" Master Plan identifies a future connector from the east end of McClure Lane to the riverfront path,
farther to the south of the subject property. The development proposes an internal sidewalk system
that terminates at the southeast property corner, which would enable a future connection through

" the abutting City parkland to the McClure system to the south. (Refer to Attachment C.)

The segment of the internal sidewalk system that is located between the most easterly building (a bike
barn) and the east property line is shown as having a graveled, rather than a paved, surface. This
unimproved surface is appropriate because there are no plans or funding for construction of a public
path on the City property at this location. Residents of the development will naturally want to walk
across the City parkland toward the river. Parks staff state no objections or concerns. This proposed
path at least delineates a more confined direction of travel, rather than random wandering through

* the City’s resource area. This portion ofthe City property has been cultivated as a filbert orchard,
which has been maintained by the former owner of.the subject property, as discussed in the
applicant’s written statement. There appears to be an informal path between the orchard and the
subject property that would direct travelersto the southerly McClure Lane right-of-way. Public Works
staff confirms that the planned bicycle and pedestrian connection through the City’s parkland is from
McClure Lane toward the easterly West Bank Bike Path, which is a regional facility that borders the
west bank of the Willamette River.

The applicant’s plans also show an informal path, along the north property line, from the existing end
of Oakleigh Lane to the riverfront path system. On page 31 of the written statement, the applicant
indicates that the path “will be improved and-maintained by Oakleigh Meadow, LLC.” The applicant
does not propose to improve the path with pavement, but rather to keep its current conditions open
to the public. The right-of-way dedication being required for Oakleigh Lane covers most of this
informal path. Between this right-of-way and the east property line (24 lineal feet), a 13-foot wide
public access way is necessary to provide for a future bike path connection from the approved
turnaround and sidewalk in the direction of the West Bank Bike Path. :

In order to ensure-compliance with the standards of EC 9.6835 Public Accessways, EC 9.6820 Cul-de-
Sacs and Turnarounds,-and to implement the applicant’s alternative street study, as required for an
exception to EC 9.6815 Street Connectivity, the following conditions of approval are necessary:

e Priorto final PUD approval, the applicant shall revise the final site plan to show the dedication
of 22.5 feet of right-of-way along the northerly boundary of the development, between the
westerly boundary of the proposed development and a line that is 50 feet east of the westerly
boundary, and also to show the dedication of 13 feet of right-of-way extending from the
aforementioned line (the east end of the required 22.5 feet of right-of-way dedication) to a
line that is 117 feet beyond (east of) the existing the existing right-of-way (for a total length of
199 feet). Additionally, the revised site plan shall show the dedication of a 13-foot wide Public
Accessway along the northerly boundary, which extends from the east end of the
aforementloned right-of-way to the easterly property boundary (for a total distance of 24
lineal feet) :

e Priorto final PUD approval, the applicant shall submit for review and approval by City staff
and recording at Lane County Deeds and Records, a street deed which reflects the right-of-
way as shown on the final site plan.
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(Refer to Attachment B for a depiction of the required dedication areas.)

Constitutional Findings for Exaction:

Itisin the public’s interest to have Oakleigh Lane consist of 45 feet of right-of way through the
development site’s entry drive aisle and to consist of 33 feet beyond the drive aisle to the
terminus of the street in order to ensure: safety for pedestrians, bicyclists and motorists traveling
on Oakleigh Lane (a low-volume street); the efficient provision of emergency services; and that the
proposed development and adjacent properties are accessible via Oakleigh Lane.

‘There is a nexus between the requirement to dedicate 22.5 feet of right-of-way west of the drive

aisle and 13 feet east of the drive aisle and the public interest at issue. The 22.5 feet-of right-of-
way will result in one-half of the 45 feet of right-of-way which is necessary to construct Oakleigh
Lane to the City’s minimum street design standards which have been established for a low-volume
street. The 13 feet of right-of-way will provide sufficient right-of-way on the south side of the
centerline to construct emergency vehicle turnaround with adjacent sidewalks to City standards.
Improving Oakleigh Lane to these standards will: allow for two-way vehicular and bicycle traffic;
provide separation between vehicular traffic and pedestrians; and provide for emergency
response and access to adjacent lots. Because 45 feet of right-of-way is the minimum amount of
right-of-way necessary to construct Oakleigh Lane in this manner as a low-volume street, and
because 33 feet of right-of-way is the minimum amount of right-of-way necessary to construct the
turnaround at this location, the publicinterest in safe vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle travel and
emergency response and access will be at risk if the 22.5 and 13 foot strips of right-of-way are not

- dedicated.

The requirement to dedicate 22.5 feet of right-of-way from the westerly boundary of the
proposed development primary drive aisle and 13 feet from the drive aisle to a line that is 117 feet
in length, as measured from east of the existing terminus of the right-of-way is roughly
proportional to the impact that the proposed development will have on the City’s transportation
facilities. The proposed development will result in a 29 new residential units. These residential .
units will be accessible only from Oakleigh Lane. Currently, 25 lots, consisting of a mix of
residential, general office and commercial zoning have structures that take access onto Oakleigh
Lane; thus, the additional 29 residential units will increase the number of structures that access
this Oakleigh Lane by over 100 percent. The construction of the new (structures will result in an
increase of vehicular trafficonto Oakleigh Lane by approximately 164 new vehicular trips per day.
See Trip Generation Manual from the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) for Residential
Condo / Townhouses (Category 230).

Without the additional right-of-way, Oakleigh Lane cannot be improved to the City’s minimum
street design standards and the 164 new vehicle trips per day generated by the proposed

" development, along with the additional pedestrian and bicycle traffic generated by the proposed

development, will not be assured of safe access via Oakleigh Lane. This is the last opportunity that

_ the City will have to require the dedication of the right-of-way prior to the City needing the right-

of-way for street construction.
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It is also in the public interest to have a connected street and bike path system that allows
pedestrians and bicyclists to safely and efficiently use the public system as a means of travelling
throughout the City and to use alternative modes of transportation when traveling between the

-commercial, residential and recreational areas of the City.

There is a nexus between the requirement to dedicate a 13 foot public accéssway and the public
interest at issue. The dedication of a 13 foot public accessway will allow for the construction of a
12 foot wide bike path connecting Oakleigh Lane to the West Bank Bike Path. The 13 foot public
access way will also allow for the south edge of the bike path to be aligned with the south edge of
the future Oakleigh sidewalk and provide an additional six inches on each side of the bike path for
constructability purposes. Because 13 feet is needed to construct a bike path connector in this
manner as a standard 12 foot wide bike path, the public interest in safe pedestrian and bicycle
travel between Oakleigh Lane and the West Bank Bike Path and throughout the City will be at risk
if the 13 foot public access way is not dedicated. '

Dedication of the 13 foot public access way is roughly proportional to the impact that the
proposed development will have on the City’s transportation facilities. The proposed development
will result in 29 residential units. By creating new residential units, the proposed development will
increase the number pedestrians and bicyclists using the bike path system. Using LCOG’s Metro
Trans Model “EMME 2” to determine vehicular and non-vehicular components for the street

- system, projections for bike/pedestrian trips generated by a proposed residential development of

29 units would generate five percent of the estimated 168 Average Daily Vehicular Trips from the
development, or approximately eight bike/pedestrian trips per day. However, based on the
applicant’s written statement and because of the proximity of this development to the West Bank
Bike Path, it is safe to assume that the number of daily bike/pedestrian trips from this proposed
development would be significantly greater than the projected eight trips. Regarding the size of
the dedication in comparison to the size of the proposed development site, the total area of the
public access way is approximately 312 square feet, or approximately 0.3 percent of the total
development site. This development application is the last opportunity that the City will have to
requirethe dedication of the public access way prior to the City needing the public access way for
bike path construction.

The above findings and conditions demonstrate compliance with: EC 9.6805 Dedication of Public
Ways; EC 9.6835 Public Accessways; EC 9.6870 Street Width; EC 9.6815 Street Connectivity; and EC
9.6820 Cul-de-Sacs and Turnarounds. Based on compliance with EC 9.6870, the street standards at EC
9.6850 Street Classification Map are also met. Public Works staff confirms that the following street
standards do not apply: EC 9.6830 Intersections of Streets and Alleys, because no intersections are
being created; EC 9.6810 Block Length, because no new local streets are proposed or required; EC
9.6840 Reserve Strips because, given the location of the required right-of-way, a reserve strip would
not prevent access to adjacent properties, which would be the only purpose of a reserve strip in this
case; EC 9.6845 Special Safety Requirements because the street is a dead-end and, therefore,
discourages use by non-local motor vehicle traffic; EC 9.6855 Street Names, becalise no new streets
are being created; EC 9.6860 Street Right-of-Way Map, because the proposal does not amend the

. adopted map; and EC 9.6875 Private Street Design Standards because the internal access is a

driveway, rather than a private street.
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Based on the above findings and conditions, the development will comply with the applicable street
standards at £EC 9.6800 through EC 9.6875.

{(b) Pedestrian, bicycle and transit circulation, including related facilities, as needed
among buildings and related uses on the development site, as well as to adjacent and
nearby residential areas, transit stops, neighborhood activity centers, office parks,
and industrial parks, provided the city makes findings to demonstrate consistency
with constitutional requirements. “Nearby” means uses within % mile that can
reasonably be expected to be used by pedestrians, and uses within 2 miles that can
reasonably be expected to be used by bicyclists.

The applicant’s plans show pedestrian and bicycle circulation within the development via

interconnected paths between the buildings and bicycle parking areas. The-applicant notes that there

is an existing worn path along the north property line, between the Oakleigh Lane roadway and the
east property line, abutting the City parklands. The applicant proposes to keep this path open, but
doesnotexplicitly show any dedicationsto the publicto enablé continued access. The previous
requirement for additional right-of-way dedication (13 feet wide and 24 feet long) will address this
issue and satisfy the above criterion. ‘

With regard to bicycles and pedestrians traveling westward on Oakleigh Lane toward transit services
on River Road, referral comments from Public Works staff state that, for unimproved local streetsin
the River Road area (i.e., streets that lack sidewalks and have not been striped to identify dedicated
travel lanes), the expectation is that pedestrians and bicyclists will share the paved surface with
vehicles. Additionally, there is a tendency on dead end streets such as Oakleigh Lane, for motorists to
travel at slower, more cautious speeds, because of the perceived narrowness of the street.

Public Works staff confirm that, until such time that property owners elect to improve Oakleigh Lane
to full City standards (including sidewalks), the existing paved surface of Oakleigh Lane will continue to
adequately provide for vehicle and pedestrian traffic, as well as for emergency vehicles and delivery
services, provided the paved surface is not blocked by parked vehicles. With regard to public
comments received about vehicle parking occurring on the shoulders of the roadway, Public Works
staff notes that, technically, such parking is not allowed. The street could be signed for no parking as
part of improving the street, but not before, because the City does not maintain unimproved streets.

Public Works staff states that the existing paved surface provides safe passage for two-way vehicular
traffic, bicycles, pedestrians and emergency vehicles. As such, Public Works staff indicates that there is
nothing to suggest that the impacts of the proposed development will result in unsafe conditions.in
Oakleigh Lane. Public Works staff confirms that it is appropriate to defer public improvements via an
irrevocable petition.

Referral comments from Lane Transit District (LTD) staff also confirm that transit service is
provided from River Road (i.e. 51 Santa Clara and 52 Irving routes), to the west. LTD staff states no
objection to the proposed development.

(c) The provisions of the Traffic Impact Analysis Review of EC 9.8650 through 9.8680 where
applicable.
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The proposed development does not meet any of the thresholds established in EC 9.8650 through
9.8680. The creation of 29 dwelling vinits is estimated to generate an additional 29 peak hour
trips, which is well below the 100-trip threshold for requiring a Traffic Impact Analysis. Referral
comments from Public Works staff indicate no concerns related to traffic safety issues or poor
service levels which will result from this development. Based on these findings, the above criterion
does not apply.

EC8, 8320]6! The PUD will not be a significant risk to public health and safety, including but not
limited to soil erosion, slope failure, storrnwater or flood hazard, or an impediment to
emergency response.

Regarding soil erosion and slope failure, the applicant’s geotechnical analy5|s confirms that the site
is geologically stable and adequate for development. The analysis provides construction
techniques consistent with industry standards, none of which indicate the existence of unsafe sub-
surface conditions. Public Works staff confirms that the analysis indicates no soil conditions that
would otherwise require extensive construction to mitigate any significant geological hazards or
soil drainage issues. Due to the size of the development, an erosion prevention permit will be
required prior to any ground-disturbing activities.

With regard to flood hazard, the subject property is within a special flood hazard area; as such,
development of the subject property is subject to the special flood hazard area development
standards at EC 9.6706 through EC 9.6709, which is addressed in greater detail at EC 9.8320(11)
and is incorporated here by reference. The development itself will not result in unreasonable risk
of flood, per the stormwater management evaluation at EC 9.8320(11)(j). -

With respect to the provision of emergency vehicle response, the applicant states the proposed
access on Oakleigh Lane and the hammerhead turnaround within the development site is-
sufficient for the proposed development. Referral comments from Public Works staff indicate that
this on-site turnaround'mus‘t provide for emergency vehicle access by being within a temporary
emergency access easement. The proposed turnaround area meets the dimension requirements
for a hammerhead. Referral comments from the Fire Marshal state no concern with the
turnaround. The permanent turnaround is anticipated at the end of Oakleigh Lane, when
properties to the north further develop. As recommended previously at EC 9.8320(5)(a), the
applicant is required to dedicate right-of-way for the portion of the future turnaround that would
overlap the subject property. Based on these findings, the following condition of approval is
necessary: | '

é Prior to final PUD approval, the applicant shall dedicate a temporary emergency vehicle
access easement over the on-site hammerhead and the access drive from Oaklelgh
Lane and show this easement on the final PUD pIans

Other public health concerns and necessary infrastructure improvements are otherwise addressed
with respect to approval criteria at EC 9.8320(5)(b) and (11)(b). Given the available information,
‘and based on the findings as set forth above it is concluded that the proposed development will
comply with this criterion. ‘
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EC 9.8320{7): Adequate public facilities and services are available to the site, or if public services
and facilities are not presently available, the applicant demonstrates that the servicesand
facilities will be available prior to need. Demonstration of future availability reqwres evidence
of atleast one of the following:

(a) Prior written commitment of public funds by the. approprlate publlc agencies.

(b)  Prioracceptance by the appropriate public agency of a written commitment by
the applicant or other party to provide private services and facilities.

(c) A written commitment by the applicant or other party to provide for offsettlng all’
added public costs or early commitment of public funds made necessary by
development, submitted on a form acceptable to the city manager.

Public Works staff concurs with the applicant’s statement that adequate public utilities and

_ services, including wastewater service, are presently available to the site as indicated on the

applicant’s plans. Further findings at EC 9.8320(11)(b) and (j), regarding public improvements and
stormwater respectively, are incorporated herein by reference as further evidence that these
services are available to or can be retained on-site. The provision of water and electric services
and other utilities is subject to review by the Eugene Water and Electric Board (EWEB) or other
utility providers. Referral comments from EWEB staff confirm that the water system needs to be
upgraded within Oakleigh Lane and looped through the subject property for a connection with the’
system in McClure Lane. Approval conditions related to water service are included below, at EC
9.8320(11)(b). The applicant’s written statement also confirms their commitment to provide funds
necessary for development. Given these findings, the proposal is in compliance with this criterion.

EC 9.8320({8): Residents of the PUD will have sufficient usable recreation area and open épace-
that is convenient and safely accessible.

As shown on the applicant’s site plan, common open space is provided at the center of the
development that is convenient and safely accessible by all residents. Further, there is ample open
space as part of the abutting City parkland, which abuts the east boundary of the subject property and
includes regional bicycle facilities (i.e. the West Bank Bike Path). This criterion is met.

EC 9.8320(9): Stormwater runoff from the PUD will not create significant negative impacts on
natural drainage courses either on-site or downstream, including, but notlimited to, erosion,
scouring, turbidity, or transport of sediment due to increased peak flows or velocity.

The site contours indicate that the subject property currently sheet drains to the east. The
applicant proposes to maintain the existing drainage patterns by directing overflow from the
proposed on-site stormwater management facilities toward the east property line, abutting the
City parkland. The on-site stormwater management facilities consist of piped collection and
conveyance systems that are interspersed with pollution-reduction facilities, which include
filtration rain gardens abutting the dwellings and a vegetated swale in the common open space.
The-overflow to the parkland will be dispersed evenly toward the east property boundary with
four outfalls that are designed to reduce flow volumes and velocities.
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Referral comments from Public Works staff confirm that the overflow to the parkland is
acceptable, provided the flow is not concentrated or otherwise cause damage to the City’s
property. The preliminary design information provided by SSW Engineers confirms that the
development will meet this expectation, as well as the stormwater development standards at EC
9.6791 through EC9.6797, Wthh is addressed in detail at EC9. 8320(11)(]) and is mcorporated
here by reference.

Based on these findings, the development will comply with this criterion,

EC 9.8320(10): Lots proposed for development with one- famlly detached dwellings shall comply
wnth EC9.2790 Solar Lot Standards oras modlfled accordlng to subsection (11) below.

This criterion does not apply because the development is for multiple-family dwellings, rather than
one-family detached dwellings. Further, EC 9.2790 applies to the creation of lots in the R-1 zone,
whereas the subject development is not creating any new lots. Nevertheless, the solar setback
standards of EC 9.2795 apply to all structures on R-1 zoned lots, 4,000 square feet or greater, with
a north-south dimension of at least 75 feet. The applicable solar setback standards are evaluated
at EC 9.8320(11)(k).

EC 9-.8320!11}: The PUD complies with all of the following:
(a) EC 9.2000 through 9.3915 regarding lot dimensions and density requirements for
the subject zone. Within the /WR Water Resources Conservation Overlay Zone or

/WQ Water Quality Overlay Zone, no new lot may be created if more than 33% of

the lot, as created, would be occupied by either:

1. The combined area of the /WR conservation setback and any portion of the
Goal 5 Water Resource Site that extends landward beyond the conservation
setback; or

2. The /WQ Management Area.

The development is not creating residential lots; as such, EC 9.2760 Residential Zone Lot Standards
do not apply. The subject property is not within a /WR or WQ area. With regard to density, based -
on the R-1 Low-Density Residential zoning and EC 9.2750 Residential Zone Development
Standards, the subject property is permitted to have a maximum net density of 14 units per acre.
EC 9.2751(1)(b) explains that net density is the number of dwelling units per acre of land in actual
residential use and reserved for the exclusive use of residents in the development, such as
common open space or recreational facilities. EC 9.2751(1)(c) states that, for calculating net

- density, the acreage of land considered part of the residential use shall exclude public and private

streets and alleys, public parks, and other public facilities.

The subject property is 102,808 square feet (2.3 acres). The right-of-way dedications being
required total 4,024 square feet: (22.5 x 50) + (13 x 199) + (13 x 24). Additionally, there is an
existing public wastewater easement along the east property line that affects 3,230 square feet of
the subject property (10 feet-wide and 323 long). These areas (4,024 + 3230) need to be
subtracted from the gross density to establish the allowable density of 14 units per net acre
(102,808 —7,254). With 95,554 square feet (2.19 acres) of net area, the allowable density is 30
units. The development includes 29 units (including the common house), which is within the
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allowed net dehsity. The proposed 29 unitson 2.19 net acres translate to a density of 13 units per
acre. '

EC 9.8310(4)(a) Tentative PUD General Apglicetion Reguirements confirm that easements
benefiting the residents of the PUD may be included in the residential density calculations. As
such, the proposed driveway is not excluded from this calculation. It is further noted that the
shared driveway is not a private street, which is typically necessary to provide frontage for the
creation of lots; the development is not creating additional lots. The on-site turnaround is also not
a public facility in that it is not open to the general public (for those traveling on Oakleigh Lane),
but only to provide emergency vehicle access to the development. Eugene Water and Electric
Board (EWEB) staff has indicated that an off-site easement is needed to provide a looped water
system prior to development of the subject property, but has not indicated that any easements
are needed through the subject property.

Based on the above findings, the PUD complies with EC 9.8320(11).
(b) EC9.6500 through EC 9.6505 Public Improvement Standards.
EC 9.6500 Easements

This section authorizes the City to require dedication of easements for wastewater sewers and
other public utilities and access under certain circumstances. This section also prohibits
obstructions within public easements. The applicant’s survey and engineering plans indicate that
there are no existing or proposed easements, other than the 20-foot wide public sewer easement
that overlaps the east boundary of the subject property and an underground 72-inch wastewater
trunk line. The applicant’s plans show no encroachments within this public easement, other than

" the pathsalong the north and south property boundaries for bicycles and pedestrians.

Public Works staff notes that the applicant’s title report identifies the following three easements,
which are not shown on the tentative plans: (1) an easement recorded on August 6, 1947 at Book
353, Page 146 in favor of the United States for power lines and appurtenances; (2) an easement
reserved in a deed recorded March 6, 1942 at Book 229, Page 60 from Nellie McClure, a single
person, to H.H. Harris and Gladys M. Harris for a roadway; and (3) an easement recorded October
11, 1949 at Book 403, Page 285 in favor of the United States of America. The applicant’s surveyor:
has confirmed that all these easements are shown on the survey map and do not impact the

~applicant’s proposed development

In regards to additional public easements, Public Works staff only identify the need fora
temporary emergency vehicle access easement; see the prior findings and condition at EC
9.8320(5)(a); which are incorporated here by reference. Referral comments from the Eugene
Water and Electric Board (EWEB) also indicate the potential need for additional easements, which
will be more precisely determined when the service design is approved by EWEB; refer the
findings and condition at EC 9.8320(11)(b) and the referenced water standards at EC 9.6505(1),
which are mcorporated by reference.

Based on the above findings, the proposed development will comply with EC 9.6500.
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EC 9.6505 Improvements-Specifications

This section requires all public improvements to be designed and constructed in accordance with
adopted plans and policies, the procedures specified in EC Chapter 7, and standards and
speciflcations adopted pursuant to EC Chapter 7. Additionally, all developments are required to be
served by and implement infrastructure improvements including water, sewage, streets, street
t'rees, street lights, sidewalks, access ways, and stormwater drainage.

EC 9.6505(1) Water Supply

Water service for the proposed development must be provided in accordance with Eugene Water

and Electric Board (EWEB) policies and procedures. Referral comments from EWEB staff are as-
follows:

The existing water infrastructure in Oakleigh Lane and McClure Lane is inadequate to serve
any additional development or provide the necessary fire flows along Oakleigh Lane.
Therefore, prior to any development of the site, significant upgrades of the water facilities
in Oakleigh Lane and McClure Lane along with a loop connection between these streets
through the project site will be required to serve the property. Easements will be required
across private property to make the loop connection to McClure Lane to the south. The
developer will need to fill out EWEB’s standard design agreement prior to EWEB
proceeding Wlth design of the upgrades.

To ensure compliance with the water supply standards of EC 9.6505(1), the following conditions of
approval are also necessary:

e Prior to final PUD approval, the applicant shall provide documentation from EWEB, .
confirming that water facilities are available for the proposed development.

As conditioned above, the PUD will comply with EC 9.6505(1).
EC 9.6505(2) Sewage

This standard requires all developments to be served by wastewater sewage systems of the City, in
compliance with the provisions of EC Chapter 6. The applicant proposes to connect to the existing
eight-inch public wastewater system within Oakleigh Lane, abutting the northwest property
boundary. Public Works staff confirms that an eight-inch lateral was stubbed (under City Contract File
No. 1992-0011) to the subject propertyfrom the manhole (structure number 49033) to the subject
property. Public Works staff notes that there is a pending assessment for this wastewater
infrastructure, which will become due at the time of development. Based on these findings, the

“applicant’s proposed wastewater system conceptually complies with applicable sewage specifications,

subject to a more detailed review during the subsequent site development and building permit
processes. '
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EC 9.6505(3) Streets and Alleys and {4} Sidewalks

EC 9.6505(3)(b) requires the developer to pave streets adjacent to the development site to the
width specified in EC 9.6870 Street Width with provision for drainage and construction of curbs
and gutters, sidewalks, street trees and street lights adjacent to the development site according
to the Design Standards and Guidelines for Eugene Streets, Sidewalks, Bikeways and Accessways
and standards and speuﬁcatnons adopted pursuant to EC Chapter 7 and other adopted plans and
policies.

Public Works staff confirms that Oakleigh Lane is not improved to City standards because it Iacks ‘
curbs and gutters, storm drainage, sidewalks, and street trees. The street does have existing street
lights and the 19-foot wide pavement width provides safe passage for two-way traffic. As such,
Public Works staff indicates that it is appropriate to defer public improvements via an irrevocable
petition, with the following condition of approval:

e The applicant shall submit an Irrevocable Petition for public improvements in Oakleigh
Lane to include paving, curbs and gutters, storm drainage, sidewalks, and street trees.

Irrevocable petitions enable the City to initiate a local improvement process and obligate the _
property owners to pay their proportional share of the street construction costs in the future. The
City could construct the street when the majority of benefitting property owners agrees to pay for
the improvements. Based on the above findings and condition, the development will comply with
the applicable street improvement standards.

EC 9.6505(5) Bicycle Paths and Accessways.

Public right-of-way dedication is being required along the north property line, overlapping an
existing worn path between the terminus of Oakleigh Lane and the easterly City parklands, to
enable a future bicycle and pedestrian access way. Refer to the previous flndlngs and condition at
EC 9.8320(5), which are incorporated by reference.

(c) EC 9.6706 Development in Flood Plains through EC 9.6709 Special Flood Hazard
Areas — Standards. .

The subject property is within a Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA), per the Federal Emergency
Management Agency’s (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) 41039C-1128-F, dated June 2, 1999.
The applicant’s topographical survey prepared by Poage Engineering and Surveying, Inc. delineates the
SFHA boundaries and notes that the Base Flood EIe_vatibn (BFE) is 401.2 feet.

Development is allowed to occur within the SFHA, subject to review and approval for compliance
with applicable development standards during the building permit process. These standards
generally require structures to be located at least one foot above the BFE, among other
requirements. At the time of'development, these standards may be addressed through several
alternatives, including elevated building foundations or, typically, placing fill on the building site.
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Specific measures for compliance with SFHA standards will be subject to further City review and
approval at the time of building permits.

Public Works staff does not concur with the applicant’s floodplain delineation, but finds that it is
relati\'/ely accurate. Buildings 1,2, 4, the northernmost garage, the northernmost bike shed, and the
bike barri are located entirely within the SFHA, whereas Buildings 3 and 7 are located partially within
the SFHA. Staff notes that the highest BFE shall be used for the entire development site, unless each
structure (including the bike barn) has a specific BFE determination that has been approved by City
staff. To ensure compliance with the applicable SFHA standards, the following condition of approval is
necessary: :

e The final site plan shall delineate the Special Flood Hazard Area, identify Base Flood
Elevation (for the entire site or for each building), and note that development of the site will

be required to comply with the standards at EC 9.6707 through EC 9.67009.

As conditioned, the development will comply with the a_pplicable SFHA standards.

(d) EC9.6710 Geological and Geotechnical Analysis.

The geotechnical analysis requirements beginning at EC 9.6710 apply because the proposed
development is a PUD that has slopes in excess of five percent. The applicant submitted a geotechnical
analysis prepared by Foundation Engineering, Inc. Public Works staff confirms that the applicant’s
analysis meets the Level Three Analysis requirements of EC 9.6710(4)(c) and Administrative Order AO-
58-02-25-F. The analysis includes the results of sub-surface investigation and testing; to establish soil

_types and distribution, and the characteristics of the site and soils, in relation to the proposed

development. The analysis includes design recommendations for construction and inspection.
Public Works staff confirms that the analysis confirms the suitability of the site for the proposed

- development and notes that the geotechnical recommendations are industry standards. Nevertheless,

to ensure compliance as proposed, the foIlowing condition of approval is necessary:

e The final PUD site plans shall note that construction permits shall conform to the applicant’s
geotechnical analysis. :

" Based on the above findings and condition, the geotechnical standards at EC 9.6710 will be met.

(e) - EC9.6730 Pedestrian Circulation On-Site.

The development meets these standards by prowdlng pedestrlan connections between the dwelling
units and common facilities.

(f) EC 9.6735 Public Access Required.

The development will have.access onto a public street, Oakleigh Lane; consistent with this
standard. Referral commentsfrom Public Works staff confirm that the other requirements of this
standard are also met.
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(g) EC 9.6750 Special Setback Standards.

The applicant’s plans show a 20-foot special setback from the north property line for future right—
‘of-way for Oakleigh Larie. Public Works staff confirms that a special setback is not needed, based
on the right-of-way needs being exacted as a condition of development; refer to the findings and
conditions at EC 9.8320(5)(a), which are incorporated by reference.

(h) EC 9.6775 Underground Utilities.

'To ensure compliance with this standard, the following condition of approval is necessary:

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

As conditioned, the develophent will comply with this standard.

(i) EC 9.6780 Vision Clearance Area.
This standard does not apply because the subject property is notlocated at a street intersection.

(i) EC 9.6791 through 9.6797 regarding stormwater destination, pollution reduction, flow
control for headwaters area, oil control, source control, easements, and operation and
maintenance. '

In regards to EC 9.6791 Stormwater Destination, Public Works staff confirms that on-site
management of stormwater runoff from the development is required because there is no public
stormwater system available to serve the property. At the same time, the applicant’s geotechnical
analysis concludes that the site is not suitable for infiltration. Therefore, the applicant proposes to
direct stormwater runofffrom the proposed development to the abutting City parkland tothe
‘east. The site topography indicates that this is the natural drainage pattern. The applicant’s on-site
stormwater management system will include treatment facilities that also provide for some
detention. The overflow toward the east property line will be released at pre-development levels,
with rip-rap pads to disperse the flows at the discharge points. The applicant also indicates that
~level spreaders, consistent with the requirements ofthe City’s Stormwater Management Manual,
could be utilized, if required. '

Public Works staff notes that many of the proposed rip-rap outfalls are located within the public
wastewater easement along the east-property line. As conditioned previously at EC 9.8320(11)(b),
regarding prohibited uses in public easements, the stormwater infrastructure needs to be located
outside the public easement. With regard to the acceptébility of overflow onto City parklands, Neil
Bjorklund, City of Eugene Parks and Open Space Planning Manager, confirms that this would be
acceptable, provided the runoff is discharged evenly and not concentrated at one or more points
along the shared property line. To meet this requirement, the following condition of approval is
necessary: '
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.o The final PUD plans shall note the requwement that, at the time of development, all
stormwater discharge pomts directed toward the City’s property shall 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.

In regards to EC9.6792 Stormwater Pollution Reduction, runoff from the proposed impervious
surface areas will primarily be treated in planters (about 15 scattered throughout the
development site). To ensure that the treated funoff will be discharged at pre-development levels,
the rain gardens (planters) were sized using the City’s Stormwater Surface Filtration/Infiltration
Facility Sizing Spreadsheet. Runoff from the garage, driveway, and common house will be treated
in a vegetated swale (approximately 10 feet wide and 58 feet long) located east of the common

“house. A proposed berm at the end of the swale will act as a weir to reduce flows to pre-

development levels. As noted in the applicant’s written statement, the swale was sized using the
City’s presumptive method.

Public Works staff confirms that the proposed facilities are adequately sized to provide both
pollution reduction and destination from the development site. The actual facility sizes and design
will be more precisely determined during the building permit process and may be smaller or
larger, based on actual impervious surface area and any impervious surface reduction techniques
or in-kind facilities that may be provided at the time.of development, provided they are consistent
with the City’s 2008 Stormwater Management Manual, and are not materially inconsistent with
the approved final site plan.

EC 9.6793 Stormwater Flow Control is not applicable because the subject property is below 500
feet in elevation and does not discharge to a headwaters stream. However, as discussed above,
post-development flows will be limited to pre-development levels, in order to mimic existing
drainage conditions. EC 9.6794 Stormwater Oil Control is not applicable because the proposed
development will not generate high concentrations of oil and grease. EC 9.6796 Dedication of
Stormwater Easements does not apply because the proposed stormwater facilities are to be

- privately operated-and maintained.

EC 9.6797 Stormwater Operation and Maintenance applies to all facilities designed .and
constructed in accordance with the stormwater development standards. This section also specmes
when, and under what conditions, the public will accept function maintenance. Consistent with

~ these standards, the applicant proposes private operation and maintenance of the on-site

stormwater management facilities. To ensure compliance with EC 9.6797(3)(c), as proposed, the
following condition of approval is necessary:

o The final site plan shall note: “On-site stormwater management facilities will be privately
owned and operated. An operation and maintenance plan will be developed consistent
with the City’s Stormwater Management Manual, and notlce of this plan will be recorded,
durlng the building permit process.”

With the findings, conditions, and future permit requirements-noted above, staff finds that this

" criterion will be met.
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Based on these findings, the development will comply with this criterion.

(k) All other applicable developmeént standards for features explicitly included in the
application except where the applicant has shown that a proposed
" noncompliance is consistent with the purposes set out in EC 9.8300 Purpose of
Planned Unit Development. ‘ '

" The applicable development standards for féafures explicitly included in the application, which

‘have not already been addressed by other PUD approval criteria and related standards, are as
follows: EC9.2750 Residential Zone Development Standards; EC 9.2795 Solar Setback Standards;
EC 9.5500 Multiple-Family Standards; EC 9.6105 Bicycle Parking Space Standards; and EC 9.6410

Motor Vehicle Parking Standards. Staff notes that EC 9.6205 Landscape Standards, EC 9.6730 On-

* site Pedestrian Circulation, and EC9.6740 Recycling and Garbage Screening standards are

referenced within the multiple-family development standards at EC 9.5500. The development
complies with many of these standards, as noted below. Where the development does not
comply with these standards, as described in greater detail below, the applicant requests a
modification (“proposed non-compliance”), which is allowed through the PUD process, if the
following P UD purpose statements are met.

EC9.8300 Purpose of Planned Unit Development. The planned unit development
(PUD) provisions are designed to provide a high degree of flexibility in the design of
the site and the mix of land uses, potential environmental impacts, and are intended
to: '

(1) Create asustainable environment that includes:

(a) Shared use of services and facilities.

'(b) A compatible mixof land uses that encourage alternatives to the use of

' the automobile.

(c) '~ Avariety of dwelling types that help meet the needs of all income groups
in the community. _

(d) Preservation of existing natural resources and the opportunity to
enhance habitat areas. ‘

(e) Clustering of residential dwellings to achieve energy and resource
conservation while also achieving the planned density for the site.

(2)  Create comprehensive site plans for geographic areas of sufficient size to
provide developments at least equal in quality to those that are achieved
through the traditional lot by lot development and that are reasonably
compatible with the surrounding area. |

With regard to EC Table 9.2750 Residential Zone Development Standards, the development
complies with the following: density (below 14 units per net acre); building height (below 30 feet);
interior yard setback (from the east property line only); and the maximum 50 percent lot
coverage. The development does not comply with the front yard setback or the interior yard
setback (along the south and west property lines).

The substandard front yard setbacks are due to the right-of-way dedications being required; refer
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~ to the findings and conditions at EC 9.8320(5), which are incorporated by reference. Following
right-of-way dedication, Buildings 1 and 2 will be below the minimum 10-foot front yard setback
‘requirement, being about a half of a foot and eight feet away, respectively. The applicant requests
a modification to this setback, stating that “...the dwellings abutting Oakleigh Lane do not exceed
massing widths or heights inconsistent with the neighborhood single-family proportions. Along
Oakleigh Lane, at the southern side of the street, townhouses address the residential street with
covered porches as found in this and other neighborhoods of the River Road area. Internally, the
site plan is pedestrian oriented with many places for children to play and residents to sit outside.
By clustering the units keeping all the parking to one side of the site, more usable open space, free
from vehicle traffic, was able to be conserved with open views to the river and bike path.” (See
page 26 of the applicant’s fune 14, 2013 written statement.)

The substandard interior yard setbacks are as follows: the concrete wall, garages and carports
abutting the west property line and Tax Lots 10100 and 5700, respectively to the northwest and
southwest; the concrete wall at the southwest property corner, abutting Tax Lot 5600; and
Building 6, abutting Tax Lot 500. There is no explanation in the applicant’s materials for the
substandard building setback along the south property line; however, staff notes that the affected
property owners (Mr. Adee of Tax Lot 500 and Mr. Campbell of Tax Lot 5600) submltted letters in
support of the proposed development.

With regard to the west property line, the applicant explains that the garages and carports are
located near the property line because it makes for a better site layout. The applicant claims that,
if there were a setback, it would collect weeds and trash because'it would be an unused portion of
the site that serves no one. Staff understands that the design attempts tq load most of the
development on the western portion of the site because the eastern portion is in the floodplain
and abutsa natural resource area. Staff’s main concern is the potential impacts on the adjacent

- lands to the west.

In addition to aesthetics (i.e. screéening and softening of the bulk and scale of the development
along the property boundaries), the setback is intended to provide adequate separation between
structures to meet fire code regulations. The setback regulation is five feet from property lines and
ten feet between structures, which means that the abutting property would need to setback
future structures ten feet from the common property line. The applicant proposes an eight-foot
‘tall concrete wall along the west property line, not only to fulfill the screening function of the
setback, but to fire-rate the wall as well, to meet fire code requirements. Staff notes that the
appropriate fire rating cannot be determined at this time because the abutting property owners
are not proposing to build abutting structures; rating depends on materials and the regulations
change over time. Because the wall exceeds six feet, it too is consndered a structure subject to

- setback requirements. :

Staff believes the final determination as to acceptability of the concrete wall must include the
participation of the affected property owners (Tax Lots 5700, 10100, and 5600). Even if the

setback modification is granted, EC 9.2751(7) requires the developer to obtain an easement from
the abutting property owners. Staff recommends the easement as a condition of PUD approval,
which will ultimately determine whether the wall is acceptable to the abutting property owners. If -
the applicant is unable to obtain the off-site easements, then staff recommends an alternative
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condition that the final PUD plans show the structures setback five feet from the west property
line. These conditions also apply to Building 6 and Tax Lot 500. The recommended condition of
approval is as follows: _

= Priorto 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 all structures
setback at least five feet from the property lines.

Staff notes that a five-foot shift of the development plans to the east should nat significaht|y
affect other site features, as there is sufficient area within the common areas and along the east
property line to accommodate the adjustment. With regard to the PUD purpose statements, the
overall development achieves those; in regards to these specific setback issues, the PUD purpose
statements are met, to the degree the proposed.design is critical to the overall success of the '
development. Here, staff believes that the alternative of requiring compliance with the setback
standards is both feasible and would not jeopardize compliance with any other approval criteria or
applicable standards.

With regard to 9.2795 Solar Setback Standards, EC 9.2795(3) grants an exception to these
standards because the buildings abutting the north property line (Buildings 1 and 2) would shade a
- non-developable area, namely right-of-way for Oakleigh Lane and the bicycle/pedestrian access
way required along the north property line. For comparative purposes, absent the right-of-way,
the required solar setback would be 20 feet from the north property line. Both buildings are
setback at least 20 feet from the north property line. As such, it does not appear that a formal
modification through the PUD process is required; however, one could be supported for the same
reasons a modified front line setback, as discussed previously, would be granted. ‘

With regard to EC 9.5500 Multiple-Family Standards, the development complies with all of the
applicable standards, as follows: '
o Street Frontage: 60 percent of the street frontage, which is 82 linear feet, is
occupied by a building;
o. Building Orientation and Entrance: onIy applies to Buﬂdmg 1, abutting the street,
which has primary entrances facing the street;
o Building Mass and Fagade: only applies to Building 1, abutting the street, which is
- lessthan 100 feet in length ' '
o Articulation: the buildings have porches, windows, and offsets;
o Landscaping: the development exceeds the minimum reqwrement of 4, 007 square
feet;
o Open Space: the development has more than double the required open space, with
54,727 square feet instead of 20,037 square feet;-
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o Site Access.and Internal Circulation: the proposed driveway is 22 feet wide, which is
"~ within the 20-foot minimum and 28-foot maximum;
o Vehicle Parking: is not abutting street frontage; 7
o On-site Pedestrian Circulation: provided between buildings and shared facilities,
-consistent with EC 9.6730;
~ 0. Recycling and Garbage Areas: not Iocated in the front yard setback and has
perimeter screening, consistent with EC 9. 6740. ‘

Based on the above findings, the development complies with the applicable multiple—'family
development standards at EC 9.5500. With regard to EC 9.6105 Bicycle Parking Space Standards,
the development appears to exceed these requirements, subject to stall dimensions and security
details being determined during the building permit process. EC 9.6105 requires one long-term
bicycle parking space per dwelling unit. With 28 units plus the common house, 29 long-term
bicycle parking spaces are required. Short-term bicycle parking is not required of residential
development. . '

The applicant indicates that 52 spaces are proposed;.the plans show four sheds scattered across

.the site and a “bike barn” near the southeast property corner. The plans do not provide enough

specificity to determine whether the long-term space security requirements are met, but those
can be addressed in greater detail during the building permit process. The PUD plans show ample
room on the development site to accommodate the-required bicycle parking. Additional bicycle
parking (more than the 29 long-term spaces required) does not have to meet code standards, with
regard to dimensions and security specifications. Based on these findings, the bicycle parking
space standards of EC 9.6105 will be met.

With regard to EC 9.6410 Motor Vehicle Parking Standards, the applic'ant‘s plans show 16 covered
spaces, as garages and carports along the west property line. The applicant’s plans note that there
are 31 additional open/surface parking spaces. The plans show approximately 29 gravel parking .
spaces abutting the paved driveway. The. minimum number of vehicle parking spaces required is
one per dwelling unit (or 29 in this case). It appears that the minimum requirement is met; there is
no limitation on the maximum number of vehicle parking spaces for residential development. The
actual number of spaces is difficult to determine because the applicant does not propose to stripe
the spaces in accordance with the stall dimension standards of EC 9.6410; however, the scaled
plans show sufficient areas to accommodate the required parking. Public Works staff notes that,
due to the 22-foot wide drive aisle, all of the parking spaces are considered compact.

The applicant seeks a modification to the striping, surfacing, and landscaping requirements for the
vehicle parking spaces. EC 9.6410 requires a durable a dust-free surface, whereas the applicant
proposes gravel parking spaces. The applicant proposes filter fabric below the gravel surface to
meet the durable-and dust-free standard. The applicant also explains that the driveway will be
paved, where durabi|'ity and dust would be of greater concern associated with vehicle movements.
To keep gravel in the parking stalls and off the driveway, the applicant states that the planned
community can maintain this area and suggests keeping a broom nearby. The abutting concrete
wall proposed along the west property Ilne serves as mitigation to additional noise and dust
assocnated with gravel
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The concrete wall is also proposed inlieu of a seven-foot wide landscape bed between the parking
stalls and the west property line, which would be required by EC 9.6410, unless modified through
the PUD process. The concrete wall appears to meet the intent and function of the high-screen
landscaping requirement, as it is eight feet tall with living plant material (espaliered trees). As
purpose statements, with regard to clustering the development away from the easterly portion of
the site. ’ B ‘

As discussed previously, the wall is considered a structure subject to setbackrequirements. As
conditioned previously, if the applicant is unable to obtain easements from the abutting property
owners, the structures (wall included) will need to be moved five feet from the property line.
Either with or without the five-foot setback, the wall meets the intent of the landscaping
requirement for vehicle use areas adjacent to interior property lines.

Based on the available information and the findings and condition recommended above, staff
believes the requested modifications could be approved as being consistent with the PUD purpose
statements. Otherwise, the applicable development standards appear to be met. No signs or
exterior lighting is shown on the plans, but staff notes that those features would be subject to the
development standards at EC 9.6650 and EC 9.6725 at the time of development. Land Use
Management staff recommends the following condition of approval: '

e The final site plans shall note that compliance with the following development standards
will be determined more precisely at the time of building permit review:
o -Landscape Standards beginning in EC 9.6200
o Garbage Screening contained in EC 9.6740
o Bicycle Parking Standards contained in EC 9.6105
o Outdoor Lighting Standards contained in EC 9.6725 -

Based on the above findings, approval of the requested modifications aﬁd the condition for a - _
more detailed review for compliance at the time of building permit, the PUD will comply with the
above approval criterion at EC 9.8320(11)(k).

EC 9.8320(12): The proposed development shall have minimal off-site impacts, including
impacts such as traffic, noise, stormwater runoff and environmental quality.

Traffic~ Public Works staff confirm that the development will have minimal off-site traffic impacts,
as only 29 additional peak hour trips will be generated by the development. Public Works_staff
state that Oakleigh Lane curréntly provides for safe passage of two-way and emergency vehicles.
No street improvements are required of the development, although right-of-way dedication and
an Irrevocable Petition are being required to enable future public improvements. Pedestrian
safety is further addressed at EC 9.8320(5)(b); those findings are incorporated by reference. With
regard to public comments about the accident at the intersection of Oakleigh Lane and River Road,
this intersection is not on the City’s inventory of intersections with high crash ratings that would
otherwise warrant analysis to determine patterns that could be mitigated by infrastructure
improvements. As such, nothing further is required of the development.
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Noise — It is not expected the development would generate noise other than from a typical
residential area. The common open space is located at the center of the development. An eight-
foot tall concrete wall is proposed along the west property boundary. The desngn ofthls
development should have minimal off-site impacts-in regards to noise. :

- Stormwater — Off-site impacts of stormwater runoff is addressed as part of the applicant’s

proposed stormwater collection, conveyance and treatment system as discussed previously at
¢riterion (11)(j) and mcorporated herein by reference.

Environmental Quality — The subject property is not or any acknowledged Goal 5 natural resource
inventory, but it is within the Willamette Greenway boundary. The applicant has submitted a
concurrent Willamette Greenway permit application, which is evaluated later in this report; based -

~onthose findings, the proposed development is compatible with the Willamette River, which is

located more than 200 feet east of the subject property. As discussed at EC9.8320(4), the PUD is
designed and sited to minimize impacts to the natural environment.and includestree preservation
and additional tree planting; those findings are incorporated by reference.

Based on these findings, the proposed PUD will comply with the applicable criterion.

EC9.8320{13): The proposed development shall be reasonably compatlble and harmonlous
with adjacent and nearby land uses.

The proposed development is a low-density residential land use, within a low-density residential
area. Given the similar residential uses, there do not appear to be any inherent conflicts that
would keep the developmentsfrom being at least reasonably compatible and harmonious. The
development complies with the low-density (R-1) residential development standards, with regard
to density and building height. Although the development proposes attached single-family
dwellings, rather than the detached nature of the surrounding neighborhood, the density is -
dispersed across the development site, with groupings of three to four dwelling units per building.

Further the east boundary of the development site abuts a swath of undeveloped City parkland,
which contains Goal 5 riparian area associated with the Willamette River. The applicant’s plans
show the development clustered away from the resource area with open space adjacent to the
east property line. As such, the development is reasonably compatiblé and harmonlous with the
adjacent parkland and nearby Wlllamette River.

The compatibility and harmony of the development is challenged most along the west property '
line, where the applicant proposes vehicle use areas and garages. The applicant proposes a
concrete wall along the west property line to mitigate these impacts and to provide screening to
adjacent lands. As discussed previously, staff recommends the applicant obtain an easement from
the affected property owners, which will ultimately test whether the wall is acceptable mitigation.
Ifthe applicant is uhable to obtain the easements, staff recommends the final PUD plans show the
wall setback five feet from the property line. The applicant’s plans show the wall with espaliered
vegetation. These findings and condltlons are detailed at EC 9.8320(11)(k), which are mcorporated
here by reference.
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Staff notes that the northwest corner of the development site is the gateway to the
neighborhood. The wall proposed along the west property line stops short of the north property
line, to enable a landscaped bed with a tree and shrubs, which will help soften the entrance to the
development. As noted at EC 9.8320(5)(c) in regards to traffic, EC 9.8320(9) in regards to

. stormwater runoff, and EC 9.8320(4) in regards to protection of natural features, which are also

incorporated here by reference, the proposed development will have minimal off-site impacts

related to traffic, noise, stormwater runoff and natural resources. Based on the above findings,

the development is reasonably compatible with the nearby land uses. ‘
i

EC 9.8320(14): If the tentative PUD application proposes a land division, nothing in the apprdval

of the tentative application exempts future land divisions from compliance with state or local

surveying requirements.

This criterion does not apply because the development does not include a future land division.

EC9.8320{15): If the proposed PUD is Iocarted within a sper:ial area zone, the applicant shall
demonstrate thatthe proposal is consistent with the purpose(s) of the special area zone.

“The subject property is not located within a special area zone. As such, this criterion is not applicable.

Willamette Greenway Evaluation N
As required by the Type Ill ’Iand use application procedures beginning at EC 9.7300, the Hearings
Official must review any WG permit application and consider pertinent evidence and testimony as to

whether the proposal is consistent with the criteria required for approval at EC 9.8815 (shown below

in bold typeface). In this case, the proposal is being reviewed concurrently with the tentative PUD in
accordance with EC 9.8005(2). Based on the available evidence and findings provided below, staff
recommends conditional approval of the applicant’s request:

EC 9.8815{1): To the greatest degree possible, the intensification, change of use, or
development will provide the maximum possible Iandscaped area, openspace, or

vegetatlon between the activity and the river.

As previously noted, the Willamette River is located more than 200 to the east of the subject

* property. The land between the river and the subject property is owned by the City, as an

undeveloped natural resource area that contains /WR Water Resource (Goal 5) conservation
areas. In thisarea, there is no specific, pre-determined or adopted setback from the river under
the City's implementing provisions of Goal 15 (Willamette Greenway).

While not the focus of the applicable WG permit approval criteria, staff notes that the applicable
setbacks along the river in this area are based on the City’s Goal 5 Adopted Riparian inventory,
which is regulated with the /WR overlay zone (see EC 9.4920). The /WR conservation area at this

-location is greater than the typical 100-foot setback from top-of-bank along the Willamette River;

here, the adopted riparian area boundary extends landward beyond the 100-foot setback from
top of bank. For clarity, staff notes that the /WR conservation area does not extend onto the
subject property. Asshown on Attachment A, the subject property is at least 53 feet from the
boundary of the regulated resource’ area. :
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Vegetation on the eastern portion of the subject property nearest the river consists of a cover
crop of non-native short grasses, weedy forbs, and scattered and isolated fruit and fir trees. The
location, species, and size of existing trees are shown on the on the applicant’s topographical
survey (see Attachment D-4). The eastern portion of the site, closest to the riparian area to the
east, has few trees. The trees closest to the east property line include a row of fruit and filbert
trees along the south property boundary, which the applicant proposes to preserve, and a row of

_ cedars along the north property boundary.

Most of the northerly cedars are on adjacent lands to the north; the applicant proposes to
preserve these trees, which is further conditioned in the PUD evaluation at EC 9.8320(3) and
incorporated by reference. A 26-inch diameter cedar on the subject property, near the north
property line, however, is proposed for removal to accommodate the location of Building 1. (The
applicant’s tree removal and preservation plan is provided on Sheet L3.) The cedar to be removed
is about 50 feet from the east property line.

As for proposed landscaping between the development and the river, the applicant’s landscape
plan (Sheet L2) shows the eastern portion of the site as being planted with drought-tolerant native
meadow grasses. The eastern portion of the site will primarily be open space, with the closest
buﬂdlng being about 20 feet from the east property line (i.e. Building 2, abutting the north
property line). Buildings to the south (i.e. Buildings 4 and 7) have greater setbacks from the east
property line, by approximate 30 and 60 feet, respectively. As such, the development will provide
the maximum possible open space and vegetation between the activity and the river. Additional
landscaping along the east property boundary does not appear to be warranted, given the existing
site conditions as an open meadow.

Based on the available information and the brecedingfihdings, the above criterion is met.

EC 9.8815(2): To the greatest possible degree, necessary and’ adequate public access will
be provided to and along the river by approprlate legal means.

The -applicant’s plans show pedestrian and bicycle circulation within,the,dévelopment via
interconnected paths between the buildings and bicycle parking areas. The a‘pplicAant notes that there
is an existing-worn path along the north property line, between the Oakleigh Lane roadway arid the
east property line, abutting the City parklands. The applicant proposes to keep this path open, but
does not explicitly show any dedications to the public to enable continued access. Right-of-way
dedication is required over this area, to enable continued public access, pursuant to the concurrent
PUD approval criterion EC 9. 8320(5), the findings and conditions of which are mcorporated by
reference.

The applicant also proposes to stub a soft path to the southeast corner of the snte The segment of the
internal sidewalk system that is located between the most easterly building (a bike barn) and the east

property line is shown as having a graveled, rather than a paved, surface. This unimproved surface is

appropriate because there are no plans or funding for construction of a public path on the City
property at this location. Residents of the development will naturally want to walk across the City
parkland toward the river. Parks staff state -no objections or concerns. This proposed path at least
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delineates a more confined direction of travel, rather than random wandering through the City’s
resource area. :

This portion of the City property has been cultivated as a filbert orchard, which has been maintained
by the former owner of the subject property, as discussed in the applicant’s written statement. There
appears to be an informal path between the orchard and the subject property that would direct
travelers to the southerly McClure Lane right-of-way. Public Works staff confirms that the planned
bicycle and pedestrian connection through the City’s parkland is from McClure Lane toward the
easterly West Bank Bike Path, which is a regional facility that borders the west bank of the Willamette
River.

Based on the above f'indirigs, and the condition at EC 9.8320(5), public access will be provided to the
river by appropriate legal means. Refer to Attachment B and C for visual representations of these
findings.

EC 9.8815(3}): The intensification, change of use, or development will conform with
applicable Willamette Greenway policies as set forth in the Metro Plan.

Pages Ill-D-4 and 5 of the Metro Plan contain the Willamette Greenway policies. Of these, several
policies provide direction to local governments regarding legislative decision-making and other
long range planning efforts, and do not constitute mandatbry approval criteria for the application.
The following Metro Plan policy is potentially relevant to the proposed development, and is

_therefore addressed below.

Policy D.5: New development that locates along river corridors and waterWays shall be
limited to uses that are compatible with the natural, scenic, and environmental qualities of
those water features..

The proposed use is appropriate in this location, as the Metro Plan designates the subject property
for residential uses. The proposed development is an allowed use that requires PUD approval;
staff has determined previously in this report that the proposed development is consistent with
the PUD approval criteria. To the extent the above policy is applicable, the development is setback
more than 200 feet from the river, with City parkland and riparian areas located between the
subject property and the river which will not be impacted by the proposed development. Further,
the development proposes open space along the eastern portion of the site, abutting the
parkland, and has setback buildings by at least 20 feet from the east property line. As such, the
proposed residential use is compatible with the natural, scenic, and environmental qualities of the

. river corridor.

Based on the above findings, the proposed development is consistent with the applicable
Willamette Greenway policies set out in the Metro Plan. The above criterion is met.

EC 9.8815(4): In areas subject to the Willakenzie Area Plan, the intensification, change of
use, or development will conform with that plan’s use management considerations.
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This criterion does not apply because the area of request is not within the boundaries of the
Willakenzie Area Plan.

EC 9.8815(5}: In areas not covered byS‘ubsection_ (4) of this section, the intensification,
change of use, or development shall conform with the following applicable standards:

(a). Esta blishment of adequate setback lines to keep structures separated from the -
Willamette River to protect, maintain, preserve, and enhance the natural, scenic,
historic, and recreational qualities of the Willamette Greenway. Setback lines
need not apply to water related or water dependent activities as defined in the

- Oregon Statewide Planning Goals and Guidelines (OAR 660-15-000 et seq.).

Outside the Willakenzie Area Refinement Plan {WAP)} and the Goal 5 Water Resource (/WR)

riparian conservation area (neither of which affect the subject property), there is no regulatory
setback from the Willamette River. For context, the WAP establishes a 35-foot setback and the
/WR establishes a 100-foot setback from the top of the bank of the Willamette River. In this '
location, the /WR conservation area exceeds 100 feet from the riverbank, yet is stillmore than 50
feet from the subject property (see Attachment A). '

The existing setback, of more than 200 feet from the ordinary high water line o.fthesWiIlamette -
River, afforded by the intervening public park, is adequate to protect and maintain the natural and

‘scenic qualities of the Willamette Greenway. The development plan preserves the natural and

scenic qualities of the site by maintaining the existing open prairie conditions along the eastern
portion of the site, by setting the buildings back from the east property line by at least 20 feet and
by creating common open space that will be vegetated with native grasses.

(b) Protection of significant fish and wildlife habitats as identified in the
Metropolitan Plan Natural Assets and Constraints Working Paper. Sites )
subsequently determined to be significant by the Oregon Department of Fish and
Wildlife shall also be protected. .

The Metropolitan Plan Natural Assets and Constraints Working Paper does not identify any
significant fish and wildlife sites on the subject property. Although the Willamette River Corridor is
an Anadromous Fish River that is designated as an essential Salmon Habitat by the Oregon’
Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW), the subject property is located more than 200 feet west
of the ordinary high water line. No habitat protection measures appear to be required of the
proposed development.

(c) Protection and enhancement of the natural vegetative fringe along the
. Willamette River to the maximum extent practicable.

The proposal does not affect the vegetated fringe along the Willamette River, which is located

more than 200feet to the east. The regulated riparian resource conservation area is shown on
Attachment A. The existing vegetation closest to the river will be mamtamed asan open prairie
with native grasses in common open space.
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(d) Preservation of scenic qualities and viewpoints as identified in the Metrogoltta
Plan Natural Assets and Constraints Working Paper.

-The subject property is not identified has having scenic qualities or viewpoints on the

Metropolitan Plan Natural Assets and Constraints Working Paper.

(e) Maintenance of public safety and protection of public and private property,
especially from vandalism and trespass in both rural and urban areas to the
maximum extent practicable.

The applicantindicates that there is an existing dirt path along the north property line, between
Oakleigh Lane and the City parkland. This indicates poténtial public trespass on private property.
The applicant proposes to keep this path open, but does not explicitly show any dedications to the
public to enable continued access. Right-of-way dedication is being required over this area, to
enable continued public access, pursuant to the concurrent PUD approval criterion EC 9. 8320(5),
the findings and conditions of which are incorporated here by reference. Overall, development of -
the subject-property with dwelling units would increase public safety by providing more eyes on
the City parkland.

() Compatibility of aggregate extraction with the purposes of the Willamette River
Greenway and when economically feasible, applicable sections of state law
pertaining to Reclamation of Mining Lands (ORS Chapter 517) and Removal of
Material; Filling (ORS Chapter 541) designed to minimize adverse effects to water
quality, fish and wildlife, vegetation, bank stabilization, stream flow, visual
quality, noise, safety, and to guarantee necessary reclamation.

This standard does not apply because the proposal does not include aggregate extraction.

(g) Compatibility with recreational lands currently devoted to metropolitan -
recreational needs, used for parks or open space and owned and controlled by a
general purpose government and regulation of such lands so that their use WI||
notinterfere with adjacent uses.

Referral comments from Public Works staff |nd|cate no concern with the proposed development S
compatlblllty with the City’s adjacent publlc open space,

EC 9.8815{6): When site review approval is required, the proposed development will be
consistent with the applicable site review criteria.

This criterion does not apply because the subject property is not zoned with the /SR Site Review
Overlay, nor does the subject development require Site Review approval. -

EC 9-.8815!71: The' proposal complies with all applicable standards explicitly addressed in the
application. An approved adjustment to a standard pursuant to provisions beginning at EC

9.8015 of this land use code constitutes compliance with the standard.
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The concurrent PUD application has been evaluated against all applicable development standards.
Based on the findings and condltlons provided. at EC 9. 8320(11)(k) which are incorporated by

.reference, the above criterion W|II be met.

Staff Recommendatlon
Based on the available information and materlals and the findings and condltlons of approval
contained in this report, staff recommends that the Hearings Official grant tentative PUD approval

" subject to the following conditions of approval.

Conditions of Apnroval

1. The final PUD plans shall show Building 2 Iocated outside (moved south) of the required rlght—
of-way dedication along the north property line.

2. Priorto final PUD approval, the applicant shaII submit a report from a certified arborist
confirming that the row of cedars on adjacent lands to the north can survive the construction
impacts of the proposed development (and include any necessary protection measures to
ensure survival). The final PUD plans shall show the location of Building 2 and any related
protection measures (e.g. construction fencing for protected CRZ areas) cohsistent with the
arborist’s recommendations. ' '

3. Prior to final PUD approval, the applicant shall revise the final site plan to show the dedication of
22.5 feet of right-of-way along the northerly boundary of the development, between the westerly
boundary ofthe proposed development and a line that is 50 feet east of the westerly boundary,
and also to show the dedication of 13 feet of right-of-way extending from the aforementioned
line (the east end of the required 22.5 feet of right-of-way dedication) to a line that is 117 feet
beyond (east of) the existing the existing right-of-way (for a total length of 199 feet). Additionally,
the revised site plan shall show the dedication of a 13-foot wide Public Accessway along the
northerly boundary, which extends from the east end of the aforementioned right-of-way to the

- easterly property boundary (for a total distance of 24 lineal feet).

4. Prior to final PUD approval, the applicant shall submit for review and approval by City staff and
recording at Lane County Deeds and Records, a street deed which reflects the nght—of-way as
shown on the final site plan.

5. Prior to final PUD approval, the applicant shall dedicate a temporary emergency vehicle access
easement over the on-site hammerhead and the access drive from Oakleigh Lane and show -
this easement on the final PUD plans '

6. Priorto fina| PUD approval, the applicant‘shall provide documentation from EWEB, confirming

that water facilities are available for the proposed development.

7. The applicant shall submit an Irrevocable Petition for public improvements in Oakleigh Lane to
include paving, curbs and gutters, storm drainage, sidewalks, and street trees.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

. The final site plan shall delineate the Special Flood Hazard Area, identify Base Flood Elevation (for

the entire site or for each building), and note that development of the site will be réquired to
comply with the standards at EC 9.6707 through EC9.6709.

The final PUD site plans shall note that constructlon permits shall conform to the applicant’s
geotechnlcal analysis.

The final PUD plans shaII note that all on-site utilities wnII be placed underground consistent
with EC 9.6775.

The final PUD plans shall note the requirement that, at the time of development, all
stormwater discharge points directed toward the City’s praperty shall be designed as level
spreaders, consistent with the City’s 2008 Stormwater Management Manual. All stormwater
facilities shall be Iocated outside the public wastewater easement along the east property line.

The final site plan shall note: “On-site stormwater management facilities will be privately
owned and operated. An operation and maintenance plan will be developed consistent with
the City’s Stormwater Management Manual, and notice of this plan will be recorded, during
the building permit process.”

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.easer'nent 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
applicantis unable to obtain these off-site priva'te easements from the adjacent property
owners, then the final PUD plans shall show all structures setback at least five feet from the
property lines.

The final site plans shall note that compliance with the following development standards will
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

Consistent with EC9.7330, unless the applicant agrees to a longer time period, the Eugene Hearings
Official shall approve, approve with conditions, or deny a Type ll| application within 15 days following
close of the public record. The decision shall be based upon and be accompanied by findings that
explain the criteria and standards considered relevant to the decision, stating the facts relied upon in
rendering a decision and explaining the justification for the decision based upon the criteria, standards,
and facts set forth. Notice of the written decision will be mailed in accordance with EC 9.7335. Within
12 days of the date the decision is mailed, it may be appealed to the Eugene Planning Commission as
set forth at EC 9.7650 through EC 9.7685.
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Attachments:

Attachment A:Vicinity Map

Attachment B:Right-of-Way Dedications

Attachment C: Bicycle/Pedestrian Connections
Attachment D:Reduced Excerpts Application Materials

D-1
D-2
D-3
D-4

D-5

Topography map by Poage Engineering

~Site Plan Al1.1

Detail of north property line setbacks
Tree Preservation and Removal.Plan
Figure 1 Street Connectivity Study by Access Engineering

All record materials are available for review at the Planning Division. Copies or emails of these
additional materials can be provided upon request. The Hearings Official will be provided a full set of
the applicant’s materials for review, and the full application file will be made available at the public

hearing.

For More Information: .

Please contact Becky Taylor, Assistant

or by e-mail, at becky.g.tavlor@ci.eugene.or.us
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Attachment C
Bicycle/Pedestrian Connections

Existng Bike Path
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West Bank
" Bike Path

Proposed Path
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Attachment D-3 Nort. :1e Setback Detail
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Attac_hment D-5 Street Connectivity

Figure 1

Oakleigh Meadows PUD Connectivity Study
Shadow Platfor T1200 on map 17042413

Atl dimensions are
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Letter from Paul Conte, received October 16, 2013 .......ocoovveeeerennee. eeerereeee e 444
Letter from Paul Conte, received October 16, 2013 .....ccovuveeevmrrecenecrereeseeeene 448
Letter from Bryn Thom, received October 16, 2013.........cccccevrevvevenrecirnrerenrerenne 457
Letter from J onathan Oakes with attachments, received October 16, 2013......... 460
Letter from Katie McCamant, received October 16, 2013......ccccevvervevivivereneeeenne. 574
Letter from Michael Cox, SSW Engineers, with attachments, received

OCtODET 16, 2013 ... ciiiiieiciieiieeeere e esereesteesaeesaeessaeesaeesssesesseesiesssassseessaesnsenes 576
Letter from Michael Weishar, Access Engineering, received October 16,2013.611
Letter from Willard Dixon, Architect, received October 16, 2013............ccue...... 612
E-mail from Zack Mittge, received October 16, 2013 ................... e ———— 614
E-mail from Sandy Thoms, received October 16, 2013........cccecvvvveirerveninne 620
Letter from Mark Conley, received October 15, 2013........ccccveveeveneiernereenneennns 621
E-mail from Jennifer Holst, received October 15,2013 .......ccoevvvevveencrencrienrinnen. 639
Letter from Jon Texter, Essex General Constructlon received October 10,

0 O ORI 640

22. Materials submitted between October 3 and October 9,2013:

a.

b.

oS OB T RTEER S

»

{00112710;1 }

Neighborhood opposition report from Bryn Thoms, recelved October 9,2013 :
[Color copy at RE-E; CD at RE-F] ....ccooveiiiiiiiiiiiceet it e 641

Letter from Lauren Regan, Justice Law Group, received October 9, 2013 [CD at
RE-G] vttt F O PRSPPSO 797
E-mail from Lauren Regan, with attachment, received October 9, 2013 [Color .
copy at RE-HJ ccoooviiiiiiii 809
Letter from Paul Conte, with attachments, received October 9,2013 [Color copy
AL REAI ittt sttt st et e s st sttt e 860
Submittal from Mark Conley, received October 9, 2013 [Color copy at RE-J] ..898
Submittal from Mark Conley, received October 9, 2013.........ccovviiviniiininniian 900
E-mail from Sue Schaeffer, received October 9, 2013 ......covvvvvreerienirvenennns veeee 903
E-mail from Deb and Christopher Michaels, received October 9, 2013....... 904
Letter from Jane Towne, received October 9, 2013.........cccvvevererienerienienenennnee 905
~ Letter from Anthony Towne, received October 9, 2013 .........ccccevvrvvevencrenieecnens 907

~ Letter from Karen Fleener-Gould and Scott Gould, received October 9,2013...909
Letter from Phil Rizzo, received October 9, 2013 ..........ccovrvivivinninininnennenn 912
E-mail from Stephen Flanagan, received October 9, 2013 .........cooetvvervrecnenennens 913

_ E-mail from Joan Connolly, received October 9; 2013 .......cccccevveriinviniriennnne. 914
Letter from Rick Rubin, received October 9, 2013 ......cveeeveiiverererereeerererereeseseens 917
Letter from Maureen McCauley, received October 9, 2013 .......cccoevevveiivninviennnns 920
Letter from Paul and Cecelia Heintz, received October 9, 2013 ...........o......tv..921

E-mail from Will Dixon, with attachments, received October 9, 2013 [Color copy
AL REK] ittt et ve st st s bbb st eae e nn s 923
E-mail from Rachel Stedman, w1th attachments, received October 8, 2013 [Color -
COPY At RE-L] .ottt sttt et st s s 929
Letter from Barbara Boylan, recerved October 8, 2013 v, wreresereesaresaresnesns 933
Letter from Anne Love, received OCtober 8, 2013 w......cuvveueeereveereeerereeersressseeenns 934
-3-
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aa.

bb.

CC.

dd.

cc.

ff.

ge.
hh.

ITEM DESCRIPTION ‘  PAGE

Letter from Lara Bovilsky, with attachments, received October 8, 2013 [Color

COPY At RE-MJ...cuiviiiiiiiinieeieeisienienesieseeseeseeseessesaessessse s s see eses sesses sessessssssasssssans ons 935
E-mail from Lynn Dixon, received October 8, 2013 .......c.ccccerveiriernenienieenennenns 944
Letter from Nir Pearlson, Architect, received October 8, 2013 .......coovrvvvverirvnnnes 945
Letter from Frannie Cross, received October 8, 2013 ........ccovvvevviviiiieinirecnnerene. 946
Applicants’ slideshow from October 2, 2013 hearing, received October 8, 2013
[Color copy at RE-N]... e o947
Award certificate and 111ustraton submltted by W111 Dlxon recelved October 8,
2013 [Color copy at RE-O]... ...959
E-mail from Rachel Stedman recelved October 7 2013 .................................... 961
Letter from Alex Daniell, received October 5, 2013 .. e 964
E-mail from Jim and Sharon Brandt and Ruby and J ames Bauer recelved

(O ¢170Yo <) i T4 1) U TS 965
Letter form Joan Connolly, received October 4, 2013........cccovevvicveiieccin e . 966
E-mail from Paul Conte, received October 4, 2013........coovvveeiveeririeeeneene e 968
Letter from Laura Fischrup, received October 4, 2013 ........ccccecvveiveiveneenivennnnnns 979
Letter from Tammy Crafton, received October 3, 2013 ........cccivvveeirvenervernennennns 980

23.  Hearings Official Agenda and staff report dated October 2, 2013 [Color copy at
RE-P] [DVD at RE-Q]... et et e s eea b s st s n e eae et ens . crreerennen 986

24, Materials submitted at October 2, 2013 Hearings Official hearing:

a.

<ETPROBOBE-ATIER MO QST

{00112710;1 }

Site plan submitted by Will Dixon, received October 2, 2013 [Color copy at

RE-RJ ..ttt ettt vessese st et sss st st st s s sssaerssssssensosansensssensonsssansonensons 1036
Letter from Jill and Bruce Buschelman, received October 2, 2013 ...................1037
Letter from Bruce and Jill Buschelman, received October 2, 2013 ................... 1041
Letter from Bruce and Jill Buschelman, received October 2, 2013 ................... 1042
Letter from Jesse Thomas, received October 2, 2013 .......ccovivviiivirinireeneveiinnnns 1045
E-mail from Debra Polak, received October 2, 2013.......cceeevivieeeienicineicreeenenns 1046
Letter from Tom Sims, received October 2, 2013 .........eevvevveneeeeiieeeeieeeeieeeeennens 1047
E-mail from Thomas Baxter and Sherrie Sims, received October 2, 2013........1048
Letter from Morgan Sims-Buschelman, received October 2, 2013 ................... 1049
Letter from Bruce Buschelman and David Weber, received October 2,2013...1050
Letter from Brandon Buschelman, received October 2, 2013........cccoceveeiennennns 1051
E-mail from Jackie Marlette, received October 2, 2013 .......ccccevvvveeveennvrecieennnnns 1052
Letter from Kayleen Hanna, received October 2, 2013 ......... S ST 1054
Letter from Rick Rubin, received October 2, 2013........coccvvvievreiciiviniercnienens 1056
- Letter from Edward Love, received October 2, 2013 ........ccccccvveervvvenieiinnneenne. 1058
Letter from Anne Love, received October 2, 2013 .....cccvivveiivveicinnereerecineeenns 1060
Submittal from Anne Love, received October 2, 2013 [Color photos at RE-S]1071
Letter from John Fenn and Lisa Gilman, received October 2, 2013 ................... 1080
Letter from Jen and Malia Carroll, received October 2, 2013 .......cccecevveeerinenne 1084
Letter from Jenna Fribley, received October 2,2013 ..........cccoevuernenesn: STEIN 1085
Letter from Antonia Lewis, received October 2, 2013 ......cccceevevveviievnnerrcnnn... 1086
Letter from Katy Patton, received October 2, 2013 .........cccvreceeverrrvenienneeeneenne 1088
-4 -
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Letter from R.C. Cross, received October 2, 2013.......cccceeivvvevneriinninerevennenivnns
Letter from Eileen Adee, received October 2, 2013 .......ccceevvrnrennnne e
Letter from David Adee, received October 2, 2013 ........ erreeeeerirrreeee—eeeeeearres
Letter from Newt Loken, received October 2, 2013 .......ccoivvivniviiiiceneinneerinnnnns

25.  Materials submitted between Septémber 25 and October 1, 2013:

L, PReT OB T RTTER MO AL g

ENW g o

bb.
- cc..
dd.

cc.

ff.

ge.
hh.

11.
3

kk.

11.

{00112710;1 )

Letter from Betty Grant, received September 30, 2013 .................... reerersionens
'E-mail from Paul Conte, received September 30, 2013........cccceveveriveinrrenene.
E-mail from Michelle Featherston, received September 30, 2013...................
E-mail from Cedar Star, received September 30, 2013 .........covveiveiiinveerinnenns
E-mail from Charlotte Maloney, received September 30, 2013 ...........coeueunene.
Letter from Katy Patton, received September 30, 2013................ ireeneee e
Letter from Gabriel Cross, received September 30, 2013.......cccccveevveveecveennnne
E-mail from Geri Baxter, received September 30, 2013.......ccccceevivveninineennnne
E-mail from Karen Hecht and Dan Bessette, received September 29, 2013 .....
Letter from Scott Clarke, received September 28, 2013.........cccccevvverveineennnne
E-mail from Bryn Thoms, received September 28, 2013 ....c..ccoveevvrevreverevenne.
Letter from Sandy Thoms, received September 28, 2013.................. e
E-mail from Nicole Lawless, received September 28, 2013........cccevvvvvnrvernnnnn
E-mail from Suzanne Kelley, received September 28, 2013 .......cccvvvervvnenn.
E-mail from Jim and Sophie Swirczynski, received September 28, 2013.......
Letter from Daneen Justice, received September 28, 2013........cccccvevvvirercnnrns
E-mail from Christine Robins, received September 28, 2013 .......cccccciiiivverenns

Letter from Michael Weishar, Access Engineering, received September 27,

Letter from Maureen McCauley, received September 27, 2013 .........coccevvinn
Letter from Travis Sheridan, received September 27, 2013 .......ccovevrvrrrrnnnn.
E-mail from Stan Paulic, received September 27, 2013 ........... eerneereeieerreran
Letter from Paul Edlund, received September 27, 2013 .......cccoovvvuiiiniernnnii,
Letter from Paul Dustrud, received September 27, 2013........... [T
E-mail from Karl and Silvia Bennet, received September 27, 2013 ................
E-mail from Bonita Nussbaum, received September 27, 2013 ..........ccccccvenee.
Letter from Sandy Thoms, received September 27, 2013......... RN cereeeres
Letter from Judy Scott, received September 27, 2013 .......cc.eovvvieeirvnnrinnneenneene
E-mail from Sabine Wilke, received September 27, 2013........cccccceevieernennnne
Letter from Jane Towne, received September 27, 2013........ccoevrvenenen. e
E-mail from Barbara Frerichs, received September 26, 2013........cccccvervnenaien
Letter from Anthony Towne, received September 26, 2013..........ccovviiiunnene.
E-mail from Maj Hutchinson, received September 26, 2013 ........cccccceviuerinenne
E-mail from Ethan Hutchinson, received September 26, 2013.......c...cccceeevennne
Letter from Hal Stedman, received September 26, 2013 ..o
E-mail from Scott Stedman, received September 26, 2013 .......ccccvveereeicinnnn
E-mail from Rachel Stedman, received September 26, 2013 .........cccccvvevennneen.
Letter from Shawn Johnson, received September 26, 2013.........cveeveerirerenen.
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26.

27.

ITEM DESCRIPTION _ o PAGE

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.........cccccvenene 1155
Hearings Official staff report, with attachments, dated September 25, 2014 [Color copy of
attachments at RE-T] ....c...oi vttt e sres ere s srne e e srnessrsneneessenneeans 1 130
Materials submitted between August 29 and September 24, 2013 ........coccvververervirinrveerinenne
a. Letter from Terrence Killian, received September 24, 2013.......ccceeeveivcernneenee. 1205
b. E-mail from Andrienne Borg, received September 24, 2013........c..ovveervernennens 1206
c. Letter from Bryn Thoms, with attachments, received September 24,2013 [Color

copy of attachments at RE-U] ........cccoeiriininnn e eeeeeene e 1207
d. E-mail from Dean Nussbaum, received September 23, 2013 .......ccceveverrrvnenen. 1213
e. E-mail from Rachel Stedman, received September 23, 2013 ........ccccovvvervvrernnne 1215
f. E-mail from Maj Hutchinson, received September 23, 2013 ........ccccoevrvvernnnn 1217
g. E-mail from Nena Lovinger, received September 23, 2013 ........cccccevevcvevvernenne 1219
h. E-mail from Planet Glassberg, received September 23, 2013 .........ccccovvverveeee.. 1220
i. ~ E-mail from Cecelia and Paul Heintz, received September 23, 2013................ 1221
j. E-mail from Shane MacRhodes, received September 23, 2013 .........cccceervvvnenee 1224
k. E-mail from Clare Strawn, received September 23, 2013 .......c..ccccevvvcvennnn.. 1226
L. E-mail from Mike van Mantgem, received September 23, 2013 .........c.ccceunnee. 1229
m. E-mail from Patricia Parcells, received September 23, 2013 ........ccoevvevrneenne. 1230
n. Letter from Carleen Reilly, received September 23,2013 .......ccccvvevirvreinnnnnnns 1231
0. E-mail from Marshall Wilde, received September 22, 2013 .........cccoveevveieennne 1232
p- Letter from Don Kahle, received September 22, 2013 .......cccccoverivevvneivinieerinnnnne 1233
q. E-mail from Charlotte Maloney, received September 22, 2013 .. verrennn. 1234
r. E-mail from Don McLean and Elizabeth Marshall, received September 21,

2003 e e a e et b b ettt et et e eae e sba st e ratentats 1235
S. E-mail from Dale Greenlee, received September 21, 2013 .......ccccccevmveneneee i 1236
t. Letter from Otto Poticha, received September 20, 2013.......cccivvvevurveivenrnrens 1237
u. E-mail from David Cutting, received September 20, 2013..........cccovvveveneenee.... 1238
V. Letter from Jodi Sommers, received September 20, 2013 ........cccovvvvveccvvrennnne 1239
w. Letter from Jim O'Connor and Pen Sand, received September 20, 2013........... 1240
X. E-mail from Phyllis Temple, received September 19, 2013 ........cocevevveevernenne 1241
y. Letter from Dennis Clark, received September 19, 2013.......ccccceevvevierienneen... 1243
Z. E-mail from Sarah Adkison, received September 19, 2013.......ccccevvevervrvennnnne 1244
aa. E-mail from Jonathan Oakes, received September 19, 2013 ..........cceveerevevenrenae 1245
bb.  Letter from Susan Hyne, received September 19, 2013.......ccccvvvviveneriinnnnens 1246
cc. Letter from Susan Hyne, received September 18, 2013.........ccccvivviivenierinennnen, 1247
dd. . Letter from Bryn Thoms, with attachments, received September 17, 2013 [Color

copy of attachments at RE-V]........ccoiiveiiiniiinininciicie e ceseee e s s 1248
ee. Referral comments from Ed Haney, Public Works, received September 17,

2003, ettt et e e e st e st see s e e e b e e s r e e e rene s reresaaese s e e eten e e s 1255
ff. E-mail from David Campbell, received September 11,2013 ........ccccuvrvvrvennnnnen. 1277
gg.  Letter from Avis Eileen Adee, received September 11, 2013.......ccccveeennnnne 1278
hh. E-mail from Will Dixon, received September 10, 2013 .......ccceceerveveeriviinnenne 1279

-6-
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28.
29.

30.

31.
32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

ITEM DESCRIPTION i PAGE

ii. E-mail from Paul and Cecelia Heintz, received September 10,2013 ...............1284

i Letters submitted by Will Dixon, received September 9, 2013 ..........cccevveenene. 1287
kk.  Letter from Pat Bryan, received September 9, 2013 .......cccccovviriiinivinenienneninnnne 1292
11. Referral comments from Gilbert Gordon, Deputy Fire Marshall, received
— September 9, 2013 ...cuiiiiiiiieiiereee e e e s a e s sa et seess 1293

mm. Referral comments from Quentin Blattler re flood hazard area, received

September 9, 2013 .....uiiviiveriirerser e et se s eere et sresee e seeee sreseneenenees 1294
nn. Referral comments from Kristie Brown, Land Use Management, received B

September 9, 2013 ......coviiiiiriirinieneieeteresre et a e e esees eereenn 1295
00.  E-mail from Rachel and Scott Stedman, received September 9, 2013 .............. 1301
pp.  Letter from Rich Dambrov, received September 9, 2013 ..........cccoenee e, 1303
qq.  Letter from Patricia Holtz, received September- 8, 2013.........ccceeerernnennene w1304
IT. Letter from Anne Love, received September 6, 2013 ........ccccevevvvivercerivninnnnnnn 1305
ss. E-mail from Judy Scott, received September 4, 2013........ccccevvvirvenreevenenenenne 1307
tt. Letter from Jean Darian and Laurie and Simon Trautman, with attachments,

received September 4, 2013 [Color copy of attachments at RE-W]..................1308
uu.  Letter from Martin Henner, received September 2, 2013 ............ccceveivvvneennn 1311

VvV, Letter from Steve Goldman, received August 31,2013 ... 1312
ww. Referral comments from Daniel Ingram, Lane County Transportation, received
August 29,2013 .....ceoiininnenne eereeeereteeeeerteeteesre st eet e e eestestaeresanesnnesssnas eened ...1313

Public sign posting, posted August 28, 2013 and September 6, 2013 [Color copy at

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

North line detail submitted by Will Dixon, received August 27, 2013 [Color copy at

R E Y e ettt b et b s ne 1320
Letter from Antonia Le§vis; rec_eived August 26,2013......... eeerereeesiraeeeeenrraeeeennns w1321
Referral comments ﬁo_m Will Mueller, LTD, received August 23, 2013...........c.coee.e. 1322

‘Referral commeits from Christina Svetal‘anc_l Brad Taylor, EWEB, received August 20,
2013 s bbb 1323
Letter from David Aciee, received August 12, 2013 .....cocviveiivvenvverenneiiennecveeeenns R 1325
Letter dated May 6, 2013 from McCamant and Durrett Architects, rec‘eived_August 12;
20131 e e e s ern Reaee s 1327
Willamette Greenway Applicant’s written statement, réceived August 12, 2013 ......... 1336
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38.

39.

40.
41.

42,

RE-A
RE-B
RE-C

RE-D
RE-E

RE-F

RE-G
‘RE-H

RE-I
RE-J

ITEM DESCRIPTION PAGE

Planned Unit Development Applicant’s written statement, received August 12, 2013.1360

a. Stormwater analysis from SSW Engineering, received August 12,2013.......... 1406
b. Street Connectivity Study from Access Engineering, received August 12,

20031 ettt et s e e e s b s h e st et e e et e e ete S r e et et e e b e e babantentsaeenaenes 1439
c Geotechnical Investigation from Foundatlon Englneermg, received August 12,

2013 ettt st st a et e b e besbe e e e e be st e basaenransesaaene 1444
d. Non-compliance request from Will Dixon, received August 12, 2013 ............. 1472
e.  Site plans, received August 12, 2013 ......ccorvvieererirereiierereeseseseeesesenenssnens [RE-Z]
1. Landscape plans, received August 12, 2013 .....ccccvviiivieniiinieenieenieennnennnens [RE-AA]
g. West line elevations, received August 12,2013 .....ccoceviiveiveenieenienienieenns [RE-AB]
h. Civil plans, received August 12, 2013 .......covvvvirenvenininenieenessnenessessnenns [RE-AC]
1. Detailed Grading Plan, received August 12, 2013......c.ccccevvvrvervenieenienieenns [RE-AD]
j. Title report, received August 12, 2013 ...ccooviivirviiiiniiinenienenrrenesresesseesesenns 1481
k. Adopted Willamette Greenway map, received August 12, 2013................ [RE-AE]
Willamette Greenway application form, received June 18, 2013 .........cccceeveveeivenennnen. 1490

Affidavit of Mailing, Notice of Neighborhood meeting, received April 19, 2013 ........ 1491

a. Exhibit A — Meeting NOHCE .......ovueverrieeireeerreenreieseessesssesssssssssssesssesssassessssesens 1492
b. Exhibit B — Mailing LiSt .....cccccevviiiininiiineniinenienesneneesiesesseeseessnessessesssesseenne 1493
Aff1davit Of POSHINZ...cciectiviriiiinieneeirentese st ssrese e s s eseesessessaessesaeseessnessesnessanns 1498
Summary Neighborhood meeting notes.......... eeteere et e st e st e e e e te st e seesreesaesaeenaans 1499

Planned Unit Development application form and fee receipt, recelved April 19,

- Exhibits Retained by City Under OAR 661-010-0025(2)

DVD of December 16, 2013 Planning Commission meeting (Item 3)

DVD of December 9, 2013 Planning Commission meeting (Item 5)

Color map of site plan attached to Agenda Item Summary for December 9, 2013 Planning
Commission meeting (Item 6)

DVD of December 5, 2013 Planning Commission public hearing (Item 7) .

Color copy of neighborhood opposition report from Bryn Thoms, received October 9,
2013 (Ttem 22.a)

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

CD of opposition testimony of Lauren Regan received October 9, 2013 (Item 22.b)

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

Color copy of Attachment C, map of Oakleigh Lane (Item 22.d)

Color copy of submittal from Mark Conley, received October 9, 2013 (Item 22.e)

{00112710;1 } -8-



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 October 8,2013
(Item 22.s)

RE-M Color copy of photos attached to letter from Lara Bovilsky, received October 8, 2013

(Item 22.v)

RE-N Color cop of Applicants’ slldeshow from October 2, 2013 hearing, received October 8,

2013 (Item 22.7)

RE-O Color copy of illustration submitted by Will Dixon, received October 8, 201 3 (Item
22.aa)

RE-P- Color copy of attachments to staff report attached to Hearlngs Ofﬁ01a1 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 by Will Dixon, received October 2, 2013 (Item 24.a)

RE-S Color photos from Anne Love, received October 2, 2013 (Item 24.9)

RE-T Color copy of attachments attached to Hearings Official staff report dated September 25,
2013 (Item 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 recelved September 17,

2013 (Item 27.dd) : g

RE-W Color copy of attachments attached to letter from Jean Darlan and Laurie and Simon
Trautman, received September 4, 2013 (Item 27.1t)

RE-X Color copy of pubhc sign posting, posted August 28, 2013 and September 6,2013 (Item
28)

RE-Y Color copy of north line detail submltted by Will Dixon, received August 27, 2013 (Item
30)

~ RE-Z Site plans, received August 12,2013 (Item 37.¢)

RE-AA Landscape plans, received August 12,2013 (Item 37.1)
RE-AB West line elevations, received August 12, 2013 (Item 37.g) .
RE-AC Civil plans, received August 12,2013 (Item 37.h)

- RE-AD Detailed Grading Plan, received August 12, 2013 (Item 37.i)

RE-AE Adopted Willamette Greenway map, received August 12, 2013 (Item 37.k)

L Anne C. Davies, certify that the items descr1bed above and included herein are true

copies of the orlgmals

Anne C. Davies, OSB #910149
“Assistant City Attorney for Respondent
City of Eugene
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October 2, 2013
~ Eugene Hearing Official ’
Eugene Planning and Development
Atrium Building
99 West 10th Ave.
Eugene OR 97401

Re: Citizen Comment Document Regarding the Oakle1gh Meadows Tentative -
Planned Unit Development (PDT 13-0001), Wlllamette Greenway Permit (W G 13-
0001)
Dear Hearing Ofﬁc1al

I object to the proposed PUD for the reasons stated in the Comments of Lauren
Regan and Bryn Thoms, and all add1t10na1 objections incorporated by reference

into that Comment.

I am also a member of the River Road Community Organization and submit my
comment on behalf of the RRCO as well.

Add anytblng else you would 11ke

Slncerely, N@Q M\Qﬂmdf"\. PZ’UM (%‘/ADQ»QA———\

Name U ¥ Bruce uechelmany
Address H3 x \S N\QQ\MV\Q\,-V\

Eugene Oregon

aucy
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October 2, 2013

o

Eugene Hearing Official

Eugene Planning and Development
Atrium Building

99 West 10th Ave.

Eugene OR 97401

Re: Citizen Comment Document Regarding the Oakleigh Meadows Tentative

Planned Unit Development (PDT 13-0001), Willamette Greenway Permit (WG 13-
0001) ' :

Dear Hearing Official,

I object to the proposed PUD for the reasons stated in the Comments of Lauren

Regan and Bryn Thoms, and all additional objections incorporated by reference
into that Comment. -
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- October 2,2013
Eugene Hearing Official '
Eugene Planning and Development
~Atrium Building
99 West 10th Ave.
Eugene OR 97401

-Re: Citizen Comment Document Regardlng the Oaklelgh Meadows Tentative

Planned Unit Development (PDT 13-0001), Willamette Greenway Permit (WG 13-
0001) .

Dear Hearing Official,

I object to the proposed PUD for the reasons stated in the Comments of Lauren
Regan and Bryn Thoms, and all additional objections incorporated by reference
into that Comment.

Add anythmg else you would like:
gro%cdv “he %Vﬂi\ﬂwat ack
\@5@* “W\ﬂ kel and- Charadler o€ ou
2X. 63r\no) I\){itg\\bov hoodS Reusonable: (L |
NOY Cookie cw a {
oy JVC)\ﬂ%)e op méﬁ;%r C@&ivﬁz&wﬁhﬁgﬁfmwum
o \GQDJG %\LDMW\W\J
BILIRS .

Narne Sd/\e,\mw’\
Address WS Me Cluve I

Eugene, Oregon oy
) Tero
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, . October 2, 2013
Eugene Hearing Official
Eugene Planning and Development
Atrium Building
99 West 10th Ave.
-Eugene OR 97401

Re: Citizen Comment Document Regarding the Oakleigh Meadows Tentative

Planned Unit Development (PDT 13-0001), Willamette Greenway Permit (WG 13-
0001) ‘ : :

Dear Hearing Official,

I object to the proposed PUD for the reasons stated in the Comments of Lauren
Regan and Bryn Thoms, and all additional objections incorporated by reference
into that Comment. :

U ————

Add anything else you would like: _-J:\){,\\\)e,(/(, ©On f\]\dﬂ(‘;\\ku\e_,ta‘m, VY\E)'S,‘Q“
ot !muj\%o, T oa 52 yv old %”‘fﬁlﬁ pran and L E\oﬁ W
( sy V0O year old Mother tn. a home my Uncles bult fov my
\cbvand ke, - oyesw © p)ag\m onYhes @uw%\‘ dlioligok\a.ge el
| \WEY, Unt 1™ recently my mothers Sister v oors didudN
g\;;r:% L;,\(“L*S o plase whev?exd o) hbai a \;ez ﬁ-@“é\ﬁg&@ﬁl\wﬁﬁ if’iﬁv
ol ey 0 ( ‘
eadh Om%ew;ﬁﬁh@%\\dm . ‘?\Ebf CES& Wwobfle and- vUin the @reenu?ftgﬁﬂ
S'MCer\\y /é&fe— |

‘Name Nesse M. Thomas
Address |11 Ma Clure LN
Eugene, Oregon
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TAYLOR Becky G

From: : Debbie Polak <debbiepolak2000@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 02, 2013 11:55 AM

To: TAYLOR Becky G

Subject: RE: Oakleigh Meadows co-housing

Attention: Becky Taylor
Dear Ms. Taylor:

I will be working and will be unable to attend your meeting, so I am e-mailing my comments on the proposed
Oakleigh meadows co-housing project.

I was impressed with this project for co-housing initially, but after viewing the facts I believe it would be
detrimental to the neighborhood. It would make our comfortable area with the beautiful river and bike path
more crowded and congested. It is too large a project to try and fit into a small compact area, such as they are
suggesting. It is still a great idea, but better suited where it wouldn't interfere with a neighborhood as small
as this one.

Thank you for your consideration of my position on this matter,
Sincerely,
Debra Polak

1050 Willa St.
Eugene, OR 97404
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October 2, 2013 .

Eugene Hearing Official |

Eugene Planning and Development

Atrium Building

99 West 10th Ave.

Eugene OR 97401

Re: Citizen Comment Document Regarding the Oakleigh Meadows Tentative

Planned Unit Development (PDT 13-0001), Willamette Greenway Permit (WG 13-

0001)

Dear Hearing Ofﬁc:lal

I object to the proposed PUD for the reasons stated in the Comments of Lauren

Regan and Bryn Thoms, and all add1t10nal obj ectlons incorporated by reference
~ into that Comment.

Add anythmg else you would like: M e S pitD a2
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Eugene, Oregon, 7 7 #=¢= 3777

1047



HE -3

TAYLOR Becky.G.

From: "Thomas Baxter <tssimbax@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 02, 2013 3:51 AM

To: TAYLOR Becky G

Subject: ' Oakleigh Meadows :

Hello, We are writing to you about the planned development of green space right next to the Willamette
River, called Qakleigh Meadows. We are opposed to such a plan because it will create a precedent that will
forever change OUR river's ecosystem and creates a condition where all green areas along the Wiillamette River
will be exploited and destroyed. The point-source pollution enteringthe Willamette River has long been a
problem since the people of Portland were forced to change.their source of drinking water as people were
getting sick and literally dying from drinking it. The Bull Run Reservoir was created because of the pollution in
the Willamette River! This problem still exists today and is in fact much more polluted than it was 100 years
ago! Destroying the green areas along the rivers riparian and adjacent green lands will cause more pollution.

For those whom first arrive to the City of Eugene, it is a place of healing energy. Of streets lined with

nice large green #rees and a beautiful river that flows through it. But, a closer look and one realizes that things
on the surface are not what they aappear to be. Toxic run-off from our paved skeets and parking lots flow right
into the river. Tons of herbicides, fungicides etc. are dumped on the ground annually and flow right into the
river. Fish are unsafe to eat! The developement of the Oakleigh Meadows lands is another chink in the
protective armor that is stripped away from this once mighty river. Each time we alow for greed to exist and
allow money to win the day, we loose something that is dear to us all. Something fragile and sensitive. Years
from now, this decision will have a great impact on our water quality. Please do not allow the destruction of our
green areas along the Willamette River!

Sincerely, Thomas William Baxter
Sherrie Annette Sims
82535 Lost Creek Road
Dexter, OR 97431
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( October 2, 2013

Eugene Hearing Official
Eugene Planning and Development
Atrium Building

99 West 10th Ave.
Eugene OR 97401

Re: Citizen Comment Document Regarding the Oakleigh Meadows Tentative
Planned Unit Development (PDT 13-0001), Willamette Greenway Permit (WG 13-
0001)

Dear Hearing Official,
I object to the proposed PUD for the reasons stated in the Comments of Lauren

Regan and Bryn Thoms, and all additional objections incorporated by reference
into that Comment.

U

Add anything else you would like: =\ Wwed On \J\LC\U\»V‘E GBI
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October 2, 2013
Eugene Hearing Official
Eugene Planning and Development
Atrium Building
99 West 10th Ave.
Eugene OR 97401

Re: Citizen Comment Document Regarding the Oaldéigh Meadows Tentative

Planned Unit Development (PDT 13-0001), Willamette Greenway Permit (WG 13-
0001)

Dear Hearing Official,

I object to the proposed PUD for the reasons stated in the Comments of Lauren
Regan and Bryn Thoms, and all additional objections incorporated by reference
into that Comment.

R —

Add anything else you would like: .
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Sincerely, EA 1\

Name Mﬁ—-i’rb/{, .
Address 440 W &t aue
Eugene, Oregon
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October 2, 2013

{ Eugene Hearing Official

Eugene Planning and Development

Atrium Building

99 West 10th Ave.

Eugene OR 97401 :

Re: Citizen Comment Document Regarding the Oakleigh Meadows Tentative

Planned Unit Development (PDT 13-0001), Willamette Greenway Permit (WG 13-

- 0001)

Dear Hearing Oﬁ"101a1 _ .

I object to the proposed PUD for the reasons stated in the Comments of Lauren

Regan and Bryn Thoms, and all additional objections incorporated by reference

into that Comment. :
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Smcerely, rvined,

Name Brandes Bvsche /m an
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Eugene, Oregon 7 7+/03
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HE%W/

TAYLOR Becky G

From: Jackie Marlette <jmarlette@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, October 02,2013 12:09 PM

To: _ TAYLOR Becky G

Subject: ' Pubic Comment for PDT 13- 0001 and WG 13 0001
Eugene Hearing Official

Eugene Planning and Development
 Atrium Building

99 West 10th Ave.

Eugene OR 97401

Re: Citiien Comment Document Regarding the Oakleigh Meadows Tentative Planned Unit Development (PDT
13-0001), Willamette Greenway Permit (WG 13-0001) :

- Dear Hearing Official,

I object to the proposed PUD for the reasons stated in the Comments of Lauren Regan and Bryn
Thoms,-Please include this letter as part of the Public Comments on this PUD.

[ have lived on Oakl eigh Lane for about 10 years and I urge you not to approve this PUD zonmg
change proposal. .

I am a mother of a two year old son and a month old daughter. I grew up on a street that had very
little traffic and-always envisioned raising my family in a similar neighborhood. My husband and I purchased
our house on Oakleigh Lane because the street offered everything we were looking for in a
neighborhood: small dead-end street, close to the Willamette River and Greenway, and an incredible
community of neighbors. We love that due to the low volume of traffic on our street, we currently do not worry
about our son playing in the front yard. The Oaklelgh Meadow Co-Housing project, if approved and built as . .
proposed, will change all of this.

My husband and I, along with my nelghbors are deeply concerned about traffic increase in the .
street. Our street currently has 18 housing units. With an expansion of28to 3 2 additional housing units, our
total will rise to 46 to 50 housing units on our street. Judging by numbers of households, our total traffic will
rise two and a half times of what it is currently. Thbis is only considering traffic increase caused by the
residents of the units. - The development is also planning to put in many additional parking spots to
accommodate visitors. This ‘will increase traffic volume considerably well beyond the level that our street was

~ designed for ‘ :

1 ]now I am not the only parent concerned about kids in the street Our lane is very narrow and
short. With increased traffic combined with parked cars in the street, we will lose safe access to our street for
pedestnans River Road has a 40 mile per hour speed limit. Cars typically visitors, oﬁen pull into our street at

1052 - _ : . 1
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high speeds and tendnot to slow down. This proposal will also result in an espec1a11y increased safety risk at
the beginning of our road as the amount of cars pulling in increases.

There has been discussion about widening the road to accommodate the.increased traffic. Our family
also has concerns about that. When we purchased our home close to 10 years ago, we planted fruit trees, berry
bushes, and gardens in our yard. Much of this is close to the road and would be destroyed if our yard were to be
paved over to create the wider street.. I don’t know anyone on our street who would want to give up a portion of
their yard to widen the street, especially since as the street is now, that is not necessary.

The proposed development is setto be atthe end of Oakleigh Lane. If approved as proposed, the street
and neighborhood community that makes up Oakleigh Lane will become a throughway to accommodate its
residents. As a result, the proposed development does not take on the same risks and negative impacts that my
family and the rest of the residents of Oaklelgh Lane have to shoulder.

Another concern about the zoning change if it is approved, is that if the co-housing proposal falls

« through any other developer can purchase the land and develop condos on it since the zoning was changed (if

passed). It’s a concern for our street and the larger impact that would have on the Greenway.
Once again, | urge you to not approve this zoning change proposal. Thank you.'

Sincerely,

Jackie Marlette

.19 Oakleigh In

Eugene OR 97404 g
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October 2, 2013

Eugene Hearings Official

Eugene Planning and Development
Atrium Building

99 West 10th Ave.

Eugene OR 97401

Statement in opposition of the Oakleigh Meadows Tentative Planned Unit Development
Permit (PDT 13-0001) and Willamette Greenway Permit (WG 13-0001)

To whom it may concern:

| believe that some of the data submitted to the City of Eugene Planning Department fails to
account for significant historic Willamette river flows, elevations and on-site disposal of storm
water.

I refer specifically to the document “Geotechnical Investigation” by Foundation Engineering
dated 12 February, 2013. Page 2 of this document references “Ground Water” and certain tests
performed on 30 January 2013 on the site. | quote from their report:

Ground water seepage was encountered in the test pits located within the

floodplain (TP-2, TP-4, TP-7 and TP-10)at depths ranging from +10 to 11feet.

The rate of infiltration was observed to be rapid. Based on the proximity of the

site to the Willamette River and the presence of relatively permeable gravels at

deeper depths, we anticipate the local ground water conditions correspond closely

to the river elevation. (Emphasis mine) Areas of perched water may be encountered at relatively
shallow depths during the wet winter and spring months due to the presence of

fine-grained soils with low permeability.

According to the Army Corps of Engineers, the Willamette River level on this date measured
approximately 13 feet. Historical data shows the river elevation on 28 December 1998 to reach
a maximum of approximately 18 feet. This is a difference of approxmately 5 feet. River level as
of today is approximately 11.6 feet.

Thus in a high-water year we can reasonably expect river levels to be significantly higher than
13 feet with a corresponding higher level of groundwater infiltration. The same paragraph cited
above gives passing reference to the presence of standing water “due to the presence of fine-
grained soils with low permeability. “ Simply put, this means the site has poor drainage and will have
large puddles of standing water after higher amounts of rainfall. This standing water can only increase
since the project must treat all rainfall on-site and cannot discharge any of this water into the city storm
sewers.

Their consultant agrees that the on-site disposal of storm water won’t work because of the low
permeability of the native soils. Reference is made to page 5 in the paragraph entitled “On-site Disposal
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of Storm Water:”

As a result of the above considerations, itis our opinion the native soils are not

suitable to dispose on-site storm water. (Emphasis mine.) Furthermore, the underlying gravels
will also not be suitable material to dispose ofstorm water because of the hydrauhc
connection with the river (during flooding).

So where is all the water going to go?

Further, the site plan does not include worst-case scenario planning for the 100-year flood. This site is
adjacent to the historic Willamette River floodplain and is unsuitable for the scale of the proposed
development and should be rejected for reasons stated above. Perhaps a smaller, more ecologically
conscious development that does not require massive reconstruction with up to 3 feet of compacted fill
(see consultant’s report “Settlement” page 5) would be more suitable to this space.

Rick Rubin

107 Hansen Lane
Eugene, OR 97404
Rick.rickr@gmail.com
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HEAS

TO: Eugene Hearing Official
Eugene Planning & Development
Atrium Building

99 West 10™ Avenue

Eugene, OR 97401

RE: Citizen Comment Document Regarding the OAKLEIGH MEADOWS CO-HOUSING
Tentative Planned Unit Dévelopmem‘ (PDT 13-0001) & Willamette Greenway Permit (WG
13-0001)

Dear Hearing Official,

I object to the proposed PUD for all of the reasons stated in the Comments of
Lauren Regan and Bryn Thoms, and all additional ob jections incorporated by reference into
that comment.

Please Add . ..

Gentlemen, in the beginning this "Oakleigh Meadows Co-Housing" henceforth
referred to as "OMC" was pitched to our Oakleigh Lane & McClure Lane neighborhoods as a
8 to 10 unit co-housing experiment, We had frequent; every week or two, contact with
David Adee as he was trying to sell the concept and get "buy in“ from the neighborhood.
To me the project seemed piausible at that level of density. His tentative plan seemed
reasonable to me though many in the neighborhood were opposed to it. As time went by we
were no longer hearing from David and then come to find out he had handed of f the
project to a California Developer and a "Project Manager”. Now, only by word on the
grapevine, we find the project is planned at 28 to 32 units. Clearly a bait & switch by 3
times.

- As time has gone on I have heard many descriptions of the project in less than a
forthright way. 1) An effort to bring the neighborhood together. Poppycock . .. OMC has
not dealt with the neighborhood in an honest and honorable way. Though agreeing to
“mediation” they have sent people who for the most part have stonewalled the process. 2.)
OMC referred to having a development that was going to save the cedars along Oakleigh
Lane. Turns out those cedars are not even on their property. 3.) Reference was made to a
request for an easement on the West property line of OMC by the Brandts, the property
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owner just west of the OMC property. Turns out the Brandts never did request an
easement and in fact are totally against the project. |

These are several of the “spins” or outright prevarications of the facts as OMC

_tries to swing the clear majority of the neighborhood mindset against the project to

seeing it as a benefit.

Gentlemen, It is clear to me and others in the Oakleigh Lane, McClure Lane
neighborhoods that outside influences have turned this project into a MONEY project

" with OMC's only goal to get approval from YOU. If you approve I believe there is no telling

what you'll get. Profit over substance?? Please deny this application for the good of a good
neighborhood!! '

Thak yont ~—
 Chumid Jeny Fae—
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HEAl  facd 19/2/13

Notes from Oakleigh Meadow Co-Housing vs Neighbors in Mediation.
Mediator was Jennifer Frenzer

Barbara, Jan, Maj Hut-chinson ‘Tami, Antonio, Bryn Thoms David Adee and Shawn Johnson sat at two
tables in a V-shape facing the audience.

On Sept. 27,2013

Neighbors medidted with Oakleigh Meadow Co—hous'ing at the River Road Annex on River Road. The
Neighborswere once again finding that some of the paying members of OMC were misinformed on the
keyinfe‘rmation of this project. One didn’t know what the Greenway was, or where it was. That is
withholding information to members. She also doesn’t own a'bike to commute, yet supports this way of
transportation. OMC members stated it would cost them $6,000 a month to postpone the hearing. OMC
was eager to share that figure, however one member said the figure on the common house of $125 sq.
ft. was loose and very low amount. Anot_'her said there aretoo many factorsto get a realisticdollar
amount. Ne-ighbors ask for some alternative choices. OMC said collaborating is happening. OMC feels
the common house is a largest part to the project and is not willing to downsize. The conclusion of the
meeting was up to OMC with the proposal from the neighbors'that OMC decides if they would postpone
the hearing and email Bryn Thoms by midnight of Sunday, Sept. 29" . Bryn received an email early
Monday motning saying they wanted to us talk to the neighbors again and tell us what their answer was. -
OMC shared that they did not want to delay the hearlng due to financial reasons and sent out a letter to
us. | have included that letter. ‘

OMC says most co'-housing. projects have 24-34 units to make it feel like a community."

Most of the members live in south Eugene, so that is why they drive to the weekly or monthly meeting’
on Oakleigh Lane. OMC was say they don’t have answers to the traffic issues.

- Listed Topics generated from the Neighbors were; Hearing Postponement, Concentrating on
collaboration downsizing units count, Traffic issues, and firiancial figures.

oMC reflected on how nelghbor feel and said they understand the fear and appreuate it. We don’t want
neighbors to feel fear.

Neighbors made a point the OMC hired a California architect and a project manager that is not familiar
with the area, nor listen to neighbors’ concerns. OMC shared that the prOJect changed fromits original
plan and they need to trust the architect and project manager The prOJect manager created a 500
category spreadsheet in which they have to trust the expert to come up with cost on parr with that OMC
feels comfortable with cost and have a number to shoot for. OMC feelsitisim portant to have a golden
number, the more units equals less cost.

The street improvements would happen if in result of 50% or more neighbors wanting it once they knew
the costs.
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Dear Hearing Official,

My family has lived on Oakleigh Lane for 10 years, which is a great area for the country feeling, yet near
the bike bath, the river, bus services, and shopping to support local business. | have included many
factors of why Oakleigh Meadow Co-housing should not be so large. It is about land change and this
project does not fit this neighborhood. | will be providing photos of thisland soyou have a visual which
provides much better insight rather than Aerial photos. Pat Farr came out and saw the land and agreed
with us neighbors. My family agrees with all documents have been filed on behave of the Neighbor -

Group of SaveOakleighLane. Bryn Thoms and Lauren Regan have and will supply you with much more in '

depth information that we fully support as well asother concerned neighbors. | have already sent in
some PUD concernsas well. - . : ' '

Thankyou,

Anne Love

133 Oakleigh Lane
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Greenway Issues 9.8800

Pages 2-6

#17 questionirig devoted open space- No play structure for childreh, swings, or a sandbox.-

#18 has not seen any solar criteria. Catch rain water, & conserve it for the gardens. It would be nice to
see OMC include a greenhause with local solar equipment. That does provide good tax benefits.

#19 cannot have all licensed professional team members to sign off this project when it is incomplete.

#23 OMC told us neighbors we could be included in the Iandslcaping/buffering on the North side of

" Oakleigh Lane. | don’t see documentation of meeting notes or who was present.

#28 Traffic flow is a concern due to one entry, emergency conflicts, is there enough turn around room
when there are children in the area. There are 12 children living on Oakleigh Lane.

#30 The removing buffering due to curbs. Neighbors don’t want _cdrbs/sidewalks due to the expense and
keeping the lane asis, and preservation of existing trees, blackberries. Neighbors expressed in mediation
that cost was a major concern and needed to see bids in order to make a decision.

#34 No final plans on including nelghbors W|th the landscapmg facmg Oaklelgh Lane, which three homes
will be looking at from Oakleigh Lane.

#35No plan for irrigation; save rainwater, reuse in the gardens or in a greenhouse.

#37-47 Most of the two lots have trees more to the North and West. #47 the trees along the North,
heading down to th'e river are on the other property, owned by the Thoms.

#52/53 Involves fill in great volume of gravel, dirt, what type of retalnlng wall will support w/o erosion
and run offin the flood plain and iri the Greenway.

Significant Fish and Wildlife Habitat 9.8815

Last year there was a beaver living on this propefty. The lodge was not preserved. Often we will see owls
on trees or post, bald eagles, turkey vultures, red tail hawks, coppers hawks morning doves and osprey.
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Key Points of Concern
TRAFFIC

oMC traffic study is not applies to this érea of neighborhood. With 47 p'arking spaces allocated, that
increases congestion to not only Oakleigh lane, yet to River Road. At peak times of the day, heavy flow
of traffic heads north and wé cannot get out onto River Road due to heavy traffic stopped at West/East

“Hilliard Rd. At times, the traffic is backed up to the bus stop in front of River RD. Second Hand Store.
Some of the 10 paying members of the OMC don’t own a bike to commute with. Most often, many drive

to their weekly /monthly meetings. Some park in our area, not on the OMC property. Since most of us
don’t use or have garages, Oakleigh Lane-is congested now, so current cars have to pull over for another
cartogo by. It is tricky for Garbage pickup days, local repair companies-and emergency vehicles as well.
Members of OMC drive to their meetings-on Oakleigh Lane that lives in walking distance. OMC guest o

- would park right in front of our house instead of parking in the meadow.

* EMERGANCY VEHICHLES

" Fire Code 507.5.1

It is approximately 220ft. from #5 &7 to the emergency vehicle turnaround. This is significance to safety

of residents because the truck cannot drive right up to the unit, fire hose cannot reach from the existing -

fire hydrant on Oakleigh Lane. Buildings #2 and #7 exceed the maximum 400 ft. hose lay distance from

' the furthest point on each building. With a number of different types of dwellings, townhouse, condo,

duplex, this makes it apply to a financial focus. With this number of dwellings, a new fire hydrant closer
to this large complex would have a better chance of putting out a large fire than sprinklers.

-~ WATERLINES/ROAD IMPROVEM ENTS/HO USECOSTS

If OMC s required to have a new fire hydrant, that.supports does not support the waterlines that are
currenfly operating. The waterlines will have to be upgraded to adequately-serve this project. Many
neighbors on Oakleigh Lane do not want to endure thousands/ ten thousands of dollars for this project.
A civil engineer has told us figures are in the $220 + linear ft. for road improvéments. In"addition to all of
basic road improvements, there four people on Oakleigh Lane that have medical conditions that require
these people to fall under the disability act. Please make sure road improvements are covered under
Disability Act.

29.16 Accessible Spaces = The Minimum Number ofAccessi'bIe Spaces

_Total Parking in Lot = Required Minimum Number of Accessible Spaces 1-25 spaces=1 space and 26-50

spaces=2spaces

A complex of 28 plus units will take over a year to complete. The common house is 4,000 sq. ft. which is
their main focus and fhat could be started first. OMC is not willing to downsize the comnion house due
to it being the driving focal point. The last figures we have heard for condo cost, OMC wants to charge
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$250, 000 for a 1250 sq. ft condo. $350,000 for the 1650 sq. ft. condo. That is $200-215 sq. ft cost to
members. That is not in good faith to the members. Oakleigh Lane houses have costs of $80-160 sq. ft. 7

EASEMENTS

On the West property line, the Brandts are not willing to grant an easement to OMC. A letter has been
summited to support thls Please clarify on the conversations of these two parties.

. Here is some information on -
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Disability Act for Designing Sidewalks and Trail Access
Federal Highway Administration

4.4.3 Driveway Crossings

Driveway crossings permit cars to cross the sidewalk and enter the street, and they
consist of the same components found in curb ramps. It'is the driver's responsibility to
yield to the pedestrian at the driveway-sidewalk interface.

Figure 4-32: Driveway crossings without landings confront wheelchair users with severe--
and rapidiv changing cross-siopes at the driveway flare,

Fiqure 4-33: When sidewalks_have a planter strip, the ra of the drivewa does not
interfere with a pedestrian's path of travel. '
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29.4.1.3 Slope

e Cross Slope — Maintain 2 percent (maximum) or % in. per ft. sidewalk cross Slope towards the roadway.

Cross slopes:
exceeding 2% do not meet ADA requirements and require approval of the Director.
. !.ongit_udinal Slope - Longitudinal slope shall not exceed the grade

of the édjacent roadway. Where longitudinal grades exceed 5%, it is desirable to provide level landings
at regular intervals.

29.6 Under walk Drains (Chaées) Under-walk drains shall not interfere with the pedestrian’s use

- 1065




Notes frc_)m Oakleigh Meadow Co-Housing vs Neighbors in Mediation.
Mediator was Jennifer Frenzer

Barbara, Jan, Maj Hutchinson Tami, Antonio, Bryn Thoms David Adee and Shawn Johnson sat at two |
tables in a V-shape facing the audience.

OnSept. 27,2013

Ne_ighbots mediated with Oakleigh Meadow Co-housing at the River Road Annex on River Road. The
Neighbors were once again finding that some of the paying members of OMC were misinformed on the

" key information of this project. One didn’t know what the Greenway was, or where it was. Thatis

withholding information to members. She also doesn’t own a bike to commute, yet supports this way of
transportation. OMC members stated it would cost them $6,000 a month to postpone the hearing. OMC

‘'was eager to share that figure, however one member said the figure on the commonhouse of$125 Q.

ft. wasloose and very low amount. Another said there are too many factors to get a realistic dollar
amount. Neighbors ask for some alternative choices. OMCsaid collaborating is happening. OMC feels
the common house is a largest part to the project and is not willing to downsize. The conclusion of the
meeting was up to OMC with the proposal from the neighbors that OMC decides if they would postpone

. the hearing and email Bryn Thoms by midnight beunday; Sept. 29% . Bryn received an email early

Monday morning saying they wanted to us talk to the neighbors again and teII us what their answer was. '
OMC shared that they did not want to delay the hearing due to financial reasons and sent out a letter to
us. | have included that letter. ‘ ’

OMC says most co-housing projects have 24-34 units to make it feel like a community.

Most of the members live in south Eugene, so that is why they drive to the weekly or monthly meetlng
on Oaklelgh Lane. OMC was say they don’t have answersto the traffic issues.

Listed Topics generated from the Neighbors were; Hearing Postponement, .Concentrating on
collaboration, downsizing units count, Traffic issues, and financial figures.

OMC reflected on how neighbor feel and said they understand the fear and appreciate it. We don’t want
neighbors to feel fear.

Neighbors made a point the OMC hired a California architect and a proj'ect manager that is not-familiar
with the area, nor listen to neighbors’ concerns. OMC shared that the project changed from its original
plan and they need to trust the architect and project manager. The project manager created a 500
category spreadsheet in which they have to trust the expert to come up with cost on parr with that OMC
feels comfortable W|th cost and havea number to shoot for. OMC feels it is important to have a golden

- number, the more units equals less cost.

The street improvements would happen if in result of 50% or more neighbors wanting it once they knew -

. the costs.
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omMcC cbﬁcluded that they would do bend over backwards to make this broject work using good practical

. ideas, yet understand there will be possibilities of negative impact.

IDEAS
More modest common house heart of motto concept

Address number of people needed for critical mass for common building in co-housing setting involving

- neighbors.

Pro-active regarding street improvements.
What can OMC offer regarding traffic concerns.
Foundation/ Land Trust to purchase property. Fundraise together

Keep open space

_Phase the project and stop at a smaller size.

OMC just started the conversation to downsize, build time is one year is the goal.

Conversations on how to making process on delaying the hearing, nlo'movemeht which may lead to no -
more mediation. ’ '

THINGS TO LOOK INTO

‘Would the neighbors need a 50% vote to have road improvements

Encourage OMC to meet more with the intent to put changes on the table to neighbors.
Ways to reduce unit count, not the overall cost. |

Ideas to. minimize fill in the lower meadow.

Many QESTISTIONS that only were read, due to time conflicts. -

What would the cost be for néighbors as faras the waterlines?

Why did the (_j.IVIC‘website-a of Time Magazine article was not suc_cessful?

Projecf motto “building the community” What happened to that?

What is the plan f-or river path? Fufure building...

40 some people come to the OMC gatherings, Why do only 1-2 people ride bikes? Or why only 10
members? : : h ‘

Why not delay the hearing?
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Car lights angle into homes now, why not use the vacant lot to the West?
What are OMC ideas to change due to the neighbors not happy?

News you bought property, how do you plan to save it?

Sept. 6™, 2013
Dear River Road Community Organization,

My family has lived on Oakleigh Lane for nearly 10 years. We choose this area because of many
reasons; bike path, the quiet field across from us, dead end road, plenty of garden usage, many
blackberries, large property lot size, and enjoyable neighbors and to be near schools. This allows us to
enjoy the comfort of the nelghborhood

Two years ago, David and Joan purchased the meadow and had this small idea to help the
community to have a small number of houses on their property, in the area of 7-10. Last July, David was
out clearing the opening of the entrance of Oakleigh Lane Meadow. Before any approval from the city,
David wanted to take out all the blackberries so the city could get a better picture of the area. That is
one month before harvesting the berries; NOT REASONABLE TO THE COMMUNITY. David told us
neighbors that we could have any kind of trees, shrubs where the berries were so we enjoy the
landscape. NOT ANYMORE, WE HAVE NO SAY IN IT. One third ofthe property is in the flood plain, which
creates concentrated construction closer to the North and West. OMC wants to butt up against the

_property. You need 5 feet of clearance.

When gatherings or meetings took place in the early months of this prbject, many people were
encouraged to park on Oakleigh Lane in front of the blackberries. Well, cars were parked in front of our
basketball hoops, and it was so congested it washard to get out of our driveways. OMC took months to
work with us. NOT REASONABLE. Then, the other property owner told them to not use the vacant lot for
their parking, use your own land. NOT COMMUNITYTHOUGHTWORTHY.

For months many of us nelghbors have suggested things to Joan and DaV|d which have not been
accepted. Examgles are: Two entrances to reduce traffic flow on Oakleigh Lane and for emergency
vehicles. Driveways offOakleigh Lane to new dwellmgs, not screens to shade ouir property. That will
impact my garden which reduces our food bill, and the sun provides heat to our home. Reduce the
quantity and size condominiums, to save the continuity of the nelghborhood and to put in sidewalks

- to ensure the safety of many children and pedestrians.

- David and Joan are not planning on Iiying in Oakleigh Meadows or to be active members. It is
because of financial reasons. NOT REASONALBE. OMC has hired Will Dixon to be the Oregon

. Representive to the project. Is that why Will Dixon became so involved in RRCO? David and Joan are not
_informing the neighbors who will be mostly affected by this project of changes, or updating how many
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active members are present. Many children live on Oakleigh Lane which is a big concern for more than
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doubl-ing traffic flow. In the middle of the lane, there is two units that ha_veA a number of visitors in a 24
hours period, which required the DEA, Law enforcement, Comcast, and emergency vehicles to visit
frequently. OMC has not encouraged property owners to attencl RRCO meetings. RRCO should be ~
hearing more fro'_m the neighbors on how we feel about OMC. Communication has decreased overtime
with David and Joan due to the gargantuan size of this co-housing. The square footage costs will be
over $200 per foot. NOT REASONABLE for this neighborhood. Most of the members drive to their
meetings and gatherihgs, which creates sfrangled roads on either side of Oakleigh Meadow. Also,

OMC wants to support the community, and then hire LOCAL CONTRACTORS.

We -are asking you to hear property owners and renters on how we feel about Oakleigh

- Meadows. We all have a voice and need to be heard. We did not know of so many changes until the ‘

project became so large. Oakleigh Meadow members know how we feel, however they didn’t share that
with the RRCO. We as neighbors tried to compromise with David and Joan from the beginning. We all
tried to be reasonable with their goals. Only one sign has been posted which is standing just outside.

- the opening to Oakleigh Meadows to inform people about the hearing. The other two signs went up

after Becky was informed that the city was not in compliance. WE HAVE THE RIGHT TO A NEW
HEARING DATE FROM THE TIME THE SECOND SIGN WAS PLACED, SEPT. 6™ . :

There are many children that live on Oakleigh Lane which is a huge concern to families that at
least 29 more cars on Oakleigh Lane will increase accidents to our environment. Listed below are more
concerns to Oakleigh Cohousing Project. Planning Unit Development ON Oakleigh Lane

.TRAFFIC, ACCESS, AND ENVIRONMENT

9.8310(6) Impediments to emergency response, slope failure, and soil-erosion. It is 220ft. from the fire
turnaround to E10 unit. This distance could mean jeopardize a medical situation. Water mains are
designed to meet Oregon Fire Codes with EWEB. Water lines will not support this size of construction.
OMC talksabout filling in, too much can have an impact on erosion. - )

9.8310(12) shall have minimal off site impacts. Storm water runoff must be to code 9.8310(9) Storm
water runoff, with slope and erosion. How will the CO-housing support this? PUD EXEMPTS SOLAR, YET
NOT GREENHOUSE. | :

' DENSITY AND PHASING

9.8310[9.8320(4) #2 Dénsity per acre (DPA), what about the guest house...Are they are over the DPA?

That is considered a unit, so itis a total.of 29. It is really adding up to 27 units on 1.9 acres. Local condos
range from $103K to $130K, largely cost difference to $203-$220K in the OMC project. There is no
easement on the West side. Avoid unnecessary disruption or removal of attractive natural features &
vegetation. OMC will need to removal most of the tress; EC-6.320

ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES/URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY

9.9630 Significant visual impact. Example: Back of 28 ft. Condos, etc. Shading my property.
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COMPATIBILITY/ZONING R1 w/ PUD Overlap

9.8320(13) Reasonable compatible and harmonious with adjacent and nearby land uses. Provide
adequate urban services and streets. Ex: sidewalks maintance: utilities and tree roots under sidewalks.
9.2751(7) Special Development Standards for Table 9.2750

Thank you for your time,

Anne Love' 133 Oakleigh Lane.
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¢ _ Figure 4-32: Driveway crossings without landings confront wheelchair users with severe
and rapidly changing cross-siopes at the driveway flare.

Figure 4-33: When sidewalks have a planter strip, the ramp 'of the driveway does not
interfere with a pedestrian's path of travel. .

- '.a-r'*:fr\”, .

29.4.1.3 Slope

* Cross Slope —Maintain 2 percent (maximum) or % in. per ft. sidewalk cross slope towards the roadway.
Cross slopes ' ‘

exceeding 2% do not meet ADA requirements and require approval of the Director.
‘e Longitudinal Slope - Longitudinal slope shall not exceed the grade

of the adjacent roadway. Where longitudinal grades exceed 5%, it is desirable to provide level landings
at regular intervals.
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Oak1eigh—concerns—PUDhearing txt
Greet1ngs—

‘We are homeowners at 111 Oak1e1gh Lane-since 2007,
and have lived in the neighborhood since 2005. while we
moved to River Road somewhat randomly, after two years of
renting (on E. Hilliard) we jumped at the opportunity to
buy. The open and inviting character ‘of the community here
is what encouraged us to stay in the area, and it is our

~concerns about the future of this commun1ty that cause us to
write now.

" we've watched from a slight distance as the 0ak1e1gh
Meadow Cohous1n% effort has come together, initially excited
by the potential of having more neighbors interested 1in
sustaining what we see as the values, assets, and character
of the neighborhood. At the onset. of the prOJect the oMC
group discussed a small, Tow-impact housing deve1opment

~anchored in neighborly re1at1onsh1ps and collective
stewardship---basically an extension of what we had ,
experienced since buying our home in 2007. Over the past
year and a half, the OMC project had shifted_considerably 1in
size and, consequent]y, impact. Informational meetings
(hosted at the RROC Annex) and the public posting of the
development plans/drawings occurred while we were out of the
country, and we have spent-the past month getting up to ‘
speed with the current efforts on the part of the OMC as
well as the neighbors in the area who are not happy with the
turn the development has taken. Living on the west end of
Oakleigh Lane, our concerns about the impact are somewhat
different from neighbors and friends 1living closer to the .
east end of the street, but we stand with all those on the
street who feel that the current Tand use plans for the oMmC
development do not mesh harmon1ous1y with the character or
scale of our neighborhood.

Two section of the PUD code 1in part1cu1ar offer framework
for our concerns: .

“9.8320 (12) ‘The. proposed deve1opment sha11 have m1n1ma1
off-site impacts, including such impacts as traff1c nhoise,
stormwater runoff and environmental quality.”

of specific interest to us here is the potential

increase in automobile traffic; we are parents of two .
children (both under 12) ‘and enjoy the freedom of riding
‘ b1kes and such on our-relatively %ow traffic street. The

Page 1
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- this intersection has an inlet/outlet on 0Oa

- Road (le

- Additionally, over a year ago a neighbor o _
involved in a serious car accident while turning left onto

~ down_ the street will impact those of us who 1ive

0ak1e1gh concerns- PUDhear1ng txt
potential doubling (or more) of automobile traffic up and
down the street will certainly increase our concern over
safety for our children as well as their friends &nhd the
kids of .our neighbors. Furthermore, the increase in #raffic
on Oakleigh will Tikely lead to noticeable congestion at -the
intersection with River Road. A commercial parking lot at
E1eigh, and cars
trave11n% to the two businesses here often turn from River
t) and make a quick right into the parking lot;
while they are not on oOakleigh for long in this scenar1o
such traffic does impede exiting Oakleigh to travel south on

River Road. This is especially noticeable because there is

no traffic light at our intersection, so getting on to River
Road in general at peak hours\(either traveling south or
north) can be challenging. More cars means a potential
increase in the back-up of vehicles 1eav1n% our street.

ours was

River Road from Oakleigh; another driver, turning left from
Marion Lane (west side of River Road) did not stop properly
at the stop sign before commencing her turn and struck our
neighbor head-on (he was in the middle of his turn). This
accident highlighted for us residents of 0Oakleigh the
potentially dangerous intersection here (streets offset,
with no traffic control device), and an increase in .
automobile. traffic on our street is on1y going to increase
the possibility of future incidents. While the increased
number- of daily trips that_the development will bring to
Oakleigh does not apparently trigger a formal traffic |
evaluation, there is no doubt that more cars go1nﬁ up and

ere. we -
see these potential safety issues as examples of how the
increased density presented by the OMC poses far more than
minimal impacts on the ne1ghborhood as it exists.

“9,8320 (13) The proposed development shall be reasonab}y

- compat1b1e and harmonious with adJacent and nearby - 1and

uses.

our concerns with this.section of the code have to .
do with the ways that the current development plan of 28
units spread across 7 residential buildings (more w1th a
common house and sheds). and the attendant
park1ng/1nfrastructure sca1e is inconsistent- w1th the

Page 2
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dominant character and flow of the existing housing on the.

street. More than doubling the number of residents on a

street as narrow as Oak1e1gh Lane presents a serious

challenge to "sustaining" the community, and is worthy of

more in-depth and collaborative discussion with the

- neighbors already 1living here than the oMC has pursued.
Furthermore, the physical size of the OMC units moves well
beyond the average size of housing on oakleigh (as well as .
-McClure), which counteracts aspects of the 2009 Lower River -
Road Concept Plan (acknowledged by the Planning Comm1ss1on).
In particular, the LRRCP advocates for “single-family”
housing to be closer to the river, while “higher density”
development and larger structures are.to be closer to River
Road. Additionally, the LRRCP jdentifies a target of 8-12
units/acre in lower density areas (even those zoned as R-1)
in order to provide continuity with the existing housing
flow. From our perspective, the proposed oMC development,
cons1st1ng of large multi-unit buildings and a s1gn1f1cant

‘common house” skews the average size and footprint of

" buildings on oakleigh and McClure and is neither

incompatible nor harmonious w1th adjacent and nearby
structures.

Incompatibility can a1so be seen with regards to
relative values of property and houses, based on the
proposed.prices offered by omcC. Current1y available
estimates put the average value of a house on Oakleigh at

' $177,028, with average value on McClure being $208,774. The
Towest pr1ced unit in OMC is over $200,000 (2br/1bth) while
the highest price is upwards.of $350, 000 (4br/3bth), This
range 1s well beyond the housing. values on the two adjacent
streets, presenting an economic incompatibility that further
d1srupts the character of the neighborhood.

_ Finally, the significant size of the oMmC proposed
unit development pushes both oakleigh and McClure toward
needing “improvement” as far as street infrastructure
(sidewalks, etc), current residents are all quite happy W1th
the “county Tane” nature and would 1like to see the streets
stay that way for the foreseeable future. we certainly

- Fecognize, of course, that such improvement strategies are
in Targe part at the city’s discretion, but without the oOMC
development, our streets are unlikely to. need attent1on for '
some time. :

In addition to- our own concerns (1isted above) with
' Page 3
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_ oakleigh- concerns PUDhear1ng txt
the PUD, we concur with the issues raised by our ne1ghbors
on 0ak1e1gh and McClure in public comment to the City of

‘Eugene Planning division (specifically documents compiled by

Bryn Thoms and Lauren Regan). We are also worried_about
impact on the williamette Greenway that this. development
would have, especially when it comes to disrupting soil .
ecology, local flora and fauna, and setting a precedent for
dense high-impact building 1in the Greenway. vVoicing our
concerns does not mean we are opposed to the idea or choice
of "co-housing" as an approach to development in the area,
and; in many ways, we welcome the perspectives and ideas
about susta1nab111ty and community that drive the OMC group.
However, we want to be assured that they move forward
respons1b1y in alignment with the existing character of the
neighborhood and with proper adherence to all re]evant codes
and protections. :

Sincerely,
John Fenn and L1sa Gilman

Page 4
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HE -1
October 2, 2013

Dear PUD Hearing official,
My name is Jen Carroll and I live on Fox Hollow Road in Eugene.

My Wife, Malia, and I have 2 kids, a 14-year-old boy and a 5-month-old baby girl. We
are members of Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing,.

I grew up in Eugene and received degrees from the University of Oregon.

I have since worked as a carpenter, designer, and owner of a design build
construction company with my father. It's a family owned business that I'm proud
of. It's also the first type of community thatI've helped create.

Community can also take the form of neighborhoods. Right now we live in a nice
single family home but we don’t really know our neighbors. Sure we wave and smile
but we don’t share meals, share gardens, or share rides. Cohousing can break down
these barriers, it's casual, it's easy, and that is on purpose.

We also have a dream for our children. We dream of a neighborhood where our kids
can run out the door to play with friends nearby without needing a car ride to get to
their friends. We plan on walking our children down Oakleigh Lane, hand in hand,
and knowing it is safe to do so.

We have lived in many community situations but they all seem to lack stability.
There was too much change over to create a long lasting community. This is where

- cohousing shines. The cohousing model brings plenty of community and combines

it with home ownership.
Thisis what we arelooking for:
* A stable community that is a safe place for our children.

* A stable community where we know and care about our neighbors.
e Astable community that care-takes the land and the surrounding greenway.

Please approve the Oalleigh Meadow Cohousing Proposal.
Thank you for your attention tothis matter,

Jen Carroll
Malia Carroll
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envelepdesign

ARCHITECTURE =INTERIORS

Jenna L. Fribley, AlA, LEED AP

Principal, enveldp design | architecture + interiors
Office: 134 East 14th Ave. Suite #2, Eugene
info@envelopdesign.com 541.914.0334

Hearings Official
c/o Becky Taylor
Atin; OMC

City of Eugene
Planning Division

Hearings Official:

This is a letter of support for the Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing project in Eugene. As a local
architect | am excited for potential of this project to boost awareness of the cohousing lifestyle
and inspire a broader interest among Eugene-area residents to take a more active role in their
own communities. In my opinion, this project will be a great asset to the River Road area and
is a very appropriate use of this site. '

I hope the City is able to take a collaborative and visionary approach when reviewing this
project.

" Thank you for your time and consideration,

Jenna Fribley, AIA, LEED AP
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AntoniaLewis. txt

My name is Antonia Lewis, and I am 72 years o1d I ret1red 3
years ago from a Tong career 1in

computer software_development and technical writing. My work
took me to several cities and

~ several countries, where I met many people and had the good
fortune to experience various

cultures. I moved to Eugene over 2 years ago and have
greatly enjoyed discovering more and more

about this city.

I have known about cohousing for over 30 years, but in
Europe, where I had been 1living. So I was

delighted to learn about the 0Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing
group, and joined as a member over a year

ago. As a single, retired o1der person- I look forward to
knowing my ne1ghbors and 1iving in an

1ntergenerat1ona1 environment. And I 1ook forward to
recapturing the neighborhood fee11ng I

experienced in Europe, with businesses, services, and other
amenities nearby, within walking

distance.

Oone of my strong personal values is RESPECT, and the values
of the oakleigh Meadow group include

mutual respect, respect for the neighbors, the neighborhood,
and for the env1ronment

The cohous1ng model allows residents to share resources,
talents, and abilities. In fact, we will

undoubtedly have fewer cars than a similarly sized
community, thanks to ride sharing. As an added

Page 1
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plus,. the adJacent bike path and the good bus service along

River Road will serve as

transportafion corridors for many of us.
These are some of the reasons I fee1 that this prOJect is a
positive contr1but1on to the city.:

Thank you.

Page 2

1087




10/2{1% H2 1)

He - 2%

Good Evening. My name is Katy Patton. | am a Geriatric Nurse Practitioner making house calls
here in Lane County. | have lived in Oregon since 1973, currently living in Springfield. | am one
of the member/developers of Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing. | believe cohousing offers a unique
cooperative living arrangement different than the usual condominium. Eugene is the kind of
city where cohousing really fits.

| have been putting a lot of my hard earned cash and sweat equity into this project for the past
year. It is part of my retirement plan. | am going to sell my lovely 3 bedroom, 2 bath almost
new 15 hundred square foot home. This is too much for a single gal to maintain. | want to
down size. And | do not want to be so alone and isolated as | get older “Aging in place” is abuzz
phrase, and studies show people who are connected stay healthy, live ';Ionger and contribute
more to society. To do that it is best to be near a bus line and activities such as a bike path, and
near convenient shopping and people. Relationships with friends and neighbors is deeply

important for successful aging.

Also | value careful use of infill inside the Urban Growth boundary and have worked on several
projects over the yearS_ to keep Oregon green and support Oregon Farm lands. It is a matter of
perspective, how you see density and infill. | see this project as full filling the goal of

appropriate development inside the UGB.

This new cohousing unit will allow me to walk to River Road to the core commercial areas that
are there now and yet to be developed. | plan to walk to the dog groomer. There are 2 to pick
from. There is a wonderful coffee shop just at the end of our street as well as a great Indian
restaurant. The bus stop will be wonderful when | retire. This is just a few years away and one
of the reasons | want to move from Springfield to Eugene.

This is an ideal location for a multi-unit development inside the urban growth boundary, near
a main transportation artery, and adjacent to core commercial area.

Thank you for approving this wonderful project.
RatyPation

3406 Watermark Dr

Springfield, OR 97477
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- My name is R C Cross, ] AM A MEMBER OF OAKLEIGH MEADOW COHOUSING. I cameto

Eugene about 40 years ago to attend the School of Architecture.

I first learned of co-housing about 25 years ago. Since then I have studied co-housing and have been a
part of several groups attempting to form co-housing communities in Eugene. The concept seems to be
a solution to the isolation, lack of community and dependance on cars in a typical conventional
neighborhood.

One aspect ] am REALLY looking forward to is to have a short, safe, FREE FROM TR AFFFIC PATH
for my five year old granddaughter to come visit her old grandfather.

If1 thought that Oakleigh Meadow Co-Housing would NOT be a valuable addition to the River Road
area and would NOT be a good neighbor to all I would have NO part in the'present plan.

BUTIDO THINK IT WILL BE A VERY GOOD NEIGHBOR AND SO HERE I AM.‘
THANK YOU!

R.C. Cross

2472 Monroe St.

Eugene, Or

97405

crosscuts@q.com
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Testimony from:

;Eiléen Adee
131 McClure Lane
Eugene, OR 97404

Hello, My name is Eileen Adee. 1live at 131 McClure Lane, adjacent
to Oakleigh Meadow. After 25 years on the Bear Creek Greenway
Foundation Board in Jackson County I moved here to live on the
Eugene Greenway. As a delegate to the National Park Law
Enforcement Conference, I found that park rangers all over the U.S.
agree thatthe greatest deterrent to vandalism and crime is to have
lots of law-abiding citizens using the parks and trails.

I have met all of the Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing families. They
are walkers, cyclists, and supporters of parks and greenways. Also
in my years in the Rogue Valley I served on the Medford
Transportation & Land Use Commission. We worked to promote
infill and to avoid widening urban growth boundaries. This
cohousing project does this. This is a good project for Eugene.
These people will be good neighbors.

Thank you.
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Hello, my name is David Adee. Ihave lived 10 years on Oakleigh and 4 years on
McClure. Ilive at 131 McClure Lane with my wife Joan, my 8 yr. old daughter
Corinna, and mom 80 yr. old mother Eileen. The parcel called Oakleigh Meadow
adjoins the north side of our property.

I came to Eugene in 1997 to teach elementary music in the 4j schools.

I joined Joan in a little house on Oakleigh Lane in 1998. Our daughter was bom
in 2005.. I teach music at River Road Elementary, our neighborhood school. I am
also coordinator of elementary music for the 4j school district. -

Our daughter attends River Road Elementary a dual immersion Spanish/English
school. This progressive program expands young minds and gives opportunities -
for their Spanish and English speaking families to improve cross-cultural skills.
We are all cheering the brand new school that will be built as a result of the
recently passed bond measure. We have a deep and lasting commitment to the
school and the neighborhood that supports it.

* Tam excited about living next to (and even‘tually in) Oakleigh Meadow

Cohousing because it will provide a lot of new playmates for my daughter right
next door, and because I think it will be great for River Road school. Cohousing -
attracts people who care about their community. This will bring more involved
parents and retirees that can volunteer in our local schools.

We look forward to sharing, with neighbors, the work of bike path and river-front
stewardship, neighborhood and traffic safety, support of local businesses,
improvement of conditions on River Road, support of local schools (elementary,
middle and high), support of safe routes to local schools including River Road
and Howard (both of which are being re-built in the next 4 years and need
community 1nvolvement to help them thrive).

- We offer our active and enthusiastic support of Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing.

It is the kind of neighborly place we want to live next to, and eventually live in.
We look forward to collaborating with neighbors to weave-in cohousing as part
of the larger neighborhood and we look forward to sharing meals, tools, child-
care, celebrations, tomatoes and jam sessions. | '

‘Thank you.
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October 1st, 2013

Becky Taylor
Associate Planner
City of Eugene Planning Division

Dear Ms Taylor and City Staff,

I've been a resident of the greater Eugene area since 1987 and have lived in many different places throughout
the area including the River Rd. area in the early 90s, the University neighborhood, Crow and Springfield for
periods of time. I've recently retwmed to the River Rd. area and have resided there for the past 4 years. I am
very fond of the River Rd. area for many reasons, among them the river (1), the greenway, the bike path, the
general feel of close in country and of course the neighbors. Older housing stock, mixed demographic, and
large yards all add to the interesting mix and great potential for the future. I've biked the river loop hundreds.of
times, and hiked and kayaked it as well. The Green Way is a gem indeed. K

‘Development’ is a mixed bag. Of course there’s positive aspects to high density developments such as limiting
spraw] atop our valuable farm land and natural areas, reducing infrastructure costs, increasing viability of mass
transit and reducing vehicle miles travelled to name a few but there is also impact for the local area neighbors. 1
believe most if not all of the ‘close neighbors’ would be in favor of this type of development but when
‘development’ hits close to home it can be uncomfortable and downright daunting. I’'m sure all of them
appreciate being settled into what many of us consider a dream environment, a home in a low density
neighborhood on a dead end road on the river’s edge, with bike path access. That’s truly an enviable place to
call home. Then to have this potential change must feel unsettling. I can only wish that they can come to see
the broader perspective and realize that they are at the nexus of a broader social movement of ‘intentional” and
more sustainable living. In modern times many developments seem to at least appear to lack intention and fall
short of their occupants potential. Buildings are built and sold with little thought given to the cohesiveness of
the occupants and little effort is put forth to help bind these ‘micro communities’ together. I’d like to hope that
the local established residents would consider being a part of it and ‘join the evolution’ and realize that they
will, by and large, benefit from the proximity of such an intentional community to their property. There will
surely be deficits such as construction traffic and some associated noise, as well as more traffic on their street
from the greater number of inhabitants but I think they’ll find that the positive attributes outweigh the negative.
Among other things, I believe there property values will increase giving them greater security and choice if they
were to decide to move (in time we all do) out of the area or even into OMC.

Change, in all its forms, is always challenging. I hope the established neighbors of the Oakleigh Meadows
neighborhood will choose to take on the challenge and aspire to see the positive benefits that will accrue to the
local community. Ialso hope the meeting will be a time for clarification and perhaps mediation and could be
followed by a ‘take two’ if necessary. Ifor one look forward to seeing this type of development in close
proximity to our greenway. It istruly an inspiration! May there be many more.

Thanks for your time and cdnsideratidn.
Newt Loken
* 860 Elm Drive

Eugene, OR 97404
541-543-3736¢
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September 30, 2013
Dear Hearings Official

My name is Betty Grant. I 6urrently live in River Road area. I am the mother ofa 19-year-old
son who graduated from North Eugene high school and now attends OSU. I retired this last year
after working 38 years as a pediatic Physical Therapist.

Looking to my future, I am excited about living at Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing, where the
structure itself encourages sharing resources, support, and the development of meaningful and
lasting community relationships. Oakleigh Meadows fits perfectly with Envision Eugene's goal of
new development occurring within the urban growth boundary, rather than a scattering of new
housing intruding on farm land and open space. Oakleigh Meadow's plan is within Eugene's low-
density guidelines. Our development plan provides offstreet parking both for residents and
visitors in order to keep Oakleigh Lane as free as possible from parked cars. We have developed
parking area fencing which shields neighbors from the noise and lights invariably associated with
the coming and going vehicles. Buildings will be clustered together on the property in order to
keep as much open meadow as possible for the enjoyment of residents and neighbors alike.
Oakleigh Meadow's desire to build community with our neighbors means that we look forward to
neighbors joining with us in enjoyment of the meadow. We will also provide valuable access to
the Eugene's public Greenway, bike path and the river. I look forward to worlsing with neighbors
on adopting the care of our section of the Greenway and hopefully sharing passions in other ways
to care for Eugene and the state of Oregon as a whole. Oakleigh Meadow's commitment to an
environmentally friendly lifestyle and the focus on the development of community is what makes
me so excited to be a member and future resident. |

| On a personal level, I can't wait to have a home on the bike path. Currently I live in the Santa

Clara neighborhood. I frequently ride my bike downtown for errands and for classes at LCC and

.the U of O. Living at Oakleigh Meadow is going to shorten my bicycle commute by at least 20 ;

minutes! This will increase the likelihood that I will commute by bicycle an even higher.
percentage of the time. I am very excited about easy access via the bike path both to downtown
and also to safe recreational riding routes north of the city. At the same time, my commitment to
supporting neighborhood businesses means that I will be pedaling ess to haircut appointments,

- the neighborhood library, and bicycle repair shop - as these are all within easy walking distance

of Oakleigh Meadow. -

In closing, I believe that Oakleigh Meadow cohousing is definetly compatible and harmonious
with the adjoining and surrounding neighborhood land-use. Yes, both Oakleigh Lane and nearby

- McClure Street are primarily single family housing, however within a three block radius there are

several small apartment complexes and numerous small businesses. On the single block of
Oakleigh Lane itself, there is a community library (of which I am a member), a doctois office -

“and on the corners with River Road, a shared small business parking lot on one side and and used

car sales lot on the other. I believe that the addition of Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing will enrich
the diversity of the neighborhood, benefiting everyone. We may also be a tipping point in
encouraging new small business development nearby to serve the area's day to day needs.

I appreciate your consideration of this inventive new neighborhood model for Eugene.
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TAYLOR Becky G

From: Paul Conte <pconte@picante-soft.com>

Sent: . Monday, September 30, 2013 822 AM -

To: ‘ . TAYLOR Becky G

Subject: ‘ Oakleigh PDT testimony

Attachments: CityAttorneyMemoOnNeededHousingDefinition.pdf
Becky,

Please enter this message and attachment into the record for PDT 13-1 (Oakleigh PUD).

On pagev 12 of the application statement dated J une 14, 2013, the applicant states: "This project does not .
propose Needed Housing."

The PUD proposal does does mclude multiple-family housing, which is "needed housing" accordmg to the attached
letter.

EC 9.8310(5} requires that: '

"If the proposal includes needed housing, as defined by State statutes, the written statement submitted with the
PUD application shall clearly state whether the ' ‘

applicant is electing to use the general approval criteria in  EC 9.8320 Tentative Planned Unit Development
Approval Criteria-General instead of the approval

criteria found in EC 9.8325 Tentative Planned Unit Development Approval Crzterza-Needed Housing."

I didn't #ind a clear statement in the application that the applicant is electing to use the general approval criteria

in EC 9.8320. Therefore, the application should be evaluated against the approval criteria found in EC 9.8325.
-- Paul '

Paul Conte
541.344.2552
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CITY OF EUGENE

INTER-DEPARTMENTAL MEMORANDUM
- CITY ATTORNEY - CIVIL DEPARTMENT

To: Heather O'Donnell, Associate Pianner | Date: August 15, 2008

Subject: Needed Housing

You asked what types of housing constitute “needed housing” as that term is used in the
Eugene Code. The Eugene Code relies on the statutory definition of “needed housing.” -

State statutes’defme “needed housing” as “housing types determined to meet the need
shown for housing within an urban growth boundary at particular price ranges and rent levels.”
The Land Use Board of Appeals has declared that once a city identifies a need for housing within
its urban growth boundary at particular price ranges and rent levels, any housing types that the
city detenmines are necessary to meet those needs are considered “needed housing.”

The City of Eugene’s housing needs projection is embodied in the Eugene-Springfield.
Metropolitan Area Residential Lands and Housing Study 1999 Draft Supply and Demand
Technical Analysis and 1999 Draft Site Inventory Document, In addition to the housing
identified in the housing needs projection, the City’s “needed housing” also includes housing that
has been statutorily defined as “needed housing:” whether it is included in the City’s housing
needs projection or not.

The City’s housing needs projection identifies a need for:
1. Sihgle—f amily detached hoilsing_, including manufactured dwellings on lots;
.2. Single famfly attached hoﬁsing; :
3. . Multi-family housing; and
4, Manufactured dwelling parks.

The statuforily defined “needed housing” types include:

1. . Attached and detached single-family housing and multiple family housiﬁg for-
both owner and renter occupancy; . ‘

2. éovernm'ent assisted housing;

3. Mobilg home or ma,nufacturjed dwelling parks; and

4. Manufactured homes on. individual lots planned and zoned for single-family

residential use.
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Heathér O'Donnell | August 15, 2008 Page 2
Associate Planner : :

The types of housing included in the City’s housing needs projection and the types of
housing statutorily defmed as “needed housing” constitute the types of “needed housing” in
Bugene.

Although “needed housing” is not synonymous with “all housing,” between the types of
housing identified in the statutes as “needed housing” and the “needed housing” identified in the
City’s-housing needs projection, much, if not all, of the housing constructed in the City could be

classified as “needed housing.”

In accordance with state law, once an applicant establishes that the type of housing
proposed for development is “needed housing,” the applicant may opt to proceed under the
Eugene Code’s clear and objective approval standards. In order to establish that the type of
housing proposed for development is “needed housing” an applicant must show that the
proposed housing falls within one of the housing types identified in the City’s housing needs
projection or one of the types of housing identified in the statutes as “needed housing,”

HARRANG LONG GARY RUDNICK P.C. -
CITY ATTORNEYS '

Lauren €15

LAS:abm

'00203375.00C;2
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TAYLOR Becky G
From: Cecelia Baxter-Heintz <Cbphl3@comcast.nét>
Sent: : Monday, September 30, 2013 12:29 PM
~To: TAYLOR Becky G
Subject: Fwd: Attn: Becky Taylor: opponent of Oakleigh Meadows Co-housing statement

Begin forwarded message:

From: Michelle <mmmpromo28@gmail.com>

Date: September 30, 2013 12:25:56 PM PDT

To: Cbph13@comcast.net

Subject: Attn: Becky Taylor opponent of Oakleigh Meadows Co-housing statement

I am a concerned neighbor hvmg near Oakleigh Lane. AsIresearch this project I see that it is
complicated. .

I am opposed to this project in its current size. The number of units proposed (28) is too many for this
small, dead-end street neighborhood. Adding 47 more cars to this street is too much in terms of traffic

mpact; it more than doubles the current number. The current size is also too big for this environment. If
there were less units, they would not need to push so far down toward the river.

I am also concerned about the environmental impact this can have. I see well intentions but I strongly
believe the cost is too high in so many ways. Please re-consider the location or the size of this project.

' Sincerely,

Michelle Featherston
1282 Golden Ave
Eugene OR 97404
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TAYLOR Becky G

From: Cedar Star <cedarstar7@live.com> '
Sent: Monday, September 30,2013 8:17 AM

To: TAYLOR Becky G

Subject: _ ‘ Co housing

Hi Ilive at 1027 Custer Court and regularly walk down Mclure lane to the river path and then walk the river"
path.

I am very much in opposition to the proposed development. For one the Green way is very special to me in

that you can be away from houses and be with nature so close to the city. The 2 houses about a quarter of a
mile north from the proposed development already have intruded on the greenway. I am opposed to any more |
intrusions.-

Also tomeitistoo large of a development for that area. Unfortunately Thave heard it fits in with the
current zoning,
Thanks

Cedar
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from:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Ms. Taylor:

This letter is to go on record to change my initial stance of opposing the pennit application for the Oakleigh
. Meadow Cohousing project to be built on the Willamette River Greenway. I now support the application.

I wrote that I opposed reversing the principles which were the basis for the creation of the Greenway. Perhaps
this project doesn't oppose those principles. ' '

Allowing the Cohousing project of Oakleight Meadow PUD is not a commercial development of the green
space along the river, as I have learned since my first email.

After researching on-line, I uniderstand that that this project will not decrease the area of the natural are of the
Greenway, as I had misunderstood it would previous to my writing my first email.

~ Thank you for your reading and tallying my second comment,

Sincerely,

Charlotte Maloney
4391 Shadow Wood Dr., Eugene, OR 97405
Cell 541-953-0148

Charlotte Maloney
Cell 541-953-0148

Charlotte Maloney <cmaloneyotr@comcast.net>
Monday, September 30, 2013 8:47 PM

TAYLOR Becky G

TAYLOR Betty L; PIERCY Kitty; saveoakleigh@gmail.com
Revision of email I sent 9-22-13 '
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September 30, 2013

RE: Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing
To Hearings Official,

| want to support this cohousing project whole heartedly. | think it would be great for the city of
Eugene to see a new type of condominium. There needs to be a successful cohousing
community in Eugene. ‘

The spirit and philosophy of cohousing fits the creative nature of the city. This multi-

generational group of people wants to live an environmentally sound and socially conscious life

style. The spirit of cooperation and sharing will allow members to create a unique living
arrangement. It is said the math of cohousing is different where 1+1=3. The design is compact.
The common house is large for group functions and shared meals. Optional shared kitchen and
meals in the common house creates a whole new level of freedom for working mams and dads,
a meal to come home to rather than have to hustle to prepare. The open space is for food
growing and child rearing near parents and caring adults. Shared laundry facilities will create
social interaction. The location is ideal for bike rides down town or coffee with friends in the
Whiteaker neighborhood. The individually owned condominium units are designed for both
family IivinAg and seniors to age in place. | am buying a flat on the ground floor, mostly so my
dog can go in and out while | am at work, but also, so | can get in and out when | am 90 years
old.

| plan to walk to River Road to use the doggroomer. There are 2 to pickfrom. There is a
wonderful coffee shop just at the end of our street as well as a great Indian restaurant, all easy
walking distance. The bus stop will be wonderful when | retire. This is just a few years away -
and one of the reasons | want to move from Springfield to Eugene. This is an ideal location for a
multi-unit development inside the urban growth boundary, near a main transportation artery,
and core commercial area.

- Thankyou for approvihg this wonderful project.

Raty Patton
3406 Watermark Dr.

Springfield, OR 97477
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Gabriel Cross

Sustainability Consultant with New Axiom, LLC
180 E. 28"™ Ave, Eugene OR 97405
(949)278-1810

gabe.cross@gmail.com

To: Hearings Official with the Planning Department
Re: PUD Application #PDT 13-0001
September 30, 2013 .

My name is Gabriel Cross, and | am sustainability consultant and adjunct instructor at Lane Community
College’s Energy Management Program. | live between Amazon Park and Willamette St. in south
Eugene. | am writing today to express my support for the Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing (OMC) project.

The OMC is the embodiment of the smart growth concept, and is closely in line with the goals and
values held bythe City of Eugene and the Envision Eugene program. It represents an opportunity to
densify areas within the Urban Growth Bdundary (UGB), near existing infrastructure. This is essential to
accommodate growth in the City’s future without having to expand the UGB. It also represents a way to
densify while maintaining a sense of ownership for the residents and community pride. | live in an area
in which single family residents butt up against apartment complexes, and the difference in attitude and
community engagement between those who own property and those who rent s inevitable. By
adopting the cohousing model, the neighborhood can get many of the benefits of increased density
while avoiding some of the common pitfalls associated with it.

There have been many successful cohousing projects around the world, and they all share one common
element: a community coming together to improVe their assets and their lives. For this reason
cohousing projects are usually responsible with their land and respectful of their neighbors, beautifully
as well as functionally designed, and foster and strengthen the communities they inhabit.

For all of these reasons, | strongly support the OMC project, and believe that the city of Eugene should
aswell.

Sincerely,

Gt

abriel Cross

1101




HE-24

TAYLOR Becky G

From: : Cecelia Baxter-Heintz <cbphl3@comcast.net>
Sent: ' : Monday, September 30, 2013 7:37 AM

To: TAYLOR Becky G

Subject: ~ Fwd: Oakleigh Meadow Co-Housing Development

Begin forwarded message:

From: Geri Baxter <geri@sandpiperimport.com>

Date: September 29, 2013 4:28.02 PM PDT

To: Cecelia Baxter <cbph13@comcast.net> -
Subject: Oakleigh Meadow Co-Housing Development

Ms Taylor,

I writing to voice my opposition to the current plans for the Oakleigh Meadow Co-housing Development. The
footprint of the plan is too large for the area and doesn't fit in the neighborhood. What is of greatest concern to
me, as a user of the river bike path, is the proposed encroachment into the Greenway area. Once that
environment is lost you can never get it back.

Thank you for your time,
Sincerely,

Geri Baxter

739 S. 4th Street

Springfield, Oregon ' :

97477 . - oo
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TAYLOR Becky G

From: Karen Hecht <khkarenhecht@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, September 29, 2013 1:00 PM

To: TAYLOR Becky G

-Subject: Oakleigh COHO

I was surprised to read there were neighbors against having a COHO at the end of their street!

My husband and I have 11ved on Marion Lane for 23 years and although we do not have that proximity to the
land, welcome

a COHO as neighbors. My brother is an original founder of COHO in Corvallis. The collective ideals of that
group of people are exemplary. They live with daily support of their neighbors, we have visited my brother and
all the residence for many years and met lots of the neighbors! They work on projects and share life activities
together. COHO isn't a cult? After meeting the Oakleigh group, I see the same life philosophy. I wish I indeed
had neighbors who chose to live gently and protecting the natural environment, growing food and living in
peaceful collaboration. The neighbors will not have to worry about pesticides like Round Up being used on
grass and vegetation, people screaming and arguing, out of control drug use, children unsupervised-or

‘minimally parented, trash cans filled with food wrappers, motors on ATVs and gas eating trucks ideling in

driveways. T'll go out on a limb here and assume alternative energy cars and bikes would be the #ansportation -
choices of these residents. The goal of a COHO is to use consensus, live in harmony and be gentle on the land. I
hope the group is able to develop their project, I wish everyone had such lofty life vision. There are new
townhouses close by the bike path we use which have caused a lot more traffic than the COHO would. Please
give visionaries a chance. People are only afraid of what they don't know. -

Sincerely,

Karen Hecht, Dan Bessette River Road remdents
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- 9/28/13

Dear Heari n'g Officials,

| understarid that you are reviewing a Planned Unit Development application concerning the
Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing project. Oakleigh Meadows. will seive as:a -model for new
development that addresses many of the problems inherent in more traditional suburban
housing developments. Oakleigh will provide homes for a group of families working together to
create not just housing, but also community. The cohousing model offers the potential to
increase the density of our cities while retaining open space and providing opportunities for
significant interaction between members of the community. The resulting density will better
use our existing infrastructure, including public transit. Cohousing also results in significant
interaction between neighbors, in contrast to the normative tendency for suburban neighbors to
remain comparatively isolated from each other. Interaotlon of this kind will strengthen our
community asa whole

| encourage youto strongly consider approval of this application so that Oakleigh Meadows
can be constructed as soon as possible.. This is an opportunity'to demonstrate our ability to

- reconsider ubiquitous development patterns that bring with them significant problems. As we
face unprecedented environmental problems we must recognize that significant charrge is
required. We soon will need to find other ways of inhabiting and moving through our cities.
Oakleigh is a positive step towards substantive change that will help address some of the
significant challenges we face.

Sincerely,

Scott Clarke, AIA

FVOT Archifecture 44 Wast Rroadway  Suite 300 Eugens, OR-97401 t541.342.3091 15413421535 gh}ntarcaitechuecom
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TAYLOR Becky G

from: Bryn Thoms <brynthoms@msn.com>

Sent: Saturday, September 28, 2013 4:58 PM

To: TAYLOR Becky G -

Subject: Request to Extend the Record - PDT 13-1 and WG 13 1
Becky - ‘

Persuant to ORS 197.830 and Chapter 227 of ORS. I'd like to formally request to extend the record for the

above permit apphcatlons

| Thanks

|
|
|
|
1105
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September 28, 2013

" Eugene Hearings Official
_Eugene Planning and Development -
Atrium Building

99 West 10th Ave.

Eugene OR 97401

Re: Citizen Comment in Opposition of the Oakleigh Meadows Tentative Plahned Unit
Development Permit (PDT 13-0001) and Willamette Greenway Permit (WG 13-0001)

Dear Héarings Official,

My name is Sandy Thoms and | am the owner of 135 Oakleigh Lane, the property directly north of this
planned unit development, and also the owner of TL200 and 150 East Hilliard Lane (immediately north of
135 Oakleigh). | would like to voice my strong opposition to the Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing (OMC)
project in its current size and layout.

Early on in this process, David Adee, the property owner and Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing member, was
in communication with my family and we stood out on Oakleigh Lane and discussed what our desires
would be for how the project would look from our home and along the lane. | personally discussed with
David that we would like to see smaller units along the road, the appearance of front yards like the rest
of the homes along our street, and not feeling liké we were looking at the backs of people’s homes. We
discussed that we knew we would have new neighbors someday and hoped that they would plan their
cohousing development in a way that would allow us to feel like we had new homes and neighbors
across the street and that it appeared to be a continuation of the current look of our lane. | went away
from this conversation feeling good that David and OMC cared about the neighbors and the impact on
our existing neighborhood. | felt they would make-it look like three individual homes abutting the street
across from my home and that the appearance would be'a continuation of the lane.

The OMC application materials clearly state that they would like to “Continue the Rhythm of the Lane”,
just like David and | discussed.

To my dismay and that of the other n'eighbors, OMC's interpretation of this is to put the largest unit at a
size of 80 feet wide and 30 feet tall directly in front of the existing homes to the north. In addition, they
are asking for special setbacks so that they can put this building as close to the right of way as physically
possible. They have showed no evidence that this is necessary. This will put their building as far north as
possible, in the small gravel shoulder of the current right of way; ignoring the standard setbacks of at
least 10 feet from the new propérty line. This is NOT the appearance of front yards like David and |
discussed or anything similar to the setbacks of every other home on Oakleigh Larie, McClure Lane, or
any other neighboring lane. They chose to not honor any of the items that were discussed that day on
the street. How will they plant screening to the neighbors to the north, in this asphalt and gravel, or
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make it tall enough to significantly alter the appearance of a massive condominium? How will the
current owners of these condos even feel about having a road less than 1 foot from their back porch? |
question who will even want to purchase these units along Oakleigh.

The following are formal references to how the proposed development does not meet Eugene City Code.

' Eugene City Code 9.8320 (13) The proposed development shaII be reasonably compatlble

and harmonious with adjacent and nearby land uses

My children and the other children on the street currently spend hours riding bikes, sketeboarding,

playing basketball and street hockey, and just being kids, on our very narrow, low traffic, dead end street.
We walk nearly daily to the nearby commercial businesses along River Road. The addition of 168 vehicle
trips per day (as estimated by the Eugene Public Works report) will negatively impact the current uses of

_the nearby land, and the massive increase in traffic will not be reasonably compatible or harmonious

with the way it is currently used. It will also increase the risk of serious accidents on the lane. | and my
neighbors, will no longer feel safe letting our children contlnue their current act|V|t|es let anne feel safe
with our children walklng and riding bikes to their schools. '

In addition, OMC has never in any of t‘h'eir documentation, presented what this project will look like from
the east bordering city propetty. This property is in the flood plain and is owned by the City of Eugene as
park land. In order to be elevated above the 100 year floodplain the buildings will need 3 to 4 feet of
fill. This will make the bunldlng helght about 35 feet above the surrounding public Iand and there is little,
room to provide full sized trees to screen. Will there be large retaining walls or rip rap, snnce the
buildings are proposed to be within 5 feet of the public land? (which should not be receiving any fill).
From the public land it will feel like the buildings will tower over the public land and feel like OMC will be
watching over the people using it. No fences or screening are currently proposed on the east side of the
proposed development. '

_Currently, mlany citizens all along River Road use the adj‘oining city property to walk their dogs, sit and

enjoy the sun in the summer, or pick some filberts in the orchard. With the way the site plan is designed
with the buildings facing this grassy area and no screening, it creates the illusion that the city property
belongs to the OMC development. OMC has already made my children and the neighbbr’s child feel that
they are no longer welcome riding their bikes on the bumps and jumps in the tree lined area along the
river path. | don’t think any neighboring citizens will feel like they are welcome to use this city property
once it is developed, thus creating a negative impact to the current uses of this nearby land. ! know |
already don't feel welcome walking across this portion of city property anymore, and neither do my
children.

This is not compatible nor harmonious with adjacent land uses.

Eugene City Code 9_.8320'(3) The PUD will provide adequat'e' screening from surrounding
properties including, but not limited to, anticipated building locations, bulk, and height.

The large City-owned cottonwoods do not screen the open public land immediately adjacent to OMC
property, which is suggested in OMC's PDT application. Those trees should not be considered adequate -

1107 -




1108

screening. Also, trees can not be planted in the 20 foot sanitary sewer easement that is partially on

OMC's property at the east. Per the code above, OMC should screen the east property boundary. In
addition, the screening should also meet Willamette Greenway Code (9.880) and Statewide Planning
Goal 15 (OAR 660-015-0005). ‘ |

Eugene City Code 9.8320 (12). The proposed development shall have minimal off-site
impacts, including such lmpacts as traffic, noise, stormwater runoff and environmental
quality.

The addition of 47 cars and potentially an average of 168 automobile trips per day is NOT a minimal off-
site impact to our neighborhood. Currently the people on the east end of Oakleigh Lane may have 3to 5
cars drive by their home on a daily basis. The addition of 168 trips will have an enormous impact to the
surrounding neighbors. In addition, the neighbors immediately north of OMC's access will now have47
cars leaving their parking lot every morning with headlights fIashlng into the front windows. OMC has
offered screening per Eugene City Code 9.8320 (3) but on the neighbor's.property (not theirs). The
neighbors should not have to give up a portion of their yard in order to appease OMC. You also, can’t
screen the access to a parking lot with plants. This negative impact will be unavoidable if approved at
its’ current size. We‘do'not want to have to put screening in é_g[ front yards! We like to be able to look
out our front windows and wave to a neighbor or watch our kids playing basketball. In addition, having
our front yards screened with tall vegetation will only welcorﬁe opportunity for thieves to be screened
from the public eye, creating security issues. Not to mention the decrease of sun to our yards if we need

to add screening to avoid traffic headllghts These are huge negative impacts to our properties and way
of life. '

| would hope that based on the previously stated Eugene City Code Criteria that you would deny this
request for a PUD in our neighborhood. However, we are realistic people and we understand that often
complete denial is not the outcome in these situations. All too often "infill" becomes the priority above
creating neighborhood comgpatibility or open space. If that should be the case, | would ask that you
please consider the following reasonable requests from a neighbor who has lived here for the past 17
years and put a lot oftinie, emotlon, and money into making this'neighborhood what it is today.

Reasonable requests' based on my conversations with the David Adee, the neighborhood representative
for the applicants, and their own stated desires to “Continue the Rhythm of the Lane” and Eugene City
Code. ‘

. Units along the north property line of the Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing Development should be
single family detached units. There is no evidence provided from OMC that states why they could not
put smaller detached units along the north property line. This would be a small concession that would
greatly impact how this development appears and affects the neighboring properties to the north.

. Units should have to be set back a distance from the north propérty line that is comparable to
the setbacks for all of the existing homes on Oakleigh Lane and neighboring McClure Lane. Currently
the average setback of homes along these 2 streets is approximately 35 feet. This is a very reasonable
request based on the fact that they currently state that they are only building on 45% of the property.



This should giv‘e them plenty of land to shift buildings accordingly. They have sacrificed the neighboring
properties in order create their OWN open space. There needs to be compromise from OMC, and their
original desires of wanting to work with the neighbors. This would be one good faith gesture when we
have not seen any. ‘

o The number of units should be significantly decreased in order to decrease the negative impact
on the current nearby IandTL\Js_eé. Increasing the number of homes by 145% on Oakleigh Lane is a'n '
outrageous increase whether it is within the allowable 14 units per acre or not. In this situation, the
negative impact and incompatibility on the suffounding neighborhood calls for some acts of reason and
common sense, and not purely based on “what is allowable”. | urge you to take into account the
negative impacts a developmient of this size will have on a single lane unimbrbved access road that has
no shoulders or sidewalks for pedestrians! ‘

Thank you for taking the time to read my letter of opposition. | hope that you will be able to come up
with some solutions that will make the neighbors feel like their concerns have been heard and that
reasonable requests can be granted. We are reasonable people who welcomed change into our
neighborhood and even worked with these people in the beginning. After a California architect and
developer got involved, we feel like the original vision ofwhatcould have been great, was lost.

Sincerely,

Sandy Thoms, Oakleigh Lane homeowner since 1995
135 Oakleigh Lane, '
‘Eugene, OR 97404
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TAYLOR Becky G

From: Nicole <nickolass19@yahoo.com>
Sent: Saturday, September 28, 2013 5:01 PM
To: TAYLOR Becky G

Subject: Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing

Dear Ms. Taylor,

| live with my boyfriend there on Oakleigh. | don't know of any residents on the street who are happy with the cohousing
coming to the meadow. It's not the cohousing, it is the size and the impact it will have to the street in terms of safety and
services. Of course we love the meadow as is. But to have a small number of units is a good thing potentially. Filling in the
flood plain like they plan to seems contradictory to "green” anything.

The OMC team, after 2 mediation sessions, seems unwilling to compromise. The division in the neighborhood between
OMC and the current residents is not pretty. Compromise seems to be a good idea, but one side isn't willing.

Respectfully,
Nicole Lawless
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TAYLOR Becky G

From:
Sent:

" To:

Subject:

Dear Ms. Taylor,

Suzanne Kelley <kelley.suzanne@gmail.com>

Saturday, September 28,2013 8:33 PM
TAYLOR Becky G
Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing Development

As a resident of Eugene, I'm deeply concerned about the development of Oakleigh Meadow in the Willamette
Greenway. At a recent lecture for the Native Plant Society of Oreogn, Whitey Lueck, instructor for the U of O
Department of Landscape Architecture, started out by reminding the audience about the obvious but frequently
forgotten fact that there is only one Willamette Valley on the earth and, as he states on his website as

well, "Every square foot (of the Willamette Valley) that is covered with buildings, pavement, mowed grass,
bark mulch or non-native plants...is a square foot of once-productive habitat (grassland, savanna, or forest) that

7 has been lost."

Please protect the Willamette River Greenway from losing precious square feet of riparian habitat by not
approving the permit for the Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing development and thereby preventing a precedent for
more development along the river's edge.

Sincerely,

Suzanne K. Kelley

3765 Kincaid Street

Eugene, OR 97405
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TAYLOR Becky G

From: Jim Swirczynski <swirz@cyber-dyne.com>
Sent: _ ' Saturday, September 28, 2013 5:08 PM
To: | TAYLOR Becky G

Subject: Oakleigh Meadows development project
Hi Becky,

| have to say that | am against the type of development that the Oakleigh Meadows project
Has morphed into. It was originally supposed to be a fairly small and low profile project
But is becoming an out of control expansion in an area that should be left as-natural as possible.

I live in the River Road area, and have been here since 1979. The reason | moved here was to get
Away from the out of control population explosion and housing construction stupidity of Los Angeles.
If Eugene wants to replicate a smaller version of Los Angeles, | will move out of here to another place
That holds similar values to myself and my wife.

My vote is against it.

Thank you,

Jim & Sophie Swirczynski

297 Hawthorne Ave

Eugene, OR 97404

541 688-7641 home
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28 September 2013

Eugene Hearing Official
Eugene Planning and Development

~ Atrium Building

ATTN: Becky Taylor
99 West 10th Ave.
Eugene, OR 97401

Re: Citizen Comment Document Regarding the Oakleigh Meadows Tentative Planned Unit Development .

(PDT 13-0001), Willamette Greenway Permit (WG 13-0001)
Dear Ms. Becky Taylor,

| object to the proposed PUD for the reasons stated in the comments of Lauren Regan and Bryn Thoms
and all addltlonal objections incorporated by reference into that comment. ° :

I moved to Eugene from Southern California three years ago after a visit to this area where | found it to be
beautiful, friendly and not over populated by condos, apartments and other high density living. | moved to
Eugene alone, | had no family and had no friends upon my move here for work. The residents on Mc Clure
Lane welcomed me with open arms, and we have become family and a close knit group of friends.

Over the years and many BBQ’s and celebrations combined with our neighbors on Oakleigh, we have
become quite close and watch out for each other. We have keys to each others homes, watch each others

~ kids and animals and feel very safe in our quiet neighborhood on our small lanes. | love this neighborhood

for the people, beauty and ease of access to the gorgeous natural River Path that | enjoy everyday. | brag
to my friends and family back in Southern California how lucky | am to live in. such an amazing and
beautiful city that puts high value on'it’s open green spaces. It would be a shame to allow building on.the
Greenway and turn it into a concrete Jungle from where | came from.

A development of this magnitude thats devastates the Greenway, flood plain and the character of our small
quiet-neighborhood, not to mention the prlce of these high end condos does not fitwith the character of our
-older middle class homes. .

If you allow OMC this land use change it will not only effect Oakleigh and McClure Lane, but all of River
Road, Eugene and even the state. Giving OMC a permit to build on the Willamette Greenway sets up
VERY NEGATIVE PRESCIENT ENVIRONMENTALLY AND ECONOMICATLY, for both residents and visitors
that come here to enjoy and spend money in our beautiful area. I'm sure most residents and visitors are
and will be opposed to seeing large condos, club houses, eight foot walls and whatever else is allowed to

be built in the Greenway up and down.the river if this permit is allowed. Please do not allow building in the

Greenway or a development of this size in our neighborhood.

Regards,

Dé?nee/? K. | J-A(\Sffc’,e

"Daneen K. Justice

103 McCiure Lane
Eugene, OR 97404
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" TAYLOR Becky G
from: ) christine robins <crobins76@hotmail.com>
Sent: : - Saturday, September 28, 2013 5:07 AM
To: ‘ TAYLOR Becky G
Subject: oMC

Dear Ms. Taylor:

I’ve been a neighbor of CoHo, a cohousing community here in Corvallis, for the last 5 years. I’ve read about
the controversy over the Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing proposal. I’d like to share my experience.

I’m 67 and retired. I plan to stay in my present home for the rest of my life. I’ve lived in many different
neighborhoods during my lifetime-- in the country, in suburbs, in big cities and small towns. I’ve always
looked for neighborhoods that were safe and quiet. Here, having cohousing neighbors has not affected my
sense of safety and peacefulness. The look and feel of the CoHo community is like a small village, not an
.. apartment complex.

These folks have been a genuine asset to our neighborhood. 1 have friends there and partlclpate in many of their
activities, as do alot of my nelghbors _

: If I ever were to sell my home, I’d list the presence of a cohousing community next door as one of its biggest
pluses.

I’d be-happy to talk to any Oakleigh neighbors about my experiences . My phone is 541-738-2610.

| Sincerely,

Christine Robins
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Oakleigh Meadow LLC

c/o Will Dixon, AlA

300 Blair Boulevard
Eugene, Oregon 97402-4150
(541) 689-3548 '

27 September, 2013

City of Eugene

Planning Division

Attn: Becky Taylor, Associate Planner
99 West 10™ Avenue '
Eugene, Oregon 97401 .

- (541) 682-5437

Re: Solar Setback Compliance

Planned Unit Development - Tentative Plan supplemental information for the City of Eugene.
Applicant File: Oakleigh Cohousing (PDT 13-0001)

Applicant Name: Oakleigh Meadow, LLC

Dear Ms. Taylor,

This supplemental mformatlon descrlbes the proposed development relevant to solar
setback requirements and demonstrates that the proposal complies with the criteria set forth
by the Eugene Code (EC).

Summary of Code Compliance _
The following section is organized in order of applicable approval crlterla and is presented

under the General Permit Criteria. Applicable approval crlterla are outllned below in jtdlics,
followed by proposed Findings of fact in normal text.

£€9.0500 - DEFINITIONS. As used in this land code, unless the context requ;res otherwise, the
following- words and. phrases mean:

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 of 22.6 degrees and an azimuth ranging
from 30 degrees east and west of true south; e;(cept 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 the lowest grade directly below the shade point: If the shade
point is located at the north end o f 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

Supplemental Info — Sept. ,27, 2013 Page 10f9 . Oakleigh Cohbusing PDT 13-0001

OAKLEIGH'
Z MEADOW

COHECUSING
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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 thatis 5 feet in 12 feet or steeper, the
‘shade point will be the peak of the roof.

SHADOW PATTERN. A graphic representation of an area that would be shaded by 22_.6-
degrees and an azimuth ranging bétween 30 degrees east and west of true north-
south axis. '

SoLAR SETBACK. The shortest horizontal distance from the northern lot line to the
shade point. (See Figure 9.2795 Solar Setback Standards, 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.}

. EC9.2795(2) - SOLAR SETBACK REQUIREMENTS. Buildings shall be setback from the _northern
property line according to the standards in this section. An applicant for a
development permit for a building sub ject to this section shall submit verification on
a form approved by the city manager that shows either the solar setback or how the
structure qualifies for an exemption. If buildings on separate lots are attached or
connected at a common lot line, the solar setback st_ahdards apply as if the buildings

area single building on a single lot composed of both lots.

EC9.2795(2)(A) ~ SOLAR SETBACK FOR R-1 ZONE.

THE SOLAR SETBACK OF THE SHADE POINT SHALL BE GREATER THAN OR EQUA!. TOTHE

FOLLOWING EORMULA:

'SSB=(2.5%SPH)+(N/2) - 82.5

WHERE: ‘

SSB= SOLAR SETBACK (THE SHORTEST HORIZONT AL DISTANCE BETWEEN THE SHADE
POINT AND THE PLANE OF THE NORTHERN LOT LINE). '

SPH= SHADE POINT HEIGHT (REDUCE THIS DIMENSION BY 3 FEET If THE SHADE POINT IS
RIDGELINE BETWEEN 45 DEGREES EAST OR WEST OF TRUE NORTH.)

N= .NORTH-SOUTH LOT DIMENSION. MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE [VALUE FOR] “N” FOR
PURPOSES OF CALCULATING THE SOLAR SETBACK SHALL BE 90 FEET.

Fmdmgs The buildings that are closest to the North Property Line of the
project site are Buildings 1 & 2 on Drawing A1.1 of Site Plans (under
"evaluation) '8/12/2013, and shall be used to calculate the required solar
setback. The part of the buildings that cast the longest shadow onto the
adjacent northern lot are the approximately 19°-6” tall northernmost
eaves, except for a total of two approximately 12’-2” wide dormer gables,
one per building, each with a ridge height of 23’-1”, as measured directly
above finish grade. “All proposed roof pitches have a rise-run.ratio of 3:12

Supplemental llnfo —Sept. 27,2013 . ~ Page 2 qf 9 Oakleigh Cohousing PDT 13-0001
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and are all less than 5:12. The gable height will be the height that is used -
to calculate the shade point height.

The proposed development site has a north-south lot dimension greater
than 90 feet, therefore, N =90. The portiori of the building that creates
the longest shadow is the gable ridgeline with a height of 23’-1” directly
above grade that is oriented 90 degrees relative to the north property
line, therefore SPH = (23’-1"” — 3’-0") = 20’-1". "

SSB = (2.5x20°-1") + (90’ / 2) - 82.5"
' =(50’-2 %4”) +(45’)- 82.5’

= (95.2083") - 82.5’

=12.7083’;
SSB=12'-8%". Building 1 is pfoposed to be located 21' 0" away to the-
South of the northernmost lot line. The shadow casting point (ridgeline
of gable) of Building 1 extends two feet beyond the building footprint to

- the North and is 19-0” from the northernmost lot line, which is further

away than the Solar Setback of 12’-8 %”. As such, Building 1 complies
with the criterion of this section.

EC9.2795(3) ~ EXEMPTIONS TO SOLAR SETBACK REQUIREMENTS. A building is exempt from the solar
setback standards when any o f the following conditions exist:

(B)— EXISTING SHADE. THE BUILDING WILL SHADE AN AREA THATIS ALRE ADY SHADED BY
. ONE ORMORE OF THE FOLLOWING: :
- 3. . CONIFEROUS TREES OR BROADLE AF EVERGREENS THAT WILL REMAIN AFTER
: DEVELOPMENT OF THE SITE.

Findings: Sixteen large, full, and tall coniferous trees, with a DBH range -
of 12 to 40 inches, populate the entire length of the South property line
of Lot #200, which is approximately half of the length of the North
property line of the development property, and are indicated in detail on
Figure 03, Copy ofthe Topographic Survey, included with this letter.

Accordlng to the satellite aerlal imagery provided, Flgure 04, at
approximately sometime before noon on August 24 2012, the average
shadow length from the existing row of coniferous trees cast onto vacant
Lot #200 is approximately 70’-3”. The proposed location of Building 2 on
the subject site is 19-8” directly south of the northernmost lot line and
the row.of existing trees. The longest shadow Building 2 casts onto Lot
#200, with an azimuth of 22.6 degrees, is approximately 30’-10” in -

- length.- The longest shadow created by Building 2 at the proposed

Sepplemental info — Sept. 27, 2013 V Page 30f9 Oakleigh Cohousing PBT 13-0001
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location will never cast onto the neighboring property longer than the
longest shadow cast by the existing coniferous trees.

The existing trees shall remain after the development of the subject site..
The criterion of this section applies to the portion of the development

i site that borders lot #200. As such, Building 2, as proposed, is exempt
from Solar Setback Requirements. ' ‘

(C)— INSIGNIFICANT BENEFIT. THE BUILDING WILL SHADE ONE OR MORE OF THE
FOLLOWING: ‘ _ ‘
1. A NON-DEVELOPABLE AREA, SUCH AS OPEN SPACE, A PUBLIC UTILITY
EASEMENT, STREET OR ALLEY.
2. NO MORE THAN 20% OF A SOUTH WALL OF AN EXISTING HABITABLE
DWELLING. :
Findings: The portion of Building 1 that creates the longest shadow is
proposed to be located 21’-0” away to the South from the subject site’s
northern lot line. Oakleigh Lane separates the development property
from Lot #5400. The right-of-way at the street is 40’-0” wide. Lot #5400
“has a two-story single family residence that is located approximately 20’-
0” to the North of the property line. Please refer to enclosed Figures Q5
and 06, Solar Section of Buildings 1 and 2, for reference. '

The proposed shadow from Building 1 casts o1 the street and does not
cast on the neighboring single family dwelling. As such, this criterion
applies and Building 1 is exempt from solar setback requirements. The
proposed location of Building 1, as shown above in this letter, is further
away from the northern property line than the required solar setback .
distance. Therefore, the proposed PUD complies with all EC Solar
Standards.

Conclusion

Based on the information and findings contained in this letter, associated drawings, images,
surveys and attachments, and on the site and building drawings proposed for Oakleigh Meadow
Cohousing, Planned Unit Development — Tentative Plan, application #PDT 13-0001, meets the
criteria of Solar Setback approval contained in the Eugene Code and all relative subsequent
codes. Therefore, the applicant requests the Hearing Official approve the supplemental . -
information proposal as presented. Both the applicant and the applicant’s representative are
available for questions as necessary. We look forward to working with city staff to ensure this
projecté meets or exceeds the goals and objectives of the applicant, the city, and the greater
community. ' '

Supplemental Info — Sept. 27,2013 Page 40f9 Oakleigh Cohousing PDT 13-0001
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Please direct any questions or clarifications regarding the above applicafion to Will Dixon, AlA,
Project Manager for the Owner/Applicant (541-689-3548 or at wed@willardcdixon.com).

Thank you for your time and consideration.

§§$ 5b32$>

C’J
=y Wii_LAﬂD C.

Sincerely,

EUGENE, ON

' WiII‘ard.C. Dixon, AIA. | é@’ OF OQ&)

Ec:  Portion of Typical North Elevation of Buildings 1 & 2, Proposed Building Setbacks plan,
Copy of Topographic Survey, 2012 Google satellite aerial imagery, Solar Section of
Building 1, and Solar Section of Building 2. '

Supplemental Info — Sept. 27, 2013 Page5of9 Oakleigh Cohousing PDT 13-0001
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FIGURE 01. Portion of Typical North Elevation of Buildings 1 & 2 on lot #400 with propoéed heights for
the Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing project.

f,_evgr;m SETMACK BB :
KISHTDE-WAY conimuibe . : .

FIGURE 02. Proposed Buuldlng Setbacks with proposed heights for Building 1 and Building 2 of the
Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing project on lot #400.
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FIGURE 03. Copy of the Topographit Survey conducted for the Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing project as
submitted to the City of Eugene, application #PDT 13-0001.

: FIGURE 04, 2012 Google satellite aerial imagery shoWing location and approximate autumn noon
shadow length of on- and off-site existing coniferous trees that will remain after development of the
subject property. : ' -

Page 7 of 9 ~ Oakleigh Cohousing PDT 13-0001
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FIGURE 05. Solar Section of Building 1 shbwing the proposed building setback and effective shadow
lengths relative to adjacent property lines, existing natural features, and existing dwellings.
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FIGURE 06. Solar Section of Buildihg 2 showing the proposed building setback and effective shadow
lengths relative to adjacent property lines and existing natural features.
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Dear Hearings Official,

| am writing in support of Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing Development as | am an active
member of the group. Yes, the Iand\ is on a small street in River Road area, and it will
impact the people who live in the homes along Oakleigh Lane. itis our hope, that after
the project is built, the neighbors will understand that our community of Oakleigh
Meadow is committed to the same livability standards that they are trying to protect by
opposing our project.

| have lived in Eugene for 35 years and have been very aware of the growth of our city
and the continuing expansion of the Urban Boundary over this time.

| attended the early community forums that were conducted by the City Planning
Department on the new plan for growth that is entitled Envision Eugene, and have
closely followed the progression of this proposal.

| agree with the principles that are going to guide the future growth of our city, and feel
that Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing is a model project in sustainability as we enter a new
paradigm for living with less reliance on fossil fuel, and more reliance on shared
resources, and compact urban growth. '

| believe that pushing people to develop homes in areas where there is currently no
housing, and therefore no opposition to development, threatens our farm land and our
ability to continue to provide locally for our citizens.

Maintaining the notion that the single family home is the only model of housing that fits
into existing neighborhoods increases the demand for all natural resources. People
interested in cohousing include families with children who prefer "the village model" of

“child rearing, as well as seniors who want the support of close neighbors for social

interaction and where they can play a valuable mentoring role. Our. community will be
built to lessen energy costs with shared walls, shared garden space, shared tools, and a
shared value of living in a way that respects our natural resources including the
Greenway. Our need for automobiles will also be lessened due to the site's location
next to the city bike path system, and within one block of the city transit system.

Please consider our proposal as we feel our Planned Unit Development complies and
exceeds city code, and implements the larger goals of this community.

Maureen McCauley
1755 E. 23rd Ave.

Eugene
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Hearings Official

Clty of Eugene Planning Division
Atrium Building

99 West 10" Ave.

- Eugene, OR 97401

RE: Support for Oakleigh Meadow Friday, September 27, 2013
Cohousing, PUD application #PDT 13-0001 .

' Travis Sheridan
31 N. Cedar St.

Eugene, OR 97402 -

Dear Hearings Official,

As a resident of Eugene, | would like to offer my strong support for the proposed Cohousmg
community on Oakleigh Lane near the Willamette River.

| believe Cohousing to be a much-needed building typology in Eugene, due mainly in part to
Cohousing’s proven record for improving the social and financial equity in neighborhoods and
cities all across the United States. Cohousing also provides for healthier families and individuals
by offering more than just a domicile in which to sleep, eat, and bathe. These planned
communities engage the ownersto be developers and managers as well as residents, and in
doingso, create a safer and more productive environment for everyone to live and grow.

| also find the proposed location of this project to be an advantage for the city of Eugene. The
Oakleigh Meadow cohousing group offers integrated ownership and proactive stewardship that
counteracts the problems typical developments in the Greenway and along the Ruth Bascom
Bike Path cause, such as under-maintained buildings, grounds, and access ways. Also, the
group actively promotes alternative modes of transportation that will positively impact the
area. The proposed project layout has respectfully placed the buildings away from the River

.and riparian zone, ensuring a useful sense of openness. Taking into consideration the need to

preserve natural resources at the project site and surrounding vicinity, | feel that the owners of
Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing will continue to protect the vegetation and habitat.

I urge you to approve the PUD-Tentative Plan application. When completed, this project will -
become a shining example for other multi-family developments. Thank you for your time and

consideration.

My best,

Travis Sheridan
Eugene Resident
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From: Stan Paulic <cspaulic@earthlink.nets
Sent: Friday, September 27, 2013 8:23 PM
To: ' TAYLOR Becky G

Cc: bovilsky2@gmail.com

Subject: Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing

Ms. Taylor:

A recent Viewpoint editorial by Lara Bovilsky in the Eugene Weekly called for oppasition to the pefmit for the Oakleigh
Meadow Cohousing project. | disagree and ask that you grant permission to OMC, unless you find a legal reason that it
must be denied.

I've reviewed the website for OMC and find its a type of development that is worth supporting. Ten to fifteen years back, |
looked closely at cohousing and found the concept very appealing. Were | not planning to leave Eugene in 3 years when |
retire, | would jump on board with OMC. Thoughtful cohousing is a wise use of our land, and the types of folks who buy
into it generally make great neighbors.

| bike on the path near this proposed development and see no problem with the proximity of OMC to the path. It won't
interfere with the flow of the path, and Ms. Bovilsky's concerns about its visibility from the trail seem to be overwrought &
melodramatic. That stretch of path will be just as pleasant with the development as it is without. When | ride there, the
river provides as much view as | need, and that won't change.

This really seems to be an issue of neighbors on a dead end street who don't want to share with a group of people whose
basic philosophy of living is that we should share. | side with OMC. Please grant them the permit.-

Regards,

Stan Paulic

1128



P

HE4)

9-27-13

Eugene Hearings Official

I strongly support the proposed Oaklelgh Meadow Cohousmg project, _
and I believe Eugene will benefit by its existence. | o

~ I encourage you to rule favorably on the proposal.

Paul Edlund, Architect Emeritus
547.Ful-Vue Dr.

Eugene, OR 97405

(541) 343-1086
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9-27-13

To Hearings Official,

As alocal architect involved in multifamily projects all over Oregon | support the concept
and implementation of cohousing as a lifestyle and as a building/project type for many
reasons.

Primarily the notion of community where upon a committed group of adults purposely
decide to live together in a village like atmosphere.

As there are issues surrounding land use and zoning, perhaps even neighborhood
concerns, | would in my expert opinion argue that this type of intentional responsible
community centric living choice may in fact allow a more stable and enriched upbringing
for children, a nurturing and cooperative environment for a group of families to pool
resources for the good of all involved.

As a future thinking micro society, this co-housing/living arrangement allows the
members to be more productive members of our society, share responsibilities for
caring for their fellow housemates, assist in looking after children and more. There just
does not seem to be a downside.

As for the size and configurations of the structures involved to implefnent this, well, it
does require more thinking outside the box, it requires maybe some slightly different
adjacencies, but that is part of making the design work.

I think the neighborhood surrounding this type of project will be enhanced and not
diminished.”

The architect for this project is sensitive and aware of the projects surroundings and will,
in my opinion, take great care to appropriately integrate this project into the location.

| support without reservation Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing.

Regards,

Paul Dustrud, AIA
Dustrud Architecture
1699 Pearl St.
Eugene, OR 97401
541.338.8544
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TAYLOR Becky G

From: karlbennet@hushmail.com

Sent: Friday, _September 27,2013 213 PM

To: TAYLOR Becky G

Subject: Willamette Greenway and Oakleigh Meadow

Dear Ms. Taylor,

My wife and | are frequent users of the Riverbank pedestrian/bike paths, and we are concerned about the precedent
being set( if approved), and the construction of the relatively large development proposed for Oakleigh Meadow. We've
both visited the proposed site, and were "impressed" by how close it borders the bikeway/riverbank. While the intent of
cohousing is laudable, unfortunately the proposed location is not. Please consider the concerns of Riverbank users like
ourselves and reject the permit for this proposed development.

Regards,
Karl & Silvia Bennet
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TAYLOR Becky G

From: . bknussbaum@comcast.net

Sent: Friday, September 27, 2013 7:11 PM

To: TAYLOR Becky G

Subject: Opposition to Oakleigh Meadows Co-Housing

September 27, 2013

City of Eugene

Planning and Development Department
Attn: Becky Taylor, Associate Planner -
99 W. 10" Avenue

Eugene, OR 97401

Re: Opposition to the current Oakleigh Meadow Plan

| have lived with my family on McClure Lane, the next street south of Oakleigh, for the last 35 years. My husband and |
bought our house because we loved the larger yards, the quiet dead-end street, and the beautiful river. The street,
because it is a dead-end, was the gathering place for neighborhood kids and parents. Many an afternoon was spent
building ramps to ride bicycles down and jumps to practice skateboard moves on, always knowing that any traffic coming
down our street kniew to watch out for their activities. The street became our own community because of its dead-end.
Today, even though my kids are grown and living on their own, they still reminisce about the fun they use to have.

Even though Oakleigh Meadow Co-Housing project will not directly impact my property, it still is NOT reasonably
compatible and harmonious with adjacent and nearby land uses. My friend and colleague, Rich Dambrov lives on
Oakleigh with his wife and two young children and they want their kids to grow up with the same opportunity for play and
creativity on their street that my kids had on ours. This will not be the case if a 28 unit co-housing development is allowed
that includes a 4 guestroom common house that will add even more traffic anytime there are large gatherings.

We have always known that there would eventually be development on the land currently being called Oakleigh
Meadows. When the property was owned by David Zarzycki, he had plans to build small cottage-type houses and when
he told all of us of his plans to sell the property, he assured us that he would try very hard to make sure that the future
buyers understood our neighborhoods and would honor the desire to keep any development on a small scale. When
David and Joan bought the property, we were led to believe that they too believed in honoring this commitment to keeping
things small.

To be clear, my opposition is not to development of the Oakleigh Meadow, it's to the largeness of its size. This area will be
negatively impacted by a development of this size, starting with a few years of coping with the big construction trucks and
equipment, moving up and down both McClure and Oakleigh, which will be needed to excavate and build the units. |
would assume that Oakleigh traffic will more than double since the co-housing group wants to add 28 units and Oakleigh
currently has only 17 households. This will take away the “quiet dead-end street” feeling that both of our streets have had
for as long as our elderly residents can remember. Any development of this size would NOT be compatible with what
neighbors on both streets consider the reasons why we live here. '

Thank you for your consideration,

Bonita Kreider Nussbaum
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Eugens Hearin Bs Ofﬁcml

Eugene Planmng arid Deveélopinent
Afrivin Building

99 West 10th Ave;

Eugene OR 97401

Re: Citizen Comment Document Regardmg the Oakleigh Meadows Tentative Planned Unit
Development {(PDT 13-0001) and Wlllamette Greenway Permlt (WG13-0001) -

Dear Hearmgs ‘Official,

T object to the proposed PUD for the reasons stated in the Comments of Lauren Regan and Bryn
Thoms, and all additional Objt ections incotporated by refefenceinto that Cornment. 1am, also a
member of the River Road Commumty Organization and submit thy commient.on behalf ofthe -
RRCOas well,

My additional questions and cominients are as follows:

The current size of the proposed project of 29 units jsn't what was origitally discussed with the
existing’ nelghborhood David and Joan, the:current property owners of the proposed Oakleigh
Meadows Cotiousing. (OMC) project, moved from Oakléigh Lane and purchased the house and
lanrd at the 'adjacent south ‘stieet onMcClure Iatie. When David anid Joan moved from Oakle1gh
Lane and purchiased thehouse and property theytold us. they would love to see cottages and
gardens 7+ -10units). Now theyhave proposed developmg the property with 7 large:townhouses.
and - huge common house. Their application has many inaccuracies; the apphcant hasbeen
déceptive, and OMC has 1gnored nelghbor § CONCerDs. The original vision is completely out of
perspective.

Ttissad that David and Joan foughf for Rasor Park to keep itin its natural state d1d opposed thie
Cell Tower at thé end of! Oakleigh but now they are trying to cram 29 unitsinto- avety small area
on & quiet ununproved Jane theyno longer live on.

Junderstand code and T understand that it i§ legal to- put 14 units on éach acre 6f property in our
area. I understand the concept of infill and I have never been against development of the OMC
property. However, whatl am opposed to is that we only have 20 homes total on_our entire %
ile Tatie arid OMC will more than doublé the niumber of homes; all on an un-xmprovad dedad-end
lane. The propesed development is not corhpatible with the existing ne1ghborhood and the
applicant has not showri substantial evidence that the inereased traffic will have minimal impacts
to theneighborhood. Doublirg the traffic-will have substantial impact to the nmghborhood
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Hearings Official - Bugéne Land Use Application PDT 13-1 and WG13-1

~ Many of the home owners purchased our homes wﬂh the thought that we were buying into a
-small qmet low density residential zone and we thought the few-empty lots would be developed
like the rest of the houses on the lane (single: famxly detaclied).

Please help us develop OMC in awaythat serves our cormmunity and our lane as it should be:
Not.‘wi'th mass and evercrowding,

Smcerely,

Sandy Thomme owner since 1995

135 Oakleigh Lane
- Bugene, Oregon 97404 -

Page 2 of 2
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9/27/13 for 10/2/13

Eugene Hearings Official
Eugene Planning and Development
Atrium Building, 99 West 10* Avenue

" Eugene, Oregon 97401

Re: Citizen Comment Document Regarding the Oakleigh Meadows Tentative Planned Unit
Development (PDT 13-0001), Willamette Greenway Permit (WG 13-0001).

Dear Hearings Official,

I object to the proposed PUD for the reasons stated in the Comments of Lauren Regan and Bryn
Thoms, and all additional objections incorporated by reference into that Comment.

Re: PUD Code 9. 8320 (12) The proposed development shali have mlmmal off-site
impacts, including such impacts as traffic, noise, stormwater runoff and
environmental quality.

I believe if this proposed development is approved, the increased traftic on Oakleigh Lane and River
Road would adversely affect the livability on this small, one lane street. The movement of children,
animals and emergency vehicles would be greatly changed in terms of the complexion of the street and
the relaxed approach to living here. The increased volume and frequency of traffic on this small lane

may change what is now a very peaceful way of living to a chaotic, noisy and possibly unsafe narrow
road.

I'have lived in my home at McClure Lane, the street next to Oakleigh Lane for over 25 years and enjoy
the same wonderful things about this area as my Oakleigh neighbors enjoy, one especially attractive,

that of living on a dead-end street with minimal traffic. That is one of many reasons I bought my home

in the first place. Another reason is being close to the river and being able to witness the beautiful
habitat in the greenway area, the beaver, numerous birds, bald eagles and other animals which frequent
this quiet area. The neighbors on both streets have always been very supportive of each other and have
formed strong unions with each other, watching each other’s children grow up and helpmg the elders as
they move on.

With this proposed new development, my fear is that this all may change with the HUGE influx of
traffic, noise and building closer to the river All of this inmense development would be very close to
some of our Oakleigh neighbors, literally in their back yard as well with them possibly facing a huge -
concrete wall nearly on their property.

1 am not against development. Development is essential in an appropriate way that does not negatively
impact the neighborhood it surrounds and forever changes the livability and character of such
neighborhood. I do believe this development could have the potential to affect the neighborhood
character by introducing substantially different building size, height, bulk and pure number in such a

way that would forever change it's wonderful personality.

Thank you for your time and attention to this iseue,

Jidy Scott, 105 McClure Lane, Eugene, Oregon
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TAYLOR Becky G

From: sabina@efn.org

Sent: Friday, September 27,2013 9:58 AM
To: ' ' TAYLOR Becky G

Subject: : oMC

Eugene Hearing Official

Eugene Planning and Development

Atrium Building

99 West 10th Ave.

Eugene OR97401 )

Re:Citizen Comment Document Regarding the Okleigh'Meadow Tentative Planned Unit Develoement(PDT 13-0001),
Williamette Greenway (WG 13-0001) Dear Hearing Official, | object to the proposed PUD for the reasons stated in the
Comments of Lauren Regan and Bryn Thoms, and all additional objections incorporated by reference into that Comment
Sabine Wilke o

114 McClure Ln

Eugene OR

97404
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Dear City of Eugene Planning Department, friends and neighbors:

| am writing to cast my vote to SAVE Oakleigh meadow and the Willamette River Greenway from the
land use modification (Eugene City Code 9.8) applied for by Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing (OMC).
Replacing the beautiful meadow and greenway with seven large condominiums, a large common house,
garage buildings and an 8 foot block wall on the undeveloped land east of Oakleigh Lane decreases the
livability of our community and sets a precedent to further develop private land in the greenway open
spaces. The size, scale, location and impact of this proposed high-density development does not align
with or protect the character and livability of the established neighborhood. Developing dense, lower-
income housing negatively affects the market value of existing homes. Increasing traffic on the narrow,
neighborhood lanes creates an unsafe environment for pedestrians. For these reasons | urge you to
reject this proposal and preserve our neighborhood as the unique, cottage-style, single-family homes
valued by so many in our community.

Problem: OMC Condominiums in our neighborhood do not align with or protect the character and
livability of the established neighborhood and greenway.

Discussion: Condos do not make community, people do. For over 50 years this neighborhood has been
inhabited by hardworking homeowners who respect the land andsupport the local community. | have
lived on McClure Lane for over 20 years and enjoy the peaceful, unique location along the river —itisa
rare, fragile environment worth preserving, like the eagles that nest in our neighborhood fir trees. High-
density development on this site is contrary to our community's expressed and adopted values in
protecting the character and livability of established neighborhoods (see various Metro Plan residential
policies, e.g., A.13 and A.23). This development would sit directly on and in the greenway and does not
protect open space, especially natural storm water drainages and riparian areas. This Is infill overkilll

Solution: Vote no and reject this land use modification proposal t o change the zoning and protect the
character of the established neighborhood.

Problem: OMC Condominiums in our neighborhood negatively impact the market value of existing
homes. :

Discussion: Our family has worked to improve the land and increase the value of our home with
structural improvements (Jerry’s loves seeing me), gardens, (I should own stock in Down to Earth),
walkways and raised beds (you rock, Lane Forest Products!) and trees, (Decker’s Nursery is fun, even in
the pouring rain). Recently | asked a real estate agent to appraise our home; he stated in clearand
certain terms that this development would negatively impact the value of the homes in our
neighborhood for years to come, making it difficult to recover our investment. This is sad, depressing
news indeed for homeowners struggling in tough economic times.

Solution: Vote no and reject this land use modification/rezoning proposal, support the value and protect
the livability of the established neighborhood. '

Problem: OMC Condominiums in our neighborhood create an unsafe environment for pedestrians:
Discussion: The Webster’s definition of “lane” is “a narrow road or path.” Increased traffic at the scale

proposed by this project, whether by car or bike will negatively impact the neighborhood, rendering it
unsafe for current and future residents to travel on foot. By placing an additional 29 units (when only 20
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currently exist) will increase the traffic by 145%. The city estimates the number of car trips increasing by
168 trips per day on a single lane road with no sidewalks or shoulders. Clearly this is unsafe for
pedestrians, elders, children and pets that live on and around Oakleigh Lane. Increased bicycle traffic is
also problematic for the narrow, unlit section of bike path that borders this proposed project. Our family
also uses the bike path to commute to work and recreate. But it is not just a bike pathl People ofall ages
enjoy walking here. My own personal experience with bikes and walkers on the path includes my 70-
year-old father being plowed down, literally run over by a cyclist.

Solution: Vote no and reject this land use modification/rezoning proposal. Pedestrians, pets and children
will thank you!

The Willamette River Greenway was created to protect open space, scenic views, native vegetation and
public access. This development threatens our city’s space, views and plants. It will take away habitat
and could lead to the loss of much, much more space, views and vegetation elsewhere in the greenway
in the future. For this most important reason we ask that you vote no to the land use
modification/rezoning proposal and preserve current zoning for Oakleigh meadow and the Willamette

River Greenway.

e Towne
McClure Lane
Fugene, OR 97404

Thank you,
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HE-S b

TAYLOR Becky G

from: Frerichs Barbara <barbara.frerichs@me.com> '
Sent: Thursday, September 26, 2013 9:04 AM

To: . TAYLOR Becky G

Subject: Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

FROM:

Barbara L. Frerichs
1860 Olive Street
Eugene, OR 97401
541-915-8239

barbara.frerichs@me.com

September 25, 2013

TO:

Becky Taylor, Planning Division

City of Eugene

Jear Hearings Official:

| am writing with regards to the upcoming hearing on the Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing project. | am a resident and
registered voter in Eugene. | have read extensively about this project, visited the proposed site, reviewed the materials
prepared by the Oakleigh Meadow planning team, and spoken with a number of the members of the cohousing project.

| want to express my enthusiasm for this innovative project and to ask the Planning Department to support the plans for
this smart, visionary and environmentally sensitive project for Eugene. In addition to the strength of this plan relative to
thoughtful growth through infill, multifamily units, and shared common spaces, the pl’OjeCt speaks directly to what we

are learning about connected, multigenerational communities.

Thank you in advance for your serious and thoughtful consideration of this important and visionary plan for Eugene.

Sincerely,
Barbara Frerichs
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HE-5

TAYLOR Becky G

From: o | majrafferty@gmail.com on behalf of Maj Hdtchinson <majhutchinson@gmail.com>
Sent: _ Thursday, September 26, 2013 11:24 PM

To: - TAYLORBecky G )

Subject: ' Opposition to OMC development

Attachments: - . OMC Unit Scenario numbers.pdf

Follow Up Flag:- - Follow up ‘

Flag Status: Completed

Dear Ms. Taylor

Iam a resident living on Oakleigh Lane who is very concerned about the excessively large Oakleigh |
Meadow Co-housing (OMC) development proposed at the end of our quiet, dead end street. We have
entered into mediation with OMC to work toward a compromise of decreasing the size of the project
(currently 29 units).

Theyhave informed the neighbors that they are unwilling to reconsider the size and in recenttalks cited
two reasons for having such an oversized project: 1) the need for enough functioning adults to make the
community run and 2) the need to spread the cost of the shared expenses among more members (such as
the common house).

OMChas told the neighbors that they needed to have a large enough community to have “50 functional
adults.” They said they have been advised that they need to have this large scale size in order to have a-
successful, functioning co-housing community. I researched existing co-housing projects on 2 and 3 acre
lots in the U.S. You can view this information at http://www.cohousing.org/directory/view/6179.

Listed on the site, there are twenty-one existing 2-3 acre co-housing sites (ranging in the number of units
from 8-41). The average number of units 23. OMC is saying that they need 6 units above the

. average. What's more, 6 out of 21 (29%) of these 2 and 3 acres projects are 15 units or fewer. These
numbers point to the fact thatthere is no “magic number” needed, that OMC is asking for more than even
the'average co-housing group on land of their size. Further, that nearly a third of the co-housing projects
are significantly smaller (15 units or less). A

Onthe website of many of the larger sites (above 20 units), the setting is described as "urban." The OMC
website describes their setting as "suburban (mixed, feels rural, on theriver)." Itfeels“rural” becauseit’s
undeveloped green way, because there is nothing developed in that area all around it - for a reason.

The other argument that OMC has forwarded is that they need to increase the number of units to spread
out the cost per family. They say that they are building modest units. However, even with these -
‘speculative numbers, they are more expensive: than the houses in the neighborhood around them. They
also finance a 4,000 square foot common house. One easy way to reduce the costs (and therefore, the
number of umts) is to significantly downscale the common house. There is a site in Portland under

-1142 . R - | - L N



AN

current development called Cully Grove that seems very similar to OMC vision and neighborhood. They
are building 16 units with a modest common house.

fhey shared a speculative spreadsheet of information with us (see attached). It states that the numbers

-are “based on the experience of our cohousing consultant” and are “based on a whole lot of assumptions”

(their words). They stated that there were no further specific financial information. Ihave serious
questions about how these numbers were generated that are, according to them, a critical foundation for

. the decision making on the project’s current size.

I respeptfully request that this projectbe is rejected in favor of amuch smaller development.

Sincerely,

Maj Hutchinson
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OAKLEIGH MEADOW COHOUSING

SALES PRIGES

EUGENE, OR -

Very, very plélir-"ninary estimates.based a whole lot.of assumptibns. .

1 6 Umt Scenano

Noof

Home Type Size: Units | Base Sales Plicé Cominents .
A 2Bed/1bath- | 800-900 st | .0 | $245,000 -$265,000 f 'ngcaliy a 1- level stacked flat |
E b Bed/1.5 bath | 1050~ 1156 s| 8 | "“$315 000 - 335, ooo - |o-story Townhouse
: . 3 Bedf2 bath 1350 1450 sf 6 ’ ) $385 000 $405 000 . 2—story Townhou_Se,
D . |4Bedrabath = |iss0- 1650f | . 4 | s $460 000~ $480,000  |2-sfory Townhouse-
' 16 . Average;§290fs?_ - V o
20 Unit Scenario
: | Noof | .- . = o ‘ .
Home Type Size . ‘Units - -.Base Sales Price- " - Commerits
A 2 Bed/ bath “800-900-sf |- 5- $225,000 - '$'245 000 - - ;Txg:cai[ya1 level stacked fiat
B 2 Bed/1.5 bath 1050 - 1150sf| . i $290 000- 310000 ' {2- -story- Townhousa | |
Je 3Bed/2bath - | 1350-1450sf | 5° . $360,000- $3ao 000 . |2-storyTownhouse
4 Bed/3 bath’ 1550-1650sf | 5 . $425, 000 $445 000 -2—stor9;|'awnho;fsé
. " 20 .,_‘Average $.2'68(sf. | : :
24 Unit Scenario e :
o Noof .|° - G .
; Home Type Size® Ohnits Befse'-_S'a'leSTPﬁce- - Comments
A |aBed/tbath - | 80o-s00 st | ® | A,‘V-$Tj200" 000 - $220,000 Typlcallya‘l leve[stackedﬁat
1B 2Bed/1.5bath | 1050-1160sf| 6 | - $260,000- 280,000 _;2—storyTownhOUSe .
e 3Bedi2 bath | 1350-1450sf| "6 .| " $325,000-$345,000 2-st6ry Townhouse
Io 4Bed/3bath  |1550-1650sf| & .| "5370,000~ $390,000 © [2-story Townhouse
: —— —

28 Unit Scenario

" Average $240/sf -

1144

‘Average $225/sf -

Eugen OR Prelim BUDGET 11120f.xisx

Home Type Size Units [  Base SéreéPn'ce Gomnients
A 2Bed/t bath | 800-900 st | "6 | $190 000°- $210, ooo~ Typlcaﬂyais- feve%stackedﬂat
b |2Beds.s bath 1050- 1150sf| . 8" | $245,000- 265,000 2—st0[!Townhouse
G - |3Bedi2bath .| 4350-1450sf | - 8 |" $305,000-$335,000 . " |2-stoy Townhouse
b |4Bedi3bath . [1550-1650sf| . 6 | *$366:000- $380,000. : [2-story Townhouse
L —— —
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HE-Go

.TAYLOR,BGCQ G

from: ethanc hutchinson <ethanog@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 26, 2013 10:52 PM
To: TAYLOR Becky G

Cc: Maj Hutchinson

Subject: Oakleigh Ln. Development hearing

Dear Ms Taylor

As aresident of Oakleigh Ln. and homeowner for the past twelve years I am concerned about plans for a 29
unit development at the end of our street. As a professional homebuilder myself I am in not opposed to sensible
development and in fact believe in the mission and intent of the Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing Group and was
initially enthusiastic about the project. However the size of the project as currently being considered seems
untenable for our small narrow sweet and medium density neighborhood. The increased traffic load would
significantly impact my family and my five year old daughter who rides her bike and crosses the street often to
visit neighbors. The site plan as proposed calls for he infilling of a section of the lower flood plane within the
Greenway natural area causing serious impact to the adjacent public land we enjoy nearly every day and sets a
bad precedent for future projects within our cherished river corridor. I could support a project with less traffic
impact and more sensitivity to the existing natural area but this project in its current form i can not support.

Sincérely,
Ethan Hutchinson

114 Oakleigh Ln
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September 26,2013

Becky Taylor, Associate Planner
City of Eugene Planning

99 West 10™ Avenue

Eugene, OR 97401

Re: Ciwizen Comment Document Regardihg the Oakleigh Meadows Tentative
Planned Unit Development (PDT 13-0001), Willamette Greenway Permit (WG 13-
0001) '

I object to the proposed PUD for the reasons stated in the Comments of Lauren
Regan and Bryn Thoms, and all additional objections incorporated by reference
into that Comment.

I was present that summer of 2010 when the co-housing idea was introduced to the
local homeowners. I thought it was an interesting idea, having eight (8) individual
living quarters combined with a common garden, kitchen and laundry facility. I
was not in favor of the project because it seemed to me to be nothing more than a
commune and inappropriate in an urban location. Additionally, having that type of
high occupancy housing at the end of Oakleigh Lane would not be harmonious to
the neighborhood. Three years have gone by with virtually no information about
this proposal. Now the project has re-surfaced and has been increased from eight
(8).units to twenty-eight (28) units. It is obvious that the co-housing idéa has gone
out the window, and now what we have is nothing more than a huge condominium
project, known as Oakleigh Meadows. This project does not belong here.

Thank you for your attention,

Hal G. Stedman

1978 N 165% Drive

“1146
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Sincerely,

Name

‘Address

Eugene, Oregon
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HEU

TAYLOR Becky G

From: scott stedman <scottbstedman@live.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 26, 2013 10:34 PM
To: TAYLOR Becky G

Subject: - Oakleigh Meadow Condos.

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Dear Hearing Official,

| am writing to express my opposition to the planned Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing development. | live at

131 Oakleigh Ln, directly across from the proposed entry/exit of the condominium complex. | am a member
of the River Road Community Organization. We heard of the cohousing idea three years ago, and were told it-

would be a 8 - 10 unit project with single story dwellings. It would be low impact on the natural environment,
~ a way to preserve the meadow from big development. When we learned of the massive redesign and
increased units, we were disappointed. We were told this was a group of neighbors and locals who wanted to
invest time and money to live tbgether. To my knowledge there are two local famlies invested, while many
others are out of state folks with no connection to this area. Efforts were made to contact OMC and the
developers, to express our feelings. Sadly, no correspondence were returned. The new 28 unit project is
much to large for a small, quiet dead end street. We feel the increased traffic will be a safety concern for the
many children, elderly and pets that walk our street daily. The character of our street are primarily single
family residences on quarter acre lots. The high density condominiums are far out of character with the small
homes from the forties, and will be an eyesore to those of us unfortunate enough to live in close
proximity. The Willamette River Greenway runs through the proposed location, and will be irreversibly
damaged by the tons of fill required to reach an acceptable height for construction. Native plants and animal
life will be destroyed or displaced. This area needs to be preserved, and allowing a development of this size,
so close to the river and bike path WILL set a terrible precedent. | humbly ask that you deny this proposed
development plan. Itis not suited for this neighborhood, and is unwanted by a majority of residents.

Thank you for your consideration,
Scott B Stedman.

131 Oakleigh Ln

Eugene OR 97404

| request that this be added to Public Record.

1148



HE-0>

TAYLOR Becky G
: om: Rachel Stedman <dazzleshine@icloud.com>
~ sent: T Thursday, September 26, 2013 9:36 PM
" To: _ TAYLOR Becky G
Subject: ‘ - Regarding the Oakleigh Meadows Tentative Planned Unit -
HiBecky,

Will you please post this letter below to public record.

Thank you,
Rachel Stedman

‘October 2, 2013 - ‘
Eugene Hearing Official ' l

Eugene Planning and Development
Atrium Building -
99 West 10th Ave.

Eugene OR 97401

.~ Re: Citizen Comment Document Regarding the Oakleigh Meadows Tentative Planned Unit Develbpment (PDT 13-0001),
illamette Greenway Permit (WG 13-0001) '

Dear Hearing Official,

| object to the proposed PUD for the reasons stated in the Comments of Lauren Regan and Bryn Thoms, and all
additional objections incorporated by reference into that Comment. | am also a member of the River Road Community
Organization and submit my comment on behalf of the RRCO as well.

| have a few development questions that | asked the property owners, Joan Connelly and David Adee from the very
beginning of their project development. | went with my family to their first meeting held in the meadow when they told
us that their development was low impact of 8 to 10 single attached dwellings with shared kitchen/common house .
They said that it would not be like condos. They bragged about helping save Razor Park a few blocks away along the
bike path. They told me that it was important to keep the meadow mostly natural. All of what they have said has now
change into a major development using every square footage of the meadow. '
My questions were never answered and | stopped asking after the February meeting this year at the River Road Annex.
It was disappointing for me to see pictures of their new vision. Their supporters were mostly single older people, not all
“ages, no children, like they first talked about. They basucally told me this is how they have to build it because of cost
issues.

I own and live in the third house from the dead end of Oakleigh Lane. The Condo project will be built in front of my
house. These are my unanswered personal questions and concerns that will directly impact my home:

We like our country charm of our Oakleigh Lane. Oakleigh residents need to know right now if the street will need side

alks. Who will be paying forthis? If each resident is responsnble whatis the cost? Why does OMC want thelr
elghbors to go into debt for their building greed? '

1149




OMC is planning on filling the flood plain. Our driveway on 131 Oakleighfills up with water when ever it rains. Will
OMC development make this worse?

o

Can the OMC driveway be build at an angle so the increase of 47 or more cars do not shine car lights directly into my
house on 131 Oakleigh Lane? '

" OoMC talks about being great example ofllvmg and community oriented, why is OMC causing so much negativity inour
nelghborhood? :

Sincerely,
Rachel Stedman

131 Oakleigh Lane
Eugene, Oregon
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TO: Hearings Official
RE: Opposition to OMC Size

My name is Shawn Johnson and | have owned my home on Oaklei'gh Lane for almost 10 years. | would
like to voice my concern and opposition to the Oakleigh Meadow Co-Housing development as currently
proposed.

The initial discussions regarding the development of Oa‘kleigh_' Meadow 3 yéars ago started \fery positive
as the planners did involve the local néighborhood and shared their vision of a small, communal type of
living development. When the land was purchased there were several work parties to clean up the land,
some of which | attended. We pulled blackberries, rusted eqmpment and a variety of nasty trash out of
the site resulting in the meadow as it stands today. There was an initial kick off meetlng/potluck for the
"neighbors where information was shared and a question board was posted. Email addresses were also
collected to encourage communication. | shared my concerns regarding street development, traffic and
providing utilities to the site. My primary concern at that time was regarding howthe construction
traffic would be accommodated during the construction phase as that would be the péak volume for the
7-10 unit development as presented. ' .

Fast forward twoyears and to my surprise'we are nearing the land use change request hearing. The
initial plan of a small cohousing development seems to have been abandoned in favor of a large condo
complex. In reviewing the developer’s website it appears there have been several iterations of the plan
none of which_have been directly communicated to-me. | frequent the meadow often when walking my
dog to the bike path and aside from the welcome sign, there was no additional information regardihg the
phase, scbpe or design of the develop}nent until just recently. It saddens me that the proj_ecfhas
evolved from a small unique housing development to a full-scale condominium complex which seems to
be completely against the philosophy initially presented by the developers. | understand that you must
‘involve yourself to be informed in matters such as this but previously the developers were walking door
to door and communicating their plan Once concern was expressed the communlcatlon dlrectly with
the neighbors stopped.

At this point | have several concerns with the plan as presented in design A1.1:
e Street traffic -

. More than doubling the number of homes (current proposal is 29) will result in an
extremely significant increase in traffic volume.

* Oakleigh Lane— River Road intersection congestion

. As it stands today, during peak traffic hours there are occasional lines to get from -

" Oakleigh Lane onto River Road as well as from River Road onto OakleigH Lane or into the Burrito
Boy/River.Road Second Hand parking lot. These lines can extend up to three cars or more in my
experience resulting in significant hazards to car; blcycle and pedestrian traffic.
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. | have not seen any plan for a new traffic control plan for this intersection which is very
concerning. Aformula in a regulation states that no study is required but if you were to observe-
the conditions during peak hours, common sense would tell you differently.

Parking

. The majority of current homes on Oakleigh Lane do not have garages and limited on-

- property parking resulting in the need to utilize street parking. With the addition of 29 homes

with only 47 planned parking spaces the probability of overflow parking onto the Lane is high.
Note that on the OMC website it is suggested that the handful of garages can be used as storage

_ units for those who are willing to purchase them. This would further reduce the available

parking on the development site.

Emergency traffic

KX With theron-street parking situation as it stands today, Oakleigh Lane is essentially a

one-lane road in several areas where cars are parked directly across the lane from each other.
With even one vehicle parked on the lane, neighbors yield to allow oncoming traffic right of way.
In this multi-parked car scenario, there is barely room for passenger vehicles to pass; but could
potentially prevent 'emergency vehicle'access.

Pedestrian traffic

. There are no sidewalks on the Lane. All foot and bicycle traffic use the street. With
vehicles parked on the street this results in pedestrian traffic using the middle of the lane. The
significant increase of housing and resulting vehicle traffic would create a significant hazard to

" this pedestrian and bicycle traffic.

. The likelihood of full development of the lane to meet city standards.is highly probable
with this increased traffic. If this were to be mandated it could literally force people from their
homes as the cost to each home owner is beyond most neighbors budgets. Paying for street

upgrades that the majority of homeowners do not want to accommodate a development that is -
simply too large f_br the location would create an even more divisive neighborhood.

Property cost |

. As stated on the OMC website; the proposed cost for each new condo is $200,000-
$400.000. This is inconsistent in that it is more than double the current value of the homes on
Oakleigh Lane aswell as it diverging from the original plan of an affordable cohousing
community. [t is obvious that these units are not for the average Eugenian.

Utility access plan

. EWEB staff have indicated_that there are no utilities to the site and the entire

neighborhood infrastructure on Oakleigh Ln and McClure Ln will need to be upgraded. This will _



i

be réquired for any develobment on the property and | am willing to live with the disruption for
a reasonably sized development. ‘ L

In conc_:lusion, there are significant concerns by the neighborhood rega rding this condominium
development. The scope is significantly larger than what was originally presented to the neighborhood,

- which at the time indicated support for the project. The plan was to develop a small cohousing project

to prevent a developer from buyingthe land and putting in a large-scale condo development. It appears
the project was misrepresented to the neighborhood from the beginning, leading to compliance and lack
of involvement by the neighborhood.:

1 strongly encourage the denial of the applicants .request based on the size of the develdpment creates

numerous issues ranging from safety to environmental. The neighborhood is willing to accept and
support a cohousing development in our neighborhood but it needs to compliment the current property
owners and not overwhelm the entire neighborhood.

Thank You,

Shawn Johnson
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TAYLOR Becky G

From: sharonbrandt44@q.com

Sent: Thursday, September 26, 2013 6,05 PM
To: TAYLOR Becky G

Subject: Oakleigh Lane Co-housing project

Sept. 26, 2013
To Lane County Planning & Development Division,

We will not be signing form "Maintenance Access Easement Agreement" that would allow for
the Oakleigh Co-Housing Project to build closer than the 5' requirement.

 We are the property owners to the west of the project.
James P. Brandt
Sharon I Brandt

PO Box 885
Sutherlin, Or 97479
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He- %

TAYLOR Becky G

From: “James Bauer <rrregular@aol.com>
Sent: ' : Wednesday, September 25, 2013 6:34 PM
To: : ‘ TAYLOR Becky G
Follow Up Flag: _ Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged
. Becky'

This Communlcatlon is to let you know that we do not intend to grant a Maintenance Easement Agreement for the
Oakleigh Co-housing development If you need anything else for this please let us know.

Thanks
Jim and Ruby Bauer

121 McClure Lane
Eugene 97404
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Atrium Building, 99 West 10" Avenue
Eugene, Oregon 97401

Planning

Fax: 541-682-5572
www .eugene-or.gov/planning

TENTATIVE PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT AND WILLAMETTE GREENWAY.PERMI_T
STAFF REPORT

Application File Name (Number):
Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing (PDT 13-1) and (WG 13-1) -

Applicant’s Request:

Tentative Planned Unit Development and Willamette Greenway Permit approval for a 28- umt
cohousing development.

~ Applicant
Oakleigh Meadow LLC

Subject Property/Location:

Tax Lot 5500 of Assessor’s Map 17-04-24-24 and Tax Lot 400 ofAssessor 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; appllcatlon deemed complete on August 12,2013; public hearing scheduled for |
October 2, 2013 ‘

Applicant’s Rebresentative:
Will Dixon, AIA (541-689-3548)

Lead City Staff:
Becky Taylor Associate Planner Eugene Plannlng Division, Phone: (541) 682-5437

" Purpose of Staff Report

1156

The Eugene Code (EC) requires Clty staff to prepare a written report concermng 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 application(s). Pursuant to EC 9.7330, the Hearings
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Official’s written decision on the applicetion is made within 15 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 5.7065 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 Willamette 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 potential 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 will provide sole access to the development. Instead of extending the street along the

_entire length ofthe property, the appllcant requests an exception to the street connectivity

standards. To support the exception, the applicant has submitted a conceptual development pIan
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, recycling structure, vehicle use and parking areas abutting the west
prbperty boundary. EC 9.6420 requires vehicle uses areas to be setback seven feet from property
lines with a landscape buffer. EC 9.2750 requires structurés to be setback five feet from interior
property lines or ten feet between buildings. The applicant seeks modifications to these code
standards through the PUD process. Staff notes that if the Hearings Official approves the
applicant’s request, EC 9.2751(7) still requires the applicant to obtain an 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 applicant’s proposal includes two concurrent land use applications which are summarlzed
below. The following evaluation is also based on the most recent application materials submitted
on A_ugust 12, 2013.

Tentative PUD — The applicant requests tentative Planned Unit Development (PUD) approval for

the creation of a cohousing residential facility, with 28 dwelling units within seven buildings

arranged around a community building. Staff notes that the community building includes

bedrooms and a kitchen; therefore, it is also considered a dwelling 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 building will 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 provi ided as Attachment D.)
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EC 9.2740 Residential Zone Land Use and Permit Reauirements confirm that PUD épproval is
required for multiple-family (three or more dwellings on the same lot) development in the R-1
zone. The PUD process allows for a review of the specific location, design and intensity of a
proposed multiple-family development in the R-1 zone to determine, among other things,
whether the development is reasonably compatible with adjacent and nearby land uses. Multiple-

_family development is also required to meet specific development standards at EC 9.5500, which

establish design regulations, such as building mass, orientation, and articulation.

At the same time, the PUD process allows for design flexibility, if the design meets the PUD
purpose statements at EC 9.8300, which are intended to achieve flexibility in architectural design,
clustering of buildings, and prdviding for economy of shared services and facilities. Accordingly,
the applicant seeks several m{)difit_:ations to development code standards through the PUD
process. The PUD approval criteria at EC9.8030 are evaluated in the following staff analysis.

Willamette Greenway Permit — The property is within the City’s adopted Willamette Greenway

~ boundary, which requires Willamette Greenway (WG) permit approval prior to development.

(Refer to Attachments A and B for a depiction of the adopted Willamette Greenway boundary —
the area in which WG permit approval is required for intensification, change of use or
development according to EC 9.8805.) The WG permit approval criteria at EC 9.8815 are
evaluated below, following the PUD analysis.

The Willamette River is located about 243 feet to the east of the subject property, according to
the applicant’s topographical survey prepared by Poage Engineering & Surveying, Inc. (See
Attachment D-1.) The land between the river and the subject property is owned by the City, as an
undeveloped natural resource area that contains /WR Water Resource (Goal 5) conservation
areas. In this area (outside Willakenzie Area Refinement Plan which has an adopted WG setback
distance from the river of 35 feet), and in accordance the WG permit approval criteria EC
9.8815(4) and (5), there is no specific, pre-determined or adopted setback from the river under
the City’s implementing provisions of Goal 15 (Willamette Greenway).

While not the focus of the applicable WG permit approval criteria, staff notes that the applicable
setbacks along the river in this area are based on the City’s Goal 5 Adopted Riparian inventory,
which is regulated with the /WR overlay zone (see EC 9.4920). The /WR conservation area at this
location is greater than the typical 100-foot setback from top-of-bank along the Willamette River;
here, the adopted riparian area boundary extends landward beyond the 100-foot setback from
top of bank. For clarity, staff notes that the /WR conservation area does not extend onto the
subject property. As shown on Attachment A, the subject property is at least 53 feet from the
boundary of the regulated resource area. '

Application Procedural Summary :
Consistent with EC 9.7005 Pre-application Conference, the applicant met wuth staff on December 2,
2011 (LC11-76). The applicant held a neighborhood meeting on February 16, 2013, in compliance with

~EC9.7007 Neighborhood/Applicant Meetings. With regard to EC 9.8310 Tentative Planned Unit
- Develgpment General Application Requirements, the applicant indicates that the proposed PUD

includes all property tnder contiguous ownership. Itisalso noted that the applicant requests tentative
PUD approval under the general approval criteria, rather than the needed housing criteria. The PUD
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approval criteria are at EC 9.8030. The WG permit approval criteria are at EC 9.8815.

Public Notice — Public notice of the applications was mailed and posted on August 27, 2013, consistent
with the requirements of EC 9.7315 Public Hearing Notice. As of the date of this staff report, written
public testimony has been received from the following individuals and forwarded to the Hearings
Official for consideration: :

In Favor: David Adee Avis Eileen Adee

Patricia Holtz David Campbell
Martin Henner Jerry Carniglia
“Mark Goéhring andJulie Hunn Sheila Stein
Charles Chisholm - Nora Davis
Pat Bryan . Steve-Goldman
Antonia Lewis .. .~ lJimQO’Connor & Pen Sand
Otto Poticha Susan Hyne
Dennis Clark Clare Strawn
Carleen Reilly " Don Kahle
Jodi Sommers " Patricia Parcells
Shane MacRhodes Mike van Mantgem
Marshall Wilde
Opposed: Anne Love . Phyllis Temple
Paul and Cecelia Heintz Dean Nussbaum
Judy Scott - Rich Dambrov
Rachel Stedman : Bryn Thoms
Maj Hutchinson ' Planet Glassberg
Nena Lovinger Charlotte Maloney
Dale Greenlee : David Cutting
Sarah Adkison :

Don McLean and Elizabeth Marshall
Jean Darian, Laurie Trautman, and Simon Trautman

In response to comments opposed to the development, staff has‘evaluated the items of concern in the
following evaluation. The adequacy of the transportation system is evaluated in the following staff
report at approval criterion EC 9.8320(5). Density is addressed at EC 9.8320(11)(a). Floodplain
development is addressed at EC 9.8320(11)(c}. Natural resource impacts are addressed at EC
9.8320(4). Impacts to the Willamette River are evaluated in the concurrent Willamette Greenway
permit application, under the approval criteria beginning at EC 9.8815, which follows the PUD.
evaluation, toward the end of this report. Emergency response is addressed at EC 9.8320(6). Water
service is conditioned at EC 9.8320(11)(b). The adequacy of public facilities and services is evaluated at
EC 9.8320(7). Stormwater runoff is addressed at EC 9.8320(11)(j). Visual impacts, building location,
solar access, screening, and compatibility are evaluated at EC 9.8320(3), EC 9.8320(11)(k), and EC
9.8320(13). In response to testimony about public notice, staff confirms that signs were posted )
consistent with code requirements. When staff learned that some signs were no longer in place staff
reposted the area (although not required by code) and added an additional large sign at the end of
McClure Lane (in excess of code requirements). '
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All of the testimony provided to date has been forwarded to the Hearings Official under separate
cover. Any additional testimony received following this staff report, prior to the public hearing,
will be presented to the Hearings Official at the hearing.

Referrals—The Planning Division provided information concerning the applications to other
appropriate City and County departments, public agencies, service providers, and the affected
neighborhood group. All referral comments received by the Planning Division on this application are
included in the application file for reference, and addressed in the context of applicable approval
criteria and standards in the following evaluation.-

Tentative Planned Unit Development Evaluation -

As required by the Type Ili land use application procedures beginning at EC 9.7300, the Hearings
Official must review any PUD application and consider pertinent evidence and testimony as to
whether the proposed use is consistent with the criteria required for approval at EC 9.8320 (shown
below in bold typeface). Accordingto EC 9.7330 and EC 9.8320, the Hearings Official shall approve,
approve with conditions, or deny a tentative PUD application with findings and conclusions provided.

In this case, based on the available evidence and findings provided below, staff recommends
conditional approval of the applicant’s request.

EC 9.8320(1): The PUD is consistent with applicable adopted policies of the Metro Plan.

Metro Plan policies primarily guide local governments in legislative decision-making matters and
other long-range planning efforts, arid are notintended to be used as mandatory approval criteria -
for specific development proposals as a part of individual land use applications. In some cases,
policies may apply as approval criteria, or at least must be considered as relevant. Text and other
provisions of the Metro Plan may also be used in some circumstances to provide context to the
meaning or application of the policies. In this case, while staff finds that there are several relevant
policies and text that help to inform the decision-making process for this PUD application, none of
the policies serve as mandatory approval criteria for the application.

The applicant has addressed several ,Metro Plan, po_licies (pages 12 through 22 of the applicant’s
June 14, 2013 written statement), and to the extent that those additional findings and policies of
the Metro Plan are also relevant here, staff generally concurs with the applicant’s
statements. Staffalso notes that the proposal for clustered dwellings, which will be divided into
condominiums, is consistent with Metro Plan Residential Policies A.17 and A.20, which encourage
a range of housing types and home ownership. With regard to Environmental Policies, the subject
property is within the floodplain and Willamette Greenway. Policy C.31 calls for development
regulations within the floodway fringe to minimize damage to life and property; accordingly, the
City has adopted special flood hazard development standards, beginning at EC 9.6706, which will
apply at the time of development and are further discussed at approval criterion EC 9.8030(10)(c).

- With regard to the Willamette Greenway, Policies D.2 and D.3 require land use regulations and:
limit new development to uses that are compatible with the natural, scenic, and environmental
qualities. The applicant has applied for concurrent WG permit approval, which is evaluated below,
following the PUD evaluation.
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Staff also notes that the City’s R-1, Low-Density Residential Zone implements, and is consistent
with, the low-density residential land use designation for the subject property in the Metro Plan.
The subject property iszoned R-1, and the proposed PUD is therefore subject tothe applicable R-1

- zoning provisions as discussed throughout the following approval criteria and related standards.

To the extent that the PUD is found to be consistent with those applicable zoning provisions and
the PUD approval criteria, as is the case here, itis also consistent with the more general policies of
the Metro Plan and the approval criterion here at EC 9.8320(1)."

EC 9.8320(2): The PUD is consistent with applicable adopted refinement plan policies.

The River Road / Santa Clara Urban Facilities Plan {(RR/SC UFP] serves as the applicable adopted
refinement plan for the area included in this tentative PUD proposal. The property is designated Low-
Density Residential on the Land Use Diagram in the refinement plan. Based on the prior findings at EC
9.8320(1), which are incorporated here by reference; the proposed development complies with the
applicable plan designation as implemented through the R-1 zone. The applicant has also addressed

~ several RR/SC UEP policies (pages 23 through 25 of the applicant’s June 14, 2013 written statement).

To the extent those polices are applicable or relevant to this request, staff generally concurs with the
applicant’s findings. '

Further, the Residential Land Use Element Policy 2.0 provides for a diversity of housing types; the
related action suggested by the RR/SC UFP at 2.1 calls for innovative residential development, such as

* planned unit developments, for new residential development on larger parcels (page 2-14). Based on

the above findings, the PUD is consistent with the applicable criterion here, at EC 9.8320(2).

EC 9.8320{3): The PUD will provide adequate screening from surrounding properties including,
but not limited to, anticipated building locations, bulk, and height.

Surrounding.properties are primarily developed with single-family dwellings on individual lots. The
abutting lands to the west and north are vacant lots designated for low-density residential use.
City parkland abuts the east property boundary, which is zoned with the /WR Water Resource
overlay that establishes a conservation area abutting the Willamette River, farther to the east.

West Property Line = With regard to building locations and screening along the west property
line, the applicant’s plans show a row of garages abutting the west property line, interrupted
toward the midpoint of the property with a recycling building, and flanked to the north and south
by gravel parking spaces. The residential development standards at EC 9.2750 require structures
to be setback five feet from property lines and 10 feet between structures. The parking area
standards at EC 9.6420 require vehicle parking spaces to be on a durable, dust-free surface, with a
seven-foot wide landscape strip abutting the property line. '

The applicant states that their proposed gravel parking spaces will be durable and dust-free
because the gravel will be placed‘ over drainage fabric, rather than dirt. Instead of a building
setback and landscape strip, the applicant proposes a “green wall,” a continuous eight-foot tall
concrete wall with espaliered trees every ten feet, along the west property line. Since the
proposed wall is over sixfeet in height, it is also considered a structure that is subject to the
setback requirement. The proposed design requires a modification to code standards, which is
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allowed by approval criterion EC 9.8320(11)(k) (”proposed non-compliance”); based on those
subsequent findings and conditions, which are incorporated here by reference, the PUD will
provide adequate screening along the west property boundary. Staff notes that, if the Hearings
Official approves the mo_difitation, the applicant is still required by EC 9.2741(7) to obtain an
easement from the abutting property owners (Tax Lots 100 and 5700).

North Property Line — With regard to the north property line, the applicant’s landscape plan
(Sheet L2) shows continuous landscaping, except for the driveway entrance, which is flanked by
proposed landscape beds with new tree plantings. Asshown on Sheet A1.1 of the applicant’s
plans (see Attachment D-2), Oakleigh Lane abuts the western portion of the north property line
with 20 feet of right-of-way width. South of the existing 20-foot right-of-way, along the north
property line, the applicant’s plaris show an additional 20 feet of special setback area to enable
future right-of-way acquisition, should Oakleigh Lane need to be widened in the future.

The applicant’s plans show private landscaping and stormwater facilities within the special
setback, which is typically not allowed. The proposed buildings are just south of the special
setback, which means that those buildings would not have sufficient setbacks from the street if it
is widened in the future. Public Works staff indicates that the special setback is not necessary,
which resolves the above concerns presented by the applicant’s plans. Instead, Public Works staff
recommends just enough right-of-way dedication to: (a) meet the minimum right-of-way width to
enable future improvement of Oakleigh Lane, with an additional 22.5 feet of right-of-way along
the north property line, between the west property line and the east margin of the proposed
driveway (50 feet of lineal frontage); (b) provide right-of-way for a future hammerhead
turnaround and sidewalk to enable further development of adjacent lands to the north (Tax Lot
200), for an area that is 13 feet wide and 199 feet in length, along the north property boundary;
and (c) reserve an area for a future bicycle and pedestrian connection from the future
hammerhead to the east property boundary, abutting the City parklands, for an area that is 13
feet wide and 24 feet long. (Refer to Attachment B.) The street right-of- way is evaluated in
greater detail under approval criterion EC 9.8320(5).

Building 1, abutting the portion of Oakleigh Lane that is east of the proposed driveway, is setback
by a minimum of 21 feet. (Refer to Attachment D-3 for a detail of the north line building setbacks.)
The northwest corner of Building 1 is setback 23 feet from the existing north property line, which
is just outside the 22.5-foot right-of-way dedication being required. Following the 22.5-foot wide
and 50-foot long right-of- -way dedication at the northwest property corner, the abutting portion
of Building 1 would have a front yard setback of about half a foot. The required front yard setback
is 10 feet. The northeast corner of Building 1 is setback from the existing northern property line by
21 feet, which is outside the abutting area of right-of-way dedication being required. The right-of- -
way requirement along the northeast portion of Building 1 is 13 feet; hence, the building setback
would be about eight feet, which is also less than the 10-foot front yard setback requirement. The
applicant requests a modification to the front yard setback requirements, in accordance with the
PUD purpose statements. This issue is evaluated later in this report, under approval criterion EC
9.8320(11)(k).

The easterly portion of the north property line is bordered by a row of existing large cedars, which
are primarily located on the property to the north. Three attached dwelling units (Building 2) are
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proposed to be located south of these trees, with the closest part of the building being setback 12
feet from the north property line. With the 13 feet of additional right-of-way being required along

this portion of the north property line, the northwest corner of Building 2 would be within the

right-of-way, which is not acceptable. As such, the following condition of approval is necessary:

e The final PUD plans shall show Building 2 located outside (moved south) of the required
right-of-way dedication along the north property line. = ‘

The above condition protects the right-of-way. Following right-of-way dedication, the required
setback would be 10 feet; however, the building would have no setbéck if it were just moved
south of the right-of-way, as conditioned above. Again, the applicant requests a modification to
the setback standards, which is evaluated under approval criterion EC 9.8320(11)(k).

Another consideration for the north property lineis the rowof cedartrees on the abutting lands -
to the north. Although the applicant’s plans (Sheet L3) show preservation of the trees (refer to
Attachment D-4), the critical root zone (CRZ) of the cedars projects into more than half of Building
2. Itis unclear whether this is an acceptable level ofdlsturbance As such, the followmg condition
of approval is necessary: '

e Prior to final PUD approval, the applicant shall submit a report from a certified arborist -
confirming that the row of cedars on adjacent lands to the north can-survive the
construction impacts of the proposed development (and include any necessary protection
measures to-ensure survival). The final PUD plans shall show the location of Building 2 and
any related protection measures (e.g. construction fencmg for protected CRZ areas)
consistent with the arborist’s recommendations.

Based on the above findings, conditions, and the subsequent findings provided at EC
9.8320(11)(k), which are incorporated here by reference the PUD will provnde adequate screenmg _
along the north property line.

East Property Line — The east property line abuts City parkland, which is an undeveloped natural
resource area bordered by the Willamette River farther to the east. The distance between the
subject property and the ordinary high water line of the Willamette River ranges between 200 and
243 feet, according to the applicant’s topographical survey. The applicant’s topographical survey
also shows the approximate boundaries of the special flood hazard area, notes that the base flood
elevation is about 401 feet, and indicates that about 100 feet of the eastern portion of the.
property is below the base flood elevation. Between the 401-foot contour and the east property
boundary, the applicant’s survey shows a 26-inch diameter cedar, to the north, and a fllbert
cluster to the south.

The applicant’s tree removal and preservation plan (Sheet L3, Attachment D-4) indicates that the
26-inch cedar will be removed to accommodate three dwelling units abutting the north property

line. This building is approximately 10 feet from the east property line. Buildings to the south are

located farther from the east property line, with the closest building being a bike storage shed,
which is about 20 feet from the east property line, near the southern property boundary. The
applicant’s treeremoval and preservation plan shows that the filbert cluster, and a row of fruit
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trees along the southern property boundary, will be preserved. Based on these findings, the PUD
will provnde adequate screenlng along the east property line.

South Property Line —As noted above, a row of fruit trees along the eastern portion of the
southern property line will be preserved, The applicant’s removal and preservation plans indicate
that a 24-inch fir and a 22-inch hemlock need to be removed to accommodate three dwelling
units near the western portion ofthe south property line. Sheet Al.1 of the applicant’s plans (see
Attachment D-2) show Building 5 and 6 setback seven and five feet from the southern property
line, respectively, with the exception of the southeast corner of Building 6, which appears to be
within a foot of the property line. It is noted that the affected property owner to the south
submitted a letter in support ofthe proposed development (Mr. Adee). Further, as recommended

- at EC 9.8320(11)(k), the applicant will be required to obtain an easement from the abutting

property owner for the substandard building setback. Sheet L2 of the appl'icant’s plans shows a
30-inch fence along the south property line, abutting Building 6. As such, staff assumes there is
sufficient screening along the south property line abutting Buildings 5 and 6.

The southwest corner of the site has a paved vehicle use area and gravel parking areas. The
applicant proposes landscape planter beds between the parking spaces and the southern property
line and an eight-foot tall concrete wall on the southern property line, abutting the vehicle use
area. As discussed previously, the concrete wall is a structure subject to interior yard setback
requirements, which is five feet. With the wall located on the property line, the applicant will be
required to obtain an easement from the affected property owner (Tax Lot 5600), as conditioned
at EC 9.8320(11)(k). It is noted that the owner of Tax Lot 5600, Mr. Campbell, submitted a letter in
support ofthe proposed development. Based on these findings, the PUD will prowde adequate
screening along the south property line.

With regard to the overall bulk and height of the proposed buildings, the largest building is the
common house, which is located toward the center of the site. None ofthe buildings exceed the
maximum building height of 30 feet, established by the R-1 zone at EC 9.2750. The building
dimensions are also within the maximums of the multiple-family development standards at EC
9.5500. Based on these findings, building bulk and height does not appear to necessitate further
screenmg mitigation.

~ Based on the available information and the above findings and conditions, the PUD will comply

with approval criterion EC 9.8320(3).

EC 9.8320(4): The PUD is designed and sited to minimize impacts to the natural enwronment by
addressing the following:

(a) - Protection of Natural Features.

1. Forareas not included on the City’s acknowledged Goal 5 inventory, the
preservation of significant natural features to the greatest degree attainable or
feaS|bIe, including: :

a. Significant on-site vegetation, including rare plants (those that are
proposed for listing or are listed under State or Federal law), and native
plant communities.
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b. All documented habitat for all rare animal species (those that are
- proposed for listing or are listed under State or Federal law).

R Prominent topographic features, such as ridgelines and rock outcrops.
d.  Wetlands, mtermlttent and perennial stream corridors, and rlparlan
-areas. : )
e Natural resource areas de5|gnated in the Metro Plan diagram as “Natural
Resource” and areas identified in any city-adopted natural resource
inventory. '

The subject property is within the Willamette Greenway boundary, and as noted previously, an
adopted Goal 5 water resource conservation area is located east of the subject property, on the
City parklands. (Referto Attachment A.) There is no natural resource area designated in the Metro
Plan or any other adopted natural resource inventory that includes protected resources on the
subject property. The available information indicates that the subject property doesnot contain
any rare plant or animal species, prominent topographical features, wetlands, streams; or riparian
areas. With regard to significant natural features, the applicant states that the site is primarily a
meadow, consisting of a cover crop of short grass with scattered fruit and fir trees. Tree
preservation is evaluated below.

(b)  Tree Preservation. The proposed project shall be designed and sited to preserve
significant trees to the greatest degree attainable or feasible, with trees having the
following characteristics given the highest priority for preservation:

1. Healthy trees that have a reasonable chance of survival considering the base
zone or special area zone designation and other applicable approval criteria;

2. Trees located within vegetated corridors and stands rather than individual
isolated trees subject to windthrow; ' :

3. Trees that fulfill a screening function, prowde rellef from glare, or shade

expansive areas of pavement;

4.  Trees that provide a buffer between potentially incompatible land uses;

5. Trees located along the perlmeter of the lot(s) and within bulldmg setback
areas; '

6. Trees and stands of trees |ocated along rldgellnes and within view corrldors,

7. Trees with significant habitat value; ‘

8. Trees adjacent to public parks, open space and streets;

9. Trees located along a water feature; '

10. Heritage trees.

The applicant states that there are approximately 135 existing trees on the subject property (see page
28 of the applicant’s June 14, 2013 written statement). The applicant’s tree removal and preservation
plan is shown on sheet L3 (Attachment D-4). The applicant states that only four ‘significant” trees will
be removed according to the following definition:

'EC9.0500 Significant Tree: A living, standing tree having a trunk with a minimum cumulative
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 of the trunk or
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trunks.

The location, species, and size of the trees on th_é subject property are also shown in the applicant’s

. topographical survey, which confirms that most of the trees are fruit and filbert trees that are less

than eight-inches in diameter. Most of those trees are proposed for removal. The larger fruit trees
along the southeast property line are proposed for preservation, which complies with the above
approval criterion as these trees provide screening and buffering functions. The applicant also
proposes to preserve a group of ash trees, west of Building 7, and a cluster of young cedar trees
between Buildings 3 and 4. Preservation of these trees complies with the above criterion because they
are stands of trees, rather than isolated individuals. The most significant tree being preserved on the
subject property is a 14-inch fir located in the southwest portion of the property. The applicant’s plans
delineate the critical root zone (CRZ) of the tree to show that it can survive construction impacts,
which are primarily the surrounding vehicle use areas, rather than buildings.’

The applicant’s plans also show the CRZ of three fir trees on the adj‘aéent property to the west to show

that the proposed parking garages and concrete wall will not require their removal. As discussed
previously at EC 9.8320(3), the applicant has not delineated the CRZ for the.row of cedars abutting the
north property line. Under the screening criterion at EC 9.8320(3), staff recommended a condition for
the final PUD plans to show the CRZ of the row of cedars abutting the north property line, with either .
supporting documentation from a certified arborist that the trees could survive construction impacts
or moving Building 2 farther to the south, outside the CRZ. Based on the condition established at EC
9.8320(3), which is incorporated by reference, approval criterion EC 9.8320(4) is also satisfied.

(c) Restoration or Replacement.
1. For areas not included on the city’s acknowledged Goal 5 in_ventofy, the
proposal mitigates, to the greatest degree attainable or feasible, the loss of
- significant natural features described in criteria (a) and (b) above, through the
restoration or replacement of natural features such as:
a. Planting of replacement trees within common areas; or
b.- Re-vegetation of slopes, ridgelines, and stream corridors; or
c. Restoration of fish and.wildlife habitat, native plant habitat, wetland
areas, and riparian vegetation.’
To the extent applicable, restoration or replacement shall be in compliance
with the planting and replacement standards of EC 6.320.

The area is not included on the City’s acknowledged Goal 5 inventory. The applicant proposes to
mitigate the removal offour trees by planting approximately 26 new trees within the common areas.
Based on these findings, this criterion is met.

(d) Street Trees. If the proposal includes removal of any street tree(s), removal of those
street tree(s) has been approved, or approved with conditions according to the

process at EC 6.305.

No street trees are proposed for removal.

Staff Report: Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing September 2013 Page 11
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EC 9.8320(5]): The PUD provides safe and adequate transportation syStems through compliance
with the following: '

(a) ECo. 6800 through EC 9.6875 Standards for Streets, Alleys, and Other.Public Wavs
_{not subject to modifications set forth in subsection (11) below).

Oakleigh Lane abuts the west half of the north boundary of the-subject property. 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. Instead of dedicating additional right-of-way
to widen the roadway, the applicant proposes a 20-foot special setback from the north property
boundary (which coincides with the official right-of-way centerline).

East of the roadway is a row of cedar trees, which are primarily on adjacent lands to the north. Hence,
extending Oakleigh Lane to the east would necessitate right-of-way dedication from the northerly
property owner and, potentially removal of the cedar trees. Instead of extending Oakleigh Lane to the
east, the applicant submitted a street connectivity study prepared by Access Engineering, LLC, which
shows how the adjacent lands to the north could be further divided with flag lot access off the existing
20 feet of right-of-way, with just an additional five-foot right-of-way dedication (as multiple flag lots
require 25 feet of street frontage). (Refer to Attachment D-5.)

Referral comments from Public Works confirm that the proposed street layout provides a safeand
adequate transportation system, subject to additional findings and conditions for compliance with EC
9.6805 through EC9.6875 Street Standards, as provided below. With regard to EC 9.6805 Dedication
of Public Ways, Public Works staff recommends right-of-way dedication west ofthe development’s
driveway, so that the abutting street, Oakleigh Lane, will.comply with EC 9.6870 Street Width. Public
Works staff also recommends right-of-way dedication, eastof the driveway, to enable the
construction of a hammerhead turnaround, consistent with EC 9.6820 Cul-de-Sacs and Turnarounds.
Public Works staff confirms that no additional right-of-way or special setback is required based on the
acceptability of the applicant’s street connectivity study; Public Works staff recommends the
exception to EC 9.6815 Street Connectivity be approved. Details of these flndlngs with the
recommended conditions of approval, are prov1ded below.

Pursuant to EC 9.6850 Dedication of Public Ways, as a condition of any development, the City may
require dedication of public ways for bicycle and/or pedestrian use as well-as for streets and alleys,
provided the City makes findings to demonstrate consistency with constitutional requirements. The.
publicways 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 Wi

way width for Oakleigh Lane is 45 feet, based on the fﬁ% n
Street.. Public Works staff confirms that there are currently 25°resid ; i ,
and with the addition of 29 dwelling units proposed by the subject development, the Average Dally

Traffic (ADT) would be greater than 500 trips per day, which is within the expected 250 750 ADT range

for low-volume streets.

The existing right-of-way‘ width abutting the subject property is 20 feet, which was dedicated _by
properties to the north, per the Plat of Oakleigh in 1927. The southerly margin of this 1927 dedication
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is the official right-of-way centerline for Oakleigh Lane. Any additional dedications required of the
subject development would be based on this centerline. Based on the right-of-way requirement of 45
feet for a low-volume street, and the existing 20 feet of right-of-way width located north of centerline,
an additional 22.5 feet of right-of-way dedication (half of 45 feet) from the subject property is
necessary, for the portion of the street being impacted by the subject development (i.e. from the site
driveway to the west property boundary, which is about 50 lineal feet),

Oakleigh Lane currently terminates near the proposed driveway. As noted above, the right-of-way
width needs to be expanded by an additional 22.5 feet in width for a length of 50 feet, between the
northwest property corner, over the proposed site entrance, and fivefeet east of the proposed
driveway to accommodate the approach apron and sidewalk. Beyond that point, Public Works staff
confirms that right-of-way is needed to enable further development of adjacent lands to the north,
and to provide a future hammerhead turnaround and sidewalk at the east end of the street. The
acceptability of net extending the street, further to the east, is based on an exceptionto EC 9.6815
Street Connectivity. Public Works staff confirms that the applicant’s alternative street plan, along with
their narrative that addresses the intent statements at EC 9.6815(1), an exception is warranted
pursuant to EC 9.6815(2)(g)(1).

The applicant’s alternate street study (Figure 1, Attachment D-5) identifies the amount of right-of-

~ way necessary to construct an emergency vehicle turnaround at the end of Oakleigh Lane, and to

provide the necessary frontage for flag lot development of undeveloped adjacent lands to the
north (Tax Lot 200). Public Works staff indicates that the applicant’s proposal is sufficient to

‘accommodate the turnaround, but not the area necessary to extend the sidewalk along the south

side ofthe turnaround, to separate pedestrians from vehicles and provide a safe public walking
surface forthe residents of the proposed development. The amount of right-of-way necessary to
allow for the construction of the proposed turnaround and adjacent sidewalk would be a strip that
is 13 feet wide by 199 feet in length. These dimensions assume that the turnaround would be 21
feet wide and that the north edge of the turnaround would match the existing edge-of-pavement
in Oakleigh Lane, which is shown on the tentative plans as being six feet south of the existing
right-of-way. The addition of a six-inch curb, five-foot sidewalk, and six inches behind the sidewalk, -
as necessary for construction purposes, results in the need for a total of 33 feet of right-of-way
(for the future hammerhead turnaround at the east end of Oakleigh Lane), 13 feet of which is
within the bounds of the proposed development (with the balance coming from the northerly
property, whenever that property decides to develop). Construction of the hammerhead

turnaround is not necessary or feasible at this time; the need will be based on further

development of adjacent lands to the north. The right-of-way secured with this development will
enable future development of that northerly property.

EC 9.6820 Cul-de-Sacs and Turnarounds require streets that are longer than 150 feet to terminate with
a cul-de-sac bulb or an emergency vehicle turnaround (or hammerhead). The street connectivity
exception also warrants an exception to the 400-foot maximum length of a dead-end street, pursuant
to EC 9.6820(5)(b).

With fegard to EC 9.6835 Public Accessways, Public Works staff notes that the nearest public
accessway is located farther to the north, between the east terminus of East Hilliard Lane and the
publicbike path that runs along the west bank of the Willamette River. The Pedestrian and Bicycle
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Master Plan identifies a future connector from the east end of McClure Lane to the riverfront path,
farther to the south of the subject property. The development peroseS an internal sidewalk system
that terminates at the southeast property corner, which would enable a future connection through
the abutting City parkland to the McClure system to the south. (Refer to Attachment C.)

The segment of the internal sidewalk system that is located between the most easterly building (a bike
barn) and the east property line is shown as having a graveled, rather than a paved, surface. This
unimproved surface is appropriate because there-are no plans or funding for construction of a public
path on the City property at this location. Residents of the development will-naturally want to walk
across the City parkland toward the river. Parks staff state no objections or concerns. This proposed
path at least delineates a more confined direction of travel, rather than random wandering through
the City’s resource area. This portion ofthe City property has been cultivated as a filbert orchard,
which has been maintained by the former owner of the subject property, as discussed in the
applicant’s written statement. There appears to be an informal path between the orchard and the
subject property that would direct travelers to the southerly McClure Lane right-of-way. Public Works
staff confirms that the plannéd bicycle and pedestrian connection through the City’s parkland is from
McClure Lane toward the easterly West Bank Bike Path, which is a reglonal facility that borders the
west bank of the Willamette River. :

The applicant’s plans also show an informal path, along the north property line, from the existing end
of Oakleigh Lane to the riverfront path'system. On page 31 of the written statement, the applicant
indicates that the path “will be improved and maintained by Oakleigh Meadow, LLC.” The applicant -
does not propose to improve the path with pavement, but rather to keep its current conditions open
to the public. The right-of-way dedication being required for Oakleigh Lane covers most of this
informal path. Between this right- of-way and the east property line (24 lineal feet), a 13-foot wide
public access way is necessary to provide for a future bike path connection from the approved
turnaround and sidewalk in the direction of the West Bank Bike Path. '

In order to ensure compliance with the standards of EC 9.6835 Public Accessways, EC 9.6820 Cul-de-
Sacs and Turnarounds, and to implement the applicant’s alternative street study, as required for an
exception to EC 9.6815 Street Connectivity, the following conditions of approval are necessary:

e Prior to final PUD approval, the applicant shall revise the final site plan to show the dedication
of 22.5 feet of right-of-way along the northerly boundary of the development, between the
westerly boundary of the proposed development and a line that is 50 feet east of the westerly
boundary, and also to show the dedication of 13 feet of right-of-way extending from the
aforementioned line (the east end of the required 22.5 feet of right-of-way dedication) toa
line that is 117 feet beyond (east of) the existing the existing right-of-way (for a total length of
199 feet). Additionally, the revised site plan shall show the dedication of a 13-foot wide Public
Accessway along the northerly boundary, which extends from the east end of the
aforementioned right-of- way to the easterly property boundary (for a total distance of 24
lineal feet). -

e Prior to final PUD approval, the applicant shall submit for review and approval by City staff
and recording at Lane County Deeds and Records, a street deed which reflects the right-of- -
way as shown on the final site plan.
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" (Refer to Attachment B for a depiction of the required dedication areas.)

Constitutional Findings for Exaction: :

Itisinthe public’s' interest to have Oakleigh Lane consist of 45 feet of right-of way through the
development site’s entry drive aisle and to consist of 33 feet beyond the drive aisle to the .
terminus of the street in order to ensure: safety for pedestrians, bicyclists and motorists traveling
on Oakleigh Lane (a low-volume street); the efficient provision of emergency services; and that the
proposed development and adjacent properties are accessible via Oakleigh Lane.

There is a nexus between the requirement to dedicate 22.5 feet of right-of-way west of the drive
aisle and 13 feet east of the drive aisle and the public interest at issue. The 22.5 feet of right-of-
way will result in one-half of the 45 feet of right-of-way which is.necessary to construct Oakleigh
Lane to the City’s minimum street design standards which have been established for a low-volume
street, The 13 feet of right-of-way will provnde sufficient right-of-way on the south side of the
centerline to construct emergency vehicle turnaround with adjacent sidewalks to City standards.
Improving Oakleigh Lane to these standards will: allow for two-way vehicular and bicycle traffic;
provide separation between vehicular traffic and pedestrians; and provide for emergency
response and access to adjacent lots. Because 45 feet of right-of-way is the minimum amount of
right-of-way necessary to construct Oakleigh Lane in this manner as a low-volume street, and
because 33 feet of right-of-way is the minimum amount of right-of-way necessary to construct the
turnaround-at this location, the pul:ilic interest in safe vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle travel and
emergency response and access will be at riskif the 22.5 and 13 foot strlps of right-of-way are not
dedicated. ' :

The requirement to dedicate 22.5 feet of right-of-way from the westerly boundary of the
proposed development primary drive aisle and 13 feet from the drive aisle to a line thatis 117 feet
in length, as measured from east of the existing terminus of the right-of-way is roughly

_proportional to the impact that the proposed development will have on the City’s transportation
facilities. The proposed development will result in a 29 new residential units. These residential

units will be accessible only from Oaklelgh Lane. Currently, 25 lots, consisting of a mix of
residential, general office and commercial zoning have structures that take access onto Oakleigh
Lane; thus, the additional 29 residential units will increase the number of structures that access
this Oakleigh Lane by over 100 percent. The construction of the new (structures will result in an
increase of vehicular traffic onto Oakleigh Lane by approximately 164 new vehicular trips per day.
See Trip Generation Manual from the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) for Resndentlal
Condo / Townhouses (Category 230).

Without the additional right-of-way, Oakleigh Lane cannot be improved to the City’s minimum
street design standards and the 164 new vehicle trips per day generated by the proposed
development, along with the additional pedestrian and bicycle traffic generated by the proposed .
development, will not be assured of safe access via Oakleigh Lane. This is the last opportunity that
the City will have to require the dedication of the right-of- -way prior to the Clty needlng the right-
of-way for street construction.
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It is-also in the publicinterest to have a connected street and bike path system that allows
pedestrians and bicyclists to safely and efficiently use the public system as a means of travelling
throughout the City and to use alternative modes offransportation when traveling between the
commercial, residential and recreational-areas of the City.

There is a nexus between the requirement to dedicate a 13 foot public accessway and the public
interest at issue. The dedication of a 13 foot public accessway will allow for the construction of a
12 foot wide bike path connecting Oakleigh Lane to the West Bank Bike Path. The 13 foot public
access way will also allow for the south edge of the bike path to be aligned with the south edge of

-the future Oakleigh sidewalk and provide an additional six inches on each side of the bike path for

constructability purposes. Because 13 feet is needed to construct a bike path connector in this
manner as a standard 12 foot wide bike path; the public interest in safe pedestrian and bicycle
travel between Oakleigh Lane and the West Bank Bike Path and throughout the City will be at risk
if the 13 foot public access way is not dedicated.

Dedication of the 13 foot public access way is roughly proportional to the impact'that the
proposed development will have on the City’s transportation facilities. The proposed development
will result in 29 residential units. By creating new residential units, the proposed development will
increase the number pedestrians and bicyclists using the bike path system. Using LCOG’s Metro
Trans Model “EMME 2” to determine vehicular and non-vehicular components for the street
system, projections for bike/pedestrian trips generated by a proposed residential development of
29 units would generate five percent of the estimated 168 Average Daily Vehicular Trips from the
development, or approximately eight bike/pedestrian trips per day. However, based on the
applicant’s written statement and because of the proximity of thisdevelopmentto the West Bank
Bike Path, it is safe to assume that the number of daily bike/pedestrian trips from this proposed
development would be significantly greater than the projected eight trips. Regarding the size of
the dedication-in comparison to the size of the proposed development site, the total area of the

. public access way is approximately 312 square feet, or approximately 0.3 percent of the total

development site. This development application is the last oppor tunity that the City will have to
require the dedication of the public access way prior to the City needing the public access way for
bike path construction. :

. The above findings and conditions demonstrate compliance with: EC 9.6805 Dedication of Public

Ways; EC 9.6835 Public Accessways; EC 9.6870 Street Width; EC 9.6815 Street Connectivity; and EC
9.6820 Cul-de-Sacs and Turnarounds. Based on compliance with EC 9.6870, the street standards at EC
9.6850 Street Classification Map are also met. Public Works staff confirms that the following street . -
standards do not apply: EC 9.6830 Intersections of Streets and Alleys, because no intersections are
being created; EC 9.6810 Block Length, because no new local streets are proposed or required; EC

"~ 9.6840 Reserve Strips because, given the location ofthe requnred right-of-way, a reserve strip would

not prevent access to adjacent properties, which would be the only purpose of a reserve strip in this
case; EC 9.6845 Special Safety Requirements because the street is a dead-end and, therefore,
discourages use by non-local motor vehicle traffic; EC 9.6855 Street Names, because no new streets
are being created; EC 9. 6860 Street Right-of-Way Map, because the proposal does not amend the
adopted map, and EC 9.6875 Private Street Design Standards because the internal accessisa
driveway, rather than a private street. : :
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Based on the above findings and conditions, the development will comply with the applicable street
standards at EC 9.6800 through EC 9.6875.

(b) Pedestrian, bicycle and transit circulation, including related facilities, as needed
among buildings and related uses on the development site, as well as to adjacent and
nearby residential areas, transit stops, neighborhood activity centers, office parks,
and industrial parks, provided the city makes findings to demonstrate consistency
with constitutional requirements. “Nearby” means uses within 4 mile that can
reasonably be expected to be used by pedestrians, and uses within 2 miles that can
reasonably be expected to be used by bicyclists.

The applicant’s plans show pedestrian and bicycle circulation within the development via
interconnected paths between the buildings and bicycle parking areas. The applicant notes that there
is an existing worn path along the north property line, between the Oakleigh Lane roadway and the
east property line, abutting the City parklands. The applicant proposes to keep this path open, but
does not explicitly show any dedications to the public to enable continued access. The previous |
requirement for additional right-of-way dedication (13 feet wide and 24 feet long) will address this
issue and satisfy the above criterion.

With regard to bicycles and pedestrians traveling westward on Oakleigh Lane toward transit services
on River Road, referral comments from Public Works staff state that, for unimproved local streets in

.the River Road area (i.e., streets that lack sidewalks and have not been striped to identify dedicated -

travel lanes), the expectation is that pedestrians and bicyclists will share the paved surface with
vehicles. Additionally, there is a tendency on dead end streets such as Oakleigh Lane, for motorlsts to
travel at slower, more cautious speeds, because of the percelved narrowness of the street.

Public Works staff confirm that, until such time that property owners elect to improve Oakleigh Lane
to full City standards (including sidewalks), the existing paved surface of Oakleigh Lane will continue to
adequately provide for vehicle and pedestrian traffic, as well as for emergency vehicles and delivery
services, provided the paved surface is not blocked by parked vehicles. With regard to public
comments received about vehicle parking occurring on the shoulders of the roadway, Public Works
staff notes that, technically, such parking is not allowed. The street could be signed for no parking as
part of improving the street, but not before, because the City does not maintain unimproved streets.

" Public Works staff states that the existing paved surface provides safe passage for two-way vehicular

traffic, bicycles, pedestrians and emergency vehicles. As such, Public Works staff indicates that there is
nothing to suggest that the impacts of the proposed development will resultin unsafe conditions in
Oakleigh Lane. Public Works staff confirms that itis appropriate to defer publlc improvements via an

irrevocable petltlon

Referral comments from Lane Transit District (LTD) staff also confirm that transit service is
provided from River Road (i.e. 51 Santa Clara and 52 Irving routes), to the west. LTD staff states no
objection to the proposed development.. '

- (c) The provisions of the Traffic impact Analysis Review of EC 9.8650 through 9.8680 where -
applicable. '
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The proposed development does not meet any of the thresholds established in EC 9.8650 through
9.8680. The creation of 29 dwelling units is estimated to generate an additional 29 peak hour
trips, which'is well below the 100-trip threshold for requiring a Traffic Impact Analysis. Referral
comments from Public Works staff indicate no concerns related to traffic safety issues or poor
service levels which will result from this development. Based on these findings, the above criterion
does not apply.

- EC9.8320(6): The PUD will not be a significant risk to public health and safety, including btit not

limited to soil erosion, slope failure, stormwater or flood hazard, or an |mpedlment to

emergency response.

- Regarding soil erosion-and slope failure, the applicant’s geotechhical analysis confirms that tlie site

is geologically stable and adequate for development. The analysis provides construction
techniques consistent with industry standards, none of which indicate the existence of unsafe sub—
surface conditions. Public Works staff confirms that the analysis indicates no soil conditions that
would otherwise require extensive construction to mitigate any significant geological hazards or
soil drainage issues. Due to the size of the development, an erosion prevention permit will be
required prior to'any ground-disturbing activities. '

With regard to flood hazard‘, the subject property is within a special flood hazard area; as such,
development of the subject propertyis subject to the special flood hazard area development

" standards at EC 9.6706 through EC9.6709, which is addressed in greater detail at EC 9.8320(11)

and is incorporated here by reference. The development itself will not result in unreasonable risk

of flood, per the stormwater management evaluation at EC 9.8320(11)().

With respect to the provision of emergency vehicle response, the applicant states the proposed
access on Oakleigh Lane and the hammerhead turnaround within the development siteis
sufficient for the proposed development. Referral comments from Public Works staff indicate that
this on-site turnaround must provide for emergency vehicle access by being within a temporary
emergency access easement. The proposed turnaround area meets the dimension requirements
for a hammerhead. Referral comments from the Fire Marshal state no concern ‘with the
turnaround. The permanent turnaround is anticipated at the end of Oakleigh Lane, when
properties to the north further develop. As recommended previously at EC 9.8320(5)(a), the
applicant is required to dedicate right-of-way for the portion of the future turnaround that would
overlap the subject property. Based on these findings, the following condition of approval is
necessary:

e Prior to final PUD approval, the applicant shall dedicate a temporary emergency vehicle
access easement over the on-site hammerhead and the access drive from Oakleigh
Lane, and show this easement on the final PUD plans.

Other public health concerns and necessary infrastructure improvements are otherwise addressed
with respect to approval criteria at EC 9.8320(5)(b) and (11)(b). Given the available information,

N

. and based on the findings as set forth above itis concluded that the proposed development will

comply with this criterion.
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EC 9.8320(7): Adequate public facilities and services are available to the site, or if public services
and facilities are not presently available, the applicant demonstrates that the services and
. facilities will be available priorto need. Demonstration of future avallablllty requires evudence
of at least one of the following:
(a) Prior written commitment of public funds by the appropriate public agencies.
(b) = Prior acceptance by the appropriate public agency of a written commitment by
the applicant or other party to provide private services and facilities.
(c) A written commitmentby the applicant or other party to provide for offsetting all
.added public costs or early commitment of public funds made necessary by
development, submitted on a form acceptable to the city manager.

Public Works staff concurs with the applicant’s statement that adequate public utilities and
services, including wastewater service, are presently available to the site as indicated on the
applicant’s plans. Further findings at EC 9.8320(11)(b) and (j), regarding public improvements and
stormwater respectively, are incorporated herein by reference as further evidence that these
services are available to or can be retained on-site. The provision of water and electric services
and other utilities is subject to review by the Eugene Water and Electric Board (EWEB) or other
utility providers. Referral comments from EWEB staff confirm that the water system needs to be
upgraded within Oakleigh Lane and looped through the subject property for a connection with the
system in McClure Lane. Approval conditions related to water service are included below; at EC
9.8320(11)(b). The applicant’s written statement also confirms their commitment to provide funds
necessary for development. Given these findings, the proposalis in compliance with this criterion.

EC 9.8320(8): Residents of the PUD will have sufficient usable recreatlon area and open space
that is convenient and safely accessible.

As shown on the applicant’s site plan, common open space is provided at the center of the
developmentthat is convenient and safely accessible by all residents. Further, there is ample open
space as part of the abutting City parkland, which abuts the east boundary of the subject property and
includes regional bicycle facilities (i.e. the West Bank Bike Path). This criterion is met.

EC 9.8320(9): Stormwater runoff from the PUD will not create significant negative impacté on
natural drainage courses either on-site or downstream, including, but not limited to, erosion,
scouring, turbidity, or transport of sediment due to increased peak flows or velocity.

The site contours indicate that the subject property currently sheet drains to the east. The
applicant proposes to maintain the existing drainage patterns by directing overflow from the
proposed on-site stormwater management facilities toward the east property line, abutting the
City parkland. The on-site stormwater management facilities consist of piped collection and
conveyance systems that are interspersed with pollution-reduction facilities, which include
filtration rain gardens abutting the dwellings and a vegetated swale in the common open space.
The overflow to the parkland will be dispersed evenly toward the east property boundary with
four dutfalls that are designed to reduce flow volumes and velocities.
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Referral comments from Public Works staff confirm that the overflow to the parkland is
acceptable, provided the flow is not concentrated dr otherwise cause damage to the City’s
property. The preliminary design information provided by SSW Engineers confirms that the
development will meet this expectation, as well as the stormwater development standards at EC
9.6791 through EC 9.6797, which is addressed in detail at EC 9. 8320(11)(]) and is incorporated
here by reference.

Based onthese findings, the development will cofnplywiththis criterion.

EC 9.8320(10): Lots proposed for development with one-family detached dwellings shall comply’
with EC 9.2790 Solar Lot Standards or as modified according to subsection(11) below.

This criterion does not apply because the development is for multiple-family dwellings, rather than
one-family detached dwellings. Further, EC 9.2790 applies to the creation of lots in the R-1 zone,
whereas the subject development is not creating any new lots. Nevertheless, the solar setback
standards of EC 9.2795 apply to all structures on R-1 zoned lots, 4,000 square feet or greater, with
a north-south dimension of at least 75 feet. The applicable solar setback standards are evaluated
at EC 9.8320(11)(k). '

EC 9.8320(11): The PUD complies with all of the following:
(a) EC9.2000 through 9.3915 regarding lot dimensions and density requirements for

the subject zone. Within the /WR Water Resources Conservation Overlay Zone or

/ WQ Water Quality Overlay Zone, no new lot may be created if more than 33% of

the lot, as created, would be occupied by either: ‘

1. The combined area of the /WR conservation setback and any portion of the
Goal 5 Water Resource Site that extends landward beyond the conservation
setback; or

-2, The /WQ Management Area.

The development is not creatlng residential lots; as such, EC 9.2760 Residential Zone Lot Standards
do not apply. The subject property is not within a /WR or WQ area. With regard to density, based
on the R-1 Low-Density Residential zoning and EC 9.2750 Residential Zone Development
Standards, the subject property is permitted to have a maximum net density of 14 units per acre.
EC9.2751(1)(b) explains that net density is the number of dwelling units per acre of land in actual
residential use and reserved for the exclusive use of residents in the development, such as
common open space or recreational facilities. EC 9.2751(1)(c) states that, for calculating net
density, the acreage of land considered part of the residential use shaII exclude public and private
- streets and aIIeys public parks and other pub|IC facilities.

The subject property is 102,808 square feet (2.3 acres). The right-of-way dedications being
required total 4,024 square feet: (22.5x 50) + (13 x 199) + (13 x 24). Additionally, thereis an
existing public wastewater easement along the east property line that affects 3,230 square feet of
the subject property (10 feet wide and 323 long). These areas (4,024 +3230) need to be
subtracted from the gross density to establish the allowable density of 14 units per net acre
(102,808 — 7,254). With 95,554 square feet (2.19 acres) of net area, the aIIoWabIe'density is30
units. The development includes 29 units (including the common house), which is within the
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allowed net density. The proposed 29 units on 2.19 net acres translate to a density of 13 units per
acre.

EC 9.8310(4)(a) Tentative PUD General Application Requirements confirm that easements
benefiting the residents of the PUD may be included in the residential density calculations. As
such, the proposed driveway is not excluded from this calculation. It is further noted that the
shared driveway is not a private street, which is typically necessary to provide frontage for the
creation of lots; the development is not creating additional lots. The on-site turnaround is also not
a public facility.in that it is not open to the general public (for those traveling on Oakleigh Lane),
but only to provide emergency vehicle access to the development. Eugene Water and Electric
Board (EWEB) staff has indicated that an off-site easement is needed to provide a looped water
system prior to development ofthe subject property, but has not indicated that any easements

~ are needed through the subject property.

Based on the above findings, the PUD complies with EC 9.8320(11).
(b) EC 9.6500 through EC 9.6505 Public Improvement Standards.
'EC 9.6500 Easements

This. section authorizes the City to require dedication of easements for wastewater sewers and
other public utilities and access under certain circumstances. This section also prohibits A
obstructions within public easements. The applicant’s survey and engineering plans indicate that
there are no existing or proposed easements, other than the 20-foot wide public sewer easement_
that overlaps the east boundary of the subject property and an underground 72-inch wastewater
trunk line. The applicant’s plans show no encroachments within this public easement, other than
the paths along the north and south property boundaries for bicycles and pedestrians.

" Public Works staff notes that the applicant’s title report identifies the following three easements,

which are not shown on the tentative plans: (1) an easement recorded on August 6, 1947 at Book
353, Page 146 in favor of the United States for power lines and appurtenances;.(2) an easement
reserved in a deed recorded March 6, 1942 at Book 229, Page 60 from Nellie McClure, a single
person, to H.H..Harris and Gladys M. Harris for a roadway; and (3) an easement recorded October
11,.1949 at Book 403, Page 285 in favor ofthe United States of Arnerica. The applicant’s surveyor
has confirmed that all these easements are shown on the survey map and do not impact the
applicant’s proposed development. )

In regards to additional public easements, Public Works staff only identify the need for a
temporary emergency vehicle access easement; see the prior findings and condition at EC
9.8320(5)(a), which are incorporated here by reference. Referral comments from the Eugene
Water and Electric Board (EWEB) also indicate the potential need for additional easements, which
will be more precisely determined when the service design is approved by EWEB; refer the
findings and condition at EC 9.8320(11)(b)' and the referenced water standards at EC 9.6505(1),
which are incorporated by reference. '

Bésed on the above findings, the proposed development will comply with EC 9.6500.
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EC 9.6505 Improuementé—Speciﬁcations

This section requires all public improvements to be designed and constructed in accordance with
adopted plans and policies, the procedures specified in EC Chapter 7, and standards and

- specifications adopted pursuant to EC Chapter 7. Additionally, all developments are required to be

served by and implement infrastructure improvements including water, sewage, streets, street
trees, street lights, sidewalks, access ways, and stormwater drainage.

© EC9.6505(1) Water Supply

Water service for the proposed development must be provided in accordance with Eugene Water
and Electric Board (EWEB) policies and procedures. Referralcomments from EWEB staff are as
follows: -

The existing water infrastructure in Oakleigh Lane and McClure Lane is inadequate'to serve
any additional development or provide the necessary fire flows along Oakleigh Lane.
Therefore, prior to any development of the site; significant upgrades of the water facilities
in Oakleigh Lane and McClure Lane along with a loop connection between these streets
through the project site will be required to serve the property. Easements will be required
across private property to make the loop connection to McClure Lane to the south. The
developer will need to fill out EWEB'’s standard design agreement prior to EWEB
proceeding with design of the upgrades.:

To ensure compllance with the water supply standards of EC 9.6505(1), the following conditions of
approval are also necessary: '

e Prior to final PUD approval, the applicant shall provide documentation from EWEB, -
confirming that water facilities are available for the proposed development.

As conditioned above, the PUD will comply with EC 9.6505(1).
EC 9.6505(2) Sewage
This standard requires all developments to be served by wastewater sewage Systems of the City, in

compliance with the provisions of EC Chapter 6. The applicant proposes to connect to the existing
eight-inch public wastewater system within Oakleigh Lane, abutting the northwest property

- boundary. Public Works staff confirms that an eight-inch lateral was stubbed (under City Contract File

No. 1992-0011) to the subject property from the manhole (structure number 49033) to the subject
property. Public Works staff notes that there is a pending assessment for this wastewater
infrastructure, which will become due at the time of development. Based on these findings, the

_ applicant’s proposed wastewater system conceptually complies with applicable sewage specifications,

subject to a more detailed review during the subsequent site development and building permit .
processes. '
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EC 9.6505(3) Streets and Alleys and (4) Sidewalks

. EC 9.6505(3)(b) requires the dev.eloper to pavé streets adjécent to the development site'to the

width specified in EC 9.6870 Street Width with provision for drainage and construction of curbs

and gutters, sidewalks, street trees and street lights "adjacent to the development site according
to the Design Standards and Guidelines for Eugene Streets, Sidewalks, Bikeways'and Accessways
and standards and specifications adopted pursuant to EC Chapter 7 and other adopted plans and

" policies.

Public Works staff confirms that Oakleigh Lane is not improved to City standards because it lacks
curbs and gutters, storm drainage, sidewalks, and street trees. The street does have existing street
lights and the 19-foot wide pavement width provides safe passage for two-way traffic. As such,
Public Works staff indicates that it is appropriate to defer public improvements via an irrevocable
petition, with the following condition of approval:

e The applicant shall submit an Irrevocable Petition for public improvements in Oakleigh
Lane to include paving, curbs and gutters, storm drainage, sidewalks, and street trees.

Irrevocable petitions enable the City to initiate a local improvement process and obligate the
property owners to pay their proportional share of the street construction costs in the future. The
City could construct the street when the majority of benefitting property owners agrees to pay for
the improvements. Based on the above findings and condition, the development will comply with’
the applicable street improvement standards.

EC 9.6505(5) Bicycle Paths and Accessways.

Public right-of-way dedication is being required along the north property line, overlapping an
existing worn path between the terminus of Oakleigh Lane and the easterly City parklands, to
enable a future bicycle and pedestrian access way. Refer to the previous findings and condition at
EC 9.8320(5), which are incorporated by reference.

(c) EC9.6706 Development in Flood Plains through EC9. 6709 Sgeclai Elood Hazard
Areas — Standards.

The subject property is within a Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA), per the Federal Emergency
Management Agency’s (FEMA) Flood insurance Rate Map (FIRM) 41039C-1128-F, dated June 2, 1999.
The applicant’s topographical survey prepared by Poage Engineering and Surveying, Inc. delineates the
SFHA boundaries and notes that the Base Flood Elevation (BFE) is 401.2 feet.

Development is allowed to occur within the SFHA, subject to review and approval for compliance
with applicable development standards during the building permit process. These standards
generally require structures to be located at least one foot above the BFE, among other
requirements. Atthe time of development, these standards may be addressed through several
alternatives, including elevated building foundations or, typically, placing fill on-the bUiIding site.
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Specific measures for compliance wnth SFHA standards will be subject to further City review and
approval at the time of building permits.

Public Works staff does not concur with the applicant’s floodplain delineation, but finds that it is
relatively accurate. Buildings 1, 2, 4, the northernmost garage, the northernmost bike shed, and the .
bike barn are located entirely within the SFHA, whereas Buildings 3 and 7 are located partially within
the SFHA. Staff notes that the highest BFE shall be used for the entire development site, unless edch
structure (including the bike barn) has a specific BFE determination that has been approved by City
staff. To ensure compliance with the applicable SFHA standards, the foIIowmg condition of approval is
necessary

e The final site plan shall delineate the Special Flood Hazard Area, identify Base Flood
Elevation (for the entiresite or for each building), and note that development of the site will
be required to comply with the standards at EC 9.6707 through EC 9.6709. '

As conditioned, the development will comply with the applicable SFHA stendards.

(d) EC 9.6710 Geological and Geotechnical Analysis.

The geotechnical analysis requirements beginning at EC 9.6710 apply because the proposed -
development is a PUD that has slopes in excess of five percent. The applicant submitted a geotechnical
analysis prepared by Foundation Engineering, Inc. Public Works staff confirms that the applicant’s
analysis meets the Level Three Analysis requirements of EC 9.6710(4)(c) and Administrative Order AO-
58-02-25-F. The analysis includes the results of sub-surface investigation and testing, to establish soil
types and distribution, and the characteristics of the site and soils, in relation to the proposed '

" development. The analysis includes design recommendations for construction and inspection.
Public Works staff confirms that the analysis confirms the suitability of the site for the proposed

development and notes that the geotechnical recommendations are industry standards. Nevertheless,
to ensure compliance as proposed, the following condition of approval is necessary:

. The final PUD site plans shall note that construction permlts shall conform to the appllcant s
geotechnical analysis.

Based on the above findings and condition, the geotechnical standards at EC 9.6710 will be met.

(e) EC9.6730 Pedestrian Circulation On-Site.

The development meets these standards by providing pedestrlan connections between the dwelllng
units and common facilities.

(f) EC 9.6735 Public Access Required.

The development will have access onto a public street, Oaklelgh Lane, consist ent with this

_ standard. Referral comments from Public Works staff confirm that the other requirements of this

standard are also met.
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(g) EC 9.6750 Special Setback Standards.

The applicant’s plans show a 20-foot special setback from the north property line for future right-
of-way for Oakleigh Lane. Public Works staff confirms that a special setback is not needed, based

- on the right-of-way needs being exacted as a condition of development; refer to the findings and
conditions at EC 9.8320(5)(a), which are incorporated by reference. -

(h) - EC9.6775 Underground Utilities.

To ensure ;ompliaﬁce with this standard, the following condition of approval is necessary:

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

As conditioned, the development will comply with this standard.
(i) EC 9.6780 Vision Clearance Area.
This standard does not apply because the subject property is not located at a streetintersection.

(j) ~ EC9.6791through 9.6797 regarding stormwater destination, poIIutio.n reduction, flow
control for headwaters area, oil control, source control, easements, and operation and
maintenance.

In regards to EC 9.6791 Stormwater Destination, Public Works staff confirms that on-site
management of stormwater runoff from the development is required because there is rio public
stormwater system available to serve the property. Atthe same time, the applicant’s geotechnical
analysis concludes that the site is not suitable for infiltration. Therefore, the applicant proposesto
direct stormwater runoff from the proposed development to the abutting City parkland to the
east. The site topography indicates that this is the natural drainage pattern. The applicant’s on-site
stormwater management system will include treatment facilities that also provide for some
detention. The overflow toward the east property line will be released at pre-development levels,
with rip-rap pads to disperse the flows at the discharge points. The applicant also indicates that
level spreaders, consistent with the requirements of the City’s Stormwater Management Manual,
could be utilized, if required. '

Public Works staff notes that many of the proposed rip-rap outfalls are located within the public
wastewater easement along the east property line. As conditioned previously at EC9.8320(11)(b),
regarding prohibited uses in public easements, the stormwater infrastructure needs to be located

" outside the public easement. With regard to the acceptability of overflow onto City parklands, Neil

Bjorklund, City'of Eugene Parks and Open Space Planning Manager, confirms that this would be
acceptable, provided the runoffis discharged evenly and not concentrated at one or more points
along the shared property line. To meet this requirement, the following condition of approval is
necessary: :
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e Thefinal PUD plans shall note the requirement that, at the time of development, all
stormwater discharge points directed toward the City’s property shall 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.

In regards to EC 9.6792 Stormwater Pollution Reduction, runoff from the proposed impervious
surface areas will primarily be-treated in planters (about 15 scattered throughout the
development site). To ensure that the treated runoff will be discharged at pre-development levels,
the rain gardens (planters) were sized using the City’s Stormwater Surface Filtration/Infiltration
Facility Sizing Spreadsheet. Runofffrom the garage, driveway, and common house will be treated
in"a vegetated swale (approximately 10 feet wide and 58 feet long) located east of the common
house. A proposed berm at the end of the swale will act as a weir to reduce flows topre-
development levels. As noted in the applicant’s written statement, the swale was sized using the
City’s presumptive method.

Public Works staff confirms that the proposed facilities are adequately sized to provide both
pollution reduction and destination from the development site. The actual facility sizes and design
will be more precisely determined during the building permit process and may be smaller or
larger, based on actual impervious surface area and any impervious surface reduction techniques
or in-kind facilities that may be provided at the time of development, provided they are consiste'nt
with the City’s 2008 Stormwater Management Manual, and are not materially |nconS|stent with
the approved final site plan.

EC9.6793 Stormwater Flow Control is not applicable because the subject property is below 500
feet in elevation and does not discharge to a headwaters stream. However, as discussed above,
post-development flows will be limited to pre-development levels, in order to mimic. existing
drainage conditions. EC 9.6794 Stormwater Oil Control is not applicable because the proposed
development will not generate high concentrations of oil and grease. EC 9.6796 Dedication of
Stormwater Easements does not apply because the proposed stormwater facilities are to be
prlvately operated and maintained.

" EC9.6797 Stormwater Operation and Maintenance applies to all facilities designed and

constructed in accordance with the stormwater development standards. This section also specifies -
when, and under what conditions, the public will accept function maintenance. Consistent with
these standards, the applicant proposes private operation and maintenance of the on-site
stormwater management facilities. To ensure compliance with EC 9.6797(3)(c), as proposed, the
following condition of approval is.necessary:

e The final site plan shall note: “On-site stormwater management facilities will be privately
owned and operated. An operation and maintenance plan will be developed consistent
with the City’s Stormwater Management Manual, and notice of this plan will be recorded,
during the building permit process.”

With the findings, conditions, and future perniit requirements noted above, staff finds that this
criterion will be met.
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Based on these findings, the development will comply with this criterion.”

(k) All other applicable development standards for features explicitly included in the
application except where the applicant has shown that a proposed
noncompliance is consistent with the purposes set out in EC 9.8300 Purpose of
Planned Unit Develogment

The applicable development standards for features explicitly included in the application, which
have notalready been addressed by other PUD approval criteria and related standards, are as
follows: EC 9.2750 Residential Zone Development Standards; EC 9.2795 Solar Setback Standards;
EC 9.5500 Multiple-Family Standards; EC 9.6105 Bicycle Parking Space Standards; and EC 9.6410
Motor Vehicle Parking Standards. Staff notes that EC 9.6205 Landscape Standards, EC 9.6730 On-
site Pedestrian Circulation, and EC 9.6740 Recycling and Garbage Screening standards are
referenced within the multiple-family development standards at EC 9.5500. The development
complies with many of these standards, as noted below. Where the development does not
comply with these standards, as described in greater detail below, the applicant requests a
modification (“proposed non-compliance”), which is allowed through the PUD process, if the
following PUD purpose statements are met.

EC 9.8300 Purnose of Planned Unit Development. The planned unit development
(PUD) provisions are de5|gned to provide a high degree of flexibility in the design of
the site and the mix of land uses, potential environmental impacts, and are intended
to: ‘ . ) '
(1) Create a sustainable environment that includes:
(@) Shared use of services and facilities.
(b) A compatible mix of land uses that encourage alternatlves to the use of
_ the automobile. :
(c) Avariety of dwelling types that help meet the needs of all income groups
in the community.
(d) - Preservation of existing natural resources and the opportunity to
enhance habitat areas.
(e) -Clustering of residential dwellings to achieve energy and resource
conservation while also achieving the planned density for the site.
(2) Create comprehensive site plans for geographic areas of sufficient size to
' provide developments at least equal in quality to those that are achieved
through the traditional lot by lot development and that are reasonably
compatible with the surrounding area. :

~ With regard to EC Tahle 9.2750 Residential Zone Development Standards, the development

complies with the following: density (below 14 units per net acre); building height (below 30 feet);.
interior yard setback (from the east property line only); and the maximum 50 percent lot
coverage. The development does not comply with the front yard setback or the interior yard
setback (along the south-and west property lines).

The substandard front yard setbacks are due to the right-of-way dedications being required; refer
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to the findings and conditions at EC 9.8320(5), which are incorporated by reference. Following
right-of-way dedication, Buildings 1 and 2 will be below the minimum 10-foot front yard setback
requirement, being about a half of a foot and eight feet away, respectively. The applicant requests
a modification to this setback, stating that “..the dwellings abutting Oakleigh Lane do not exceed
massing widths or heights inconsistent with the neighborhood single-family proportions. Along
Oakleigh Lane, at the southern side of the street, townhouses address the residential street with
covered porches as found in this and other neighborhoods of the River Road area. Internally, the
site plan is pedestrian oriented with many places for children to play and residents to sit outside.
By clustering the units keeping all the parking to one side of the site, more usable'o,pen'space, free
from vehicle traffic, was able to be conserved with open views to the river and bike path.” (See
page 26 of the applicant’s June 14, 2013 written statemeént.)

The substandard interior yard setbacks are as follows: the concrete wall, garages and carports
abutting the west property line and Tax Lots 10100 and 5700, respectively to the northwest and
southwest; the concrete wall at the southwest property corner, abutting Tax Lot 5600; and
Building 6, abutting Tax Lot 500. There is no explanation in the applicant’s materials for the
substandard building setback along the south property line; however, staff notes that the affected
property owriers (Mr. Adee of Tax Lot 500 and Mr. Campbell of Tax Lot 5600) submitted letters in
support of the proposed development. |

With regard to the west property line, the applicant explains that the garages and carports are
located near the property line because it makes for a better site layout. The applicant claims that,
if there were a setback, it would collect weeds and trash because it would be an unused portion of
the site that serves no one. Staff understands that the design attempts to load most of the
development on the western portion of the site because the eastern portion is in the floodplain
and abuts a natural resource area. Staff’s main concern is the potential impacts on the adjacent
lands to the west. o ' '
In addition to aesthetics (i.e. screening and softening of the bulk and scale of the development
along the property boundaries), the setback is intended to provide adequate separation between -
structures to meet fire code regulations. The setback regulation is five feet from property lines-and
ten feet between structures, which means that the abutting property would need to setback
future structures ten feet from the common property line. The applicant proposes an eight-foot
tall concrete wall along the west property line, not only to fulfill the screening function of the
setback, but to fire-rate the wall as well, to meet fire code requirements. Staff notes that the
appropriate fire rating cannot be determined at this timebecause the abutting property owners
are not proposing to bl.Ji|_‘d abutting structures; rating depends on materials and the regulations
change over time. Because the wall exceeds six feet, it too is considered a structure subject to
setback requirements. ' A

Staff believes the final determination as to acceptability of the concrete wall must include the
participation of the affected property owners (Tax Lots 5700, 10100, and 56Q0). Even if the
setback modification is granted, EC 9.2751(7) requires the developer to obtain an easement from
the abutting property owners. Staff recommends the easement as a condition of PUD approval,
which will ultimately determine whether the wall is acceptable to the abutting property owners. If
the applicant is unable to obtain the off-site easements, then staff recommends an alternative
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condition that the final P'UD plans show the structures setback five feet from the west property
line. These conditions also apply to Building 6 and Tax Lot 500. The recommended condition of
approval is as follows:

® 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 abuttlng 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 abuttmg 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 all structures

* setback at least five feet from the property lines.

Staff notes that a five-foot shift of the development plans to the east should not significantly
affect other site features, as there is sufficient area within the common areas and along the east
property line to accommodate the adjustment. With regard to the PUD purpose statements, the
overall development achieves those; in regards to these specific setback issues, the PUD purpose
statements are met, to the degree the proposed design is critical to the overall success of the
development. Here, staff believes that the alternative of requiring compliance with the setback
standards is both feasible and would not jeopardize compliance Wi_th any other approval criteria or
applicable standards.

With regard to 9.2795 Solar Setback Standards, EC 9.2795(3) grants an exception to these
standards because the buildings abutting the north property line (Buildings 1 and 2) would shade a
non-developable area, namely right-of-way for Oakleigh Lane and the bicycle/pedestrian access
“way required along the north property line. For comparative purposes, absent the right-of-way,
the required solar setback would be 20 feet from the north property line. Both buildings are
setback at least 20 feetfrom the north property line. As such, it does not appear that a formal
modlflcatlon through the PUD process is required; hawever, one could be supported for the same
reasons a modified frort line setback, as discussed previously, would be granted

With regard to EC 9.5500 Multiple-Family Standards the development complles with all of the
applicable standards, as follows:
o Street Frontage: 60 percent of the street frontage, which is 82 linear feet, is
occupied by a building;
o Building Orientation and Entrance: only applies to Bulldlng 1, abuttlng the street,
which has primary entrances facing the street;
o Building Mass and Fagade: only applies to Building 1, abutting the street, which is
less than 100 feetin length
o’ Articulation: the buildings have porches, windows, and offsets;
o Landscaping: the development exceeds the minimum requirement of 4,007 square
feet; ' :
o Open Space: the development has more than double the required open space, W|th
54,727 square feet instead of 20,037 square feet
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o Site Access and Internal Circulation: the proposed driveway is 22 feet wide, which is-
within the 20-foot minimum and 28-foot maximum;

o Vehicle Parking: is not abutting street frontage;

o . On-site Pedestrian Circulation: provided between buildings and shared facnlltles
‘consistent with EC 9.6730;

o Recycling and Garbage Areas: not located in the front yard setback and has
perimeter screening, consistent with EC 9.6740.

Based on the above findings, the development complies with the applicable multiple-family
development standards at EC 9.5500. With regard to EC 9.6105 Bicycle Parking Space Standards,
the development appears to exceed these Eequirements, subject to stall dimensions and security
details being determined during the building permit process. EC 9.6105 requires one long-term
bicycle parking space per dwelling unit. With 28 units plus the common house, 29 long-term
bicycle parking spaces are required. Short-term bicycle parking is not required of residential
development.

The applicant indicates that 52 spaces are proposed; the plans show four sheds scattered across
the:site and a “bike barn” near the southeast property corner. The plans do not provide enough
specificity to determine whether the long-term space security requirements are met, but those
can be addressed in greater detail during the building permit process. The PUD plans show ample
room on the development site to accommodate the required bicycle parking. Additional bicycle
parking (more than the 29 long-term spaces reqjired) does not have to meet code standards, with
regard to dimensions and security specifications. Based on these findings, the bicycle parking

‘space standards of EC 9.6105 will be met. -

With regard to EC 9.6410 Motor Vehicle Parking Standards, the applicant’s plans show 16.covered
spaces, as garages and carports along the west property line. The applicant’s plans note that there -
are 31 additional open/surface parking spaces. The plans show approximately 29 gravel parking
spaces abutting the paved dri\iewal_y'. The minimum number of vehicle parking spaces required is

- one per dwelling unit (or 29 in this case). It appears that the minimum requirement is met; there is

no limitation on the maximum number of vehicle parking spaces for residential development. The
actual number of spaces is difficult to determine because the applicant does not propose to stripe
the spaces in accordance with the stall dimension standards of EC 9.6410; however, the scaled
plans show sufficient areas to accommodate the required parking. Public Works staff notes that,
due to the 22-foot wide drive aisle, all of the parking spaces are considered compact.

The applicant seeks a modification to the st'riping,Asurfacing, and landscaping requirements for the
vehicle parking spaces. EC 9.6410 requires a durable a dust-free surface, whereas the applicant
proposes gravel parking spaces. The applicant proposes filter fabric below the gravel surface to
meet the durable and-dust-free standard. Theapplicant also explains that the driveway will be
paved, where durability and dust would be of greater concern associated with vehicle movements.
To keep gravel in the parking stalls and off the driveway, the applicant states that the pI:;inned
community can maintain this area and suggests keeping a broom nearby. The abutting concrete
wall proposed along the west property line serves as mitigation to additional noise and dust
associated with gravel. :
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The concrete wall is also proposed in lieu of a seven-foot wide landscape bed between the parking
stalls and the west property line, which would be required by EC 9.6410, unless modified through
the PUD process. The concrete wall appears to meet the intent and function of the high-screen
landscaping requirement, as it is eight feet tall with living plant material (espaliered trees). As
such, staff recommends approval of the landscape modification. This design also meets the PUD
purpose statements, with regard to clustering the development away from the easterly portion of
the site. : ’ '

As discussed previously, the wall is considered a structure subject to setback requirements. As
conditioned previously, if the applicant is unable to obtain easements from the abutting property
owners, the structures (wall included) will need to be moved five feet from the property line.
Either with or without the five-foot setback, the wall meets the intent of the landscaping
requirement for vehicle use areas adjacent to interior property lines.

Based on the available information and the findings and condition recommended above, staff
believes the requested modifications could be approved as being consistent with the PUD purpose
statements. Otherwise, the applicable development standards appear to be met. No signs or
exterior lighting is shown on the plans, but staff notes that those features would be subject to the
development standards at EC 9.6650 and EC 9.6725 at the time of development. Land Use
Management staff recommends the following condition of approval:

e The final site plans shall note that compliance with the following development standards
will be determined more precisely at the time of building permit review:
o Landscape Standards beginning in EC 9.6200
o - Garbage Screening contained in EC 9.6740
o Bicycle Parking Standards contained in EC 9.6105
o - Outdoor Lighting Standards contained in EC 9.6725

Based on the above findings, approval of the requested modifications and the condition for a
more detailed review for compliance at the time of building permit, the PUD will comply with the
above approval criterion at EC 9.8320(11)(k).

EC 9.8320{12): The proposed development shall have minimal off-site impacts, including
impacts such as traffic, noise, stormwater runoff and environmental quality.

Traffic — Public Works staff confirm that the development will have minimal off-site traffic impacts,
as only 29 additional peak hour trips will be generated by the development. Public Works staff
state that Oakleigh Lane currently provides for safe passage of two-way and emergericy vehicles. -
No street improvements aré required of the development, although right-of-way dedication and
an Irrevocable Petition are being required to enable future publicimprovements. Pedestrian

‘safety is further addressed at EC 9.8320(5)(b); those findings are incorporated by reference. With

regard to public comments about the accident at the intersection of Oakleigh Lane and River Road,
this intersection is not on the City’s inventory of intersections with high crash ratings that would -
otherwise warrant analysis to determine patterns that could be mitigated by ihfras;ructure
improvements, As such, nothing further is required of the development.
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Noise — It is not expected the development would generate noise other than from a typical
residential area. The common open space is located at the center of the development. An eight-
foot tall concrete wall is proposed along the west property boundary. The design of this
development should have minimal off-site impacts in regards to noise.

Stormwater — Off-site impacts of stormwater runoff is addressed as part of the applicant’s
proposed stormwater collection, conveyance, and treatment system, as discussed previously at
crlterlon (12){j) and lncorporated herein by reference. .
Environmental Quality — The subject property is not on any acknowledged Goal 5 natural resource
inventory, but it is within the Willamette Greenway boundary. The applicant has submitted a
concurrent Willamette Greenway permit application, which is evaluated later in this report; based

“on those findings, the proposed development is compatible with the Willamette River, which is

located more than 200 feet east of the subject property. As discussed at EC 9.8320(4), the PUD is
designed and.sited to minimize impacts to the natural environment and includes tree preservation
and additional tree planting; those findings are incorporated.by reference.

Based on these findings, the proposed PUD will comply with the applicable criterion.

EC 9.8320{13}: The proposed development shall be reasonably compatlble and harmonious
with adjacent and nearbyland uses.

The proposed development is a low-density residential land use, within a low-density residential
area. Given the similar residential uses, there do not appear to be any inherent conflicts that
would keep the developments from being at least reasonably compatible and harmonious. The
development complies with the low-density (R-1) residential development standards, with regard
to density and building height. Although the development proposes attached single-family
dwellings, rather than the detached nature of the surrounding neighborhood, the density is
dispersed across the development site, with groupings of three to four dwelling units per building.:

Further the east‘boundary of the development site abuts a swath of undeveloped City parkland,
which contains Goal 5 riparian area associated with the Willamette River. The applicant’s plans
show the development clustered away from the resource.area with open space adjacent to the
east property line. As such, the development is reasonably compatuble and harmomous with the
adjacent parkland and nearby Willamette River. :

The compatibility and harmony of the development is challenged most along the west property
line, where the applicant proposes-vehicle use areas and garages. The applicant proposes a '
concrete wall along the west property line to mitigate these impacts and to provide screening to
adjacent lands. As discussed previously, staff recommends the applicant obtain an easement from
the affected property owners, which will ultimately test whether the wall is acceptable mitigation.
If the applicantis unable to obtain the easements, staff recommends the final PUD plans show the
wall setback five feet from thé property line. The applicant’s plans show the wall with espaliered
vegetation. These findings and conditions are detailed at EC 9. 8320(11)(k), which are mcorporated
here by reference. : :
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Staff notes that the northwest corner of the development site is the gateway to the

- neighborhood. The wall proposed along the west property line stops short of the north property

line, to enable a landscaped bed with a tree and shrubs, which will help soften the entrance to the
development. As noted at EC 9.8320(5)(c) in regards to traffic, EC 9.8320(9) in regards to
stormwater runoff, and EC 9.8320(4) in regards to protection of natural features, which are also
incorporated here by reference, the proposed development will have minimal off-site impacts
related to traffic, noise, stormwater runoff and natural resources. Based on the above: flndlngs,
the development is reasonably compatible with the nearby land uses.

EC 9.8320(14): If the tentative PUD application proposes a land division, nothing in the approval
of the tentative application exempts future land divisions from compllance with state or local
surveying reqmrements

. This criterion does not apply because the development does not include a future land division.

EC 9.8320{15): If the proposed PUD is located within a special area zone, the applicant shall
demonstrate that the proposal is consistent with the purpose(s) of the special area zone.

The subje‘ct property is not located within a special area zone. As such, this criterion is not applicable.

Willamette Greenway Evaluation
As required by the Type Ill land use application procedures beglnnlng at EC 9.7300, the Hearings

. Official must review any WG permit application and consider pertinent evidence and testimony as to

whether the proposal is consistent with the criteria required.for approval at EC 9.8815 (shown below
in bold typeface). In this case, the proposal is being reviewed concurrently with the tentative PUD in
accordance with EC 9.8005(2). Based on the available evidence and findings provided below, staff
recommends conditional approval of the applicant’s request: )

EC 9.8815(1): To the greatest degree possible, the intensification, change of use, or
development will provide the maximum possible landscaped area, open space, or
vegetation between the activity and the river.

As previously noted, the Willamette River is located more than 200 to the east of the subject
property. The land between the river and the subject property is owned by the City, as an
undeveloped natural resource area that contains /WR Water Resource (Goal 5) conservation

.areas. In this area, there is no specific, pre-determined or adopted setback from the river under

the City’s implementing provisions of Goal 15 (Willamette Greenway).

While not the focus of the applicable WG permit approyal Criferia, staff notes that the applicable
setbacks along the river in this area are based on the City’s Goal 5 Adopted Riparian inventory,

~ which istegulated with the /WR overlay zone (see EC 9.4920). The /WR conservation area at this

location is greater than the typical 100-foot setback from top-of-bank along the Willamette River;
here, the adopted riparian area boundary extends landward beyond the 100-foot setback'from.
top of bank. For clarity, staff notes that the /WR conservation area does not extend onto the
subject property. Asshown on AttachmentA, the subject property is at least 53 feet from the
boundary ofthe regulated resource area.
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Vegetation on the eastern portion of the subject property nearest the river consists of a cover
crop of non-native short grasses,.weedy forbs, and scattered and isolated fruit and fir trees. The
location, species, and size of existing trees are shown on the on the applicant’s topographical
survey (see Attachment D-4). The eastern portion of the site, closest to the riparian area to the
east, has few trees. The trees closest to the east property line include a row of fruit and filbert
trees along the south property boundary, which the applicant proposes to preserve, and a row of
cedars along the north property boundary.

Most of the northerly cedars are on adjacént lands to the north; the applicant proposes to
preserve these trees, which is further conditioned in the PUD evaluation at EC 9.8320(3)-and
incorporated by reference. A 26-inch diameter cedar on the subject property, near the north
property line, however, is proposed for removal to accommodate the location of Building 1. (The
applicant’s tree removal and preservation plan is provided on Sheet L3.) The cedar to be removed
is about 50 feet from the east property line.

As for proposed landscaping between the development and the river, the applicant’s landscape
plan (Sheet L2) shows the eastern portion of the site as being planted with drought-tolerant native
meadow grasses. The eastern portion of the site will primarily be open space, with the closest
building being about 20 feet from the east property line (i.e. Building 2, abutting the north
property line). Buildings to the south (i.e. Buildings 4 and 7) have greater setbacks from the east
property line, by approxirhate 30 and 60 feet, respectively. As such, the development will provide
the maximum possible open space and vegetation between the activity and the river. Additional
landscaping along the east property boundary does not appear to be warranted, given the existing
site conditions as an open meadow.

Based on the available information and the preceding findings, the above criterion is met.

.EC 9.8815(2]): To the greatest bossible degree, necessary and adequate public access will
be provided to and along the river by appropriate legal means. :

The applicanf’s plans show pedestrian and bicycle Eirculation within the develo‘pment via
interconnected paths between the buildings and bicycle parking areas. The applicant notes that there
is an existing worn path along the north property line, between the Oakleigh Lane roadway and the

. east property line, abutting the City parklands. The applicant proposes to keep this path open, but

does not explicitly show any dedications to the public to enable continued access. Right-of-way

. dedication is required over this area, to enable continued public access, pursuant to the concurrent

PUD approval criterion EC 9. 8320(5), the findings and conditions of which are incorporated by
reference. '

The applicant also proposes to stub a soft path to the southeast corner of the site. The segment of the
internal sidewalk system that is located between the most easterly building (a bike barn) and the east
property line is shown as having a graveled, rather than a paved, surface. This unimproved surface is - '
appropriate because there are no plans or funding for construction of a public path on-the City
property at this location. Residents of the development will naturally want to walk across the City
parkland toward the river. Parks staff state no objections or concerns. This proposed path at least
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delineates a more confined direction of travel; rather than random wandering through the City’s
resource area. ‘

This portion of the City property has been cultivated as a filbert orchard, which has been maintained
by the former owner of the subject property, as discussed in the applicant’s written statement. There. -
appears to be an informal path between the orchard and the subject property that would direct
travelers to the southerly McClure Lane right-of-way. Public Works staff confirms that the planned
bicycle and pedestrlan connection through the City’s parkland is from McClure Lane toward the
easterly West Bank Bike Path, which is a regional facility that borders the west bank of the Willamette
River. -

Based on the above findirigs, and the condition at EC 9.8320(5), public access will be provided to the
river by appropriate legal means. Refer to Attachment B and C for V|sual representations of these
findings.

EC 9.8815(3): The intensification, change of use, or development will conform with
applicable Willamette Greenway policies as set'forth in the Metro Plan.

Pages IlI-D-4 and 5 of the Metro Plan contain the Willamette Greenway policies. Of these, several
policies provide direction to local governments regarding legislative decision-making and other
long range planning efforts, and do not constitute mandatory approval criteria for the application.
The following'Metro Plan policy is potentially relevant to the proposed development, and is
therefore addressed below.

Policy D.5: New development that locates along river corridors and waterways shall be
limited to uses that are compatible with the natural, scenic, and environmental qualities of
those water features.

The proposed use is appropriate in this location, as the Metro Plan designates the subject property
for residential uses. The proposed development is an allowed use that-requires PUD approval;

staff has determined previously in this report that the proposed development is consistent with
the PUD approval criteria. To the extent the above policy is applicable, the development is setback

"~ more than 200 feet from the river, with Clty parkland and riparian areas located between the

subject property and the river which will not be impacted by the proposed development. Further,
the development proposes open space along the eastern pdrtion of the site, abutting the
parkland, and has setback buildings by at least 20 feet from the east property line. As such, the
proposed residential use is compatible with the natural, scenic, and environmental qualities of the
river corridor.

Based on the above findings, the proposed development is consistent with the applicable

. Willamette Greenway policies set out in the Metro Plan. The above criterion is met.

EC 9.8815(4): In areas subject to the Willakenzie Area Plan, the intensification, change of
use, or development will conform with that plan’s use management considerations.
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This criterion does not apply because the area of request is not within the boundanes ofthe
Willakenzie Area Plan.

EC 9.8815(5): In areas not covered by subsection (4) of this section, the intensification,'
change of use, or development shall conform with the following applicable standards:

(a) Establishment of adequate setback lines to keep structures separated from the
Willamette River-to protect, maintain, preserve, and enhance the natural, scenic,
historic, and recreational qualities of the Willamette Greenway. Setback lines
need not applyto water related or water dependent activities as defined in the

" Oregon Statewide Planning Goals and Guidelines (OAR 660-15-000 et seq.).

Outside the Willakenzie Area Refinement Plan {WAP) and the Goal 5 Water Resource (/WR)
riparian conservation area (neither of which affect the subject property), there is no regulatory

~ setback from the Willamette River. For context, the WAP establishes a 35-foot setback and the

/WR establishes a 100-foot setback from the top of the bank of the Willamette River. In this
location, the /WR conservation area exceeds 100 feet from the riverbank, yet is stillmore than 50

feetfrom the subject property (see Attachment A).

The existing setback, of more than 200feet from the ordinary high water line of the Willamette
River, afforded by the intervening public park, is adequate to protect and maintain the natural and
scenic qualities of the Willamette Greenway. The development plan preserves the natural and
scenic qualities of the site by maintaining the existing open prairie conditions along the eastern
portion of the site, by setting the buildings back from the east property line by at least 20 feet and
by creating common open space that will be vegetated with native grasses.

(b) - Protection of significant fish and wildlife habitats as identified in the
Metropolitan Plan Natural Assets_and Constraints Working Paper. Sites
subsequently determined to be 5|gn|f|cant by the Oregon Department of Fish and
Wildlife shall also be protected

The Metropolitan Plan Natural Assets and Constraints Working Paber does not identify any

_significant fish and wildlife sites on the subject property. Although the Willamette River Corridor is

an Anadromous Fish River that is designated as an essential Salmon Habitat by the Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW), the subject property is located more than 200 feet west
of the ordinary high water line. No habitat protection measures appear to be required of the
proposed development. ' -

(c) Protection and enhancement of the natural vegetative fringe along the
Willamette River to the maximum extent practicable. '

The proposal does not affect the vegetated fringe along the Willamette River, which is located

more than 200 feet to the east. The regulated riparian resource conservation area is shown on

Attachment A. The existing vegetation closest to the river will be maintained as'an open prairie
with native grasses in common open space.
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(d) Preservation of scenic qualities and viewpoints as identified in the Metrogo\litan
Plan Natural Assets and Constraints Working Paper.

The subject property is not identified has having scenic qualities or viewpoints on the
Metropolitan Plan Natural Assets and Constraints Working Paper.

(e)  Maintenance of public safety and protection of public and private property,
especially from vandalism and trespass in both rural and urban areas to the
maximum extent practicable.

The applicantindicates that there is an existing dirt path along the north property line, between
Oakleigh Lane and the City parkland. This indicates potential public trespass on private property.
The applicant proposes to keep this path open, but does not explicitly show any dedications to the
public to enable continued access. Right-of-way dedication’is beingrequired overthis area, to
enable continued public access, pursuant to the concurrent PUD approval criterion EC 9. 8320(5),
the findings and conditions of which are incorporated here by reference. Overall, development of
the subject property with dwelling units would increase public safety by providing more eyes on
the City parkland. ‘

(f) Compatibility of aggregate extraction with the purposes of the Willamette River
Greenway and when economicallybfeasible, applicable sections of state law
pertaining to Reclamation of Mining Lands (ORS Chapter 517) and Removal of
Material; Filling (ORS Chapter 541) designed to minimize adverse effects to water
quality, fish and wildlife, vegetation, bank stabilization, stream flow, visual
quality, noise, safety, and to guarantee necessary reclamation.

This standard does not apply because the proposal does not include aggregate extraction.

- {g) Compatibility with recreational lands currently devoted to metropolitan
recreational needs, used for parks or open space and owned and controlled by a
general purpose gd\(ernment and regulation of such lands so that their use will ~-
‘not interfere with adjacent uses.

Referral comments from Public Works staff indicate no concern with the proposed developmentfs
compatibility with the City’s adjacent public open space. .

EC 9.8815{6): When site review approval is required, the proposed development will be
consistent with the applicable site review criteria.

This criterion does not apply because the subject property is not zoned with the /SR Site Review
- Overlay, nor does the subject development require Site Review approval.

EC 9.8815(7): The proposal complies with all applicable standards explicitly addressed in the
application. An approved adjustment to a standard pursuant to_provisions beginning at EC
9.8015 of this land use code constitutes compliance with the standard. '
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The concurrent PUD application has been evaluated against all applicable development standards.
Based on the findings and conditions provided at EC 9. 8320(11)(k) which are incorporated by
reference, the above criterion will be met.

Staff Recommendatlon

Based on the available information and materials, and the findings and condltlons of approval
contained in this report, staff recommends that the Hearings Official grant tentative PUD approval
subject to the following conditions of approval. ~

Conditions of Approval

1. The final PUD plans shall show Bunldlng 2 located out5|de (moved south) of the requwed rlght-
of - way dedication along the north property line.

2. Priortofinal PUD approval, the applicant shall submit a report from a certified arborist
confirming that the row of cedars on adjacent lands to the north can survive the construction
impacts of the proposed development (and include any necessary protection measures to
ensure survival). The final PUD plans shall show the location of Building 2 and any related
protection measures (e.g. construction fencing for protected CRZ areas) consistent with the
arborist’s recommendations. '

3. Prior tofinal PUD approval, the applicant shall revise the final site plan-to show the dedication of
22.5 feet of right-of-way along the northerly boundary of the development, between the westerly
boundary of the proposed development and a line that is 50 feet east of the westerly boundary,
and also to show the dedication of 13 feet of right-of-way extending from the aforementioned
line (the east end of the required 22.5 feet of right-of-way dedication) to a line that is 117 feet
beyond (east of) the existing the existing right-of-way (for a total length of 199 feet). Additionally,
the revised site plan shall show the dedication of a 13-foot wide Public Accessway along the
northerly boundary, which extends from the east end of the aforementioned right-of-way to the
easterly property boundary (for a total distance of 24 lineal feet).

4. Priorto final PUD approval, the applicant shall submit for review and abprova_l by City staff and
recording at Lane County Deeds and Records, a street deed which reflects the right-of-way as
shown on the final site plan.

5. Priortofinal PUD approval, the applicant shall dedicate a temporary emergency vehicle access
easement over the on-site hammerhead and the access drive from Oakleigh Lane, and show
this easement on the final PUD plans.

6. Prior to final PUD approval, the applicant shall prbvide documentation from EWEB, confirming
that water facilities are available for the proposed development.

7. The applicant shall submit an Irrevocable Petition for public improvements in Oakleigh Lane to
include paving, curbs and gutters, storm drainage, sidewalks, and street trees.
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8. The final site plan shall delineate fhe Special Flood Hazard Area, identify Base Flood Elevation (for
the entire site or for each building), and note that development of the site will be required to
comply with the standards at EC 9.6707 through EC 9.6709.

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

10. The final PUD pIans shall note that all on-site utilities will be placed undergrou nd consistent
with EC 9.6775. :

11. The final PUD plans shall note the requirement that, at the time of development, all
stormwater discharge points directed toward the City’s property shall 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 will be privately
owned and operated. An operation and maintenance plan will be developed consistent with
the City’s Stormwater Management Manual, and notice ofthis plan will be recorded, during
the bU|ld|ng 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 thanfive 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 all structures setback at least five feet from the
property lines.

14. The final site plans shall note that compliénce with the following development standards will
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 EC9.6725°

Consistent with EC 9.7330, unless the applicant agrees to a longer time period, the Eugene Hearings
Official shall approve, approve with conditions, or deny a Type Hll application within 15 days following
close of the public record. The decision shall be based upon and be accompanied by findings that
explain the criteria and standards considered relevant to the decision, stating the facts relied upon in
rendering a decision and explaining the justification for the decision based upon the criteria, standards,
and facts set forth. Notice of the written decision will be mailed in accordance with EC 9.7335. Within
12 days of the date the decision is mailed, it may be appealed to the Eugene Planning Commission as
set forth at EC 9.7650 through EC 9.7685. .
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Attachments:

Attachment A:Vicinity Map

Attachment B: Right-of-Way Dedications

Attachment C: Bicycle/Pedestrian Connections
Attachment D:Reduced Excerpts Application Materlals

D-1

D-2

.D-3
D-4
D-5

Topography map by Poage Engineering

Site Plan A1.1 o

Detail of north property line setbacks

Tree Preservation and Removal Plan

Flgure 1 Street Connectivity Study by Access Engmeenng

All record materials are available for review at the Plannlng Division. Copies or emails ef these
additional materials can be provided upon request. The Hearings Official will be provided a full set of
the applicant’s materials for review, and the full application file will be made available at the publlc

heanng

For More Information:
Please contact Becky Taylor, Assistant Planner, Eugene Planning Division, by phone at (541) 682-5437,
or by e-mail, at becky.g.taylor@ci.eugene.or.us
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Attachment B: lllustration o1 .xecommended Dedications

Right-of-Way Dedications

2 02 5'x 50' right-of-way 228 - P Existing West Bank
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Attachment C
Bicycle/Pedestrian Connections

Existng Bike Path
-E Hilliard Lane

3

West Bank
Bike Path

A

Proposed Path
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Planned Bike Path
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Attachment D-3 Norv.. .ine Setback Detail
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Attachment D-5 Street Connectivity

_ , Figure 1
Oakleigh Meadows PUD Connectivity Study
Shadov_.' Piat for Tt 2000on map 17042413

A dimensions ase
approximate

¢ Rightof way dedication
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Eugene Hearing Official ' : g e
Eugene Planning and Development

Atrium Building

99 West 10th Ave.

Eugene OR 97401 : :

Re; Citizen Comment Document Regarding the Oaklelgh Meadows Tentative Planned Unit Development .

(PDT 13-0001), Willamette Greenway Permit (WG 13-0001)}

Dear Hearing Official,'

| object to the proposed PUD far the reasons stated in the Comments of Lauren Regan and Bryn
Thoms,.and all additional objectioris lncorporated by refereénce-into that Comment. | am also a member
of the River Road Community Organization and submit my comment on behalf of the RRCO as well.
Pleaseinclude thlsletter as part of the Public, Comments on this PUD.

llive w(th my partner and 1year old.sonat 116 Oaklelgh Ln, wheré we have resided for 3 years. |
would like to express a number of rny concerns regarding the Oakleigh. Meadow Cohousing (OMC)
project.

Upon first hearing of a‘cohousing project being planned on Oakleigh, | was intrigued. While not
a method of housnng I think L.would thrive in, 1 think stich ideas are interesting and worthy-of .
censnderatlon‘ My partner and | attended an early outreach event, and fearned that the property would
be developed into 7-10 houses. At such.a level, | felt that the project, being low density, wo uld have
‘minimal impact on the street, and perhaps even be a nice ad ditior?. | continued in this belief until very
recently, when the public hearing notices came out. | was surprised and concerned that this project |
had believed to be low-density had suddenly ballooned to 28 units, 3 to 4 times the size we had
originally been told. My subsequent further understandlng of‘the iSsues related to the pro;ect has only

" served to deepen my concerr.

Regarding the Greenway (OAR.660-015-0005): It was only recently that | realized the project
actually.falls in the Willamette River Greenway. Had | known when | fitst heard about (‘)MC,. | would have
had serious reservations about the development. Kriowing that now, and knowing that the development
is much, much larger than first proposed, | think.the idea of usin‘gGi'eenWa'y land for this project is
unconscionable. The Greenway is an expression of Oreggnians' long-standing and deep belief that the
Willamette River and its watershed are both a resource to be treasured, and something weasa
community must protect. The huge amount of excavation and fill the development requires in ofder to
mitigate flood risk due to being in the Greenway, surely does not fall inline with the ideas of protecting
the resource and presetving native soils and species. Further, this would be some of the highest impact,

- highest density deve!opment ever to occur inthis portion of the Greenway. Precedent is‘a powerfut

thing, Once the door to-such significant development in this part of the Greenway is opened it will be
difficultio shut.
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Regardmg Nelghborhood character (PUD Code 9.8320.13): The nelghborhood character issue is
a simple one. This street and those. surroundmg it consist of small, almost exclusively single- family
dwellings. The addition of such a massively dense, muiti- -Story, multi- famlly development flies in the face
of decades of architectural precedent seen on the street. The Lower River Road Concept Plan, creaté.d

by the nelghborh ood organlzatlon, RRCO, recommends that in keeping with the current character of the

__ neighbaorhood, this area should see commercial development along River Road near Oakleigh, "Medlum
Density" Residential development South of McClure and "Low Density" Residential in the Oakleigh-

McClure area. Twenty-eight units and 47 cars on 2 acres is not low-density in this area. Typical homes on

Oakleigh and McCluréare on about a quarter acre, or about 4 homes per acre. Compare thatto the
OMC plan of 14 per acre; and-it's clear that the development is not in keeping with neighborhood
character. '

Regarding traffic {PUD Code 9.8320.12): The application from OMC states that their )
developmentwill notincrease the traffic load on our street to a'threshold that requires a formal traffic
study. There are 20 houses on"OakIeigh c‘_urrently. The idea that more than doubling the population of
this one-block street by adding 28 units Wili notsignificantly increase traffic is simply astoriishing. The
OMC application refers to Oakleighas laving a “cournitry lane® feel. Well, apparently that means a small
dead end street, with no sidewalks, barely enough width fortwo cars to park opposite each other, a-
doctor's office, a used car dealership and small strip mall at the top of the street. Having'that
‘commercial cap on the street significantly increases the traffic on Oakleigh, particularly in regard to left
turns onto the street, a fact seemingly ignored in the OMC traffic calculations. OMC's plans call for 47
parking spaces on the site; fiot quite two per unit. If there are 47 parking spaces, there will be 47 cafs. If
there are 47 additional cars, logic dictates that those cars will, at same point, be driven up and down the
street.

In conclusion; the fact that the vast majority of Oakleigh residents {and a number of McClure
residents}, those most difectly affected by this development, are opposed to this development should
make obvious thatthere is a serious issuie here. Further, that a number of those now opposed originally
wotked alongside OMC members in helping clear and clean up the meadow shotild: show that we are
not.oppesed to the idea of cohousing, or development in general, I hold no ill will whatsoever toward
the concepts of cohousmg, or the Individuals involved in the project. I simply think that their plans are
not compatible with.this neighborhood, and prevnous planning that has taken place for this aréa i the
forms of the Lower River Road Concept Plan, the River Road/Santa Clara Refinement Plan, and the

Statewide Planning Goals.

'Since'ter,

I SR SV
Terrence S. Killian
116 Oakleighln
Eugene OR 57404
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TAYLOR Becky G

From: Adrienne Borg <aplusr@earthlink.net> |
Sent: Tuesday, September 24, 2013 6:58 PM
To: : - TAYLOR Becky G

Subject: Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing

Dear Ms Taylor, _

| am writing in support of the Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing project. | live a few blocks from the site of the proposed
development. | frequently walk down McClure to get to the bike path, and | have looked at the site and the proposed
plan. 1 am very impressed by how well designed it is. In sharp contrast to the development that is going up directly
accross the river, this project is designed to preserve the greenway and wildlife habitat. It looks as though the designers
have worked very hard to minimize impact on the neighborhood. Although | am not involved with this project, | also
think that Cohousing is a great way to build better communities. | feel the recent article in the Eugene Weekly is
alarmist and misleading and | hope that the project gets a fair hearing.

Thanks for your time,
Adrienne Borg

945 Fairway Drive
Eugene, OR 97404
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September 24, 2013

City of Eugene

Planning and Development Department
attn: Becky Taylor, Associate Planner
99 West 10" Avenue

Eugene, OR 97401

Re: Solar Setback Calculation for the Proposed Land Use Change for the Oaklelgh Meadow Cohousing
Project - Appllcatlon PDT 13-0001.

Dear Ms. Taylor:

The following letter presents information regarding the solar setback calculation provided to you on
about September 17, 2013 by the applicant of PDT 13-0001. The calculation was done Improperly. 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 of Unit 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 aImost
directly east-west.

The proper_ty 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 20foot ROW of Oakleigh
Lane was partitioned out of the original Oakleigh plat. Additional inforrn'ation regarding street
connectivity and diminished value of Tt 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] (dormer on north wall) is 22.5 feet above eX|st|ng grade according to A3.1 (see
attached excerpt). N>90 feet so N=90, thus:

\

Page 1 of 3
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PH-2
Ms. Becky Taylor )
Solar Setback Calculation — PDT 13-0001

SSB = (2.5 X SPH) + (N/2) - 82.5 or
SSB = (2.5 22.5) +(90/2) - 82.5 or
SSB = 56.25 +45- 82.5 or

SSB = 18.75 feet

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 43.25 feet.

Building 2 setback shouid 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.

Building 2 should have a setback from the North Property line of 18.75 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 of TL 400 which would provide access to the public land east of TL400. 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 propérty line of TL400 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 line, (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 of 22.6 degrees and an azimuth ranging from 30 degrees east and west of
true south; ex-cept 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

Page 2 of 3




PH-2

Ms. Becky Taylor
Solar Setback Calculation — PDT 13-0001

7polnt will be the 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.) :

In addition, | see no reason to exempt the solar setbacks, so | urge the City planning staff and Hearings
Official to require the proper solar setbacks along the north property line. '

Sincerely,

=

Bryn Thoms, Oakleigh Lane Resident

Encl: Redline Revisions of Applicant’s Email with Figure Showing Proper Setback Distance -
Excerpt of Building 1 and 2 Elevation Showing Dormer

Page3of3
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TAYLOR Beck¥ G

To: ) TAYLOR Becky G

Subject: ' Solal Setback ‘
Attachments: OMC_Dist Ridge to N PL.JPG
BWAIreadyEdited: = " Yes

BWMessageAction: Forward

Elevations show pitch less than 5/12, so

' - the ridge of the dormer on north wall is the
: ' / shadepoint, not the east-west trending
SSB = (2.5 x SPH) + (N divided by 2) - 82.5

ridge of Building 1 '
Note: since roof slope is less than 5/12, SPH (Solar Point Ht) is height to eave =48-2*122 5 foeat
Note: N = North - South Lot Dimension (max is 90°) SSB = (2.5 x 19.167) +{90/ 2) - 82.5 SSB = (47.9175) + (45) -
82.555B = 518‘75 Feet <~ jHorizontal setback from north property boundary to point at grade

directly beneath shadepoint (Eugene City Code Definitions - Chapter 9
So, the distance from the{idge)to the Norih Property Line needs to be at least ¥0-+eet, and we're at 42™-6™ at the

nearest at Building #1 (pl#dse see attached). A{id Bldg#2 is in the clear as per this formula, but it's also fronting the huge
cedar trees and the neighbor's vacant lot.

Should be ridge of dormer on The current property line is invalid, it should be

north wall, which is the ‘ the new property line once the development is
shadepoint approved, which is 22.5 feet south of the current
: - property line.
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”//

////

approxmate new property Line
22.5 feet south of current)

|

approximate focation of north
property line/ROW). See

= ] |
approximate line for solar -
5 setback {shadepoint needs o
be 18.75 feet south of hew

wall of building (at dormer) 4 '
which is 2 feet {according fo )
Yplans) south of shadepoint. ' : . “" —i|raper caloulation.
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From Sheet A3.1, North wall of
Building 1 at Dormer

22.9 feet at ridge of dormer on

north wall = SPH
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JANISCH Amy C

From: : TAYLOR Becky G

Sent: Tuesday, September 24, 2013 9:21 AM

To: . "~ JANISCH Amy C :
Subject: FW: Opposition to current Oakleigh Meadow Plan -
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Please add to PDT 13-1 record.

From: nussbaum@comcast net [mailto: dnussbaum@comcast net]

Sent: Monday, September 23, 2013 9:06 PM
To: TAYLOR Becky G
Subject: Opposition to current Oakleigh Meadow Plan

Please add this to the public record - PDT 13 - 1

September 23, 2013

City of Eugene
Planning and Development Department
Attn: Becky Taylor, Associate Planner

99 West 10" Avenue '

" Eugene, OR 97401

Re: Opposition to the current Oakleigh Meadow. Plan

My wife and | have lived on McClure Ln, the next street south of this proposed development, for over 35
years. '

There are reasons why those of us in this communlty have chosen to live on quiet dead end streets. And there
is a reason that there are land use laws to protect compatlblllty

We all know and expect that the parcel will be developed. And, | am not opposed to co-housing. In fact, | like
to think we have developed our own coincidental co-housing neighborhood over the years. When we first
heard about the possibility of a 10-12 unit intentional communlty, it seemed it could be a formal extension of
the existing community.

1213




But, that was then and this is now. A 28 unit condo-style complex is not in keeping with the existing
neighborhood character. If the current proposal is allowed to go forward, the volume of traffic alone would
greatly and negatively alter the established neighborhood.

Interesting that these developers want us to think they are doing us a favor and protecting us from _

" “developers” by constructing a mega development. They tell us they could be building 32 units, but just
because they could do something larger, doesn’t mean that what they are proposing is the right thing for this
location.

There is something ironic about a group that would purport to create a community by ignoring and deéimating
one that is already there. '

The current 28 condo proposal is not right for Oakleigh Lane and it is not right for the existing community.

Thanks for your consideration,

Dean Nussbaum
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JANISCH Amy C

From: TAYLOR Becky G

Sent: _ Tuesday, September 24, 2013 9:22 AM
To: ' JANISCH Amy C '
Subject: FW: condos letter

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Please add to PDT 13-1 record.

Becky Taylor, Associate Planner
City of Eugene Planning
99 West 10" Avenue

- Eugene, OR 97401

541-682-5437

From: Rachel Stedman [maiito:dazzieshine@icloud.com].
Sent: Monday, September 23, 2013 8:24-PM .

To: TAYLOR Becky G _
Subject: Fwd: condos letter

Hi Becky,

Please add this letter below to pﬁblic record.
Thank you,
Rachel Stedman

Sent from my iPad
Begin forwarded message:
From: sage@cruzio.com )
Date: September 21,2013 at 8:33:25 PM PDT

To: Rachel Stedman <dazzleshine@icloud.com>
Subject: condos letter

This letter is regarding the planﬁed co-housing condo development on

Oakleigh Ln.

My daughter, Rachel Stedman is a home owner near the river end of

Oakleigh, across the street from the entrance to the project.

I traveled to Eugene about eight years ago to help her with some home
hunting. We found a great place on Oakleigh and bought it. The next day
I had a slight panic attack when I thought about the open space across the
street. I drove down to the county building and was told that the zoning -
on that property was for single family residence. Panic attack over, now

it's back.
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Here are a few reasons why I oppose this development.

The street is too narrow for all the planed traffic.

Project way too large and tall for the neighborhood.

Project is building on a flood zone with plans to bring in tons of {ill dirt.

No guarantee that it will remain co-housing and not some day be changed to
something less desirable.

Property is now a beautiful meadow and it would be turned into high
density housing and parking lots. It's silly to name the project Oakleigh
"Meadows".

Finally, the current residents do not want it, please support them.

Sincerely, William Heinze SantaCruz, CA



JANISCH Amy C

From: TAYLOR Becky G
Sent: Tuesday, September 24, 2013 9:25 AM
- To: _ JANISCH Amy C
Subject: FW: Public comment on the proposed Oakleigh Meadow Co-housing development
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: ' Flagged

Please add to PDT 13-1 record.

Becky Taylor, Associate Planner
City of Eugene Planning

99 West 10% Avenue

Eugene, OR 97401
541-682-5437

From: majrafferty@gmail.com [mailto: majraffemg@gmall com] On Behalf Of Maj ] Hutchlnson
Sent: Monday, September 23, 2013 5:28 PM

To: TAYLOR Becky G

Subject: Public comment on the proposed Oakleigh Meadow Co~housnng development

Dear Ms. Taylor,

I want to let you know that I'm very concerned about the Oalleigh Meadow Co-housing project under
consideration at the Oct. 2nd hearing. I am a concerned neighbor living on Oakleigh Lane. My family
has been here for the past seven years. Our family has a young child who rides her bilke in the street
and crosses the street to visit neighbors. The disagreement regarding the proposed Oakleigh Meadow
Co-housing project and the neighborhood is complicated.

My husband and I were excited about the initial idea of a small co-housing project. We were looking
forward to having a few more families on the street. We attended many of the OMC gatherings during
the summer and met the people involved. We've been impressed with the community building among
‘'the group and what heart-ful and lovely folks are involved with it. I havelived in co-housing for five
years and I'm a fan of this communlty-focused living arrangement. I am not anti-development. I am
opposed to this project in its current size.

_The number of units proposed (28) is too many for this small, dead-end street neighborhood. Adding
47 more cars to our street is almost unthinkable in terms of trafficimpact; it more than doubles the
current number. The current size is also too big for this environment. If there were less units, they
would not need to push so far down toward the river. It may well be (as theyhave stated) that this
group needs to build 28 units to generate enough income to make units atfordable for members and
to make mortgages low enough for banks to approve them. I understand that. But that doesn't mean
that this is the appropriate setting for a project of this size.

This is privately owned land that will ultimately be developed. I understand and accept that fact. The
question is how will that happen? Will it be in a way that takes into account the existing community
on the street and. works to find compromise? Some of the responses to opposition from OMC on the

1
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issue of decreasing the size of the project have been, "we could have asked for 32 units" or "this could
have been developed by an out of town developer who doesn't care about the neighborhood." Asa
community, we can domuch better thanthat.

The neighbors and OMC have begun a mediation process. I am involved in it and believe in
mediation. However, OMC has said that they will not postpone the hearing or decrease the number of
units proposed. I think thisis a sad beginning for a project with so much heart and potential, that is
focused on building a cohesive comtmunity with positiveimpacts on the environment. I hear a loud
contradiction in the vision and how it is being expressed in the existing neighborhood. If I were a
future member of OMC, I would have misgivings about joining a community, the size of which, is
strongly opposed by the existing neighborhood.

AsIsaid, this is a difficult and complicated situation with all good people involved. We strongly
oppose the development in its current size.

Maj Hutchinson
114 Oakleigh Lane
Fugene, OR 97404
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JANISCH Amy C

From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Please add to record and IP list.

Becky Taylor, Associate Planner
City of Eugene Planning
99 West 10" Avenue

Eugene, OR 97401

541-682-5437

TAYLOR Becky G

Tuesday, September 24, 2013 9:54 AM
JANISCH Amy C

PDT 13-1

Follow up
Flagged

From: Hopsbran [mailto:hopshran@aol.com]
Sent: Monday, September 23, 2013 7:39 AM

To: TAYLOR Becky G

Cc: *Eugene Mayor, City Council, and City Manager; bovilsky? @grmail.com; CONTE Paul (SMTP2); FARR Pat M*(LC);
SORENSON Pete; tim@forestcouncil.org '

Subject: (No subject)

The Greenway in Eugene should be retained and protected as a green riparian edge to the Willamette -
River. Assuch, it serves many important functions, as a “parkland” for all of Eugene, a place of rich wildlife
diversity, and a filter for water runoff during times of rain. Its trees help cool the environment on warm days
and generally help mitigate adverse climatic conditions. The Greenway is wondrous and beautiful in its

natural state.

It would be ill-advised and shortsighted to allow the development the proposed Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing
complex in the Greenway. Ifrealized, the complex would set a irresponsible precedent for the river’s edge.

As Lara Bovilsky expressed in her September 19t viewpointin the Eugene Weekly, "The Willamette Greenway
should be our legacy, a treasury of protected natural space.” YES. | hope you agree. "

Sincerely,

Nena Lovinger, Board Member
LandWatch Lane County
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JANISCH Amy C

From: TAYLOR Becky G ‘
Sent: Tuesday, September 24, 2013 9:43 AM
To: JANISCH Amy C

Subject: FW: Oakleigh Meadow CoHousing
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Please add to PDT 13-1record and IP list.

Becky Taylor, Associate Planner
City of Eugene Planning
99 West 10" Avenue

Eugene, OR 97401
541-682-5437

From: Planet Not Pluto [mailto:butchandbeyend@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, September 23, 2013 1:23 PM

To: TAYLOR Becky G

Subject: Oakleigh Meadow CoHousing

DearBecky Taylor,

"In the 21st century, we will have to learn to cherish all creatures, in the commonwealth of
beings if we are going to preserve our fragile environment."

~ Sam Keen

sentient

I'm all in favor of cohousing in the Eugene area, but, Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing project will actually do

more damage and long-term destruction to the area. I don't see this project as being environmentally beneficial
to the area or to the people who live there. Developments (of any kind) which destroy the essence of having a
greenway space for all beings and living things to enjoy is not appropriate for the area.

T urge you, and others involved with the Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing permit process, to not allow this to

happen to our precious habitat. Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,
Planet Glassberg

PO Box 11011

Eugene OR 97440-3211

(541) 461-2695
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JANISCH Amy C

From: : TAYLOR Becky G

Sent: + Tuesday, September 24, 2013 9:41 AM
To: _ JANISCH Amy C

Subject: . - FW: Oakleigh Meadows Support
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Please add to PDT 13-1record and IP list.

Becky Taylor, Associate Planner
City of Eugene Planning

99 West 10™ Avenue

Eugene, OR 97401
541-682-5437

From: Shane MacRhodes [mailto:shanerh@mac.com]
Sent: Monday, September 23, 2013 1:47 PM

To: TAYLOR Becky G

Subject: Oakleigh Meadows Support

Dear City of Eugene Planning Department,

I am writing in support of the Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing application. As an active conununity member
workingto increase active transportation and improve Eugene's sustainability and livability I believe this
project would be a great asset to the community. As a third generation Eugenian and a father raising three of the
next generation I have seen Eugene change over the decades and have worked and advocated for a Eugene that
will be an even better place for my kids to grow up. Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing so peaked my families
interest that we had discussed becoming a part of the project but currently have no ties or connections beyond
attending a couple open house events to find out more information aboutthe project. We were excited about
the sustainable aspects of the project, especially the ability to access the wonderful river path system, the local
neighborhood school (River Road), and the resources that surround this area of the River Road

neighborhood. Creating a higher density housing development is in line with plans such as Envision Eugene
and creating a cluster of homes that is focused on building conununity is the exact type of development that
should be encouraged throughout our city. I believe building near the river path is actually an asset to that
section of the path. As someone who has led hundreds of students from Kelly Middle School along the West
Bank path as part of our SRTS Bike Safety Education program I believe that having a development that is
focused on community will help to improve the feeling of safety and comfort along the path. I was impressed
with the work the community had already done to clear out the invasive species that were choking out a filbert
orchard next to their property. By adopting and cleaning up this area they not only cleaned out invasive species
and garbage but they created a more open, inviting, and safe feeling space along the path.

As someone who has lived in a housing cooperative similar to cohousing I know the amount of work that goes

into building community and I know that the people who buy into cohousing are dedicated individuals who-

want to improve their neighborhood and city. I am confident that the people in homes surrounding the

development could not find better neighbors. As a dad who encourages his kids to "play in the street" I also

understand the fear of more traffic on a neighborhood street. Yet, I truly believe that Oakleigh Meadows

Cohousing wotild actually be better than leaving the land vacant and certainly better than having it developed in
' 1
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amuch less sustainable manner with a few large houses that take much more resources per square footor
another large development that is not created with community or sustainability in mind. Yes there will be an
impact on the number of cars traveling on the neighboring streets but that is what growth of a city looks like.
What matters is HOW you grow and a community like this will be more likely to have people choosing other
modes of transportation and driving safely through a neighborhood they are connected with.

This is exactly the kind of development we need to encourage and exactly the kind of area we need to be
encouraging it in; it's easy to choose active transportation & transit (Pedestrian & Bicycle Master Plan),
resources are close in (Envision Eugene; 20-minute neighborhoods), and the development is sustainable -
(Climate and Energy Action Plan).

T hope that as the developmeént moves forward that Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing works to encourage active
transportation by building safe & secure bike parking as a key element of their design process and encourages
members to choose healthy and active forms of transportation by providing incentives as well as good
infrastructure. Since infrastructure dictates behavior it will be essential that driving is less convenient than
walking or biking when it comes time to plan the layout of bike parking, paths, and path connections. If you
build a facility that shows that active transportation is the number one mode then more people will choose those
modes. I also hope that the community continues to reach out to the River Road neighborhood to work on
improving the area for safe pedestrian, bicycle, and transit access throughout the area since our transportation
system is large network that still needs improvements to make it safer and easier for families to choose the

. transportation modes they want.

I do not believe approving this application encourages any additional developments along the Willamette River
Greenway, it simply approves t/is development; one that meets city goals on many levels.
I encourage the City of Eugene to approve the application of Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing.

Thank You,
Shane MacRhodes

1920 Garfield St.
Eugene, OR 97405
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JANISCH Amy C

From: ' TAYLORBecky G

Sent: _ . Tuesday, September 24,2013 9:45 AM
To: JANISCH Amy C

Subject: FW: Oakleigh Meadow cohousing
Follow Up Flag: - Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Please add to PDT 13-1 record and IP list.

Becky Taylor, Associate Planner
City of Eugene Planning

99 West 10™ Avenue

Eugene, OR 97401
541-682-5437

From: Clare Strawn [mailto:clarestrawn@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, September 23, 2013 12:35 PM

To: TAYLOR Becky G

Cc: rgletters@registerguard.com; bovilsky2@gmail.com
Subject: Re: Oaklelgh Meadow cohousing

Please note changes to original letter in text below. Apologies to Ms. Taylor for referencing her name instead of
the article's author, Ms.Bovisky. :

Clare

Dear Ms. Taylor -

" I am speaking up to support Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing. The proposed cohousing should be supported as a
project for ecologically and socially sustainable dense cooperative housing, which, as a PhD in urban studies, I
can say is a model being adopted widely around the world as an alternative to sprawling growth. I live in the
neighborhood and have been active in creating a sense of community and place here. OMC organizers live

- adjacent to the property and are invested in the quality of live of the community -- I have met them while
volunteering to improve the filbert grove, but have never seen constructive contributions from
Ms.Bovisky. The property is not owned by a for profit property development corporation but by members of
the community and Ms. Bovisky's neighbors.
Ms.Bovisky's objections, as articulated in the Weekly, appear to be driven by fears rather than dialogues with
the community. A review of the OMC project website reveals that the are not property developers along the

~ lines that Ms.Bovisky fears. They are not erecting ugly infill housing like other properties in the area, nor are
they proposing huge low income apartment buildings such as those planned for River Road or the big

* construction currently being erected just across the river on the greenway.

The oﬁly objection that I think has merit is the need for 50 parking spaces to serve 28 units. I don't know if this
is required by housing regulations, but I would suggest that the city support the community to adopt a car
sharing model that limits the number of cars needed.
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Please show up to the hearing on October 2nd to support this progressive project.

Clare Strawn

- 465 Horn Lane

5410285-4504

On Fri, Sep 20, 2013 at 3:16 PM, TAYLOR Becky G <BeckV.G.TaVIor@ci.eugene.or.us> wrote:
Just as a point of clarification, | did not write the article. | am the City staff planner evaluating the land use applications

for the project. The person who wrote the article cited my contact information for purposes of collecting public
comments regarding the land use applications.

Becky Tay-lor, Associate Planner
City of Eugene Planning

99 West 10" Avenue

Eugene, OR 97401 -

541-682-5437

_From: Clare Strawn [mallto:clarestrawn@amail.com]

Sent: Friday, September 20, 2013 10:30 AM )
To: TAYLOR Becky G; letiers@eugenaweekly.com; rq]etters@reqlsterquard com

Cc: bovilsky2@gmail.com
Subject: Oakleigh Meadow cohousing

Dear Ms. Taylor -

I am speaking up to support Oaklelgh Meadow Cohousing. The proposed cohousing should be supported asa
project for ecologically and socially sustainable dense cooperative housing, which, as a PhD in urban studies, I
can say is a model being adopted widely around the world as an alternative to sprawling growth. I live in the
neighborhood and have been active in creating a sense of community and place here. OMC organizers live
adjacent to the property and are invested in the quality of live of the community -- I have met them while
volunteering to improve the filbert grove, but have never seen constructive contributions from Ms.

Taylor. They own the property, itisnot owned by the city or county as part of the Willamette River Greenway.
It is not owned by a for profit property development corporation.

Ms. Taylor's objections, as articulated in the Weekly, appear to be driven by fears rather than dlalogues with the
community. A review ofthe OMC project website reveals that the are not property developers along the lines
that Ms. Taylor fears. They are not erecting ugly infill housing like other properties in the area, nor are they
proposing huge low income apartment buildings such as those planned for River Road.
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The only objection that I think has merit is the need for 50 parking spaces to serve 28 units. I don't know if this
is required by housing regulations, but I would suggest that the city support the community to adopt a car

sharing model that limits the number of cars needed.
Please show up to the hearing on October 2nd to support this progressive project.

Clare Strawn

465 Horn Lane
5410285-4504
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- TAYLOR Becky G
‘rom: : Mike van Mantgem <mike@forewordedit.com>’
Sent: Monday, September 23, 2013 9:24 AM
‘To: ) TAYLOR Becky G
Subject: In Support of Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing
Dear Becky Taylor,

As a concerned, long-time resident of Eugene, | urge you to support and approve the permit for Oakleigh Meadow
Cohousing.

Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing is a smart, green, community-based infill housing project. It represents the sort of housing
project that the City of Eugene has championed in the past, is supporting now, and says it wants in the future.

Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing will consist of privately owned homes plus extensive common areas. It is co-designed by its

‘residents who have chosen to live in a close-knit neighborhood that features a healthy blend of privacy and community.

Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing addresses affordability by enabling residents to significantly downsize their homes due to
the extensive common facilities available to them. Cohousing is inherently more sustainable than traditional single-family
housing options. Cohousing lowers each family's footprint and enables and encourages sharing and cooperative
behavior. Preservation of existing green spaces, food gardens, construction practices that exceed LEED standards,
shared vehicles, and other amenities ensure that this project is green today and will be for the long term.

Research shows that cohousing brings many direct benefits not only to its residents, but to the broader .
neighborhood. Cohousing properties do more than hold their value in all economic conditions. Cohousing also generates
Jignificant social capital because its residents learn and practice cooperative decision-making processes, develop
supportive relationships, and are more civically engaged. Cohousing is a powerful response to important issues our city
faces, such as loneliness, isolation, and corrosion of neighborhood trust.

Locally, there are successful cohousing communities in Corvallis and Portland. Many hundreds of others have been built
across Canada, the U.S. and Europe.

Cohousing is right for the'City of Eugene. | would gladly welcome a cohousing development in my neighborhood. Again, |
urge you to support and approve the permit for Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing.

Sincerely,

" Mike van Mantgem

1188 Tyler St.
Eugene, OR 97402
541.206.9918
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TAYLOR Becky G

From: . patriciaparcells@aol.tom

Sent: Monday, September 23, 2013 3:42 PM
To: _ : wcd@willardcdixon.com; TAYLOR Becky G
Subject: . ‘ supporting Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Hearings Official,

I am an across-the-street neighbor to an existing cohousing community, Coho Ecovillage, in Corvallis. Frankly, these are
the best neighbors an aging woman can have! They share, pitch in, and welcome at every turn! Community overflows
their borders into our entire neighborhood!

A few years ago, for instance, our elderly cat had died in the dry heat of August, and | was struggling to dig-a hole where
we could bury him. | put out a call to Coho, and one of the men came over and dug that hole for a kitty he’d never met.

And last week, when | needed dill to pickle some beans, | was offered the excess from a Cohoot's plants.

I've been welcomed into the Coho madrigal singing group. We joined the "Friends of Coho" group and are now welcome
at their community meals. My excess juice jars have a use when they do cider pressing. Some of them garden on our

excess land, keeping it weed-free and their tables laden. Our excess tomatoes and zucchini have been served up at
Coho community meals.

They have made their common house meeting room available for a variety of community talks and entertainments.

Their land use planning is a model for anyone wishing to integrate food production and native plant habitats into their
property. I'm forever consulting one or another of them about plants they have, and walking interested friends over for
tours. ‘ . : :

‘Frankly, if the plans for Oakleigh Meadow have any resemblance to Coho, they'll be an asset to their

neighborhood. Please approve their application. And | would be happy to talk with any prospective abutters who are
worried. Cohousing communities function very differently from, say, the apartment complex half a mile down the road
from us. They actively want to be part of a community and work very well with othersl!

Sincerely,
Patricia Parcells

1165 SE Alexander Ave.
Corvallis, OR 97333

1230



o~

September 23, 2013

Letter of Reference: Oakleigfl Meadow Cohousing
To: Hearings Official

I have been a River Roéd resident for more than 35 years. If I were planning a move from my
present home, Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing (OMC) project would be my first choice.

I have been fully apprised of OMC activity for at least two years. Their efforts to communicate
with the neighborhood have been extensive with at least monthly e-mails, monthly events to
which the neighborhood and interested parties could participate, and some interviews on the
radio with underwriting messages on Jefferson Public Radio. There have been articles and
announcements in The Eugene Weekly, The Register-Guard, and The Tribune News. A publicly
noticed presentation was available for all to view and ask questions earlier this year. I have seen
them at Home Shows, Eugene Celebration, and other public events. My husband and I attended a
picnic on the OMC property during the summer 0of2012. Several presentations and
announcements were made at the River Road Community Organization.

I'am favorably impressed with their work to build community between the people planning to
buy into OMC and their effort to build community between OMC and the neighborhood and
beyond. It would be a dream come true to live in a thoughtful community that plans for the long
term to steward the land by providing open space for common enjoyment and gardens. Itis
refreshing to see OMC's concern about building energy-efficient homes, minimizing the use of
cars, and supporting the rest of the community in growing a 20-minute neighborhood with
businesses that will provide the goods and services needed within walking and biking distance.

I strongly recommend approval of Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing with its thoroughly well
thought out approach to living more lightly on the land and providing housing for a multi-
generational community of people striving to live in a supportive enviromment.

Most cordially,

Carleen Reilly

395 Marion Ln.
Eugene, OR 97404
541-689-8561
carleenr@gmail.com
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JANISCH Amy C

From: ~ TAYLOR Becky G

Sent: . Tuesday, September 24,2013 10:02 AM
To: JANISCH Amy C

Subject: ] PDT 13-1

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: o Flagged

Please add to record and IP list.

Becky Taylor, Associate Planner
City of Eugene Planning

99 West 10™ Avenue

Eugene, OR 97401
541-682-5437

From: Marshall Wilde [mailto: miwlide@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, September 22, 2013 5:41 PM

To: TAYLOR Becky G '
Subject: Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing

HiBecky -

I won't be able to make the Oct 2 meeting, but I hope that I can still weigh in in favor of the Oakleigh Meadows
Cohousing project. I have read about the greenbelt concerns, but the site plan addresses them

well. Additionally, lets face it, the kind of folks who like to live in cohousing aren't exactly the "pave it all
over" crowd. They'll do a good job preserving the greenbelt. More formally, the plan meets the high density
goal, among others.

As for the opponents, NIMBYism is understandable, but misguided in this case. We would all like our
neighborhoods to be preserved unchanged for eternity just the way we like them, but growth happens. This is
growth that meets our community ideals.

Sincerely,
Marshall L. Wilde

3390 Potter Street
Eugene, OR 97405
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Sunday, September 22, 2013

to: ©  Hearings Official
from: Don Kahle
re:  Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing

Governor Kitzhaber and others have famously remarked that there are only two things
Oregonians will not abide: density and sprawl. I've seen the OMC plan and I believe they
have found the sweet spot between those two.,

Yes, there will be concerns about the number of units, although the number is fewer
than what zoning would allow. What’s remarkable about their plan is the amount of
open space that is preserved. This is accomplished with several design innovations that
rise from the mutual trust OMC’s members have built between themselves.
« Buildings can be clustered because residents aren’t seeking as much distance as
possible from their neighbors.
« Units are smaller than they might otherwise be, because all residents w111 share
some common facilities.
« Open space is likewise to be shared, promoting neighborliness in the most natural
way possible.

I've gotten to know many of the OMC members and have watched them de\}elop their
processes to build that trust and open communlcatlon I've known Wlll and Lynn Dixon
for many years.

I applaud the group’s vision and determination. I believe once the project is a reality,
there will be no detractors because there’s nothing to detract. What they want to build
sounds new until you think about it, and then you realize it’s very, very old. It’s a true
neighborhood, where people will more naturally look out for one another and share

“what they have.

When and how did it become difficult to knock on a neighbor’s ‘door to ask for a cup of
sugar? These folks want to return to that lifestyle. Their willingness to risk may point a
way forward for many of us that doesn’t require too much density or any sprawl.

Thank you for your consideration.

Don Kahle, 40.0 E. 32nd Ave, Eugene, OR 97405 - 541-424-2424

page 1/1
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JANISCH Amy C

From: : TAYLOR Becky G

Sent: Tuesday, September 24, 2013 10:03 AM
To: : JANISCH Amy C ‘
Subject: _ PDT 13-1

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Please add to record and IP list.

Becky Taylor, Associate Planner
City of Eugene Planning

99 West 10™ Avenue

Eugene, OR97401
541-682-5437

From: Charlotte Maloney [mailto: cmaloneyotr@comcast.net]
Sent: Sunday, September 22, 2013 12:10 PM

To: TAYLOR Becky G

Cc: TAYLOR Betty L; PIERCY Kitty

Subject: Oakleigh Meadow permit

Ms. Taylor:

This letter is to go onrecord as opposing the permit application for the Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing project to
be built on the Willamette River Greenway. [ oppose reversing the principles which were the basis for the
creation of the Greenway. Allowing the commercial development of the green space along the river Vlolates the
reason for the existence of the Greenway i in the first place.

Eugene needs more natural areas for our residents, especially our children- not less!

Thank you for your reading and tallying my comment,

Sincerély;

Charlotte Maloney
- 4391 Shadow Wood Dr., Eugene OR 97405
Cell 541-953-0148
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JANISCH Amy C

From: "~ TAYLOR Becky G

Sent: Tuesday, September 24, 2013 10:41 AM
To: JANISCH Amy C ' '
Subject: . FW: Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Please add to PDT13-1 record & IP list.

Becky Taylor, Associate Planner
City of Eugene Planning

99 West 10" Avenue

Eugene, OR 97401
541-682-5437

From: Don McLean [mailto:donmclean@pacbeil.net]
Sent: Saturday, September 21, 2013 9:11 AM

To: TAYLOR Becky G :

Subject: Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing

“Dear Ms. Taylor

We are reside at 109 E. Hillcrest Drive, owner since 1992, approximately
100 yards as the duck flies from Oakleigh Meadow. We love the meadow
and grove, and walk through it at least five days a week.

Allowing the cohousing project wouid be a shame --intrusive, violating-
the peace and tranquility and beauty of the greenway. We strongly oppose
it, and look to you to deny this project.

Thank you.

“Don McLean and Elizabeth Marshall
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JANISCH Amy C

From: TAYLOR Becky G

Sent: Tuesday, September 24, 2013 10:22 AM

To: JANISCH Amy C

Subject: FW: opposed ot Oakleigh Meadows development
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Please add to PDT 13-1 record and IP list.

Becky Taylor, Associate Planner
City of Eugene Planning

99 West 10" Avenue

Eugene, OR 97401
541-682-5437

From: Dale Greenlee {mallto:dalegrel@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, September 21, 2013 6:42 PM

To: TAYLOR Becky G; saveoakleigh@gmail.com
Subject: opposed ot Oakleigh Meadows development

Hello Becky,

My name is Dale Greenlee. [ have been an owner and full time resident at 108 Oakleigh Ln since 1995. I moved
to Oakleigh Ln because of the proximity to the Greenway Path and the quiet nature of the one block, dead end
street. -

I believe in keeping the entire Greenway as free from development as possible and certainly do not want to see
the additional vehicle traffic on Oakleigh that would result if the Oakleigh Meadows project is approved.

As much as I am concerned about my small street I think the ability of a developer to degrade the appeal of the
Greenway for all citizens is the real issue. Is this a riverfront greenway or a condo corridor?

I hope the city planners consider what decision will be in the best interest of all city residents and visitors to this
area.
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Friday, September 20, 2013

Hearings Official-
Eugene City Planning Division

Re; Oakleigh Meadow Co-Housing PUD application

Dear Hearings Ofﬁciel;

This letter is as strong support for the proposed co-housing project being proposed for by the Oakleigh
Meadow Community. | have followed this project for a number. of years and offer the following
comments. | believe that | can offer these comments as a long term resident of Eugene and a proven
expertin urban design, land use planning and single family and multifamily housing design. | have
practiced architecture for the past 50 years in Eugene and throughout the U.S. and have taught
Architectural Design at the University of Oregonfor 52 years.

Having watched the progress of this project’s development, | can say the planning, programming and
design by those active in the process have learned from this long and tedious internal design process. A
process that has required the participants to seek consensus, explore and understand a slightly
different lifestyle. They have come away with a special understanding and regard for each other, the
surrounding neighbors and the land. This is a sustainable project because all involved have had a part
in making it together, it is-theirs and they will protect it. They have made a working and sharing

"urban sub community” connected and within a part of a larger community. They have focused on
how “sub communities” are important and what a resource they offer to themselves and to the larger
community.

The proposed number of units is within the prescriptive land use density for low density housing. It
certainly satisfies the intent of the PUD ordinances, which was adopted to encourage and allow for
imaginative land uses and site configurations beyond prescriptive ordinances. This proposed
development from an urban design standpoint is certainly much better than a string of houses all with
the prescriptive setbacks, like a string of beads along a street or a spaghetti system of developer streets
lined with the same houses dropped into place. Rather this is a community with buildings attached to
form useable spaces that contribute to the community needs and uses. Not simply something to mow
between separated houses. The portions of the site that are common will be maintained and cared for
by the members of the community as one would care for the shared spaces and outdoor rooms that
are a part of their individual house units.

Assuming the role of land use planning is to protect the past and to examine and supportthe future,
this project is the future and provides for the City an example for others to study, watch and follow. It
demonstrates an approach to housing and Iand use optlons at this scale, not currently found in the
City.

This is a project that typifies the intent of the PUD ordinance and the goals of the City of Eugene. ltisa
project and design that should be encouraged and strongly supported.

Sincerely
Otto P. Poticha FAIA NCARB _
Architect and Adjunct Associate Professor.

: T 541.686.9466
Otto P. Poticha, FAIA, NCARB :: Eugene, Oregon 97403 : F 541.686.9371
Email: op@poticha.net ‘ :
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JANISCH Amy C

From: ’ TAYLORBecky G

Sent: ' Tuesday, September 24, 2013 10:43 AM
To: JANISCH Amy C

Subject: FW: Oakleigh Meadows

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Please add to PDT 13-1 record and IP list.

Becky Taylor, Associate Planner
City of Eugene Planning

99 West 10 Avenue

Eugene, OR 97401
541-682-5437

From: davidwcutting@gmail.com [mailto:davidweuttin mail.com]
Sent: Friday, September 20, 2013 8:11 PM

To: TAYLOR Becky G '

Subject: Oaklelgh Meadows -

From: davidweutting@gmail.com:
To: becky.g.taylor@ci.eug.or.us
Sent: Fri, 20 Sep 2013 8:06 PM
Subject: Oakleigh Meadows

Hi Becky,

Please register my opposition to the Oakleigh Meadows cohousing as currently envisioned. I believe the unit
density is incompatible with the neighborhood and natural setting,

David Cutting :

126 McClure Ln

Eugene 97404
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September 20, 2013
Dear Hearings Official:

I've had the opportunity to do a bit of research on the proposed Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing project.
I've looked at preliminary plans, visited their website and facebook pages, along with visiting the site
itself and meeting several members of this aspiring cohousing community.

First Id like to say that | support the concept of cohousing in general, and this cohousing development in
particular. | believe that the developers and architects of Oakleigh Meadow have done an exceptional
job of integrating these new-dwellings on the site, in a waythat will not negatively impact the
surrounding neighborhood. As | understand it, the architects have worked on many cohousing
communities throughout the country. This past experience will ensure that our first cohousing .
community will benefit from all the previous lessons learned by the architgcts.

Oakleigh Meadow fits with the concepts of sustainable development that Eugene embraces. It brings
density within the urban growth boundary. It is situated in an area whereresidents can access
alternative modes of transportation including the bus system and bike paths. | also believe the residents
of this neighborhood will be good stewards of the land in and around the site.

From meeting the-potential community members | get the sense that they do not want to close off their
community from their surrounding neighbors. | believe they will be good, courteous and frielﬂdly
neighbors, and will enhance the surrounding neighborhoaod.

I think that Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing will be a positive addition to Eugene, and | believe this will be a
model community that others will want to emulate. It fosters community, which is something we all

.need.

Sincerely,

Jodi Sommers
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Jim O'Connor & FPen Sand
1430 Willamette St #240
Cugene OR 97401

775/ 420~7972

September 20, 2013
Hearings Official

City of Eugene

This letter is in support of the planned Oakleigh Meadow cohousing
project.

We discovered cohousing while traveling in Arizona. To find a group
in Eugene was exciting. We joined Oakleigh Meadow having every
intention of buying a unit and living in the community. We want to
live in a multi-generational community where we know our
neighbors, enjoy shared activities and are entertained by the antics of
the children nearby.

We were especially pleased with the location of Oakleigh

Meadow. We currentlylive across the river from Oakleigh Lane. We
know the value of the river front trail and want to continue to live
along the river.

Our lives have taken a different path and Oakleigh Meadow is no
longer an option for us. Though we won'’t be living there, we strongly
believe that the Oakleigh Meadow project willbe a great asset to the
neighborhood. |

With best wishes for Oakleigh Meadow

Jim O’Connor and Pen Sand
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JANISCH Amy C

From: TAYLOR Becky G

Sent: ) Thursday, September 19, 2013 12:04 PM
To: - JANISCH Amy C

Subject: FW: Oakleigh proposal

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

‘Flag Status: “Flagged

Please add this public testimony to the record for (PDT 13-1).

Becky Taylor, Associate Planner
City of Eugene Planning

99 West 10" Avenue

Eugene, OR 97401
541-682-5437

From: Phyllis Temple [mailto:phyllistemple@gmaii.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 19, 2013 11:55 AM

To: TAYLOR Becky G

Subject: Oakleigh proposal

Dear Ms. Taylor,
I will be unable to attend the October second hearing, so send this now.

I write to oppose the Oakleigh development. Co-housing is a wonderful model, and if six families wish to
develop the site, I believe the neighborhood could handle that amount of infrastructure and traftic. However, the
current proposal 0f 29 condominiums and 47 parking spaces is far too much for the neighborhood to bear. The

‘general principles of co-housing suggest a neighborly and respectful use of resources -- but Oakleigh

development co-housing project has clearly turned a blind eye to the people already living nearby. It bodes ill.
In addition, there is no guarantee that the co-housing project will be sustainable, and then the neighborhood will
be left with a complex of 29-plus rental properties, a lousy prospect for immediate neighbors, and for all those
who walk and pedal by on the river' path.

Ms. Taylor, please see that my opinion is expressed at the hearing. If this should go to a dlfferent offlce please
let me know.

| Sincerely,

Phyllis Temple
244 Loretta Way
Eugene, OR 97404

phyllis
"No one can pbssibly know what is about to happen. It is happening each time, for the first time, for the only

1
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time" - A
James Baldwin (1924-1987)
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9/19/13
Dear Hearing Official,

This e-mail is in support of the Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing unit development.
was part of the development of CoHo Ecovillage in south Corvallis and still live
there. We had a long development process which included conversations with
neighborhood residents. To this end we held a couple south Corvallis meetings and
met with individuals to discuss their concerns. They were, as I remember, loss of
open space (that some of their children played in), more traffic and or people, and a
fear the we would park on neighboring streets.

We were successful in our negotiations and, I think if surveyed, area residents
would now say we're great neighbors. We are involved in the greater area
activities, host some event for everyone here, and have not created traffic or
parking problems. Several folks have become frlends of CoHo and j ]om in working
and play at our development.

Concern about change is natural, but the arrival of cohousmg will only be positive
for the neighborhood.

Dennis Clark-

1975 SE Crystal Lake Dr. #161
Corvallis, OR 97333 '
541-908-3325

(former Eugene resident for 27 years)
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JANISCH Amy C

From: - TAYLOR Becky G

Sent: Tuesday, September 24,2013 11:06 AM
. To: _ JANISCH Amy C

Subject: FW: Oakley Meadows.

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Please add to PDT 13-1 record & IP list.

Becky Taylor, Associate Planner
City of Eugene Planning

99 West 10th Avenue

Eugene, OR 97401
541-682-5437

----- Original Message-----
" From: Sarah Adkinson [mailto:saraha@® camascountrymill.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 19, 2013 6:28 PM
To:TAYLOR Becky G
Subject: Oakley Meadows

Hi Becky. | just read the article in The Weekly about Oakley Meadows. | was interested in being a part of this
development, in the beginning. | went to a number of potluck dinners with other interested people. It's a beautiful piece
of land. 4 ‘ ’

| was dissuaded from continuing my involvement with this group when our vision differed. | wanted something simple
with few people. . '

It occurred to me that the people who bought the property- were DEEPLY in debt and needed a bailout. Thus, too many -
people, cars, pavement and ugliness forthat.area became their goal.

I urge you to look with a critical eye at this endeavor. If it were simply, tastefully done, with the input of the
neighborhood, it MAY work- as it stands, their vision is not appropriate for that space.

Thanks, Sarah Adkison

Sent from my iPhone
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TAYLOR Becky G

“rom: Jon Oakes <oakes@poage.net>

Sent: Thursday, September 19, 2013 8:55 AM
To: TAYLOR Becky G

Cc: Will Dixon

Subject: Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing Easements
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Hello Becky

This correspondence is to confirm to you that three of the easements listed in the title report stibmitted with the PUD
application for the Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing project do not actually impact the OMCsite. The easements granted
to the United States of America on Aug. 6, 1947 in Book 353, Page 146 and on October 11, 1949 in Book No. 403, Page
285 of the Lane County Oregon Deed Records are adjacent to the west bank of the Willamette River and are located
wholly within the boundaries of Assessor’s Map No. 17-04-24-13 TL No. 600. The road easement reserved in an
instrument recorded March 16, 1942 in Book 229, Page 60 is located along the south boundary of Assessor’s Map No.
17-04-24-13 TL No. 500, adjacent to McClure Lane. Please don’t hesitate to contact me if you require any addltlonal

information in order to move forward with your review of the pendlng application.

Regards,

onathan A. Oakes PLS 2105
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Dear Hearings Official,

| am writing in support of Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing. I'm-a reS|dent of CoHo
Ecovillage in the southtown neighborhood of Corvallls

Because a cohousing community is a "neighborhood of neighborly neighbors," residents
have a strong commitment to being good neighbors. We have invested a great deal of
time and energy to live in a setting where we communicate openly and work together.

With our southtown neighbors, we work together on community projects, plus share
garden space and other resources. CoHo's common house has been a meeting space
for neighborhood gatherings. Our annual Halloween celebration down our central path
attracts lots of folks from the neighborhood.

-~ -~ We have an active Friends of CoHo program and Associate Member program. These
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families take part in our weekly meal program and some serve on CoHo teams and help
out at work parties.

Based on our experience in southtown Corvallis, | believe that living close to a
cohousing community can be a positive experience for everyone.

Susan Hyne

CoHo Ecovillage

1975 SE Crystal Lake Drive
Unit 111

Corvallis, OR 97333
541-753-4453
susanhyne@gmail.com
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Date: September 18, 2013
To: ‘Hearings Official

From: Susan Hyne
Resident, CoHo Ecovillage, Corvallis
1975 SE Crystal Lake Drive, Unit 111
Corvallis, OR 97333
541-753-4453
susanhvne@gr_naﬂ com

Attentlon OMC

I am writing in support of Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing. I'm a resident of CoHo
Ecovillage in the southtown neighborhood of Corvallis.

Our site had to be annexed to the city through a vote before our project could be
built. The overwhelming support we received from Corvallis residents was
wonderful. In sharing our dream and talking about the annexation, we emphasized
our strong commitment to being good neighbors. Cohousers invest lots of time
and energy to live in a close-lait neighborhood and that takes open communication
and the Wllhngness to work together

We now enjoy collaborating with our southtown neighbors on community projects,
plus sharing garden space and other resources. CoHo's common house has been a
meeting space for neighborhood gatherings. Our annual family-friendly
Halloween celebration down our central path attracts lots of folks from the
neighborhood. '

‘We have an active Friends of CoHo program and Associate Member program.

These families take part in our weekly meal program and some serve on CoHo
teams and help out at work parties.

- Based on our experience in southtown Corvallis, I believe that a cohousing -

community can be a positive addition to a neighborhood.

Susan Hyne
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September 17,2013

City of Eugene’

Planning and Development Department
attn: Becky Taylor, Associate Planner
99 West 10™ Avenue '

Eugene, OR 97401

Re: Preliminary Information in Opposition to the Proposed Land Use Change for the Oakleigh Meadow
Cohouslng Project - Application PDT 13-00001. '

Dear Ms, Taylor:

The following letter presents information regarding the inequitable comparison of three cohousing
projects from California, recently publicized In letters of support for the public comment record. In
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. cohousing) presented in the application.

fnequitable Comparison of the California Projects

Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing (OMC) is proposed as a 28 unit, 7 townhouse condominium complex on
2.3 acres of land sitqa'ted wholly within the Willamette Greenway at the east end of a dead end lane
(Oakleigh) in a 1950s single-family-detached-home nejghborhood. The areals 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 verylittle asphalt or concrete, moderate amount of space
between buildings, detached middle Income homes, accesson a dead-end unimproved lane, and
significant open space and vegetation associated with the riparian zone of the Willamette River.

The three projects used for comparison are the Nevada City Cohousing project, Doyle Street/Emeryville,

Cohousing project, and the Wolf Creek Cohousing Project. These projects were referenced in letters of
support uploaded to the City’s application webpage on September 10, 2013. On 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 Cohousing 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 siteiis offof 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/Erneryville Cohousing 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 Emefy'ville. The Project is located in a medium density residential zone.

Figure 4 presents the Wolf Creek Cohousing project in the southern portion of Grass Valley California. - !
The satellite irhage 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 and has a moderate 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 offof 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, and access.

Lifestyle vs Land Use

The letters of support for the OMC project are well focused on one theme, cohousing. Because of that,
there has been little oppoéition 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 on a one-lane
dead-end road. The OMC application relies on the term “cohousing” and the associated perceived
sustainability that cohousing prov'ides. The problem with this is that the application fails to adequately
address actual issues of land use, such as traffic increase/safety, neighborhood 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.

| suspect that if the OMC proposal did not have cohousing 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

Page 2 of 3
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Ms. Becky Taylor
Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing Project

cohousing community, thus the applicant’s continual use of “cohousing” in the application, is irrelevant
when it comes to future land use of the property. This project could easily be owned by a non-
cohousing organization in the future. Once again, this is about land use, not lifestyle. | urge the City and
the Hearings Official to be mindful of this when reviewing the application and supporting
documentation.

Sincerely,

o
Bryp¥ffoms, Oakleigh Lane Resident '
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Fizure 1 - OMC Project Area Satellite Image and Zoning
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Figure 2 - Neva_da City Cohousing Satellite Image and - Zoning
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Figure 3 - Emeryville Cohousing Satellite Image and Zoning
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Figure 4 - Wolf Creek Cohousirig Satellite imagé and Zoning
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Public Works Referral Response
Tentative Planned Unit Development ~ General Criteria

Date: - 9/17/13

To: : Becky Taylor, Planning

From: . Ed Haney, Public Works

Subject: PDT13-01 Oakleigh Cohousing PUD

Disclaimer: The following referral comments from Public Works staff reflect a preliminary
evaluation of compliance.with applicable approval standards and criteria — specific to Public Works
issues; the criteria not included in the below are presumed to be evaluated by Planning staff.

- These referral com ments include draft findings and recommended conditions of approval as well

as related informational items, relevant to surveying, engineering, transportation, and
maintenance issues identified by Public Works staff in the context of the applicable standards and
criteria. These referral comments are intended for review by plannirig staff, for incorporation into
the Cityss written decision on the subject application; however, they do not represent a final
determination of compliance with the applicable approval standards and criteria. It is
acknowledged that these referral comments are subject to revision upon further coordination W|th
other affected City departments and utility prowders

Summary: Public Works staff recommends conditional approval of the proposed tentative planned
unit development based on the following evaluation.

Evaluation: Eugene Code (EC) 9.8320 Tenta_tive Planned Unit Development Approval Criteria

(4) The PUD is designed and sited to minimize |mpacts to the natural environment by

addressing the foIIowmg

If the proposal includes removal of any street tree(s), removal of those street tree(s) has

been approved, or approved with conditions according to the process at EC 6.305.
"EC 9.8515(7) (d) If the proposal includes removal of any street tree(s), removal of those
street tree(s) has been approved, or approved with condltlons accordmg to the process
- at EC 6.305 of this code.

The proposed subdivision does not explicitly involve the removal of existing trees located within
the public rights-of—way. Therefore, this criterion is not applicable.

(5) The PUD provides safe and adequate transportatlon systems through compllance with
the foIIowmg

The proposed street layout within the development ptovides a safe and adequate transportation
system, subject-to additional findings and conditions for compliance with EC 9.6805 through EC

‘PDT13-01 Oakleigh Cohousing | - - Pagelof22
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9.6875, as provided below. Based on these findings, Public Works staff’ conflrms that the proposed
development complies with this criterion.

(5)(a) Standards for Streets, Alleys, and Other Public Ways (EC 9.6800 - 9. 6870)
EC 9.6805 Dedication of Public Ways

EC 9. 8215(1)(b) requires that the applicant comply with the Streets Alleys and Other Public Way
standards set forth in EC 9.6800 through 9.6875. Pursuant to EC 9.6805, as a condition of any
development, the City may require dedication of public ways for blcycle and/or pedestrian use as
well as for streets and 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 with the adopted right-of-way map and EC Table 9.6870.

As discussed in EC 9.6815 and EC 9.6870, which are incorporated by reference, the required right-of-
way width in Oakleigh Lane is 45’ through the east side of the development’s entry drive aisle and 33’
beyond the developmeht'é entry drive aisle in an easterly direction to a line that is 117’ beyond the
end of the existing right-of-way. These required right-of-way widths are consistent with the:
applicant’s alternate street plan and are the minimum right-of-way widths necessary to ensure that -
development of the neighboring TL 200 s not precluded. Additionally, as discussed in EC 9.6835,
which is incorporated by reference, a 13’ wide public accessway is necessary to provide for a future
bikepath connection from the approved turnaround and sidewalk in the direction of the West Bank
Bike Path. In orderto ensure compliance with these minimum right-of-way widths and the
requirement for a publicaccessway, the following conditions are warranted:

e Prior to final PUD approval the applicant shall revise the final site plan to show the
~ dedication 0f22.5' of right-of-way along the northerly boundary of the development
between the westerly boundary of the proposed development and a line that is 50’east -
of the westerly boundary, and also to show the dedication of 13’ of right-of-way
extending from the aforementioned line to a line thatis 117’ beyond the existing the
existing right-of-way. Additionally, the revised site plan shall show the dedication of a 13’
Public Accessway along the northerly boundary which extends from the end of the
aforementioried right-of-way to the easterly property boundary.

e Prior to final PUD approval, the applicant shall submit for review and approval by City
staff and recording at Lane County Deeds and Records, a street deed and a public
accessway deed which reflects the right-of-way and public accessway ‘as shown on the
revised final site plan.

Itiis in the public’s interest to have Oakleigh Lane consist of 45 feet of right-of way through the
_development site’s entry drive aisle and to consist of 33 feet beyond the drive aisle to the

terminus of the street in order to ensure safety for pedestrians, bicyclists and motorists traveling
on Oakleigh Lane (a low-volume street), to ensure the efficient provision of emergency services

PDT13-01 Oakleigh Cohousing ) ' Page 2 0f22
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and to guarantee that the proposed development and adjacent properties are accessible via
Oakleigh Lane.

There is a nexus between the requirement to dedlcate 22.5 feet of right- of -way through the drive -

aisle and to dedicate 13 feet of right-of-way east of the drive aisle to the end of the proposed
turnaround and the public interest at issue. The 22.5 feet of right-of-way will result in one-half of
the 45 feet of right-of-way which is necessary to construct Oakleigh Lane to the City’s minimum
street design standards which have been established for a low-volume street. The 13 feet of right-
of-way will provide sufficient right-of-way on the south side of the ceriterlin_e to constructan
emergency vehicle turnaround with adjacent sidewalks to City standards. Improving Oakleigh Lane
to these standards will allow for two-way vehicular and bicycle traffic, will provide separation
between vehicular traffic and pedestrians and will also provide for emergency response and access

" to adjacent lots. Because 45 feet of right-of-way is the minimum amount of right-of-way necessary

to construct Oakleigh Lane in this-manner as-a low-volume street, and because 33 feet of right-of-
way is the minimum amount of right-of-way necessary to construct the turnaround at this

" location, the public interest in safe vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle travel and emergency

response and access will be at risk if the 22.5foot and 13 foot strips -of right-of- way are not
dedicated.

The requirement to dedicate 22.5 feet of right-of-way from the westerly boundary of the proposed

development through the primary drive aisle and 13 feet from the drive aisle to a line that is 117
feet east of the existing terminus of the right-of-way is roughly proportional to the impact that the
proposed development will have on the City’s transportation facilities. The proposed development
will result in a 29 new residential units. These residential units will be accessible only from
Oakleigh Lane. Currently, 25 lots, consisting of a mix of residential, general office and commercial
zoning have structures that take access onto Oékleigh Lane; thus, the additional 29 residential
units will increase the number of structures that access this Oakleigh Lane by over 100 percent.
The construction of the new structures will result in an increase of vehicular trafficonto Oakleigh
Lane by approximately 168 new vehicular trips per day. See Trip Generation Manual from the
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) for Residential Condo / Townhouses (Category 230).

his is the last opportunity that
the City will have to require the dedication of the right-of-way prior to the City needing the right-
of-way for street construction.

PDT 13-01 Oakleigh Cohousing 1 Page 3 of22 -
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Itis also in the public interest to have a “connected” street and bikepath system that allows
pedestrians and bicyclists to safely and efficiently use the public system as a means of travelling
throughout the City and to use alternative modes of transportation when travelmg between the
commercial , residential and recreational areas of the City.

There is a nexus between the requirement to dedicate a.13 foot public accessway and the public
interest atissue. The dedication of a 13 foot public accessway will allow for the construction of a

2’ wide bikepath connecting Oakleigh Lane to the West Bank Bike Path. The 13 foot public
accessway will also allow for the south edge of the bike path to be aligned with the south edge of -
the future Oakleigh sidewalk-and provide an additional 6” on each side of the bike path for -
constructability purposes. Because 13 feet is needed to construct a bike path connector in this
manner as a standard 12’ wide bike path, the publicinterest in safe pedestrian and bicycle travel .
between Oakleigh Lane and the West Bank Bikepath and throughout the City will be at risk if the

13 foot public accessway is not dedicated.

Dedication of the 13’ public accessway is roughly proportional to the impact that the proposed
development will have on the City’s transportation facilities. The proposed development will
result in 29 residential units. By creating new residential units, the proposed development will
increase the number pedestrians and bicyclists using the bikepath system. Using LCOG’s Metro
Trans Model “EMME 2” to determine vehicular and non-vehicular components for the street
system, projections for bike/ped trips generated by a proposed residential development of 29
units would generate 5% of the estimated 168 Average Daily Vehicular Trips from the
development, or approximately 8 bike/ped trips per day. However, based on the applicant’s
written statement and because of the proximity of this development to the West Bank Bikepath, it
is safe to assume that the number of daily bike/ped trips from this proposed development would
be significantly greater than the projected 8 trips. Regarding the size of the dedication in
comparison to the size of the proposed development site, the total area of the public accessway is
approximately 312 S.F., or approximately 0.3% of the total development site. This development
application is the last opportunity that the City will have to require the dedication of the public
accessway prior to the City needing the public accessway for bikepath construction.

EC9.6810 Block Length

Block length standards are not applicable because no new local streets are proposed or required.

EC 9.6815 Connectivity for Streets’

In order to meet Stteet C-onnectivity standards, the proposed development must, at a minimum,
provide extensions of the public way which are consistent with subsections (2)(b), (2)(c) and (2)(d).
EC 9.6815 (2)(b) requires street connections in the direction of any planned or existing streets

_ PDT 13-01 Oukleigh Cohousing *~ ' Page 4 of 22
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within % mile of the development site and connections to any streets that abut, are adjacentto,‘or
terminate at the development site. EC 9.6815(2)(c)) requires that the proposed development
include streets that extend to undeveloped or partially developed land adjacent to the
development site in locations that will enable adjoining properties to connect to the proposed
development’s street system EC 9. 6815(2)(d) reqwres secondary access for flre and emergency
vehlcles :

To the north, the proposed development is bordered bya 20' right-of-way, i.e., Oakleigh Lane and
an undeveloped 1. 2 acre vacant lot, i.e., TL 200. The proposed development is also bordered by
partially vacant property (TL 10100) and an underdeveloped tract (TL 5600) to the west, parklands
to the east and existing residential development to the south. Existing streets within % mile of the
proposed development include McClure Lane to the south, which is separated from the

- development by existing residential development and East Hilliard Lane which is located
approximately 370 to the north. Staff notes that there are no existing or topographical constraints.

within the adjacent TL200 that would prevent the extension a street connection from Oakleigh

" Lane to Hilliard Lane, however the existing 20’ right-of-way is not adequate to allow for the

extension of a public street into TL 200, therefore additional right-of-way is necessary from the
proposed development to ensure extension of Oakleigh Lane and to ensure that future
development of TL 200 will not be precluded. Without the approval of a street connectivity
exception, in order to comply with the street connectivity standards, the -applicant would need to
extend 22.5’ feet of right-of-way (i.e., % width south of centerline) to the easterly boundary of the
proposed development. However, the applicant is requesting an exception to the requirement to
extend Oakleigh Lane based on EC9.6815 (2)(g)(1), and has submitted a shadow plat (i.e.,
alternate street plan) showing how TL 200 could be developed with the minimal widening of

- Oakleigh Lane together with a narrative showmg how the alternate street study meets the intent

statement of EC 9.6815(1). .

Per Figure 1 of the alternate street plan, TL 200 could be developed with 4 Lots, with Lots 1-3
being created as flag lots from the terminus ofthe public right-of-way, i.e. an emergency vehicle
turnaround, and Lot 4 having frontage along the right-of-way. Per Fig. 1, a minimum right-of-way
dedication would be 9’, however as discussed at EC 9.6870, a right-of-way width of 13’ would be
necessary to ensure the construction of a public sidewalk adjacent to the south side ofthe
turnaround. Staff confirms that the proposed turnaround would adequately meet the future
frontage requirements for development of TL 200. : -

Public Works staff confirms that the proposed development complies with the intent statements
of subsection (1) in the following manner.

(1) Purpose and Intent. :
The street connectivity standards of EC 9.6815(2) Street Connectivity Standards are established to
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ensure that all of the following are met:
(a) Streets are designed to effluently and safely accommodate emergency fire
and medical service vehicles. 7
Staff concurs that the shadow plat has shown how an emergency vehicle turnaround can be
provided upon the development of TL 200-and further notes the potential for future emergency
vehicle access through the site which would connect West Hilliard to Oakleigh Lane.
(b) The layout of a street system does not create excessive travel Iengths A
Staff concurs that the development of TL 200 would result in a direct connection to River Road vra
Oakleigh Lane and notes that development of TL 200 could potentially result in a direct connection
to River Road via West Hilliard Lane. It is also noted that because TL200 is located at the terminus
of 2 public streets,the provision of a pubhc connecting street through TL 200 would not serve to
decrease existing travel distances to River Road.
(c) The function of a local street is readily apparent to the user through its
appearance and de5|gn in order to reduce non-local traffic on local residential
streets.
Staff concurs that the local function of the existing street system is readily apparent to the motor
vehiclists and will continue to be so upon improvement of the existing streets to local street
standards, which by design are intended to discourage non-local traffic.
(d) Streets are interconnected to reduce travel distance, promote the use of
alternative modes, provide for efficient provision of utility and emergency services,
and provide for more even dispersal of traffic.

" The applicant notes that because of existing development, the onIy possibility for interconnectivity
between Oakleigh Lane and West Hilliard Lane is at the end of the two existing streets and that a
public street at this location would not change the travel distances or usage of either street. Staff

" notes that this is particularly true with respect to the requirement for “more even dispersal of
traffic”. Staff also notes that the proposed shadow plat does not preclude future bike-ped or
emergency vehicle connections through the site.

() - New streets are designed to meet the needs of pedestrians and cycllsts and
encourage walking and bicycling as transportation modes.
The applicant notes that while new public streets are not being provided, the proposed
developmient site provides connections to the existing public street system and in the direction of
the existing West Bank Bike Path. Likewise, similar connections to the public street system and in
the dlrectlon ofthe West Bank Bike Path can be provided upon development of TL 200.
(f) The street circulation pattern provides connections to and from activity
centers such as schools, commercial areas, parks, employment centers, and other -
_ major attractors. '
Staff concurs with the applicant’s assertion that connections to the West Bank Bike Path are

- available within the existing street system and that access to nearby attractors to the west is
provided by the Oakleigh Lane connection to River Road.

(g) Street design is responsive to topography and other natural features and

PDT 13-01 Oakleigh Cohousing ' . . Page 6 of22

1260



o~

o~

avoids or minimizes impacts-to water-related resources and wildlife corridors.
The applicant notes that the adjacent TL 200 is open with a line of trees along the east and south
boundaries and states that the shadow plat shows that access to the flag lots avoids impacts to
natural features. Staff concurs that there would be no impacts to water-related resources or
wildlife corridors, but respectfully disagrees that the proposed turnaround would not impact the
cedar trees located on the south boundary. Staff notes that other options would be available at
the time of development of TL 200 that would minimize impacts to trees along the south
boundary. .
' (h) Local circulation systems and land development patterns do not detract
from the efficiency of adjacent collector streets or arterial streets which are
designed to accommodate heavy traffic.
Staff concurs with the applicant’s assertion that neither the proposed development nor the
conceptual development of TL 200 would change existing travel patterns in River Road, which is
the nearest arterial or collector street.

(i) Streets identified as future transit routes should be de5|gned to safely and

" efficiently accommodate transit vehicles, thus encouragmg the use of public transit

as a transportation mode.

Staff concurs with the applicant’s assertion that that the nearest transit route is located on Rlver

~Road and that no changes are foreseen.

(i) Where appropriate, the street system and its infrastructure should be
utilized as an opportunity to convey and treat storm water runoff.

As noted by the applicant, the private roadways of the proposed development and for the future

development of TL 200 will be constructed to City standards for stormwater management.

Based on these findings, an exception to subsection (2)(b), (2)(c) and (2)(d) is warranted. The

‘remaining street connectivity standards at (2)(a), (2)(e) and (2)(f) are not applicable.

Given the available information and based on the foregoing findings, exception and future permit
requirements; the proposed development complies with the street connectivity standards.

EC 9.6820Cul-de-Sacs and Turnarounds

©'On p. 30 of the written statement, the applicant indicates that no cul-de-sac is proposed,

however these standards do apply since the emstmg right- of way is being required to be
extended.

By providing for the dedication of right-of-way in that portion of the emergency vehicle
‘turnaround that is shown in the applicant’s alternative street study, the proposed development
complies with subsection (1) which requires that any street is longer than 150 feet and
terminates shall be designed as a cul-de-sac bulb or emergency vehicle turnaround.
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Subsection (2) does not apply as the applicant is providing right-of-way that will accommodate
an emergency vehicle turnaround.

An exception to the maximum cul-de-sac length of 400’ proscribed in subsection (3) is
warranted per EC 9.6820(5)(b).because anytonnecting street between Oakleigh Lane and East

- Hilliard Lane or McClure Lane is precluded due to-existing residential development.

The need for and timing of a public accessway from the end of Oakleigh Lane is.discussed atEC
9.6835, which is incorporated herein by reference. . :

EC 9.6830 Intersections of Streets and Alley-s'
This standard is not applicable as no new intersections are proposed or required.
EC 9.6835 Public Accessways

This standard requires developments to dedicate and improve public accessways for pedestrian
and bicyclist use to connect the development site to an adjacent cul-de-sac qr to an adjacent
site that is undeveloped, publicly owned, or developed with an accessway that connects to the
subject site, provided the city makes findings to demonstrate consistency with constitutional
requirements. Public accessways must be designed and constructed i in accordance with the
City’s adopted Design Standards and Guidelines.

Staff notes that there are several connecting paths from the nearby dead end streets east to
the West Bank Bike Path, with the nearest existing connector being located to the north at East
Hilliard Lane. Additionally, the Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan identifies a future connector
from the east end of McClure Lane to the riverfront path. The proposed development identifies
an internal sidewalk system that ultimately connects to the McClure system to the south, which -
will be available for private use only. Additionally, as depicted on Sheet A1.1, there is an
existing informal path which extends from the existing end of Oakleigh Lane to the riverfront
path system. Staff notes that an improved bike-ped connection to the West Bank Bike Path

* would benefit the residents of the proposed development as well as provide public benefitto a

number of residents living on Oakleigh that would otherwise need to travel north or south on
River Road to access the East Hilliard and McClure Lane connections.

-On page 31 of the written statement, the applicant indicates that the path “will be irhproved
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and maintained by Oaklelgh Meadow, LLC. Referral comments from Parks Planning staff
indicates that POS staff would support a publicly accessible path through the park to the bike
path, but that there are nofunds to build the connection at this time. Although this standard
provides for dedication and improvement of connection to the bike path, staff concludes that
the timing is not correct for the construction of a bike path at this location because the precise
design of a future bike path is not khown and because funding is not currently available.
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Regardless, the dedication of a Public Accessway will ensure that the bike path can be
constructed in the future. Therefore, per the findings at EC 9.6805, which is incorporated herein
by reference, as a condition of approval, the applicant shall be required to dedicate a 13’ public
accessway from the end of the proposed turnaround to the easterly property boundary.

Based on these findings, the proposed dévelopment complies with this standard.

EC 9.6840 Reserve Strips
Smce access beyond the end of the existing terminus of Oakleigh Lane is not currently
controlled by a reserve strip, a reserve strip placed along the margin of the required dedlcatlon
would not serve to prevent access to adjacent properties; therefore there is no reqwrement for
areserve strip. :

EC9.6845 Special Safety Requireménts_

There are no special safety requirements necessary to discourage use of the streets by non-
local motor vehicle traffic.

EC 9.6850 Street Classification Map

The proposal complies with ,this standard as discussed in EC9.6870 Stre'et Width, whichis .
incorporated herein by reference.

EC 9.6855 Street Names
This standard does not_apply as there are no new streets.

EC 9.6860 Street Right-of-Way Map
The proposal does not amend the right-of-way map. This criterion is not applicablie.

- EC9.6870 Street Width

Pursuant to EC 9.6870, when a street segment right-of—way width is not designated on the adopted
Street Right-of-Way map, the required street width shall be the minimum width shown for its type
in Table 9.6870 Right-of-Way and Paving Widths, although a greater width can be required based
on adopted plans and policies, adopted Design Standards and Guidelines for Eugene Streets,

Sidewalks, Bikeways and Accessways or other factors which in the judgment of the planning and
public works director necessitate a greater street width. :
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Oakleigh Lane, which is not identified on the adopted Street Classification Map or the adopted
Right-of-Way Map (Fig. 60-61 of the Arterial and Collector Street Plan (ACSP)), is a local street.
Staff concurs with the applicant’s assessment on page 43 ofthe written statement that
Oakleigh Lane is a low-volume local street. There are currently 25 residential tax lots along
Oakleigh Lane and with the addition of 28 units as a result of the proposed development, the
ADT would be greater than 500 trips per day, which is within the expected 250-750 ADT range
for low-volume streets. The low-volume classification is consistent with the determination for
other similar dead end. streets located east of River Road and north or south of Oakleigh, that
were also identified as low-volume streets in recent land use decisions. Staff acknowledges that
the existing pattern of development on Oakleigh Lane, which is described by the applicant on
page 30 & 40 as “having a country lane feeling” includes a number of structures that were
constructed close to the existing pavement and right-of-way, may result in the need for creative
street design when the street is improved through a future LID process.

Per Table 9.6870 the minimum right-of-way width for low-volume streets is 45’. The existing
right-of-way 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. . '

Based on theright right-of-way requirement of 45’ and the existing right-of-way width (which
as noted, is located entirely north of centerline), an additional 22.5’ south of the centerline is
required. This dedication would satisfy the right-of-way requirement for the properties south of
centerline, with the remainder of the 45’ right-of-way being required from the properties on
the north side of the centerline.

However, per the.findings at EC 9.6815, the applicant qualified for an exception to the street
connectivity requirements. The alternate street study identified the amount of right-of-way
necessary to construct an emergency vehicle turnaround beyond the end of the existing

+Oakleigh Lane, which would also provide the necessary frontage for flag lot development of TL

200. The proposed turnaround would straddle the common property line‘hetween the
proposed development and TL 200. The portion of the right-of-way that is located within the
proposed development is identified on Fig. 1 of the alternative street study as being a strip that
is 9’ wide x 116.5’ long. (Staff notes that the length should be 117’ to allow an extra 6” for
constructability issues).

Staff notes that while the applicant’s proposal is sufficient to accommodate the turnaround, the
proposal does not include a sidewalk along the south side of the turnaround which would be
necessary to separate pedestrians from vehicles and provide a safe.public walking surface for
the residents of the proposed development. The amount of right-of-way necessary to allow for

"the construction of the proposed turnaround and adjacent sidewalk would be 33’ or 13’ on the

1264

south side of the existing centerline,-which as previously noted is co-incident with the property
line. These dimensions assume a 21’ wide paved surface that is shown on the tentative plan as
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being located 6’ south of the existing northerly right-of-way line, a 6” curb, a 5’ sidewalk and a
6” area adjacent to the sidewalk for construction and maintenance purposes.

Staff further notes that as a result ofthe approved street connectivity exception, Oakleigh Lane,
east of the development’s entry drive aisle will effectively function as a cul-de-sac, with traffic -
~ volumes falling well below the 250 ADT threshold for low-volume streets. Therefore, the
nominal right-of-way width beyond the entry drive aisle of the proposed development will be
reduced to 33’ (13’ south of centerline), consistent with the approved street connectivity
exception.

EC9.6875 Private Street Design Standards

" These standards do not apply because no private streets are prbposed or required.

(5)(c) The prowsmns of the Traffic Impact Analy5|s Revnew of EC 9.8650 through 9.8680
where appllcable

The development and existing street system do not warrant review under this criterion,

_pursuant to the applicability criteria at EC 9.8670. The applicant notes that the development
will generate roughly 15 PM peak hour trips, which is well below the 100 trip threshold of these
standards. Further, staff has no concerns related to traffic safety issues or poor service levels
which will result from this development. The traffic generated by this site will not result in
routine heavy truck traffic.

(6) The PUD will not be a significani‘ risk to public health and safety, including but not limited
to soil erosion, slope failure, stormwater or flood hazard, or an impediment to emergency
response.

Due to the size of the development an erosion preventlon permit will be required prior to any
ground-disturbing activities.

Based on the recommendations made by the Geotechnical Engineer, the site appears to be
geologically stable and adequate for development. Per the Level 3 Geotechnical report
submitted with the application, the Geotechnical Engineer recommended construction”
techniques consistent with industry standards, none of which indicate the existence of unsafe
sub-surface conditions or soil conditions requiring extenswe construction to m|t|gate any
significant geological hazards or soil drainage issues.

With regard to risk of stormwater or flood hazard, per the findings at EC 9.8320(11)(c), any
structures placed within the identified flood hazard area will be reqwred to comply with EC
9.6707 through EC 9.6709. The development itself will not result in unreasonable risk of flood
per the stormwater management evaluation at EC 9.8320(11)(j).
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With respect to the provision of emergency vehicle response, the applicant notes that the
single vehicular access and hammerhead turnaround accommodates the required drive aisle
width and turning radii for emergency vehicles. The configuration of the turnaround and
Temporary Easement shall be subject to review and approval by the Fire Marshal’s Office. Also
in order to guarantee that public emergency vehicles will have the legal right to utilize the
emergency access route provided by the applicant, at the time of the building permit, the
applicant will be required to.submit an Emergency Access Easement on a standard City form for
review and approval prior to recording at Lane County. :

Other public health and other necessary infrastructure improvements have been previously-
addressed with respect to EC 9.8320(5)(b) and (11)(b). Given the available information, and
based on the findings as set forth above, it is concluded that the proposed subd|V|5|on will
comply with this criterion.

(7) Adequate public facilities and services are available to the site, or if public services '
and facilities are not presently available, the applicant demonstrates that the services
and facilities will be available prior to need. Demonstration of future availability
requires evidence of at least one of the following:

(a):  Prior written commitment of public funds by the appropriate public agencies.

(b) Prior acceptance by the appropriate public agency of a written commitment by
the applicant or other party to provide private services and facilities. -

(c) A written commitment by the applicant or other party to provide for offsettlng
all added public costs or early commitment of public funds made necessary by
development, submitted on a form acceptable to the city manager.

Public Works staff concurs with the applicant’s statement that adequate public utilities and

- services, including wastewater service, are presently available to the site as indicated on the
- applicant’s plans. Further findings at EC 9.8320(11)(b) and (j), regarding publicimprovements
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and stormwater respectively, are incorporated herein by reference as further evidence that
these services are available to or can be retained on-site site. leen these flndmgs the
proposal is in compliance with this criterion,

The provision of water and electric services and other utilities is subject to review by EWEB or
other utility prowders

(9) Stormwater runoff from the PUD will not create significant negative impacts on natural
drainage courses either on-site or downstream, including, but not limited to, erosion,
scouring, turbidity, or transport of sediment due to increased peak flows or velocity.

Per the stormwater management evaluation at EC 9.8320(11)(j), post-development flows will
be limited to pre-development levels and stormwater will be discharged on-site in order to
mimic existing conditions. Based on these findings the development will comply W|th th|s
criterion.
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(11)(b) The PUD complies with EC 9.6500 through EC 9.6510 Public Improvement Standards
' 9.6500 Easements

This section authorizes the City to require dedication of easements for wastewater sewers and
other public utilities and access under certain circumstances. This section also prohibits
obstructions within public easements.

The tentative plans identify a 20’ wide sewer easement recorded February 11, 1954 at Reel 32
Instrument 22964 in favor of the City of Eugene which appears to be centered on the easterly
boundary. A 72" trunk line is located within this easement. Otherwise, per the title reports that

“were submitted with the application, the following three easements, which are not |dent|f|ed or -

located on the tentative plans are disclosed as encumbermg the property

e An easement recorded on August 6, 1947 at Book 353, Page 146 in favor of the United .
States for power lines and appurtenances.

e An easement reserved in a deed recorded March 6, 1942 at Book 229, Page 60 from .
Nellie McClure, a single person, to H.H. Harris and Gladys M. Harris for a roadway.

e An.easement recorded October 11, 1949 at Book 403, Page 285 in favor of the Unlted
States of America.

'PW staff notes that it is the applicant’s responsibility to determine whether the proposed

development is consistent with and authorized within the area of the above easements.

Otherwise, the applicant does not brdpose nor has Public Works staff identified the need for

‘additional public easements to address present or future development of the area.

" As an informational item, pursuant to EC 9.6500(3), if any public utility easements are included

on thefinal plat, the plat shall note the following restriction: No building, structure, tree, or
other obstruction shall be placed or located on or in a public utility easement.

Based on these findings, the partition comp]iés with EC 9.6500.
9.6505 Improvements — Specifications

EC 9.6505 Improvements-Specifications requires that all public impfovements be designed and
constructed in accordance with adopted plans, policies, procedures and standards specified in

_EC Chapter 7. No public improvements are proposed or required oft his partition; however, all
- developments are required to make and be served by the infrastructure |mprovements

described below.
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1) Water Supply

Water service for the proposed development mustbe provided in accordance with Eugene
Water and Electric Board (EWEB) policies and procedures.

2) Sewage
This standard requires all developments to be served by wastewater sewage systems of the city, in

compliance with the provisions of Chapter 6 ofthis code. The applicant proposes to connect to an

existing 8” public lateral that was stubbed from public wastewater manhole no. 49033 under City
Contract File No. 1992-0011.

As an informational item, staff notes that all existihg City liens or assessments must be paid at the

" time of site development. Per the City Lien Docket, there is currently an outstanding ON-HOLD

assessment identified for TL 400.

Based on these findings, the applicant’s proposed wastewater system conceptually complies with
applicable sewage specifications, subject to a more detailed review during the subsequent site
development and building permit processes.

3) Streets and Alleys and 4) Sidewalks

EC 9.6505(3)(b) requires the developer to pave streets adjacent to the development site to the-

‘width specified in EC 9.6870 Street Width with provision for drainage and conswuction of curbs
‘and gutters, sidewalks, street trees and street lights adjacent to the development site according to

the Design Standards and Guidelines for Eugene Streets, Sidewalks, Bikeways and Accessways
and standards and specifications adopted pursuant to Chapter 7 of this code and other adopted

" plans and policies.

With the exception of street lights, Oakleigh Lane has an approximate 19 foot wide paved
surface, but has not been improved to city standards, lacking curbs and gutters, storm drainage,
sidewalks, and street trees. As.is typical for unimproved local streets in the River Road area, i.e.,
those streets which do not have paving, curb & guttér and sidewalks or which have not been -
swiped to identify dedicated travel lanes; the expectadon is that pedestrians and bicyclists will
share the paved surface with vehicles. Additionally, there is a tendency on dead end streets such

as Oakleigh; for motorists to travel at slower, more cautious speeds, because of the perceived

narrowness of the street. Until such time that property owners elect to improve Oakleigh Lane to
full City standards; including sidewalks, 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. Since the
existing paved surface provides safe passage for two-way vehicular traffic, bicycles, pedestrians
and emergency vehicles, and since there is nothing to suggest that the impacts of the proposed
development will result in unsafe conditons in Oakleigh Lane, it is appropriate to defer public
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improvements via an irrevocable petltlon Based on these findings, the following condlion is
warranted:

e The applicant shall submit an Irrevocable Petition for public improvements in
Oakleigh Lane to include paving, curbs and gutters, storm drainage, sidewalks, and
street trees. -

. Irrevocable petltlons enable the Clty to initiate a local improvement process and obligate the

property owners to pay their proportional share of the street construction costs in the future. The
City could construct the street when the majority of benefitting property owners agrees to pay. for

the improvements.

5) Bicycle Paths and Accessways

No bicycle paths or public access ways are required per the previous findings at EC 9.6835,

~ which are incorporated by reference.

(11)(c) The PUD complies with Special Flood Hazard Area development standards (EC 9.6705
through EC 9.6709)

A significant portion of the site is within the Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA) Zone AE as
identified on the Flood Insurance Rate Map 41039C and Panel 1128F. Staff disagrees with the
floodplain boundary as depicted on the proposed pﬁlan,‘ i.e., Sheet 2; however the differences
are relatively insignificant. Buildings 1, 2, 4, the northernmost bike shed and the bike barn in
their entirety and portions of buildings 3 and 7 and the garage / carport structure are located
within the SFHA. It has been noted that the bike barn has not been elevated. The upstream
most Base Flood Elevation shall be used for the entire development site unless each structure
has a separately determined BFE which is confirmed by Clty staff.

Development is allowed to occur within the SFHA, subject to review and approval for
compliance with applicable development standards during the building permit process. All
development within the SFHA is required to co_rhply with the standards at EC 9.6707 through EC
9.6709. These standards generally require, for areas located in Zone AE, that structures be
located at least one foot above the BFE among other requirements. At the time of development

(i.e. building permits), these standards may be addressed through several alternatives,

including elevated building foundations or, typically, placing fill on the building site. Specific '
measures for compliance with SFHA standards will be subject to further City review and
approval at the time of building permlts :

In order to ensure compliance with this standard the following condition is warranted:

e Prior to final PUD approval, the applicant shall submit for City review and approval,
two paper copies of the final PUD plan, (i.e., Sheet 2), which includes the SFHA -
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boundary and floodplain declaration.

Example language for the floodplain declaration is included below. Alternative Iahguage must
be submitted for review.

AS OF THE RECORDING DATE OF THIS PLAT A PORTION OF THIS DEVELOPMENT SITE LIES WITHIN
THE SPECIAL FLOOD HAZARD AREA ZONE ‘AE’ AS DETERMINED FROM THE ADOPTED FLOOD
INSURANCE RATE MAP NUMBER 41039C AND' PANEL 1128. THE FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAP
HAS AN EFFECTIVE DATE OF JUNE 2, 1999. THE BASE FLOOD ELEVATION HAS BEEN DETERMINED
TO BE 401.7 FEET 1929 NGVD PER THE ADOPTED FLOOD INSURANCE STUDY.

Quesﬁons related to the floodplain boundary,'floodplain declaration or other quesfion related
. to development within the floodplain should be addressed to Quentin Blattler at (541) 682-
8130.

11)(d) The PUD complies with Geological and Geotechnical Analysis (EC 9.6710)

The geotechnical analysis requirements beginning at EC 9.6710 apply because, pursuant to EC
9.6710(2)(a), because the proposed development is a PUD that has slopes in excess of 5%. The
applicant submitted a report that is entitled Geotechnical Investigation — Oakleigh Meadows
Cohousing — Eugene, Oregon, dated February 12, 2013, which was prepared by Foundation
Engineering, Inc. and stamped by James K. Maitland, P.E, G.E. Public Works staff confirms that the
applicant’s analysis, meets the Leve| Three Analysis requirements of EC 9.6710(4)(c) and
Administrative Order AO-58-02-25-F The report includes an'analysis of site characteristics, sub-
surface investigation and testing to establish soil types and distribution, and a report that includes
site and soil characteristics in relation to the proposed development identification of potential
probléems, and design recommendations for structures and paved surfaces, foundations, compacted
fill, earthwork, construction measures for backfill, compaction, drainage, weather limitations; and
inspection requirements during and following construction.

(11)(f) The PUD complies with Public Access (EC 9.6735)

EC 9.6735 Public Access Required.

(1) Except as otherwise provided in this land use code,-no building or structure
shall be erected or altered except on a lot fronting or abutting on a public

v street or having access to a public street over a private street or easement of
record approved in accordance with provisions contained in this land use code.

The proposed development has frontage on and will access Oakleigh Lane. This criterion is met.

(2) Access from a public street to.a development site shaII be Iocated in,
accordance with EC 7.420 Access Connections — Location. If a development will
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increase the development site’s peak hour trip generation by less than 50%
and will generate less than 20 additional peak hour trips, the development
site’s existing access connections are exempt from this standard.

The proposed development site is subject to this standard. Public Works staff confirms that the
proposed development complies with subsection (1)(a) since the proposed access connections
will not encompass a municipal utility with subsection (3)(a) the access connection will be
located more than 20 feet from the end of a curb radius and subsection (3)(b) since there is
only one proposed access connections. The remaining reqwrements ofthis subsect|on are not
applicable. ' ‘

‘ (3) The standard at (2)'fnéy be adjusted if consistent with the criteria of EC
9.030(28). \

Based on the foregomg findings, the development complies W|th these standards and no
ad Justment is necessary. -

(11)(g) The PUD complies with Special Setback Standards (EC 9.6750)

No special setbacks are required for future right-of-way or public utility easements as the
applicant is being required to dedicate right-of-way withir Oakleigh Drive that is consistent W|th
the findings at EC 9.6805 and EC 9.6870, which are mcorporated here|n by reference.

(11)(i) The PUD complies with Vision Clearance Area (EC 9.6780)

These standards do not apply because the subject property is-not located at an intersection. -

(11)(j) The PUD complies with Stormwater Deyelopment Standards (EC 9.6791 — 9.6797)

EC 9.6791 Stormwater Destination and EC 9.6792 Stormwater Pollution

"In regards to EC 9.6791 Stormwater Destination, Public Works staff confirms that on-site

management of stormwater runoff from the development is required because there is no

‘public stormwater system available to serve the property. Further, as noted in the written

statement, infiltration is not advisable. Therefore, the applicant proposes that treated
stormwater will be released at pre-development levels, using rip rap pads to disperse the flows
at the discharge points. The applicant also indicates that level spreaders, consistent with the
requirements of the Stormwater Management Manual, could be utilized if required. Based on a
letter from Neil Bjorklund, City of Eugene Parks and Open Space Planning Manager, dated July
11, 2013, the discharge of runoff from the development site in the direction of the City
parkland would be acceptable provided, in addition to other conditions, that the runoff s
discharged evenly and not concentrated at one or more points along the shared property line.
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" In order to more closely mimic existing conditions and ensure that the requirement for spread

flows is satisfactorily addressed, the following condition is warranted:

e The applicantshall include level spreaders, consistent with the requirements of the
Stormwater Management Manual at all discharge pomts from the storm dralnage ‘
system. :

Staff also notes that the placement of storm drainage facilities, i.e. outfalls and level spreaders
is inconsistent with the purpose of the existing sewer easement located along the easterly
property line (Reel 32, Instrument 22964). In order to avoid future damage to private storm
drainage facilities resulting from maintenance of the trunk line, the applicant is encourage to
locate the proposed stormwater facilities outside of the easement.

In regards to EC 9.6792 Stormwater Pollution Reduction, the applicant proposes to utilize
pervious pavement surfaces for the parking stalls, site entryway and fire turnaround. For

treatment of runoff from impervious surfaces, the runoff from the site sidewalks and roofs will

be treated in 15 rain planters. In order to ensure that the treated runoff will be discharged at
pre-development levels, the rain gardens were sized using the City of Eugene Stormwater .
Surface Filtration/Infiltration Facility Sizing Spreadsheet. Runoff from the automobile garage,
drive strip and Common House buildings will be treated in a 10 foot wide by 58-fdot long
vegetated swale located adjacent to the Common House to the east, with a berm at the end of
the swale acting as a weir to reduce flows to pre-development levels. As noted in the written
statement, the swale was sized using the presumptive method. A

-Public Works staff confirms that the proposed facilities are adequately sized to provide both
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pollution reduction and destination from the development site. The actual facility sizes and
design will be more precisely determined during the building permit process and may be
smaller or larger, based on actual impervious surface area and any impervious surface ‘
reduction techniques or in-kind facilities that may be provided at the time of development,
provided they are consistent with the City’s 2008 Stormwater Management Manual, and are
not materially inconsistent with the approved site review plan.

EC 9.6793 Stormwater Flow Control

This standard is not applicable as the subject propertyis below 500 feet in elevation and does
not discharge to a headwaters stream, however as discussed above, post-development flows
will be limited to pre-development levels in order to mimic existing conditions because a public
stormwater system is not available and on-site infiltration is not recommended strategy.

EC9.6794 StormWater QOil Control

This standard is not appllcable because the proposed development will not generate high
concentrations of oil and grease.
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EC 9.6796 Dedication of Stormwater Easements, _
This standard does not apply because the proposed stormwater facilities are to be privately
operated and maintained. : : '

EC 9.6797 Stormwater Operation and Maintenance
The purpose ofthis standard is to ensure that stormwater man'agement facilities are operated

.and maintained in a manner consistent with the stormwater development standards. This

standard applies to all facilities designed and constructed in accordance with the stormwater
development standards. This section also specifies when, and under what conditions, the public
will accept function maintenance. Consistent with these standards, the applicant proposes

private operation and maintenance of the on-site stormwater management facilities. To ensure

compliance with EC 9.6797(3)(c), as proposed, the following condition of approval is
recommended. '

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

With the findings, conditions, and future permit requnrements noted above, staff finds that thls :

criterion will be met.

(11)(k) All other applicable development standards for features explicitly included in the
application except where the applicant has shown that a proposed noncompliance is
consistent with the purposes set out in EC 9.8300 Purpose of Planned Unit Development..

Features explicitly included in the application that triggers review of other development
standards, are the parking area, which requires compliance with EC 9.6420 Parking Area
standards, and the configuration of the proposed access connection, which requires
compliance with EC 7.410 Access Connections Number, Width and Shared.

The development includes 47 parking spaces, including 8 garage spaces, 8 carport spaces and

.31 graveled open parking spaces. .Public Works staff confirms that the stall and aisle

dimensions comply with the parking area standards at EC 9.6420(1), however based on the 22’
wide drive aisle, all of the parking-spaces will be compact spaces. Therefore, for compliance
with EC 9.6420(1), the following condition is warranted:

e Prlor to final site review approval, Sheet A1.1 shall be revised to show striping for each
parkmg space and to designate each parking space as compact :

Additionally the proposed parking lot complies with the parking lot drainage requirements at
EC9.6420(2) and the drive aisle requirements of EC9.6420(5).
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Per EC 7.410(3) the city engineer or engineer’s designee may approve a request for an
exception to subsection (2) of this section. Staff notes the proposal for 22’ wide access
connections implicitly includes a request for an exception to required maximum width 20 feet
for the proposed access connections. Staff concludes that the addition of 2’ to the minimum
access connection width will provide safe ingress and egress to the development site, will not
negatively impact the efficiency ofthe right-of-way and will not result in traffic hazards to
bicycle, pedestrian or vehicular traffic using the right-of-way. Based on these findings the
Alternative Traffic Safety Study (ATSS) requirements of subsections EC 7.410 (3)(b) are satisfied
and there is no further need for an ATSS at the time of site development. Additionally, the
proposal complies with the standards at subsections (3)(c) and (3)(d).

(12)  The proposed development shall have minimal off-site impacts, including such impacté
as traffic, noise, stormwater runoff and environmental quality.

The dévelopment will have minimal off-site traffic impacts per the findings provided previously at
criterion (5)(c) regarding traffic generation and pursuant to the street standards beginning at EC
9.6805 regarding the street system. Off-site impacts of stormwater runoff is addressed as part of
the applicant’s proposed stormwater collection, conveyance, and treatment system, as discussed |
previously at criterion (11)(j). Based on these findings, staff conciudes that the proposed PUD will
comply with the applicable criterion.

(14)  If the tentative PUD application proposes a land division, nothing in the approval of
the tentative application exempts future land divisions from compliance with state or
local surveying requirements. ) :

This criterion is not applicable as the proposed development will not reqmre a subsequent land
division.’

Public Works staff récommends th.e following conditions of approval:

e Prior to final PUD approval, the applicant shall revise the final site plan to show the -
dedication of 22.5’ of right-of-way along the northerly boundary of the development
between the westerly boundary of the proposed development and a line that is 50" east
of the westerly boundary, and also to show the dedication of 13’ of right-of-way
extending from the aforementioned line to a line that is 117’ beyond the existing the
existing right-of-way. Additionally, the revised site plan shall show the dedication of a
13’ Public Accessway along the northerly boundary which extends from the end of the
aforementioned right-of-way to the easterly property boundary. '

e Prior to final PUD approval, the applicant shall submit for review and approval by City
staff and recording at Lane County Deeds and Records, astreet deed and a public
accessway deed which reflects the right-of-way and public accessway as shown on the
revised final site plan.
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The applicant shall submit an Irrevocable Petition for public improvements in Oakleigh
Lane to include paving, curbs and gutters, storm drainage, sidewalks, and street trees.

Prior to final PUD approval, the applicant shall submit for City review and approval, two

_paper copies of the final PUD plan, (i.e., Sheet 2), Wthh mcludes the SFHA boundary

and floodplain declaration.

The appiicant shallinclude level spreaders, consistent witli the requirements of the
Stormwater Management Manual at all discharge points from the storm drainage
system.

The final site plan shall note: “On-site stormwater management facilities will be
privately owned and operated. An operation and maintenance plan will be developed
consistent with the City’s Stormwater Management Manual, and notice ofthis plan will
be recorded, during the building permit process.”

Prior to final site review approval, Sheet A1.1 shall be revised to show striping for each
parking space and to designate each parking space as “compact”.

Informational Items;

Per the title reports that were submitted with the application, three easements which
have not been identified or located on the tentative plans are disclosed as encumbering
the property. It is the applicant’s responsibility to determine whether the proposed

‘development is consistent with and authorized within the area of the above easements.

All existing City liens or assessments must be paid at the time of site development. Per
the City Lien Docket, there is an outstanding ON-HOLD assessment identified for TL 400.

The configurations of the main aisle drive connection to Oakleigh Lane and any
pedestrian facilities within the Oakleigh right-of-way are not specifically approved, but
are subject to further review at the time of the building permit review.

"At the time of the building permit, the applicant will be required to submit an

Emergency Access Easement on a standard City form for review and approval prior to

,recording at Lane County.

The placement of storm drainage facilities, i.e. outfalls and level spreaders is
inconsistent with the purpose of the existing sewer easement located along the easterly
property line (Reel 32, Instrument 22964). In order to avoid future damage to private
storm drainage facilities resulting from maintenance of the trunk line, the applicant is

-encouraged to locate the proposed stormwater facilities outside of the easement.
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e Based on this decision, thé Alternative Traffic Safety Study (ATSS) requirements of
subsections EC 7.410 (3)(b) are satisfied and there is no further need for an ATSS at the
time of site development. ‘ '
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This e-mail is a formal expression of approval for the Qakleigh-Meadow Cohousing Project. My property at 125 McClure -

TAYLOR Becky G
rom: artifex3 <artifex3@efn.org> :
Sent: Wednes«_jay, September 11, 2013 7:16 PM
To: TAYLOR Becky G .
. Subject: Oakleigh Meadow:Endorsement

Lane, where | live, borders on the land intended for the project. From my point of view | see it on balance as a positive

use of that piece of land.
David Campbell

: 1277
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PH-33

TAYLOR Beckx G
To: ' TAYLOR Becky G
Subject: Solal Setback . ,
" Attachments: OMC_Dist Ridge to N PLJPG
BWAIreadykdited: Yes
BWMessageAction: Forward

'SSB = (2.5 x SPH) + (N divided by 2) - 82.5

Note: since roof slope is less than 5/12, SPH (Solar Point Ht) is height to eave = 19'-2"
Note: N = North - South Lot Dimension-(max is 90') SSB = (2 5x19.167) +(90 / 2) - 82.5 SSB = (47.9175) + (45) -

82.5SSB = 10.4175 Feet -

So, the distance from the ridge to the North Property Line needs to be at least 10.4 feet, and we're at 42'-6" at the

" nearest at Building #1 (please see attached). And Bldg#2 is |n the clear as per this formula but it's also frontlng the huge

cedartrees and the nelghbor s vacant lot.
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TAYLOR Becky G

From: Cecelia Baxter-Heintz <cbphl3@comcast.net>
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2013 9:23 AM

To: TAYLOR Becky G :
Subject: Oakleigh Meadow

1284

We are writing to voice our concerns for the

development on Oakliegh Ln. called "Oakliegh

Meadow". We live on McClure Lane, the next
street south, which is tucked away on the East side
of busy River Rd., where relatively small,
unassuming houses line a single lane, dead end
street. It is quiet here and our neighbors are

 closely knit and familiar. We invite you to

visit us anytime, have a cup, and see
for yourself.

As you are now well aware,
"Oakleigh Meadow" plans to build a

28 unit housing development with 7 -

condominium buildings, a very large
common house, and a 47 unit parking

~ garage, at the end of our street; only

yards away from the bicycle path and
the lovely Willamette river. We have



A

~ seen the plans and we beliéVe that

this new development complex will

~ create several detrimental problems.

Primarily, the construction process

- will destroy the meadow, and
encroach into the sensitive riparian
area of the river (home to osprey,

eagles, beavers, and river otters).
With it comes trucks and noise, as

well as issues involving water, sewage,

and electrical. Also, please consider

- the impact caused by both pedestrian |

and vehicle traffic. Meanwhile, our
entire neighbor-hood environment

- suffers. -

Last night our nelghbors on both
sides of the street and many others
from McClure and Oakleigh Lanes

‘met at the River Rd. annex to express
“our opposition to this planned

- development. Whereupon we were

~ informed that only one voice in favor

and one voice against would be given
two minutes to speak. We all felt
railroaded!

This has been a covert assault. The
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developefs have not been upfro,nt and

~honest with their plans about the

property. Please know that our
neighborhood is nearly unanimous in
sharing our opinion and that we will

not accept this proposal.
We ask for your help in appealing the decision

~ of this new development not just for us but for the

environment that Wlll feel the impact for years to
come.

- Thank you for helpmg Paul and

Cecelia Heintz

please feel free to contact us at:

541-730-06658
cbphi3@comcast.net
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- PH-35
Rec'd 9/9/13 from Wil Dixon

February 8, 2007

Grass Valley City Council,

Planning Commission Members
125 E. Main Street
Grass Valley, CA 95945

"RE: Wolf Creek Village

Honorable Members:

I am writing you to assure you that the proposed Wolf Creek Village Cohousing
communities will not destroy the property values of the surrounding residential
neighborhood. : :

My husband and I just purchased one of the single-family lots directly adjacent to the
Nevada City Cohousing Community. We chose this site to build our custom family home
where we look forward to raising our two children. Given what we paid for the property,
I can assure you that the cohousing community did not devalue it. In fact, we were
particularly attracted to this property because it is adjacency to such a neighborly
development where we know there are other full time homeowners that care about the
neighborhood and the City.. '

I urge you to support the communities proposéd for Grass Valley and have no doubt that
you will find them a wonderful addition to your town.

Thank you for your consideration.

Mark Goehring
100 Redbud Way
Nevada City, CA 95959

1287




1288

PH-36
Rec'd 9/9/13 from Will Dixon

CITY OF EMERYVILLE

THCOAPORATEG 1048

1333 PARK AVENUE
EMERYVILLE, CALIFORNIA 94608-3517

. TEL: (510) S96-4300 FAX: (510) 658-8095
February 21, 2007 . : ‘

Supervisor Roberta MacGlashan
County of Sacramento

700 H Street, Suite 2450
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Supervisdr MacGlashan:
1 was the Mayor of Emeryville, Cahforma (populatlon approximately 7,000) in 1991 when a

cohousmg community designed by Chuck Durrett and Katie McCamant was approved to be built
in our town. I have been the Mayor and a Councilmember for the past 19 years. As is so oftens

- the case with multi-family housing, there was considerable concern about the project. . In fact, it

was originally denied by the Planmng Commnssxon and only .approved on appeal to the City
Council. ..

The cohousing nelghbors have been a great plus to our town. The resxdcnts are particularly good
citizens. They participate in local issues.  One resident ran for and won a seat on the School
Board. Atthetime, the School District was-in disarray, with a corrupt Superintendent. Now the
test scores are improving; I attribute a lot of that improvement to the participation and leadership

of the cohousing members. The City and School District are working closely to provide a better
educatlon al experience for our children: .

Other residents have been involved in schoolé, volunteered for various City Committees, -and

- have participated in a wide variety of City activities. -‘They have modeled how to accomplish

environmentally sensitive, appropriately scaled mulh-famﬂy developments. I can assure you! that
they have been a great contribution to our town.

Moreover, their cohousing community has been a catalyst to improve their local neighborhood.
They took an old, abandoned warehouse and remodeled ‘it to create Doyle Street Cohousing
(www emeryville-cohousing.org). Thelr homes arenow selling for more than twice the original
prices. The cohousmg community has xevxtahzed the local neighborhood.

Please feel free to call me at (510) 652-2199 if you have any questlons 1 urge you to support the
cohousing community bemg proposed in Ordngevale.

Sincerely,
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' PH-37
Rec'd 9/9/13 from WVill Dixon

" SHEILA STEIN
610 Chief Kelly Drive
Nevada City CA 95959 .
530.913.9377

March 18, 2007

Grass Valley City Council,
Planning Commission Members
City of Grass Valley

- 125 Main Street

Grass Valley, CA 95945
Honorable Members:

Nevada City Cohousing is now considered a fabulous project for Nevada City, but
CoHousing creators Durrett & McCamant had to overcome mountains of opposition from

_C|ty planners officials and nelghbors in order to build |t

Nestled in a nenghborhood amoungst expensive homes, the archltects McCamant &

' Durrett take great care to make sure their communities fit into the existing neighborhood.

Once the Nevada City CoHousing project is complete, the community will be surrounded
by 7 custom homes and will appear as a traditional neighborhood. | personally perceive
the project as a charming self-contained village with a delightful ambiance and close-knit
sense of community. What a wonderful opportunity for home ownership. | feel very
strongly that this tastefully planned and creative innovation has not in any way

_ diminished the value of my home or other more expensive homes in the area.

In spife of initial opposition and fear in Nevadé City, ‘I feel that not only has the
development been accepted but is also appreciated as a wbrant contribution to the
Nevada City landscape.

It appears the developer's plans for Grass Valley contain the same dedication for flair
and taste with creative consideration for privacy and independence providing an extra

~ buffer for all the existing homes in the area past the Kmart retail center.

In closing, | think fears should be set aside. All communities have differing social and
economic levels and all should work together in harmony and splrlt that allows
opportunity to all. This community spirit has been a vital element in the beautifying and
development of this special town and may it continue with your acceptance and blessing
for a vital and necessary element of specialized housing.

Sincerely,

FanN

Sheila Stein
Neighbor to Nevada City CoHousnng
Nevada City Council Member’
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. PH-38
Rec'd 9/9/13 from wi Dixon

S'IGBIM N€ vm:n GROUP

MOTHER LODE GHAPTER - ™ SIERRA CLUB

J'anuary 5, 2007

6rass Valley CiTy Council,
Planning Commission Members
125 Main Street '

Grass Valley, CA 95945

Honorable Members of the Grass Valley City Council and Plaﬁning Commission:

This letter is to express the support of the Sierra Nevada 6roup, Yhe local sub-chapter of the
Sierra Club, for the proposed Wolf Creek Village cohousing project.

The Sierra Club advocates smart growth generally, and the local group is in favor of cohousing in
particular. We understand the concerns of some people who would prefer to seeno additional
development in the City of Grass Valley, but acknowledge the reality that new homes will continue to
be built here. The characteristics of smart growth in general and cohousing specifically are key to
a more vibrant future for Grass Valley.

The Wolf Creek Village cohousing project exemplifies smart growth qualities as articulated by the

“Sierra Club. The quadlities include, but are not limited to:

e Close-in location allows for walking/biking to shopping and restaurants which will
help dlleviate traffic congestion

o  Infill development that will not contribute to sprawl

o Compact development with clustered residences and open space

o Built using sustainable greeni building practices

We encourage the City of Grass Valley to embrace and support this visionary project and enjoy the
value it will add to the community for years to come. Your “yes" vote approving this project will

send a positive message about our desires for smart growfhwfor‘ beautifully designed, sustainable
home development in Grass Valley.

Thank you'all for your careful consideration in this matter.

Sincerely, , .

Charles Chisholm, Chair

Sierra Nevada Group, Sierra Club
P.O. Box 1042 ‘

Nevada City, CA 95949

Phone # 272-1168

PO. Box 1042 e Nevada City, California 95959





