuracies presented both by the applicant and 
the City. Additional inaccuracies and comments on the City Staff Report are presented as pdf notes in 
Appendix F. Much of this report was presented in public testimony during the Public Hearing on October 
2, 2013. The presentation prepared by Bryn Thoms is also included in this document in Appendix G. 
The applicant has presented misleading arguments along with inaccuracies, which warrants denial of the 
both the PDT and the WG applications. There are several aspects of the applications that do not meet 
Eugene City code or the Metro Plan Policies as presented in this report. Also, the applicant has not 
provided enough evidence to show how this proposal meets Eugene City Code or the Metro Plan Policies. · 

The neighborhood recommends denial ofthe applications based on the information provided in this report 
as well as the information provided in the numerous letters of opposition. 

Attachments 

Figure 1 - Site Location 
Figure 2 - Site Map and Surrounding Neighborhood 
Figure 3 - Oakleigh Area Residential Lots 

Table 1 - Neighborhood Character - Existing Building and Lot Information 
Table 2 -Net Density Sunnnary 

Appendix A - Letter Regarding Land Use 
Appendix B - Arterial and Collector Street Plan and Adopted Ordnance 
Appendix C - Photos of Oakleigh and McClure and Nearby Low Volume Roads 
Appendix D -Net Density Calculations 
Appendix E - Outreach Sunnnary and Initial Public Meeting Notice 
Appendix F - City Staff Report with PDF( Adobe) notes of opposition 
Appendix G -Presentation of Opposition for Hearing 
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Bike___2ath ROW alo!:'g north property line 125 13 1625 1625 

Total area (ft2) of public easements, facilities, right�of�ways, and property to be removed 221 DO (tt') 
Total acreage of public easements, facilities, right�of�ways, and property to be remoyed 0.51 acres 

Total gross acreage of TL 400 and TL 5500 2.34 acres 
Total useable acreage for net density calculation 2.34 - 0.51 = 1 .83 acres 

R�1 Max allowable density is 1 4  units/acre 
Max allowable units for the PDT 13�1 project area 1.83 X 1 4  = 25.7 EC 9.2751 (1)(c)(3) states that you round up to whole units, when the lot size is greater than 1 3,500 tf 

26 max allowable units 

Note -
., EWEB referral letter dated 8/27/13 states that the new water lines servicing McClure and Oakleigh will need to be "looped", connected across the project lots. 

It assumed that the access road and the south property line area would be the most appropriate area for the easement which would connect to gravel drive on west side of. the parcel 131 McClure. 
This calculation assumes that the parcel in the.southwest corner of TL 5500 will extend to the south property of TL 400 as part of the pending or completed transaction. 

---· ·-- - ··-- -- ------------- -------
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City of Eugene 
Planning and Development Department 
attn: Becky Taylor, Associate Planner 
99 West 10'" Avenue 
Eugene, OR 97401 

September 171 2013 

Re: Preliminary Information in Opposition to the Proposed Land Use Change for the Oakleigh Meadow 
Co housing Project - ,A.pplication PDT 13-00001. · 

Dear Ms. Taylor: 

The following letter presents information regarding the inequitable comparison of three coho using 
projects from California, recently publicized in letters of support for the public comment record. I n  
addition, this letter presents reasons why The City of Eugene (City), and the Hearings Official should not 
be persuaded to approve this project simply because of the predominant emphasis on a lifestyle choice 
(e.g. coho using) presented in the application. 

Inequitable Comparison of the California Projects 

Oakleigh Meadow Coho using (OMC) is proposed as a 28 unit,7 townhouse condominium complex on 
2.3 acres of land situated wholly within the Wi\liJmette Greenway at the east end of a dead end lane 
(Oakleigh) in a 1950s single-family-detached-h�ri\e ��'ighborhood. The area is predominantly zoned as 
R-1 (low density residential) with a maximum allowable density of 14 units per acre. Figure 1 presents a 
Google satellite image and the City's zoning map for the proposed project location with surrounding 
neighborhood. The Satellite image shows very little asphalt or concrete, moderate amount of space 
between buildings, detached middle income homes, access on a dead-end unimproved lane, and 
significant open sp'ace and vegetation associated with the riparian zone of the Willamette River. 

The three p rojects used for comparison are the Nevada City Co housing project, Doyle Street/Emeryville, 
Co housing project, and the Wolf Creek Co housing Project. These projects were referenced in letters of 
support uploaded to the City's application webpage on September 10, 2013. O n  the attached figures 
the red circle denotes the approximate project locations. Scales are not consistent, but each of the 
images was presented with north at the top of the page. 
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Ms. Becky Taylor 
Oakleigh Meadow Co housing Project 

Figure 2 presents the Nevada City project which is zoned as R-2 (medium density) as well as most of the 
conterminous parcels. The access to the project site is off of a main arterial which is very close to a state 
highway. The satellite image shows quite a bit of undeveloped land around the project site. 

Figure 3 presents the Doyle Street/Emeryville Co housing project located on the east side of San 
Francisco Bay. The satellite image presents significant asphalt/concrete and very dense housing as well 
as a very large office/mixed use complex immediately west across Doyle street. Doyle Street is located 
to the west of the project location and it provides access to the north off a main thoroughfare as well as 
connection to collector streets in the neighborhood to the east. There are no low density residential 
zones in Emeryville. The Project is located in a medium density residential zone. 

Figure 4 presents the Wolf Creek Co housing project in the southern portion of Grass Valley California. 
The satellite image shows a significant amount of asphalt/concrete and large buildings associated with 
the neighboring commercial zone (C�2). The project is located within R-3 an(j has a mod:erate buffer of 
undeveloped land between the project site and the neighboring low density residential to the south. 
Also, the project location has a decent access off of a short arterial that feeds a major highway. 

In summary, the projects referenced in the letters of support for the OMC project are not comparable to 
the Oakleigh Lane neighborhood/area. The main inequities are existing land use, zoning, neighborhood 
character, a nd access. 

lifestyle vs Land Use 

The letters of support for the OMC project are well focused on one theme, co housing. Becaus_e of that, 
there has been little opposition from anyone who lives far from the project location. OMC has done a 
great job marketing the project as being sustainable, green, neighbor-friendly, and supported by the 
surrounding neighborhood, when in fact, the majority of the surrounding neighborhood opposes the 
·project because of its size, poor fit with neighborhood character, and concerns with traffic oh a one-lane 
dead-end road. The OMC application relies on the term "cohousing" and the associated perceived 
sustainability that co housing provides. Th� problem with this is that the application fails to adequately 
address actual issues of land use, such as traffic increase/safety, neighl:!orhood character, open space in 
the Greenway, green construction, construction duration, and potential decrease in property value, as 
well as several other factors. 

Based on a review of other Planned Unit Developments in Eugene, there is always opposition from the 
· neighbors. It should be no surprise to OMC that there would be opposition. Ironically, a supporting 

factor for OMC that seems to be forgotten is that the neighborhood generally supported the project 
when it was small. That's not the case anymore, due to the size. 

I suspect that if the OMC proposal did not have cohousifig as part of the theme, the same supporters of 
OMC would be fighting it because it would simply be another condominium complex, which is proven 
with every PUD. To add, there is nothing that institutionally binds OMC or future land owner to be a 
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Ms. Becky Taylor 
Oakleigh Meadow Co housing Project 

co housing community, thus the applicant's continual use of "co housing'' in the application, is irrelevant 
when it comes to future land use of the property. This project could easily be owned by a non-
coho using organization in the future. Once again, this is about land use, not lifestyle: I urge the City a nd 
the Hearings Official to be mindful of this when reviewing the application and supporting 
documentation. 

Sincerely, 

��Resident 

End: Figures 1 through 4 

Page 3 of 3 
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Figure 1 - OMC Project Area Satellite Image and Zoning 
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Figure 2 - Nevada City Cohousing Satellite Image and Zoning 
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Figure 3 - Emerwille Cohousing Satellite Image and Zoning 
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Figure 4 - Wolf Creek Cohousing Satellite Image and Zoning 
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RESOLUTION NO. 4608 

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING REVISED DESIGN 
STANDARDS AND GillDELINES FOR EUGENE STREETS, 
SIDEWALKS, BIKEWAYS AND ACCESS WAYS, AND 
REPEALING RESOLUTION NO. 4500. 

The City Council of the City of Eugene finds that: 

A. On July 29, 1 996, the City Council adopted Resolution No. 4500 amending and 
readopting the June, 1 993 Design Standards for Eugene Streets, Sidewalks, Bikeways and Access 
JWays. 

-i B.
_ 

As part of the Eugene �erial and Collector
. 
Street Plan, the Eugene Planning 

,Comnusswn has recommended new design standards for artenal and collector streets. The entire 
design standards document has been reformatted and a street lighting design standard has also been 
'added for both local streets and arterial and collector streets. Those standards are set forth in Exhibit k hereto and are also contained within the Eugene Arterial and Collector Street Plan. . 

, C. The revised Design Standards and Guidelines for Eugene Streets, Sidewalks, 
:Bikeways and Access Ways attached as Exhibit A hereto as approved and recommended by the 
Eugene Planning Commission, should be adopted, Resolution No. 4500 and the Design Standards 
�dopted therein should be repealed, and the design standards for local streets amended, all as set 
1forth in the attached Exhibit A. 

NOW, THEREFORE, 

1 BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF EUGENE, a 
!Municipal Corporation of the State of Oregon, as follows: I 

1 Section 1. Resolution No. 4500, and the June, 1 993 Design Standards for Eugene Streets, 
!Sidewalks, Bikeways, and Access Ways adopted therein is hereby repealed, as of the effective date 
'of this Resolution. 

l ! Section 2.  The revised Design Standards and Guidelines for Eugene Streets, Sidewalks, ( Bikeways and Access Ways attached as Exhibit A hereto are hereby adopted, as of the effective date 
' :of this Resolution, as the City's mandatory design standards and its advisocy gui�elines for arterial, 
_:collector and local streets. The guidelines in Exhibit A for implementation of those design standards r.-fli:e advisory only, and have no legal or binding effect These Design Standards_ and Guidelines are 
--:calso set forth in the Eugene Arterial and Collector Street Plan, and portions are reflected in the 
_)Eugene Local Street Plan. In the event any conflict exists with the Standards and Guidelines in I£Exhibit A and the Standards and Guidelines in the Eugene Arterial and Collector Street Plan or the 

•.7-

�Resolution - 1 
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Eugene Local Street Plan, the Standards and Guidelines in Exhibit A hereto control. Subsequent 
amendments to Exhibit A may be made as authorized in Section 7.085 of the Eugene Code, 1 97 1 ,  

following the rule making procedures of Section 2 .0 1 9  of the Eugene Code, 1 97 1 ,  with notification 
to the City Council at the same time that public notice is given. 

Section 3. This Resolution, and the Design Standards and Guidelines adopted herein shall 
become effective upon the effective date of Ordinance No. 201 8 1 .  

Section 4. In addition to the findings set forth above, the Eugene Arterial and Collector Street 

Plan adopted as findings in support of Ordinance No. 20 1 8 1  is incorporated by reference as additional 
findings in support hereof. 

The foregoing Resolution is adopted the 22nd day of November, 1999. 

Resolution - 2 

6 7 7  
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Exhibit A 

besign Standards and G uidel ines for Eugene Streets, 
�i dewalks, B ikeways and Accessways 
I . 
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OCAL STREETS ' I . 

_oeal streets are the framework around which 
:pmmunities are built. Although the primary )1ction of local streets is to provide access to 
,.operties fronting on the street, to a great extent, 
.hey also determine the form and character of cities �d neighborhoods. The pattern and design of local ...!eets help shape neighborhood image and identity, 
md can influence whether or not an area feels safe. 

'JCa l  streets can also influence the degree of ' 
)mmunication. neighbors have with one another, 

the extent to which residents use alternate modes of 
· msportation, and the population's general feelings I . . ) wel l-being and comfort related to their immedi-
ate environment. 

1 
Local Street Standards 

I 

The design and appearance of local streets should 
convey this pu rpose through the use of relatively 
narrow widths, short lengths, frequent connections 
with other streets, and alignments which encourage 
slow traffic speeds and discourage through traffic. 

Table 2 contains a summary of typical widths for 
local street elements such as right-of-way, pave­
ment, sidewalks and plant strip areas, and traffic 
volume thresholds. 

Table 2 
I R.O.W. Paving Width @ ® Average ' (Setback) Planting Daily Traffic lTvoe of Street No Parking Parkin§ Width Parkine One Stae Two Si es Sidewalks Strips (AOT) ,{ 
1T-vvay Al l ey © 

20' 1 2 '  None None NA t 2-way Alley © 20' 1 6' None None 
[ ® . i\ccess Lane 40' 21 ' (7/1 4) 1 @ 6' 71 and 61 <250 ' 

!Access Lane ® 55'  28'  (7/1 4/7) 2 @ 6' 2 @ 7,-B, ADT !Low-Volume Res.® 45' 20'(1 0/1 0) 2 @ 6 ' 2 @  6'-6' 250 1 Low-Volume Res.® 45' 2 1 ' (7/14) 2 @ 6' 2 @  6'-011 to750 

1Low-Volume Res.® 55' 28'(7/1 4/7) 2 @ 6' 2 @  7'-6" ADT 

·iMed.-Volume Res.® so· 20'(1 0/1 0) 2 @  6' 2 @  9'-011 >750 

· .. Med.-Volume Res.® 55'  27'(7 /1 0/1 0) 2 @ 6' 2 @  8'-0" ADT !Med.-Volume Res.© 60' 34'(7 /1 QIHY7) 2 @ 6' 2 @ 71011 

\[commercial/ 55'-70' 30'-44' Curbside/ 2 @ 6'-0' Min NA I· 
ilndustrial Seib;lck 

�_.; . . 
K�_5et!Jack 61dewalk dimen6ion Includes a 5' paved walk and 1' 6trip behind the walk. For cur!Jslde sidewalk6, the __l;,�dewalk dimension Includes a 5' paved walk and 6" curb (5'-6" total); the 1' Gtrip !Jehind the walk is added to the 

�J>Jant/ng 6trip dimen61on. �1lf•:f'lantlng 6trip dimension Includes 6" cur!J. For curb6ide Gidewalks, an additional 6" would be added to the planting 
· tfrlp dimeri,;lon. { •dditlon to the ROW width, alley6 require a minimum ,;et/Jack of 2' on each 61de for a minimum 24' backup ll�;. __ ._ 

JMCe. , 
"'R.Additlonal parking to accommodate occaGional high parking demand may be provided In congregate parking areas :)'>�ch a,; parking l>ay6. 

�i. 35 6 7  
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. local Street Sub-Classifications 

local streets are divided into severa l sub-classifica­
tions: 

• Alleys 

• Access lanes 

• low Volume Residential Streets 

• Medium-Volume Residential Streets 

• Commercial-Industrial Streets 

Alleys: Alleys are streets that provide secondary 
access to residential properties where street front­
ages are narrow, where the street is designed with a 
narrow width to provide limited on-street parking, 
or where al ley access development is desired to 
increase residential densities. 

Access lanes: These streets are designed for primary 
access to a l imited number of properties. On this 
street type, the residential environment is dominant 
and traffic is subservient Access lanes can be 
constructed as cui-de-sacs, loop streets, or short 
streets connecting two other streets. Access lanes 
generally serve 25 or fewer homes and traffic 
volumes are less than 250 Average Daily Traffic 
(ADT). 

low-Volume Residential Streets: These streets are 
designed for primary access to individual residential 
property as well as access to adjacent streets. As 
with the Access lane, the residential environment is 
dominant. Traffic volumes are relatively low (250-
750 ADT). 

-

Medium-Volume Residential Streets: These streets 
are designed for primary access to individual 
residential property and to connect streets of lower 
and higher function and access the major street 
network. These streets are designed to accommo­
date higher traffic volumes (750-1 ,500 ADT). 

Commercial/Industrial Streets: These streets are 
designed for primary access to commercial and 
i ndustrial properties and to connect to the major 
street network. They are designed to accommodate 
higher traffic volumes and freight. 

6 8 Q56 

Local Street Design Standards 

The typical design elements found in a local street 
right-of-way are: sidewalk and planting strip areas, 
parking lanes, vehicle traffic lanes, parking lanes, 
drainage and cu rbs, planting strips, sidewalks, 
uti l ities, street l ighting, and occasionally a center 
median. The standards i n  paragraphs A-M below 
apply to both new and existing unimproved local 
streets, unless otherwise stated. 

A. Vehicle Lanes 
1 )  Two 1 0' vehicle traffic lanes are required on 
local residential streets when traffic volumes are 
expected ·to exceed 750 vehicles per day. 

2) On local residential streets with traffic vol­
umes less than 750 vehicles per day, a single 1 4 '  
traffic lane may be permitted for both directions 
of vehicular travel .  The single traffic lane is 
i ntended to create a "queuing street", such that 
when opposing vehicles meet, one of the 
vehicles must yield by pu l l ing into a vacant 
portion of the adjacent parking lane. This 
queuing effect has been found to be an effective 
and sale method to reduce speeds and non-local 
traffic. 

3) Two 1 2 ' wide vehicle traffic lanes are re- · 
qu ired on local commercial and industrial 
streets. 

4) In special circumstances, such as where a 
local street intersects with a col lector or arterial 
street, additional width may be required for safe 
turning movements. 

B, Medians 
1 )  Center medians are a design option for Low­
Volume and Medium-Volume Residential Streets . ' 
but the street design must ensure the minimum 
1 4' clear lane needed for fire apparatus. 

2) Medians shal l  be l andscaped with 
groundcover, trees, and shrubs less than 3' in 
height. 
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Appendix C - Photos of Oakleigh and McClure and Low Volume Roads 
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Oakleigh Lane Photos 
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RR Area low Volume Residential Roads 
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Appendix E - Outreach Summary and Initial Public Meeting Notice 
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Summary of Outreach Performed by OMC for PDT 13-1 and WG 13-1 application 

Prepared by Sandy Thoms, October 7, 2013 

Marketing is NOT Outreach !  

2 years of marketing, but NO OUTREACH - outreach without any actions i s  not outreach. 

Oakleigh Meadow Co housing (OMC) has submitted a long list of what they are calling outreach. OMC is 
listing every one of their marketing events and calling it outreach. Movie viewings, Easter egg hunts, ice 
cream socials, Christmas tree cuttings, home shows, etc. are NOT opportunities for neighbors to speak 
up and address concerns. In fact, they hid behind family gatherings to make it so uncomfortable to ask 
any difficult questions that almost all neighbors stopped coming to their events anymore. 

OMC held one required meeting, which was actually an open house, at the River Road annex in 
February. They sent fliers to the neighborhood saying they would like input from the neighbors to 
address concerns and use this information to shape the development. OMC managed to turn this, too, 
into a marketing event. I was greeted upon entering with being asked if I would like to see the drawings 
of what the units would look like, ·invited to have a cookie. I expected to be walking into a meeting with 
rows of chairs for the neighbors, a flip chart for writing down questions, and an opportunity to ask the 
tough questions. Nothing like this happened. More pretty pictures of the buildings and the creation of 
an awkward atmosphere for asking difficult question. 

I had gone to this meeting determined to ask these questions, as was my neighbor who had come with 
me and was angry at the non-meeting atmosphere. Despite the uncomfortable atmosphere, we started 
asking q uestions about our concerns regarding the traffic, the size of the development, the huge impact 
on the neighbors/environment, the ability to financially complete this once you get this land use change 
through, and got instantly defensive and non-factual answers. The following are a few of the answers I 
was given. 

• "We are going have 29 bicycles on the street, not 29 cars" 

• "We don't know the financial answers, we are trusting our professionals for that" 

• "We don't know if the city Will approve this much traffic. We'll just have to wait for the 
hearing." 

• "You just have to understand, we will be different!" - In a forceful tone, I would like to 
add! 

• "You will have to wait for the hearing for answers to that question." This was the answer 
( to most of my questions. 
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• "We don't know the answers to that at this time" 

I finally asked if they could at least write down our questions and get back to us with answers. One of 
the OMC members pulled out a scrap of paper from her purse and jotted down a few things. 

Neither I nor my neighbor was ever contacted again with answers to our questions, nor were there any 
follow ups with any of the neighbors over the concerns raised. In the past 30 days and talking to other 
neighbors, they all had similar situations at this annex "meeting". 

The site plans started being submitted to the city a short 2 months after this meeting at the annex with 
no changes to address the concerns raised and no follow up with the neighbors! This was just another 
thing to check off of their required list of "to do" items before they could submit. They did not care 
what we had to say and they changed absolutely nothing to address our concerns. 

In the past 30 days, we have been told by some of the members of OMC that .Chuck Durrett and Katie 
McCammett, the California architect/mentor and Financial adviser ofthis project, told the OMC group 
that they should ignore the neighbor's concerns, and that this always happens. They told OMC the 
neighbors will like you once you are here. This shows exactly why our questions and concerns were 
completely ignored and that NOT ONE thing brought up by neighbors was put into consideration when 
developing this plan. 

In addition, in the past 30 days, OMC offered to do some mediation with our group. We got hopeful and 
participated in 2 informal and 2 formal mediations sessions with a paid mediator. Splitting the cost with 
OMC - over $200 out of the neighborhoods pocket. However, we were hopeful that OMC was finally 
going to listen to our concerns. 

Unfortunately, att.er 4 meetings and countless hours of conversations and wasted time, OMC informed 
us that they would be making no concessions and everything was moving forward as planned. Once 
again, there was no respect for the neighborhood or any consideration given to our very real concerns. 
J ust wasted time and money. 



( 

( 

Dear Neighbor: 

NEIGHBORHOOD/APPLICANT MEETING NOTICE 

INVITATION 
to 

NEIGHBORHOOD-APPLICANT MEETING 

You are cordially invited to attend a meeting to discuss a proposed project located at the end of 
Oakleigh ln on the south side ofthe road, In the River Road Community Organization (RRCO) area. 
The proposal tentatively includes a 28-unlt coho using development with common house. 

As the applicants preparing this proposal, we invite youj:Cl.<J.l;!Eefltl-.ormeeifmj0l(ii!th us and other 
neighbors to review our plans, share information, an identify issues regard in he proposal. A copy of 
a preliminary plan of the proposal is included on the reserv · 

WHAT: Meeting to review a preliminary proposal for Oakleigh Meadow 
CoHousing (OM C) 

WHO: OMC members, property owners and residents in the surrounding 
area, and the neighborhood association. 

WHEN: Feb 16i\ 2013; 1:00pm;4:p0pm 

WHERE: River Road Annex, 105;··�-;�er Rd., Eugene, OR 

No applications for this proposal have been submitted to the Cit\>Cllf'l;�<>ttr-ct11T!rm!llt5d1Td-iff!'""-illtQ__ 
the proposal at this early stage will be valuable in helping us o identify issues and shape the proposal.  
We hope you can attend. 

For more information, please feel free to contact the OMC Project Manager, Willard C. Dixon, AlA, by 
telephone at 541.689.3548 (office] or  via email at wcd@willardcdixon.com. 
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Appendix F - City Staff Report with PDF (Adobe) Notes of Opposition 
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0 Planning 

Atrium Building, 99 West l Qth Avenue 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 

Phone: 541-682-5377 
Fax: 541 -682-5572 

www.eugene-or.gov/planning 

TENTATIVE PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT AND WILLAMETTE GREENWAY PERMIT 
STAFF REPORT 

Application File Name (Number): 
Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing (PDT 13-1) and (WG 13-1) 

Applicant's Request: 
Tentative Planned Unit Development and Wi l lamette Greenway Permit approval for a 28-unit 
co housing development. 

Applicant 
Oakleigh Meadow LLC 

Subject Property/Location: 
Tax Lot 5500 of Assessor's Map 17-04-24-24 and Tax Lot 400 of Assessor's Map 17-04-24-13; 
Located at the east terminus of Oakleigh Lane 

Relevant Dates: 
Applications submitted on June 18, 2013; supplemental application materials submitted on 
August 12, 2013; application deemed complete on August 12, 2013; public hearing scheduled for 
October 2, 2013 

Applicant's Representative: 
Will Dixon, AlA (541-689-3548) 

Lead City Staff: 
Becky Taylor, Associate Planner, Eugene Planning Division, Phone: (541) 682-5437 

Purpose of Staff Report 
The Eugene Code (EC) requires City staff to prepare a written report concerning an application for 
tentative Planned Unit Development (PUD) and Willamette Greenway (WG) permit. In accordance 
with EC 9.7320, the staff report must be printed and available prior to the public hearing regarding 
this request to allow the applicant and citizens an opportunity to learn more about it and to review 
the staff analysis of the application. The staff report provides only preliminary information and 
recommendations. 

The Hearings Official will consider additional public testimony and other materials presented at the 
public hearing before making a decision on the appl ication(s). Pursuant to EC 9.7330, the Hearings 
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Official's written decision on  the application i s  made within 1 5  days from the close of the public 
record, following the public hearing. The quasi-judicial hearing procedures applicable to this 
request are described at EC 9.7065 through EC 9.7095. 

Site Characteristics 
The subject property consists of 2.3 acres in two tax lots that are considered one development 
site under the current ownership. The property was recently annexed (see City File A 13-1) and is 
zoned R-1 Low-Density Residential. The east boundary of the subject property abuts undeveloped 
City parkland that contains Goal 5 Water Resources associated with the Wil lamette River, which 
borders the City property farther to the east. Otherwise, the surrounding properties primarily 
consist of single-family dwellings on individual lots or undeveloped lots that have potentia l for 
future residential development ( i .e. at the north end of Oakleigh Lane and abutting the west 
boundary of the subject property.) Refer to Attachment A for a vicinity map. 

Oakleigh Lane terminates near the midpoint of the northern boundary of the subject property, 
Which wil l provide sole access to the development. Instead of extending the street along the 
entire length of the property, the appl icant requests an exception to the street connectivity 
standards. To support the exception, the applicant has submitted a conceptual development plan 
for the undeveloped property to the north, to show how it could be further divided without 
necessitating an extension of Oakleigh Lane. Issues regarding Oakleigh Lane are addressed under 
approval criterion EC 9.8320(5). 

Regarding the undeveloped property to the west, the applicant proposes a "green wall" as a 
buffer between the garages, recycl ing structure, vehicle use and parking areas abutting the west 
property boundary. EC 9.6420 requires vehicle uses areas to be setback seven feet from property 
lines with a landscape buffer. EC 9.2750 requires structures to be setback five feet from i nterior 
property l ines or ten feet between bui ldings.�

. 
ppl icant seeks modifications to these code 

standards through the PUD process. Staff no�at if the Hearings Official approves the 
applicant's request, EC 9.27S1(7) still requ ires the applicant to obtain a n  easement from the 
abutting property owner. Staff's recommendations are provided under approval criterion EC 
9.8320(11)(k), in the following evaluation. 

Summary of land Use Applications 
The appl icant's proposal includes two concurrent land use applications which are summarized 
below. The following evaluation is also based on the most recent application materials submitted 
on August 12, 2013. 

Tentative PUD -The applicant requests tentative Planned Unit Development (PUD) approval for 
the creation of a cohousing residential facility, with 28 dwelling un its within seven buildings 
arranged around a community bui lding. Staff notes that the community bui lding includes 
bedrooms and a kitchen; therefore, it is also considered a dwell ing unit included in the residential 
density of the subject property. The applicant indicates that the dwelling units will be divided as 
condominiums for private ownership, whereas the land and community bui lding wi l l  be 
commonly owned and managed by a homeowners association. Refer to the applicant's materials 
for more information about their request. (Reduced plans, for pages that are referenced in this 
staff report, are provided as Attachment D. ) 
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