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March 12, 2007 

· JERRY CARNIGLIA 

551 0 Doyle Street, Emeryville, CA 94608 
www.Jwrycargnfglia. coni 

Subject: Emeryvil le cohouslng community 
' 

To whom It may concern : 

PH-40 
Rec'd 9/9/1 3 from Will Dixon 

My name is Jerry Carnigl ia. I own a house at 5510 Doyle Street in 
Emeryville, CA. In 1990, a cohousing community was proposed next door to 
my big, beautiful house that ! designed and built. 

When I first learned of the cohouslng project, I was up in arms. I fought the 
project and, in fact, I was the lead organizer to counter the project. We had 
fears of traffic,· noise, density, and loss of privacy. Despite our objections, 
the project was approved . 

The cohousers ·now live n ext door to me, and I couldn't a ppreciate them 
more. Our fears turned out to be unwarranted� · I've had dinner in their 
common house many times. They have hosted several neighborhood 
meetings. They have been the most contributing neighbors in our 
neighborhood - they have participated on our school boa.rd and they've 
participated on many town commissions. 

If I had better understood what an immense contrib ution they would make 
anq what absolutely greatneighborsthey would be, I would never have 
opposed this project, and I've let them know that. · 

If you have any questions, please call me at (510} 653-1340. 

1Nf041)ERRY WWW.JERRYCARNIGLIA.COM 
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PH-39 

To Hearings Official, 

I was a member of the Oakleigh Meadow group for over a year before withdrawing because the 
unit price had increased beyond my financial means. I am concerned because I understand some 
resistance to the project from Oaldeigh Lane neighbors has emerged since my departure in the 
spring. 

As I understand it, there are two main concerns. One has been expressed by neighbors adjacent 
to the property and stems from a fear that the development will significantly block their sunlight. 
I believe one of the architects involved in the project has responded to this concern by stating 
that it is unfounded. 

The second concern regards increased traffic on Oakleigh Lane. It is true that residents of 
Oakleigh Meadow will use Oakleigh Lane as the access road to the development. However, in 
planning the development, provisions for parking for both residents and goests were a high 
priority, and the site plan includes extensive plantings on Oakleigh Lane to reduce the visual 
impact of site parking on adjacent neighbors. 

There is no doubt in my mind that the Oakleigh Meadow site will eventually be developed. The 
property is too valuable to continue to remain in its pristine state, no matter how much the 
neighbors would prefer this option. Oakleigh Meadow members are committed to good relations 
with the neighborhood in a way that the residents of a commercial apartment complex would 
never be. 

The city of Eugene, as I understand it, .is committed to curbing urban sprawl and encouraging 
infill. The group of households developing the Oakleigh Lane property will be responsible and 
responsive neighbors. I urge you to approve this project. 

Sincerely, 
Pat Bryan 
250 North Polk Street · 
Eugene OR 97402 

541-485-5972 
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TAYLOR Becky G 

( ;rom: TAYLOR Becky G 
Sent: Monday, September 09, 2013 9:11 AM 

TAYLOR Becky G To: 
Subject: Fire Comments 

Buildings 5 and 7 exceed the maximum 400 foot hose lay d istance from the furthest point on each 
building to the nearestfire hydrant on Oakleigh Lane as shown on Plan Sheet A 1 . 1  per 201 0  Eugene 
Fire Code 507.5. 1 .  (Building 6, although probably further away than Build ings 5 and 7, is only a 
d uplex. As a 2-family dwelling, it's maximum distance allowed in the fire code is 600 feet per EFC 
507.5. 1 ,  Exception 1).  A couple of options: 

1 .  Provide a fire hydrant within the maximum distance, or 
2. Install an approved automatic sprinkler system in accordance with NFPA 1 3, NFPA 1 3R or 

NFPA 1 30 per EFC 507.5. 1 ,  Exception 2. This will increase the maximum allowable d istance 
to 600 feet. 

The cover sheet notes that a 2 hour fire wall will be between town homes or a 1 hour wall with fire 
sprinklers per NFPA 1 30 meeting Oregon Residential Specialty Code (ORSC) R302.2. Most likely 
this will be the route chosen by the customer for Buildings 5 and 7. 

( \s discussed last March with Bill ,  the minimum required fire flow for this development is 1 ,500 gpm at 
20 psi residual pressure. This will require upgrading the existing water system to adequately serve 

I 
' \ 

. this development. 

Gilbert R. Gordon 
Deputy Fire Marshal 
Springfield Fire and Life Safety 
225 Fifth Street 
Springfield, Oregon 97477 
Office Phone: 541 -726-2293 
Please note my new e-mail address: 
ggordon@springfield-or.gov 

1 
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TAYLOR Becl<y G 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

TAYLOR BeckY. G 

Monday, September 09, 2013 9:18 AM 
TAYLOR Becky G 

Subject: SFHA: Engineering Comments . 

A significant portion of the site is within the Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA} Zone AE. Staff does not concur with the 
boundary ofthe floodplain shown on the proposed plan; however it is not significantly different. Buildings 1,.2, 4, the 
northernmost garage, the northernmost bike shed and the bike barn in their entirety and building 3 and 7 are partially 
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 shall has a separately determined and confirmed by 
City 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 comply 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 add ressed 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 permits. 

Prior to final plat approval, the applicant shall submit for City review and approval two paper copies of the final plat a 
floodplain declaration. 

Example plat language has been included below. Alternative language 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 41 039C AND PANEL 1 128. THE FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAP HAS AN 
EFFECTIVE DATE OF JUNE 2, 1 999. THE BASE FLOOD ELEVATION HAS BEEN DETERMINED TO BE 401 .7 
FEET 1 929 NGVD PER THE ADOPTED FLOOD INSURANCE STUDY. 

Questions can be addressed to Quentin Blattler at (541} 682-8130 . 

1 2 94  
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�dd o/<i/13 

Date: 9/6/13 
File Number: PDT 13-1 
From: Kristie Brown 

Land Use Referral 
City of Eugene 

Referral Group: Land Use Management 

The Land Use Section has reviewed the proposed tentative Planned Unit Development 
application and has the following co=ents and reco=ended conditions for areas of non­
compliance: 

i .  There are certain development standards in which complianc\) could not be verified based 
upon the Planned Unit Development application. Staffreco=eiids a condition of 
approval that states that, compliance with the following applicable development 
standards will be determined at the time of building permit review: 

• · Landscape Standards beginning in EC 9.6200 
• Garbage Screening contained in EC 9;6740 
• Bicycle Parking Standards contained in EC 9.6105 
• Outdoor Lighting Standards contained in EC 9.6725 
• Mutiple-Family Standards contained in EC 9.5500 (6)(b) & (7) 

2. The interior yard setback along the west property line is less than the required 5 feet 
minimum from the adjacent property line. Staff reco=ends a condition of approval that 
· states that, a recorded maintenance access easement adjacent to that side of the building 
is required at the time of building permit review. 

f2 95  
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�- . • . -.�Building •Bi Permit Services 

A maintenance access easement agreement can be 
obtained for some development in residential 
zones that don't comply with the required interior 
yard setback . 

Land Use Code Requirements 
Eugene Code, Chapter 9, Section 9.2751(7) 

Most development in residential zones is required. 
to have interior yards of not less than five feet, 
except where buildings abut or share a common 
wall. The owner of a lot or parcel with an interior 
yard ofless than 5 feet from the adjacent property 

. line must secure and record in the office of the 
Lane Comity Recorder a maintenance access 
easement adjacent to that side of the building. The 
easement shall provide a 5-foot wide access the 
entire length of the building and 5 feet beyond 
both ends, and requires a 10-foot separation 
between buildings on separate lots. The easement 
shall be on a form provided by the city, shall be 
approved by city staff, and be subject to a review 
arid payment of a fee set by the city manager. 

Preparing an Agreement 
The attached sample agreement is for illustration 
purposes only and will help to determine proper 
format and minimal l ega! requirements. Keep in 
mind that the specifics in this case listed in the 
recitals and terms of agreement are fictional. There 
may be additional terms to be considered 
depending on the nature of your request. These 
agreements are legal documents, so we 
recommend that you consult your attorney when 
composing the agreement to satisfy all parties. The 
legal descriptions may be provided using metes 
and bounds or lot, block, and subdivision (the map 
and tax lot numbers are not a legal description). 
Please leave a minimum of 2 inches at the top and 
bottom of the first page for official use. The 
agreement must be typed, since Lane County 
Deeds and Records will not accept hand-written 
documents for recording. 

Planning & Development 
99 W. lOTHAvenue, Eugene, OR 97401 
P 541.682.5086 * F 541.685.5593 

1 29 6  

MAINTENANCE ACCESS 
EASEMENT AGREEMENTS 

You will also need to submit a diagram labeled as 
"Exhibit A" with your agreement showing: 

1. A plot plan to scale with both parcels of 
land under consideration. 

2. The interior yard intrusion. 
3. The location of the easement on the 

neighboring property. The length of the 
easement needs to be the length of the 
proposed intrusion and 5 feet beyond both 
ends plus 5 feet on either side (see 
example). This allows for access around 
both ends of the structure. 

Review Process 
The recorded agreement is required for approval 
of a building permit. A copy of the draft agreement 
must be submitted at the time of building permit 
application or as supplemental information (SI) if 
the application is already being reviewed. The 
agreement will be reviewed for completeness and 
consistency with the Code. Once staff has 
approved the agreement a final copy must then be 
signed in front of a notary public and recorded at 
Lane County Deeds and Records (125 E. 8" Ave.). 
A copy of the recorded document must be 
provided as supplemental information prior to 
permit approval. A review fee of $95.92 ($88.00 + 
9% City Administration fee) per hour is required 
upon issuance of the associated building permit. 

Please contact Land Use staff at 541-682-8336 or 
landuseinfo@ci.eugene.or.us for-more 
information. 

Note: This document should not be used as a substitute for codes 
and regulations. The applicant is responsJble for compliance with 
all code and rule requirements, whether or not described in this 

www.eugene-or.govjbps 
Form #LU-242 

· Updated: September 2012 
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Maintenance Access Easement Agreeme)1t Page 2 of 5 

Maintenance Access Easement Agreement ���Wi��lmem
i
t�ted this [&lo&��Uil:��(� among �2li!i�l!f1\!!Ii1'1�!il�od @][�. and f!Ll!li 

RECITALS: 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

structure upon certain real property also owned by @i;l?;i!� and 
within the corporate limits of the City. The legal description of the 

i§T'ffi[�lj are the owners of certain real property located at 
corporate limits of the City. The legal description of the prope 

· also within the 
is: 

'l!iimu"718fi'ilfiDh7Jiiit!l�:&,fi;iiifr•rifllli•J!iifi�i'€!itlRStJ.� 

approximately §1!91! 
within 1 1 property. Section 

9.2750 of the Euaene Code, 1 971 , provides that all structures within zoning districts 
(within which ��WJI property is located), shall have interior yards of not less than five feet or a 
minimum of 1 0  feet between buildings. 

l!!;g have agreed to provide 
immediately adjacent to R1ll£� with the adcliticrnal 

with an easement, Iff®] in width by �� in length, 
The purpose of the easement will be to provide 

of interior yard set_back as required by City Code . . ' 

TERMS OF THE AGREEMENT: 

1 .  

2. 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual promises contained herein, it is agreed as 
follows: 

!§1lilli;IJ� hereby grant to l!ll.ll!J'WZI a perpetual easement, appurtenant to the property, to 
be used liy the 1\lJt.-§ for access for the repair and maintenance of the · and the 
improvements thereon. A diagram of the easement is attached hereto, m'"k''" Exhibit A, and is 
incorporated herein. 

�ijr- agree ihat they will not construct or place improvements upon the easement strip, or 
within five feet of the boundary thereof, and that they will not physically restrict or impede the 

www.eugene-or.gov jbps 
Planning & Development 
Building Permit Services 

99 W. lOTH Avenue; Eugene, OR 97404 
P 541.682.5086 * F 541.6

.
85.5593 
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Maintenance Access Easement Agreement 

3. 

4. 

5. 

' 6. 

7. 

possibility of access by the �f&l[� to the easement strip for the purposes for which the 
easement has been granted. · 

The easement herein granted is not exclusive, and the tm'gwm� may make such. use of the 
easement strip as is not inconsistent with the i§l!f!JI!i use of the strip and the terms of the 
-Agreement. 

The Agreements contained herein touch and concern, and relate to the use of, the 'i!rffilffil! and 
� properties, and are intended by the parties to be covenants and restrictions running with 
the land. This document shall therefore be recorded in the Office of Deeds and Records of 
Lane County, Oregon, to serve as notice to any future owners or occupants of the respective . 
real properties that the permission herein granted by the City is subject to all of the terms of this 
Agreement. 

The terms of this Agreement shall extend to and be binding upon the heirs, administrators, 
executors, transferees, successors, and assigns of the parties hereto. 

Removal of this Agreement from the subject property without th_e removal of all portions of the 
structure within 5 feet of the interior property line is an intentional violation of Eugene Code 
9.2751 (7) and is subject to all available enforcement actions of the City. 

If any suit, action, or other proceeding, or an appeal there from, is instituted to enforce, compel, 
or clarify any right or obligation created in this Agreement, the prevailing party shall be entitled 
to recover from the adverse party, in addition to costs and disbursements, an award of 
reasonable attorney's fees to be set by the trial or appellate cqurt. 

STATE OF OREGON) 

County of Lane 
)ss. 
) 

This instrument was acknowledged before me on --------------
by ____________________________ �----�----�-----------

Notary Public for Oregon 

My commission expires:. __________ _ 

.x · J:;:;:m_.:::z:. zz_ .x._,.,;;; _, _ _ _ ____ ,;'!':r.'m;;;:;:.l .. .i . . . . ... ___ .... "'f-.. ... .m 
www.eugene-or.govjbps *'*�'-- ..... �.&·lfL . .. ...... ....... L ..¥%\ . .,..&.,__ ---'!!'1""-�;z;;;:;r.-;;:g;:;l;:c 

Planning & Development 
Building Permit Services 

99 W. lOTH Avenue; Eugene, OR 97 404 
P 541.682.5086 * F 541.685.5593 
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Page 4 of 5 

Maintenance Access Easement Agreement 

STATE OF OREGON ) 

County of Lane 
)ss. 
) 

This instrument was acknowledged before me on -----,-----------

cy ______________ �-------------

Planning & Development 
Buildillg Permit Service·s 

Notary Public for Oregon 

My commission expires: ________ _ 

. :x.:;:; 
. www.eugene-or.govjbps 

-·--- ... ;;;;:mr� _ --- - �-�!'ifa ........ �¥¥·-::;:::mr.,_, 
99 W. lOTH Avenue; Eugene, OR 97404 

P 541.682.5086 * F 541.685.5593 
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. .  · Maintenance Access Easement Agreement 

EXAMPLE 
OF MAP; RE(;j;UIRED FORA 

MAINTENANCE ACCESS EASEMENT AGREEMENT 
(Mllf;;t be att'lchep to E�$emenf Agreement} 

Exh{bit "A" 

NEIGHBOR•&. 
HOME 

· r;::J. _¢E}lTERUNE-0F.P.LiBti_C:Rl�H:r:oi= WAY · 
-·-�--··-·-·-··-•·.-�·-··--··--�::5.t..:..... � ........ - .-.--'-.·--··-:·-··_;·-··-··--.--··-··-�·--·�-•·'--··-·.-_-·-·----···-·· 

lliliTJ: R."eSirkf!lial S�l_q*�5 
fE1 ���em.eril= 
·•· .h;IC:IIH�l1 

, •. Total length p.f'�a:sement ls [err�th t!( ad<lili<>n: plt!l3 ·P reef on \*ICI'i .end 
•. l';lefghl)or mar 091' Q.uiJ.d wi!hln..5 f,eeJ qi'�wr e)lsem.e,ntJine, 
• There mu.st' b'e."atleasl to l?.et between b.Uilriin!Js:Wh!>n P,rQ)'o?ci.J,;:nn\sh.ed 
·• Map shall be drawn tc;.scale ob aii 8'112" x 1 1"·ar·a:tl2'' x:l4" sh·eei 

Page S of 5 

www.eugene-or.gov /bps 
Planning & Development 
Building Permit Services 
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99 W. lOTH Avenue; Eugene, OR 97404 
P 541.682.5086 * F 541.685.5593 



TAYLOR Becky G 

( om: 
... ent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

. Hi Beck:y, 

Rachel Stedman < dazzleshine@icloud.com> 
Monday, September 09, 2013 9:27 PM 
TAYLOR Becky G 

No on Oakleigh Lane Co"housing 

Follow up 
Flagged 

Can you please ·aM this email to the public record. 
Thank: you, 
Rachel Stedman 

It has been brought to my attention the co=unity has not heard the opposing views of the Oa.kleigh Lane Co" 
housing Project · In 2004, when I was buying my home across the street from Oa.kleigh Meadow on Oaldeigh 

· Lane, I inquired about the potential development that could occur on the empty property. I learned from the 
· 

'lunty that it was zoned for no more then two, four unit buildings. I did not want to purchase a home that ( ould have apartments, condos, or large shopping buildings in my front yard. It was this understanding about 
what could be built here that influenced me to·buy my home . 

. My husband, £is parents, and myself went to the frrst co" housing meeting in the meadow. We were all 
concerned with our neighbors building project. They gave their sales pitch of that they were going to create 
something great for the neighborhood. They were going to build up to twelve single attached houses with one 
cookhouse and guest house. This was going to be a co" housing residence with shared chores and duties. All the 
residents would be hand picked for who lived there. This was going to be low impact on the meadow and 
everyone would. be encourage to ride bikes so there was no need for mass parking. I told them that U dwellings 
was to many for the area. I told them last I checked there could be no more then eight units. They said that this 
·was their plan of action and that this was better than someone developing apartments. It seemed odd to me, 
that how much they praised ·co"housing living they were going to continue living in their large family home :l.nd 
not actually living in the co"housing co=unity . 

. My husband and I have been upset with the increase in traffic in front of our house for the Meadow meetings, 
and the eye soar of the yellow tape that they use to block traffic from our other neighbors property across the 
street from our front door. Sometimes the yellow tape is up for several days. There has been an increase of 
wandering strangers standing in front of my house looking over the meadow ,and cars parked on my rock gravel 
pad next to my front lawn. We do not like all the poster, fliers, and advertisement around town and in the· 
Eugene Weekly, etc; inviting people, strangers, to come down our dead end" street, and in front of my 
house. We have felt that the owners of the property should be using their residential street, McClure Street, to ( '--,vite their guests. The traffic reininds of a neighbor who has a yard sale every weekend. 

McClur� Street is a "private road", that is why the meadow meetings are directing their traffic on Oakleigh · 
Lane. How do we make our street

.
private? Our street is narrow and it is a Lane. 

· 

1 ,, 1 30 1  



I have .voiced my opinion· to the Oakleigh Meadow Co-housing folks, and said it was to big, and not at all the 
same of what they first proposed of the 12 -single unattached low impact small dwellings, which I thought was 
to many at that time, a couple of years ago. As the project increased in sized, I called the phone numbers from 
theirs fliers that they left on my door, and I left messages with no return phone calls, my father & father in law 
have ·sent emails with no response. I attended a meet & greet at the RR annex earlier in the year. At the the 
meeting I was surprised how big the project became and was told by one of their members that I "was afraid of 
change."  I felt unwelcome by the builder, the only one who really talked with me was Joan Connolly. I was 
concerned about the shade from the large, tall buildings, that would cast shade into my sun garden in the front 

· yard, she said that they would do a shade study, but I have not heard anything regarding that. 

· This low impact project has turned into a huge thirty two unit apartments with parking garage and out builds 
that will be covering the entire meadow changing and destroying the co= unity that we residents have · · 

established on quiet Oakleigh Lane. We are a co=unity of parents and pet owners who fear that the car traffic 
increase and noise pollution will degrade our quality of life. It is not fair to those who live here. 

Thank you, 
Rachel & Scott Stedman 
541/ 636.3941 
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PH-45 Rec'd 9/9/13 

My name is Rich riambrov and I have owned my home at 119 Oakleigh Lane for over 8 years . . I would 
like to voice my concerns to the Oakleigh Meadow Co-Housing (OM C) development as currently 
proposed. 

The original scope of the project was much smaller than the current proposals. Though I was
1 
not 

excited about a new development on our quiet, dead�end street, I was attracted to and interested in the 
co-housing idea. I had accepted that landowners could develop the "meadow" someday and felt that 
the original plan for a much smaller co� housing development would be a better case scenario. When 
the project scope and size began to increase, I became much more concerned. 

I feel that this scale of a project will have a huge impact on the local neighborhood. We are 
characterized as a quiet dead-end street that receives little traffic. A development such as this will likely 
cause traffic to, at the very least, double. The fact that the amount of units exceeds the current number 
of houses on Oakleigh Lane brings in safety concerns and raises the question as to potential further 
developments to compensate (such as widening the street, sidewalks, and lighting) for it. After we 
heard of the increase of units, my wife contacted OMC about these concerns and was told that they did 
not have answers and that these were decisions that the city would need to make. The OMC application 
suggests that the residents will take advantage of public transit and bicycle paths, but can't rely on these 
suggestions when planning for potentia l  traffic increases. Personally, I commute by bicycle regularly, 
however I, as the residents of OMC am not bound to this choice and can choose to commute by car as 
needed or desired. 

We recently received a mailing from the city detailing the project and providing the public with an 
opportunity to voice our concerns. I, as many of my neighbors, feel that this is an important issue that 
wil l  not just affect us. It will become a further precedent for how land in the River Road community is 
used and developed. I do not oppose development; however, we need to limit the impact that 
developments have on current livability. I also do not oppose the people who are affiliated with OMC. 
consider those affiliated who are currently neighbors to be friends and others whom I met seem to be 
good people. The issue, rather, involves land use. A scaled-back Oakleigh Meadow Co-Housing Project 
could perhaps provide an example for development that can co-exist with, and perhaps enhance, our  
neighborhood's unique qualities. 

Please consider re-evaluating this project in light ofthe large impact that it, as currently proposed, wil l  
have on our community. 

· Thank you, 

Rich Dambrov 

1 30 3  
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PH-47 

Sept. 6'h, 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 
enj�y the comfort of the �eighborhood. 

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 ofthe 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 of the 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 project, 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 was hard to get out of our driveways. OMC took months to 
work with us. NOT REASONABLE. T.hen, 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 neighbors have suggested things to Joan and David, which have not been 
accepted. Examples are: Two "entrances t.o reduce traffic flow on Oakleigh Lane and for emergency 

. vehicles. Driveways off Oakleigh Lane to new dwellings, not screens to shade our property. That will 
impact l]lY 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 neighborhood, and to put in  sidewalks 
to ensure the safety of many children and pedestrians. 

David and Joan are not planning on living in Oak leigh Meadows or to be active membe
.
rs. 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 
active members are present. Many children live on Oakleigh Lane which is a big concern for more than 
doubling trafficflow. ln .the middle of the lane, there is two units that have 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 attend RRCO meetings. RRCO should be 
hearing more from the neighbors on how we feel about OM C. Communication has decreased overtime 

. . . } 

with David and" Joan due to the gargantuan size of this co-housing. Th.e square footage costs will be 
over $200 per foot. NOT REASONABLE for this neighborhood. Most of the members drive to their 
meetings and gatherings, which creates strangled roads on either side of Oakleigh Meadow. Also, 
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PH-47 

OMC wants to support the community, 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 did

.
n'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 operiing to Oakleigh Meadows to inform people about the hearing. The oth�r two signs went u p  
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. GT"· 

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. Thi.s 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 talks about filling in,-too much can have an impact on erosion. 

9.83.10(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 Density per acre (DPA), what about the guest house ... Are they are over the DPA? 
That is considered a unit, so it is 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 proj�ct. Th�re is no 
easement on the West side. Avoid unnecessary disruption or removal of attractive natural features & 
vegetation. OMC will need t<;> removal most of the tress; EC 6.320 

ENVIRONMENT AND NATURAL RESOURCES/URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY 

. 9.9630 Significant visual impact. Example: Back of 28ft. Condos, etc. Shading my property. 

COMPATIB ILITY/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. 



TAYLOR Becky G 

( =rom: Water Judy <scott2758@comcast.net> 
Wednesday, September 04, 2013 7:51 PM 
TAYLOR Bec.ky G 

( 

( 

Sent: 
To: 

.Cc: 

Subject: 

Hello Becky, 

BELCHER Jon (SMTP); michael@dreamteammedia.com; Water Judy; 
saveoakleigh@gmail.com 
Oakleigh Meadows Co-Housing 

I received your voicemail which was a returned call from me. I appreciate you calling rne back. This call was in regards-to 
my input about the Oakleigh Meadows parking issue on McClure Lane. As requested, I will write down my concerns 
about the Oakleigh Cohousing vehicle problem. 

I have lived on McClure Lane for 25 years, as many of the people have on the street. We are a tight-knit group who have 
watched each other's children grow up and elder neighbors pass and everything in between. We are much like a family. I 
love living here, am so very grateful for being close to the river and appreciate the relative quite. McClure Lane is a one­
lane, dead-end road. It is generally devoid of cars in the road because it IS a one-lane road. At times, there will be a car 
or two parked in front of someone's home who is visiting and that is to be expected. Since the Oakleigh Housing 
development plan started, the story is different. At the beginning, it was "rumored" that Oakleigh-interested visiting cars 
were not going to park on McClure Larie at all. This was not told directly to a lot of us; we found out by overhearing ·others 
speak: As time passed, more cars have appeared when an Oakleigh gathering has been planned. Then, a few weeks · 

ago when there was an Oakleigh M eadows open house, there were cars in front of nearly every home on McClure Lane 
up to 7-1 1 .  When I say "in front of houses" I mean in the street. It would have been impossible for an emergency vehicle 
to pass if one would have come down McClure. It was difficult at certain points on McClure to even drive on the road and 

1 some cases people had a difficult time getting out of their driveway. This is unacceptable and needless to say very 
irritating to many of the McClure residents. It has gotten out of hand and if this is a sign of future vehicle activities, we are 
in for a real mess on our street as well as Oakleigh. We did not ask for this. 

This proposed housing development could alter neighborhood character with a substantial increase in traffic volumes 
on and around McClure Lane. As I said previously, it was said there would be no impact of vehicle activity on McClure, 
and this clearly has NOT BEEN THE CASE. It is my understanding the total number of units proposed at this development 

· is 29 with 47 parking spaces. This means 47 more cars driving on Oakleigh Lane and poss•ibly more parking on McClune 
for special events or if they run out of spaces in their assigned area. 

I realize reasonable development is good for the community in many ways. Apartments or duplexes are a totally different 
thing than a development of this size, as Oakleigh Meadows looks like, one to accommodate 47 parking spaces. This is 
all a bit much. · 
Please consider the impact on our area streets from the present and possible future volume of vehicles. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Judy Scott 
1 05 McClure Lane 
Eugene, Oregon 97 404 

1 
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September 1, 2013 

To whom it may concern: 

We would like to voice our concern and opposition to the Oakleigh Meadow Co-Housing development 
as currently proposed. We bought the residence at 109 Oakleigh Lane because of the quiet low-traffic 

street, fun and interest'ing neighbors, and for its proximity to the bike path. 

Initially, the planners presented a 7-10 unit development to the neighborhood. This devei'Opment was 
explained. to us as 'low-impact', 'sustainable', and 'community oriented'. For example, the rhetoric was. 
that the people interested in a co-housing arrangement would share a kitchen, eschew automobiles, be 
content with very small living spaces, all for a very low price point and the opportunity to create and 
enhance community. At that time, construction traffic seemed to b.e the largest i mpact to the 
neighborhood ... one that would be noticeable, but potentially short-lived. 

Unfortunately, that is not the scenario which exists today. The initial tale of a small cohousing 
development has been replaced by what appears to be a traditional, albeit heavily 'green-washed', 
town home complex: 

• 28 proposed units - Currently there are 17 only homes on Oakleigh Lane 
• 47 parking spaces - this lot will house more cars than currently reside on Oakleigh Lane, but 

strangely enough will not be sufficient to hold guest or maintenance traffic 

1 3 0 8  

• As stated on the OMC website, the proposed cost for each new condo is $200,000-$300,000. 
This is inconsistent in that it is more than double the current value ofthe homes on Oakleigh 
Lane. It also appears to contradict the original idea of an affordable co housing community. 

We have several concerns which are presented in detail on the· next page {Appendix A). Our opposition 
is simple, and can be expressed in the following manner: Oakleigh Lane is a small, narrow, and dead-end 
street. Allowing this development to continue as proposed will have a negative and measureable 
impact on the people who reside there. There' will be legitimate safety concerns associated with both · 
the construction and residential traffic this development will create (as evidenced by traffic collision 
May 19, 2011 - please refer to Appendix B). In addition, the planning process has been (arguably) mis­
leading and disingenuous; the current proposal maximizes profit / #  units at the expense of the 
surrounding community. 

These concerns are real, well defined, and come from cit.izens who will be impacted by this 
development. This is n·ot a situation in which land use modification is acceptable. We encourage the 
RRCO to reconsider their support. 

Sincerley, 

Jean Darian 
Laurie Trautman 
Simon Trautman 
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Appendix A 

Breakdown of Plan A1. 1 - Oakleigh Meadows 

Concerns with the plan as presented in design Al.l: 

• Street traffic 
o Currently there are 17 homes on Oakleigh Lane. More than doubling the number of homes 

(current proposal is 28) will result in a significant increase in 'traffic volume. 
• Oakleigh Lane - River Road intersection cOngestion 

o 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 ... resulting in 
significant hazards to car., bicycle and pedestrian traffic. 

• Parking 
o The majority of current homes on Oakleigh Lane do not have garages and limited on-property 

parking resulting in the need utilize street parking. With the addition of 28 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 
o With the on-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-p�rked car scenario, there is barely room for passenger vehicles to pass; but could 
potentially prevent emergency vehicle access. 

• Pedestrian traffic 
o There are no sidewalks on the Lane. All foot and bicycle traffic use the street. With vehicles 

parked on tlie 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. 

•. Property cost 
o As stated on the OMC website, the proposed cost for each new condo is $200,000-$300,000. 

This is inconsistent in that it is more than double the current value of the homes on Oakleigh 
Lane as well as it diverging from the original plan of an affordable cohousing community. 

• Utility access plan 
o How will utilities access the new development? 

1 3 0 9  
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Appendix B 
River Road Collision - May 19, 2011 

Notes: 

• This sketch depicts an accident that occurred at 0740 on the morning of May 19, 2011. 
• River Road is a large artery and it can be difficult to merge from Oakleigh Lane. 

• Current traffic control is poor, and it is common for 3-4 cars to be backed up at the stop sign on 

Oakleigh. 

• A similar situation exists on Marion Lane. 

• The difficulty e ncountered while merging with River Rd contributedto the accident depicted 

a bove ... Notice that Marion and Oakleigh are offset - a reality that adds to the difficulty of 

assessing and merging with River Road: 

• Adding 47 cars to Oakleigh lane wi l l  have a very real impact ... with a linear projection we will 

have 6-8 cars backed up instead of 3-4 ... 
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September 2nd, 2013 

To Hearings Official, 

I'm writing to inform you that I fully support the Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing project. 

I think it's a good size, in a wonderful location. 

I don't think it will overwhelm the neighborhood. 

I think once it is built the neighbors will be surprised at how much they like their new 
neighbors. 

PH-50 

I also support Oakleigh Meadow's request to Chuck Durrett, asking him to delay any . 
work on a downtown senior cohousing project until Oakleigh Meadow sells out. (l'ni 
going lo be starting .this other co housing development after OMC is up and running.) In 
today's economy it is enough of a challenge to assemble the number of buyers that will 
;;atisfy a bank's construction loan requirements without having to compete for buyers 
with another co housing group. · 

Martin Henner 
Eugene Downtown Cohousing 
martyhenner@gmail.com 
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PH-51 

August 3 1 , 2013 

To Eugene Hearings Official: 

Re: Support for Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing 

I am writing this letter in support of Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing. I believe that cohousing is an ideal 
way to create community and that Oakleigh Meadow is a well-conceived and well-planned proj ect that 
will be an asset to my neighborhood.· The project is also consistent with the goals of Envision 
Eugene-in particular: compact growth and 20-minute neighborhoods. 

I live on West Hilliard Lane about a mile from Oakleigh Meadow. I attended the kick -off meeting for 
the project that was hel!f at the River Road Annex in fall 2011, and several subsequent planning 
meetings/potlucks that were held at the home of David and JoanAdee. I felt very welcome at these 
events and was impressed by the way they were organized. Since that time, two friends of mine have 
become members of the project. When the project is completed, I expect to occasionally eat meals in 
the commons area there and otherwise stay connected to Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing. 

I hope that the City of Eugene will approve this important project. 

Sincerely, 

Steve Goldman 
1495 W. Hilliard Lane 
Eugene, OR 97404 
Home: 541-686-3056 
Cell: 541-852-3333 
stevenjgoldman@gmail.com 
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TAYLOR Becky G 

'rom: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

TP File: 
File No: 
Applicant/Owner: 
Site Location: 
Map & Tax Lots: 

10529 
PDT-13-1 

( 

INGRAM Daniel B < Daniei.Ingram@co.lane.or.us> 
Thursday, August 29, 2013 11:56 AM 
TAYLOR Becky G 
MCKINNEY Lydia; WILKINSON Sarah W; CLARK Lynnae M 
City of Eugene PDT-13-1, Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing PUD, Oakleigh Lane 

Oakleigh Meadow llC 
East end of Oakleigh lane 
17-04-24-13-00400 & 17-04-24-24-05500 

Proposal: Planned Unit Development (PUD) of approximately 23 acres. Proposes "Cohousing" with 28 one and 
two-story dwellings in a· total of 7 buildings of 2 to 5 units each plus one two-story common building 
serving all residents. The said PUD proposal is known as Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing. 

COMMENTS FROM LANE COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING: 
Map & Tax lot numbers 17-04-24-13-00400 & 17-04-24-24-05500 are contiguous properties with Map & Tax lot No. 17-04-24-13-
00400 having frontage on Oakleigh lane. As per the application materials, access to the development will be from Oakleigh lane. 
The section of Oakleigh lane immediately adjacent to the subject contiguous properties is a City of Eugene Street. West of the City 
of Eugene portion of Oakleigh lane, Oakleigh lane is a local Access Road (LAR) within the Eugene Urban Growth Boundary. Oakleigh 
Lane has an 18'-20' paved surface with no curb, gutter, nor sidewalk. Other than shallow roadside ditches that accommodate 
roadway storm water runoff, there are no public storm water facilities serving the property. 

local Access Roads are not maintained by lane County. Transportation Planning has no further comment. 

Thankyou for providing the opportunity to comment on this proposal. 

Daniel B. Ingram, P.E,, P.L.S. 
Senior Engineering Associate 
Lane County Publlc Works 
Phone: (541) 682-6996 
e-mail: Daniel.Inuam@co.lane.or.us 
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APPliCATION DETAILS: 

Application Narl1e: 

Fife Number: 

Assessor's Map: 
Taxlotfs: 

Oakleigh Co housing 

PDT 13-1 

17-04-24-13 
400 

P( �BLIC HEARING NOT�CE 
land Use Change Being Proposed in Your Area . 

Eugene Hearings Official 
Wednesday, October 02, 2013 - 5:00 p.m. 

Sloat Room - Atrium Building 
99 West lOth Avenue 

Eugene, OR 97401 

HOW TO BE HEARD: 

listed below are ways you can state your opinion. 

State your opinion to your neighborhood organization. 
1. This application falls within the boundaries of the 

�� @N 

River Road Community Organization neighborhood association. To 
contact t�e neighborhood association, call the Neighborhood liaison 
Office at 682-5009. 

Assessor's Map: 
_ Tax lot/s: 

17-04-24-2.4 
5500 2. Send ;;'! written statement to the Hearings Official, 

Location:. 

Request: 

Applicant: 

Applicant's 
Representative: 

East end of Oakleigh lane 

Planned Unit Development and Wil!amette Greenway 
Permit approval for a co housing development 

Oakleigh Meadow LLC 

Willard Dixon, Willard Dixon Architect 

( ad City Staff: Becky Taylor, Associate Planner 
Tel.ephone: (541) 682-5437 

( 

E-mail: becky.g.tayior@ci.eugene.or.us 

You are receiving this information because you Own or occupy property very 
near the subject property shown on the attached map. The Eugene Code 
requires that you receive this notice so that you will have a chance to 
comment on land use changes being proposed in your area. You may also 
want to share this information with others in your neighborhood. -For this 
typ·e of land request, the City only provides direct mailing to property·owners 
and occupants within SOD feet of the property on which the land use change 
is proposed, so some ofyciur rieighbors may not yet be aware of this 
proposal. 

The public hearing is your only opportunity to subm'1t factUal information or 
raise isSues concerning the application. The applicable Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) and Willamette Greenway Permit (WG) approval criteria 
are addressed at Section 9.8320 and EC 9.8800 of the Eugene Code, available 
at the City of Eugene Plannil)g Division, 99 West 101h Avenue, or online at 
http://www.eugene-or.gov/citvcode. The applicable adopted plans include 
the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan (Metro Plan) and the 
River Road/Santa Clara Urban Facilities Plan. The Hearings Official's decision 
whether or not to approve the applicant's request will be based on 
compliance with the applicable approval criteria. 

The Hearings Official will issue a written decision on the application, 
subsequent to the public hearing and closure of the public record, in 
accordance with procedural requirements of the Eugene Code. The 
applicable procedures are the Type Ill application requirements at Sections 

· 7300-9.7340 of the Eugene Code. It is noted that the Hearings Official's 
�cisicin can be appealed. 

If a participant requests an additional opportunity to submit testimony, the 
City wlll accommodate that request either by continuing the hearing on 
another date or by holding the record open for more written testimony. 

c/o Becky Taylor, Associate Planner, Eugene Planning Division, 99 
West 10th Avenue, Eugene OR 97401. Your statement should be 
received by the Planning Division no later than 5 p.m. on September 
28. 2013. Otherwise, it Is noted that written testimony may also be 
submitted at the public hearing .. 

3. Attend the public hearing and state your concerns. 
At the hearing, the Hearings Official will i:lsk for imytestimonywhich 
supports the request, which neither supports nor opposes 
the request, and which opposes the request. Your Spoken testimony 
will be recorded _in the minutes of the hearing . .  

Further information on how to testify is found in the brochure "Speak Up!" 
· available at the Planning Division and at the Permit and Information Center, 99 
West lOth Avenue, Eugene, Oregon. 

Keep in mind that failure to raise an issue at the public hearing, in person or by 
Way of written testimony, or failure to provide statements or evidence with 
sufficient specificity to enable the Hearings Official to respond to the issue, 
precludes an appeal based on that Issue. Only those issues raised by testimony, 
or letter, at the original hearing may be raised In subsequent appeals (to the 
Eugene Planning Commission, then to the �tate land Use Board of Appeals). 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION: 

The application, related documents, and approval criteria are available for 
inspection-at the Planning Division at no charge; copies can be obtained for 
$.25 per page. The City Planning staff will provide a written report to the 
Hearings Official on this apr?lication. The report will be available after 3 p.m .  
o n  SePtember 28. 2013 at the Planning Division or you may visit-our website 
at: www.eugeneplannlng.org. 

If you have concerns about the proposal described above, or if you would like 
more information about it, call or write to Becky Taylor, Associate Planner, 
Eugene Plannirig Division {682�5437) at the Eugene Plannirig Division before 
the date of the public hearing. The Planning Division is loca-i:ed at 99 West 
10th Avenue, Eugene, OR 97401. 
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HO PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE MAILING LIST 
MAILED 8/27/13 

Party_Name 
1 TERRILLJESSICA MARIE OR OCCUPANT 
2 SCOTT JUDY L OR OCCUPANT 
3 WILT JOHN L & KATHLEEN S OR OCCUPANT 
4 OCCUPANT 
s OCCUPANT 
6 OCCUPANT · 
7 OCCUPANT 
s OCCUPANT 
9 OCCUPANT 

10 THOMAS JESSE M ILTON OR OCCUPANT 
. 11 THOMAS EDITH 0 OR OCCUPANT 

12 OCCUPANT 
13 OCCUPANT 
14 GARCIA ANGELJR  O R  OCCUPANT 
15 BUSCHELMAN BRUCE W & JILL E OR OCCUPANT 
16 JOHNSON SHAWN OR OCCUPANT 
17 WILKE SABINE A OR OCCUPANT 

------�-���,-� 

Address1 
103 MCCLURE LN 
105 MCCLURE LN 
106 MCCLURE LN 
107 1/2 MCCLURE LN 
107 MCCLURE LN 

/ 

108 MCCLURE LN 
109 MCCLURE LN 
110 MCCLURE LN 
110 MCCLURE LN 1 
111 MCCLURE LANE 
111 MCCLURE LANE 
112 MCCLURE LN 
112 MCCLURE LN 1 
112 OAK L.EIGH LN 
113 MCCLURE.LN 
113 OAKLEIGH LN 
114 MCCLURE LN 

18 HUTCHINSON ETHAN C & MARJORIE L OR OCCUP!l114 OAKLEIGH LN A & B 
19 OCCUPANT 114 OAKLEIGH LN B 
20 ROSSMAN OLIVE A OR OCCUPANT 115 OAKLEIGH LN 
21 MATHIS DAN & DIANE OR OCCUPANT 1155 LAUREL AVE 
22 VREIM LISA MAUREEN OR OCCUPANT 116 MCCLURE LN . 
23 BOVI LSKY LARA 0 R OCCUPANT 116 OAKLEIGH LN 
24 CRAFTON TERRY & TAMMY OR OCCUPANT 117 OAKLEIGH LN 
2s BAXTER-HEINTZ CECELIA A OR OCCUPANT 118 MCCLURE LN 
26 BUCK DAVID W 1187 PARK AVE . 
27 OCCUPANT 119 MCCLURE LN 
28 MARLETTE JACQUELINE C & DAMBROV RICHARD C 119 OAKLEIGH LN 
29 ANDERSON JEFFREY J & K M OR OCCUPANT 120 E HILLIARD LN 
30 OCCUPANT 121 MCCLURE LN 
31 OCCUPANT 121 OAKLEIGH LN 
32 OCCUPANT 122 MCCLURE LN 

"-- �--

City 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
SPRINGFIELD 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGEN E ·  · 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 

- -- ---�-�� - - - - � �-�-�· 
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ST ZIP maptaxlot App No 
OR 97404 17-04-24-24-07600 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR. 97404 17-04-24-24-07500 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-31-01100 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-24-07400 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 
OR 97404 17-04-24-24-07400 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-31-00800 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-24-07300 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-31-00700 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-31-00700 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 
OR 97404 17-04-24-24-07200 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-24-07200 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-31-00600 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 
OR 97404 17-04-24-31-00600 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-24-06300 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04�24-24-07100 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-24-04800 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR . 97404 17-04-24-31-00500 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-24-06301 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 
OR 97404 17-04-24-24-06301 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-24-04900 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97478 17-04-24-24-06100 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-42-00700 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-24-06200 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-24-05000 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-42-00600 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-24-00300 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-24-05800 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-24-05001 PDT 13-1/WG 13'1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-24-03400 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-24-05700 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-24-05,100 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-42-00500 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

�· 
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HO PUb_ - HEARING NOTICE MAILING LIST .GE 2 OF 3 .  
MAILED 8/27/13 

33 OCCUPANT 
34 KEEVER DOUGLAS E & GRETHE OR OCCUPANT 
35 LYTLE KAZUKO G RAVES OR OCCUPANT 
36 CAMPBELL DAVID W & BARBARA OR OCCUPANT 
37 GREEN HOOT JOHN T & SONGSRI OR OCCUPANT 
38 ORSON LYNN MOORE OR OCCUPANT 
39 UNRUH NANCY K OR OCCUPANT 
40 CUTIING DAVID W OR OCCUPANT 
41 OCCUPANT 
42 TOWNE JANE R & ANTHONY D OR OCCUPANT 
43 BERNARDI CYNTHIA 
44 OCCUPANT 

123 OAKLEIGH LN 
124 E HILLIARD LN 
125 E HILLIARD LN 
125 MCCLURE LN 
125 OAKLEIGH 
126 E HILLIARD LN 
126 MCCLURE LN 
126 MCCLURE LN 
127 E HILLIARD LN 
127 MCCLURE LN 
1272 WILLAMETIE 301 
128 E H ILLIARD LN 

EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE . 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 

OR 97404 17-04-24-24-05200 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-24-03201 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-24-0.0700 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-24-05600. PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR.  97404 17-04-24-24-05300 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-24-10400 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-42-00400 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-42-00400 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-24-00600 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-24-10200 PDT 1H/WG 13-1 
OR 97401 17-04-24-24-05200 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 
OR 97404 17,04-24-24-10500 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

45 NUSSBAUM DEAN LARRY & BONITA OR OCCUPAN. 128 MCCLURE LN EUGENE OR 97404 17-04-24-42-00300 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

46 DUNCAN GALE M & DIANE Y 
47 OCCUPANT 
48 SCOTI PERRIN OR OCCUPANT 
49 YAHNER TOM OR OCCUPANT 
50 OCCUPANT 
51 STEDMAN RACHEL L OR OCCUPANT 
52 SQUARE ONE I NVESTMENTS LLC 
53 OCCUPANT 
54 HAYES RICK A OR OCCUPANT 
55 ·ELLIS EDITH K LIFE ESTATE OR OCCUPANT 

12821 STRATFORD DR APT 21 OKLAHOMA CITY OK 73120 17-04-24-24-05100 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

129 MCCLURE LN 
130 MCCLURE LN 
130 MCCLURE LN 
130 OAKLEIGH LN 
131 OAKLEIGH LN 
1311 LORANE HWY 
132 E HILLIARD LN 
132 OAKLEIGH LN 
133 E HILLIARD LN 

EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 

OR 97404 17-04-24-24-10300 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 
OR 97404 17-04-24-42-00200 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 
OR 97404 17-04-24-42-00200 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 
OR 97404 17-04-24-24-06100 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 
OR 97404 17-04-24-24-05302 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97405 17-04-24-24-07300 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 
OR 97404 17-04-24-24-10600 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 
OR 97404 17-04-24-24'06100 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-24-00500 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

56 LOVE EDWARD TERRY & ANNE LORRAINE OR OCCl 133 OAKLEIGH LN EUGENE OR 97404 17-04-24-24-05301 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

57 THOMS RICHARD E 
58 THOMS BRYN E & SANDY K OR OCCUPANT 
59 OCCUPANT 
60 WILLIAMS LIVING TRUST OR OCCUPANT 
61 OCAMPO MELLANI & CAESAR OR OCCUPANT 
62 OCCUPANT 
63 OCCUPANT 
64 BRADLEY JOAN OR OCCUPANT 
65 HURLEY JOAN F OR OCCUPANT 

135 OAKLEIGH LN 
135 OAKLEIGH LN 
136 E HILLIARD LN 
137 E HILLIARD LN 
138 E HILLARD 
138 MCCLURE LN 
139 E HILLIARD LN 
140 E HILLIARD LN 
144 E HILLIARD LN 

EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 
EUGENE 

OR 97404 17-04-24-13-00200 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 
OR 97404 17-04-24-24-05400 PDT iHjWG 13-1 
OR 97404 17-04-24-24-10700 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 
O R  97404 17-04-24-24-00400 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-24-10700 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 
OR 97404 17-04-24-42-00100 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 
OR 97404 17-04-24-24-00300 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 
OR 97404 17-04-24-24-02900 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 
OR 97404 17-04-24-24-02901 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 ClO 

.-
"' 
.-



HO PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE MAILING LIST 

MAILED 8/27/13 

66 M U NKRES-BLAINE FAMILY LIVING TRUST OR OCCL 147 E H ILLIARD LN 

67 OCCUPANT 150 E HI LLIARD LN 

68 ERMIN I E DAVID 16 LOG CABIN ST 

69 CLASON ELISE L
' 

16 LOG CABIN ST 

70 OCCUPANT 160 OAKLEIGH LN 

71 BEST KENNETH N 2101 W 16TH CRT 

n CAREY GLORIA F 258 E 13TH AVE 

73 REGAN LAUREN 259 E 5TH #300A 

74 REGAN LAUREN 259 E 5TH AVE STE 300A 

75 POUND CAROL LYNN 340 WESTRIDGE PL 

76 MINOR JOSEPH E 340 WESTRIDGE PL 

77 ZARZYCKI DAVID M 344 RIVER RD 

78 PHAIGH RICH 35917 CAMP CREEK RD 

79 BRANDT JAMES P 449 W AZALEA AVE 

80 LEWMAN PEARL W 449 W AZALEA AVE 

81 BRANDT BESSIE 449 W AZALEA AVE 

82 BAUER RUBY A 449 W AZALEA AVE 

83 OCCU PANT 844 STEPHENS DR 

84 OCCUPANT 931 RIVER RD 

85 BAIR BRENDA OR OCCUPANT 935 RIVER RD 

86 OCCUPANT 939 RIVER RD 1 

87 MANCINI JOHN R PO BOX 41243 

88 BRANDT JAMES P & SHARON I PO BOX 885 

89 THOMAS STANLEY LEROY OR OCCU PANT PO BOX 98 

90 OAKLEIGH M EADOW LLC 300 BLAIR BLVD 

91 DAVID ADEE AND JOAN CONNO LLY 131 MCCLURE LN 

92 WILLARD DIXON ARCHITECT 300 BLAIR BLVD 

CARLEEN REILLY . 

93 RIVER ROAD COM M U N ITY ORG 395 MARION LN 

JON BELCHER 

94 RIVER ROAD COM M U N ITY ORG 1243 RO ME LN 

'-..,� 

EUGENE 

EUGENE 

I N DEPENDENCE 

I N DEPENDENCE 

EUGENE 

EUGENE 

EUGENE 

EUGENE 

EUGENE 

PETALUMA 

PETALUMA 

EUGENE 

SPRINGFIELD 

EUGENE 

EUGENE 

EUGENE 

EUGENE 

EUGENE 

EUGENE 

EUGENE 

EUGENE 

EUGENE 

SUTHERLIN 

FOSSIL 

EUGENE 

EUGENE 

EUGENE 

EUGENE 

EUGENE 
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OR 97404 17�04-24-24-00200 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-24-02800 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97351 17-04-24-31-00700 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97351 17-04-24-31-00700 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-24-05900 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97402 17-04-24-3 1-00600 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97401 17-04-24-24-00600 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97401 17-04-24-24-05900 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

O R  97401 17-04-24-24-06000 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 
CA 94952 17-04-24-24-05800 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

CA 94952 17-04-24-24-05800 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-41-00500 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 
OR 97478 17-04-24-24-10500 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 
OR 97404 17-04-24-24-05700 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 · . .  
OR 97404 17-04-24-24-05700 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-24-05700 . PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-24-05700 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-42-00800 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 . 

OR 97404 17-04-24-24-07000 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1' 

OR 97404 17-04-24-24-07000 PDT 13-1/WG 13-l 

OR 97404 17-04-24-24-07000 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 17-04-24-24-10300 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 
OR 97479 17-04"24-24-10100 PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97830 17-04-24-24-07200 PDT 13-1/WG '13-1 
OR 97402 IP  PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 
OR 97404 IP PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 . 
OR 97402 IP  PDT 13-i/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 IP PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

OR 97404 IP PDT 13-1/WG 13-1 

'-..c� 
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PH-57 

August 26, 20 1 3  

Dear Eugene Hearings Official, 

As a member of the Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing group, I am writing 
you to encourage you to support this project. 

What llike about the concept of cohousing is the possibility to own my 
own, totally independent home, while at the same time belonging to a 
community of folks who share a raft of similar values. In fact, I was very 
impressed with the statement of values that the group had put into place 
when I joined. 

One of my strong personal values is RESPECT, and the Oakleigh 
Meadow group values include mutual respect, respect for the neighbors 
and neighborhood, respect for the environment, and respect for the land. 
This housing model allows residents to share resources, talents, and 
abilities. In fact, we will undoubtedly have fewer cars, thanks to ride 
sharing. As an added plus, the adjacent bike path will serve as a 
transportation "boulevard" for many of us. 

' 

The group also values a balance between community values and privacy. 
Each person and each family can choose, at any time, the level of 
community life that suits their lifestyle, 

I strongly encourage you to support the Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing 
project. We are creating a community that will greatly benefit the City of 
Eugene. 

Sincerely yours, 

Antonia Lewis 
Eugene, OR 

. 1 3 2,1 



TAYLORBecl<y G 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Becky: 

MUELLER Will <Wiii.Mueller@ltd.org> 
Friday, August 23, 2013 4:12 PM 

' 

TAYLOR Becky G 
MUELLER Will {LTD) 
LTD Development Review_Eugene_PDT -13-1_ Oakleigh Cohousing 

LTD has no comments on LTD Development Review_ Eugene_PDT-13'1_0akleigh Cohousing. The closest current LTD 
service is provided two times per hour during weekdays by both the 51 Santa Clara & 52 Irving routes which have stops 
on River Road approximately }:;-mile walking distance west of the proposed development. Thanks. 

will 

Will Mueller 
Lane Transit District 
Service Planning Manager 
P: 541-682-61 94 1 C: 541-501 -7559 1 F: 541 - 682-61 1 1  
Contact us at ltd.org 

Be kind, for everyone you meet is fighting a hard battle. - Plato 

1 
1 3 22  
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EWEB · 
August 20, 2013 

Becky Taylor 

( 

Eugene Water & Electric Board 

_ ·500 East 4th Avenue/Post Office Box 10148 
Eugene, Oregon 97440-2148 
541-685-7000 
www.eweb.org 

City of Eugene Land Use · 99 West 1 01h Avenue 
Eugene, OR 97401 

Re: PDT-1 3c1 Oakleigh Lane 

Dear Becky; 

( 

EWEB staff has reviewed the Land Use Referrai: PDT-1 3-1 Oakleigh Lane and have no · 
objections to the proposed land-use action assuming the following comments and 
conditions are required to be addressed by the applicant prior to obtaining electric, 
water, and/or Fiber services from EWEB. 

------------------ -· _. __ ·'---'--'�-�-��-.:....�.�---------· ______ , ___ , _ _  - . . ······-··--------------- - --·------- _____ ·...;. - - .:..,_ _; ,...:.._ - ····---·--- --

( 
General Comments: 
Utility services for development are provided in accordance with EWEB policies and 
procedt,Jres which are available at our mairi office or online at 
http://WiiVw.eweb.org/policies 

Electric Comments: 
EWEB Electric has no electric facilities adjacent to this proposed development 

· Underground Electric facilities will need to be extended to service this development. All 
costs associated with the electric extension will be borne by the developer per EWES's 
published policies and procedures. EWEB will need a signed Design Agreement, Load 
Data and current site plans in order to begin the design process. cost will.be developed 
during the design 'process. 

Electric comments or questions can be directed to: 

Mark Oberle 
T&D Engineering S upervisor 
Eugene Water & Electric Board 
Office/fax 541 -685-7121 ; mark.oberle @ eweb.org 

. Water Comments: 
The existing water infrastructure within 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 
• 

no. g.· < 
.

. . '. ··Cfl1 (M. ��y --. 
1 3 2 3  



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 EWES's standard design agreement prior to 
EWES proceeding with design of the upgrades. 

Please contact the Fire Marshall concerning fire protection requirements for building 
��b. 

. . -

State Drinking Water regulations (OAR 333-061 -0050(1 0)) requires a minimum 
separation between water and sewer lines of 1 0-feet where they run parallel to each 
other, unless the sewer line is located with 1 .5 feet of clearance lower than the water 
line, then the required separation is 5-feet. 

EWES owned water facilities will be located in the right-of-way, or in a minimum 7' 
public utility easement (PUE) adjacent to the public right-of-way, or in a minimum 14' 
PUE when not adjacent to public right-of-way. 

Water comments or questions can be directed to: 

Bill Johnson 
.. Water Engineering Technicial) I l l  

- ---� --�--- Eug€ine"water·&-EieCTr1c-Boara·-� - ·· · ·· ·· - --

1 3 24 

Office/fax 541 -685-7377; biii.johnsoh@ eweb.org · 

Right-of-Way Comments: 
No additional comments .. 

Right-of-Way comments or questions can be directed to: 

Lori Price 
Right-of-Way Associate 
Eugene Water & Electric Board 
Office/fax 541 -685-7366; iori.price @ eweb.org 

As always, EWES recommends property owners and contractors call for locates before 
digging for installation of any underground supports to verify that no utility facilities will 
be affected by this construction. 

Sincerely, 

Christina Svetal 
Water Engineering Administrative Assistant 
Eugene Water & Electric Board . 
541 -685-7337; christina.svetal@ eweb.org 

Brad Taylor 
Water Operations Manager . 
�ugene Water & Electric Board -
541 -685-7385; brad: taylor@ eweb.org 
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David Adee 
131 McClure Lane 

. Eugene, Oregon 97404 
541-688-3304 

david.g.adee@gmail.com 

August 12th, 2013 

To Hearings Official, City of Eugene, 

PH-60 

This letter is in support of Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing (OMC). OMC is a Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) being built directly north of our property. I live at 1 3 1  McClure Lane 
with my wife Joan, daughter Corinna (8), and mom Eileen (80). 

My wife Joan, a professional landscape gardener, moved to Oakleigh Lane in 1989. I carne 
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 born in 2005. Through the years we created a 
very connected lifestyle with our neighbors; sharing keys, cars, and kid care, meals, gardens 
and household projects. · · 

. 

Woven into this vibrant co=unity was a continuous thread of neighborhood improvement 
efforts including several years spent developing and implementing plans for Rasor Park. 

·Joan later served on the Citizen Advisory Committee for the Lower River Road Concept 
Plan, an effort between residents, co=unity leaders, city officials and professional 
plarmers. Over the several months on the board, she got a chance to take an in-depth look at 
the strengths and needs. of the River Road neighborhood, with an emphasis on transportation 
and collllilercial viability. It became clear that the neighborhood's typically large lots, that 
at first glance seem ideal, came· at the cost of walkability and.adequate density to support 
certain desirable neighborhood amenities : a small neighborhood grocery store, a sit-down 
coffee shop, etc. 

We learned that the neighborhood would benefit most from more folks living in it and less 
folks passing through it. So in 2009 when the 2. 7 acre� at the river-end of Oakleigh Lane 
carne up for sale we put great effort into creating the opportunity· for Oakleigh Meadow 
LLC to purchase it. The Oakleigh Meadow Co housing site-plan is the kind of neighborly 
place we want to live next to and eventually live in. 

· As we understand it, the PUD process is designed to protect neighbors and new residents 
from mis-guided planning. In the case of OMC, we are the neighbors and residents, and the 
participant planners as well. We_have listened to nearby neighbors and OMC members and · 
design professionals. And we have taken all feelings and ideas intci consideration. The 
OMC site-plan reflects.!!. co=unity conversation and will provide many benefits to the 
surrounc!illg neighborhood as detailed below in our responses to i:he PUD criteria. 

My family and I have poured our time, treasure and talent into this project. We intend this 
letter to. serve as a document stating our complete and absolute support of Oakleigh Meadow 
Co housing. 

Sincerely, 

David Adee 

1 3 25 
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PH-60 

. RESPONSES TO PUD CODE CRITERIA 
The Eugene City PUD Code section 9,8300 called "Purpose of Planned Unit Development" 
lists several criteria (a-e). We.address them below with the code item in bold font and our 

. responses in noroial font. 

(1) Create a sustainable environment that includes: 
(a) Shared use of services and facilities. 
Central in OMC' s site d€lsign is the commonhouse which is a key element in creating a tightly 

· !mit community. This facility will not only benefit the OMC community, but also the larger 
neighborhood by providing a place to hold neighborhood meetings of all sorts. 

(b) A compatible mix of land uses that entourage alternatives to the use-of 
the automobile. 
OMC is adjacent to the river bike path (10 minute bike ride to the Whiteaker, 15 to 

. downtown, 20 to the university) and one block from a bicycle shop. OMC is two blocks 
from public transit, River Road Elementary, restaurants and coffee. · Car-free walking 
opportunities abound in every direction on the beautiful river bike path. OMC will have a · 

car-sharing system and a substantial amount of food will be grown on-site (and all of this 
within a culture of borrowing a cup of sugar rather than running to the store). 

(c) A variety of dwelling types that help meet the needs of all income 
groups in the community. 
Home sizes are 2-4 bedrooms (flats and townhouses). Premiums on larger homes with 
special features help subsidize the smaller homes with more modest features. This creates a 
w1de price range but all homes have equal use of common facilities. Affordability is 
further supported because homes are smaller, clustered, and more energy-efficient than 

· typical American homes. Over time, residents in cohousing enjoy many expenses being 
greatly reduced or eliminated. 

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

· Landscape plans include: 
• Planting large canopy native trees on tlie north side of the site and over the parking 

area to extend the riparian forest of the adjacent park land. 
' 

• Preservation is planned, where possible, of existing trees (ash, western white oak) 
that won't interfere with solar access. 

' · 

• Minimizing impact on the lower meadow so as to maintain the meadow that runs into 
the City land 

• The Friends of Hazelnut and Cottonwood Groves is an already established park 
adoption group working under the City of Eugene Park Stewards Program. Plans 
toward a restored understory in the Cottonwood Grove are underway. 

(e) Clustering of residential dwellings to achieve energy and resource 
conservation while also achieving the planned density for the site. 
bMC is a completely shared-wall, two-story, green-design, at nearly maxirimm density with 

· 28 homes in 7 buildings . ·· 



( 
McCamant & Durrett Architects 

Establishing the Record (Findings) 
Oakleigh Meadow Coho using 
Re: PUD Submittal 

City of Eugene Code 

( 

May 6, 2013 

9.8300 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 ofland uses, potential environmental impacts, and are intended to: 

(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. 

( Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing Intent 

( 

Very much in the spirit of the PUD, we are making a proposal that by every measure is 

considered best practices. It is a proposal based on making a successful social community 

that enhances the surrounding neighborhood sociability via connections, is a sustainable 

site design, successfully mitigates neighborhood concerns, and is affordable to the current 

working-class group of hopeful future residents that are teachers, young families, and 

retirees. 

1. Gravel Parking Lot: These families chose this solution because gravel parking stalls 

slow traffic pulling into and out of parking stalls and therefore calms traffic and 

contributes to making it safer for children and everyone. Please see illustration 01 
and 02 below for an example of gravel parking stalls at Nevada City Coho using. It was 

also chosen to allow for water infiltration, which reduces overflowing storm water 

sewers and therefore is a more sustainable solution. Perhaps even more important 

is the image. There is already an exorbitant amount of asphalt in the River Road 

neighborhood. 

The gravel parking area reduces pollutants from entering open water 

systems where they, in concentration, can overwhelm microbes. "Local" microbes 

1 3 2 7  



( 

can digest pollutants infiltrating the ground at its source and in low concentrations. 

Gravel also reduces the "heat-island" effect and albedo, compared to asphalt paving. 

Please see illustration 03, which diagrams the benefits and differences from an asphalt 

parking area. This solution is more successful than the more typical gravel-over-dirt 

design because it is 2" of%" -1 Y2' crushed gravel over drainage fabric over 4" of AB-

11. Therefore it does not generate dust. We understand that when gravel is used as a 

drive surface, it can create dust and noise issues. That is why we have chosen to only 

use gravel in the actual parking stalls where these issues will not be a concern. The 

photos shown demonstrate its success in a dry climate (where dust is a bigger 

concern) and in wet climates. Many municipalities have started to mandate more 

ecological alternates to asphalt, like this one. 

We will agree to whatever performance agreements necessary, for example a 

group consensus on keeping a broom in the parking area to keep the gravel within 

the gravel parking area. 

��!1">·---­---

McCamant & Durrett Architects 
1 3 28  

Illustration 0 1 :  Gravel parking area in Nevada City, CA. 
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McCamant & Durrett Architects 

( 

Illustration 02:  Parking area in Nevada City, CA. 

Page 3 

Preferr:ed Parking Lot Scenario 
(with permeable pavement) 

Rainwater is stored temporarily and percolates 
through gravel into the earth. 

Chemicals and contaminants percolate thmugh 
gravel into the earth, being filtered and broken down 
by microorganisms. 

Minimal runoff travels into the swale. 

}he swale is not overtllled, supports healthy plant life, 
and promotes percolation of water into the earth. 

Undesirable Parking Lot Scenario 

, , , (with mud and/or impervious pavement) 

Rainwater travels directly to the swale, causing ero­
sion and overfilling the swale. 

The swale is overlllled - silt, mud, and contaminants 
accumulate and are not able to percolate into the 
earth. 

· Illustration 03:  Gravel parking diagram. 

5/6113 
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2. West Property Line: The garages and carports are located near the property line 

because it makes for a much better site layout. The garages are designed intently 

and aesthetically therefore creating an appealing architecture that looks as though it 

belongs there on the site. The residual space, if there were a setback, would collect 

weeds and trash at those unused portions of the site and serves no one. Please see 

illustration 04 for an example of the garage and carport structure in Bellingham, WA. 

The back wall of the garages will be a beautiful CMU wall with a colored parge coat, 

as shown in illustration 05. Please see illustration 06 for a rendered elevation of the 

intended garages at Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing and illustration 07 for a section 

through the garages. The wall will therefore block headlights, reduce noise, allow for 

fire-safe future development on neighboring land, enhance the aesthetics, and 

create the opportunity for a "green wall". Espaliered plants will be planted to grow 

on the west side of the fence for a pleasant, visual "green wall". The co housing 

community will plant and take care of the espaliered plants if that is what the 

neighbor wants. Please see illustrations 08 and 09 for examples of espaliered fruit 

trees along a wall that will represent most accurately the intention at Oakleigh 

Meadow. 

Flanking the garage and carport structure are open parking stalls where the 

gravel is located. A fence will be implemented along the property line, again with an 

espaliered plant on their side of the fence. ll/ustration 1 0  shows a drawing of the 

intended fence elevation and illustration 1 1  gives an example of a completed fence 

located in Sonoma, CA. 

If the parking lot were to move 5-7 feet to the East, that would entail shifting 

everything and encroaching more into the floodplain zone increasing the fill by 

thousands of yards and many thousands of dollars. This resident group of teachers 

and work force families cannot afford additional costs. The buildings on the East are 

only a couple of inches from the sewer easement. Moving the building east 5-7 feet 

and losing a house would cost the project immensely. 

We have met with the immediate adjacent neighbors, Jim and Sharon Brandt, 

and they do not believe that moving the garages is necessary. 

McCamant & Durrett Architects 
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Illustration 04: Garage and carports in Bellingham, WA. 

( 

( Illustration OS: Parge coat over CMU wall in Nevada City, CA. 
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Illustration 06: Rendered elevation of the back of the garages. 

12 
4 

1/4" PARGE COAT 
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Illustration 07: Section through garages showing CMU wall. 
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Illustration 08: Kids at espaliered fruit tree. 

( 

Illustration 09: Espaliered apple tree. 

( 
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ELEVATION 

Illustration 10: Gravel parking stall fence - rendered elevation. 

Illustration 11: Fence example in Sonoma, CA. 
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3. Temple to Recycling: These families located the trash and recycling enclosure 

where it is now because it acts as a focal point and terminating view as you walk 

away from the Common House. Therefore creating an interesting and appealing 

structure, which motivates people to recycle. The small enclosure is highly detailed 

and visible therefore encouraging cohousers to recycle - it is virtually a "temple to 

recycling". ln North Vancouver, Quayside Cohousing (18 units) generates the same 

amount of solid waste and the single-family home next door. The "temple to 

recycling" can either be a simple, elegant structure or a more intricately detailed 

structure, as shown in Illustration 12. 

Illustration 12: Render of "temple to recycling" for Mountain View, CA. 
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14 June, 2013 

City of Eugene 
Planning & Development 

Attn: Becky Taylor, Associate Planner 
99 West 10'h Avenue 
Eugene, OR 97401 
{541} 682-5437 

AUG 1 ;:;  2 U i; 
· ci ::y (_ 

Willamette Greenway Application submittal for the City of Eugene. 

Applicant File: Oakleigh Cohousing (WG 13-0001} 
Applicant Name: Oakleigh Meadow, LLC 
Proposal: Residential Development near the West Bank Park 

APPLICANT'S WRITIEN STATEMENT 

0 .\ K L E I G H  
MEAD O W  

c o a o t s r x- c  

Oakleigh Meadow LLC 
c/o Will Dixon, AlA 

300 Blair Boulevard 
Eugene, OR 97402 

{541} 689-3548 

I n  accordance with the Willamette Greenway Premit (WG) submittal requirements, this written 
statement describes the proposed development and demonstrates that the proposal compl ies 
with the criteria governed by Eugene Code (EC) 9 .8800 through 9.8825. This proposal is subject 
to the Type I l l  application review process as described in EC 9.7300 through 9.7340 Application 
Proceedures. This Willamette Greenway (WG) Permit Application is being filed concurrently 
with a Planned Unit Development, Tentative Plan permit app lication, file number PDT 13-0001. 

Greenway Land Use Request 

Oakleigh Meadow llC proposes to develop a multiple-family residential facility, referred to as 
cohousing, on a piece of newly annexed property in the City of Eugene along the West Bank 
Park near the Willamette River, connecting the River Road - Santa Clara neighborhood to the 
park and path system. 

The planned unit development, cohousing, is proposed on  a contiguous parcel available for 
development within the Metropolitan Urban Growth Boundary [lane County Assessor's Map 
17-04-24-24, tax lot 05500 {2.01 acres) a nd Assessor's Map 17-04-24-13, tax lot 00400 (0.19 
acres) also i n  lane County], located in the West Bank Park (Area 5 of the Delta Ponds 
Restoration Project). Adjacent properties include single-family residential (R-1) to the North, 
vacant land (R-1) to the West, single-family residences (R-1 and R-2) to the South, and vacant 
city-owned land (Pl) to the East. 

Willamette Greenway·-June 14, 2013 Page l of20 Oakleigh Co housing WG 13-0001 



( 

( 

Design Team 

.Q.w. [!� r__lj; .f!.p .P. !i £ q_l)_ t 
Oakleigh Meadow, LLC 

( 

300 Blair Blvd I Eugene, Oregon 97402 
Contact: Will Dixon, AlA 
(541) 689-3548 I Fax: 1-541-982-2273 
wcd@willardcdixon.com 

P.r91�£tf;gwrf!ngfCJ.r 
Willard C. Dixon Architect, LLC 
300 Blair Blvd. 
Eugene, Oregon 97402 
Contact: Will Dixon, AlA 
(541) 689-3548 I Fax: 1-541-982-2273 
wed @willardcdixon.com 

f!..rf.hitg_c;t. 
McCamant & Durrett Architects 
241 B Commercial Street 
Nevada City, CA 95959 
Contact: Charles Durrett, Architect 
(530) 265-9980 I Fax: (530) 265-4398 
charles.durrett@cohousingco.com 

P. !.WJ.fJ.i IJ.g. (g!! �!! !t.@ t 
CoHousing Partners 
241 B Commercial Street 
Nevada City, CA 95959 
Contact: Katie McCamant, Architect 
(530) 478-1970 I Fax: (530) 265-4398 
katie.mccamant@cohousingco.com 

Willamette Greenway - June 14, 2013 
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SSW Engineers, Inc. I 2350 Oakmont Way, 
Suite 105 I Eugene, Oregon 97401 
Contact: Michael A. Cox, PE 
(541) 485-8383 I Fax: (541) 485-8384 
michaelc@sswengineers.com 

(7jg_C}J�£1J.IJ.i£CJ.!.f.@/[!��[ 
Foundation Engineering, Inc. I 820 NW 
Cornell Ave. I Corvallis, Oregon 97330 
Contact: J im Maitland, PE, GE 
(541) 757-7645 I Fax: (541) 757-7650 

tCJ.nr:J. f!_c;g pg A rs;h it. �r;.� 
LandCurrent I 1754 Moonshadow Lane 
Eugene, Oregon 97405 
Contact: Anita Van Asperdt, Principal 
(541) 434-2458 I Fax: (541) 343-4325 · 
anita@landcurrent.com 

fr.qjg_r;t..(�r.tjfi�r:J.Ar_l?.9.ri�t. 
Sperry Tree Care Co. I 227 West 131h Ave., 
Suite 201 I Eugene, Oregon 97401 
Contact: Nathaniel Sperry, ISA 

· (541) 461-1737 I Fax: (541) 461-0091 

Gggg_meN.m!.:?!!!.lf.�Y..C!! 
Poage Engineering & Surveying I 990 Obie 
St. I Eugene, Oregon 97402 
Contact: Jon Oakes, LS 
(541) 485-4505 I Fax: (541) 485-5624 
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Greenway Code Compliance 
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To assist the Hearings Official in  rendering a decision on this application, we have provided the 
following Willamette Greenway Permit approval criteria, shown in italic typeface, with findings 
based on evidence available related to each criterion. 

EC 9.8800 - PURPOSE OF WILLAMETIE GREENWAY PERMITS. 

Intensification of uses, changes in use, or developments require special 
consideration before being permitted within the boundaries of the Willamette River 
Greenway. Special consideration is required to implement Oregon Statewide 
Planning Goal 15, Willamette River Greenway which is designed to protect, 
conserve, enhance, and maintain the natural, scenic, historical, agricultural, 
economic, and recreational qualities of lands along the Willamette River. Urban 
uses may be allowed but conditions of approval may be imposed as are deemed 
necessary to carry out the purpose and intent of the Willamette River Greenway, 
and to insure that any intensification of uses, changes in use, or developments 
within the Willamette Greenway boundaries are compatible with nearby uses within 
the Willamette Greenway. 

EC 9.8805- APPLICABILITY. 

Willamette Greenway permit applications are required for intensification of uses, 
changes in use, or developments within the boundaries of the Willamette River 
Greenway according to Resolution No. 2592 Adopting a Willamette River Greenway 
Boundary. Willamette Greenway permit procedures may apply to Site Review 
applications when site review approval is required in addition to Willamette 
Greenway permit approval. No development permit shall be issued by the city prior 
to approval of the Willamette River Greenway permit. 

EC 9.8810- GENERAL REQUIREMENTS. 

{1} Willamette Greenway permit applications shall be considered in accordance with 
Type Ill application procedures contained in EC 9. 7000 through EC 9. 7885 
Application Procedures. 

(2) Willamette Greenway permit applications may be reviewed concurrently with · 

conditional use permit applications, planned unit development applications, or 
site review applications. 

{3) No development permit shall be accepted by the city when a Wil/amette 
Greenway permit is required for the proposed development until the hearings 
official or planning commission approves the Willamette Greenway permit. 
Development permits shall be consistent with the terms and conditions of that 
Willamette Greenway permit. 

Findings: This Willamette Greenway permit application is being submitted 
concurrently with a Planned Unit Development, Tentative Plan permit application, 
file n/mber PDT 13-0001, which is subject to a Type Ill a pplication process. 
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EC 9.8815 - WILlAMETIE GREENWAY PERMIT APPROVAL CRITERIA AND STANDARDS. 

Willamette Greenway permit approval may be granted only if the proposal 
conforms to all the criteria in subsections {1) through {4), and the applicable 
standards of subsection (5) as follows: 

{1} To the greatest possible degree, the intensification, change of use, or 
development will provide the maximum possible landscaped area, open space, 
or vegetation between the activity and the fiver. 

Findings: The development plans to preserve open space by primary means of 
building orientation on development site. Existing today, the site is primarily a 
meadow, consisting of a cover crop of non-native short grasses, weedy forbs, and 
scattered and isolated fruit and fir trees with a heavily wooded border along a 
portion of the North property line (abutting tax map 17042413, lot #00200) . The 
neighboring properties to the West (tax map 17042424, lots #10100 and #05700) 
are also vacant and have a similar landscape condition. The adjacent area to the 
South (tax map 17042424, lots #10200 and #10300) consists of developed single­
family residential properties. To the East, the development site is abutted by 
vacant city-owned public land (tax map 17042413, lot #00600) that also has similar 
landscape characteristics and a mature grove of filbert trees. 

The city-owned property abuts the Ruth Bascom River Bank Trail (West Bank Path) 
system. The proposed development will provide the maximum amount of 
landscaped and vegetated open area possible by constructing dwellings and 
auxiliary buildings positioned away from the East property line. A minimum of 20% 
of the development site will be dedicated as common open space and the majority 
of this open space is along the East property line between the development activity 
and the Willamette River. As proposed, the development will create an 
atmosphere and landscape that, to the greatest degree possible, enhances the 
feeling of openness and retains the recreational qualities along the Willamette 
River. Please refer to the proposed site and landscape plans for further 
information. 

Oakleigh Meadow LLC is protecting the site by controlling the removal of riparian 
non-native vegetation. The owners have already been practicing land stewardship 
on site and on adjacent adopted City property by, among other things, removing 
invasive Armenian blackberry thickets that were threatening the vitality of the 
adjacent mature indigenous and filbert orchard, including the existing landscape 
and trees scattered throughout the site. A continued stewardship of the land, as 
inherently written into the administrative rules of this cohousing development, 
places the residents in a proactive position of protecting the natural features of the 
site. 

Willamette Greenway - June 14, 2013 Page 4 of20 Oakleigh Cohousin'g WG 13-0001 
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· According to the Metro Plan, the site is completely within the Willamette Greenway 
but is not designated as a "Natural Resource." The development site does not 
contain any significant Upland Wildlife or Wetland Sites as identified in the City's 
Goal S Inventory, such as rare plants, habitat for rare animals, prominent 
topographic features, streams, etc. The site is, however, classified as a Significant 
Riparian Corridor and located near a Category A Riparian zone with a designated 
100-ft setback from the Willamette River. 

The established limits of the Floodway are outside the development property 
boundaries. The East property line, at its farthest point, is approximately 121 feet 
away from the Approximate Floodway Boundary and, at its closest point, is 
approximately 115 feet away. The closest proposed building to the Floodway 
Boundary is approximately 132 feet away. Additionally, the Ordinary High Water 
(OHW) line is outside of the development site to the East approximately 200 feet at 
the North end and approx. 243 feet at the South end. The development site is 
geographically positioned within both Zones 'AE' and 'X' Special Flood Hazard Areas 
(SFHA) and the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) has established a 
Base Flood Elevation (BFE) of 401.8 feet above sea level for the entire development 
property. Such boundaries, including elevation markers, are clearly indicated on 
the proposed Stormwater Plan for reference. Please also refer to the Topography 
Survey for dimensions and details. 

Construction and operation of the proposed residential development will not 
impact the River nor create an increase of stormwater runoff that would impact the 
surrounding River area. Please refer to the concurrent Planned Unit Development 
(PUD), Tentative Plan permit submittal (file # PDT 13-0001) for additional relative · 
criterion ana lysis. 

(2) To the greatest possible degree, necessary and adequate public access will be 
provided along the Willamette River by appropriate legal means. 

Findings: Currently, the concrete and paved public paths of the Greenway path 
system do not extend through the development site but, however, "desire lines" 
have been worn into the landscape adjacent to the East, North, and South property 
lines that connect the public paths along the River to the River Road neighborhood. 
The development proposes to retain these desired paths by enhancing and 
maintaining the connections. The main desired path is along the entire East 
property line that connects to Greenway path system to McClure Lane. 

The existing path at the North property line shall connect with the proposed street 
improvements that abut the development, which will provide residents along 
Oakleigh Lane with access to the Willamette River. The existing path at the South 
property line shall be used to connect to the on-site paved ADA-compliant 
pedestrian and bicycle circulation system. These connections shall be maintained 
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{3} The intensification, change of use, or development will conform with applicable 
Willamette Greenway policies as set forth in the Metro Plan. 

METRO PLAN - GROWTH MANAGEMENT 
(PoLicY 1} The Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) and sequential development 
shall continue to be implemented as an essential means to achieve compact 
urban growth. The provisions of all services shall be concentrated inside the 
UGB. 

Findings: The parcels affected by this application are currently within the 
Eugene portion of the Metropolitan Urban Growth Boundary and were 
incorporated into the City of Eugene. The recent annexation of the subject 
site was made in compliance with an acknowledged comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances, and with the established availabi lity of urban 
facilities and services. As annexed land, the subject site provides for compact 
urban growth with essential services available for development. 

The Metro Plan defines compact growth as "The filling in of vacant and 
underutilized lands in the UGB, as well as redevelopment inside the UGB ." 

This application will allow compact urban growth to occur on lands that are 
currently within the UGB. and underutilized for a residential area in such a 
manner that is consistent with Metro Plan. The development of the site will 
provide adequate housing opportunities for mean income levels in the 
neighborhood. 

{POLICY·10} Annexation to a city through normal processes shall continue to be 
the highest priority. 
[PoLicY 16} Ultimately, land within the UGB shall be annexed to a city and 
provided with the required minimum level of urban facilities and services. 
While the time frame for annexation may vary, annexation should occur as 
land transitions from urbanizable to urban. 

Findings: The development property, contiguous to the Urban Growth 
Boundary, has been annexed to the City of Eugene on April 81h of 2013 prior 
to this Willamette Greenway submittal as indicated above and thusly 
complies with these policies. 

METRO PLAN - SPECIFIC ELEMENTS: (A) RESIDENTIAL LAND USE AND HOUSING ELEMENT 
{Policy A.17) Provide opportunities for a full range of choice in housing type, 
density, size, cost, and location. 
{Policy A.20} Encourage home ownership of all housing types, particularly for 
low-income households. 
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Findings: The development proposes cohousing, a type of residential 
housing that is currently not available in the Eugene metropolitan area or in 
the River Road /Santa Clara neighborhood. Co housing projects, including this 
development, provide dwelling units that are individually owned and are 
priced to reflect modest housing cost rates in the local area. 

METRO PLAN - SPECIFIC ELEMENTS: (C) ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES ELEMENT: RIPARIAN 
CORRIDORS, WETLANDS, AND WILDLIFE HABITAT {GOAL S} 

(Policy C.1 7) The map titled 'Goal S Significant Riparian Corridors for the area 
inside the Metro Plan Boundary and outside the UGB, dated January 2004, 
adopted and incorporated here, shall be used to identify significant riparian 
corridors for purposes of applying Goal S riparian protection provisions in 
Lane Code Chapter 16 for areas outside the UGB and inside the Plan 
Boundary. The map is on file at the Lane County Management Division. 

Findings: The proposed development does fall within the boundaries of the 
above stated map, since the map has not been updated since the annexation 
of the development property. The site also appears on the Adopted 
Protection Designations for the Eugene Goal S Wetland, Riparian and Upland 
Wildlife Habitat Inventories map adjacent to land that is 'Designated for 
protection, 100' setback (Category A). Additionally, the property is listed on 
the Goal S Water Resources Conservation Plan, Section Ill - Significant Goal S 
Riparian Corridors and Wildlife Habitat Sites within the Eugene Urban Growth 
Boundary map also as adjacent to 'Significant Riparian Corridors.' The 
subject site is not listed on any Goal S Inventory lists or maps as having 
Upland Wildlife or Wetland protection classifications. As such; compliance 
with Goal S Significant Riparian Corridors criterion is applicable to this 
proposed development. 

OPEN SPACE (GOAL S) 
(Policy C.20) Continued local programs supporting community gardens on 
public land and programs promoting urban agriculture on private land shall 
be encouraged. Urban agriculture includes gardens in backyards and interim 
use of vacant and underdeveloped parcels. 

Findings: The development proposes garden use on private land and in 
common areas of the development and the owners propose continued 
maintenance and improvement to the mature filbert orchard and city land 
adjacent to the development site. Oakleigh Meadow LLC has officially 
adopted the city-owned parcel of land for maintenance and beautification 
purposes. 
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METRO PLAN - SPECIFIC ELEMENTS: (D) WILLAMETTE RIVER GREENWAY, RIVER CORRIDORS, 
AND WATERWAYS ELEMENT 

{Objective 1} Encourage use of river and waterway corridors to fulfill open 
space, recreation, and resource protection needs. 

Findings: The Goal S Riparian rule (OAR 660-23-090) separates the 
identification of significance of the riparian resource from the process of 
determining the appropriate protection for that identified resource. A 
jurisdiction may apply the 'standard' or 'safe harbor' approaches as options 
to all or select phases of the compliance process. For sites where 
information is adequate, local governments shall make a determination of 
whether the site is significant. The determination needs to be based on: a) 
the quality, quantity, and location information; b) supplemental or 
superseding significance criteria set out in the Goal S Admin istrative Rules; 
and c) any additional criteria adopted by the local government, provided that 
the criteria do not conflict with Goal S Administrative Rule requirements. 

The 'Safe Harbor' approach for determining if a site is a significant natural 
resource specifies that such a resource shall be defined by a boundary 
extending 7S feet from the top of the river bank. The West .bank of the 
Willamette River lies approximately 260-270 feet from the East property line 
of the development site. As such, the site is not categorized as a significant 
natural resource and does not conflict with the Metro Plan. 

Oakleigh Meadow LLC is protecting the site by controlling the removal of 
riparian non-native vegetation. A formal agreement between the owners 
and the City of Eugene has been forged that will give responsibil ity to 
Oakleigh Meadow LLC for the continued maintenance of the city-owned 
public property. 

{Objective 3} Encourage, where appropriate and in keeping with Greenway 
goals, development that respects the quality of rivers and waterways and 
provides a variety of opportunities for enjoyment of those resources by the 
public. 

Findings: Currently, the subject site and the city-owned property to the East 
do not provide access to the adjacent park and path system. The city-owned 
parcel is underutilized as recreational open space due to its lack of access 
and limited maintenance. The city-owned property also has some security 
issues inherent with its present condition, such as visual connectivity. The 
proposed cohousing development will correct this situation by means of 
providing an ADA-compliant pedestrian and bicycle circulation system, site 
building orientation that better defines the recreational space, and 
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appropriate openness and site lighting that increases safety for the area. A 
Planned Unit Development, Tentative Plan permit application, file number 
PDT 13-0001, is being submitted concurrently with this application that will 
provide further evidence and analysis showing compliance with this criterion. 

{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. 

Findings: The proposed development limits its use to low-density residential, 
as permitted by the City of Eugene, that matches existing adjacent land uses. 
As evidenced in other sections of this written statement, the proposed 
co housing development is compatible with the natural, scenic, and 
environmental qualities of the Willamette River. A Planned Unit 
Development, Tentative Plan permit application, file number PDT 13-0001, is 
being submitted concurrently with this application that will provide further 
evidence and analysis showing compliance with this criterion .  

(Policy D. B) Within the framework of mandatory statewide planning goals, 
lacal Willamette River Greenway plans shall allow a variety of means for 
public enjoyment of the river, including public acquisition areas, residential 
areas, and commercial areas. 

Findings: As stated above, the proposed cohousing development will 
provide a renewal of recreational use on the existing adjacent city-owned 
property by retaining the openness of the site and by improving, maintaining, 
and protecting the landscape and vegetation. The proposed residential 
development along the Greenway corridor provides such an amenity to the 
City of Eugene that satisfies the criterion of this section. 

(Policy D.9) Local and state governments shall continue to provide adequate 
public access to the Willamette River Greenway. 

Findings: The proposed development provides adequate public access to the 
Willamette River Greenway through a system of on-site pedestrian and 
bicycle paths and also by connecting the existing Greenway paths to the 
development and to the River Road neighborhood. For further evidence and 
analysis showing compliance with this criterion, please refer to Planned Unit 
Development, Tentative Plan permit application file number PDT 13-0001. 
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METRO PLAN - SPECIFIC ELEMENTS: (E) ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN ELEMENT 

(Policy E.l) In order to promote the greatest possible degree of diversity, a 
broad variety of commercial, residential, and recreational land uses shall be 
encouraged when consistent with other planning policies. 

Findings: The proposed development is consistent with both the Metro Plan 
and River Road - Santa Clara Urban Facilities Plan {UFP) policies and provides 
a unique residential land use to the City of Eugene along the Greenway. 

(Policy E.2} Natural vegetation, natural water features, and drainage-ways 
shall be protected and retained to the maximum extent practical. 
Landscaping shall be utilized to enhance those natural features. This policy 
does not preclude increasing their conveyance capacity in an environmentally 
responsive manner. 

Findings: The development proposes to protect the natural vegetation, 
natural water features, and drainage-ways by utilizing native landscape 
planning while minimizing the amount of significant trees removed from the 
development property and by reducing encroachment of the river and open 
space by employing careful site orientation design. In addition to minimizing 
tree removal, new City-approved trees are proposed to be planted 
throughout the site and at 30 feet on center near proposed vegetated 
swales. Please refer to the concurrent PUD, Tentative Plan submittal, file 
number POT 13-0001, and specifically at the proposed tree removal and 
landscape plans as provided by the project landscape architect. Stormwater 
runoff will be reduced to pre-development rates prior to discharging from 
the site. For further evidence and analysis showing compliance with this 
criterion, please refer to file PDT13-0001 regarding stormwater mitigation 
and also the civil engineer drawings and analysis. 

(Policy E.4} Public and private facilities sha/1 be designed and located in a 
manner that preserves and enhances desirable features of local and 
neighborhood areas and promotes their sense of identity. 

Findings: The desirable feature of the neighborhood is the open space that 
surrounds the river and also the Willamette River, including views and 
access. As outlined in this statement, this development provides maximum 
openness, connectivity, and recreation for neighborhood. 

METRO PLAN - SPECIFIC ELEMENTS: (F) TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 

{Goa/ 1} Provide an integrated .transportation and land use system that 
supports choices in modes of travel and development patterns that will 
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reduce reliance on the automobile af)d enhance livability, economic 
opportunity, and quality of life. 

Findings: As demonstrated in other code compliance criteria in this written 
statement, the development proposes an enhanced and viable integrated 
transportation system that allows for multiple modes of travel .  For further 
evidence and ana lysis showing compliance with this criterion, please refer to 
Planned Unit Development, Tentative .Pian permit application file number 
PDT 13-0001. 

{Goal 2} Enhance the Eugene-Springfield metropolitan area's quality of life 
and economic opportunity by providing a transportation system that is: 
Balanced, Accessible, Efficient, Safe, Interconnected, Environmentally 
responsible, Supportive of responsible and sustainable development, 
Responsive to community needs and neighborhood impacts, and 
Economically viable and financially stable. 

Findings: The development proposes an economically viable and financially 
stable residential building model - cohousing - in an area newly annexed to 
the city of Eugene that responds to the community needs by providing 
sustainable development with a well-maintained accessible transportation 
system that is safe and environmentally responsive. 

(Policy F.4} Require improvements that encourage transit, bicycles, and 
pedestrians in new commercial, mixed use, and multi-unit residential 
development. 

Findings: As previously mentioned in the statement, the proposed 
development complies with circulation and access development standards 
for multiple-family dwellings. For further evidence and analysis showing 
compliance with this criterion, please refer to Planned Unit Development, 
Tentative Plan permit application file number PDT 13-0001. 

{Policy F.22) Construct and improve the region's bikeway system and provide 
bicycle system support facilities for both new development and 
redevelopment/expansion 

Findings: As mentioned in  the statement below, the proposed development 
complies with circulation and access development standards for multiple­
family dwellings. For further evidence and analysis showing compliance with 
this criterion, please refer to Planned Unit Development, Tentative Plan 
permit application file number PDT 13-0001. 
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(Policy F.23} Require bikeways to connect new development with nearby 
neighborhood activity centers and major destinations. 

Findings: The creation of housing on this infill site nearby everyday shopping 
minimizes traffic impacts while taking full advantage of the site's walk-and­
bike ability for daily errands. The Property also has excellent bicycling and 
public transit options accessible to downtown Eugene and neighboring 
centers of commerce, such as the Valley River Mal l  and River Road . 

{Policy F.26} Provide for a pedestrian environment that is well integrated 
with adjacent land uses and is designed to enhance safety, comfort, and 
convenience of walking. 
(Policy F.27} Provide for a continuous pedestrian network with reasonably 
direct travel routes between destination points. 

Findings: The development proposes to improve and maintain the existing 
path connections between the River Road neighborhood and the Willamette 
River Greenway path system. As indicated in code compliance statements 
below, the proposed development encourages alternative, safe, and 
convenient circulations systems on-site that reinforce the connections with in 
the neighborhood. For further evidence and analysis showing compliance 
with this criterion, please refer to Planned Unit Development, Tentative Plan 
permit application file number PDT 13-0001. 

METRO PLAN - SPECIFIC ELEMENTS: (G) PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES ELEMENT 

{Policy G.1} Extend minimum level and full range of key facilities and services 
in an orderly and efficient manner consistent with the growth management 
policies in Chapter 1/-C, relevant policies in this chapter, and other Metro Plan 
policies. 

Findings: The parcels affected by this application are currently within the 
Urban Growth Boundary and were annexed into the City of Eugene. The 
annexation was made in compliance with an acknowledged comprehensive 
plan and implementing ordinances, and established the availability of urban 
facilities and services. 

(Policy G.9) Wastewater conveyance and treatment shall be provided to 
meet the needs of projected growth inside the UGB that are capable of 
complying with regulatory requirements governing beneficial reuse or 
discharge of effluent and beneficial reuse or disposal of residuals . 

Findings: The proposed development places special emphasis upon 
wastewater management when planning for facilities. Please see the civil 
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engineering drawings and geotechnical investigation provided with permit 
application #PDT 13-0001 for details. The proposed stormwater 
management system has been designed to protect life and property from 
potential flooding and will be constructed according to all adopted plans and 
polices pursuant to EC Chapters 6 and 7 and also City of Eugene's Stormwater 
Management Manual. Since there is no existing stormwater system 
available and due to the existing conditions of the development site, 
infiltration is unadvisable. Destination of the stormwater from the 
development site, after treatment, will be along the east side of the property 
and will slowly sheet drain on to the adjacent city property. Flow from the 
site is reduced to pre-development flow and is dispersed using rip rap; no 
increase is proposed. This destination was agreed upon in a subsequent 
meeting on January 30'h, 2013, by Neil Bjorklund with the city's Public Works 
department. If deemed necessary, as a supplement, the PUD shall comply 
with the City's Level Spreader Design requirements, including complying with 
proper installation guidelines. For further evidence and analysis showing 
compliance with this criterion, please refer to Planned Unit Development, 
Tentative Plan permit application filed concurrently with this application. 

(Policy G.10} Eugene and Springfield and their respective utility branches, 
EWEB and SUB, shall ultimately be the water service providers within the 
UGB. 

Findings: The development proposes EWEB to be the main service provider 
and is a lready working with the Eugene Water and Electric Board planning for 
facilities. 

(Policy G.12} Ensure that water main extensions within the UGB include 
adequate consideration of fire flows. 

Findings: The proposed development will comply with fire flow 
requirements as recommended by EWEB and the Fire Marshal and will 
provide adequate pipe sizing thusly. 

(Policy G.16} Consider wellhead protection areas and surface water supplies 
when planning stormwater facilities. 
(Policy G.17} Manage or enhance waterways and open stormwater systems 
to reduce water quality impacts from runoff and to improve stormwater 
conveyance. 
(Policy G.18} Include measures in local /and development regulations that 
minimize the amount of impervious surface in new development in a manner 
that reduces stormwater pollution, reduces negative [effects] from increases 
in runoff, and is compatible with Metro Plan policies. 
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(Policy 6.20} Maintain flood storage capacity within the floodplain, to the 
maximum extent practical, through measures that may include reducing 
impervious surface in the floodplain and adjacent areas. 

Findings: The proposed development places special emphasis upon surface 
water supplies when planning for stormwater facilities. Please see the 
attached civil engineering drawings, stormwater analysis, and geotechnical 
investigation for further information. 

(Policy 6.36} Require development to pay the cost, as determined by the 
local jurisdiction, of extending urban services and facilities. This does not 
preclude subsidy, where a development will fulfill goals and 
recommendations of the Metro Plan and other applicable plans determined 
by the local jurisdiction to be of particular importance or concern. 

Findings: As mentioned above in this statement, Oakleigh Meadow LLC is 
financially responsible for this project and as such will pay the cost of 
development as it works with the City of Eugene and local jurisdictions to 
fulfill goals and recommendations of the Metro Plan. 

METRO PLAN - SPECIFIC ELEMENTS: (J) ENERGY ELEMENT 

{6oa/ 1} Maximize the conservation and efficient utilization of all types of 
energy. 
(Objective 7) Continue and intensify efforts to allocate land uses in a manner 
that creates a compact growth form for the metropolitan area. 
(Objective B) Promote policies that minimize the energy consumed for 
heating, cooling, lighting, appliance use, and other processes in commercial, 
industrial, and residential buildings. 
{Objective 9} Encourage the maximum amount of energy conservation 
associated with automobile use. 
{Objective 11} Encourage the minimization of energy consumption in 
determining the placement, density, and design of all types of urban land 
uses. 
(Objective 12} Continue and support energy conservation efforts that are 
being undertaken by the public and private sector. 

Findings: The development proposes reduced energy consumption during 
the lifetime of this project primarily with highly-efficient technologies, tried­

. and-true construction details, and the use of shared walls. For further 
evidence and analysis showing compliance with this criterion, please refer to 
Planned Unit Development, Tentative Plan permit application filed 
concurrently with this application. 
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(Policy 1.3) Land allocation and development patterns shall permit the 
highest possible current and future utilization of solar energy for space 
heating and cooling, in balance with the requirements of other planning 
policies. 
{Policy 1.4) Encourage development that takes advantage of natural 
conditions, such as microclimate, and utilizes renewable energy supplies, such 
as solar energy, to minimize non-renewable and overall energy consumption. 

Findings: The development complies with the standards pursuant to EC 
9.5500 Multiple-Family Standards that regulate the orientation and density 
of multiple unit dwelling projects. Additionally, the proposed orientation of 
the buildings allow for future solar energy harvesting arrays to be 
constructed at rooftop locations, increasing the economic potential for 
renewable energy systems. For further evidence and analysis showing 
compliance with this criterion, please refer to appl ication file #PDT 13-0001. 

METRO PLAN - SPECIFIC ELEMENTS: (K) CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT ELEMENT 

(Goal) Continue to develop, maintain, and refine programs and procedures 
that maximize the opportunity for meaningful, ongoing citizen involvement in 
the community's planning and planning implementation processes consistent 
with mandatory statewide planning standards. 
(Policy K.3) Improve and maintain local mechanisms that provide the 
opportunity for residents and property owners in existing residential areas to 
participate in the implementation of policies in the Metro Plan that may 
affect the character of those areas. 

Findings: The City of Eugene's acknowledged program for citizen 
involvement provides citizens the opportunity to review and make 
recommendations in written and oral testimony on the proposed 
development consistent with this Goal and does not amend the citizen 
involvement element of the Metro Plan. 

A public neighborhood meeting and public notifications, as required by the 
City of Eugene Type I l l  Application process, occurred in  the area within 
walking distance of the development site. Oakleigh Meadow LLC has been 
very active in the neighborhood, including residents and property owners in 
the process. Community members have been invited to regular on-site 
meetings, as well as public meetings and displays at the River Road Annex 
community center. The development has also been recognized and is 
supported by the River Road Community Organization. 

{4) In areas subject to the Wil/akenzie Area Plan, the intensification, change of use, 
or development will conform with that plan's use management considerations. 
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Findings: The subject site is outside of the Willakenzie Area Plan area. As such, the 
criterion of this section does not apply. 

{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 fines 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.}. 

Findings: A geographical survey and proposed site plan have been provided 
that display the boundaries of the site and the approximate boundary of the 
Willamette River Greenway, River Bank, Ordinary High Waterline, and 
Approximate Floodway Line that clearly indicating the development property 
is outside the setbacks of Significant Riparian Corridor. 

(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. 

Findings: The Metropolitan Plan Natural Assets and .Constraints Working 
Paper (Working Paper) does not identify any significant fish or wildlife sites on 
the subject property, but does identify the Willamette River Corridor as an 
Anadromous Fish River. The Willamette River is designated as an essential 
Salmon Habitat by the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW). This 
project is separated from the River by topographic and vegetated buffer 
zones. Standard precautions will be taken during construction to prevent 
erosion and sedimentation from leaving the project site. 

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

Findings: The development proposes to minimize the building footprint to as 
small as possible given the project design requirements. Buildings are placed 
primarily on the North and West portions of the development site, leaving the 
remaining land - approximately 20% of the entire site - open and accessible 
to the River and Greenway path system. Furthermore, agreements have been 
established between Oakleigh Meadow llC and the City of Eugene giving 
responsibility of landscape and natural vegetation maintenance of the 
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adjacent vacant public lot to the development. The owners/residents of the 
proposed development will provide for the health and long-term stewardship 
of the natural resource. 

(d) Preservation of scenic qualities and viewpoints as identified in the 
Metropolitan Plan Natural Assets and Constraints Working Paper. 

Findings: The Metropolitan Plan Natural Assets and Constraints Working 
Paper does not identify any viewpoints for this development site. The project 
is within a natural area referred to as West Bank Park. The Working Paper 
considers Park Land an identifier for scenic sites having the greatest scenic 
value as "public parks provide scenic assets to the Metro Area in all their 
forms." By minimizing impacts to existing trees and surrounding vegetation, 
and building away from the river as much as possible, natural features of the 
park will continue to be visually dominant and provide the visual diversity to 
the Metro Area that is desired from Park Lands as identified in the Working 
Paper. 

Specific measures will be provided during construction to ensure protection of 
natural resources. A tree removal plan has been provided by the project 
landscape architect and will be approved by an Oregon-licensed arborist prior 
to any work performed. Additionally, this development provides access for al l  
park users to enjoy the scenic qualities of the park as well as connect to the 
Willamette River system by enhancing existing physical connections and 
proposing a convenient pedestrian and bicycle circulation system on the 
development site. The proposed path alignment on site shall follow existing 
topographical contours to minimize excavation or fill in the project area. 

(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. 

Findings: The Statewide Planning Goal lS specifically states that this Rule 
does not authorize situations such that the public is encouraged to use or 
trespass on private land. This project is  on private property that abuts public 
property and as such, proposes to encourage access to the public property by 
connecting and maintaining the pedestrian and bicycle circulation syste m and 
by providing a clear visual open space along the public property. 

(f) 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 (DRS Chapter 541} 
designed to minimize adverse effects to water quality, fish and wildlife, 
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vegetation, bank stabilization, stream flow, visual quality, noise, safety, 
and to guarantee necessary reclamation. 

Findings: The development does not propose aggregate extraction and, 
therefore, the criterion of this section is not applicable. 

(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 will not interfere with adjacent uses. 

As used in this section, the words "the greatest possible degree" are drawn 
from Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 15 (F.3.b.) and are intended to require a 
balancing of factors so that each of the identified Willamette Greenway 
criteria is met to the greatest extent possible without precluding the requested 
use. 

Findings: The purpose of the development is to provide compatible 
residential housing that enhances the recreational facilities of the 
development site and surrounding areas, while improving access and 
strengthening the connection of the River Road neighborhood to the 

( Willamette River Greenway system. 

( 

{6} When site review approval is required, the proposed development will be 
consistent with the applicable site review criteria. 

Findings: Site review approval is required and this development proposes to 
comply with al l applicable review criteria. Concurrent with this application, a 
Planned Unit Development, Tentative Plan permit application, file number 
PDT 13-0001, is being submitted. 

(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. 

Findings: This proposal has been designed to comply with all applicable 
standards in  EC 9.8815 Willamette Greenway Permit Approval Criteria and 
consistent with EC 9.4980 Water Resources Conservation Area Development 
Standards. Such consistency will be demonstrated through a Planned Unit 
Development, Tentative Plan permit review process. This project does not 
require an adjustment to any standard pursuant to EC 9.8015. 

Specific path design will be constructed to comply with EC 9.6500 through 
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9.6510 regarding Public Improvement Standards and fC 9.6791 through 
9.6797 regarding issues pertaining to stormwater destination, pollution 
reduction, flow control for headwaters area, oil control, source control, 
easement, and operation and maintenance. For further details, please refer 
to the development Tentative Plan permit application file number PDT 13-
0001 regarding code compliance. Based on these findings, the proposal 
demonstrates compliance with the applicable Special Flood Hazard Area, 100-
year flood waters surface elevation, and City of Eugene stormwater 
development standards. 

Willamette Greenway - June 14, 2013 Page 19 of20 Oakleigh Cohousing WG 13-0001 



( 

( 

( 

CONCLUSION 

O A K L E I G H  
�l E A D  O W  

C O H· O I; $ 1 N G  

Based on the information and findings contained in this written statement, associated reports 
and attachments, and site and building drawings the proposed Oakleigh Meadow Coho using, 
Willamette Greenway Permit meets the criteria of approval contained in the Eugene Code and 
al l  relative subsequent codes. Therefore, the applicant requests the Hearing Official approve 
the proposal as presented. Both the applicant and the applicant's representative are available 
for questions as necessary. We look forward to workingwith city staff to ensure this projects 
meets or exceeds the goals and objectives of the applicant, the city, and the greater 
community. 

Please direct any questions or clarifications regarding the above application to Will Dixon, AlA, 
Project Manager for the Owner/Applicant (541-689-3548 or at wr::d@willardcdixon.com). 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 
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Oakleigh Meadow LLC 
c/o Will Dixon, AlA 
300 Blair Boulevard 
Eugene, Oregon 97402-4150 
(541) 689-3548 

14 June, 2013 

City of Eugene 
Planning Division 
Attn: Becky Thomas, Associate Planner 
99 West 101h Avenue 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 
(541) 682-5437 
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Planned Unit Development - Tentative Plan Application submittal for the City of Eugene. 

Applicant File: Oak/eigh Cohousing (PDT 13-0001} 
Applicant Name: Oakleigh Meadow, LLC 

1 3 60  

APPLICANT'S WRITTEN STATEMENT 

In  accordance with the Planned Unit Development (PUD), Tentative Plan, submittal 
requirements, this written statement describes the proposed development and demonstrates 
that the proposal complies with the criteria set forth by the Eugene Code (EC) 9.8310. This 
proposal is subject to the Type Ill application review process as described in EC 9.7300 through 
9.7340. Concurrent with this application, a submitted Willamette Greenway Permit Application 
(#WG 13-0001) will supplement this statement as indicated. 

TABLE of CONTENTS 

I .  lAND USE REQUEST 
A. DESIGN I NTENT 

B. WHAT IS COHOUSING? 

C. DESIGN TEAM 

II. SUPPORTING FACTS & FINDINGS 
A. SITE AND EXISTING CONDITIONS 

B. LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT HISTORY 

C. SUMMARY OF CODE COMPLIANCE 

Ill. CONCLUSION 
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The present request is for approval of a master-planned multi-family residential facility with a 
combination of one- and two-story flats and town homes each with two to four bedrooms, 
including a two-story common gathering and service facility. The development site includes 
low-density residential space that is currently undeveloped. The proposed seven dwelling 
buildings and one community building are arranged as a community around proposed 
pedestrian and bicycle paths to enhance on-site circulation. The build ings are oriented to 
maximize natural lighting and openness and protect the existing views both into and from the 
project site. 

This request has been drafted from comprehensive planning efforts as Oakleigh Meadow LLC 
has researched and informed themselves and the community about the proposed coho using 
development at the end of Oakleigh Lane. The owners have been very active in the 
neighborhood, involving residents and property owners in the process. Community members 
have been invited to regular on-site meetings, as well as public meetings and displays at the 
River Road Annex community center. A public neighborhood meeting and public notification, 
as required by the City of Eugene Type I l l  Application process, occurred in the area within 
walking distance of the development site. 

(A) DESIGN INTENT 

We seek to create an intergenerational residential community on the newly annexed infHI 
site at the end of Oakleigh Lane in Eugene, Oregon. Oakleigh Meadow LLC is a diverse 
group of private households who have come together to build a cohousing condominium 
community connected to the b icycle path that is accepted by its neighbors, excels code 
requirements for environmental and building standard, and expands the Eugene Urban 
Growth Boundary into the River Road/ Santa Clara area with infill residential development. 

Cohousing combines the autonomy of private, single-family dwellings with the advantages 
of community or multiple-family living. Neighborhood design encourages sharing of skills 
and resources and reduces environmental impacts through efficient resource 
implementation and economical use of building space. 

The proposed Planned Unit Development property (approximately 2.3 acres) is owned by 
Oakleigh Meadow LLC and is a contiguous area, zoned as R-1, within the Eugene urban 
growth boundary. Project Manager Will Dixon, AlA, a licensed architect in the State of 
Oregon, is acting as liaison between the applicant and the city. The Project consists of 28 
one and two'story dwellings in a total of 7 buildings of 2 to 5 units plus one two-story 
common building serving the residents al l  consistent with EC Table 9.2750, and may be 
reviewed under general housing criteria. 
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(B) WHAT IS COHOUSING? 

THE NEED 

Dramatic demographic and economic changes have taken place in our society, leaving a 
mismatch between today's households and conventional housing. Single-family houses 
were designed for a 1950's model family with "a bread-winning father and a full-time 
housewife." Contemporary households-characterized by smaller families, women 
working outside the home, and growing numbers of single parents, elders, and singles 
living alone-face a child care crisis, social isolation, and a chronic time crunch, in part, 
because they are living in housing unsuited to their lives. 

At the same time, an  increasingly mobile society has distanced many Americans from their 
extended families, a traditional source of social and economic support. Many of us feel the 
effects of these trends in our own lives. Things that people once took for granted-family, 
community, a sense of belonging-must now be actively sought out. 

A HOUSING SOLUTION 

Cohousing communities respond to the basic needs of today's households-social contact, 
child care, and economic efficiency-by combining the autonomy of private dwellings with 
the advantages of community living. Over 125 of these communities have been built in the 
United States since 1991, 12 of which are located in  Oregon. This will be the first such 
community to be built in Lane County. The success and growing acceptance of these 
developments attest to the viability of this housing solution. 

Cohousing neighborhoods are designed with the future residents to facilitate cooperation 
between residents. Like other cohousing communities, Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing 
{OM C) will be owned as self-contained condominiums with extensive community facilities 
and managed by a homeowners' association. Although individual homes are designed to 
be self-sufficient, each with its own kitchen, the common facilities are an important aspect 
of community life, both for social and practical reasons. The community facilities in this 
development include a sitting room, a large kitchen and dining/meeting area, two guest 
rooms, three toilets, kid's play room, teen room, music room, laundry facilities, and 
storage. Community facilities also include a workshop and gardens. 

The cohousing model incorporates ideas that have already proven successfu l. Planned 
retirement communities often include shared dining and other common facilities. Resident 
involvement is recognized as a critical aspect in increasing buyer satisfaction and reducing 
housing management costs. Utilizing conventional forms of ownership such as 
condominiums, cohousing builds on accepted legal and financial structures. Yet, co housing 
communities are unique in combining a participatory planning process, neighborhood 
design, shared facilities, and resident management to attract all ages and household types. 
As a result, cohousing communities become cross-generational neighborhoods that 
support traditional values of family and community. 
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I n  many respects, the cohousing model is not new. Many of us remember places where 
people knew their neighbors and were familiar with each other's families over time. 
Cohousing communities offer a contemporary model for recreating neighborhoods with a 
sense of place, and the security and sense of belonging which accompanies it. 

Provided is a brief overview of what the proposed Oakleigh Meadow Co housing project offers to 
the River Road I Santa Clara neighborhood and the greater Eugene community: 

• A safe and supportive environment for 

children and families. 

• A balance of privacy and community that 

reflects the values of the community. 

• Strengthen Eugene's connection to River 
Road I Santa Clara neighborhood. 

• Provide a financially stable building 
model to the residential market. 

• Environmentally-sensitive design and site 
layout emphasizing pedestrian and 
bicycle circulation. 

· • A development that maximizes open 
space near a natural resource by 
clustering dwellings and dedicating 
much of the property to remain as open 
space. 

• An intergenerational neighborhood with 
the strong sense of community typical 
of older neighborhoods in the River 
Road Area. 

HISTORY OF COHO USING 

• Provides moderately priced home 
ownership housing for working families 
and retirees. 

• Creates diversity of homes that range in 
size to accommodate a variety of 
household income levels. 

• Exceeds Oregon State Energy Efficiency 
Standards for residential homes by a 
minimum of 20% for all building 
performance criteria. 

• Minimizes water use through 
landscaping with regional and native 
species. 

• Fits into the River Road context using 
architecture inspired by local buildings 
and the details and forms of 19th 
Century Lane County homes and 
buildings. 

• Successful model that acts as catalyst for 
similar growth and expansion in Eugene 

and River Road I Santa Clara. 

Cohousing was initially pioneered in Denmark and the Netherlands, where this type of 
housing has flourished in the last 30 years and now has over 300 such developments built. 
Since the book, Cohousing: A Contemporary Approach to Housing Ourselves (Ten Speed 
Press; 1988, 1994), was first published, cohousing has attracted national attention 
including coverage on ABC's World News Tonight, and articles in Architecture, The New 
York Times, Wall Street Journal and the Los Angeles Times among many others. The first 
new American cohousing communities were completed in the early 90's, and now there 
are more than 125 built communities across North America. 
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(C) DESIGN TEAM 

.Q.w. [!!� [.If!" fl. p P.l! £t;l_l)_ t 
Oakleigh Meadow, LLC 
300 Blair Blvd I Eugene, Oregon 97402 
Contact: Will Dixon, AlA 
(541) 689-3548 I Fax: 1-541-982-2273 
wcd@willardcdixon.com 

P.r.9J�£t(S!.Q!J!im!f9.( 
Willard C. Dixon Architect, LLC 
300 Blair Blvd. 
Eugene, Oregon 97402 
Contact: Will Dixon, AlA 
(541) 689-3548 I Fax: 1-541-982-2273 
wed@ willardcdixon.com 
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McCamant & Durrett Architects 
241 B Commercial Street 
Nevada City, CA 95959 
Contact: Charles Durrett, Architect 
(530) 265-9980 I Fax: (530) 265-4398 
charles.durrett@cohousingco.com 

P.!.WJ.rJ.!IJg _(gn�uft.cmt; 
CoHousing Partners 
241 B Commercial Street 
Nevada City, CA 95959 
Contact: Katie McCamant, Architect 
(530) 478-1970 I Fax: (530) 265-4398 
katie.rnccamant@cohousingco.com 

PUD Tentative - June 14, 2013 

Qv.!U:IJJl!!!��r 
SSW Engineers, Inc. I 2350 Oakmont Way, 
Suite 105 I Eugene, Oregon 97401 
Contact: Michael A. Cox, PE 
(541) 485-8383 I Fax: (541) 485-8384 
michaelc@sswengineers.com 

f?fgJ�£1Jni£CJL�IJJlin��r 
Foundation Engineering, Inc. I 820 NW 
Cornell Ave. I Corvallis, Oregon 97330 
Contact: Jim Maitland, PE, GE 
(541) 757-7645 I Fax: (541) 757-7650 

�piJ.t;(�gJpg_f.\(fflit.�.t;.( 
LandCurrent 1 1754 Moonshadow Lane 
Eugene, Oregon 97405 
Contact: Anita Van Asperdt, Principal 
(541) 434-2458 I Fax: (541) 343-4325 
anita @Ia ndcurrent.com 

f'rgJ�.c;t..(�ft.if!�t;(Ar.9.9.ri�t 
Sperry Tree Care Co. I 227 West 13th Ave., 
Suite 201 I Eugene, Oregon 97401 
Contact: Nathaniel Sperry, ISA 
(541) 461-1737 I Fax: (541) 461-0091 

f?gggmRhim!.�ur.v.�Y.CJ! 
Poage Engineering & Surveying I 990 Obie 
St. I Eugene, Oregon 97402 
Contact: Jon Oakes, LS 
(541) 485-4505 I Fax: (541) 485-5624 
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II. SUPPORTING FACTS & FINDINGS 

{A} Site and Existing Conditions 
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This Tentative PUD request applies to Tax Lot 05500 {2.01 acres) of Lane County Assessor's 
Map 17-04-24-24 and Tax Lot 00400 (0.19 acres) of Lane County Assessor's Map 17-04-24-
13. The total development site, after approval of Lot Line Adjustments (LA 13-1 and LA 13-
2) on March 111h of 2013, is approximately 2.297 acres in size. The defined area is referred 
to as the development property or site and is described in detail in this statement and on 
site plans and analysis provided with this application. 

The proposed development site is a contiguous parcel available for development within 
the Metropolitan Urban Growth Boundary and was incorporated into the City of Eugene. 
Adjacent properties include single-family residential (R-1} to the North, vacant land (R-1) to 
the West, single-family residences (R-1 and R-2} to the South, and vacant city-owned land 

· (PL) to the East. The city property borders the Park, Trail System, and Willamette River to 
the East. Spanning the East property l ine of the development site is an existing 20-foot 
sewer easement that contains a 72" sanitation line running the entire length of and 
extending past the property. 

This development site does not contain any significant Upland Wildlife or Wetland Sites as 
identified in the City's Goal S Inventory, such as rare plants, habitat for rare animals, 
prominent topographic features, streams, etc. The site is recognized on the acknowledged 
GoalS Inventory as a Significant Riparian Corridor. Please see Willamette Greenway 
Permit application file number WG 13-0001. The PUD site is located in a 'Category A' 
Riparian zone with a designated 100-ft setback from the Willamette River. The entire 
development site is located well outside of this setback. The East property line of the 
development site is approximately 318 feet from the river bank at the North end and 
approx. 265 feet away at the South end. The proposed buildings are no closer than 
approximately 335 feet from the Willamette River bank. 

Additionally, the Ordinary High Water {OHW} line is outside of the development site to the 
East approximately 200 feet at the North end and approx. 243 feet at the South end. The 
established limits of the Floodway are also outside the property boundaries. The East 
property line, at its farthest point, is approximately 121 feet away from the Approximate 
Floodway Boundary and, at its closest point, is approximately 115 feet away. The closest 
proposed building to the Flood way Boundary is approximately 132 feet away. Please refer 
to the Topography Survey for dimensions and details. 

The development site is geographically positioned within both Zones 'AE' and 'X' Special 
Flood Hazard Areas and such boundaries, including elevation markers, are clearly indicated 
on the proposed Stormwater Plan for reference. Five of the eight proposed buildings, or 
half of the proposed dwelling units plus the common building, are located on higher 
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ground and within the Zone 'X' Special Flood Hazard Area. The established Base Flood 
Elevation (BFE) for the PUD site is 401.8 feet, measured above sea level. The topographic 
BFE line is indicated on the proposed site plan for reference. 

According to the Metro Plan, the site is completely within the Willamette Greenway but is 
not designated as a "Natural Resource." A concurrent Willamette Greenway permit, file # 
WG 13-0001, will supplement this Tentative PUD Application that will provide criterion 
analysis. 

(B) Land Use and Development History 
The development property has been privately owned, undeveloped vacant land within the 
River Road Park and Recreation District until just recently. I n  February of 2013, the 
properties were submitted for annexation to the City of Eugene and then subsequently a 
request was submitted for a Lot Line Adjustment that was approved on March 11th, 2013. 
Final annexation for the site was approved on April 81h of 2013. The amount of net area 
gained to the development site was 0.097 acres due to property line adjustments. The 
adjusted property lines enveloped two existing dilapidated, non-inhabitable buildings - a 
shop and a shed that will both be removed - within the boundaries of the development 
site. No land use change occurred during the annexation process, as the site remains 
zoned as low-density residential. 

This group began organizing a few years ago around this property as it was offered by OMC 
founding members who were willing to work with and sell to Oakleigh Meadow LLC. 
We've been working hard ever since with our architects, consultants, and Project Manager 
on the design of our community. The design we are submitting is the result of a thorough 
process of considering the resident group's goals and priorities, how it impacts the 
surrounding neighborhood, and various a lternative layouts. We're currently a mix of 
households that include a range of singles, young families with children, empty nesters, 
and retired folks. The group has actively sought diversity in its membership and consists of 
a wide range of ages. An important factor to remember is this proposed development is 
lifestyle-driven rather than profit-driven. 

The owners have been very active in the neighborhood, involving River Road residents and 
property owners in the process. Community members have been invited to regular on-site 
meetings, as well as public meetings and displays at the River Road Annex community 
center. A public neighborhood meeting and public notification, as required by the City of 
Eugene Type I l l  Application process, occurred in the area within walking distance of the 
development site. 
Leaders of several committees of the owner group, members who also live in the 
neighborhood, have proactively over the past couple of years been engaging neighbors by 
hosting lectures and movies, having potlucks and neighborhood parties, creating an 
interactive website, posting flyers, visiting folks, going door-to-door talking, writing, asking, 
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and welcoming concerns and solutions with the proposed PUD. A very positive response 
has been received from the community. 

(C) Summary of Code Compliance 
This section is organized in order of the applicable approval criteria and is presented under 
the General Permit Criteria . Applicable approval criteria are outlined below in italics, 
followed by proposed Findings of fact in normal text. 

Pursuant to EC 9.8305(4} Planned Unit Development, Tentative Plan, provisions are being 
applied by request of the property owner and at by the requirements of Eugene City Code. 
The proposed Planned Unit Development, Tentative Plan, will fulfill the goals in the original 
River Road Santa Clara Urban Facilities Plan (UFP) and also the Metro Plan as adapted by 
the city council. 

· EC 9.8300 - 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 a sustainable environment that includes 
(a} Shared use of services and facilities. 
(b) A compatible mix of land uses that encourage alternatives to the use 

of the automobile. 
(c) A variety 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 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 /at by lot development and that are reasonably 
compatible with the surrounding area. 

Findings: The findings provided in  this written statement and attached drawings 
and analysis will show that the Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing project complies 
with the stated purposes of the Planned Unit Development (PUD), Tentative Plan. 

EC 9.8305 - APPLICABILITY 
PUD provisions shall be applied when any of the following conditions exist: 

{2) The property is zoned with a /PO overlay zone. 
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Findings: The proposed site has an  overlay zone designated /PD. 

EC 9.4300- PURPOSE OF /PD PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY lONE 
The /PD Planned Unit Development overlay zone is intended to achieve all of 
the following: 

(1) Provide flexibility in architectural design, placement and clustering of 
buildings, use of open space and outdoor living areas, and provisions 
of facilities for the circulation of automobiles, pedestrians, bicycles, 
and mass transit, parking, storage, and other considerations related 
to site design. 

(2) Promote an attractive, safe, efficient, and stable environment that 
incorporates a compatible variety and mix of uses and dwelling types. 

(3} Provide for economy of shared services and facilities. 
(4) Encourage the construction of a variety of housing types at price 

ranges necessary to meet the needs of all income groups in the city. 
(5} Enhance the opportunity to achieve higher densities. 
(6} Preserve the natural resource areas. 

Findings: The findings provided in this report will show that the Oakleigh 
Meadow Cohousing project complies with the stated purposes of the 
Planned Unit Development Overlay Zone. 

{3} One or more land uses proposed for the site are subject to review and 
approval through the PUD process according to the zoning. 

Findings: The proposed land use for the development site is Multiple-Family 
and is permitted only through a PUD process as per EC Table 9.2740. 

(4) When requested by the property owner. 

Findings: Additional to the above requirements, Planned Unit Development 
provisions are being applied by request of the property owner. 

No development permit shall be issued by the city prior to approval of the 
final PUD. 

EC 9.8310 - TENTATIVE PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT GENERAL APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS 

EC 9.8310(1} - OWNERSHIP 
The area included in a proposed PUD shall either be under single ownership or 
common development control. The application shall include all contiguous 
property under the same ownership or development control, shall be signed by 
the owner of the property, and include such related information as prescribed by 
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the planning director. Otherwise contiguous parcels that are separated only by a 
public right-of-way, shall be included in the PUD application unless the public 
right-of-way is designated an arterial or collector on the street classification map. 
If otherwise contiguous parcels are separated by an arterial or collector street, 
the applicant may, at the applicant's discretion, include those parcels in the PUD 
application. 

Findings: The project site is owned and is under development control by a single 
entity, Oakleigh Meadow, LLC. The mailing address is 300 Blair Boulevard, 
Eugene, Oregon 97402-4150. The contact person, also a member of Oakleigh 
Meadow, LLC, is Will Dixon, AlA, and he may be reached at (541) 689-3548. 

The homebuyers participate in the planning and design of cohousing 
communities ensuring that the development responds to the needs and 
priorities of the owners and community. Residents also fund most of the pre­
development costs and are significant investors in the projects from the very 
beginning. This resident participation creates a "pre-sold" neighborhood 
community development. 

EC 9.8310(2} - PROJECT COORD INA TOR AND PROFESSIONAL DESIGN TEAM 
The tentative PUD application shall identify the project coordinator and the 
professional design team and certify compliance with the following: 

(a) Project Coordinator. The project coordinator shall: 
(1) Be the liaison between the applicant and the city. 
{2} Ensure that the required plans are prepared and executed according to 

any required conditions. 
{3} Either be a member of the American Institute of Certified Planners or 

licensed in the state of Oregon to practice architecture, civil engineering, 
or landscape architecture. 
The project coordinator, or at least one design team member, shall attend 
all public meetings at which the proposal is discussed. 

Findings: Willard C. Di.xon Architect, LLC is the Project Coordinator (Project 
Manager) firm for the Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing project, and is licensed in  
the state of Oregon to practice architecture. Will has been present for and will 
continue to attend all public meetings that discuss the proposed PUD. 

(b) Professional Design Team Designation. Unless waived by the planning 
director, the professional design team shall consist of at least the following 
professionals: 
{1} Oregon licensed arborist. 
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{2} Oregon licensed architect. 
{3} Oregon licensed civil engineer. 
{4} Oregon licensed landscape architect 
{5) Oregon licensed land surveyor. 
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Findings: The Design Team is composed of an Oregon- licensed arborist, two 
architects, civil engineer, landscape architect, and land surveyor. All members 
are licensed to practice in  the state of Oregon. Names and addresses of al l  
Design Team members are located above in this written statement. The 
members of the Design Team are licensed professionals with extensive 
experience directly related to the City of Eugene PUD criteria. 

The architects, McCamant & Durrett Architects (MDA) and CoHousing Partners 
(CP), are providing architecture development consulting services. The firms are 
founded by architects Kathryn McCamant and Charles Durrett, who introduced 
the coho using concept to North America with their book Cohousing: A 
Contemporary Approach to Housing Ourselves (1988, 1994) and Creating 
Cohousing: Building Sustainable Communities (2011) . The firms work nationwide 
and have provided architecture and development services to over fifty (50) 
successful coho using developments. 

(c) Plan Certification. 

Findings: Each set of plans provided with this PUD, Tentative Plan application 
certifies the professional services performed by bearing the stamp of the 
respective licensed professional responsible for the work. To ensure 
comprehensive review of all plans for compliance with the PUD provisions by the 
Design Team, the cover sheet of the proposed PUD set (drawings) contains a 
statement of review endorsed with the signatures of al l  designated members of 
the Design Team stating the project complies with both the standards of each 
member's respective profession and with the PUD, Tentative Plan criteria. 

EC 9.8310(3}- PHASING 
The tentative PUD application shall include a phasing plan that indicates any 
proposed phases for development, including the boundaries and sequencing of 
each phase. Phasing shall progress in a sequence that promotes street 
connectivity between the various phases of the development and accommodates 
other required public improvements. 

Findings: The PUD proposes no phases to construction. As such, this criterion 
does not apply. 

EC 9.8310(4} - DENSITY 
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Dwelling unit densities of PUDs shall be consistent with Table 9.2750 Residential 
Zone Development Standards. The calculation of the number af dwelling units 
allowed shall be determined based on the following: 

(a) Easement Calculations. If it is demonstrated that easements will benefit 
residents of the proposed PUD, residential density calculations may include 
areas in easements, with the exception of private streets or ingress/egress 
easements. 

(b) Dedications. If it is demonstrated that lands dedicated to the city will benefit 
residents of the proposed PUD, residential density calculations may include 
areas dedicated to the public for recreation or open space. 

(c) Cumulative Density. When final plans are to be approved in phases, at no 
time shall the cumulative residential density exceed the overall density per 
acre established at the time of tentative plan approval. 

Findings: This proposed development is zoned R-1, low-density residential, with 
an allowable density of 14 dwelling units per acre. The subject site, 
approximately 2.3 acres, is allowed a maximum of 32 dwelling units. The PUD 
proposes 28 units. Thusly, the PUD complies with density requirements. The 
proposed PUD also complies with density requirements pursuant to EC 9.5500. 
For further information regarding multiple-family density requirements, please 
see the provided code compliance findings for criterion EC 9.8320(11}. 

EC 9.8310(5}- NEEDED HOUSING 
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 
Criteria-Needed Housing. 

Findings: This project does not propose Needed Housing. The PUD shall be 
approved with the criteria pursuant to EC 9.8320 Tentative Planned Unit 
Development Approval Criteria - General. 

EC 9.8320- TENTATIVE PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL CRITERIA - GENERAL 

EC 9.8320(1}- THE PUD IS CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE ADOPTED POLICIES OF THE METRO PLAN. 

Findings: The Metro Plan Diagram (map) designates the development property 
as Low Density Residential, which is consistent with the site's current zoning. 
The applicable policies of the Metro Plan to this PUD are enumerated below as 
they appear in the Metro Plan. 

PUD Tentative - June 14, 2013 Page 12 of46 Oakleigh Coho using PDT 13-0001 
1 37 1  



( 
O A IU E I G H 

M 1�� ,\ )) 0 W 
C O H O  U S I N G  

EC 9.9560- EUGENE-SPRINGFIELD METROPOLITAN AREA GENERAL PLAN {METRO PLAN). 

(5) Environmental Design Element: Natural vegetation, natural water features, 
and drainageways shall be protected and retained to the maximum extent 
practicable, considering the economic, social, environmental, and energy 
consequences in the design and construction of urban developments. 
Landscaping shall be utilized to enhance distinctive natural features (Policy 
2, page 111-E-3}. 

Findings: The proposed PUD is within the Greenway, and a Willamette 
Greenway permit application, file number WG 13-0001, is being submitted 
concurrently with this application that will provide criterion analysis. Policies, 
goals, and objectives of the Metro Plan relevant to the proposed PUD have been 
included below. 

METRO PLAN - GROWTH MANAGEMENT 
{PoLicY 1} The Urban Growth Boundary {UGB) and sequential development 
shall continue to be implemented as an essential means to achieve compact 
urban growth. The provisions of all services shall be concentrated inside the 
UGB. 

Findings: The parcels affected by this application are currently within the 
Eugene portion of the Metropolitan Urban Growth Boundary and were 
incorporated into the City of Eugene. The annexation of the subject site was 
made in compliance with an acknowledged comprehensive plan and 
implementing ordinances, and with the established availability of urban 
facilities and services. As annexed land, the subject site provides for compact 
urban growth with essential services available for development. 

The Metro Plan defines compact growth as "The filling in of vacant and 
underutilized lands in the UGB, as well as redevelopment inside the UGB ." 
This application will allow compact urban growth to occur on lands that are 
currently within the UGB and underutilized for a residential area in such a 
manner that is consistent with Metro Plan. The development of the site will 
provide adequate housing opportunities for mean income levels in the 
neighborhood. 

{PoLicY 10} Annexation to a city through normal processes shall continue to be 
the highest priority. 
{PoLicY 16} Ultimately, land within the UGB shall be annexed to a city and 
provided with the required minimum level of urban facilities and services. 
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While the time frame for annexation may vary, annexation should occur as 
land transitions from urbanizable to urban. 

Findings: The development property, contiguous to the Urban Growth 
Boundary, has been annexed to the City of Eugene in early 2013 prior to this 
PUD, Tentative Plan submittal as ind icated above and thusly complies with 
these policies. 

METRO PLAN - SPECIFIC ELEMENTS: (A) RESIDENTIAL LAND USE AND HOUSING ELEMENT · 
(Policy A.17) Provide opportunities for a fu/1 range of choice in housing type, 
density, size, cost, and location. 
(Policy A.20} Encourage home ownership of a/1 housing types, particularly for 
low-income households. 

Findings: The PUD proposes Cohousing, a type of residential housing that is 
currently not available in the Eugene metropolitan area or in  the River Road 
/Santa Clara neighborhood. Coho using projects, including this PUD, have 
dwelling units that are individually owned and are priced to reflect modest 
housing cost rates in the local area. 

METRO PLAN - SPECIFIC ELEMENTS: (C) ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES ELEMENT: RIPARIAN 
CORRIDORS, WETLANDS, ANO WILDLIFE HABITAT (GOAL S) 

(Policy C.17) The map titled 'Goal S Significant Riparian Corridors for the area 
inside the Metro Plan Boundary and outside the UGB, dated January 2004, 
adopted and incorporated here, shall be used to identify significant riparian 
corridors for purposes of applying Goal S riparian protection provisions in 
Lane Code Chapter 16  for areas outside the UGB and inside the Plan 
Boundary. The map is on file at the Lane County Management Division. 

Findings: The proposed PUD does fall within the boundaries of the above 
stated map and, as such, Goal S Significant Riparian Corridors criterion does 
apply. 

OPEN SPACE {GOAL S) 
(Policy C.20} Continued local programs supporting community gardens on 
public land and programs promoting urban agriculture on private land shall 
be encouraged. Urban agriculture includes gardens in backyards and interim 
use of vacant and underdeveloped parcels. 

Findings: The PUD proposes garden use on private land and in common 
areas of the development and the owners propose continued maintenance 
and improvement to the mature filbert orchard and city land adjacent to the 
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development site. Oakleigh Meadow LLC has officially adopted the city­
owned parcel of land for maintenance and beautification purposes. 

METRO PLAN - SPECIFIC ELEMENTS: (D) WILLAMETTE RIVER GREENWAY, RIVER 
CORRIDORS, AND WATERWAYS ELEMENT 
(Objective 1} Encourage use of river and waterway corridors to fulfill open 
space, recreation, and resource protection needs. 

Findings: The proposed PUD is within the Greenway, and a Willamette 
Greenway permit application, file number WG 13-0001, is being submitted 
concurrently with this application that will provide criterion ana lysis. 

(Objective 3} Encourage, where appropriate and in keeping with Greenway 
goals, development that respects the quality of rivers and waterways and 
provides a variety of opportunities for enjoyment of those resources by the 
public. 

Findings: The proposed PUD is within the Greenway, and a Willamette 
Greenway permit application, file number WG 13-0001, is being submitted 
concurrently with this application that will provide criterion analysis. 

(Policy 0.5) 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. 

Findings: The proposed PUD minimizes stormwater run-off to pre­
development rates through filtration and landscaping techniques and by 
planting regional and native species. The PUD also proposes to minimize site 
light pollution with minimal outdoor lighting provided low along pathways 
and at covered porches. A Willamette Greenway permit application, file 
number WG 13-0001, is being submitted concurrently with this application · 
that will provide criterion analysis. 

(Policy D. B) Within the framework of mandatory statewide planning goals, 
local Willamette River Greenway plans shall allow a variety of means for 
public enjoyment of the river, including public acquisition areas, residential 
areas, and commercial areas. 

Findings: For further information, a Willamette Greenway permit 
application, file number WG 13-0001, is being submitted concurrently with 
this application that will provide criterion analysis. 
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(Policy 0.9} Local and state governments shall continue to provide adequate 
public access to the Wil/amette River Greenway. 

Findings: The proposed PUD provides adequate public access to the 
Willamette River Greenway through a system of on-site pedestrian and 
bicycle paths and also by connecting the existing Greenway paths to the PUD. 
For further information, a Willamette Greenway permit application, file 
number WG 13-0001, is being submitted concurrently with this application 
that will provide criterion analysis. 

METRO PLAN - SPECIFIC ELEMENTS: {E) ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN ELEMENT 
{Policy £.1} In order to promote the greatest possible degree of diversity, a 
broad variety of commercial, residential, and recreational /and uses shall be 
encouraged when consistent with other planning policies. 

Findings: The proposed PUD is consistent with both the Metro Plan and 
River Road- Santa Clara Urban Facilities Plan (UFP) policies. For further 
information, a Willamette Greenway permit application, file number WG 13-
0001, is being submitted concurrently with this application that will provide 
criterion analysis. 

(Policy £.2} Natural vegetation, natural water features, and drainage-ways 
shall be protected and retained to the maximum extent practical. 
Landscaping shall be utilized to enhance those naturai features. This policy 
does not preclude increasing their conveyance capacity in an environmentally 
responsive manner. 

Findings: The PUD proposes to protect the natural vegetation, natural water 
features, and drainage-ways by utilizing native landscape planning while 
minimizing the amount of significant trees removed from the development 
property and by reducing encroachment of the river and open space by 
employing careful site orientation design. For further information, please 
see landscape and civil engineering attached information and also the 
Willamette Greenway permit appl ication, file number WG 13-0001. 

{Policy £.4} Public and private facilities shall be designed and located in a 
manner that preserves and enhances desirable features of local and 
neighborhood areas and promotes their sense of identity. 

Findings: The desirable feature of the neighborhood is the open space that 
surrounds the river and also the Willamette River, including views and 
access. As outlined in this statement, this PUD provides maximum openness, 
connectivity, and recreation for neighborhood. For further information, a 
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Willamette Greenway permit application, file number WG 13-0001, is being 
submitted concurrently with this application that will provide criterion 
analysis. 

(Policy E. B) Site planning standards developed by local jurisdictions shall 
allow for flexibility in design that will achieve site planning objectives while 
allowing for creative solutions to design problems. 

Findings: Solutions to specific contextual site integration of the surrounding 
neighborhood rely on intentions of the property owners and subsequent 
agreements made between Oakleigh Meadow LLC and property owner to the 
West of the development site. Issues regarding the placement and 
construction of site walls have been resolved and are proposed to enhance 
both properties. Please refer to the proposed site and landscape plans for 
further information. 

METRO PLAN - SPECIFIC ELEMENTS: {F) TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 
{Goal 1) Provide an integrated transportation and land use system that 
supports choices in modes of travel and development patterns that will 
reduce reliance on the automobile and enhance livability, economic 
opportunity, and quality of life. 

Findings: As demonstrated in other code compliance criteria below in this 
statement, the PUD proposes an enhanced and viable integrated 
transportation system that allows for multiple modes of travel. For further 
information, a Willamette Greenway permit application, file number WG 13-
0001, is being submitted concurrently with this application that will provide 
criterion analysis. 

(Goal 2) Enhance the Eugene-Springfield metropolitan area's quality of life 
and economic opportunity by providing a transportation system that is: 
Balanced, Accessible, Efficient, Safe, Interconnected, Environmentally 
responsible, Supportive of responsible and sustainable development, 
Responsive to community needs and neighborhood impacts, and 
Economically viable and financially stable. 

Findings: The PUD proposes an economically viable and financially stable 
re�idential building model in an area newly annexed to the city of Eugene 
that responds to the community needs by providing sustainable 
development with a well-maintained accessible transportation system that is 
safe and environmentally responsive. · 
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(Policy F.4) Require improvements that encourage transit, bicycles, and 
pedestrians in new commercial, mixed use, and multi-unit residential 
development. 

Findings: As mentioned in the statement below, the proposed PUD complies 
with circulation and access development standards for multiple-family 
dwellings. 

{Policy F.22} Construct and improve the region's bikeway system and provide 
bicycle system support facilities for both new development and 
redevelopment/expansion 

Findings: As mentioned in the statement below, the proposed PUD complies 
with circulation and access development standards for multiple-family 
dwellings. For further information, a Willamette Greenway permit 
application, file number WG 13-0001, is being submitted concurrently with 
this application that will provide criterion analysis. 

(Policy F.23} Require bikeways to connect new development with nearby 
neighborhood activity centers and major destinations. 

Findings: Creating housing on this infill site nearby every day shopping 
minimizes traffic impacts while taking full advantage of the site's walk-and­
bike ability for daily errands. The Property also has excellent bicycling and 
public transit options to downtown Eugene. 

{Policy F.26} Provide for a pedestrian environment that is well integrated 
with adjacent land uses and is designed to enhance safety, comfort, and 
convenience of walking. 
{Policy F.27} Provide for a continuous pedestrian network with reasonably 
direct travel routes between destination points. 

Findings: The PUD proposes to improve and maintain the existing path 
connections between the River Road neighborhood and the Willamette River 
Greenway path system. As indicated in code compliance statements below, 
the proposed development encourages alternative, safe, and convenient 
circulations systems on-site that reinforce the connections. within the 
neighborhood. 

METRO PLAN -, SPECIFIC ELEMENTS: {G) PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES ELEMENT 
(Policy G.1} Extend minimum level and full range of key facilities and services 
in an orderly and efficient manner consistent with the growth management 
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policies in Chapter 1/-C, relevant policies in this chapter, and other Metro Plan 
policies. 

Findings: The parcels affected by this application are currently within the 
Urban Growth Boundary and were annexed into the City of Eugene. The 
annexation was made in compliance with an acknowledged comprehensive 
plan and implementing ordinances, and established the avai lability of urban 
facilities and services. 

{Policy G.9) Wastewater conveyance and treatment shalf be provided to 
meet the needs of projected growth inside the UGB that are capable of 
complying with regulatory requirements governing beneficial reuse or 
discharge of effluent and beneficial reuse or disposal of residuals . 

Findings: The proposed PUD places special emphasis upon wastewater 
management when planning for facilities. Please see the attached civil 
engineering drawings and geotechnical investigation for details. 

{Policy G.lO) Eugene and Springfield and their respective utility branch
.es, 

EWEB and SUB, shalf ultimately be the water service providers within the 
UGB. 

Findings: The PUD proposes EWES to be the main service provider and is 
already working with the Eugene Water and Electric Board planning for 
facilities. 

{Policy G.12} Ensure that water main extensions within the UGB include 
adequate consideration of fire flows. 

Findings: The PUD will comply with fire flow requirements as recommended 
by EWES and the Fire Marshal and will provide adequate pipe sizing thusly. 

{Policy G.16) Consider wellhead protection areas and surface water supplies 
when planning stormwater facilities. 
{Policy G.1 7) Manage or enhance waterways and open stormwater systems 
to reduce water quality impacts from runoff and to improve storm water 
conveyance. 
{Policy G.18} Include measures in local /and development regulations that 
minimize the amount of impervious surface in new development in a manner 
that reduces stormwater pollution, reduces negative [effects] from increases 
in runoff, and is compatible with Metro Plan policies. 
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(Policy G.20} Maintain flood storage capacity within the floodplain, to the 
maximum extent practical, through measures that may include reducing 
impervious surface in the floodplain and adjacent areas. 

Findings: The proposed PUD places special emphasis upon surface water 
supplies when planning for stormwater facilities. Please see the attached 
civil engineering drawings, stormwater analysis, and geotechnical 
investigation for further information. 

(Policy G.36} Require development to pay the cost, as determined by the 
local jurisdiction, of extending urban services and facilities. This does not 
preclude subsidy, where a development will fulfill goals and 
recommendations of the Metro Plan and other applicable plans determined 
by the local jurisdiction to be of particular importance or concern. 

Findings: As mentioned above in this statement, Oakleigh Meadow LLC is 
financially responsible for this project and as such will pay the cost of 
development as it works with the City of Eugene and local jurisdictions to 
fulfill goals and recommendations of the Metro Plan. 

METRO PLAN - SPECIFIC ELEMENTS: (J) ENERGY ELEMENT 
{Goal 1) Maximize the conservation and efficient utilization of all types of 
energy. 
{Objective 7) Continue and intensify efforts to allocate land uses in a manner 
that creates a compact growth form for the metropolitan area. 
{Objective 8) Promote policies that minimize the energy consumed for 
heating, cooling, lighting, appliance use, and other processes in commercial, 
industrial, and residential buildings. 
{Objective 9} Encourage the maximum amount of energy conservation 
associated with automobile use. 
{Objective 11} Encourage the minimization of energy consumption in 
determining the placement, density, and design of all types of urban land 
uses. 
(Objective 12} Continue and support energy conservation efforts that are 
being undertaken by the public and private sector. 

· Findings: The PUD proposes reduced energy consumption during the 
lifetime of this project primarily with highly-efficient technologies, tried-and­
true construction details, and the use of shared walls. By sharing insulation 
between heated units, the amount of exterior walls is reduced and the 
impact of the proposed R-Value is also greatly increased. The slab-on-grade 
foundations, fully insulated With rigid foam, provide thermal mass for 
controlling indoor temperature in all the proposed buildings. The common 
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house is oriented with solar design stratagem and proposes to open up to a 
large porch on the East and South sides that provides comfortable 
indoor/outdoor habitable spaces during the spring, summer, and autumn 
seasons that quite easily reduce heating and cooling needs and also 
encourage healthy living. 

(Policy 1.3) Land allocation and development patterns shall permit the 
highest possible current and future utilization of solar energy for space 
heating and cooling, in balance with the requirements of other planning 
policies. 
(Policy 1.4) Encourage development that takes advantage of natural 
conditions, such as microclimate, and utilizes renewable energy supplies, such 
as solar energy, to minimize non-renewable and overall energy consumption. 

Findings: The PUD complies with the standards pursuant to EC 9.5500 
Multiple-Family Standards that regulate the orientation and density of 
multiple unit dwelling projects. For further information, please see code 
compliance findings contained below in this statement and also the 
Willamette Greenway permit application, file number WG 13-0001. 

METRO PLAN - SPECIFIC ELEMENTS: (K) CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT ELEMENT 
(Goal) Continue to develop, maintain, and refine programs and procedures 
that maximize the opportunity for meaningful, ongoing citizen involvement in 
the community's planning and planning implementation processes consistent 
with mandatory statewide planning standards. 
(Policy K.3} Improve and maintain local mechanisms that provide the 
opportunity for residents and property owners in existing residential areas to 
participate in the implementation of policies in the Metro Plan that may 
affect the character of those areas. 

Findings: The City of Eugene's acknowledged program for citizen 
involvement provides citizens the opportunity to review and make 
recommendations in written and oral testimony on the proposed PUD, 
Tentative Plan, consistent with this Goal. The action proposed is consistent 
with and does not amend the citizen involvement element of the Metro Plan. 

A public neighborhood meeting and public notification, as required by the 
City of Eugene Type I l l  Application process, occurred in the area within 
walking distance of the development site. Oakleigh Meadow LLC has been 
very active in the neighborhood, including residents and property owners in 
the process. Community members have been invited to regular on-site 
meetings, as well as public meetings and displays at the River Road Annex 
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community center. The PUD has also been recognized and is supported by 
the River Road Neighborhood Association. 

Neighborhood Outreach History brief: 
./ Since July, 2011 flyers regarding all of our events have been posted in 

the neighborhood and al l over Eugene. Since that same date OMC 
members have walked door to door on Oakleigh and McClure with 
flyers, knocking on doors and talking with neighbors about the 
project . 

./ Since February, 2012 there has been an OMC website for neighbors 
to visit to ask questions, schedule a visit, or gain more information . 

./ Since August 2012, OMC members have walked, knocked on doors, 
and talked to residents of Oakleigh and McClure Lanes, carrying a 
large copy of our site-design for reference. Community responses 
were documented and updated to the OMC website's Frequently 
Asked Questions section . 

./ Since April, 2012, there has been a 30"x 48" OMC sign on the 
development property. It reads "Future Home of Oak/eigh Meadow 
Cohousing" and includes our website address for more information . 

./ Long-running ads in the Eugene Weekly regarding 3'd Sunday Site­
Visits and other events. 

Chronological outline of events and activities: 
2011 

• July 301h : OMC launch party 
• August 281h: Cohousing Gathering 
• September 111h: Outreach Meeting & Potluck 
• October 151h: Slide Show with Chuck Durrett 
• November 61h & 201h: OMC Neighborhood Potlucks 
• December 3&4: Getting-it-Built workshop with Chuck Durrett 

2012 
• Treasure Tromp Egg Hunt: March, 2012 
• Ice Cream Social :  Ju ly, 2012 
• Field Games Day: July, 2012 
• Non-Profit Design & Build picnic: July, 2012 - presented cohousing 

plans to community members and mayor of Eugene, Kitty Piercy. 
• August: OMC members walk neighborhood with site-design poster 

and paper regarding Frequently Asked Questions 
• February 191h, 2012 - present: Open-Site visits once a month 
• August - present: Filbert & Cottonwood grove work parties 
• December gth : Neighborhood Christmas tree cutting 
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2013 
• January 18-20 & March 7-10: OMC booth at both Home shows for a 

total of 7 days of non-stop outreach. 2-5 members in the booth 
having hundreds of conversations with community members. 

• Saturday February 161h (1-4pm) Neighborhood outreach event at RR 
Annex 

• Meadow Maze Treasure Tromp (March30): neighborhood families 
invited. 

• Happy Movie at UU Church (April 51h) .  Neighbors and larger 
community invited and 555 persons attended. 

• Monthly Site-Visits and Filbert Grove work parties continue. 

EC 9.8320(2}- THE PUD IS CONSISTENT WITH APPLICABLE ADOPTED REFINEMENT PLAN POLICIES. 

Findings: This site is within the study area of the River Road Santa Clara Urban 
Facilities Plan (UFPJ and is not listed in a Subarea. The property is designated 
Suburban Residential (RAj on the Zoning Diagram of the refinement plan and as 
Low Density Residential on the Land Use Diagram which is all consistent with City 
and Metro Plan zoning. 

EC9.9610- RIVER ROAD-SANTA CLARA URBAN FACILITIES PLAN (UFP} POLICIES. 

(1} General Land Use. Minimize land use conflicts by promoting compatibility 
between land uses, especially among residential, commercial-industrial, and 
commercial-agricultural uses (Policy 1}. 

Findings: The development property's land use is low-density residential. The 
subject property is bound on three sides, the North, West, and South, by 
properties also zoned as low-density residential. As such, the PUD does not 
create any land use compatibility conflicts with those adjoining properties. The 
adjacent property to the East is city-owned vacant land, zoned as public land. 
The PUD proposes to provide open areas, approx. 20% of the development site, 
along the development site's East property line in order to retain the use and 
openness of the �djoining vacant property. The PUD promotes effective 
compatibility and minimizes land use conflicts by matching adjacent land uses. 

(2} Residential Land Use. 
(a) Recognize and maintain the predominately low-density residential 

character of the area consistent with the Metro Plan (Policy 1). 

Findings: The allowable density for the subject site is 14 units per acre, 
or 32 total units. The PUD proposes 28 dwelling units clustered in 7 
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buildings on the approx. 2.3 acre site, 13% less than allowed by code. A 
study of the residential character of the surrounding area was performed 
by the owner in order to better understand and recognize key low­
density residential architectural features and site massing specific to this 
neighborhood. 

The proposed development will continue the look and feel of the existing 
neighborhood by limiting the street view to only three dwelling units, 
each with front porches and setbacks that match the existing adjacent 
residential context. Existing vegetation and clustered site placement of 
the remaining buildings reinforce the single-family appearance. 

(b) Evaluate traffic and compatibility impacts when considering new 
residential development on parcels fronting arterial streets (Policy 3}. 

Findings: The City of Eugene Street Classification Map identifies streets 
similar to Oakleigh Lane as a local street with a primary function of 
distributing traffic to its destination and feeding collector streets that 
then feed arterial streets. Oakleigh Lane is the only street that fronts the 
development property. As such, the criterion of this section does not 
apply. 

(e) Design residential development which is adjacent to the Greenway, 
parks, and other identified natural features in a manner that ensures 
its compatibility with those features (Policy 6}. 

Findings: The development property is within the Greenway. The PUD 
proposes to position dwellings and common buildings to the North and 
West within the development property, leaving the area to the East open 
to the adjacent vacant public lands. Oakleigh Meadow LLC identifies the 
open meadow and river as the primary natural features, and protects it 
by using building orientation strategies and by leaving it as open and 
undeveloped as possible. For further information, a Willamette 
Greenway permit application, file number WG 13-0001, is being 
submitted concurrently with this application that will provide criterion 
analysis. 

Transportation Element: 
(a} Support alternative to the automobile including mass transit, bicycle, 

walking, and carpooling (Policy 2). 

Findings: The PUD proposes four dedicated covered and protected 
bicycle parking "sheds" and one "bike barn" (approx. 1,280 square feet 
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total) conveniently located along paths at areas of transition from access 
paths entering the development site that allow for ease of parking, 
maintenance, and storage. Additionally, the proposed eight garages and 
eight carports serving the residents will provide overflow storage for and 
extra security for bicycles. Pathways connect the PUD to the adjacent 
path system. Co housing supports and nurtures carpooling and general 
reduction of vehicular use, as stated above, by creating a cultural 
environment conducive to sharing and healthier means of travel. 

(Policy 2.0) Provide a diversity of housing types in the area. Available techniques 
include encouraging reinvestment and rehabilitation of existing housing stock 
and the use of development standards that provide for clustering or planned unit 
development. 
(Suggested Action 2.1) Provide for innovative residential development through 
subdivision and other code provisions, such as planned unit developments and 
cluster subdivisions for new residential development on large parcels. 
(Suggested Action 2.3} Employ cluster subdivisions, PUD and site review, and 
other design processes to buffer new residential development from identified 
natural features. 

Findings: The PUD provides innovative residential development by proposing 
Co housing with d iverse housing types, each ranging in price and size, as a 
solution for individual home-owners in the area. The PUD also buffers and 
protects existing natural features, including but not limited to the Willamette 
River, existing mature trees, and open public space along the Ruth Bascom Park 
and Path System. 

EC 9.8320(3} - THE PUD WILL PROVIDE ADEQUATE SCREENING FROM SURROUNDING PROPERTIES 
INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO, ANTICIPATED BUILDING LOCATIONS, BULK, AND HEIGHT. 

Findings: The PUD proposes to effectively integrate into the surrounding 
neighborhood and places an extreme emphasis on protecting the surrounding 
properties with the use of screening systems. After studying the building styles 
in the area, we have developed a design that is climatically responsive with 
minimal mechanical systems. I nspired by local craftsman style architecture and 
the simple forms of rural buildings of Lane County, the buildings create a sense 
of place and community while maintaining a strong residential feel to offer a 
sense of "home" as well. The community's common house, located in  the middle 
of the development, is the heart of the place and has more of an agrarian feel. 
The community's formal front door faces Oakleigh Lane offering an inviting face 
to the community. 
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Screening from surrounding properties along Oakleigh lane is proposed by using 
carefully designed building orientation and site placement as well as appropriate 
landscape design elements. The proposed one- and two-story dwellings abutting 
Oakleigh lane do not exceed massing widths or heights inconsistent with 
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 and keeping all the 
parking to one side of the site, more usable open space, free from vehicular 
traffic, was able to be conserved with open views to the river and bike path. 

An architectural strategy employed on all buildings is to reduce the visual impact 
of size and scale of the building facades. The three proposed attached dwellings 
abutting the street form three identifiable front elevations within the fa�ade of 
the larger building mass, each approximately 30 feet wide and accentuated with 
decks and porches between dwelling units. These decks and porches soften the 
perception of the street elevation by pulling from and continuing existing 
architectural elements along Oakleigh lane. The PUD also minimizes the impact 
on the adjacent neighbors by continuing the "rhythm" of neighborhood houses 
along the street front. Refer to street study. Screening also provided by the 
fencing, parking, site walls, trash and recycling facility, landscaping, and gardens. 
Further, light pollution is greatly reduced because the parking spaces are 
centralized to one lot and with the design strategy of utilizing minimal impact 
outdoor lighting fixtures, such as low pathway and covered porch lights. 

Proposed and existing landscape also helps to further screen the proposed 
buildings. A combination of screening from the street will be provided along the 
North property line similar to EC 9.6210{1} Basic Landscape Standard L-1 with 
trees, shrubs, and ground cover selected from the approved City of Eugene Plant 
Materials list and that are also suitable for planting under overhead power lines. 
Existing mature Cedars adjacent to the (1) low-Density Residential property to 
the North already screen the proposed dwelling units. As required, a high 
landscape screen, similar to EC 9.6210(3) High Screen Landscape Standard L-3, 
with espaliered (typically fruit) trees extending along the entire length of the 
property line provides an opaque barrier and continuous vegetative canopy that 
softens the visual impact of the development along the West property line from 
the (2) low-Density Residential properties. 

Please refer to the proposed landscape plans provided for detailed information 
pertaining to actual placement, size, and species. Any information pertaining to 
specific specie requirements shall be addressed during the Final PUD process. 
Although slight modifications of this plan may occur between the Tentative and 
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Final stages of this PUD submittal, the intent and overall design shall remain as 
ind icated. All proposed landscaping shall be approved prior to installation. 

EC 9.8320(4} - THE PUD IS DESIGNED AND SITED TO MINIMIZE IMPACTS TO THE NATURAL 
ENVIRONMENT BY ADDRESSING THE FOLLOWING: 

(a) Protection of Natural Features. 
{1} For areas not included on the city's acknowledged Goal S lnventory, the 

preservation of significant natural features to the greatest degree 
attainable or feasible, 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. 

(b) All documented habitat for all rare animal species (those that are 
proposed for listing or are listed under State or Federal law). 

(c) Prominent topographic features, such as ridge lines and rock outcrops. 
(d) Wetlands, intermittent and perennial stream corridors, and riparian 

areas. 
(e) Natural resource designation in the Metro Plan. 

{2} For areas included on the City's acknowledged Goal S Inventory: 
(a) The proposed development's general design and character, including 

but not limited to anticipated building locations, bulk and height, 
location and distribution of recreation space, parking, roads, access 
and other uses, will: 
{1} Avoid unnecessary disruption or removal of attractive natural 

features and vegetation, and 
{2} Avoid conversion of natural resource areas designated in the 

Metropolitan Area General Plan to urban uses when alternative 
locations on the property are suitable for development as 
otherwise permitted. 

(b) Proposed buildings, road, and other uses are designed and sited to 
assure preservation of significant on-site vegetation, topographic 
features, and to prevent soil erosion or flood hazard. 

Findings: Existing today, the site is primarily a meadow, consisting of a cover 
crop of short grass and scattered fruit and fir trees with a heavily wooded border 
along the a portion of the North property line. The community is al ready 
practicing land stewardship by, among other things, removing invasive 
Blackberry thickets that were threatening the vitality of the adjacent mature 
indigenous trees to the North and also the street, Greenway and bike path to the 
East, and the existing landscape and trees scattered throughout the site. A 
continued stewardship of the land, as inherently written into the admin istrative 
rules of this cohousing development, places the residents in a proactive position 
of protecting the natural features of the site. 
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This site does not contain any sign ificant Upland Wildlife or Wetland Sites as 
identified in the City's Goal 5 /nventory, such as rare plants, habitat for rare 
animals, prominlomt topographic features, streams, etc. The PUD site is located 
in a 'Category A' Riparian zone with a designated 100-ft setback from the 
Willamette River, which will not be impacted: According to the Metro Plan, the 
site is completely within the Willamette Greenway but is not designated as a 
"Natural Resource." A concurrent Willamette Greenway permit (#WG 13-0001) 
will supplement this PUD, Tentative Plan Application that will provide criterion 
ana lysis. 

(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, provide relief from glare, or 
shade expansive areas of pavement; 

(4) Trees that provide a buffer between potentially incompatible land 
uses; 

(5) Trees located along the perimeter of the lot(s) and within building 
setback areas; 

(6) Trees and stands of trees located along ridgelines and within view 
corridors; 

(7) Trees with significant habitat value; 

(B) Trees adjacent to public parks, open space and streets; 
(9) Trees along water features; 
(10) Heritage trees. 

Findings: The property hosts a diverse but isolated series of small groups of very 
young fruit and fir trees with some scattered mature trees. The 2.3-acre 
property has approximately 135 existing trees of various groupings. The PU D 
proposes to remove only four (4) city-classified trees , each measuring eight 
inches or more in diameter at their respective DBH. The more mature trees, 
including a row of large Cedars along the north property line, were selected for 
preservation. No significant trees will be harmed or removed. A Tree Removal 
Plan is provided with this appl ication as provided by the Project Landscape 
Architect. Please refer to the attached comprehensive proposed landscape 
plans. Specific work shall be approved by a licensed arborist prior to 
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construction to ensure preservation of critical root zones, as recommended by 
the Project Landscape Architect. 

(c) Restoration or Replacement. 
(f) For areas not included on the city's acknowledged Goal S Inventory, 

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 with common areas; or 
(b) Re-vegetation of slopes, ridgelines, and stream corridors; or 
(c) Restoration offish 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 6.33S and 
rules adopted thereunder. 
(g) For areas included on the city's acknowledged Goal S Inventory, any 

loss of significant natural features described in criteria (a) and (b) 
above shall be consistent with the acknowledged level of protection 
for the features. 

Findings: The PUD proposes to meet or exceed landscape requirements as 
required by all applicable codes. Mitigation of the loss four trees will be 
provided by the planning of a variety of new trees, protected by vegetative 
swales a·nd building orientation, throughout the property. Please refer to the 
attached proposed landscape plans for detailed information. 

(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 6.30S of this code. 

Findings: No street trees will be removed. Conversely, this PUD proposes to 
introduce new street trees along Oakleigh Lane in an  attempt to improve the 
conditions of the street beyond base code requirements. As such, this criterion 
does not apply. Please refer to the attached proposed Landscape Plans for 
reference and details. 

EC 9.8440- SITE REVIEW APPROVAL CRITERIA-GENERAL. 
(e) Parking. There is a need for parking in the area and the proposed parking 
area will provide shared parking. 

Findings: As described in other code compliance sections of this statement, 
the PUD proposes to provide adequate parking stalls for the residents, as per 
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· EC 9.5500 Multiple-Family Standards, that will offer a combination of 
privately-owned and shared spaces. 

EC 9.8320(5} - THE PUD PROVIDES SAFE AND ADEQUATE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS THROUGH 
COMPLIANCE WITH THE FOLLOWING: 

(a) EC 9. 6800 through EC 9.6875 Standards for Streets, Alleys, and Other Public 
Ways (not subject to modifications set forth in subsection (11) below). 

Findings: The existing conditions of Oakleigh Lane provide a 20-foot wide 
Right of Way with no sidewalks along the entire street. An 8-inch sanitary 
line runs along Oakleigh Lane and is accessible by a manhole located directly 
outside of the North property line near the end of Oakleigh. Oakleigh Lane 
can be described as having a 'country lane' feeling, which neighbors have 
explicitly expressed an interest in preserving. Please see the attached 
Geographic Survey for reference. 

The entire lane is covered with asphalt paving, clear of structural cracks or 
potholes, measures 19.4 feet wide, and spans beyond the ROW South into 
the development property by approximately eight feet or less. The street 
paving terminates approximately 140 feet to the East beyond the 
development site's westernmost property line. The PUD proposes to 
connect to the existing paved street with a new concrete apron, measuring 
22 feet wide and approx. 40 feet long, with an adjacent three-foot wide 
concrete path extending to the pavement. Please see the proposed site plan 
and Geotechnical Investigation provided for graphic and detail information. 

The PUD proposes to resurface the asphalt pavement that abuts the 
development property in an attempt to most importantly allow for an  
emergency vehicle and  fire-apparatus access path, but also to appease any 
neighborhood concerns about the condition of the end of the street and to 
maintain the connection to the existing well-worn dirt path that connects 
pedestrian and bicycle traffic on Oakleigh Lane to the Willamette River Bike 
Path system. 

There are no new public or private streets proposed with this development. 
Additional ly, no reserve strips, cui-de-sacs, transit routes nor street names 
are proposed. Adequate access to the site is already provided through the 
adjacent public street network, Oakleigh Lane, and street connections are 
provided to all existing streets that abut the property. 

Although no public or private streets are proposed, the PUD provides a 
driveway, no less than twenty-two feet wide, accessing the parking, carports, 
and garages. The driveway intersects the existing publk street at a 90 
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degree angle, and the offsets for the proposed access point to the nearest 
existing intersections comply with the requirements of EC 9.6830(2). 

As part of this development, the applicant will provide the required 
improvements to the landscape strips, curb cuts, and driveway. No public 
sidewalks adjoin the property. There is a special setback required, as per EC 
9.6750, on the subject site and compliance to that standard is addressed in 
detail on the. proposed site plan. The proposed on-site vehicle circulation 
system meets the development standards of the Eugene Code. · 

(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 by the city makes findings 
to demonstrate consistency with constitutional requirements. "Nearby" 
means 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. 

Findings: Cohousing supports and nurtures carpooling and general reduction 
of vehicular use, as stated above, by creating a cultural environment 
conducive to sharing and healthier means of travel. The PUD is designed 
with a primary focus on pedestrian and bicyclist access and circulation, and 
aims to encourage such uses by providing a comprehensive interconnected 
network of convenient and safe .on-site concrete paths, four covered and 
secured bicycle parking sheds, and one auxiliary bicycle maintenance facility 
("bike barn"), strategically located near al l  building entrances, at 
intermediate locations between buildings, and also at proposed PUD path 
connections to existing paths serving the Ruth Bascom Path System .  

The orientation of these service elements will allow for greater ease-of-use 
for commuters, a tactic that increases resident pedestrian and bicycle 
activity. The proposed bike barn marks the connection to/from the PU D to 
the adjacent path system. An existing path from the park extends into the 
development property by means of the adjacent city property. This PUD · 

proposes an improved physical connection to that path as well as providing 
the long-term maintenance of the connection. As stated previously, there is 
also an existing informal dirt path that connects the park to Oakleigh Lane 

. along the North property line that will also be improved and maintained by 
Oakleigh Meadow LLC. Please see the attached proposed site plans for 
reference and locations. 

PUD Tentative - June 14, 2013 
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(c) The provisions of the Traffic Impact Analysis Rev,iew of EC 9.8650 through 
9.8680 where applicable. 

Findings: The I nstitute of Traffic Engineers (ITE) reveals a PM Peak Hour rate 
of 0.52 cars and an AM Peak Hour rate of 0.42 cars per dwelling u nit for 
residential condo/townhouses, "ownership units," that are similar to the 
proposed dwelling units of this PUD. In our worse-case scenario, we would 
expect our h ighest Peak Hour rate to range from nine to fifteen cars, or  
roughly 10% of the required analysis rate . As such, a Traffic Impact Analysis 
is not required for this proposed development. 

EC 9.8320(6) - THE PUD WILL NOT BE A SIGNIFICANT RISK TO PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY, 
INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO SOIL EROSION, SLOPE FAILURE, STORM WATER OR FLOOD HAZARD, OR 
AN IMPEDIMENT TO EMERGENCY RESPONSE. 

Findings: The PUD is comprised of two relatively flat meadows on both the East 
a nd West ends of the property that are separated by modestly sloping terrain. 
Ground elevations, as ind icated by a topographic survey provided by Poage 
Engineering & Surveying, Inc., finds a range from approximately +399 feet at the 
East to approximately +403 feet near the West side of the property. The bank of 
the Willamette River lies within 260-270 feet of the East property line. 

The PUD proposes to in fill areas of the site to comply with base flood elevation 
requirements. A Geotechnical Investigation prepared by Foundation 
Engineering, Inc. is included with this application. 

The proposed development provides rain gardens, pervious hardscapes, and 
vegetated bio-swales compliant with EC 9.6790 through9.6796 Storm water 
Management Standards and the 2008 Eugene Stormwater Manual. Please 
reference the attached civil engineering drawings, stormwater analysis, and 
geotechnical analysis. 

The PUD proposes a single vehicular access point off Oakleigh Lane that 
accommodates the required driveway widths and fire apparatus access turning 
radii needed for all emergency vehicles by providing a 'hammerhead' fire turn­
around as per City of Eugene Public Improvement Design Standards Manual and 
as approved by the Fire Marshall. No gate, fence, or  any device shall block 
access to the site, which ensures safe and efficient emergency response within 
the proposed development. 

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 
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SERVICES AND FACILITIES WILL BE AVAILABLE PRIOR TO NEED. DEMONSTRATION OF FUTURE 
AVAILABILITY REQUIRES EVIDENCE OF ATLEAST 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 of public funds made necessary by added public costs 

or early commitment of public funds made necessary by development, 
submitted on a form acceptable to the city manager. 

Findings: Adequate public facilities are currently available to the development 
site. Required utility services such as water, e lectric, wastewater, stormwater, 
CATV, telephone, gas, etc. can be extended to the PUD from the existing facilities 
located on Oakleigh Lane. Other public facilities such as emergency response, 
police, public transit, schools, parks, etc. are also readily available as designated 
in the Metro Plan. Please reference the attached civil engineering drawings. 

EC 9.8320(8)- RESIDENTS OF THE PUD WILL HAVE SUFFICIENT USABLE RECREATION AREA AND OPEN 
SPACE THAT IS CONVENIENT AND SAFELY ACCESSIBLE. 

Findings: The PUD proposes no less than three separate and d istinct common 
open spaces as well as ample private open spaces for each residence all within 
the development site. One large, grassy common open space is provided along 
the East property line, and two less large grassy common courtyards are 
proposed in locations between buildings. The areas for the smaller spaces are 
proposed to be 4,050 and 1,896 square feet, respectively, and are oriented on 
site to minimize travel distance from each residence. The larger open space is 
proposed to encompass 14,853 square feet, or approximately 0.34 acres. 

Furthermore, the larger common space is bound to the East by city-owned 
vacant land adjacent to the Park, Path System, and Willamette River. The City of 
Eugene has informed the owners that they do not intend to develop that vacant 
lot (approx. 3.0 acre), which would allow for direct access from the proposed 
common open space to the park system. In al l, the amount of common open 
space proposed in this PUD is approx. 0.48 acre, or 21% of the subject site. All 
proposed open spaces will comply with EC 9.5500{9) - Multiple-Family 
Standards: Open Space. 

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 NOT 
LIMITED TO, EROSION, SCOURING, TURBIDITY, OR TRANSPORT OF SEDIMENT DUE TO INCREASED PEAK 
FLOWS OR VELOCITY. 

PUD Tentative - June 14, 2013 
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Findings: The proposed development provides rain gardens, pervious 
hardscapes, and vegetated bio-swales compliant with EC 9.6790 through 9.6796 
Stormwater Management Standards and the 2008 Eugene Storm water Manual 
as evidenced by the following: 

EC 9.6791 -Stormwater Destination. 
(1) Purpose. The purpose of EC 9. 6791 is to protect life and property 

from flood and drainage hazards by maintaining the capacity of 
the city's stormwater conveyance system through the · 
establishment of destination regulations for storm water runoff 
from the development. 

(2) Applicability. Destination standards apply to all development. 
{3) Standards. Stormwater dn;tinage facilities shall be designed and 

constructed according to adopted plans and policies, and in 
accordance with standards in EC Chapters 6 and 7, and the 
storm water destination provisions and the facility design 
requirements set forth in the Storm water Management Manual. 
On-site infiltration is the preferred storm water destination for 
development in the River Road - Santa Clara Basin. An application 
proposing a new development must submit documentation to the 
city showing the storm water destination into which the proposed 
development will be disposed. The documentation must establish 
that the new development will be disposed of into existing 
storm water drainage facilities that, considering all developments 
that have received tentative or final plan approval as of the date 
the developer submits a complete application, have the capacity 
to handle the stormwater runoff that will be generated by the 
proposed new developmentfor the flood control design storm, or, 
if the applicant cannot establish that existing storm water 
drainage facilities have such capacity, the applicant must 
construct storm drainage facilities to accommodate the 
storm water draining from the proposed development. 

Findings: The proposed stormwater management system has been designed 
to protect life and property from potential flooding and will be constructed 
according to al l adopted plans and polices pursuant to EC Chapters 6 and 7 
and also City of Eugene's Storm water Management Manual. Since there is 
no existing stormwater system available and due to the existing conditions of 
the development site, infiltration is unadvisable. Destination of the 
stormwater from the development site, after treatment, will be along the 
east side of the property and will slowly sheet drain on to the adjacent city 
property. Flow from the site is reduced to pre-development flow and is 
dispersed using rip rap; no increase is proposed. This destination was agreed 
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upon in a subsequent meeting on January 301h, 2013, by Neil Bjorklund with 
the city's Public Works department. If deemed necessary, as a supplement, 
the PUD shall comply with the City's Level Spreader Design requirements, 
including complying with proper installation guidelines. 

EC 9. 6792 - Stormwater Pollution Reduction 

Findings: Treatment of stormwater from the site conforms to the treatment 
options listed in the Eugene Stormwater Manual and consists of pervious 
pavements, 1S rain gardens, and a vegetated swale. Pervious pavement will 
be located in the parking stalls, the entry, and the fire turnaround. 
Site walking surfaces and the roof tops of the homes will utilize the 1S rain 
gardens around the site. Each rain garden is sized to treat and reduce flows 
to pre-development rates. Sizing of the rain garden was performed by using 
the City of Eugene Storm water Surface Filtration/Infiltration Facility Sizing 
Spreadsheet. 

Stormwater run-off from the automobile garage, drive strip, and Common 
House buildings will be piped to and treated by the proposed 10-foot wide by 
58-foot long vegetated swale located adjacent to the Common House to the 
East. A berm at the end of the swale will act as a weir to reduce flows to pre­
development rates. The swale was sized using the presumptive method. 

EC 9. 6793 - Stormwater Flow Control 

Findings: The development site is not located in the headwaters area and is 
therefore exempt. However, to protect the adjacent down-hill property, 
flows will be reduced to pre-development rates as stated above. 

EC 9.6794 - Stormwater Oil Control 

Findings: The development site is a residential lot and is not expected to 
have a daily traffic count greater than 100 vehicles per 1,000 square feet of 
gross building area, which will not result in 100 or more off-street parking 
spaces. As such, this PUD is exempt from this criterion. 

EC 9. 6795 -Stormwater Source Controls 

Findings: The PUD triggers one source control measure. The trash enclosure 
will comply with the source control requirements of the Eugene Storm water 
Manual by providing a hydraulically isolated, covered, and well-drained 
facility. The stormwater thence will flow to the san itary sewer system. 

1 3 94 PUD Tentative -June 14, 2013 Page 35 of46 Oakleigh Cohousing PDT 13-0001 



( 

( 

( 

EC 9.6796 - Dedication of Storm water Easements 

Findings: All stormwater management facilities will be privately owned by 
Oakleigh Meadow LLC and shall be operated and maintained by the owner 
and in accordance with Eugene Code, Chapter 6. Ample access to the 
proposed stormwater facilities is provided and, thusly, no stormwater 
easements are necessary for this PUD. Please reference the attached civil 
engineering drawings and analysis for details. 

The proposed vegetated swale and rain garden locations and designs may 
change slightly when the landscape design is finalized during the Final PUD 
stages, however, the overall area requiring stormwater management will 
remain consistent with the Tentative PUD proposal. Please see attached 
Stormwater Analysis, Geotechnical Investigation, and Hydrologic Calculations 
for specific information regarding the destination capacity, size and location 
of the proposed stormwater system. 

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. 

Findings: This PU D proposes a residential density of 87% of the maximum 
allowable density according to site zoning, and exceeds the minimum 70% 
requirement of EC 9.2790{3)(a) - Exceptions to Solar Lot Requirements. As such 
this criterion is not applicable. 

EC 9.8320(11} - THE PUD COMPLIES WITH ALL OF THE FOLLOWING: 

(a) EC 9.2000 through 9.3915 regarding Jot dimensions and density requirements 
for the subject zone ... 

EC 9.2700- PURPOSE OF R-1 LOW-DENSITY RESIDENTIAL ZONE 
THE PURPOSE OF THE R-1 LOW-DENSITY RESIDENTIAL ZONE IS TO IMPLEMENT THE 
METRO PLAN BY PROVIDING AREAS FOR LOW-DENSITY RESIDENTIAL USE. THE R-1 ZONE IS 
DESIGNED FOR ONE-FAMILY DWELLINGS WITH SOME ALLOWANCE FOR OTHER TYPES OF 
DWELLINGS, AND IS ALSO INTENDED TO PROVIDE A LIMITED RANGE OF NON-RESIDENTIAL 
USES THAT CAN ENHANCE THE QUALITY OF LOW-DENSITY RESIDENTIAL AREAS. 

EC 9.2740 - RESIDENTIAL ZONE LAND USE AND PERMIT REQUIREMENTS 

Findings: As per EC Table 9.2740, the PUD proposes buildings that are 
categorized as accessory uses, which are permitted for R-1 zones. 
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Multiple-Family residential dwellings and Other Commercial Services are 
also proposed and they are both permitted through a PUD process. 

EC 9.2740{7) - C-1 NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL IN RESIDENTIAL ZONES. 
USES PERMITTED OUTRIGHT IN THE C-1 NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL ZONE SHALL BE 
PERMITTED IN ANY RESIDENTIAL ZONE THROUGH THE PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 
PROCESS WITH A DEMONSTRATION THAT THE COMMERCIAL USES WILL SERVE RESIDENTS 
LIVING IN THE PUD . 

EC 9.2160- COMMERCIAL ZONE LAND USE AND PERMIT REQUIREMENTS. 

Findings: As per EC Table 9.2160, the PUD proposes buildings that 
contain uses that are categorized as Specialty Food and Beverage, and is 
permitted outright. The proposed space referred to as the Common 
House will be used to serve the residents of the PUD. 

EC 9.5500- MULTIPLE-FAMILY STANDARDS. 

Findings: The proposed PUD complies with the standards and guidelines 
set forth in EC 9.5500 and evidence as such is provided in this written 
statement and the attached architectural, civil, and landscape drawings. 

(b) EC 9.6500 through EC 9.6505 Public Improvement Standards 

Findings: As stated above {EC 9.8320{7)), the development site is furnished with 
accessible utilities running along Oakleigh Lane that will be connected to each 
proposed building. 

All proposed public improvements including sidewalks, paths, accessible 
sidewalk ramps, landscape strips, curb cuts, and driveways will be constructed in 
accordance with adopted City plans and policies as required by this section. 
Easements which may be necessary for public utilities not required to serve the 
subject site will be granted provided the City makes findings to demonstrate 
consistency with constitutional requirements as required by this code section. 

No new private or public streets are proposed by the applicant, and there are no 
public street improvement projects planned that would impact the project site. 
The development site has frontage on one existing street and is surrounded by 
existing development, including .buildings that preclude any new street 
connections. The on-site storm water management facilities meet storm water 
Management Standards. For additional information, please refer to civil 
engineer drawings. 
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(c) EC 9.6706 Development in Flood Plains through EC 9.6709 Special Flood 
Hazard Areas - Standards. 

Findings: As provided above in this statement, the development site is within 
two Special Hazard Flood Areas. The Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing project will 
comply with all applicable flood hazard area standards at the time of 
development as approved by the City of Eugene. 

(d) EC 9.6710- Geological and Geotechnical Analysis. 

Findings: The existing topography of the development property has slopes in 
excess of 5%. A Level Three Analysis category of Geological and Geotechnical 
Analysis has been performed pursuant to EC 2.019 City Manager ­
Administrative and Rulemaking Authority and Procedures and as defined by the 
City of Eugene's Standards for Geological and Geotechnical Analysis by an 
Oregon-licensed Civil Engineer. Please refer to the attached analysis for details 
pertaining to the geological and geotechnical conditions and proposed facility 
designs. 

(e) EC 9.6730 - Pedestrian Circulation On-Site 

Findings: The PUD proposes an extensive pedestrian circulation system to be 
maintained by the owner, as indicated above in this statement. A continuous 
on-site pedestrian walkway is provided from the adjacent public right-of-way to 
all residential and common entrances of all buildings on the development 
property. The proposed on-site pedestrian circulation system also connects al l  
buildings on the site to each other and to the proposed parking area. All 
pedestrian walkways will be clearly marked as per EC 9.2173(6}(f). 

(f) EC 9.6735 - Public Access Required 
(1) EXCEPT A.\" OTHERWISE PROVIDED IN THIS LAND USE CODE, NO BUILDING OR STRUCTURE 
SHALL BE ERECTED ON A LOT FRONTING OR ABUTTING ON A PUBLIC 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. 

Findings: The PUD does not propose a subdivision and the existing lot has 
direct access to a public street. No future land division will be proposed. 
The development property does not have frontage on two or more streets 
of different street classifications, as it only has frontage on one local street. 
Grades of the adjacent street do not exceed 15% in slope, and proposed 
access to the development property does not encompass a municipal utility. 
Also, the proposed access to the PUD is not within five feet of an existing 
al ley. As such, this criterion is not applicable. 
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{2) ACCESS FROM A PUBLIC STREET TO A DEVELOPMENT SITE SHALL BE LOCATED IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH EC 7.420 ACCESS CONNECTIONS - LOCATION. IF A DEVELOPMENT WILL 
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 CONDITIONS ARE EXEMPT FROM THIS STANDARD. 

Findings: Only one access point is provided along Oakleigh Lane. The 
development site does not have access onto an Arterial nor a Major 
Collector Street, nor does it have access to an intersection; therefore, the 
criterion of this section does not apply. 

(3) ACCESS CONNECTIONS TO LOCAL AND NEIGHBORHOOD COLLECTOR STREETS. IN 
ADDITION TO THE LOCATION STANDARDS SET FORTH IN EC 7.420{1), ACCESS CONNECTIONS 
TO LOCAL AND NEIGHBORHOOD COLLECTOR STREETS SHALL BE LOCATED IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
THE FOLLOWING STANDARDS: 

(b) A safety island of nat Jess than 22 feet of full height curb shall in all 
cases be provided between access connections under one ownership. 

Findings: A safety island, as indicated on the proposed site plan, is provided 
along the PUD driveway access connection to Oakleigh Lane and complies 
with standards set forth in fC 7.420{1} Access Connections - Locations. 

(g) EC 9.6750 -Special Setback Standards 
{1} Purpose of Special Setbacks. Improved streets are necessary for save 

and efficient circulation within the city. Due to historical development 
patterns, many streets within the city have public right-of-way widths 
that are Jess than the amount needed to design and construct the streets 
in accordance with specifications adopted pursuant to Chapter 7 of this 
code. Proper public right-of-way width is required to allow the 
improvement of streets to the standards required in EC 9.6505 
Improvements - Specifications. It is intended that all streets within the 
city will eventually be improved to the city standard. A special setback 
ensures that buildings are constructed in such a manner that they will 
conform with the front and interior setbacks required by specific zones 
when the streets on which they front are widened and improved to the 
city standard. 

{3} Special Setback for Streets - Intrusions. Any intrusion into a special 
setback is allowed, except for: 

(a) Buildings; and 
(b) Surface stormwater management facilities. 

(4) Special Setback for Utility Easements. A lot or parcel of land in any zone 
for which there is a planned utility easement, or where extension of 
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public infrastructure has been identified through long-range 
infrastructure plans or the design of existing infrastructure, shall have a 
special building setback line to allow for the future easement. 

Findings: The PUD proposes to improve the section of Oakleigh Lane that 
intersects the development property. Oakleigh Lane is a dead end street 
that terminates at approximately the half-way point along the northern 
property line of the development site. The single-family residences along 
Oakleigh Lane desire to maintain the existing "country lane" feel of the 
road. As such, the PUD will enhance the section of road to improve and 
maintain proposed access, existing connections to the Willamette Greenway 
path system, and also for future development. 

(h) EC 9.6775 - Underground Utilities. All new on-site utilities shall be placed 
underground if there is utility-owned structure immediately adjacent to the 
development site, unless adjusted pursuant to the provisions of EC 9.8030{5}. 
This provision does not apply to temporary uses on a development site or to 
new utility connections to structures or buildings with legally established 
above ground service. This requirement is satisfied if the applicant verifies in 
writing that utilities will be placed underground concurrent with planned 
future development to occur within 12 months. Exceptions shall be made for 
such features as pad-mounted transformers, switch cabinets, back flow 
prevention devices and closures needed to safely operate and maintain utility 
systems. 

Findings: All new utilities are proposed to be constructed underground in  
accordance with policies of the City of Eugene, EWEB, Com cast or other 
applicable utility providers. Please see civil engineering plans for proposed 
utility layout. Considering these findings and the site plans submitted 
herewith, this standard is met. 

(i) EC 9.6780 - Vision Clearance Area. Development sites shall have triangular 
vision clearance areas on all street corners to provide for unobstructed vision 
consistent with American Associations of State Highway and Transportation 
Officials (AASHTO} standards. {See Figure 9.0500 Vision Clearance Area.) 
Vision clearance areas shall be kept free of all visual obstruction from 2-1/2 
feet to 9 feet above the curb line. Where [no] curbs are present, the crown of 
adjacent streets shall be used as the reference point. These vision clearance 
requirements may be adjusted if consistent with the criteria of EC 9.8030{11} 
of this land use code. 

Findings: The Vision Clearance Areas required at the intersection of the 
proposed private drive and Oakleigh Lane will be designed in accordance 
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with the requirements of this section and with requirements as shown in 
Figure 9.0500 Vision Clearance Area. Please refer to the attached proposed 
site plan for further information. 

(j) EC 9.6791 through 9.6797 regarding storm water destination, pollution 
reduction, flow control for headwaters area, oil control, source control, 
easements, and operation and maintenance. 

Findings: Please see the above statements provided under code compliance 
section EC 9.8320{9} pertaining to stormwater operations and management. 

(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. 

An approved adjustment to a standard pursuant to the provisions beginning at 
EC 9.8015 of this land use code constitutes compliance with the standard. 

EC 9.2750- RESIDENTIAL ZONE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS. 
IN ADDITION TO APPLICABLE PROVISIONS CONTAINED ELSEWHERE IN THIS CODE, THE 
DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS LISTED IN THIS SECTION AND IN EC 9.2751 TO EC 9.2777 
SHALL APPLY TO ALL DEVELOPMENT IN RESIDENTIAL ZONES. IN CASES OF CONFLICTS, 
STANDARDS SPECIFICALLY APPLICABLE IN THE RESIDENTIAL ZONE SHALL APPLY. 

EC 9.2750{2) MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT, MINIMUM BUILDING SETBACKS, AND 
MAXIMUM BUILDING DIMENSIONS MAY BE MODIFIED WITH AN APPROVED PLANNED UNIT 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT. 

Findings: As per Table 9.2750 Residential Zone Development Standards, 
the Interior Yard Setback is 5 feet minimum or 10 feet between buildings 
except where use, structure, location is more specifically addressed. This 
PUD requests a change of the allowable minimum building setback 
relative to the Interior Yard Setback along the West property line of the 
development site, No requests are made for modifications to the 
maximum building height or maximum building dimensions. 

EC 9.2750(7) EXCEPT WHERE BUILDINGS ABUT OR SHARE A COMMON WALL, THE 
OWNER OFA LOT OR PARCEL WITH AN INTERIOR YARD OF LESS THAN 5 FEET FROM THE 
ADJACENT PROPERTY LINE MUST SECURE AND RECORD IN THE OFFICE OF THE LANE COUNTY 
RECORDER A MAINTENANCE ACCESS EASEMENT ADJACENT TO THAT SIDE OF THE BUILDING. 
THE EASEMENT SHALL PROVIDE A 5-FOOT WIDE ACCESS THE ENTIRE LENGTH OF THE 
BUILDING AND 5 FEET BEYOND BOTH ENDS, AND REQUIRE A 10-FOOT SEPARATION 
BETWEEN BUILDINGS ON SEPARATE LOTS. THE EASEMENT SHALL BE ON A FORM PROVIDED 
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BY THE CITY, SHALL BE APPROVED BY CITY STAFF, AND BE SUBJECT TO A REVIEW AND 
PAYMENT OF FEE SET BY THE CITY MANAGER. 

EC 9.2750{10} EXCEPT AS PROVIDED IN THIS SUBSECTION {10}, NO INTERIOR SETBACK 
ALONG THE SIDE PROPERTY LINES IS REQUIRED IF THE BUILDINGS ABUT OR SHARE A 
COMMON WALL THAT CONFORMS TO ADOPTED STATE BUILDING CODES. A 5 FOOT 
SETBACK IS REQUIRED AT THE END OF THE ROWHOUSE BUILDING, OR A MINIMUM OF 10 
FEET BETWEEN THE ROWHOUSE BUILDING AND ANY ADJACENT BUILDING. A 5 FOOT 
SETBACK IS ALSO REQUIRED ALONG AN ALLEY. 

Findings: Oakleigh Meadow llC, the applicant, has reached-out to the 
owners, Jim and Sharon Brandt, of the neighboring property directly to 
the West of the development property. The applicant and the 
neighboring owners are working towards a Maintenance Easement 

. Agreement to serve the proposed site fence and to ensure the proposed 
fence and its maintenance complies with Eugene Code and relative 
building codes. 

The PUD proposes garages and carports along the West property line 
because it makes for a safer site layout and better resource management, 
reducing encroachment into the floodplain and existing natural open 
space. If a five or seven foot setback along the interior property line 
were required, the project would encroach the sewer easement on the 
East property line, increase the amount of required earthen fill by 
thousands of yards, and reduce the number of dwellings. Such a change 
would be devastating to the financial viability of the project. 

In order to provide a solution that allows for emergency vehicle access, 
noise and headlight reduction, and development benefits to both 
properties, the applicant requests a reduction to the minimum interior 
yard setback for the West property line from 5 feet to zero feet, allowing 
for the construction of common wall garages and carports and common 
wall detached auxiliary structures between adjoining parcels as permitted 
by applicable building codes. Please see proposed site plans and 
elevations for further information. 

The proposed noncompliance is consistent with the purposes of a 
planned unit development as set forth in EC 9.8300 and will create a 
sustainable environment for a variety of dwelling types that preserves 
existing natural resources and allows for the clustering of residential 
dwellings to achieve energy and resource conservation. 
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EC 9.8320(12) - THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT SHALL HAVE MINIMAL OFF-SITE IMPACTS, INCLUDING 
SUCH IMPACTS AS TRAFFIC, NOISE, STORMWATER RUNOFF AND ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY. 

Findings: The PUD will not create excessive off-site impacts in terms of traffic, 
noise, stormwater runoff, or environmental quality. Currently, Oakleigh lane is 
classified as a Low-Volume Residential Street per Eugene's adopted street 
standards. Initial preliminary traffic analysis of the street, based on figures from 
the Institute of Traffic Engineers, indicates an approximate existing daily 
vehicular trip count of just below 600 on Oakleigh lane. The proposed 
development would not change the level of density such that the street would 
need to be reclassified. The PUD will retain the Low-Volume Residential Street 
classification at Oakleigh lane. 

Cohousing communities generate less car trips than most other types of 
residential development. This is mainly due to a lifestyle that encourages 
cooperation so, for instance, neighbors can easily borrow immediate necessities 
instead of constantly driving to the store. Bicycle commuting is also promoted 
and such habits are already well-established with the majority of the existing 
owners/future residents. Community dinners, held serveral nights a week on 
site, reduce individual daily shopping needs. In addition, people have an on-site 
social life that does not require driving every time residents desire social visits 
with friends or children want to play with other children. Shared vehicles are 
also common for cohousing projects, which is an attribute this PUD is proposing. 

This phenomenon is well documented in other cohousing projects around the 
country. In  a 1994 post-occupancy analysis for the Department of Energy, for 
example, the 42-unit Nyland Community in rural Colorado - with no ammenities 
within walking distance - witnessed a 25% lower traffic rate than its adjacent 
residential subdivision of similar size. At Oakleigh Meadow, we expect to find an 
even greater reduction in car trips due to the proximity of area shopping centers, 
bus stops, and the bike path. Standard regional Traffic Impact Analysis for 
residential condo/townhouses, "ownership units," reveals a PM Peak Hour rate 
of 0.52 cars and an AM rate of 0.42 cars per dwelling unit. In our worse-case 
scenario, we would expect our highest Peak Hour rate to range from nine to 
fifteen cars, or roughly 10% of the required analysis rate. One of the property's 
biggest attractions is its adjacency to the Ruth Bascom Riverbank Path System. 
Many of us who already live in the neighborhood regularly commute by bicycle. 

The proposed development is not in conflict with the adopted 1999 Street 
Classification Map. No streets are proposed within the PUD development site, 
and the design accommodates for both pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicular 
circulation safely and efficiently on-site. 

1 40 2  
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The PUD proposes 47 on-site parking spaces or 1.7 per unit. The resident parking 
is a combination of open parking (31), carports (8), and garages (8) that directly 
reflects the interest of the future buyers. We'll also be providing bike shed 
parking for 54. 

We see car ownership decreasing in co housing. When you know all your 
neighbors and a culture of cooperation and resource efficiency is inherent in the 
community, it is easy to borrow a neighbor's car for the occasional time when 
your family might need a second vehicle. At similar-sized cohousing 
communities, we have seen households reduce their number of cars until al l  
households that are couples (both working in al l  cases) have only one vehicle. 

Noise generated by the PUD will be typical for a single-family residential 
development. Additional ly, the proposed parking and vegetation layout and also 
the existing large Cedars to the North of the subject property will help to deflect 
noises back into the development site. 

Stormwater management for the proposed development is supported in part by 
natural infiltration through vegetated swales, rain gardens, and rip-rap, which is 
indicated on the included Stormwater Plan. The rip-rap is placed near the East 
property line of the subject site. In addition to these drainage basins, a berm is 
proposed along the entire East property line of the subject site to protect the 
adjacent property from stormwater run-off. 

The PUD fits into the River Road context by proposing architecturally-inspired 
local details and forms of 19th Century Lane County homes and buildings. Large 
covered porches follow the patterns of traditional architecture of the region 
while also matching the existing residential neighborhood context, which 
encourages outdoor living and interaction with neighbors. 

EC 9.8320(13) - THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT SHALL BE REASONABLY COMPATIBLE AND 
HARMONIOUS WITH ADJACENT AND NEARBY LAND USES. 

Findings: The proposed development site is congruent with nearby land uses. 
Adjacent land uses include single-family residential (R-1) to the North, vacant 
land (R-1) to the West, single-family residences (R-1 and R-2) to the South, and 
vacant city-owned land (PL) to the East. The city property borders the Park, Trail 
System, and Willamette River to the East. The proposed development on the 
West, North, and South of the subject site wil l beresidenti<JI while the East will 
be dedicated to open space. Additionally, pedestrian paths will reinforce the 
connection between the residential neighborhood and the Greenway. 
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Additionally, the scale of the proposed development as well as the type and size 
of the proposed structures to be built within the development are similar to 
those existing in low-density residential developments located along and around 
Oakleigh Lane. Therefore, the PUD will be compatible and harmonious with the 
contextual 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 COMPLIANCE WITH 
STATE OR LOCAL SURVEYING REQUIREMENTS. 

Findings: The PUD does not propose a land division. Any future land divisions 
within the PUD will be subject to compliance with state and/or local surveying 
requirements. 

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. 

Findings: The subject property is not within a Special Area Zone and therefore 
this criterion does not apply. 

EC 9.8320(16} - FOR PROPERTY WITH THE/SR SITE REVIEW OVERLAY ZONE, THE PUD COMPLIES 
WITH ANY ADDITIONAL SITE-SPECIFIC CRITERIA THAT WERE SPECIFIED AT THE TIME THE /SR 
DESIGNATION WAS APPLIED TO THE PROPERTY ZONE. 

Findings: The subject property is not zoned with an /SR Site Review Overlay 
Zone and therefore this criterion is not applicable. 

1 40 4  
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Based on the information and findings contained in this written statement, associated reports 
and attachments, and site and building drawings the proposed Oakleigh Meadow Cohousing, 
Planned Unit Development - Tentative Plan meets the criteria of approval contained in the 
Eugene Code and all relative subsequent codes. Therefore, the applicant requests the Hearing 
Official approvethe 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 projects meets or exceeds the goals and objectives of the applicant, the city, 
and the greater community. 

Please direct any questions or clarifications regarding the above application to Will Dixon, AlA, 
Project Manager for the Owner/Applicant {541-689-3548 or at wcd@willardcdixon.com). 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 
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Stormwater Surface Filtration/Infiltration Facility Sizing Spreadsheet 
24 Hour Storm, NRCS Type 1A Rainfall Distribution 
City of Eugene 

Version 2.1 

Project Information 
Project Name: Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing Date: 3/11/2013 

Project Address: Oakleigh Lane Permit Number: 
Eugene, OR 97402 Catchment 10: Rain Garden 1 

Designer: Michael A Cox 
Company: SSW Engineeers Inc. 

Instructions: 
1 .  Complete. this form for each drainage catchment in the project site that is to be sized per the Presumptive Approach. 

2. Provide a distinctive Catchment ID for each facility coordinated with the site basin map to correlate the appropriate 

calculations with the facility. 

3. The maximum drainage catchment to be modeled per the Presumptive Approach is 1 acre (43,560 SF) 
4.For infiltration facilities in Class A or B soils where no infiltration testing has be·en perfromed use an infiltration rate of 0.5 in/hr. 

For all facilities use a maximum soil infiltration rate of 2.5 in/hr for topsoil/growing medium. 

Design Requirements: 

Choose "Yes" from the dropdown boxes below next to the design standards requirements for this facility. 

Pollution Reduction (PR)� 
Flow Control (FC) Yes 

Destination (DT) No *An Infiltration facility must be chosen as the facility type to meet destination requlreme�ts 

Site Data-Post Development 

Total Square Footage Impervious Area=�sqft 
lmperviQUS Area CN= 98 

Total Square Footage Pervious Area=:asqft 
Pervious Area CN= 85 

Total Square Footage of Drainage Area=�sft 
Weighted Average CN= 98 

Time of Concentration Post Development= I 
Site Data-Pre Development (Data in this section is only used if Flow Control is required) 

Pre-Development CN=I 851 Time of Concentration Pre-Developme�t-1 
Soil Data 

slmin 

10lmin 

Tested Soil Infiltration Rate=aln/hr (See Note 4) 

Design Soil Infiltration Rate= 2.5 in/hr 
Destination ·:_:::��· :���a.BJ in/hr 
Soil Infiltration Rate . 

Design Storms Used For Calculations 

Requirement Rainfall Depth Design Storm 
Pollution Reduction 1 .4 inches Water Quality 

Flow Control 3.6 inches Flood Control 

Destination 3.6 inches Flood COntrol 

Facility Data 
Faci lity Type- Filtration Rain Garden I Facility Surface Area= 182 sqft 

Surface Width= 7 ft  Facility Surface Perimeter= 66 ft 
S lirface Length= 26 ft Facility Bottom Area= 92 sqft 

Facility Side Slopes= 3 to 1 Facility Bottom Perimeter= 54 ft 
Max. Ponding Depth 

I in Stormwater Facility= 6 in Basin Volume= 70.7 cf 
Depth of Growing Medium (Soil)= 18 in Ratio of Facility Area to Impervious Area= 0.095 

3111/2013-10:54 AM 



( 

�. Po ution Reductlon�Calculation Results 
Peak Flow Rate to Stonnwater Facility = 

Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 
O.D15 cts 

Facility = 189 cf 1---:'-':1 Max. Depth of Stormwater in FaciiJty::::l----:1-".4ilin 

Peak Facill� Overflow Rate=�cfs 

Total Overflow Volume=L_jcf 

Drawdown Time= 0.2 hours 

Yes !Facility Sizing Meets Pollution Reduction Standards? 

�Meets Requirement of No Facility Flooding? �Meets Requirement for Maximum of 1 8  Hour Drawdown Time? 

Flow Control-Calculation Results 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility = 
Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 

Facility = 

0.042 cfs 

538 cf 

Max. Depth of Stormwater in Facility= 6.0 in 
Drawdown Time= 0.2 hours .__ _ ____, 

Pre:oevelo ment Runoff Data 
Peak Flow Rate = 0.023 cfs 

Total Runoff Volume = 337 cf 

Yes !Facility Sizing Meets Flow Control Standards? 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate= 

Total Overflow Volume= 
Peak Off..Site Flow Rate 

Filtration Facility Underdrain= 

0.011 cts 

1 8  cf 

0.011 cts 

�Meets Requirement for Post Development offsite flow less or equal to Pre-Development Flow? �Meets Requirement for Maximum of 18 Hour Drawdown Time? 
Destination-Calculation Results 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility 
Total Runoff Volume to Sl<>m•w,,ter 

Max. Depth of Stormwater in Fa,cllltv= 
Drawdown 

pw1Facility Sizing Meets Destination Standards? 

Requirement of No Facility Flooding? 

Peak Facility Overflow 

Total Overflow vo1urr1e= 

Requirement for Maximum of 30 hour Drawdown Time? 

1 1N1�2013-10:54 AM 2 
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Stormwater Surface Filtration/Infiltration Facility Sizing Spreadsheet 
24 Hour Storm, NRCS Type 1A Rainfall Distribution . City of Eugene 

Version 2.1 

Project lnfonnatlon ' 

Project Name: Oaklelgh Meadows Cohousing Date: 311112013 

Project Address: Oaklelgh Lane Permit Number: 
Eugene, OR 97402 Catchment 10: Rain Garden 2 

Designer: Michael A Cox 
Company: SSW Engineeers Inc. 

I nstructions: 
1 .  Complete this form for each drainage catchment in the project site that is to be sized per the Presumptive Approach. 
2. Provide a distinctive Catchment ID for each facility coordinated with the site basin map to correlate the appropriate 

calculations with the facility. 
3 .  The maximum drainage catchment to be modeled per the Presumptive Approach is 1 acre (43,560 SF) 
4.For infiltration facilities in Class A or 8 soils where no infiltration testing has been perfromed use an infiltration rate of 0.5 in/hr. 

For all facilities use a maximum sOil infiltration rate of 2.5 in/hr for topsoil/growing medium. 

Design Requirements: 

Choose "Yes" from the dropdown boxes below next to the design standards requirements for this facility. 

Pollution Reduction !PRJrn 
Flow Control (FC) Yes 

Destination (DT) No •An !nfi
.
llratlon facility must be chosen as the facility type to meet destination requirements 

Site Data-Post Development 

Total Square Footage Impervious Area=�sqft 
Impervious Area CN= 98 

Total Square Footage Pervious Area=asqft 

Pervious Area CN= 85 

Total Square Footage of Drainage Area=�sft 
Weighted Ave'rage CN= 98 

Time of Concentration Post Development=l 
Site Data-Pre Development (Data In this section is only used if Flow Control is required} 

Pre-Development CN=I 851 Time of Concentration Pre-Development=l 
Soil Data 

5fmin 

10lmin 

Tested Soil Infiltration Rate=BJin/hr (See Note 4) 

Design Soil Infiltration Rate= 2.5 in/hr 
Destination ·�· 

.
:llaBJ in/hr 

Soil Infiltration Rate 

Design Storms Used For Calculations 

ReQuirement Rainfall Depth Design Stann 
Pollution Reduction 1.4 inches Water Quality 

Flow Control 3.6 inches Flood Control 

Destination 3.6 inches Flood Control . 
Facility Data 

Facility Type= Filtration Rain Garden I Facility Surface Area= 192 sqft 
Surface Width= 6 ft Facility Surface Perimeter= 76 ft 

Surface Length= 32 ft Facility Bottom Area= 87 sqft 
Facility Side Slopes= 3 to 1 Facility Bottom Perimeter= 64 ft 

Max. Ponding Depth 

I in Stormwater Facility= 6 in Basin Volume= 72.0 cf 
Depth of Growing Medium (Soil)- 18 in Ratio of Facility Area to Impervious Area= 0.098 

:i/1 1/2013-1 0:54 AM 
1 40 9  
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Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility = 
Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 

0.015 cfs 

Facility =l----',19,:.,3"cf 
Max. Depth of Stormwater In Facility=t---.;;1:';.6;! in 

Peak Facility Ove

.

rflow Rate=�cfs 

Total Overflow Volume=L_____.£1ct 
Drawdown Time= 0.2 hours 

Yes I Facility Sizing Meets Pollution Reduction Standards? 

�Meets Requirement of No Facility Flooding? �Meets Requirement for Maximum of 1 8  Hour Drawdown Time? 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility = 
Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 

Facility = 

0.043 cfs 

551 cf 

Max. Depth of Stormwater in Facllity=t-----,
6
,..,
.0,tin 

Drawdown Time= 0.2 hours · 

Pre�Development Runoff Data 
Peak Flow Rate =�cfs 

Total Runoff Volume =�cf 

Yes I Facility Sizing Meets Flow Control Standards? 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate_= 

Total Overflow Volume= 
�eak Off-5ite Flow Rate 

Filtration Facility Underdrain= 

0.012 cfs 

19 cf 

0.011 cfs 

[ill Meets Requirement'for Post Development offsite flow less or equal to Pre-Development Flow? �Meets Requirement for Maximum of 1 8  Hour Drawdown Time? 
I 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility 
Total Runoff Volume to Sl<>mlW<ller 

Max. Depth of Stormwater in 
Drawdown 

Requirement of No Facility Flooding? 

Peak Facility Overflow 

Total Overflow Voilurr•e= 

Requirement for Maximum of 30 hour Drawdown Time? 

1 4 1 0  
3/1 112013-10:54 AM 2 



( \ 

( 

( 

( ( 

~ 
Stormwater Surface Filtration/Infiltration Facility Sizing Spreadsheet 
24 Hour Storm, NRCS Type 1A Rainfall Distribution 
City of Eugene 

Version 2.1 . 
Project Information 
Project Name: Oaklelgh Meadows Cohousing Dale: 3/1 1/2013 

Project Address: Oaklelgh Lane Permit Number: 
Eugene, OR 97402 Catchment ID: Rain Garden 3 

Designer: Michael A Cox 
Company: SSW Engineeers Inc. 

Instructions: 
1 .  Complete this form for each drainage catchment in the project site that is to be sized per the Presumptive Approach. 
2. Provide a distinctive Catchment ID for each facility coordinated with the site basin map to correlate the appropriate 

calculations with the facility. 
3. The maximum drainage catchment to be modeled per the Presumptive Approach is 1 acre (43,560 SF) 

4.For infiltration facilities in Class A or 8 soils where no infiltration testing has been perfromed use an infiltration rate of 0.5 in/hr. 
For all facilities use a maximum soil infiltration rate of 2.5 in/hr for topsoil/growing medium. 

Design Requirements: 

Choose "Yes" from the dropdown boxes below next to the design standards requirements for this facility. 

Pollution Reduction (PRJOO 
· Flow Control (FC) Yes 

Destination (DT) No •An lnfillraUon facility must be chosen as the facility type to meel destination requirements 

Site Oata-Po!?t Development 

Total Square Footage Impervious Area��sqft 
Impervious Area CN= 98 

Total Square Footage Pervious Area=asqft 
Pervious Area CN= 85 

Total Square Footage of Drainage Area=�sft 
Weighted Average CN� 98 

Time of Concentration Post Development-I 
Site Data�Pre Development (Data In this s�ction is only used if Flow Control is required} 

. Pre-Development eN� I 851 
Soil Data . 

I 

Tested Soil Infiltration Rate=E==��rn/l)r {See Note 4) 

Design Soil infiltration Rate� 2.5 in/hr 

Design Storms Used For" Calculations 

Requirement Rainfall Depth Design Storm 
Pollution Reduction 1.4 inches Water Quality 

Flaw Control 3.6 inches Flood Control 
Destination 3.6 inches Flood Control 

Facility Data 

. Facility Type= Filtration Rain Garden 
Surface Width� 6 ft  

Surface Length= 30 It 
Facility Side Slopes� 3 to 1 

Max. Pondlng Depth 
in Stormwater Facility= 6 in 

Depth of Growing Medium (Soil);: 1 8  in 

3/1 1/2013·1 0:54 AM 

Time of Concentration Pre-Development=! 

Destination 
Soil Infiltration Rate 

I Facility Surface Area= 
Facility Surface Perimeter= 

Facility Bottom Area= 
Facility Bottom Perimeter= ' 

Basin Volume= 
Ratio of Facility Area to Impervious Area= 

slmin 

1olmin 

lllliJiOihr 

180 sqft 
72 ft 
81 sqft 
60 ft 

67.5 cf 
0.097 

1 4 1 1 
1 
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':"::r==:::�;::;:----,------�==-::-;:-:::::-===:::=:::i==::;::;:::;:;i:;:-------1 Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility = 0.014 cfs Peak Facility Overflow Rate=o.000 cfs 

Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 
Facility = 182 cf Total Overflow Volume= 0 cf 

Max. Depth of Stormwater in Facility=l---':1;;;.6�in 
Drawdown Time=L---:-'0::.2:Jhours 

Yes I Facility Sizing Meets Pollution Reduction Standards? 

�Meets Requirement of No Facility Flooding? 
�Meets Requirement for Maximum of 18 Hour Drawdown Time? 

Flow Controi�Calculation Results 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility = 
Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 

Facility = 

0.040 cfs 

519 ci 

Max. Depth of Stormwater in Facility=
l----.,

6
::-'
.
,!
0 in 

Drawdown Time= 0.2 hours 

Pre-Development Runoff Data 
Peak Flow Rate =�cfs 

Total Runoff Volume =�cf 

Yes I Facility Sizing Meets Flow Control Standards? 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate= 

Total Overflow Volume= 
Peak Off-Site Flow Rate 

Filtration Facility Underdrain= 

0.013 cfs 

18 cf 

0.010 cfs 

�Meets Requirement for Post Development offsite flow less or equal to Pre-Development Flow? 
, �Meets Requirement for Maximum of 18 Hour Drawdpwn Time? 

Destlnation-Calcu ation Results 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility 
Total Runoff Volume to St<>rrTIW'Iter 

Max. Depth of Stormwater ln 
Drawdown 

Requirement of No Facility Flooding? 

Peak Facility Overflow 

Total Overflow Vollurr•e= 

Requirement for Maximum of 30 hour Drawdown Time? 

1 4 1 2 
3/11/2013-10:54 AM 2 
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Stormwater Surface Filtration/Infiltration Facility Sizing Spreadsheet 
24 Hour Storm, NRCS Type 1A Rainfall Distribution 
City of Eugene 

Version 2.1 
Project Information 
Project Name: Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing Date: 311112013 
Project Address: Oakleigh Lane Permit Number: 

Eugene, OR 97402 Catchment 10: Rain Garden 4 
Designer: Michael A Cox 
Company: SSW Engineeers Inc. 

Instructions: 
1 .  Complete this form for each drainage catchment in the project site that is to be sized per the Presumptive Approach. 

2. Provide a distinctive Catchment ID  for each facility coordinated with the site basin map to correlate the appropriate 

calculations with the facility. 

3. The maximum drainage catchment to be modeled per the Presumptive Approach is 1 acre (43,560 SF) 
4.For infiltration facilities in Class A or B soils where no infiltration testing has been perfromed use an Infiltration rate of\0.5 in/hr. 

For all facilities use a maximum soil infiltration rate of 2.5 in/hr for topsoil/grow)ng medium. 

Design Requirements: 

Choose "Yes" from the dropdown boxes below next to the design standards requirements for this facility. 

Pollution Reduction (PRJ� 
Flow Control (FC) Yes 

Destination (DT) No •An infiltration facility must be chosen as the facility type to meet deslinaUon requirements . 
Site Data�Post Development 

Total Square Footage Impervious Area=�sqft 
Impervious Area CN= 98 

Total Square Footage Pervious Area=asqft 
Pervious Area CN= 85 

Total Square Footage of Drainage Area=�sfl 
Weighted Average CN>= 98 

Time of Concentration Post Development= I 
Site Data�Pre Development . (Data.fn this section is only used if Flow Control is required} 

Pre·Development cN=I 851 Time of Concentration Pre-Development=l 
Soil Data 

5I min 

1 olmin 

Tested Soil Infiltration Rate=B in/hr (See Note 4) 

Design Soil Infiltration Rate= 2.5 in/hr 
Destination 1 �- in/hr 
Soil Infiltration Rate 

Design Stonns Used For Calculations 

Requirement Rainfall Depth Desi�m Storm 
Pollution Reduction 1.4 inches . Water Quality 

Flow Control 3.6 inches Flood Control 

Destination 3.6 inches Flood Control 

Facility Data 
Facility Type= FiltratiOn Rain Garden Facility Surface Area= 140 sqft 

Surface Width= 7 It Facility Surface Perimeter= 54 II 
Surface Length= 20 ft Facility Bottom Area= 68 sqft 

Facility Side Slopes= 3 to 1 Facility Bottom Perimeter- 42 II 
Max. Pending Depth 

I in Stormwater Facility= 6 in Basin Volume= 54.2 cf 
Depth of Growing Medium (Soil}= 18 in Ratio of Facility Area to Impervious Area= 0.090 

311 112013-10:55 AM 

I 

1 4 1 3  
1 
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Pollution Reduction-Calculation Results 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility = 

Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 

0.012 cfs 

Facility = 1 53 cf 

Max. Depth of Stormwater In Facility=l---'::1
:;
.7;t in 

Drawdown Time=._ __ ..::o..::.2:J hours 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate=�cfs 

Total Overflow Volume=�cf 

Yes I Facility Sizing Meets Pollution Reduction Standards? 

�Meets Requirement of No Facility Flooding? �Meets Requirement for Maximum of 1 8  Hour Drawdown Time? 

Flow Control-Calculation Results 

Peak Flow Rate to Stonnwater Facility = 

Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 
Facility = 

0.034 cfs 

435 cf 

Max. Depth of Stormwater in FaciJity=
l---

6
:,;

.0
,:,j

in 

Drawdown Time= 0.2 hours 

Pre-Oevelo ment Runoff Data 

Peak Flow Rate = 0.019 cfs 

Total Runoff Volume - 272 cf 

Yes I Facility Sizing Meets Flow Control Standards? 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate= 

Total Overflow Volume= 

Peak Off-Site Flow Rate 
Filtration Facility

_ 
Underdrain= 

0.018 cfs 

22 cf 

0.008 cfs 

�Meets Requirement for Post Development offslte flow less or equal to Pre-Development Flow? �Meets Requirement for Maximum of 1 8  Hour Drawdown Time? 

Destination-Calculation Results · 

Peak Flow Rate to Stonnwater Facility 
Total Runoff Volume to S!<>rrr>w••ler 

Max. Depth of Stonnwater In Fa,oililtv= 

Drawdown 

Requirement of No Facility Flooding? 

Peak Facility Overflow 

Requirement for Maximum of 30 hour Drawdown Time? 

1 4 J�/2013-10:55 AM 2 
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Stormwater Surface Filtration/Infiltration Facility Sizing Spreadsheet 
24 Hour Storm, NRCS Type 1A Rainfall Distribution 
City of Eugene 

Version 2.1 
Project Information 
Project Name: Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing Date: 3/11/2013 

Project Address: Oakleigh Lane Penn it Number: 
Eugene1 OR 97402 Catchment ID: Rain Garden 5 

Designer: Michael A Cox 
Company: SSW Engineeers Inc. 

I nstructions: 
1 .  Complete this form for each drainage catchment in the project site that is to be sized per the Presumptive Approach. 
2. Provide a distinctive Catchment ID for each facility coordinated with the site basin map to correlate the appropriate 

calculations with the facility. 

3. The maximum drainage catchment to be modeled per the Presumptive Approach is 1 acre (43,560 SF) 

4.For infiltration facilities in Class A or B soils where no infiltration testing has been perfromed use an infiltration rate of 0.5 in/hr. 
For all facilities use a maximum soil infiltration rate of 2.5 in/hr for topsoil/growing medium. 

Design Requirements: 

Choose "Yes" from the dropdown boxes below next to the design standards requirements for this facility. 

Pollution Reduction (PRloo 
Flow Control (FC) Yes 

Destination (DT) No •An Infiltration facility must be chosen as the facility type to meet deslination requirements 

Site Data-Post Development 

Total Square Footage Impervious Area=Bisqll 
Impervious Area CN= 98 

Total Square Footage Pervious Area=asqll 
Pervious Area CN= 85 

Total Square Footage of Drainage Area=Bisll 
Weighted Average CN= 98 

· Time of Concentration Post Development=l 
Site DataMPre Development (Data In this section is only used if Flow Control is required) ·. 

Pre-Development CN=I as! Time of Concentration Pre-Development=l 
Soil Da-ta 

s)min 

10jmin 

Tested Soil Infiltration Rate=sin/hr (See Note 4) 
Design Soil Infiltration Rate= 2.5 in/hr 

Destination ·:___ :;�· �IIIIIIIIJin/hr_ 
Soil Infiltration Rate 

Design Storms Used For Calculations 

Requirement Rainfall Depth Desion Storm 
Pollution Reduction 1.4 inches Water Quality 

Flow Control 3.6 inches Flood Control 

Destination 3.6 inches Flood Control 

Facility Data 
Facility Type= Filtration Rain Garden I Facility Surface Area= 100 sqll 

Surface Width- 5 11 Facility Surface Perimeter- 50 II 
Surface Length= 20 II Facility Bottom Area= 34 sqft 

Facility Side Slopes= 3 to 1 Facility Bottom Perimeter= 38 ft 
Max. Pending Depth 

l in Stormwater Facility= 6 in Basin Volume= 35.8 cf 
Depth of Growing Medium (Soil)= 1 8  in Ratio of Facility Area to Impervious Area= 0.108 

311112013-10:55 AM 
1 4 1 5  

1 
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Pollution Reduction� alculation Results 
Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility = 

Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 
0.007 cis 

Facility = 91 cf 
Max. Depth of Stonnwater in Facmty=l----:1".9:-fin 

Drawdown Time=._ __ ..:o.:.:.2:Jhours 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate=�cfs 

Total Overflow Volume=�cf 

Yes !Facility Sizing Meets Pollution Reduction Standards? 

�Meets Requirement of No Facility F1ooding? �Meets Requirement for Maximum of 1 8  Hour Drawdown Time? 

Flow Controi�Calculation Results 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility = 
Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 

Facility = 

0.020 cis 

259 cl 

Max. Depth of Stormwater in Facility= 6.0 in 
Drawdown Time=L.. __ _:0..:.2:Jhours 

Yes !Facility Sizing Meets Flow Control Standards? 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate= 

Total Overflow Volume= 
Peak Off-5ite Flow Rate 

Filtration Facility Underdrain= 

0.004 cfs 

6 cf 

0.006 cis 

�Meets Requirement for Post Development offsite flow less or equal to Pre-Development Flow? �Meets Requirement for Maximum of 1 8  Hour Drawdown Time? 
Deslination-Calculation Results 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility 
Total Runoff Volume to Stcmrlw,,ter 

Max. Depth of Stormwater in Fa,oililty= 
Drawdown 

Requirement of No Facility Flooding? 

Peak Facility Overflow 

Requirement for Maximum of 30 hour Drawdown Time? 

2 
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w Stormwater Surface Filtration/Infiltration Facility Sizing Spreadsheet 
24 Hour Storm, NRCS Type 1A Rainfall Distribution 
City of Eugene 

Version 2.1 

Project lnformaUon 
Project Name: OakJeigh Meadows Cohousing Dale: 3/1 1/2013 

Project Address: Oakleigh Lane Permit Number: 
Eugene, OR 97402 Catchment 10: Rain Garden 6 

Designer: Michael A Cox 
Company: SSW Enqlneeers Inc. 

I nstructions: 
1. Complete this form for each drainage catchment in the project site that is to be sized per the Presumptive Approach. 
2. Provide a distinctive Catchment ID for each facility coordinated with the site basin map to correlate the appropriate 

calculations with the facility. 
3. The maximum drainage catchment to be modeled per the Presumptive Approach is 1 acre (43,560 SF) 
4.For infiltration facilities in Class A or B soils where no infiltration testing has been perfromed use an infiltration rate of 0.5 in/hr. 

For all facilities use a maximum soil infiltration rate of 2.5 in/hr for topsoil/growing medium. - -
Design Requirements: 

Choose "Yes" from the dropdown boxes below next to the design standards requirements for this facility. 

Pollution Reduction (PRJOO 
Flow Control (FC) Yes 

Destination (DT) No *An infiltration facility must be chosen as the facllity type to meet destination requirements 

Site Data-Post Development 

Total Square Footage Impervious Area=�sqft 
Impervious Area CN= 98 

Total Square Footage Pervious Area=asqft 
Pervious Area CN= 85 

Total Square Footage of Drainage Area=�sft 
Weighted Average CN= 98 

Time of Concentration Post Development=l 
Site Data-Pre Development {Data in this sedion is only Used if Flow Control is required) . 

Pre-Development CN-1 851 Time of Concentration Pre-Development=J 
Soil Data 

5lmin 

10lmin 

Te�ted Soil Infiltration Rate=Bin/hr (See Note 4) Destination D"esign=-ln/hr 

I 

Design Soil Infiltration Rate= 2.5 in/hr 

Des!gn Storms Used For Calc-ulations 

Requirement Rainfall Depth Design Storm 
Pollution Reduction 1,4 inches Water Quality 

Flow Control 3.6 inches Flood Control 

Destination 3.6 inches Flood Control 

Facility Data 
Facility Type= Filtration Rain Garden 

Surface Width= 10  It 
Surface Length= 34 It 

Facility Side Slopes= 3 t0'1 
Max. Pending Depth 

in Stormwate_r Facility= 6 in 

Depth of Growing Medium (Soil};; 18 in 

3/11/2013-10:55 AM 

Soil Infiltration Rate 

I Facility Surface Area= 340 sqft 
Facility Surface Perimeter- 88 It 

Facility Bottom Area= 217 sqft 
Facility Bottom Perimeter= 76 It 

Basin Volume= 141.5 cf 
Ratio of Facility Area to Impervious Area= 0.082 

1 4 1 7  
1 



Pollution Reduction�Calculation Results 
Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility = 

Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 
0.032 cis 

Facility = 408 cf 
Max. Depth of Stormwater In F�cility=r--'

1i-.3::1 in 
Drawdown Time= L---'0:.;.2:Jhours 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate=�cfs 

Total Overflow Volume=�cf 

Yes I Facility Sizing Meets Pollution Reduction Standards? 

�Meets Requirement of No Facility Flooding? �Meets Requirement for Maximum of 18 Hour Drawdown Time? 

Flow Controi�Calculatlon ReSults 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility = 
Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 

Facility = 

0.090 cis 

1162 cf 

Max. Depth of Stormwater in Faclllty=I---..,
6':-.0'=iin 

Drawdown Time= 0.2 hours 

Pre�Development Runoff Data 
Peak Flow Rate =�cis 

Total Runoff Volume =�cf 

Yes !Facility Sizing Meets Flow Control Standards? 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate= 

Total Overflow Volume= 
Peak Off-51te Flow Rate 

Filtration Facility Underdrain= 

0.046 cis 

62 cf 

0.020 cis 

�Meets Requirement for Post Development offsite flow Jess or equal to Pre�Development Flow? [!§[)Meets Requirement for Maximum of 18 Hour Drawdown Time? 
OeStin�tlon�Calculatlon Results 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility 
Total Runoff Volume to Sl<mr•w••ter 

Max. Depth of Stormwater in fa,cilitv= 
Drawdown 

!liM! Facility Sizing Meets Destination Standards? 

Requirement of No Facility Flooding? 

Peak Facility Overflow 

Total Overflow VOIIUJTie= 

Requirement for Maximum of 30 hour Drawdown Time? 

2 
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Stormwater Surface Filtration/Infiltration Facility Sizing Spreadsheet 
24 Hour Storm, NRCS Type 1A Rainfall Distribution 
City of Eugene 

Version 2.1 

Project Information 
Project Name: Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing bate: 3/1 1/2013 

Project Address: Oakleigh Lane Permit Number: 
Eugene1 OR 97402 Catchment ID: Rain Garden 7 

Designer: Michael A Cox 

Company: SSW Enqineeers Inc. 

Instructions: 
1. Complete this form for each drainage catchment in the project site that is to be sized per the Presumptive Approach. 

2. Provide a distinctive Catchment 10 for each facility coordinated with the site basin map to correlate the appropriate 

calculations with the facility. 

3. The maximum drainage catchment to be modeled per the Presumptive Approach is 1 acre {43,560 SF) 

4.For infiltration facilities in Class A or 8 �oils where no infiltration testing has been perfromed use an infiltration rate of 0.5 in/hr. 
For all facilities use a maximum soil infiltration rate of 2.5 in/hr for topsoil/growing medium. 

DeSign Requirements: 

Choose "Yes" from the dropdown boxes below next to the design standards requirements for this facility. 

Pollution Reduction (PRloo 
Flow Control (FC) Yes 

Destination (DT} No •An infiltration facility must be chosen as the facility lype to meet desHnallon requirements 

Site Dafa�Post Development . 
Total Square Footage Impervious Area=�sqft 

Impervious Area CN:::: 98 
Total Square Footage Pervious Area=asqft 

Pervious Area CN= 85 

I 

Total Square Footage of Drainage Area=�sft 
Weighted Average CN= 98 

Time of Concentration Post Development= I 
Site Data�Pre Development (Oata In this seption Is only .used if Flow COntrol is iequired) 

Pre-Development CN=I ssl Time of Concentration Pre�Development=l 
Soil Data 

slmin 

10lmin 

Tested Soil Infiltration Rate::::Bin/hr (See Note 4) Destination De.Sign=� inlhr 
Design Soil Infiltration Rate:::: 2.5 in/hr 

Design Storms Used For Calculations 

Requirement Rainfall Depth Design Storm 
Pollution Reduction 1.4 inches Water Quality 

Flow Control 3.6 inches Flood Control 

Destination 3.6 inches Flood Control 

Facility Data 
Facility Type= Filtration Rain Garden 

Surface Width= 7 ft  

Surface Length= 27 ft 

Facility Side Slopes== 3 to 1 

Max. Ponding Depth 
in Stormwater Facility= 6 in 

DCpth of Growing Medium (Soil)==. 18  in 

3/1 1/2013-10:55 AM 

Soli Infiltration Rate . 

I Facility Surface Area= 189 sqft 
Facility Surface Perimeter- 68 ft 

Facility Bottom Area= 96 sqft 
Facility Bottom Perimeter- 56 ft 

Basin Volume== 73.5 cf 
Ratio of Facility Area to Impervious Area- 0.089 

I I 
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Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility = 
Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 

0.017 cfs 

Facility = 208 cf 
Max. Depth of Stormwater in Facility=l--_;::;1::;.6;! in 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate=�cfs 

Total Overflow Volume=�cf 

Drawdown Time= 0.2 hours L--.:.;::.1 

Yes !Facility Sizing Meets Pollution Reduction Standards? 

�Meets Requirement of No Facility Flooding? 
�Meets Requirement for Maximum of 1 8  Hour Drawdown Time? 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility = 
Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 

Facility = 

0.046 cfs 

594 cf 

Max. Depth of Stormwater in Facility=
l--�..;

6
,:;.0�

in 
Drawdown Time= 0.2 hours 

Pre-Development Runoff Data 
Peak Flow Rate =�cfs 

Total Runoff Volume =�cf 

Yes . I Facility Sizing Meets Flow Control Standards? 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate= 

Total Overflow Volume= 
Peak Off-Site Flow Rate 

Filtration Facility Underdrain= 

0.025 cfs 

30 cf 

0.01 1 cfs 

�Meets Requirement for Post Development offsite flow less or e
.
qual to Pre�Development Flow? �Meets Requirement for Maximum of 1 8  Hour Drawdown Time? 

I 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility 
Total Runoff Volume to Stcorm,wa,terl 

Max. Depth of Stormwater in 
Drawdown 

Requirement of No Facility Flooding? 

Peak Facility Overflow 

Total Overflow Vol,um,e=l 

Requirement for Maximum of 30 hour Drawdown Time? 

2 
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w Stormwater Surface Filtration/Infiltration Facility Sizing Spreadsheet 
24 Hour Storm, NRCS Type 1 A  Rainfall Distribution 
City of Eugene 

Version 2.1 
Proje·ct lnform�tion 
Project Name: Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing Date: 3111/2013 

Project Address: Oakleigh Lane Permit Number: 
Eugene, OR 97402 Catchment JD: Rain Garden 8 

Designer: Michael A Cox 
Company: SSW Enqineeers Inc. 

I nstructions: 
1 .  Complete this form for each drainage catchment in the project site that is to be sized per the Presumptive Approach. 

2. Provide a distinctive Catchment 10 for each facility c�ordinated with the site basin map to correlate the appropriate 

calculations with the facility. 

3. The maximum drainage catchment to be modeled per the Presumptive Approach is 1 acre (43,560 SF) 

4.For infiltration facilities in Class A. or B soils where no infiltration testing has been perfromed use an infiitration rate of 0.5 in/hr. 
For all facilities use a maximum soil infiltration rate of 2.5 in/hr for topsoil/growing medium. 

Design Requirements: 

Choose "Yes" fro� the dropdown boxes below next to the design standards requirements for this facility. 

Pollution Reduction (PRJOO 
Flow Control (FC) Yes 

Destination (DT} No "Ail infiltraUon facility must be chosen as the facility type to meet destination requirements 

Site Data-Post Development 

Totai Square Footage Impervious Area=�sqft 
Impervious Area CN= 98 

Total Square FootagePervious Area=asqft 
Pervious Area CN= 85 

Total Square Footage of Drainage Area=�sft 
Weighted Average CN= 98 

Time of Concentration Post Development=) 
Site Data-'Pre Development . (Data In this $B_ctjon is only used if Flow C_ontrol ls required) . 

Pre-Development CN=I 8sl Time of Concentration Pre-Development= I 
Soil Data . 

s)min 

101m in 

Tested Soil Infiltration Rate=ain/hr (See Note 4) Destination Design=-in/hr 

I 

Design Soil infiltration Rate= 2.5 in/hr 

Design Storms Vse9 For Caic'ul3ti0ns 

Requirement Rainfall Depth Design Storm 
Pollution Reduction 1.4 inches Water Quality 
Flow Control 3.6 Inches Flood Control 

Destination 3.6 inches Flood Control 

Facillcy Data 
Facility Type= Filtration Rain Garden 

$urface Width= 7 ft  

Surface Length= 37 ft 

Facility Side Slopes= 3 to 1 
Max. Pending Depth 

in Stormwater Facility= 6 in 

Depth of Growing Medium (Soil)= 18  in 

3/11/2013-10:56 AM 

Soil Infiltration Rate 

I Facility Surface Area= 259 sqft 
Facility Surface Perimeter- 88 ft 

Facility Bottom Area- 136 sqft 
Facility Bottom Perimeter- 76 It 

Basin Volume= 101.0 cf 
Ratio of Facility Area to Impervious Area= 0.089 
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Pollution Reduction-Calculation Results 
Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility = 

Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 
0.023 cfs 

Facility = 285 cf 1--:..,:..:j Max. Depth of Stormwater in Faclllty=
l----:;

1
:':
.5
�

in 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate=�cfs 

Total Overflow Volume=�cf 

Drawdown Time= 0.2 hours 

Yes !Facility Sizing Meets Pollution Reduction Standards? 

�Meets Requirement of No Facility Flooding? �Meets Requirement for Maximum of 18 Hour Drawdown Time? 

Flow Control-CalculatiOn Results 

Peak Flow Rate to Storrnwater Facility = 
Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 

Facility = 

0.063 cfs 

812 cf 

Max. Depth of Stormwater in Facility= 6.0 in 
Drawdown Tlme=l----,o".2,jhours 

Pre-Development Runoff Data 
Peak Flow Rate =�cfs 

Total Runoff Volume =�cf 

Yes I Facility Sizing Meets Flow Control Standards? 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate= 

Total Overflow Volume= 
Peak Off-Site Flow Rate 

Filtration Facility Underdrain= 

0.031 cfs 

39 cf 

0.015 cfs 

�Meets Requirement for Post Development offsite flow less or e
. 
qual to Pre-Development Flow? �Meets Requirement for Maximum of 18 Hour Drawdown Time? 

Pestination-Calculation Resu ts 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility 
Total Runoff Volume to Stc>rm1wa,ter 

Facility 
Max. Depth of Stormwater in Fa,cility= 

Drawdown Time= 

Requirement of No Facility Flooding? 

Peak Facility Overflow 

Requirement for Maximum of 30 hour Drawdown Time? 

1 4�.g/2013-10:56 AM 2 
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·stormwater Surface Filtration/Infiltration Facility S izing Spreadsheet 
24 Hour Storm, NRCS Type 1 A  Rainfall Distribution 
City of Eugene 

Version 2.1 

Project Information 
Project Name: Oaklelgh Meadows Cohousing Date: 3/11/2013 

Project Address: Oakleigh Lane Permit Number: 
Eugene, OR 97402 Catchment ID: Rain Garden 9 

Designer: Michael A Cox 
Company: SSW Enqineeers Inc. 

I nstructions: 
1 .  Complete this fonn for each drainage catchment in the project site that is to be sized per the Presumptive Approach. 

2. Provide a distinctive Catchment 10 for each facility coordinated with the site basin map to correlate the appropriate 

calculations with the facility. 

3. The maximum drainage catchment to be modeled per the Presumptive Approach is 1 acre (43,560 SF) 
4.For infiltration facilities in Class A or B soils where no infiltration testing has been perfromed use an infiltration rate of 0.5 in/hr. 

For all facilities use a maximum soil infiltration rate of 2.5 in/hr for topsoil/growing medium. 

Design Requirements: 

Choose "Yes" from the dropdown boxes below next to the design standards requirements for this facility. 

Pollution Reduction (PR)� 
Flow Control (FC) Yes 

· 

Destination (DT) No �Anlnfi!trationfacility must be chosen as the facility type lo moot destination requirements 

Site Data-Post Development . 
Total Square Footage lm�ervlous Area=�sqft 

Impervious Area CN= 98 
Total Square Footage Pervious Area=asqft 

Pervious Area CN= 85 

I 

Total Square Footage of Drainage Area=�sft 
Weighted Average CN= 98 

Time of Concentration Post Development=( 

Site Data-Pre Oevelopme�t (Data it1 th.is $ection is only used if Flow Control is required) 

Pre-Development CN=I a51 Time of Concentration Pre-Development=l 
Soil Data 

5I min 

1olmln 

Tested Soil Infiltration Rate=ain/hr (s_oo Note 4) Destination Design:::;-infhr 
Design Soli Infiltration Rate= 2.5 in/hr 

Design Storms Used For Cal�lll�tlons 

ReQuirement Rainfall Depth Design Storm 
Pollution Reduction 1.4 inches Water Qualitv 
Flow Control 3.6 inches Flood Control 
Destination 3.6 Inches Flood Control 

Facility Data 
Facility Type- Filtration Rain Garden 

Surface Width= 6 ft  
Surface Length= 25 ft 

Facility Side Slopes= 3 to 1 

Max. Ponding Depth 
in Stonnwater Facility= 6 in 

Depth of Growing Medium (Soil)= 18 in 

3/11/2013-10:56 AM 

Soil Infiltration Rate 

I Facility Surface Area= 150 sqft 
Facility Surface Perimeter= 62 It 

Facility Bottom Area:::: 66 sqft 
Facility Bottom Perimeter= 50 ft 

Basin Volume= 56.2 cf 

Ratio of Facility Area to Impervious Area= 0.094 
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Pollution Reduction-Calculation Results 
Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility = 

Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 
0.012 cfs 

Facility = 156 cf 
Max. Depth of Stormwater in Facility=l---'i1

:.:
.7:t in 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate=�cfs 

Total Overflow Volume=L_jcf 

Drawdown Time= 0.2 hours .._ _ __, 

Yes I Facility Sizing Meets Pollution Reduction Standards? 

�Meets Requirement of No Facility Flooding? 
�Meets Requirement for Maximum of 1 8  Hour Drawd.own Time? 

Flow Control-Calculation Results 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility = 
Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 

Facility = 

0.034 cfs 

446 cf 

Max. Depth of Stormwater In Facility= 6.0 ln 

Drawdown Time=._ __ ..:;o..:;.2;, hours 

Pre-Development Runoff Data 
Peak Flow Rate =�cfs 

Total Runoff Volume =�cf 

Yes I Facility Sizing Meets Flow Control Standards? 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate= 

Total Overflow Volume= 
Peak Off-Site Flow Rate 

Filtration Facility Underdrain= 

0.017 cfs 

20 cf 

0.009 cfs 

(E[]Meets Requirement for Post Development offslte flow less or equal to Pre-Development Flow? 
�Meets Requirement for Maximum of 1 8  Hour Drawdown Time? 

Desbnatlon�Calculatlon Resi.JI�s 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility 
Total Runoff Volume to St<>rnlWilter 

Max. Depth of Stormwater in 
Drawdown 

-Facility Sizing Meets Destination Standards? 

Requirement of No Facility Flooding? 

Peak Facility Overflow 

Total Overfi.ow Vcolunne= 

Meets Requirement for Maximum of 30 hour Drawdown Time? 

1 \�t2013-10:56 AM 2 
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� Stormwater Surface Filtration/Infiltration Facility Sizing Spreadsheet - 24 Hour Storm, NRCS Type 1A Rainfall Distribution 
City of Eugene 

Version 2.1 
I 
Name: Oakleigh Meadows Cohouslng Date: 3/1 1/2013 

�, Address: Oakleigh lane Permit Number: 
Eugene, OR 97402 Catchment ID: Rain Garden 1 0  

i Michael A Cox 
SSW Engineeers Inc. 

nstructions: 
1 1 .  Complete this form for each drainage catchment in the project site that is to be sized per the Presumptive Approach. 
12. Provide a distinctive Catchment ID for each facility coordinated with the site basin map to correlate the appropriate 

calculations with the facility. 
13. The maximum drainage catchment to be modeled per the Presumptive Approach is 1 acre (43,560 SF) 
14.For infiltration facilities in Class A or 8 soils where no infiltration testing has been perfromed use an infiltration rate of 0.5 in/hr. 

For all facilities use a maximum soil infiltration rate of 2.5 in/hr for topsoil/growing medium. 
· I Design 

1 ...... ,,vvv• "Yes" from the dropdown boxes below next to the design standards requirements for this facility. 

Pollution Reduction (PR)� 
Flow Control (FC) Yes 

Destination (DT) No �An infiltration facility musl be chosen as the facility type to meet destination requirements 

Silo . 
Total Square Footage Impervious Area��sqft 

Impervious Area CN= - 98 
Total Square Footage Pervious Area�asqtt 

Pervious Area CN= 85 · 

Total Square Footage of Drainage Area��sft 
Weighted Average CN� 98 

Time of Concentration Post Development=l 
(Site (Data in this �eclion is only used If Flow l is . 

Pre-Development CN�I s51 . Time of Concentration Pre-Development=l 
Soli Data 

slmin . 
1olmin 

Tested Soil Infiltration Rate=ain/hr (See Note 4) Destination Design=a.IIIIIJ in/hr 

I 

Design Soil Infiltration Rate= 2.5 inlhr 
1 Storms U.sed For ( 

Rainfall Depth ; Storm 
' "' eH< 1 

Flow Control Flood Control 
i Flood Control 

• Data .. . 
Facility Type� Filtration Rain Garden 

Surface Width= 6 ft  
Surface Length= 25 ft 

Facility Side Slopes= 3 to 1 
Max. Pondlng Depth 

in Stormwater Facility= 6 in 
Depth of Growing Medium (Soil)= 18 in 

3/1 1/2013� 1 0:56 AM 

Soil Infiltration Rate 

I Facility Surface Area= 150 sqft 
Facility Surface i 62 It 

Facility Bottom Area= 66 sqft 
Facility Bottom ... 50 It 

Basin 56.? cf 
Ratio of Facility Area to Impervious Area= 0.096 



Pollution Re uction�Calculation Results 
Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility = 

Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 
0.012 cfs 

Facility = 154 cf 
Max. Depth of Stormwater in Facility=l---':1".7;!in 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate=�cfs 

Total Overflow Volume=�cf 

Drawdown Time= 0.2 hours ...._ _ __. 

Yes I Facility Sizing Meets Pollution Reduction Standards? 

�Meets Requirement of No Facility Flooding? 
�Meets Requirement for Maximum of 18 Hour Drawdown Time? 

Flow ControiMCalculation ResUlts 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility = 
Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 

Facility = 

0.034 cfs l 

439 cf 

Max. Depth of Stormwater in Facility= 6.0 in 
Drawdown Time=._ __ o;.;.2;;,hours 

PreMDevelopment Runoff Data 
Peak Flow Rate =�cfs 

Total Runoff Volume =�cf 

Yes !Facility Sizing Meets Flow Control Standards? 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate= 

Total Overflow Volume= 
Peak Off-Site Flow Rate 

Filtration Facility Underdrain= 

0.014 cfs 

18 cf 

0.009 cfs 

�Meets Requirement for Post Development offsite flow less or equal to PreMDevelopment, Flow? 
�Meets Requirement for Maximum of 18 Hour Drawdown Time? 

Destination-Calculation Results 

Peak Flow Rate to Storrnwater Facility 
Total Runoff Volume to St<>nTJW,Jter 

Max. Depth of Stormwater In Fa,cllltv= 
Drawdown 

Facility Sizing Meets Destination Standards? 

. . . . Requirement of No Facility Flooding? 

Peak Facility Overflow 

Total Overflow Volun1e= 

Requirement for Maximum of 30 hour Drawdown Time? 

2 
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� Stormwater Surface Filtration/Infiltration Facility Sizing Spreadsheet - 24 Hour Storm, NRCS Type 1A Rainfall Distribution 
City of Eugene 

Version 2.1 
Project lnfonnatlon 

Project Name: Oaklelgh Meadows Cohouslng Date: 3/11/2013 
Project Address: Oakleigh Lane Permit Number: 

Eugene1 OR 97402 Catchment ID: Rain Garden 1 1  
Designer: Michael A Cox 

Company: SSW Englneeers Inc. 

Instructions: 
1 .  Complete this form for each drainage catchment in the project site that is to be sized per the Presumptive Approach. 
2. Provide a distinctive Catchment ID for each facility coordinated with the site basin map to correlate the appropriate 

calculations with the facility. 
3.-The maximum drainage catchment to be modeled per the Presumptive Approach is 1 acre (43,560 SF} 
4.For infiltration facilities in Class A or B soils where no infiltration testing has been pertromed use an infiltration rate of 0.5 inlhr. 

For all facilities use a maximum soil infiltration rate of 2.5 in/hr for topsoillgrowing medium. 
Design -Req-Uirements: 

Choose "Yes" from the dropdown boxes below next to the design standards requirements for this facility. 

Pollution Reduction !PRJOO 
Flow Control (FC) Yes 

Destination (DT) No •An lnfiltrallon facility rnusl be chosen as lhefacmty type to meet destination requirements 

Site Data�Post Development . 
Total Square Footage Impervious Area=�sqft 

Impervious Area CN=== 98 
Total Square Footage Pervious Area=asqft 

PerviouS Area CN= 85 

Total Square Footage of Drainage Area=�sft 

Weighted Average CN=== 98 
Time of Concentration Post Development=l 

Site Data-Pre Development (Data in this sectioil is only used If. Flow Control is required) . 
Pre-Development CN=I ssl Time of Concentration Pre�Development-1 

Soil Data 

slmin 

10lmin 

Tested Soil Infiltration _Rate=Bin/hr (See Note 4) Destination Design=-in/hr 
Design Soil Infiltration Rate= . 2.5 in/hr Soil Infiltration Rate 

Design Storms Used For Calc!Jiations 

Requirement Rainfall Depth Design Storm 

Pollution Reduction 1.4 inches Water Quality 

Flow Control 3.6 inches Flood Control 
Destination 3.6 inches Flood Control 

Facility Data 

Facility Type- Filtration Rain Garden I Facility Surface Area·= 216 sqft 
Surface Width= 6 ft  Facility Surface Perimeter= 84 ft  

Surface Length= 36 ft Facility Bottom Area= 99 sqft 
Facility Side Slopes:;::, 3 to 1 Facility Bottom Perimeter= 72 ft 

Max. Pondlng Depth 
in Stormwater Facility= 6 in Basin Volume= 81.0 cf 

Depth of Growing Medium (Soil}= 18 in Ratio of Facility Area to Impervious Area= 0.093 

3/1 1/2013-10:56 AM 



Pollution Reduction-Calculation ResUlts 
Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility = 

Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 
0.018 cfs 

Facility � 229 cf 
Max. Depth of Stormwater in Facility=l-

-
--':;1;:;.7;tin 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate=�cfs 

Total OverflowVolume=�cf 

Drawdown Time= 0.2 hours ..._ _ __, 

Yes I Facility Sizing Meets Pollution Reduction Standards? 

�Meets Requirement of No Facility Flooding? 
�Meets Requirement for Maximum of 18 Hour Drawdown Time? 

Flow Control-Calculation Results 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility = 
Total Runoff Volume to Stonnwater 

Facility = 

0.050 cfs 

652 cf 

Max. Depth of Stonnwater in Facility=l----i
6
:':
.0
:1

in 
Drawdown Time= - 0.2 hours 

Pre-Development Runoff Data 
Peak Flow Rate =�cfs 

Total Runoff Volume =�cf 

Yes I Facility Sizing Meets Flow Control Standards? 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate= 

Total Overflow Volume= 
Peak Off-Site Flow Rate 

Filtration Facility Underdrain= 

0.026 cfs 

31 cf 

0.013 cfs 

�Meets Requirement for Post Development otfslte flow less or equal to Pre-Development Flow? 
�Meets Requirement for Maximum of 1 8  Hour Drawdown Time? 

Destination-Calculation esu ts 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility 
Total Runoff Volume to Stc>rmlwa,ter' 

Max. Depth of Stonnwater In 
Orawdown 

@¥Facility Sizing Meets Destination Standards? 

Meets Requirement of No Facility Flooding? 

Peak Facility Overflow 

Requirement for Maximum of 30 hour Orawdown Time? 

1 4�fl/2013-10:56AM 2 
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Stormwater Surface Filtrationllnfiltration Facility Sizing Spreadsheet 
24 Hour Storm, NRCS Type 1A Rainfall Distribution 
City of Eugene 

Version 2.1 
Project InformatiOn 
Project Name: Oakleigh Meadows Co�ousing Date: 3/1112013 

Project Address: Oakleigh Lane Permit Number: 
Eugeile1 OR 97402 Catchment JD: Rain Garden 1 2  

Designer: Michael A Cox 
Company: SSW Engineeers Inc. 

Instructions: 
1 .  Complete this fo

.
rm for each drainage catchment in the project site that is to be sized per the Presumptive Approach. 

2. Provide a distinctive Catchment 10 for each facility coordinated with the site basin map to correlate the appropriate 

calculations with the facility. 
3. The maximum drainage catchment to be modeled per the Presumptive Approach is 1 acre (43,560 SF) 
4.For. infiltration facilities in Class A or B soils where no infiltration testing has been perfromed use an.infiltration rate of 0.5 in/hr. 

For all facilities use a maximum soil infiltration rate of 2.5 in/hr for topsoil/growing medium. 

Design ReqUirements: 

Choose "Yes" from the dropdown boxes below next to the design standards requirements for this facility. 

Pollution Reduction (PRJOO 
Flow Control (FC) Yes 

Destination (DT) No *An infiltration facility must be chosen as thefadlity tYPe to meet destination requirements 

Site Data·Post DeVelopment . 

Total Square Footage Impervious Area=�sqft 
Impervious Area CN= 98 

Total Square Footage Pervious Area=asqft 
Pervious Area CN= . 85 

Total Square Footage of Drainage Area=�sft 
Weighted Average CN= 98 

Tiine of Concentration Post Development=l 
Site Data·Pre Development (Data ln.this section Is only. used If Flow Control is required) 

Pre-Development CN=I 851 
Soil Data · 

Tested son Infiltration Rate-ain/hr csee Note 4) 

Design Soil Infiltration Rate= 2.5 in/hr 

Design Storms Used For Calculations 

Requirement Rainfall Depth Design Storm 
Pollution Reduction 1.4 inches Water Quality 

Flow Control 3.6 inches Flood Control 

Destination 3.6 inches Flood Control 

Facility Data 
Facility Type= Filtration Rain Garden 

Surface Width= 6 ft 

Surface Length= 21 ft 
Facility Side Slopes= 3 to 1 

Max. Ponding Depth 

I in Stormwater Facility= 6 in 

Depth of Growing Medium (Soil)- 18 in 

311 1/2013-10:56 AM 

Time of Concentration Pre-Development= I 
. 

Destination Design=! 
�oil Infiltration Rate 

I Facility Surface Area= 
Facility Surface Perimeter= 

Facility Bottom Area= 
Facility Bott_om Perimeter= 

Basin Volume= 
Ratio of Facility Area to Impervious Area= 

slmin 

1 0lmin 

ft'llin/hr 

126 sqft 

54 ft 

54 sqft 
42 ft 

47.2 cf 
0.093 
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Po lution Reduction-Calculation Results 
P�ak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility .:::� 

Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 
0.011 cfs 

Facility = 133 cf 

Max. Depth of Stormwater In Facility=l----'-,1"'.a::lin 
Drawdown Tlme=._ __ ..;o..;.201 hours 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate=� cis 
Total Overflow Volume=L____£Ict 

Yes I Facility Sizing Meets Pollution Reduction Standards? 

�Meets Requirement of No Facility Flooding? �Meets Requirement for Maximum of 18 Hour Orawdown Time? 

Flow Control-Calculation Results 

Peak Flow Rate to Stonnwater Facility = 
Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 

Facility = 

0.029 cfs 

378 cf 

Max. Depth of Stormwater In Facllity=
l--,..-..,

6
;:
.0
"'

in 
Drawdown Time= 0.2 hours 

Yes I Facility Sizing Meets Flow Control Standards? 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate= 

Total Overflow Volume= 
Peak Off-Site Flow Rate 

Filtration Facility Underdrain= 

0.016 cfs 

1 8  cf 

0.007 cfs 

�Meets Requirement for Post DevelopmEmt offslte flow less or equal to Pre-Development Flow? 0[)Meets Requirement for Maximum of 18 Hour Drawdown Time? 
Destination-Calculation.Re.sul_ts 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility 
Total Runoff Volume to St<>mlw,,ter 

Max. Depth of Stormwater in 
Drawdown 

Facility Sizing Meets Destination Standards? 

Requirement of No Facility Flooding? 

Peak Facility Overflow 

Total OverflowVo!lurr•e= 

Requirement for Maxlinum of 30 hour Drawdown Time? 

2 
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- Stormwater Surface Filtration/Infiltration Facility Sizing Spreadsheet 
24 Hour Storm, NRCS Type 1A Rainfall Distribution 
City of Eugene 

Version 2.1 
Project·tnformatlon 
Project Name: Oakleigh Meadows Cohouslng Date: 3/11/2013 
Project Address: Oakleigh lane Permit Number: 

Eugene, OR 97402 Catchment 10: Rain Garden 13 
Designer: Michael A Cox 
Company: SSW Enqlneeers Inc. 

I nstructions: 
1 .  Complete this form for each drainage catchment in the project site that is to be sized per the Presumptive Approach. 

2. Provide a distinctive Catchment ID for each facility coordinated with the site basin map to correlate the appropriate 

calculations with the facility. 
3 .  The maximum drainage catchment to be modeled per the Presumpti

_
ve Approach is 1 acre (43,560 SF) 

4.For infiltration facilities in Class A or B soils where no infiltration testing has been perfromed use an infiltration rate of 0.5 in/hr. 
For all facilities use a maximum soil infiltration rate of 2.5 in/hr for topsoil/growing medium. 

Design Reqi..drements: 

Choose "Yes" from the dropdown boxes below next to the design standards requirements for. this facility. 

Pollution Reduction (PR)� 
Flow Control (FC) Yes . 

Destination (DT) No *An infiltration facility must be chosen as the racinly type to meet destination requirements 

Site Data-P.ostoevel.opment 

Total Square Footage Impervious Area=�sqft 
Impervious Area CN= 98 

Total Square Footage Pervious Area=asqft 
Pervious Area CN= 85 

Total Square Footage of Drainage Area=�sft 
Weighted Average CN= 98 

Time of Concentration Post Development-I 
Site Data-Pre Development {Data in this section Is only t:Jsed If Flow ContrOJ is requii'ed) . 

Pre-Development CN=I 851 Time of Concentration Pre-Development=! 
Soli Data . .  

sJmin 

1 0lmin 

Tested Soil Infiltration Rate=;;ain/hr (See Note 4) Destination Desigrr::::.-in/hr_ 
Design Soil Infiltration Rate= 2.5 in/hr 

Design Storms Used For Calculation!? 

Requirement Rainfall Depth Design Stonn 
Pollution Reduction 1 .4 inches Water Quality 

Flow Control 3.6 inches Flood Control 

Destination 3.6 inches Flood Control 

Facility Data 
Facility TypF. Filtration Rain Garden 

Surface.Width= 7 ft  
Surface Length= 30 ft 

Facility Side Slopes= 3 to 1 
Max. Ponding Depth 

l In Stcrmwater Facility= 6 in 

Depth of Growing Medium (Soil)= 18  in 

3/1 1/2013-10:56 AM 

Soli Infiltration Rate 

I Facility Surface Area::: 210 sqft 
Facility Surface Perimeter= 74 ft 

Facility Bottom Area- 108 sqft 
Facility Bottom Perimeter- 62 It 

Basin Volume= 81.7 ct 
Ratio of Facility Area to Impervious Area= 0.089 
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Pollution Reduction�Calculation· Results 
Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility = 

Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 
0.018 cis 

Facility = 231 cl 
Max. Depth of Stormwater in Facility=l--....:

1i-.5i:lin 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate=�cfs 

Total Overflow Volume=�cf 

Drawdown Time= 0.2 hours ...._ _ __. 

Yes I Facility Sizing Meets Pollution Reduction Standards? 

�Meets Requirement of No Facility Flooding? �Meets Requirement for Maximum of 18 Hour Drawdown Time? 

Flow Controi�Calculation Results 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Faclllty = 
Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 

Facility = 

0.051 cfs 

658 cf 

Max. Depth of Stormwater in Facllity=t---.;;6';.0:1 in 
Drawdown Time= 0.2 hours 

Pre-Development Runoff Data 
Peak Flow Rate =�cis 

Total Runoff Volume =�d 

Yes I Facility Sizing Meets Flow Control Standards? 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate= 

Total Overflow Volume= 
Peak Off-Site Flow Rate 

Filtration Facility Underdrain= 

0.026 cis 

32 cf 

0.012 cfs 

�Meets Requirement for Post Development offsite flow less or equal to Pre-Development Flow? �Meets Requirement for Maximum of 18 Hour Drawdown Time? 
Destination-Calculation Results· 

Peak Flow Rate to Stonnwater Facility 
Total Runoff Volume to Stc>mlW<ller 

Max. Depth of Stormwater in 

Facility Sizing Meets Destination Standards? 

Requirement of No Facility Flooding? 

Peak Facility Overflow 

Total Overflow Volun1e= 

Meets Requirement for Maximum of 30 hour Drawdown Time? 

1 4�1�12013-10:56 AM 2 
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Stormwater Surface Filtration/Infiltration Facility Sizing Spreadsheet 
24 Hour Storm, NRCS Type 1 A  Rainfall Distribution 
City of Eugene 

Version 2.1 
Project Information 
Project Name: Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing Date: 3/11/2013 
Project Address: Oaklel!iJh lane Permit Number: 

Eugene, OR 97402 Catchment ID: Rain Garden 14 
Designer: Michael A Cox 
Company: SSW·Engineeers Inc. 

Instructions: 
1 .  C.omplete this form for each drainage catchment in the project site that is to be sized per the Presumptive Approach. 

2. Provide a distinctive Catchment JD for each facility coordinated with the site basin map to correlate the appropriate 

calculations with the facility. 

3 .  The maximum drainage catchment to be modeled per the Presumptive Approach is 1 acre {43,560 SF) 
4.For infiltration facilities in Class A or 8 soils where no infiltration testing has been perfromed use an infiltration rate of 0.5 in/hr. 

For all facilities use a maximum soil infiltration rate of 2.5 in/hr for topsoil/growing medium. 

Design Requirements: 

Choose ·�Yes" from the dropdown boxes below next to the design standards requirements for this facility. 

Pollution Reduction (PR)� 
Flow Control (FC) Yes 

Destination (DT) No *An lnfiltraUon facility must be chosen as !he facmty type to meet destinalion requirements 

Site Data·-Post Development . 
Total Square Footage Impervious Area=�sqft 

Impervious Area CN= 98 

Total Square Footage Pervious Area=asqft 
Pervious Area CN= 85 

Total Square Footage of Drainage Area=�sft 
Weighted Average CN= 98 

Time of Concentration Post Development=l 
Site Data-Pre Development (Data hi this s8�t1Pn is only used if Flow Control is required) 

Pre-Development CN=I 851 Time of Concentration Pre-Development= I 
Soli Data 

5lmin 

1 0lmin 

Tested Soil Infiltration Rate=sin/hqsee Note4) Destination Design=-.rll)inlhr 

I 

Design Soil Infiltration Rate= 2.5 in/hr 

Design Storms Used �or Calculations 

Re_qulrement Rainfall Depth Design Storm 
Pollution Reduction 1 .4 Inches Water Qualitv 

Flow Control 3.6 inches Flood Control 

Destination 3.6 inChes Flood Control 

Facility Data 
Facility Type= Filtration Rain Garden 

Surface Width= 1 0  It 
Surface length= 24 ft 

Facility Side Slopes= 3 to 1 
Max. Ponding Depth 

in Stormwater Facility= 6 in 

pepth of Growing Medium (Soil)= 18  in  

3/1 1/2013-10:57 AM 

Soil Infiltration Rate 

I Facility Surface Area= 240 sqft 
Facility Surface Perimeter= 68 fl 

Facility Bottom Area= 147 sqft 
Facility Bottom Perimeter= 56 ft 

Basin Volume= 99.0 cf 
Ratio of Facility Area to Impervious Area= 0.085 
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Pollution Reduction-Calculation Resu ts 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility = 
Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 

0.022 cfs 

Facility = 278 cf 
Max. Depth of Stormwater In Faclllty=l--....:;1:..;.3;t in 

Drawdown Tlme=._ _ _;0:;;.2:J hours 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate=�cfs 

Total Overflow Volume=�cf 

Yes I Facility Sizing Meets Pollution Reduction Standards? 

�Meets Requirement of No Facility Flooding? �Meets Requirement for Maximum of 18 Hour Drawdown Time? 

Flow Control-CalcUlation Results 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility = 
Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 

Facility = 

0.061 cfs 

793 cf 

Max. Depth of Stonnwater in Facility=l--..,....;6;';.0:1 in 
Drawdown Time= · 0.2 hours 

Pre-Develo ment Runoff Data 
Peak Flow Rate = 0.034 cfs 

Total Runoff Volume = 497 cf 

Yes !Facility Sizing Meets Flow Control Standards? 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate= 

Total Overflow Volume= 
Peak Off-Site Flow Rate 

Filtr�tion Facility Underdrain= 

0.026 cfs 

38 cf 

0.014 cfs 

�Meets Requirement for Post Development offsite flow less or equal to Pre-Development Flow? �Meets Requirement for Maximum of 18 Hour Drawdown Time? 
�estinatlon-Cai(Fulation·Resul� 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility 
Total Runoff Volume to Sl<>m•w••ter 

Max. Depth of Stormwater in 
Drawdown 

Requirement of No Facility Flooding? 

Peak Facility OvoerflowR!I!!F 

Tolai Ovoerfl•owVolum� 

Requirement for Maximum of 30 hour Drawdown Time? 

1 4;jfl!/2013-10:57 AM 2 
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Stormwater Surface Filtration/Infiltration Facility Sizing Spreadsheet 
24 Hour Storm, NRCS Type 1 A  Rainfall Distribution 
City of Eugene 

Version 2.1 

Project Information 
Project Name: Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing Date: 3/11/2013 

Project Address: Oakleig h Lane Permit Number: 
Eugene1 OR 97402 Catchment ID: Rain Garden 1 5  

Designer: Michael A Cox 
Company: SSW Englneeers Inc. 

I nstructions: 
1 .  Complete this form for_ each drainage catchment in the project site that is to be sized per the Presumptive Approach. 
2. Provide a distinctive Catchment 10 for each facility coordinated with the site basin map to correlate the appropriate 

calculations with the facility. 
3. The maximum drainage catchment to be modeled per the Presumptive Approach is 1 acre (43,560 SF) 
4.For infiltration facilities in Class A or B soils where no infiltration testing has been perfromed use an infiltration rate of 0.5 in/hr. 

For all facilities use a maximum soil infiltration rate of 2.5 in/hr for topsoiUgrowing medium. 
Design Requirements: 

Choose "Yes" from the dropdown boxes below next to the design standards requirements for this facility. 

Pollution Reduction (PR)� . ,. 
Flow Control (FC) Yes 

DestinatiOn (DT) No •An inli!lration facility must be chosen as the facility type to meet des!ination requirements 

Site Data-POst Development 

Total Square Footage Impervious Area=Sjsqft 
Impervious Area CN= 98 

Total Square Footage Pervious Area=asqft 
Pervious Area CN= 85 

Total Square Footage of Drainage Area=Sjsft 
Weighted Average CN= 98 

Time of Concentration Post Development=l 
Site D�ta-Pre Development (Da.ta in this �ectlo11.IS only uSed If Flow Cpntrol is required) 

Pre-Development CN=I 851 Time of Concentration Pre-Development=l 
Soil Data 

slmin 

10lmin 

Tested Soil Infiltration Rate=Biinlhr (See Note 4) Destination Deslgn=-in/hr 

I 

Design Soil Infiltration Rate= 2.5 in/hr 

Design Stor_ms Use.d For Calculations 

Requirement Rainfall Depth Design Stonn 
Pollution Reduction 1 .4 inches Water Quality 
Flow Control 3.6 Inches Flood Control 
Destination 3.6 inches Flood Control 

Facility Data 
Facility Type= Filtration Rain Garden 

Surface Width= 7 ft  
Surface Length- 21 It 

Facility Side Slopes= 3 to 1 
Max. Ponding Depth 

in Stormwater Facility= 6 in 
Depth of Growing Medium (Soli)� 18  in 

3/1 1/2013"10:57 AM 

Soil Infiltration Rate 

I Facility Surface Area- 147 sqft 
Facility Surface Perimeter- 56 It 

Facility Bottom Area= 72 sqft 
Facility Bottom Perimeter= 44 It 

Basin Volume= 57.0 cf 
Ratio of Facility Area to Impervious Area= 0.092 
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Pollution Reduction-Calculation Results 
Peak Flow Rate to Stonnwater Facility = 

Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 
0.012 cfs 

Facility = 156 cf 
Max. Depth of Stonnwater in Facility=t---'::1:0,.6� in 

Drawdown Tlme=L __ _:0�.2:Jhour$ 

Peak Facility'Overflow Rate=�cfs 

Total OverflowVolume=�cf 

Yes !Facility Sizing Meets Pollution Reduction Standards? 

�Meets Requirement of No Facility Flooding? 
�Meets Requirement for Maximum of 18 Hour Drawdown Time? 

Flow Control-Calculation· ReSults 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility = 
Total Runoff Volume to Stormwater 

Facility = 

0.034 cfs 

446 cf 

Max. Depth of Stormwater in Facility=l-
_,.�

6;;;·�0 in 
Drawdown Time= 0.2 hours 

Pre-Development Runoff Data 
Peak Flow Rate =�cfs 

Total Runoff Volume =�cf 

Yes I Facility Sizing Meets Flow Control Standards? 

Peak Facility Overflow Rate= 

Total Overflow Volume=: 
Peak Off-Site Flow Rate 

Filtration Facility Underdrain-

0.014 cfs 

19 cf 

0.009 cfs 

�Meets Requirement for Post Development offsite flow less or equal to Pre-Development Flow? �Meets Requirement for Maximum of 1 8  Hour Drawdown Time? 
Destination-Calculation Results 

Peak Flow Rate to Stormwater Facility 
Total Runoff Volume to Sl<mriW<IIer 

Max. Depth of Stormwater In 
Drawdown 

Facility Sizing Meets Destination Standards? 

Requirement of No Facility Flooding? 

Peak Facility Overflow 

Total Overflow Volurr1e= 

Requirement for Maximum of 30 hour Drawdown Time? 

2 
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� �!!u���������G� � SURVEYING LAND USE PLANNING 
2350 Oakmont Way, Suite 105 Eugene, OR. 97401 

(541) 485-8383 Fax (541) 485-8384 

Vegetated Swale 
Runoff · On-Line 

Area = 
I =  

Swale Dimensions 
Top Width = 

Bottom Width = 
Depth = 

Side Slope Left = 
Side Slope Right = 

Area = 

Swale Performance 

( 
\ 

Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing SHEET NO. 
Oakleigh Lane PROJECT NO. 
Eugene, Oregon BY 

Swale Design DATE 

0.47 ac C =  0.9 
0.22 in/hr Q = 0.09 cfs 

7 ft Length = 58 ft 
5 ft Volu me = 87 cu ft 

0.25 ft Wetted Parameter = 7.06 ft 
4.00 : 1  Hydraulic Radius = 0.21 ft 
4.00 : 1  Slope = 0.0050 fUft 
1 .50 ftA2 n =  0.35 

Available Required 
Q = 0.16 cfs 
V =  0. 1 1  fps 

Hydraulic Residence = 9.00 min 

Diagram 
for conveyance 

> 

< 

< 

0.09 cfs 
0.9 fps 

9.00 min 

.-------------------- 1 0 ft ----------------� 

. .  . . . 
. · . ·  

4.00 
1 1 

3.00 
1 r::::::::: 

31 OF ?, <-
1 3-7076 

MAC 

3/1 1/13 

OK 
OK 
OK 

.. o.s,tt 
0.25 ft 

>� )��aii;tiri.�C/ 
>� ::Me!:#.\Jm::=:: : : :  

---i 
. . . . . . . . . . . .  

1.5 1 1 
for pollution control 

Conveyance 

I =  2.1 in/hr Qio = 

A =  5.75 ftA2 Wetted Parameter = 
Hydraulic Radius = 

Available 
Q = 1 . 1 8  cfs > 

1 .5 

0.88 cfs 

1 0.22 
0.562 

Required 
0.88 cfs 

1 ft min 
t 

OK 

�\A/'::I)o.')f11 'J 
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.j:>. �ect Oaklelgh Meadows Storm Frequency: 

Number: 13·7076 Manning n 

Location Description Tributary Areas 
a A c 

Location From To In ere. Total 
Street I Street I Area Area 
Station Station Acres Acres 

cb1 ds1 0.073 0.073 0.9 
ds1 cb2 0.021 0.094 0.9 
cb2 ds2 0.091 0.185 0.9 
ds2 i1 0.021 0.206 0.9 

ds3 cb3 0.021 0.021 0.9 
cb3 ds4 0.162 0.184 0.9 
ds4 "1 0.021 0.205 0.9 

j1 ad1 0.411 0.411 0.9 
ad1 ad2 0.007 0.418 0.9 
ad2 ad3 0.006 0.424 0.9 
ad3 ad4 0.019 0.443 0.9 
ad4 RG 0.025 0.468 0.9 

lrg3 

lrg1 , rg2, rg4, rg5, rg6 
I 

rg7, rg8, rg9 

lro10, ro1 1 ,  rg12. ro13, ro14 . 
. 

lro15 

4" 603.00 
6" 1 58.00 
8" 1 54.00 
1 0" 0.00. 
12" 0,00 

STORM DRAINAGE DESIGN SUMMARY-- RATIONAL METHOD 

1 o Year 
0.009 PVC 

c · A I 

Equiv� in. 
Area per 

Acres he. 
0.065 2.10 
0.085 2.1 
0.166 2.1 
0.185 2.1 

0.019 2.1 
0.165 2.1 
0.184 2.1 

0.370 2.1 
0.377 2.1 
0.382 2.1 
0,399 2.1 
0.421 2.1 

otal Q -

City of Eugene, 1 0  Year, 1 0  Min. Duration �SSW ENGINEERS. 2350 Oakmont Way, Suite 105 

CML smtn�IW. BUilDiir&oESJiill Eugene, Oregon 97401 
. :wmTING L.Uitl UU PI»>Nl� 

Pipe Data Cone. Time 
Q Diam. Slope v Q Length ilme Time 

cfs Of of of 
Pipe Flow Concen· 

ln. fps CFS Ft. Min. Min. 
0.1 374 6 0.0050 2.9267 0.5747 29 0.17 10.17 
0.1777 6 0.0050 2.9267 0.5747 41 0.23 10.40 
0.3491 6 0.0050 2.9267 0.5747 42 0.24 1 0.64 
0.3895 6 0.0050 2.9267 0.5747 1 0  0.06 10.69 

0,0403 4 0.01 1 0  3.3128 0.2891 48 0.24 1 0.24 
0.3469 6 0.0050 2.9267 0.5747 26 0.15 1 0.39 
0.3872 6 0.0050 2.9267 0.5747 1 0  0.06 1 0.45 

0.7767 8 0.0036 3.0084 1.0501 65 0.36 1 1 .05 
0.7908 8 0.0036 3.0084 1.0501 21 0.12 1 1 .17 
0.8019 8 0.0036 3.0084 1 .0501 25 0.14 1 1.31 
0.8371 a 0.0036 3.0084 1.0501 1 8  0.10 1 1 .4 1  
0.8846 8 0.0036 3.0084 1 .0501 25 0.14 1 1 .55 

Flow reduced to predevelopment flows by detaining in swa!e 

0.0220 4 0.0100 3.1 586 0.2756 217 1 . 1 5  1 . 1 5  

0.1270 4 0.0100 3.1586 0.2756 179 0.94 0.94 

o:o1so 4 0.0100 3.1586 0.2756 159 0.84 0.84 

0.1250 6 0.0050 2.9267 0.5747 1 1 9  0.68 0.68 

O.D190 4 0.0100 3.1586 0.2756 1 0  0.05 0.05 

cfs 

'---- -

Computed by: MAC Date: 
Checked by: Date: 

Elevation Computations 
Invert Elevations 

Upper Fall / Lower 
End Drop End 
401 .27 0.15 401.13 
401.13 0.21 400.92 
400.92 0.21 400.71 
400.71 0.05 400.66 

401 .45 0.53 400.92 
400.84 0.13 400.71 
400.71 0.05 400.66 

400.58 0.23 . 400.34 
400.34 0.08 400.27 
400.27 0.09 400.18 
400.18 0.06 400.11 
400.11 0.09 400.02 

401.50 2.17 399.33 

401.26 1 .79 399.47 

401.12 1.59 399.53 

400.06 0.60 399.47 

400.00 0.10 399.90 
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Access Engineering LLC 

August 6, 2013 

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

( 

RE: Street Connectivity Study, Oakleigh Meadows PUD. 

AUG  l '3 ZGI:J 

r 

Oakleigh Meadows PUD is a 28-unit co-housing development located at the east 
end of Oakleigh Lane in the River Road area. Oakleigh Lane is a dead-end local 
street that runs approximately 1000 feet east from the centerline of River Road; 
one of four consecutive streets that terminate at City park land on the west bank of 
the Willamette River. The street is has an oil-mat surface �20-feet in width with 
intermittent gravel shoulders which allow parking in some areas. There are 21 
fully developed residential properties along the street with commercial properties 
at the River Road intersection. There are no planned streets within a quarter mile 
of the site. Other than Oakleigh Lane there are no existing streets that abut or 
terminate at the development site. The Oakleigh Meadows PUD site is the last 
undeveloped property on the south side of the street. All properties abutting the 
site to the south along existing McClure Lane are fully developed. Existing City 
park land is immediately east of the site. 

There is one remaining undeveloped privately owned parcel (tax lot 200 on map 
1 7042413) abutting the east end ofOakleigh Lane and the north boundary of the 
site west of the end of Oak leigh Lane. The City requires a;20 foot dedication to 
complete the required Oakleigh Lane right-of-way on the e)\isting street. Rather 
than continue that right-of-way dedication to the east end of the site, a "shadow 
plat" ofthe adjacent tax lot200 shows hqw that property could develop and be 
served at the existing end of Oakleigh Lane . .  Figure 1, att:aclled, shows a how four 
flag lots could be developed along the west boundary of tax lot 200 with an . 
additional 9-foot dedication from Oakleigh Meadows fora distance of 116.5 feet ' 
east of the end of Oakleigh-Lane for an emergency tumarq�d. 

The City requires a Street Connectivity Study (Section 9.68lS (2)(g)_ofthe 
Eugene Code) to show that the intent of the provisions in Section $Ui8J5 ( 1) an) . 
met with this proposal. 

The following thidings address subsection (2)(g)l ofEugen� Code !M815 
Connectivity for Streets. 

1 43 9  
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Street Colll1ectivity Study, Oakleigh Meadows PUD Page 2 

In the context of a Type II or Type III land use decision, the city shall grant an exception to the 
standards in subsections (2)(b), (c) or (d) if the applicant demonstrates that any proposed 
exceptions are consistent with either subsection 1.  or 2. below: 

1. The applicant has provided to the city, at his or her expense, a local street connection study 
that demonstrates: 

a. That the proposed street system meets the intent of street connectivity provisions of this 
land use code as expressed in EC 9.6815(1); and 

b. How undeveloped or partially developed properties within a quarter mile can be 
adequately served by alternative st1·eet layouts. 

9. 6815 Connectivity for Streets. 
(1) Pwpose and Intent. The street connectivity standards ofEC 9.6815(2) Street 

Connectivity Standards are established to ensure that all of the following are met: 

(a} Streets are designed to efficiently and safely accommodate emergency fire and 
medical service vehicles. 

Tax lot 200 can accommodate an emergency turnaround in the southwest comer of a future 
development with an additional right-of-way dedication from Oakleigh Meadows. 

(b) The layout of a street system does not create excessive travel lengths. 

The existing developments east of River Road and the Willamette River preclude any other street 
connections except to Oaldeigh Lane which has a direct co!ll1ection to River Road, an arterial 
street. 

(c) Thejimction of a local street is readily apparent to the user through its appearance 
and design in order to reduce non-local traffic on local residential streets. 

The local function of the street is apparent from its oil-mat surface -20-feet in width and the 
dead-end sign on the street name sign. 

(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. 

Because the area between Oakleigh Meadows and River Road is fully developed, the only 
available location for a future street co!ll1ection is at the east end of both Oakleigh Lane and that 
would not change the travel distances or usage of either street. 

Access Engineering LLC August 6, 2013 
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Street Connectivity Study, Oakleigh Meadows PUD Page 3 

(e) New streets are designed to meet the needs of pedestrians and cyclists and encourage 
walking and bicycling as transportation modes. 

No new streets are proposed. The Oakleigh Meadows P.U.D. site plan provides sidewalks 
connecting to Oakleigh Lane and a bike/pedestrian path stubbed to the east property line for 
future connection to the 1iverbank trail. The site plan also shows. an access lane that stubs to the 
south boundmyofthe site should the prope11y to the south redevelop. 

(j) The street circulation pattern provides connections to and from activity centers such 
as schools, commercial areas, parks, employment centers, and other major attractors. 

There are a number of pedestrian/bike connections to the park land along the river on nearby 
parallel streets. A future bike/pedestrian connection to the riverbank trail is provided. All 
schools, commercial areas, employment centers, and other major attractors can be reached via 
River Road. 

{g) Street design is responsive to topography and other natural features and avoids or 
minimizes impacts to water-related resources and wildlife corridors. 

Tax lot 200 is flat and open with a line of trees along the east and south boundaries. The shadow 

( plat shows that the access to the flag lots avoids impact to natural features. 

(h) Local circulation systems and land development patterns do not detract fi'om the 
efficiency of adjacent collector streets or arterial streets which are designed to 
accommodate heavy traffic. 

Oakleigh Meadows and the potential development of tax lot 200 will not change existing travel 
patterns; all trips will use River Road. 

{i) St1·eets identified as fitture transit routes should be designed to safely and efficiently 
accommodate transit vehicles, thus encouraging the use of public transit as a 
transportation mode. 

Transit routes for the area exist on River Road. 

0) Where appropriate, the street system and its infrastructure should be utilized as an 
opportunity to convey and treat storm water runoff. 

The Oakleigh Meadows access lane and the access for tax lot 200 will be constructed to City 
standards and provide appropriate storm water runoff. 

Access Engineering LLC August 6, 2013 
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Street Connectivity Study, .Oakleigh Meadows PUD 

b. How undeveloped or partially developed properties within a quarter mile can be 
adequately served by alternative street layouts. 

Page 4 

Future development of tax lot 200 north of the site can be served by flag lots as shown in Figure 
1 ,  attached. 

The above findings demonstrate that subsection (2)(g)l .a. and b. of Eugene Code 9.681 5  is 
satisfied in that the proposed shadow plat of tax lot 200 meets the intent of street connectivity 
provisions; and can be adequately served by an alternative street layout. 

V ety truly yours, 

RENEWS 6130/14 

Michael Weishar, PE 
Access Engineering LLC 

Access Engineering LLC August 6, 2013 
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Figure 1 

Oakleigh Meadows PUD Connectivity Study 
Shadow Plat for Tl 200 on map 1 704241 3 
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Foundatimf�ngineering, Inc. 
Professional Geotechnical Services 

Willard Dixon, AlA 
Willard C. Dixon Architect, LLC 
300 Blair Boulevard 
Eugene, Oregon 97402-4 1 50 

Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing 
Geotechnical Investigation 
Eugene, Oregon 

Dear Mr.  Dixon: 

c 

February 1 2, 20 1 3  

Project 2 1 3 1 004 

We have completed the requested foundation investigation for the above-referenced 
project. Our report includes a description of our work, a discussion of site 
conditions, a summary of laboratory testing and a discussion of engineering 
analyses. Recommendations for site preparation and for foundation and pavement 
design, and construction are enclosed. 

It has been a pleasure assisting you with this phase of your project. Please do not 

( hesitate to contact us if you have any questions or if you require further assistance. 

( 

Sincerely, 

FOUNDATION ENGINEERING, INC. 

Matthew D.  Mason 
Geotechnical Staff 

M DM/JKM/cs 
enclosure 

James K. Maitland, P .E . ,  G .E .  
Principal Engineer 

820 NW Cornell Avenue • Corvallis, Oregon 97330 • Bus. (541) 757-7645 • Fax (541) 757-7650 
1 445  
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BACKGROUND 

( 
GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGA TION 

OAKLEIGH MEADOWS COHOUS/NG 

EUGENE, OREGON 

A ± 2 .4-acre parcel located at the southeast end of Oakleigh Lane in Eugene 
(Figure 1 A, Appendix A) is to be developed. The proposed development includes 
seven, one and two-level buildings (with a total of 28 housing units), a common 
house, garages and carports, and at-grade parking. The structures will  be 
supported on spread footings with slab-on-grade construction. A site layout 
showing the proposed development is shown in Figure 2A (Appendix A). 

McCamant & Durrett Architects is the project architect and Willard C .  Dixon 
Architect, LLC is the project manager. Foundation Engineering, Inc. (FEI) was 
retained to provide the required geotechnical services for the project. Our scope of 
work and cost estimate were provided in a proposal dated January 7, 20 1 3, and 
subsequently authorized by a signed Professional/Technical Services Agreement 
dated January 23, 20 1 3. 

FIELD EXPLORATION 

Ten exploratory test pits (TP-1 through TP-1 0) were dug at the site on 
January 30, 20 1 3, using a Ford 5 55A rubber-tired backhoe. The approximate 
locations of the test pits are shown in Figure 2A. 

The test pits extended to maximum depths ranging from ± 3 to 1 1 . 5  feet below the 
existing ground surface. The shallow test pits TP- 1 2 through TP- 1 4 were intended 
to establish subgrade conditions below the proposed driveway and parking stalls. 

Disturbed soil samples were obtained for possible laboratory testing . One 
relatively undisturbed sample was obtained near the surface using a hand-driven, 
thin-walled Shelby tube. Undrained shear strength measurements were made on 
the test pit sidewalls using a field vane shear device. Following the completion of 
the explorations, the test pits were backfilled with the excavated material. 

The soil profile and sampling depths are summarized on the appended test pit logs 
(Appendix B) . The test pit logs were prepared based on a review of the field logs, 
an examination of the soil samples in our office, and the laboratory test results. 
Ground elevations shown on the logs were estimated based on the topographic 
map and are approximate only. The subsurface conditions are discussed below. 

DISCUSSION OF SITE CONDITIONS 

Topography and Vegetation 

The east and west portions of the site are relatively flat and are separated by 
modestly sloping terrain.  A topographic survey by Page Engineering & Surveying 
Inc. indicates the ground elevations range from ± El.  399 at the east side of the site 

Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing 

1 44 6 Geotechnical Investigation 
Eugene, Oregon 1 .  

February 1 2, 2013 
Project 2131 004 
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to ± El.  403 near the west side of the site. The topography also indicates a base 
flood elevation ranging from ± EI .  40 1 .2 to E l .  401 . 7  across the property. The 
bank of the Willamette River lies within ± 260 to 270 feet of the east property l ine. 

The vegetation within the parcel consists of predominantly short grass and 
scattered fir and fruit trees. The terrain along the river bank to the east is heavily 
wooded. 

Subsurface Conditions 

The soil units encountered across the site include the following: 

Topsoil. A relatively thin layer of topsoil was encountered in all the test pits. This 
unit typically extends to a depth of ± 0. 8  to 2 feet and consists of medium stiff to 
stiff, low to medium plasticity clayey silt with scattered organics. 

Silty Clay (alluvium). In the test pits located above the floodplain (all test pits 
except TP-2, TP-4, TP-7 and TP- 1 0), the topsoil is underlain by medium plasticity 
silty clay. This unit was moist and medium stiff to stiff at the time of the field 
exploration. The stratum extends to ± 2 to 4 feet. 

Silt (alluvium). In the test pits located within the floodplain, the topsoil is underlain 
by low plasticity silt with trace to some sand. This unit was moist and medium 
stiff to stiff at the time of the field exploration and is ± 2 to 4 feet thick. 

Sandy Silt/Silty Sand. The above soil units are typically underlain by medium stiff 
to stiff, loose to medium dense sandy silt to silty sand . This stratum is ± 1 to 
5 . 5  feet thick. 

Sandy Gravel and Cobbles (alluvium) . Medium dense to dense sandy gravel with 
scattered 8-inch minus cobbles were encountered at depths ranging from ± 2 to 
1 1  . 5  feet, and extended to the l imits of our explorations. This unit was wet at the 
time of our field work. 

Specific details of the soil conditions encountered in each test pit are provided in 
the appended test pit logs. 

Ground Water 

Ground water seepage was encountered in the test pits located within the 
floodplain (TP-2, TP-4, TP-7 and TP-1 0) at depths ranging from ± 1 0  to 1 1  feet. 
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.  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 $Oils with low permeability. 

Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing 
Geotechnical Investigation 
Eugene, Oregon 2 .  

February 1 2, 2013 
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FIELD AND LABORATORY TESTING 

Laboratory Testing 

The laboratory work included natural water contents, percent fines and Atterberg 
l imits tests to classify the foundation soils according to the Unified Soil 
Classification System (USCS), determine their homogeneity and estimate their 
overall engineering properties. The results of those tests are summarized in 
Table 1 .  

Table 1 .  Atterberg Limits, Natural Water Contents, and Percent Fines 

Sample Sample Moisture uses Percent 
Number Depth (feet) Content LL PL PI Classification Fines 

(percent) 

S- 1 - 1  0 - 0.75 43.8 53 37 1 6  MH 

S-2-1 1 . 5 - 2.0 25.7 

S-3-1 1 . 5 - 2.0 33.2 

S-4-1 1 . 5 - 2.0 28.2 

S-5-2 1 . 5 - 2.0 3 5 . 2  50 27 23 CL 

S-6-1 1 . 5 - 2.0 34.5 

S-8-1 1 .0 - 2.0 35.7 
. 

S-8-2 2.5 - 3.0 27.6 39.7 

S-9-1 1 . 5 - 2.0 32.8 

S-1 1 - 1 1 .0 - 2.0 3 1 . 9 

DCP Testing 

Dynamic Cone Penetrometer testing was completed in TP- 1 2, TP- 1 3  and TP- 1 4. 
The DCP test consists of driving the cone of the DCP apparatus into the soi l  and 
recording the penetration versus blow count (mm/blow) as the DCP value. A 
correlation for estimating the soil resilient modulus (M,) from results of DCP testing 
was used . The DCP test results and correlated M, values are summarized in 
Table 2 .  

Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing 

1 448 Geotechnical Investigation 
Eugene, Oregon 3 .  

February 1 2, 2013 
Project 2131 004 

Willard C. Dixon Architect, LLC 



( 

( 

Location Initial Test 
Depth 

(inches) 

8.4 
TP-1 2 

24 

7.2 
TP-1 3 

1 2  

7.2 
TP-1 4 

1 3 .2 

l ( 
Table 2 .  Summary of DCP Test Results 

Soil Description 1 DCP 
(mm/blow) 

Medium stiff, low to medium 97.6 
plasticity silty CLAY 

Stiff, medium pl asticity clayey SILT 76.8 

Medium stiff, low to medium 1 1 1 .0 
plasticity silty CLAY 

Stiff, medium plasticity clayey SILT 53.8 

Medium stiff, low to medium 97.0 
plasticity silty CLAY 

Stiff, medium plasticity clayey SILT 54.5 

2Average 3Corrected 
Mr Mr 

(psi) (psi) 

8,2 1 3  2 , 7 1 0  

9 ,0 1 8  2,976 

7,8 1 1 2,578 

1 0,362 3 ,4 1 9  

8,233 2, 7 1 7  

1 0,305 3,401 

Notes: 1 .  DCP {mm/blow) based on the average readings at and below the anticipated subgrade elevation. 

2. Mr based on average DCP values at the test depth and correlation: Mr = 49022.76(DCP)-0·39 
(ODOT Pavement Design Guide, 201 1 ) .  Values may vary slightly due to rounding. 

3 .  Corrected Mr value i s  based o n  the ODOT recommended correction factor of 0 . 3 3  for fine-grained 
soil. 

ENGINEERING ANALYSIS 

Bearing Capacity 

Based on the test pits logs and the site layout shown in Figure 2A, we anticipate 
the foundations for Buildings 1 ,  3 ,  5 and 6 ,  and the Common House will  bear on 
medium stiff to stiff silty clay (typically followed by shallow gravel) . Building 
Units 2, 4 and 7 will bear on imported fil l  placed over predominantly stiff silt and 
sand. The surface of the gravel beneath these units typically lies at a depth of 
1 1  feet below the current ground surface. These anticipated conditions were used 
to estimate the bearing capacity and settlement (discussed below) . 

The allowable bearing capacity was . estimated for spread footings and continuous 
(strip) footings placed ± 1 .5 to 2 feet below the ground surface on a minimum of 
6 inches of Select Fill underlain by stiff alluvium ( i .e . ,  clayey silt to silty clay) or  
imported granular fil l .  I f  properly compacted, imported granular fill should have a 
shear strength higher than the underlying native alluvium. Therefore, the strength 
of the native soils wil l  typically govern the bearing capacity. 

Field vane measurements near the anticipated foundation elevation indicated 
undrained shear strengths ranging from ± 0.45 to 0 . 9 5  tons/ft2 (tsf). An allowable 
bearing capacity was calculated using ari assumed undrained shear strength of 
0 . 5  tsf. The calculation suggests an allowable bearing pressure of 2,500 lb/ft2 {psf) 
using a typical factor of safety of 3. This assumes the footings wil l  be underlain 
by a minimum of 6 inches of compacted Select Fi l l ,  as defined in the 
Recommendations section below . 

Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing 
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Settlement 

An allowable bearing pressure of 2,500 psf is recommended for design. New 
footings will bear on a thin layer of Select Fill followed by relatively stiff alluvium 
and shallow gravel, or on compacted fi l l .  The structures will have a finished floor 
elevation of ± EI .  402 . 8  ( i .e.,  1 foot above a base flood elevation of ± EI .  40 1 .8 ) .  
Therefore, a maximum (net) fill depth of ± 3 feet i s  anticipated (in addition t o  the 
slab and base rock thicknesses) . 

A formal settlement analysis was not performed. However, given the observed 
stiffness of the foundation soils, the l imited thickness of fine-grained soils 
underlying the site and the anticipated building loads, we recommended assuming a 
total foundation settlement of ± 1 inch or less. Differential settlements are 
expected to be ± % inch or less. 

On-site Disposal of Storm Water 

No infiltration tests were run on the surficial soils. However, the field exploration 
indicates the near-surface soil typically consist of medium to high plasticity silt 
(MH) or clay (CL) . Based on plasticity indices (PI) of 1 6  and 23, we expect these 
soils will  have relatively low permeability. The sand that underlies some of the 
eastern portion of the site contains ± 40% fines. Therefore, the sand is also 
expected to have a relatively low permeability. 

The alluvial gravels are relatively shallow within the western and central portions of 
the property. These gravels are expected to have relatively high permeability, as 
evidenced by the rapid infiltration noted in TP-2, TP-4, TP-7 and TPc 1 0.  However, 
the alluvial gravel is expected to have good hydraulic connection with the nearby 
river. Therefore, ground water levels in the alluvium beneath the property are 
expected to respond relatively quickly to fluctuations in river levels. During 
flooding, the hydrostatic pressures in the gravels are expected to reflect the river 
level. 

As a result of the above considerations, it is our opinion the native soils are not 
suitable to dispose on-site storm water. Furthermore, the underlying gravels will 
also not be suitable material to dispose of storm water because of the hydraulic 
connection with the river (during flooding) . 

Pavement Analysis and Design 

A new parking area will be constructed along the western side of the development. 
The pavement improvements include construction of a new section of Portland 
cement concrete · (PCC) pavement (connecting Oakleigh Lane to the parking lot), 
new asphaltic concrete (AC) pavement for the parking stalls, a PCC trash/recycling 
pickup and a Grasscrete fire turnaround. 

Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing 
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Analyses were completed for only the flexible (AC) and rigid (PCC) pavement 
sections. We have assumed analyses for the Grasscrete will  be completed by 
others. The pavement analyses were completed based on design recommendations 
provided in the City of Eugene Public Improvements Design Standards Manual 
(November 20 1 1  ). The exception is the design l ife for the parking areas is 
20 years. The ODOT Pavement Design Manual (201 1 )  was also used. 

An estimate of daily traffic was not available. However, the available site plan 
shows the proposed parking area location and 38 new parking stalls. For 
pavement design, we assumed a daily turnover rate of 5 vehicles per stall 
(equivalent to a daily traffic of 1 90 cars and light pickup trucks, and 4 trucks (2 to 
3-axle vehicles) ) .  Truck traffic includes daily or weekly trips by delivery trucks, 
moving vans/trucks and garbage trucks. Using this assumed traffic data and 
O DOT (201 1 )  Equivalent Single Axle Load (ESAL) conversion factors, we estimated 
± 1 0,730 ESALs for a 20-year design life. · 

The pavement subgrade is expected to consist primarily of medium plasticity silty 
clay. A subgrade M, value of 3,250 lb/in2 (psi) was assumed for design based on 
the average DCP test results. Using the assumed traffic, City design criteria and 
the subgrade modulus, we calculated a flexible pavement section consisting of 
3 inches of AC over 1 2  inches of base rock underlain by a separation geotextile. 
The base rock thickness should be increased to 24 inches if the subgrade cannot be 
compacted or if the pavement base is to support construction traffic during wet 

{ weather. 
' 

( 

The City minimum PCC thickness of 6 inches is recommended for the PCC sections 
as described above. The PCC should be supported on a minimum of 6 inches of 
base rock underlain by a separation geotextile. Provide an additional subbase of 
1 2  inches of Granular Site Fil l or Select Fill if the subgrade cannot be compacted or 
if the pavement is to support construction traffic during wet weather. 

The recommended flexible and rigid pavement sections are for the assumed 
build-out traffic and do not include construction traffic. Refinement of the traffic 
estimates and other design assumptions may be required following design 'team 
review of this report. A Separation Geotextile is recommended beneath the base 
rock regardless of the time of year the pavement areas are built. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We understand the earthwork wil l  begin in the spring of 20 1 4. Therefore, 
recommendations are provided for wet weather construction. Compaction of the 

· subgrade under the building pads or pavement areas wil l  not be practical when the 
soils are Vl(et. Therefore, construction during wet weather will require the use of 
granular site-fill and wil l  require site preparation techniques that reduce the risk of 
subgrade pumping (e . g . ,  increased granular fil l  and base rock thickness) . The 
contractor may still experience pumping problems in the summer if the surficial soils 
have not adequately dried. Therefore, we recommend an on-site conference with 

. the contractor prior to the grading work to review site conditions. 
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Material Specifications and Compaction Requirements 

1 .  Select Fill as defined i n  this report should consist of 1 or % -inch minus, 
clean ( i .e . ,  less than 5% passing the #200 U . S .  Sieve), well-graded 
crushed gravel or rock. A material gradation curve should be provided 
to us for approval, prior to material del ivery to the site. 

2 .  Imported Granular Site Fil l should consist of a 6-inch minus, well-graded 
mixture of cobbles, gravel and sand or crushed rock that is free of 
organics, construction debris or high plasticity silt and/or clay. Locally 
available bar-run gravel often contains significant amounts of sand and 
silt. This material may tend to pump during wet weather. If  wet 
weather is unavoidable, crushed quarry rock is recommended. Provide 
a material gradation curve for approval, prior to material delivery to the 
site. Fine-grained Site Fil l should not be used based on the currently 
anticipated earthwork schedule. 

3 .  Drain Rock should consist of 2-inch minus, clean (less than 2 %  passing 
the #200 sieve), open-graded gravel or rock. 

4 .  The Separation Geotextile should be a woven geotextile with a Mean 
Average Roll Value (MARV) strength properties meeting the 
requirements of an AASHTO M 288-06 Class 2 geotextile. The 
geotextile should also have a permittivity greater than 0.25 sec:1 and an 
Apparent Opening Size (AOS) less than 0 . 6  m m .  We should be 
provided a specification sheet on the selected geotextile for approval 
prior to delivery to the site. 

5 .  Filter Fabric should consist of a non-woven geotextile with a grab tensile 
strength greater than 1 20 lb . ,  a mullen burst strength greater than 
225 psi and a flow rate greater than 95 gal/min/ftl. 

6 .  Compact all  imported fill to 9 5 %  relative compaction. The maximum 
dry density of ASTM D 6 98. should be used as the standard for 
estimating the relative compaction. 

Field density tests should be run frequently to confirm adequate 
compaction of the subgrade and imported fil ls. Granular fill that 

· contains aggregate too coarse for density testing should be proof-rolled 
using a loaded, 1 0 yd3 dump truck or other approved vehicle. Site fills 
may also be too variable for reliable density testing and will also require 
proof-roll ing. Compaction verification with proof-roll ing should be 
evaluated by an FEI representative. Efficient compaction of the section 
should be evaluated by an FEI representative. Areas of pumping or 
deflection observed beneath the trucks may be reworked, or 
overexcavated and replaced with Select Fill and proof-rolled again. 
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7 .  Place and compact all fill i n  loose lifts not exceeding 1 2 inches t o  the 

standard specified above. Thinner lifts may be required if light . or 
hand-operated equipment is used . 

8. Overexcavate al l  test pits that extend under buildings and pavements. 
Replace the test pit backfill with Select Fill placed in maximum 1 2-inch 
thick loose lifts and compact as specified above. The test pit locations 
should be shown in the project plans for the contractor's reference tor 
future mitigation. 

9 .  Provide contractors with a copy of this report to review 
recommendations for wet weather site preparation and foundation 
construction, and the soil conditions encountered in the explorations. 
We should be provided an opportunity to meet with the contractor prior 
to construction to discuss the site conditions and the contractor's 
approach to site preparation. 

Site Preparation (Buildings) - Wet Weather 

For wet weather construction, prepare the building pads as follows: 

1 0.  Strip the existing ground ± 4 inches to remove all roots and sod . In 
some areas, deeper stripping may be required to remove tree roots or 
unsuitable topsoil. The stripping depth should accommodate a 
minimum 24-inch thick building pad . Dispose of all strippings outside 
of construction areas. 

1 1 .  Stripping during wet weather should be completed in sections (to 
minimize exposure to weather) and with a hoe equipped with a smooth 
bucket (to reduce disturbance of the subgrade) . The excavator should 
operate from outside of the excavation or from a thickened rock section 
extending into the excavation.  Do not expose more subgrade than can 
be covered with granular fill the same day and do not compact the 
subgrade. Do not permit vehicles or construction equipment on the 
subgrade unless they are supported on a minimum of · 24 inches of 
compacted granular f i l l .  

1 2 . Overexcavate areas of unsuitable soi l  or fi l l  that are exposed by the site · 
stripping. Fine-grained fill or fil l  that includes organic materials, 
construction debris, or other deleterious materials should be disposed of 
away from structures and paved areas. The reuse of any fine-grained 
fill will not be practical during wet weather. Backfill overexcavated 
areas beneath buildings with Granular Site Fill and/or Select Fil l .  

1 3. Place a Separation Geotextile on the excavated subgrade that meets the 
requirements specified above. . The geotextile should be laid smooth, 
without wrinkles or folds in the direction of construction traffic. 
Overlap adjacent rolls a minimum of 2 feet. Pin fabric overlaps or place 
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the building pad fil l  in a manner that will not separate the overlap during 
construction. Seams that have separated will require removal of the 
building pad fil l  to establish the required overlap. 

1 4. Place a minimum of 24 inches of Granular Site Fill, Select Fil l  or 
combinations thereof, to construct the building pads during wet 
weather. If desired, the bottom of the pad may consist of Granular Site 
Fi l l  capped with a minimum of 6 inches of Select Fill .  The feasibility of 
using 6-inch minus, Granular Site Fil l  for most of the building pad should 
consider the required depth of utility excavations through the pad. 

Initial loads of rock should be placed by end-dumping adjacent to the 
excavation and spreading the rock onto the fabric using a light dozer. 
Subsequent loads may be spread from a thickened access ramp that 
extends onto the fabric. The initial lift should be ± 1 8 inches thick and 
compacted using a large vibratory roller. Do not allow continuous 
construction traffic on the rock section until a minimum of 24 inches of 
rock is placed. 

Utility Construction 

Utility contractors should be informed that water infiltration may be encountered at 
shallow depths during the winter months. Where ground water is encountered, 
trenches should be pumped dry prior to placil')g the backfil l .  Utility construction 
within the west and central portions of the · site is l ikely to encounter shallow 
gravels. Significant seepage may occur in the gravels, depending on weather 
conditions and river level. Seepage within the gravels typically causes sloughing 
and caving of trench sidewalls. Deep trenching in the east portion of the site could 
encounter sands and significant seepage. These conditions can also cause sudden 
sidewall caving, thus requiring shoring and dewatering. 

Trench backfill that extends beneath the new building, pavements and hardscapes 
should consist of Select Fill placed and compacted as specified above. Shore all 
excavations to protect workers from sloughing or caving soils according to Oregon 
OSHA requirements for Type C soils. 

Foundation Design and Construction 

1 5 . Design all continuous wall footings and isolated column footings using 
an allowable bearing pressure of 2 , 500 psf. This value assumes that all 
footings or Select Fill underlying the footings will extend to stiff alluvium 
having a minimum undrained shear strength of 0 . 5  tsf. 

1 6. Assume total settlement of the foundation for an individual building unit 
of up to 1 inch. Differential movement within the building unit should 
be Yz inch or less, if the footings are designed and built as specified 
herein.  
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1 7 . Provide a mm1mum footing width of 1 8  inches for continuous wall 

footings and for isolated column footings. Place the base of all footings 
at least 1 8  inches below the finished grade or paved surface, unless the 
footings are poured monolithically with the slab. 

1 8. Excavate for footings using a hoe equipped with a smooth bucket to 
reduce subgrade disturbance. The excavations should be deep enough 
to accommodate a minimum of 6 inches · of compacted Select Fill 
beneath the footing. Additional Select Fill may be required, depending 
on actual site conditions and the amount of subgrade disturbance. 
Excavations should terminate in medium stiff to stiff alluvium having a 
minimum undrained shear strength of 0.4 tsf, or in imported granular 
materials. The foundation subgrade for all buildings should be verified 
by an FEI representative. 

1 9. Overexcavate any unsuitable fi l l  or debris encountered beneath footings. 
Backfill the overexcavated areas using compacted Select Fil l .  If 
needed, dewater the excavations prior to placing backfil l .  All footing 
excavations should be evaluated by an FEI representative prior to 
backfil l ing. 

20.  Use a modulus of subgrade reaction, ks, of 1 50 pci for floor slab design. 
This value assumes the slabs will be supported on a minimum of 
24 inches of compacted Select Fill underlain by undisturbed native 
subgrade. Reinforce all floor slabs to reduce cracking and warping. 

21 . Provide a suitable vapor barrier under the slab that is compatible with 
the proposed floor covering and the method of slab curing . The type 
and placement of the vapor barrier depends on the method of slab 
curing and schedule for installing the floor surfaces. Therefore, this 
item should be reviewed by the flooring manufacturer, contractor and 
project engineer and/or architect. 

22. Provide a minimum of 6 inches of compacted Select Fil l  under al l  other 
isolated concrete slabs and sidewalks, if this portion of the work occurs 
during dry weather. I ncrease the thickness as needed to support 
construction equipment during wet weather. 

Drainage for Buildings 

23.  Install foundation drains along the perimeter of the . buildings. The 
drains should consist of 3 or 4-inch diameter, perforated or slotted PVC 
pipe wrapped in a Filter Fabric. The flowline of the pipe should be set 
at least 1 8  inches below the ground surface. The pipe should be 
bedded in at least 4 inches of Drain Rock and backfilled to within 

( 6 inches of the ground surface with Drain Rock. The entire mass of 
Drain Rock should be wrapped in a similar filter fabric that laps at least 
1 2  inches at the top. 
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24. Provide clean-outs at appropriate locations for future maintenance of the 

drainage systems. 

2 5 .  Discharge by gravity flow into the nearest storm drain. If necessary, 
discharge the water into a common sump and pump it into the nearest 
storm drain. 

Subgrade Preparation and Pavement Construction (Wet Weather) 

We typically recommend that subgrade preparation and pavement construction be 
delayed until dry weather. If pavement construction occurs during wet weather, 
the subgrade will l ikely be too wet for compaction or to support construction traffic 
without a thickened base rock section. The recommendations provided below for 
subgrade preparation and pavement construction assume wet weather conditions. 
We should be contacted to modify these recommendations if dry weather is 
anticipated . 

26.  Strip the ex1stmg ground as required to remove roots and sod or 
unsuitable topsoil. Dispose of all strippings outside of construction 
areas. 

2 7 .  Excavate to the required subgrade elevation using a hoe equipped with a 
smooth bucket. The excavation should extend to the depth required to 
provide a minimum of 24 inches of base rock. Overexcavate areas that 
are soft or have been disturbed by construction traffic. Do not expose 
more subgrade than can be covered with the geotextile and base rock 
the same day. 

28.  Do not attempt to compact the subgrade. Haul trucks and other . 
construction traffic should be staged from the thickened base rock 
section or a thickened access ramp to protect the subgrade from 
disturbance. 

2 9 .  Place a Separation Geotextile on the subgrade that meets the 
requirements specified above. The geotextile should be laid smooth, 
without wrinkles or folds in the d irection of construction traffic. 
Overlap adjacent rolls a minimum of 2 feet. Pin fabric overlaps or place 
the building pad fill in a manner that will not separate the overlap during 
construction. Seams that have separated will  require removal of the 
base rock to establish the required overlap. 

30.  Place a m inimum of 24 inches of base rock under flexible pavement 
areas. The rock should be end-dumped from a thickened access ramp 
and spread using a light dozer. The initial ± 1 8-inch thick lift may 
consist of Granular Site Fill and the final 6-inch thick lift may consist of 
Select Fi l l .  Alternatively, the entire base rock section may consist of 
Select Fil l .  
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3 1 .  Proof-rol l  the base rock prior to paving using a loaded 1 03 yd. dump 

truck. Overexcavate and replace any areas observed to be pumping. 
Do not allow loaded trucks or heavy construction equipment on the 
finished base rock prior to paving. 

32.  For flexible pavements, use a minimum AC thickness of 3 inches. In 
parking stalls the minimum AC thickness may be reduced to 2 . 5  inches. 
Compact the AC to a minimum of 9 1 % relative compaction according to 
the theoretical maximum density calculated from the Rice specific 
gravity. 

33.  For areas of rigid pavement, provide a m1n1mum PCC thickness of 
6 inches. Specify a minimum compressive strength of 4,000 psi and a 
minimum flexural strength of 600 psi for the concrete. 

Dry Weather Construction 

In the event the earthwork is delayed into dry weather, a number of items can be 
modified. Among them are: 

34. During dry weather, prepare, compact and test the subgrade as 
specified above (Item 6) .  Maintain the moisture in the subgrade to 
prevent excessive drying and cracking. 

3 5 .  The use of Fine-grained Site Fil l  is permitted during dry weather. 
Fine-grained Site Fill should consist of approved soil that is free of 
organics, construction debris or soil with a plasticity index (PI) greater 
than 20. This material may only be used for earthwork completed 
during dry weather. Fine-grained Site Fill may be generated from fil l 
already on�site or may be imported from approved borrow sources. 

36.  Reduce the base rock thickness for the building pad and flexible (AC) 
pavement to 1 2  inches. Reduce the base rock thickness beneath rigid 
(PCC) pavements to 6 inches. 

DESIGN REVIEW/CONSTRUCTION OBSERVATION/TESTING 

We should be provided the opportunity to review all drawings and specifications 
that pertain to site preparation, foundation construction and pavements. Site 
preparation wil l  require field confirmation of foundation soils and pavement 
subgrade conditions, as well as approval of proposed site fill material .  Mitigation 
of any subgrade pumping will also require engineering review and judgment. That 
judgment should be provided by one of our representatives. Frequent field density 
tests should be run on all engineered fi l l ,  subgrade and base rock. We recommend 
that we be retained to provide the necessary construction observation. 
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VARIATION OF SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS, USE OF THIS REPORT AND WARRANTY 

The analysis, conclusions and recommendations contained herein are based on the 
assumption that the soil profiles encountered in the test pits are representative of 
the overall site conditions. The above recommendations assume that we will have 
the opportunity to review final drawings and be present during construction to 
confirm · assumed foundation conditions. No changes in the enclosed 
recommendations should be made without our approval. We wil l  assume no 
responsibility or l iabil ity for any engineering judgment, inspection or testing 
performed by others. 

This report was prepared for the exclusive use of Willard C. Dixon Architect, LLC 
and other design consultants for the Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing project i n  
Eugene, Oregon. Information contained herein should not be used for other sites 
or for unanticipated construction without our written consent. This report is 
intended for planning and design purposes. Contractors using this information to . 
estimate construction quantities or costs do so at their own risk. Our services do 
not include any survey or assessment of potential surface contamination or 
contamination of the soil or ground water by hazardous or toxic materials. We 
assume that those services, if needed, have been completed by others. 

Climate conditions in western Oregon typically consist of wet weather for over half 
of the year (typically between mid-October and late June) . It is assumed that 
adequate drainage will  be provided for construction. The recommendations for site 
preparation and foundation drainage are not intended to represent any warranty 
(expresse

.
d or implied) against the growth of mold, mildew or other organisms that 

grow in a humid or moist environment. 

Our work was done in accordance with generally accepted soil and foundation 
engineering practices. No other warranty, expressed or implied, is made. 
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DISTINCTION BETWEEN FIELD LOGS AND FINAL LOGS 

A field log is prepared for each boring or test pit by our field representative. The log contains information concerning 
sampling depths and the presence of various materials such os grovel, cobbles, and fill, and observations of ground water. 

It alsO contains our interpretation of the soil conditions between samples. The final logs presented in this report 
represent our interpretation of the contents of the field logs and the results of the laboratory examinations and tests. 
Our recommendations ore based on the contents of the final logs and the information contained therein and not on 
the field Jogs. 

VARIATION IN SOILS BETWEEN TEST PITS AND BORI NGS 

The fino! log ond related information depict subsurface conditions only at the specific location and on the dote indicated. 
Those using the information contained herein should be aware that soil conditions at other locations or ori other dotes 
may differ. Actual foundation or subgrode conditions should be confirmed by us during construction. 

TRANSITION BETWEEN SOIL OR ROCK TYPES 

The lines desigOoting the interface between soil, fill or rock on the fino!" logs and on subsurface profiles presented i n  the 
report ore determined by interpolation ond ore therefore approximate. The transition between the moteriols may be 
abrupt or gradual. Only at boring or test pit locations should profiles be considered os reasonably accurate and then 
only to the degree implied by the notes thereon. 

SAMPLE OR TEST SYM BOLS 
SH-3-4 
• •  t_ 1 1 L_ Somple Number 
L__L________Boring or Test Pit Number 

--sample Type [Top of Sample Attempt 

Recovered Portton 
Unrecovered Podion (Iorge 
circle indicates no recovery) 
Bottom of Sample Attempt 

S - Grab Samples 
SS - Standard Penetration Test Sample (split-spoon) 
SH - Thin-wotled Shelby Tube Sample 

C - Core Sample 
CS - Continuous Sample 

.&. Stondord Penetration Test Resistance equols the number 
of blows o 1 40 lb. weight falling 30 in, is required to drive 
o standard split-spoon sampler 1 ft. Practical refusal is 
equal to 50 or more blows per 6 in. or sampler penetration. 

• Water Content (%). 

UNIFIED SOIL CLASSIFICATION SYMBOLS FIELD SHEAR STRENGTH TEST 
G - Grovel 
S - Sond 
M - Sill 

W - Well Graded 

C - Cloy 
Pl - Peal 

P - Poorly Groded 
_l - Low Plasticity 
H - High Plasticity 
0 - Org�nic 

TYPICAL SOIL/ROCK SYMBOLS 0 Sand � Sill � Cloy � Grovel � Basalt � Siltstone 
. 

Shear str�ngth meosurements on test pit side 
walls, blocks of soil or Shelby tube samples 
ore typicolly mode with Torvone or pocket 
penetrometer devices. 

WATER TABLE 

I Water Table Location 

( 1/31/00) Dole of Meosu,emenl 

� Piezometer lip Location (if used) 

( J llru,, FOUNDATION ENGINEERING INC. · lllilJ1J PROFESSIONAL GEOTECHNICAL S�RVICES S YMBOL K E Y  
BORING A N D  TEST P I T  LOGS 820 N W  CORNELL AVE. 

CORVALUS. OR 97330-4517 
BUS. (5-41) ?57-76<15 f'AX (G-41) 767-76!SO . 
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Explanation of Common Terms Used in  Soi l  Descriptions 
. 

Cohesive Soils Granular Soils 
Field Identification SPT Su (tsf) Term . SPT Term 

Easily penetrated several in<::hes 0 - 1 < 0. 1 25 Very Soft 0 - 4 Very Loose by fist. 
Easily penetrated several inches 2 - 4 0 . 1 25-0.25 Soft 5 - 1 0  Loose by thumb. 
Con be genetroted severo! inches 5 - 8 0.25 - 0.50 Medium Stiff 1 1  - 30 Medium 
by thum with moderate effort. (Firm) Dense 
Readily indented by thumb but 
penetrated only with great effort. 9 - 1 5  0.50 - 1 .0 Stiff 3 1  - 50 Dense 

Readily indented by thumbnail. 1 6  30 1 .0 2.0 Very Stiff > 50 Very Dense 
Indented with difficulty by 31 - 60 > 2.0 Hard thumbnail. 

• Undrained shear strength 

Term Soil Moisture Field Description 

Dry Absence or moisture. Dusty. Dry to the touch. 

Damp Soil has moisture. Cohesive soils ore below plastic limit and usually moldable. 

Moist Groins appear darkened. but no visible water. Silt/cloy will clump. Sand will bulk. Soils 
ore -often ot or near plastic limit 

Wet Visible water on larger groin surfaces. Sand and cohesionless silt exhibit dilatancy. 
Cohesive silt/cloy con be readily remolded. Soil leaves wetness on the hand when 
squeezed. "Wet" indicates that the soil is wetter than the optimum moisture content and 
above the plastic limit 

Term PI Plasticity Field Test 

Nonplostic 0 - 3 Cannot be rolled into a thread. 

Low Plasticity 3 - 1 5  Con be rolled into o thread with some diffi,culty. 

Medium Plasticity 15 - 30 Easily rolled into thread. 

High Plasticity > 30 Easily rolled ond rerolled into thread. 

Term Soil Structure Criteria Term Soil Cementation Criteria 

Stratified Alternating layers at least 1 inch Weak Breaks under light finger 
thick - describe variation. pressure. 

Laminated Alternating layers at less than Moderate Breaks under hard finger 1 inch thick - descfibe variation. pressure. 

Fissured Contains shears and partings Strong Will not break with finger 
along planes of weakness. pressure. 

Slickensides Partings appear glossy or striated. 

Blocky Breaks into lumps - crumbly. 

Lensed Contains pockets of different soils 
- describe variation. 

• • FOUNDATION ENGINEERING INC . l 
PROFESSIONAL GEOTECHNICAL SERVICES COMMON TERMS --

620 NW CORNELL AVE. -- SOIL D ESCR I P TIONS � 
CORYAWS, OR 9"1330-451'1 

BUS. (1541) '15'1�1845 FAX (641) '157-1850 
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Comments 

Surface: grass. 
Roots extend to ±8 inches. 1-

2-
3-
4-
5-

6-

7-

8-

No seepage or ground water 9-
encountered to the limit of excavation. 

Project No.: 2131004 

10-
11-
12-
13-

14-

Surface Elevation: 402.5 feet {Approx.) 

Date atTest Pit: January 30, 2013 

;; • .. 

Comments I 
grass. 

Roots extend to ±9 inches. 1-
2-
3-

4-

5-

6-

7-

8-

!}-

1Q--

Rapid seepage at ±11 feet. 11-
12-
13-

14-

Project No.: 2131004 

· Surface Elevation: 399.0 feet (Approx.) 

Date ofT est Pit: January 30, 2013 

S-1-1 

S-1-2 
S-1-3 

S-1-4 

S-1-5 

. .. 

j I t  � i 
S-2-1 

S-2-2 

.. I'! u 
0.45 

0.66 

0.70 

0.55 

.. � � 

0.95 

0 � 
Soil and Rock Description E ?I 

Medium stiff to stiff SILT; brown, moist, low plasticity, (alluvium). 

W-lf#!ti----- - - - -------- ----------
�.:..;:: ··:. .' : Medium dense to dense sandy GRAVEL, scattered cobbles; 
. : . .  : . .  > brown-grey, wet, fine to coarse sand, fine to coarse; subrounded ···· ···: to rounded gravel, cobbles up to ±8 inches in diameter, 

I . 

Test Pit log: TP· 1 

Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing 

Eugene, Oregon 

Soil and Rock Description 

l �ed!�r:n stiff
_
��r_�rSIL T, scattered organics; brown, moist, low 

i �n�i� � ��r�o�,jt��ill-_ _ _ _ _ _ _  

Stiff to vefy stiff Sll T, trace to some sand; brown, iron-stained, 
moist, low plasticity, fine sand, (alluvium). 

- - -
Medium stiff to stiff sandy SILT; brown, iron-stained, moist, low 
plasticity, fine sand, (alluvium). 

--------- - - - - ------ -------
Loose to medium dense silty SAND; brown, wet, low plasticity, 
fine sand, (alluvium). 

�·� - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
·urn dense to dense sandy GRAVEL, scattered cob�les; 

, wet, fine to coarse sand, fine to coarse, subrounded = gravel, cobbles up to ±8 inches in diameter, 

1 ue 1 c:;t "" 

Test Pit log: TP- 2 

Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing 

Eugene, Oregon 
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Comments .,. • 0 
Surface: grass. 
Roots extend to ±8 inches. 1-

2-

3-

4-
5-

No seepage or ground water 6-
encountered to the limit of excavation. 

7-

8-

9-

1Q-

1 1-
12-
13-
14-

Project No.: 2131004 

Surface Elevation: 403.0 feet (Approx.) 

Date of Test Pit: January 30, 2013 

Comments 

Surface: grass. 
Roots extend to ±8 inches. 

Rapid seepage at ±1 0 feet. 

Project No.: 2 1 31 004 

1-
2-

3-
4-
5-

6-

7-

8-

9-

1Q-
1 1-

12-

13-
14-

Surface Elevation: 399.5 feet (Approx.) 

Date ofTest Pit: January 30, 2013 

1 466  

.. 0 • � " E • 0 "' � 

S-3-1 

S·4·1 

S-4-2 

.. � ! � 
• • � 
• � f! • B <S 

0.60 
0.70 

.. � .. E � � • "' ... � • • f! � � <S 

0.55 

' 
\ 

.. � 
� Soil and Rock Description "' 

1 1 1 1 1 1  Medium stiff clayey SILT, scattered organics; brown, moist, low � to medium plasticity, organics consist of fine to medium roots, 
\(t_O£.$�IL _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

Stiff silty CLAY; brown, damp to moist, medium plasticitY, 
(all'!'fllJillJ: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  � 

ltJ Medium dense to dense sandy GRAVEL, scattered cobbles; 
grey-brown, wet, fine to coarse sand, fine to coarse, subrounded 
to rounded gravel, cobbles up to ±5 inches in diameter, 
(alluvium). 

. 
BOTTOM OF TEST PIT 

Test Pit Log: TP- 3 

Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing 

Eugene, Oregon 

Soil and Rock Description 

Medium stiff clayey SILT, scattered organics; brown, moist, low 
I+J.J++J.I. ch. e!�t�% �fEl�C� ��i� � !!_n� r�o�Jt��!!l· _ _ _ _ _ _  _ 

. . Stiff SILT, trace to some sand; brown, iron-stained, damp to 
moist, low to medium plasticity, (alluvium). 

�!?·� .. · .. ]:·�j:·:P:t::q·· �Mioeo<d�iuu<m11 cdfee,rn�ssee ttoo ddeenmsS<el;, ss.aancndY GAAvEC Scatt8red CobbleS;"' - ­
grey-brown, wet, fine to coarse sand, fine to coarse, subrounded 
to rounded gravel, cobbles up to ±8 inches in diameter, 
(alluvium). 
�U < <UM Ur { t,;j{ 1""< 1  

Test Pit Log: TP- 4 

Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing 

Eugene, Oregon I 
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I ., 

· Comments 

Surface: grass. 
Roots extend to ±8 inches. 

No seepage or ground water 
encountered to the limit of excavation. 

Project No.: 2131 004 

; t • � 

� • c 

t-
2-
3-
4-
5-

6-

7-

8-

9-

to--
tt-
t2-
t 3-
t4-

Surface Elevation: 403.0 feet {Approx.) 

Date ofT est Pit: January 30, 2013 

Comments 

Roots extend to ±9 inches. 

No seepage or ground water 
encountered to the limit of excavation. 

Project No.: 2131 004 

� • � 
" ;;, • c 

t-
2-
3-
4-
5-

6-

7-

8-

9-
to--
tt-
t2-
t3-
t4-

Surface Elevation: 403.0 feet {Approx.) 

Date ofT est Pit: January 30, 2013 

" c 
{ 0 " E • u • 0 "' � 

S-5-1 0 
S-5-2 

" 
• 

1i E • "' 

S-6-1 
SH-6-3 
S-6-2 

.. � E � "' • • • 
l3 

0.50 

0.70 

0.55 

� Soil and Rock Description 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1  Medium stiff clayey SILT, scattered organics; brown, moist, low w� � ��i�m_p���y_.__ O_I__g�n� 5��s_!_ o.!_ fi_!!e_!�� .{!_o_p_s�ll_ _ _  I ��W� Stiff silty CLAY; brown, iron-stained, moist, medium plasticity, � (alluvium). 

� --------------------
::.0:·.=-ib=.�o.: Medium dense to dense sandy GRAVEL, scattered cobbles; 
:f:·:4:}:-� grey-brown, wet, fine to coarse san�. fine t� co?rse, subrounded 
�···:·: .. :�·:·-: to rounded gravel, cobbles up to ±8 1nches 1n d1ameter, 

(alluvium). 1 "u 1 1 UM ur 1 '=" 1 "" 

Test Pit Log: TP- 5 

Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing 

Eugene, Oregon 

Test Pit Log: TP- 6 

Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing 

Eugene, Oregon 
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Comments 

: grass. 
Roots extend to ±12 inches. 

Rapid seepage at ±1 1 feet. 

Project No.: 2131 004 

1-

2-

3-

4-

5-

6-

7-

8-

9-

13-

14-

Surface Elevation: 399.7 feet {Approx.) 

Date ofT est Pit: January 30, 2013 

Comments 

Surface: grass. 
Roots extend to ±8 inches. 

No seepage or ground water 
encountered to the limit of excavation. 

Project No.: 21 31 004 

1-

2-

3-

4-

5-

6-

7-

8-

9-

Surface Elevation: 399.9 feet {Approx.) 

Date of T est Pit: January 30, 2013 

1 46 8  

S-7-2 

S-7-3 

S-8-1 

S-&.2 

0.85 

0.60 

0.60 

0.70 

0.25 

organics consist of fine to medium roots, 
tmttltN�:s.o!!):o----------- - - -----------, some sand; brown, moist, low plasticity, fine sand, 

(alluvium). 

��� - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -Loose to medium dense silty SAND; brown, moist, low ple1sti·city 
silt, fine sand, (alluvium). 

dense to dense sandy GRAVEL, scattered cobbles; 
l\g!·ey--bnowl1, wet, fine to coarse sand, fine to coarse, subrounded 

gravel, cobbles up to ±8 inches In diameter, 

Test Pit Log: TP- 7 

Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing 

Eugene, Oregon 

Soil and Rock Description 

SILT, scattered organics; brown, moist, 
P�'�c§r,_ol}l'ln�:S__E��s.!_o!_f�e_':�t� _{!_o.e.s�I_L _ 

::.· �"'"-"' _.. .. __. • ., !!!�i�m_p���ty� (�����-_ _  

Loose to medium dense silty SAND; brown, moist, low plasticity 
t,"·f.<t:V1 silt, fine sand, (alluvium). 

dense to dense sandy GRAVEL, scattered cobbles; 
, wet, fine to coarse sand, fine to coarse, subrounded 
gravel, cobbles up to ±8 inches in diameter, 

Test Pit Log: TP- 8 

Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing 

Eugene, Oregon 



( 

( 

( • ... 

t Comments • Q 
Surface: grass. 
Roots extend to ±8 inches. 1-

2-

3-

No seepage or ground water 4-

encountered to the limit of excavation. 5-

6-

7-

8-

9-
1Q-

1 1-

12-

1 3-

14-

Project No.: 2131004 

Surface Elevation: 404.0 feet (Approx.) 

Date ofT est Pit: January 30, 2013 

l ... 

Comments t • Q 
grass. 

Roots extend to ±12 inches. 1-

2-

3-

4-

5-

6-

7-

8-

9-
1Q-

Rapid seepage at ±11  feet. 11-

12-

13-

14-

Project No.: 2131004 

Surface Elevation: 400.0 feel (Approx.) 

Date of Test Pit: January 30, 2013 

0 � .!! 
" E � � • i "' 1-

• j E � • "' 

S-9-1 

" • "ii E • "' 

S-10-1 

S-10-2 

... [!! 
0 

0.25 . 
0.65 

. 

0.70 

0.50 

' 
\ 

0 � E Soil and Rock Description � "' 

1111111 Soft to medium stiff clayey SILT, scattered organics; brown, 

� moist, low to medium plasticity, organics cOnsist of roots up to 
1±2 inches in diameter, {topsoil). I - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- ---- - - --- - -
Stiff silty CLAY; brown, moist, medium plasticity, (alluvium). 

��; - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - � - -

Medium dense to dense sandy GRAVEL, scattered cobbles; 
brown, wet, fine to coarse sand, fine to coarse, subrounded to 
rounded gravel, cobbles up to ±6 inches in diameter, (alluvium). 

BOTTOM OF TEST PIT 

Test Pit Log: TP- 9 

Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing 

Eugene, Oregon 

Soil and Rock Description 

plasticity, fine sand, (alluvium). 

�HH� - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Medium stiff to stiff sandy SILT; brown, moist, low plasticity, fine 

- sand, (alluvium). 

to medium dense silty SAND; brown, moist, low plasticity 
_ _s_all_d-'--(�lJIIi�mJ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ 

dense to dense sandY GRAVEL, scattered cobbles; 
1\gl·ey-br,DWin, wet, fine to coarse sand, fine to coarse, subrounded 

gravel, cobbles up to ±6 Inches In diameter, 

Test Pit Log: TP-10 

Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing 

Eugene, Oregon 
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Comments 

Surface: grass. 
Roots extend to ±7 inches. 

No seepage or ground water 
encountered to the limit of exCavation. 

Project No.: 2131004 

3-
4-
5-

6-

7-

8-

9-

1()-
11--
12-
13-
14-

Surface Elevation: 404.0 feet (Approx.) 

Date ofT est Pit: January 30, 2013 

Comments 

grass. 
Roots extend to ±1 0 inches. 

No.seepage or ground water 
encountered to the limit of excavation. 

Project No.: 2 1 3 1 004 

1-
2-
3-
4-
5-

6--

7-

8-

9-

l 1<r 
1 11-
1 12-

1 13-
1 14-

Surface Elevation: 402.5 feet (Approx.) 

Date ofT est Pit: January 30, 2013 

1 47 0  

S-12-1 

S-12-2 

0.55 

0.45 

0,60 

Soil and Rock Description 

Test Pit Log: TP-11 

Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing 

Eugene, Oregon 

organcis; brown, moist, low 

Soil and Rock Description 

Medium stiff to stiff clayey SILT, scattered organics; brown, 
moist, low to medium plasticity, organics consist of fine roots, 
(topsoil). wg�---------------------------� Stiff silty CLAY; brown, moist, medium plasticity, {alluvium). 

BOTTOM OF TEST PIT 

Test Pit Log: TP-12 

Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing 

Eugene, Oregon I 



' 

Comments : 1 
Surface: grass. 
Roots extend to +8 inches. 1 

S-13-1 

No seepage or ground water 2-

encountered to" the limit of excavation. 3-
4-
5-

6-

7-

8-

9-

10-
11-
12-
[ 13-
[14-

Project No.: 2131004 

Surface Elevation: 403.0 feet (Approx.) 

Date of Test Pit: January 30, 2013 

r \ Ol • "' � .. _.;; � 
Comments 1i E • • 0 "' 

Surface: grass. 
Roots extend to ±8 inches. 1-

2- S-14-1 
No seepage or ground water 
encountered to the limit of excavation. 3-

4-
5-
6-

7-

8-

9-
1(}-
1 1-
12-
13-
14-

Project No.: 2131004 

( Surface Elevation: 403.0 feet (Approx.) I Dale ofT est Pit: January 30, 2013 

.. � j I ;_; 

0.80 

0 � :1l � c !'-i "' � • • re • � 0 ;j ,_; � 

0.75 

I I  I l l  � 
\ .  

Soil and Rock Description 

[ M
,
e���

u
�ff .ci".Y�¥ SILT, 

consist':,! fin;���;,Z,��;1\ low 

Stiff silty CLAY; brown, moist, medium plasticity, �,t;i, - ---' 

BOTTOM OF TEST PIT 

Test Pit Log: TP-13 

Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing 

Eugene, Oregon 

0 � 
� Soil and Rock Description "' 1 1 1 1 1 1 1  Medium stiff clayey SILT, scattered organics; brown, moist, low 

to medium plasticity, organics consist of fine roots, (topsoil). � -------------------' 
Stiff silty CLAY; brown, moist, medium plasticity, (alluvium). 

BOTTOM OF TEST PIT 

Test Pit Log: TP-14 

Oakleigh Meadows Cohousing 

Eugene, Oregon 

1 47 1  
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EC 9.8320(11)(k) The PUD complies with al l of the following: All other applicable development 
standards for features explicitly included in the application except where the applicant has 
shown that a proposed non-compliance is consistent with the purposes set out in EC 9.8300 
Purpose of Planned Unit Development. 

The table below sets forth applicable development standards, those that do not comply are 
proposed for "non-compliance". Findings regarding their consistency with the purposes at EC 
9.8300 are provided following the table. 

The table below addresses required development standards. 

Residential Standards 9.2750 r; :  '· :· ' . :' : ,,:! 
Standard Required Proposed Compliek:::; ;·, 

- : -�' ' .;i. :o i .' : ! 

Density 
The R- 1 Low Density The development site 
base zoning of the is 2.3 acres, which 
subject property al lows up to 32 units 
establishes a 
maximum d ensity of 
14 dwelling units per 
acre. 
Maximum Building 30 feet 
Height 
Minimum Building 10 feet from front 
Setbacks yard 

. .  

5 feet from interior 
yard 

1 47 2  

28 units 

24-28 feet 

15 feet to existing 
property line. 
Additional Right of 
Way dedication or 
Special setback could 
be required. If so a 
reduced setback is 
proposed 

5 feet from north 
yard 
10 feet from west 
yard 
0.5 feet 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes/Possibly no 
Response: Mike 
Weishar, PE from 
Access Engineering 
has completed a 
Street Connectivity 
Study with Shadow 
Plat. Plus, the 
Proposed Site Plan 
has been updated to 
reflect Building 1 no 
longer within the 
Special Setback. 

Yes 

Yes 

No 



( ( 

Response: Chuck 
Durrett I McCamant 
& Durrett Architects 
has produced 
extensive reasoning 
behind the proposed 
garages & carports 
being located near 
the West Property 
Line. Please refe r to 
"West Property Line" 
documents in the 
"Oakleigh Cohousing" 
Dropbox. 

Fence height 6 feet within interior 6 feet within interior Yes 
yard setback yard setback 
42 inches within front 42 inches within front Yes 
yard setback yard setback 

EC 9.5500 Multi�le-Famil� Standards 

{ \ Standard Required Proposed Complies 
(4)(b) Street Frontage 60% of 137 feet of 85 feet or 62% Yes, but if dedication 
60% of site frontage frontage = 82 linear or special setback 
occupied by building feet change this it is 
or enhanced proposed as non-
pedestrian space compliance 

Response: Please 
refer to Street 
Connectivity Study. 

{5) Building (a) Building Primary orientation to No 
Orientation and Orientation toward Oakleigh Response: The 
Entrances · the street building orientation is 

to the street - please 
see "OMC Front 
Elevation" (in the 
Dropbox folder) that'll 
be facing Oakleigh 
lane. This is the 
primary orientation, 
and we're 
intentionally keeping 

. 
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the forward-facing 
"residential rhythm" 
of the houses as you 
march along Oakleigh, 
fronts of houses 
facing the lane with 
front porches and 
gardens - to keep 
within the existing 
vernacular. It 
essentially al lows for 
a screening ofthe rest 
of the development, 
so it feels 
proportional with the 
neighborhood. 

(b) Ground Floor Main entrance faces No 
building Entrances Oakleigh Response: 
toward street Please see prior 

.response - main 
entrances face 
Oakleigh Lane. 

(c) Upper Story Upper story access Yes 
Building Entrances from internal 
from the interior of stairwells and 
the building elevator 

{6) (a) Maximum Oakleigh Street 90 feet Yes 
Building Dimension: 150 feet maximum 
150 feet maximum 
with in 40 feet of front 
lot line 

{6){b) Windows: 15% window covering See Sheet A3.1of the Yes** 
on each floor facing a applicant's plans for 
street window information -

fa�ade area per floor 
facing Oakleigh Street 
(East Elevation) and 
East 121h Avenue 
(South Elevation) 

(7) Building 2 design features The proposed Yes** 
Articulation every 40 feet of building contains 

horizontal face; and offsets, balconies, 
2 design features windows, and 
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( every 25 feet of recessed entry 
vertical surface portals. 

(8) Site Landscaping 20% of 2.3 acres = ? Yes 
Minimum amount 20,037 sf open space 
equal to open space required with 4007 sf 
specified in EC of landscaping 
9.5500(9), 20% of 
which is living plant 
material 

(9) Open Space 20% of 2.3 acres = ? Yes 
20% of development 20,037 sf open space 
site or 15% livable required 
floor area, whichever 
is greater (25% credit 
for developments 
within one-quarter 
mile of a public park) 

(10) Block · N/A 
( ' 

Requirements 
(11} Site Access Development sites No Alley N/A 

with alley access shall 
use the alley to 
provide access to the 
development site 

(12} Vehicle Parking Parking garages shall No portion of the Yes 
not extend across parking garage abuts 
more than 50% of any the street frontages 
street frontage 

(13) On-Site Direct access Paved pedestrian Yes 
Pedestrian between building ways from building 
Circulation entrances and public entrances to abutting 

ways streets and alley 

(14) Recycling and Covered and enclosed Need to address 
Garbage Areas on three sides Response: 
Same as EC 9.5650 Our "Temple to 
and EC 9.6740 Recycling" has been 

fully detailed, and is 

( covered and enclosed 
on FOUR sides -
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Please refer to 
"West Property Line" 
documents in the 
"Oakleigh Cohousing" 
Drop box for further 
details. 

** As noted on the site plans, compliance will be confirmed during the building permit process. 
The appl icant's written statement indicates that the design team is currently researching and 
studying cost-effective building articulation that includes overhead projections and is 
performing an energy model to determine the location of any window awnings. A full window 
schedule will be provided at the time of building permit submittal. 
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EC 9.6105 Bicllcle Parking S[!ace Standards 
Standard Required Proposed Complies 
Minimum Number of 28 long-term spaces; 52 long term spaces Yes 
Spaces Required 0 short-term spaces 
Parking Space See details at EC 2'x6' stalls for Yes** 
Dimensions 9.610S(2) standard spaces 
Location & Security See details at EC Lockable bicycle Yes 

9.6105(3)(b) and (c) enclosure 
*Short-term b1cycle parking 1s not required of res1dent1al development, but the applicant is 
volunteering to provide 20 short7term spaces by the building entrances. 

EC 9.6410 Motor Vehicle Parking Standards 
Standard Required Proposed Complies 
(1) Location On the development A portion on-site and Yes 

site or within 14 mile a portion off-site 
of development site. through a lease 
Tandem spaces agreement. Tandem 
a I lowed if 30 feet spaces are provided 
from street and consistent with 
access from an alley requirements 

(2) Maximum No maximum for N/A 
Number residential 
(3) Minimum Number 1 space per unit = 28 Proposed 47 Yes 

EC 9.6420 Parking Area Standards 
Standard Required Proposed Complies 
(1) Dimensions and 8' X 15' 9'X19' min Yes 

striping Striping Marked No 
Response: We're 
proposing gravel as a 
more sustainable 
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( solution 
(permeability) that 
doesn't create dust -
please refer to "West 
Property Line" 
documents in the 
"Oakleigh Cohousing" 
Drop box for further 
details. This method 
has been tried and 
trued at other 
Co housing 
Communities to great 
success. 

(Z) Drainage See details at EC Yes 
9.6790 

(3)Landscaping L-3 along west No 
property line 7 feet Response: Due to the 

wide nature of our proposal -

( which is building 

L-2 between parking garages and block wall 

along north property (almost} right up to the 

l ine West Property Line (see 
"West Property line" 
documents} there's 
subsequently not a 7' 

wide swath of L-3 
Landscaping there along 
West Prop Line. We're 
proposing a "green . 
wall" that will have 
espaliered plants 
growing up the nice-
looking, fire-proof CMU 
wall with colored parge 
coat (this is much better 
than your standard ol' 
rickety fence}. 

As for the required l-2 
along North Prop line, 
it's actually there on the 

( landscape Plan - please 
refer to OMC 
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"Landscape 
Architecture" drawings 
in the Dropbox folder 
for both of these issues. 

(4)Lighting EC 9.6725 Yes 
(S) Loading & Service No backward Yes 
Drives Movement into Right 

of Way 
(6) Surfacing Durable dust free Gravel No 

surfacing Response: Please 
refer to "West 
Property Line" 
documents in the 
Drop box folder. Also, 
if I may dare say, I 
noticed that Hop 
Valley Brewery just 
got permitted with a 
comparable sized 
parking lot that's all . gravel. Why can't we 
have gravel? 

Several standards as listed above are proposed for non-compliance which requires consistency 
with the purpose statement of the PUD which is consistent with PUD purposes set out in EC 
9.8300, or as otherwise noted below. 

9.8300 
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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 a sustainable environment that includes: 

(a) Shared use of services and facilities. 
{b) A compatible mix of land uses that encourage alternatives to the use of 

the automobile. 
(c) A variety 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 /at by Jot development and that are reasonably 
compatible with the surrounding area. · 
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The setback reductions are consistent with the purpose statement as they allow for a much 
better site layout. The garages are designed intently and aesthetically therefore creating an 
appealing architecture that looks as though it belongs there on the site. The residual space, if 
there were a setback, would collect weeds and trash at those unused portions of the site and 
serves no one. The back wall of the garages will be a beautiful CMU wall with a colored parge 
coat. (Please refer to "West Property Line" documents in the Dropbox folder for illustrations 
and more info.) The wall will therefore block headlights, reduce noise, allow for fire-safe future 
development on neighboring land, enhance the aesthetics, and create the opportunity for a 
"green wall." Espaliered plants will be planted to grow on the west side of the fence for a 
pleasant, visual "green wall." The cohousing community will plant and take care of the 
espaliered plants if that is what the neighbor wants. 

The surfacing of gravel is consistent with the purpose statement as they allow slow traffic 
pulling into and out of parking stalls and therefore calms traffic and contributes to making it 
safer for children and everyone. (Please refer to "West Property Line" documents in the 
Dropbox folder for il lustrations and more info.) It was also chosen to a llow for water 
infiltration, which reduces overflowing storm water sewers and therefore is a more sustainable 
solution. Perhaps even more important is the image. There is already an exorbitant amount of 
asphalt in the river Road neighborhood. The gravel parking area reduces pollutants from 
entering open water systems where they, in concentration, can overwhelm microbes. "Local" 
microbes can digest pollutants infiltrating the ground at its source and in low concentrations. 
Gravel also reduces the "heat-island" effect and albedo, compared to asphalt paving. Please 
refer to "Illustration 03" in "West Property Line" documents in the Drop box folder - this 
solution is more successful than the more typical gravel-over-d irt design because it is 2" of 3/4" 
- 1-1/2" crushed gravel over drainage fabric over 4" of AB-1 1 .  Therefore it does not generate 
dust. We understand that when gravel is used as a drive surface, it can create dust and noise 
issues. That is why we have chosen to only use gravel in the actual parking stalls where these 
issues will not be a concern. We will agree to whatever performance agreements are 
necessary, for example a group consensus on keeping a broom in the parking lot area to keep 
the gravel within the gravel parking area. 

The landscaping non-compliance is consistent with the purpose statement as it allows for 
avoiding the residual space, if there were a setback, would collect weeds and trash at those 
unused portions of the site and serves no one. The back wall of the garages will be a beautiful 
CM U wall with a colored parge coat. (Please refer to "West Property Line" documents i n  the 
Dropbox folder for il lustrations and more info.) The wall will therefore block headlights, reduce 
noise, allow for fire-safe future development on neighboring land, enhance the aesthetics, and 
create the opportunity for a "green wall." Espaliered plants will be planted to grow on the west 
side of the fence for a pleasant, visual "green wall." The cohousing community will plant and 
take care of the espaliered plants if that is what the neighbor wants. Flanking the garage and 
carport structure are open parking sta lls where the gravel is located. If the parking lot were to 
move 5-7 feet to the East, that would entail shifting everything and encroaching more into the 
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floodplain zone increasing the fill by thousands of yards and many thousands of dolla rs. The 
resident group of teachers and work force families cannot afford additional costs. The buildings 
on the East are quite close to the sewer easement. Moving the building East 5-7 feet and losing 
a house would cosUhe project immensely. 
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Form No. 1402.06 
ALTA Owner's Policy (6-17-06) 

SCHEDULE A 

(H -T-3 
� Rec'd 8/9/1 Z 

Policy P;:J.ge 5 
Policy Number: 1429570 

First 4merican T;t!e Insurance Company of Oregon 

Name and Address of Title Insurance. Company: 
First American Title Insurance Company of Oregon 
600 Country Club Road 
Eugene, OR 97401 

File No.: 7191-1429570 
Address Reference: 131 McClure Lane, Eugene, OR 97404 

· Amount of Insurance: $650,000.00 
Date of Policy: July 22, 2009 at 10:36 a.m. 

1 .  Name oflnsured: 

Dav[d.G Adee and Joan M Connolly 

Policy No.: 1429570 

Premium: $1,575.00 · 

2. .The estate or interest in the Land that is insured by this policy is: 

Fee Simple 

3 .  Title Is vested in: 

David Adee and Joan Connolly 

4. The Land referred to in this policy fs described as follows: 

See Exhibit "A" attached hereto and made a part hereof 

First Amerfcan Title Ir:lsurance Company of Oregon 

,, 

AUG  1 2  20 i3 

. .... 
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Form No. 1402.06 
ALTA Owner's Policy (6·17-06) 

File No.: 7191·1429570 

SCHEDULE S 

Policy No.: 1429570 

. ""eXCEPTIONS FROM COVERAGE 

PH-72 Rec'd 8/9/12 
Polley Page 6 

Policy Number: 1429570 

This Polley does not insure against loss. or damage, and the Company will not pay costs, attorneys' fees, 
or expenses that arise by reason of: · 

1. Taxes or ·assessments which are not shown as existing . liens by the records of a)ly taxing 
authority that levies taxes or assessments on real property or by the public records; proceedings 
by a public agency which may result in taxes or assessments, or notices of such 
proceedings, whether or not shown by the records of such agency or by the public records. 

·2. Facts, ·rights, interests or claims which are not shown by the public records but which could be 
ascertained by an inspection of the land or by making inquiry of persons In possession thereof. 

3. Easements, or claims or easement, not shown by the public records; reservations or exceptions 
in patents or in Acts authorizing the issuance thereof; water rights, claims or title to water. 

4. Any encroachment (of existing improvements · located on the subject land onto adjoining land or 
of existing improvements located on adjoining land onto the subject land), encumbrance, 
violation, variation, or adverse circumstance affecting the title. that would be disclosed by an 
accurate and complete land survey of the subject land. 

. . 

5.  Any lien, or right to a lien, for services, labor, material, equipment rental or workers 
compensation heretofore or hereafter furnished, Imposed by law and not shown by the public 
records: 

6. Taxes. for the fiscal year 2009-2010 a lien due, but not yet payable. 

7. Any adverse claim based upon the assertion that some portion of said land has been removed 
from or brought within the boundaries thereof by an avulsive movement of the Willamette 
River or has been formed by the process of accretion or reliction or has been created by artificial 
means or has accreted to such portion so created. 

. 8. The property is. within the Willamette River Greenway and Is subject to all laws and regulations 
pertaining thereto, including, but not limited to, ORS 390.310 through 390.368, inclusive. 

9. The rights of the public in and to that portion of the premises herein described lying within the 
limits of streets, roads and highways. 

10. Easement, Including terms and provisions contained therein: 
Recording Information: August 06, 1947 in Book 353, Page 146 . 
In Favor of: The United States of America 
For: power lines and appurtenances 

First American Tttle Insurance Company of Oregon 
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Form No. 1402.06 
PH-72 Rec'd 8/9/12 

Pplfcy Page 7 
Policy Number: 142.9570 ALTA Owne(s Policy (6�17�06) 

11 .  An easement reserved i n  a d�ed, including the terms and provisions thereof; 
Recorded: March 16, 1942 in Boo� 229, Page 60 
From: Nellie McClure, a single person 
To: . H. H. Harris and Gladys M. Harris, husband and wife . 
For: roadway 

12. Easement, Including terms and provisions contained therein: 
Recording Information: Oct9ber 11, 1949 in Book 403, Page 285 
In Favor of: United States of America 
For: right of way 

13. Easement, including terms and provisions contained therein: 
Recording Information: February 11, 1954, Reception No. 22964 
In Favor of: City of Eugene, a Municipal Corporation; of Lane County, State 

of Oregon 
For: sewer 

14. Deed of Trust and the terms and conditions thereof. 
Loan No.: 509-163075 
Grantor{frustor: 
Grantee/Beneficiary:. 

Trustee: 
Amount: 
Dated: 
Recorded: 
Recording Information: 
(Parcel 3) 

David G. Adee and Joan M. Connolly, husband and wife 
Mortgage Electronic Registration Systems, Inc., acting solely as 
nominee for Golf Savings Bank 
First American lltle Insuran·ce Company 
$268,000.00 

. 

July 15, 2009 
July 22, 2009 
2009-042214 

15.  Deed of Trust and the terms and conditions thereof. 
Loan No.: 
Grantor{frustor: 
Grantee/Beneficiary: 
Trustee: 
At}lount: 
Dated: 
Recorded: 
Recording Information: 
(Parcels l & 2) 

undisclosed . 
David Adee and Joan Connolly, husband and wife 
David M. 2atL¥cki 
Rrst American lltle 
$50,000.00 
July 16, 2009 
July 22, 2009 
2009-042216 

First American Title Irlsurance Company o� Oregon . 1 48 3  



1 f84  

Form No. 1402.06 
ALTA Owner's Policy (6�17�06) 

File No.: 7191-1429570. 

EXHIBIT "A" 

Policy No.: 1429570 

PH-72 Rec'd B/9/12 
Polley Page 8 

Policy Number: 1429570 

Real prop�rty in the City of Eugene, County of Lane, State of Oregon, described as follows: 

BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE NORTH UNE OF A RESERVED ROADWAY, SAID BEGINNING POINT 
BEING 937.1 FEET EAST OF A POINT 366.17 FEET NORTH 15o 06' 48" WEST OF A POINT 4825.96 FEET 
SOUTH 88° 05' 05" EAST OF THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF THE BENJAMIN DAVIS DONATION lAND 
ClAIM NO. 45; AND RUNNING THENCE NORTH 01 o 51' 34" EAST 170 FEET; THENCE SOlJTH 880 08' 26" 
EAST 126.98 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 07° 09' 32" WEST 45.80 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 01 o 54' 55" WEST 
124.67 FEET; THENCE NORTH 880 08' 26'.' WEST 134.03 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING, IN . 
SECTION 24, TOWNSHIP 17 SOUTH, RANGE 4 WEST OF THE WILLAMETTE MERIDIAN, IN LANE 
COUNTY, OREGON. 

. . 

APN: 0428167 

first·Amerlcan 1ltle In�urance Company of Oregon 
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Form No. 1402.06 
ALTA OWner's policy (6-17-06) 

SCHEDULE A 

PH-72 Rec'd 8/9/12 
Policy Page 5 

PoliCX Number: 1429597 

First American Title Insurance Company of Oregon 

Name and Address of Title Insurance Company: 
First American Title Insurance Company of Oregon 
600 Country Club Road 
Eugene, OR 97401 

File No.: 7191-1429597 Policy No.: 1429597 
Address Reference: 17 04 24 24-5500 & 17 04 24 13-400, Eugene, OR 97404 
Amount of Insurance: $300,000.00 Premium: $950.00 
Date of Policy: July 22, 2009 at 10:36 a.m. 

1 .  Name of Insured: 

David Adee and Joan Connolly 

2.. The estate or interest in the Land that is insured by this policy Is: 

Fee Simple 

3.  Title is  vested in: 

David Adee and Joan Connolly 

4. The Land referred to in this policy is described as follows: 

See Exhibit "A" attached hereto and made a part hereof 

First American Title Insurance Company oF Oregon 
1 48 5  
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Form No. 1402.06 
ALTA Owner's Polley {6·17-06) 

File No.: 7191-1429597 

SCHEDULE B 

Policy No.: 1429597 

EXCEPTIONS FROM COVERAGE 

PH-72 Rec'd B/9i12 
Polley Page 6 

Polley Numbei: 1429597 

This Policy does not insure against loss or damage, and the Company will not pay costs, attorneys' fees, 
or expenses thatarise by reason of: 

1. Taxes or assessments which are not shown as existing liens by the records of any taxing 
authority that levies taxes or assessments on real property or by the public records; ·proceedings 
by a public agency which may result in taxes or assessments, or notices of such 
proceedings, whether or not shown by the records of such agency or by the public records. 

2. Facts, rights, interests or claims which are not shown by the public records but which could be 
ascertained by an inspection of the land or by making inquiry of persons In possession thereof. 

3.  Easements, or claims or easement, not shown by the public records; reservations or exceptions 
in _patents or in Acts authorizing the issuance thereof; water rights, claims or title to water. 

4. Any encroachment (of existing improvements located on the subject land onto adjoining land or · 
of existing improvements located on adjoining land onto the subject land), encumbrance, 
violation, variation, or adverse circumstance affecting the title that would be disclosed by an 

· accurate and complete land survey of the subject land. 

5.  Any lien, or right to a lien," for seryices, labor, material, equipment rental or workers 
compensation heretofore m hereafter furnished, imposed by law and not shown by the public 
records. 

6. Taxes for the fiscal year 2009-2010 a lien due, but not yet payable. 

7.  The property is within the Willamette River Greenway and is  subject to a l l  laws and regulations 
pertaining thereto, including, but not limited to, ORS 390.310 through 390.368, inclusive. 

8. The rights of the public In and to that portion of the premises herein described lying l'{ithin the 
limits of streets, roads and highways. 

9. Easement, including terms and provisions contained therein: 

10. 

Recording Information: August 06, 1947 in Book 353, Page 146 
In Favor of: The United States of America 
For: power lines and appurtenances 

An easement reserved in a deed, Including the terms and provisions thereof; 
Recorded: March 16, 1942 in Book 229, Page 60 
From: Nellie McClure, a single. person 
To: H. H. Harris and Gladys M. Harris, husband and wife 
For: roadway 

First Ame�can Tltle Insuran�e Company of Qregon 
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Form No. 1402.06 
ALTA Owner's Polfcy (6-17-06) 

11.  Easement, including terms and provisions contained therein: 
Recording Information: . October 11, 1949 in Book 403, Page 285 

In Favor of: United States of America 
For: right of way 

12. Easement, including terms and provisions contained therein: 
Recording Information: February 11,  1954, Reception No. 22964 

PH-72 Rec'd 8/9112 
Polley Page 7 

Policy Number: 1429597 

In Favor of: City qf Eugene, a Municipal Corporation, of Lane County, State 
of Oregon 

For: sewer 

13.  peed of Trust and the terms and conditions thereof. 
Loan No.: undisclosed 

· Grantor/Trustor: David Adee and Joan Connolly, husband and wife 
Grantee/Beneficiary: David M. Zarzycki 
Trustee: First American Title 
Amount: $50,000.00 

Dated: July 16; 2009 

Record.ed: July 22, 2009 

Recording Information: 2009-042216 

First American Title Insurance Compan,Y of oregOn 1 48 7  



Form No. 1402.06 
ALT� OWner's Policy (6-17-06) 

Ale No.: 7191·1429597 

EXHIBIT "A" 

Policy No.: 1429597 

PH-72 Rec'd 8/9/12 
Policy Page 8 

Policy Number: 1429�97 

Real property in the City of Eugene, County of Lane, State of Oregon, described as follows: 

PARCEL l: 

BEGINNING AT AN IRON PIPE FOUND MARKING THE INillAL POINT OF THE PLAT OF OAKLEIGH, AS 
PLATTED AND RECORDED IN BOOK 9, PAGE 32, LANE COUNTY OREGON PLAT RECORDS; THENCE EAST 
893.64 FEET ALONG THE SOUTH UNE OF SAID PLAT TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE 

. SOUTH 880 11' 00" EAST 2.72.13 FEET ALONG THE SOUTH UNE OF SAID PLAT TO A POINT MARKED BY 
AN IRON PIPE; THENCE SOUTH 07° 09' 32" EAST 345.55 FEET TO A POINT; THENCE NORTH 880 06' -
26" WEST 228.96 FEET; THENCE NORTH 01 a 51' 34" EAST 267.93 FEET; THENCE NORTH 870 37' 57" 
WEST 97.27 FEET; THENCE NORTH 01° 49' EAST 72.25 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, IN 
LANE COUNTY, OREGON. 

PARCEL II: 

BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE NORTH UNE OF A RESERVED ROADWAY SAID BEGINNING POINT 
BEING 937.1 FEET EAST OF A POINT 365.94 FEET NORTH 17o WEST OF A POINT 4843.4 FEET EAST OF 
THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF THE BENJAMIN DAVIS DONATION LAND ClAIM NO. 45; AND RUNNING 
THENCE NORTH 170 FEET; THENCE WEST 102 FEET; THENCE NORTH 48.5 FEET; THENCE WEST 100 

, FEET; THENCE NORTH 217 FEET; THENCE EAST 359 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 210 45' EAST 111.9 FEET; 
THENCE EAST 37.6 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 21° 45' EAST 113.8 REET; THENCE SOUTH ago 52' EAST 
229.3 REET; THENCE WEST 317.5 FEET TO THE PLACE OF BEGINNING, ALL IN SECTION 24 OF. 
TOWNSHIP 17 SOUTH, RANGE 4 WEST OF THE WILLAMETTE MERIDIAN, IN LANE COUNTY, OREGON; 

1 48 8 . 

ALSO: THE NORTH ONE-HALF OF THE EAST 317 1/2 FEET OF A 24 FOOT ROADWAY, THE CENTERliNE 
OF SAID ROADWAY BEING AS FOLLOWS: BEGINNING AT A POINT 353.43 FEET NORTH 170 0' WEST OF 
A POINT.4843.4 FEET EAST OF THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF THE BENJAMIN DAVIS DQNATION LAND 
CLAIM NO. 45; AND RUNNING THENCE EAST 1250.0 FEET, ALL IN LANE COUNTY, OREGON. 

ALSO: BEGINNING AT AN IRON PIPE FOUND-MARKING THE INITIAL POINT OF THE PLAT OF OAKLEIGH, 
AS PLATTED AND RECORDED IN BOOK 9, PAGE 32, LANE COUNTY OREGON PLAT RECORDS; THENCE 
EAST 894.0 FEET ALONG THE SOUTH UNE OF SAID PLAT TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; 
THENCE EAST 340.2 FEET ALONG THE SOUTH UNE OF SAID PLAT TO A POINT MARKED BY AN IRON 
PIPE; THENCE SOUTH 13° 10 1/2' EAST 74.2 FEET TO A POINT; THENCE WEST 357.1 FEET ALONG A 
UNE PARALLEL TO THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID PLAT TO A POINT; THENCE NORTH 60.3 FEET TO A 
POINT MARKED BY AN IRON PIN; THENCE NORTH 12.0 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING, IN 
LANE COUNTY, OREGON. 

. 

EXCEPT: BEGINNING AT AN IRON PIPE FOUND MARKING THE INITIAL POINT OF THE PLAT OF 
OAKLEIGH, AS PLATIED AND RECORDED IN BOOK 9, PAGE 32, LANE COUNTY OREGON PLAT RECORDS; 
THENCE EAST 893.64 FEET ALONG THE SOUTH UNE OF SAID PLAT TO THE TRUE POINT OF 
BEGINNING; THENCE SOUTH 88° 11'  00" EAST 272.13 FEET ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID PLAT TO 
A POINT MARKED BY AN IRON PIPE; THENCE SOUTH 070 09' 32" EAST 345.55 FEET TO A POINT; 
THENCE NORTH 88° 06' 26" WEST 228.96 FEET; THENCE NORTH 01° 51' 34" EAST 267.93 FEET; 
THENCE NORTH 87° 37' 57" WEST 97.27 FEET; THENCE NORTH 010 49' EAST 72.25 FEET TO THE TRUE 
POINT OF BEGINNING, IN LANE COUNTY, OREGON. 

First American Title Insurance Company of Oregon -
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Form No; 1402..06 
ALTA Owner's Policy.(6-17-06) · 

PH-72 Rec'd B/9112. 

Policy Page 9 
Polley Number: 1429597 

ALSO EXCEPT: BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE NORTH llNE OF A RESERVED ROADWAY; SAID 
BEGINNING POINT BEING 937.1 FEET EAST OF A POINT 366.17 FEET NORTH 1so 06' 48" WEST OF A 
POINT 4825.96 FEET SOUTH 880 OS' OS" EAST OF THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF THE BENJAMIN DAVIS 

. DONATION LAND GLAIM NO. 45; AND RUNNING THENCE NORTH 01° 51' 34" EAST 170 FEET; THENCE 
. SOUTH 880 08' 26" EAST 126.98 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 07° 09' 32" WEST 45.80 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 
01 o 54' 55" WEST 124.67 FEET; THENCE NORTH 88° 08' 26" WEST 134.03 FEET TO THE POINT OF 
BEGINNING, IN SECTION 24, TOWNSHIP 17 SOUTH, RANGE 4 WEST OF THE WILLAMETTE MERIDIAN, 
IN LANE COUNTY, OREGON. 

. 

ALSO EXCEPT: BEGINNING AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF LOT A OF PLAT OF OAKLEIGH, AS 
PLATTED AND RECORDED IN BOOK 9, PAGE 32, LANE COUNTY OREGON PLAT RECORDS, LANE 

. COUNTY, OREGON; THENCE RUN· SOUTH 880 1 1' 00" EAST ALONG THE SOUTH llNE OF SAID LOT A, 
139.68 FEET TO A POINT MARKED BY A 5/8 INCH IRON ROD MARKING THE TRUE POINT OF 
BEGINNING OF THE HEREIN DESCRIBED TRACT; THENCE LEAVING SAID SOUTH llNE OF LOT A AND 
RUN SOUTH 7o 09' 32" EAST 391.38 FEET TO A POINT REFERENCED BY A 5/8 INCH IRON ROD; 
THENCE SOUTH 1 o 54' 55" WEST 136.66 FEET TO A POINT ON THE CENTERllNE OF A 24.0 FOOT 
ROADWAY (MCCLURE LANE) SAID POINT BEING REFERENCED BY A 5/8 INCH IRON ROD AND BEING 
181.82 FEET NORTH 880 05' 05" WEST OF THE EAST END OF THAT CERTAIN 24.0 FOOT ROAD AS 
DESCRIBED ON THAT CERTAIN INSTRUMENT RECORDED IN REEL 32-54D, RECEPTION NO. 22964, 
DEED RECORDS OF LANE COUNTY, OREGON; THENCE FROM SAID 5/8 INCH IRON ROD RUN SOUTH 88° 
05' 05" EAST ALONG THE CENTERllNE OF SAID 24.0 FOOT ROAD A DISTANCE OF 181.82 FEET; 
THENCE NORTH 1° 54' 55" EAST 12.0 FEET TO A POINT REFERENCED BY A 5/8 INCH IRON ROD; 
THENCE SOUTH 88° 05' OS" EAST 1.01 FEET TO A POINT REFERENCED BY A 5/8 INCH IRON ROD; 
THENCE NORTH 7° 57' OS" WEST 229.26 FEET TO A POINT REFERENCED BY A 5/8 INCH IRON ROD; 
THENCE NORTH 19° 50' 05" WEST 113.80 FEET TO A POINT REFERENCEQ BY A 5/8 INCH IRON ROD; 
THENCE NORTH 88° 05' 05" WEST 37.62 FEET TO A POINT REFERENCED BY A 5/8 INCH IRON ROD; 
THENCE NORTH 19° 50' OS" WEST 1 1 1.90 FEET TO A POINT REFERENCED BY A 5/8 INCH IRON ROD; 
THENCE SOUTH 88° OS' OS" EAST 1.85 FEET; THENCE NORTH 11° 21' 30" WEST 77.79 FEET, MORE OR 
LESS, TO AN IRON PIPE ON THE SOUTH llNE OF LOT A OF SAID PLAT OF OAKLEIGH; THENCE NORTH 
sao 11'  00" WEST ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID LOT A, A DISTANCE OF 68.0 FEET TO THE TRUE 
POINT OF BEGINNING, IN LANE COUNTY, OREGON. 

APN: 0428159 and 0431781 

First A�erican Tit!� Insur.ance-Company of Oregon . .  
1 48 9  
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APPLICATION 

Planning & Development 
Planning 

City of Eugene 
99 West 1o'11 Avenue 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 
(541) 682-5377 
(541) 682-5572 Fax 
www.eugene·or.gov 

Please complete the following application checklist. Note that additional information may be required after further 
· review in order to adequately address the applicable approval criteria. If you have any questions about completing 
this application, please contact Planning staff at the Permit and Information Center, phone (541) 682-5377, 99 West 
10th Avenue, Eugene. 

list all Assessor's Map and Tax Lot numbers of the property included in the request. Please indicate if only a 
portion of a lot is included in the request. 

Assessor's Map 

l 1- � 0 4 • t-4 - 1 ':;  
l 't- • 0 4 • '2--4 - 'Z.4-

Site address(es): 

. 

Tax Lot 

L. o t :tf:  + O o  
L o;- � t; '5 00 

Area of Request (square feet/acres): A f f rd � , 2. • '2- 'l -;r A C • 

Existing Use of Property: 0 r e.{A �() 1.0 

Proposed Useof Property: Oa..\'-Letj� �W Co�ov.rt''\9' 
Adjustment Requested? Oves �o 

Specify type of adjustment being requested: 

Pre-application Conference (as required per EC 9.7005): 

Date: De C.. • '2-"j( 
Filing Fee 

'2- 0 l (  Conference No. L C.. 1/ - ':f b 

Zoning 

!'2-- I 
'f2.-- I 

JZI A filing fee must accompany all applications. The fee varies depending upon the type of application and is 
adjusted periodically by the City Manager. Check with Planning staff at the Permit and Information Center to 
determine the required fee or check the City website at www.eugeneplanning.org 

Willamette Greenway Permit Application Form . Updated: 7/2011 Page 1 of 5 
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AFFIDAVIT OF MAILING 

I, Willard C. Dixon, AlA, as the applicant I representative for the 
Oakleigh Meadow CoHousing project, hereby certify that on the 3 1 st day of 
January, 201 3 a true and correct copy of the notice of neighborhood I applicant 

meeting, marked as Exhibit "A" attached hereto and by this reference incorporate 
herein, was mailed to those referenced on Exhibit "B" accordance with the requirements 
of the Eugene City Code 9.7007. 

I further certify that the addresses shown on said Exhibit "B" are their regular addresses 
as determined from the books and records of the Lane County Department of 
Assessment and Taxation and that said Notices were placed in the United States Mail 
with postage fully prepared thereon. 

STATE OF OREGON 

COUNTY OF LANE 

) 
)SS 
) 

' 'Date 

On this d-, day of feb�<XA-�� , 201 3, before me, the undersigned, a 
notary pu li.c in and for _the said county a state, personally appeared the Within­
named, u who is known to me to be the identical individual 
described herein and who executed the same freely and voluntarily. 

Seal: 

OFFICIAL SEAL 
KELLY LYNN GATES 

NOTARY PUBUC • OREGON 
COMMISSION NO. 450299 

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I have hereunto 
set my hand and seal the day and year last 
above written. 

N ary blic 

� P e  1 9 2o13 
! y  c:; L:;'. i:':·] .:.;ne 

F:eiEHlnJn ·.�t Division 
1 49 1  
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Dear Neighbor: 

I 
' 

EXHIBIT II A" 

NEIGHBORHOOD/APPLICANT MEETING NOTICE · 

INVITATION 
to 

NEIGHBORHOOD-APPLICANT MEETING 

You are cordially invited to attend a meeting to discuss a proposed project located at the end of 
Oakleigh Ln on the south side of the road, in the River Road Community Organization (RRCO) area. 
The proposal tentatively includes a 28-unit cohousing development with common house. 

As the applicants preparing this proposal, we invite you to attend a meeting with us and other 
neighbors to review our plans, share information, and identify issues regarding the proposal. A copy of 
a preliminary plan of the proposal is included on the reserve side of this page. 

WHAT: Meeting to review a preliminary proposal for Oakleigh Meadow 
Co Housing (OMC) 

WHO: OMC members, property owners and residents in the surrounding 
area, and the neighborhood association. 

WHEN: Feb 161h, 2013; 1:00pm-4:00pm 

WHERE: River Road Annex, 1055 River Rd., Eugene, OR 

No applications for this proposal have been submitted to the City yet. Your comments and input into 
the proposal at this early stage will be valuable in helping us to identify issues and shape the proposal. 
We hope you can attend. 

For more information, please feel free to contact the OMC Project Manager, Willard C. Dixon, AlA, by 
telephone at 541.689.3548 (office) or via email at wcd@willardcdixon.com. 
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Oakleigh mail 
Name Address City State Zip 
Lynn and Wil l  Dixon 1 15 E. Hi l l iard Ln . EUGENE OREGON 97404 
Rachel Stedman 131 OAKLEIGH LN . EUGENE OREGON 97404 

David Aflee/Joan Connolly 1 3 1  MCCLURE LN EUGENE OREGON 97404 
Cecelia A. Baxter-Heintz 1 18 MCCLURE LN EUGENE OREGON 97404 
Rick R. Volchok 126 E H ILLIARD LN EUGENE OREGON 97404 
Tammy and Terry Crafton 1 1 7  OAKLEIGH LN EUGENE OREGON 97404 

Gale and Diane Duncan 1 2 1  OAKLEIGH LN EUGENE OREGON 97404 
� 

Sandy a n d  Bryn Thoms 135 OAKLEIGH LN EUGENE OREGON 97404 � Lara Bovilsky 1 1 6  OAKLEIGH LN EUGENE OREGON 97404 
Square One Investments LLC 1 3 1 1  Lorane Hwy. EUGENE OREGON 97405 :r 
Owner: 107 McCLure Units 1/2 . .  -· .,. Current Resident(s) 107 1/2 MCCLURE LN EUGENE OREGON 97404 -· 

Anne a nd Terry Love 133 OAKLEIGH LN EUGENE OREGON 97404 .. 
Angel Garcia Jr. 1 1 2  OAKLEIGH LN EUGENE OREGON 97404 • 

II Joseph Minor 340 Westridge Pl . Petaluma CA 94952 
owner : l 19 McCLure 

'1111 

Current Resident(s) 1 1 9  MCCLURE LN EUGENE OREGON 97404 �. 

Olive Rossman 1 1 5  OAKLEIGH LN EUGENE OREGON 97404 
Robin Bernardi 1272 Will iamette St. # 3 1 0  EUGENE OREGON 97401 
Owner: 123 Oakleigh Ln 

Current Resident(s) 123 OAKLEIGH LN EUGENE OREGON 97404 
Bryn E. Thoms 1 3 5  OAKLEIGH LN EUGENE O REGON 97404 
Owner" 1 50 E. Hilliard Ln. 

Current Resident(s) 1 50 E H ILLIARD LN EUGENE OREGON 97404 
Current Resident(s) 107 MCCLURE LN EUGENE OREGON 97404 

� 
.j>. 
co 
"' 
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.... Name Address City State Zip 

Current Resident(s) 109 MCCLURE LN EUGENE OREGON 97404 
Songsri and John Greenhoot 125 OAKLEIGH LN EUGENE OREGON 97404 
Sabine A. Wilke 1 14 MCCLURE LN EUGENE OREGON 97404 

• 

Current Resident(s) 138 E HILLIARD LN EUGENE OREGON 97404 
Caesar and Mellani OCampo 136 E H ILLIARD LN EUGENE OREGON 97404 
Joan H u rley 144 E H ILLIARD LN EUGENE O REGON 97404 
Rich Phaigh 35917 Camp Creek Rd . Springfiei< OREGON 97478 �-

Current Resident(s) 1 28 E HILLIARD LN EUGENE OREGON 97404 
Jacqueline Marlette/Richard Damt 1 1 9  OAKLEIGH LN EUGENE OREGON 97404 

Lauren Regan 259 E . .  5th #300A EUGE N E  OREGON 97401 
Owner: 160 Oakleigh Ln. 

Current Resident(s) 160 OAKLEIGH LN EUGENE OREGON 97404 
Ethan and Marjorie Hutchinsor 1 14 OAKLEIGH Lane #A&B EUGEN E OREGON 97404 

Owners: 1 14 Oakleigh Ln A/B 

Curreht Resident(s) 1 14 OAKLEIGH LN A EUGENE OREGON 97404 
Current Resident(s) 1 14 OAKLEIGH LN B EUGENE OREGON 97404 
Dan and Diane Mathis 1 1 5 5  Laurel Ave. Springfieh OREGON 97478 ,---, 

Owner: 130 Oakleigh Ln 

Current Resident(s) 130 OAKLEIGH LN EUGENE OREGON 97404 
Brenda Bair 935 RIVER RD EUGEN E OREGON 97404 
Anthony and Jane Towne 127 MCCLURE LN EUGENE OREGON 97404 
Bessie Brandt 449 W. Azalea Ave. EUGENE OREGON 97404 
Owner: 130 Oakleigh Ln . 

Current Resident(s) 121 MCCLURE LN EUGEN E OREGON 97404 
Kenneth Best 2 1 0 1  W. 16th Court EUGENE OREGON 97402 
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Name Address City State Zip 

Owner of 1 1 2  McClure 

Current Resident(s) 1 1 2  MCCLURE LN 1 . EUGENE OREGON 97404 

Current Resident(s) 1 1 2  MCCLURE LN EUGENE OREGON 97404 

Bruce and J i l l  Buschelman 1 13 MCCLURE LN EUGENE OREGON 97404 

Lisa Maureen Vreim 1 16 MCCLURE LN EUGENE OREGON 97404 

John Mancini P.O.  Box 41243 EUGENE OREGON 97404 

Owner of 1 1 2  McClure .�. 

Current Resident(s) 129 MCCLURE LN EUGENE OREGON 97404 

David Zarzycki 344 River Road EUGE N E  OREGON 97404 

Owner: 122 McClure 

Current Resident(s) 122 MCCLURE LN EUG E N E  OREGON 97404 

Nancy K. U nruh 1 26 MCCLURE LN EUGE N E  OREGON 97404 
Dean Larry and Bonita Nussbaum 128 MCCLURE LN EUGEN E . O REGON 97404 
Tom Yah ner 130 MCCLURE LN EUGENE OREGON 97404 

David and Barbara Campbell 125 MCCLURE LN EUGEN E OREGON 97404 

Jesse Milton Thomas 1 1 1  MCCLURE LN EUGEN E OREGON 97404 
Judy L. Scott 105 MCCLURE LN EUGENE OREGON 97404 

David Buck 1 187 Park Ave. EUGENE OREGON 97404 .�. 

Owner: 139 E. Hilliard Ln 

Current Resident(s) 139 E HILLIARD LN EUGENE OREGON 97404 

NEDCO 2 1 2  Main St. Springfielc OREGON 97477 
Owner: 137 E. Hilliard Ln 

Current Resident(s) 137 E H ILLIARD LN EUGE N E  OREGON 97404 
Lisa Ann Shamoon 133 E HILLIARD LN EUG E N E  OREGON 97404 
Gary Hal ler 127 E HILLIARD LN EUGE N E  OREGON 97404 

...... Arden Wayne M u nkres 147 E .  HILLIARD LN EUGENE OREGON 97404 
.j:> 
«> 
U'l 
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co 
m Name Address City State Zip 

Grethe and Douglas Keever 1 24 E.  HILLIARD LN EUGENE OREGON 97404 
Joan Bradley 140 E HILLIARD LN EUGENE OREGON 97404 
Richliegh R. Phaigh 359 1 7  Camp Creek Rd . Springfietc OREGON 97478 
Owner: 132 E Hilliard Ln 

Current Resident(s) 132 E HILLIARD LN EUGEN E OREGON 97404 
Current Resident(s) 132 OAKLEIGH LN EUGENE OREGON 97404 

r' ,  
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First Name 

Carolyn . 
Matt carleen 
Becky 
Terri Jon 

L/�-

Last Title Address 

Burke Planning Division 99 W. 1 0th Ave. 

Rodrigues City Engineer 99 E. Broadway, Suite-400 

O'Reilly River Road Assoc. 395 Marion Ln 
Taylor City of Eugene Planning Dept 99 W. 1 Oth Ave. 

Harding Planning Dept. 99W. 1 0th Ave. 

Belcher River Road Assoc. 1 243 Rome Ln. 

�. 

City State Zip 
EUGENE OREGON 97401 

EUGENE OREGON 97401 

EUGENE OREGON 97404 

EUGENE OREGON 97401 

EUGENE OREGON 97401 

EUGENE OREGON 97404 

�-

/"'"' . 
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AFFIDAVIT OF POSTING 

I, Willard C. Dixon, AlA, the applicant I representative for the Oakleigh Meadow Co- · 

Housing project, hereby certify that on this 1 st day of FebruaN. 2013,  a sign for the 
neighborhood/applicant meeting was posted on the subject property in accordance 
with the requirements of the Eugene City Code 9.7007. 

Applicant's I Representative' 

STATE OF OREGON ) 
)S 

COUNTY OF LANE ) 

' 7Date 

On this 2 day of Fe6ro�&r--� , 2013 , before me, the undersigned, 
a notary public in and for the said county a d state, personally appeared the Within-
named, L.)";\\cl sJ.. t<:)COr- who is known to me to be the identical individual 

· 

described herein and who executed the same freely and voluntarily. 

Seal: 

1 4 9 8  

I N  TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I have 
hereunto set my hand and seal the day and 
year last above written. 
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SUMMARY MEETING NOTES 
from 

NEIGHBORHOOD/APPLICANT MEETING 

Project N<1me: Oakleigh Meadow LLC 
Applicant: Will Dixon , A lA 
Applicant's Phone: 5 4-l . C(l b e  . Cj � b 0 

Meeting Date: February 16, 2013 
Meeting Time: 1:00 to 4:00 p.m. 
Meeting Location: River Road Park Annex, 1055 River Road, Eugene OR 97404 

Brief project description, as presented at meeting: 
• size of property 
• # and types of units 
• architect -designed 
• all parking on property, including guest parking 
• common house 
• garden space 
• stewardship of adjoining greenway 

Key questions raised at the meeting: 
• Annexation: Will nearby neighbors have the opportunity to be annexed to 

City of Eugene, or will they be required to? What will the tax impact to 
neighbors be? 

• Density: Why did you decide on 28 units? Why not fewer? How many units 
are needed to make this financially possible? 

• Plan B: What will happen to the land if the OMC project fails? 
• Unit cost: What do the units cost? What constitutes a unit? If property is 

limited to 28 units, how does common house fit into that equation? 
• Bus service: Will there be increased bus service on River Road to 

accommodate the added people living in the neighborhood? 
• Greenway permit process: What is it? How long will it take? Then what 

happens? 
• Traffic concerns: What is the plan for controlling car traffic for commuters? 

How will people turn onto Oakleigh Lane without a traffic light? What is the 
plan for parking when you run out of on-site parking spaces? Where does the 
project driveway emerge vis a vis my property (lives across the street on 
Oakleigh)? 

• . Trees: Which trees will be cut down? 
• View: How tall is the tallest building? Will I lose my view? 
• Drainage: Neighbor across Oakleigh is downslope from the project and is 

worried about water run-off. 
• Street improvements: Will I need to pay for sidewalks? How will sidewalk 

affect parking? 

1 4 9 9  
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Any concerns or issues that may need follow-up (i.e. more discussion or plan 
revisions): 

' 

• Desire for more chips on path le!lding to city greenway meadow (path is 
mucky now) 

• Building #6: Do we need 20' between building 6 and nearest neighbor's 
housejwoodshop? Could we put up an 8' cinderblock wall to avoid the 
setback requirement? 

• Building #1: Concern about kids playing or other noise spilling out onto 
Oakleigh Lane. 

• Will garages be put against the property line? 
• Blackberries: What is the intent for where the blackberries are on Oakleigh 

Lane? Will you be removing them? 
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PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 

APPLICATION -- TENTATIVE STAGE 

n 
' '\ " 

APR  .t 0 i�.l :3 

f (-f� 17 
Planning & Development 
Planning 

City of Eugene 

99 West 101h Avenue 

Eugene, Oregon 97401 

(541} 682-5377 

(541} 682-5572 FAX 

www.eugene-or.gov 

Please complete the following application checklist.Pifc'ltnfi�t �)ddH:Y&Kal information may be required after further 
review in order to adequately address the applicable approval criteria. If you have any questions about filling out 
this application, please contact' Planning staff at the Permit and Information Center, phone (541) 682-5377, 99 West 
lOth Avenue, Eugene. 

List all Assessor's Map and Tax Lot numbers of the property included in the request. Proposals are required to 
include all property under contiguous ownership of the applicant. 

Assessor's Map 
\ T- 0 '1 -'1-A· - t � 
L1- - 0 4 - '2.--L\- - 1.-4-

Area of Request (square feet/acres): 

Existing Use of Property: 

Proposed Use of Property: 

Number of Dwellings: Existing: 

Number of Lots: Existing: 

Planned Unit Development Approval Criteria (check one): .J8l General (EC 9.8320) 
D Needed Housing (EC 9.8325) 

Tax Lot 

4 0  0 
5 'ii o o  

Proposed: 

Proposed: L 

Is site included on City acknowledged Statewide Goal 5 Inventory? 
Oves · 0No tz]_uncertain 

Does adjustment request include stormwater drainage facilities: !X!_ Yes D No 
(If request includes Pollution Reduction/Flow Control, submit approved alternative design. 
If request includes Source Control, submit DAR form.) 

Pre-application Conference (as required per EC 9.7005): 

Date: D e ( .  ?_:d. 1.. 0 \ I  Conference No.: L C. l J  - 1- fo 

Tentative Planned Unit Development 
Application Form 
1 50 2  

Updated: 7/2011 

Zoning 
f'-· -- I 

\2.. -- ] 

Page 1 of 7 



Jllgjghborhood/Applicant Meeting (equirements 

( 
Provide the following documentation that a neighborhood/applicant meeting was held per EC 9.7007 (see EC 9.7010}: �he list of persons to whom notice was mailed pursuant to EC 9.7007(5} and a signed statement that notice was 

"\lasted and mailed to those on the list; � A copy of the notice; 
� A copy of the meeting notes and sign,in sheet described at EC 9. 7007(9}; and Ef A copy of the site plan presented at the meeting. 

Filing Fee 

B A filing fee must accompany al l  applications. The fee varies depending upon the type of application and is 
adjusted periodically by the City Manager. Check with Planning staff at the Permit and Information Center to 
determine the required fee or check the City website at www.eugeneplanning.org 

Submittal Requirements: 
Provide 3 paper copies and one CD copy of a l l  application materials (i.e. written statement, site plans, etc.} in pdf 
format at the time of initial submittal. Please note that it is the applicant's responsibility to make sure that the CD 
and paper copies are identical. Following completeness review, an updated CD and additional paper copies may be 
required. All site plans must be folded to a size equal or less than 11" x 17". 

Written Statement 

{;2j Clearly state whether the application is to be reviewed under General or Needed Housing criteria .  Submit a 
detailed written statement which describes the proposed use of the property and how the proposed planned unit 
development satisfies all applicable approval criteria (EC 9.8300-9.8310 and 9.8320 or 9.8325}. 

ra The statement must include the names, addresses, and telephone numbers of the design team members, and 
( ( designation of the professional coordinator for the project. 

( (  

Site Plan Requirements 

� Show the date, north arrow, and standard engineer's scale on the site plan. 

� Show the Assessor's Map and Tax lot numbers involved in the request on the site plan. 

IXJ Show a vicinity map on the site plan (vicinity map does not need to be drawn to scale}. 

IX) Show the dimensions of the plan boundary, dimensions of proposed lots, approximate square footage 
calculations, and proposed parcel lines. 

IS(] Show the location of parcel lines and other layout details for future division of parcels greater than 13,500 square . 
feet. 

l:ZJ Show the location of all existing and proposed structures and indicate whether the existing structures will remain 
or be removed. 

DQ Provide elevation drawings that portray the scale and appearance of proposed buildings. 

12\l Provide a tabulation of al l impervious surface areas (existing and proposed}. including the amount of area 
covered by building(s}, parking, and the amount of area devoted to open space 

[2g I ndicate on the site plan and provide a supporting written statement addressing the solar lot standards (this 
applies only to land zoned R-1, and R-2}. 

Tentative Planned Unit Development 
Application Form 

last Revised 7/2009 Page 2 of 7 
1 5 0 3  
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0 Provide a cover sheet with the c{ ication and signatures of the professioni ordinator and al l  design team 
members for the project. Each drawing must be stamped and signed by the licensed professional responsible for 
preparing the plans. 

�Show the width and location of all existing and proposed public and private easements. 

1Zl Show al l  contiguous property under the same ownership. The application shall include al l  contiguous 
undeveloped or partially developed property under the same ownership. 

51 Show all proposed grading for streets, building areas, and other proposed development. 

[ill_ Show the type and size of existing or proposed fencing and/or landscape buffering. 

� Include a phasing plan that indicates any proposed phasing for development, including the boundaries and 
sequencing of each phase. 

Wastewater Requirements 

[8l Show the location and flowline elevation of the existing public wastewater sewer at proposed connection 
point(s). 

La Show the existing and proposed wastewater sewer layout, including service to each lot. (Each lot must be 
connected to the public wastewater sewer.) 

Water Supply Requirements 

D{l Show a diagram (including diameter) of existing and proposed water mains. 

m Show existing and proposed fire hydrants. 

Storm Drainage Requirements 

[)(! Show the location and flow line elevation of the existing public piped system at proposed connection point(s) 

� Delineate the tops-of-banks of al l  open waterways on and adjacent to the property. 

gj Delineate the Special Flood Hazard Area and the base flood elevation. 

EZJ A description of the extent to which a watercourse will be altered or relocated as a result of proposed 
development, including a stormwater analysis of pre- and post-development flows. 

g} Show existing and proposed storm drainage, including the type of facilities proposed for collection, conveyance, 
and treatment of storm water for al l  lots and development consistent with the stormwater provisions at EC 
9.6790 - 9.6795. 

�Submit a stormwater analysis that demonstrates compliance with stormwater provisions at EC 9.6790 - 9.6795. 

{gJ Indicate whether the stormwater system or portions thereof are proposed for public or private maintenance. If 
applicable, submit a draft Operations and Maintenance Plan (for private facilities) and/or Operations and 
Maintenance Agreement (for public facilities) consistent with EC 9.6797. 

Tree Preservation Requirement 

Tentative Planned Unit Development 
il��tion Form 

last Revised 7/2009 Page 3 of7 
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D Provide a tree preservation plan <Jnd report prepared by a certified arborist opoproved equivalent. Both the 
plan and reports shall demonstr<( ;ompliance with EC 9.8320(4)(b), (c) and ( and/or other applicable 
requirements. 

jgl Show the location, size and species of existing trees on site that are 8 inches or more in diameter at DBH (4.5 feet 
above ground). Provide an assessment of the condition of the existing trees, indicate whether they will be 
preserved or removed, and indicate the means of preservation when applicable. 

121 Show the "critical root zones" for trees to be preserved and provide supporting information that preserved trees 
will not be impacted so as to constitute "tree removal," as defined in EC 9.0500. 

Natural Features Assessment and Delineation of Applicable Boundaries on Site Plan. Site plans shall show 
the following information in accordance with EC 9.8320(4/(a}: 

� Significant on-site vegetation, including rare plants (those that are proposed for listing or are l isted under State or 
Federal law), and native plant communities. 

lZJ All documented habitat for all rare animal species (those that are proposed for listing or are l isted under State or 
Federal law). 

[;& Prominent topographic features, such as ridgelines and rock outcrops shown. 

[L1 Wetlands, intermittent and perennial stream corridors, and riparian areas shown. 

[21 Natural resource areas designated in the Metro Plan d iagram as "Natural Resource" and areas identified in any 
city-adopted natural resource inventory. 

� Submit a mitigation plan, in accordance with EC 9.8320{4)(c). 

landscaping Requirements 

[8L Show the location, species, and size of existing and proposed landscaping. 

[21 Indicate means of irrigation. 

1Z1 Show open space and landscaping proposed for open space areas. 

Contour Intervals 
Must be shown as below and must be based on City Bench Mark. The City Bench Mark used must be noted on the 
plans. 

I ndicate bench mark used. 
� One-foot contour intervals for ground slopes up to five percent. 
0 Two-foot contour intervals for ground slopes between five and ten percent. g) Five-foot contour intervals for ground slopes exceeding ten percent. 

Parking Area Requirements 

·0. Show the location, number, and dimensions of existing and proposed parking spaces, including aisle widths and 
disabled parking spaces. 

( ( J Show the location, number, and dimensions of bicycle parking spaces, including long-term and short-term bicycle 
parking. 

Tentative Planned Unit Development 
Application Form 

last Revised 7/2009 Page 4 of 1505 



D Show traffic circulation patterns, including the width of travel lanes. . I 
\ 

. � Show landscaping and screening for parking areas. 

[RJ Show means of protection for landscaped areas {i.e. curbs). 

{[I Show the location and height of all existing and proposed lighting for parking area. 

� Show designated car pool and van pool parking for developments with 20 or more employees. 

Street and Public Access Wav Requirements 

@ Identify the number of peak hour trips based on the proposed development. If the development will generate 
100 or more trips during any peak hour, a Traffic Impact Analysis Review shall be required in accordance with EC 
9.8650 - 9.8680. 

0 Identify the street classification of all streets in accordance with EC 9.6850 and EC 9.6870. 

J';X! Indicate potential slope easements. 

[4 Provide a street center profile using ground elevations when proposed streets intersect 15% grade. 

CS!J. Provide the distance from centerline-to-centerline of al l  street intersections. 

EZJ Show the location and widths {right-of-way and paving width) of al l  existing and proposed streets, intersections, 
and bike and pedestrian access ways, both within and adjacent to the project. 

�Show existing and proposed curbs and sidewalks on the site and adjacent to the site. 

I:ZJ Show street connectivity and provide supporting narrative to address applicable street connectivity standards 
from EC 9.6815, and secondary emergency vehicle access, if applicable. 

'6J Show street names for all existing and proposed streets {public and private), in accordance with EC 9.6855. 

IZJ Indicate the radii of all curves on the plans. 

KJ Show the location and type of existing and proposed transit-related facilities. 

[Sa Identify any street grade over 12 %. 

[4 Show all existing private access driveways to property. When the property fronts a street under Lane County 

.-J
urisdiction, also show driveway locations for adjacent properties. 

� Submit an Alternative Traffic Safety Study {ATSS) if an  adjustment is requested to required internal vehicle stacking at 
EC 9.6703{3){a). 

(EJ Note any amount of increase to the development site's peak hour trips due to the proposed development; particularly 
if the increase is more than 50% and there will be 20 or more additional peak hour trips than the previous/existing 
use. 

{3 Demonstrate that access to the development site is located in accordance with EC 7.420. 

( .itreet and Utility Improvement Requirements 

� Show existing and proposed public and private improvements. 

Tentative Planned Unit Development 
itrii:Jjl«iition Form 

Last Revised 7/2009 Page 5 of 7 
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D · Note on the plan whether public( rovements are to be constructed publici( privately. 
' 

� Note on plan the location, size and species of existing and proposed street trees. 

� Note on plan the location of any existing or proposed street lights. 

Architectural Features of Proposed Buildings 

[2l lndicate general building locations, bulk and height. 

CZJ i ndicate key architectural features of proposed buildings (concept drawings okay). 

I;J If subject to the South Hills, indicate how buildings proposed on slopes will blend with natural terrain. 

Supporting Documents - (submit 3 copies) 

@ Submit a Geotechnical Analysis, if required, to satisfy applicable criteria. 

[gl, Submit a preliminary title report. ,E1 The applicant is responsible for meeting State/Federal wetland requirements. Submit a wetland determination 
and a letter of acceptance of the determination from the Oregon Division of State Lands (ODSL) and if necessary, 
a wetland delineation report for potential wetlands identified on the Eugene Local Wetlands Inventory (LWI) · 
maps, West Eugene Wetlands Plan (WEWP) maps, Wetland Determination reports, or other sources which 
indicate the potential presence of wetlands. 

J8l. Submit a legal description of property included in the planned unit development application. This legal 
description must be typed on an 8W' x 11" white sheet of paper (no letterhead) so that it is suitable for recording 
(submit one copy only). 

Tentative Planned Unit Development 
Application Form 

Last Hevised 7/2009 Page 6 of 7 
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By signing, the undersigned certifies that he/she has read and understood the s11bmittal requirements outlined, 
and that he/she understands that c/ ;sion of any listed item may cause delay(_ .1rocessing the application. I 

, (We), the undersigned, acknowledge that the information supplied in this application is complete and accurate to 
the best of my (our) knowledge. 

OWNER (Also the Applicant? rgj Yes I D No): 

Name (print): O cdd e( � [Y\e£u-low Phone: {S 4 1  G fi1 · 3 S 4B <9FACe {2 4 l) 0£ fl - 596 o 
\... 

Address: 'SO 0 1; lcvw -e,\ v J , 
City/State/Zip: E\f � I 0 (<_ Cj -=t- 4-0 7--

Signature: 

APPLICANT!li / APPLICANT'S REPRESENTATIVE 0 (Check one): 

Name (print): D U\.\Lle  \ft'\.A � LV  lA-- L-
v 

Company/Organization: { ' ' ' ' '  

Address: ) 0 0 t:>lcv�v- B[ v J_ .  
City/State/Zip: fvF 1 0 P� E-mail (if applicable): 

Signature: �-J;{ &__ C '&-� +/--
. I 

APPLICANT'S REPRESENTATIVE � / DESIGNATED CONTACT PERSON 0 (Check a\1 that apply): -
Name (print): W � \ \ INv-o{ C - D l >( 0'1\ A \,L\ 
Company/Organization: Wi \ lcvv-A C !) ( >foV\ Av-t:M '  =/ecf L \... C. 

Address: 3 0 0 \S l!k� {' b l v' J. -
City/State/Zip: Ev OK E-mail ( ifapplicable): w cA €2 L,/il lwrJ c d i  �Ov1 ' {I) V\11 

Tentative Planned U nit Development 
!l�&tion Form 
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Planning 
Receipt 

Method of Payment: 

Received 
From 

Address 

. 

D Cash 5Y Check # I D3'6 '4-' iJ- ) cif'o""' 
D Visa/MC 

Amount Received Phone 

Plan�ing & Development 

Planning Division 
99 West 1oth Avenue 
Eugene, OR 97401 
(541) 682-5377 

Project 'f l) \0 <f W b 
Enter amount: 

' 

1
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CERTIFICATE OF FILING AND SERVICE 

I certify that on February 27, 2014, I caused to be filed the original Record of 
Proceedings with the Land Use Board of Appeals, at the following address, by causing the same 
to be deposited in the U.S. Mail at Eugene, Oregon enclosed in a sealed envelope with postage 
prepaid. 

Land Use Board of Appeals 
775 Summer Street NE, Suite 330 
Salem, OR 97301-1283 

I further certify that on the same date, I served a true and complete copy of said document 
on the party or parties listed below, by causing the same to be deposited in the U.S. Mail at 
Eugene, Oregon enclosed in a sealed envelope with postage prepaid to the addresses as follows: 

Lauren C. Regan 
Justice Law Group 
259 East 5th Avenue, Suite 300A 
Eugene, OR 97401 

Attorney for Petitioners 

Zack P. Mittge 
Hutchinson, Cox, Coons, Orr & Sherlock, P.C. 
P.O. Box 10886 
Eugene, OR 97440 

Attorney for Intervenor-Respondent 

Anne C. Davies, OSB #910149 
Assistant City Attorney for Respondent City of Eugene 

(00115603;1 ) 



























































































IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE OF OREGON

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

PAUL CONTE and SIMON TRAUTMAN,
Petitioners,
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Respondents.
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Attorney fog Respondent City of
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A. STATEMENT 4F TI~[E CASE

1. Nature of the Proceeding and Relief Sought.

Petitioners Paul Conte and Simon Trautman seek judicial review of the

final opinion and order of the Land Use Board of Appeals ("CUBA"), CUBA

# 2014-001, dated August 21, 2014. ("LUBA's Opinion"). ER pp 1 — 42;

CUBA Rec pp 50 — 92.' LUBA's Opinion remanded the decision of

Respondent City of Eugene (the "City") on one assignment of error. This

appeal seeks review of LUBA's decision and requests that this court overturn

portions of LUBA's Opinion that affirmed the City's decision granting a

tentative planned unit development ("PITD").

2. Nature of Order Sought to Be Reviewed.

LLTBA's Opinion remanded a decision by the City to grant approval for a

tentative PUD application. CUBA remanded based. on one assignment of error,

but denied. several other assignments of error. This appeal seeks review of

LUBA's decision on several of the denied assignments of error.

References to the record developed before CUBA will use the format "LLTBA

Rec;" references to the record developed before the City will use either "Rec"

for the initial Record. filed by the City, or "Supp Rec" for the Supplemental

Record filed by the City in response to various record objections.

QCT+~BER 2014
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3, Statutory Basis of Appellate Jurisdiction.

This court has jurisdiction over final orders of LUBA pursuant to ORS

197.850{1). LUBA's Opinion is a final order pursuant to OAR 661-010-

0070(1).

4. Date of Entry of Final Order.

LUBA issued its Opinion and Order on August 21, 2014. ER p 1. The

Petition for Judicial Review was filed and served on September 10, 2014.

LUBA Rec pp 1 - 2. The Petition for Judicial Review was timely filed under

ORS 197.850(3)(a).

5, Nature and Jurisdictional Basis of Agency Action.

As the City's decision was a final. decision granting approval for a

tentative planned unit development application, LUBA had jurisdiction over the

City's decision under ORS 197.825(1).

6. Questions Presented on Appeal.

{a) Did LUBA err in denying Petitioner Simon Trautman's Motion to

Intervene, when the Notice of Intent to Appeal was improperly filed and was

not served on all participants in the proceeding before the City?

(b) Did LUBA err in affirming the City's interpretation of EC

9.83205) and (6) to not require any evaluation of standards for the



~j

transportation system outside the proposed development?

{c) Did LLT}~A err in affirming the City's determination that a 42.5

wide street was safe notwithstanding the only evidence in the record indicating

that any right-of-way less than 45 feet presented significant safety issues?

'~. Summary of Arguments.

This Petition for Judicial Review presents several issues, one procedural

and the rest substantive. The procedural issue involves the ability of a

participant to intervene in a LUBA proceeding when the local government fails

to follow statutory requirements and notify the participant of hearings and the

final decision. When the participant was eventually served with the notice of

intent to appeal, he moved to intervene in the appeal. The text and context of

ORS 197.830(7), as well as the legislative history of that provision, support

allowing intervention in this situation.

The substantive issues revolve around the requirements in the Eugene

Code ("EC") to provide "safe and adequate transportation systems" and to

avoid creating "significant risks to public health and safety." LUBA erred in

affirming the interpretation of the code to not require any consideration of street

adequacy outside of the boundaries of the proposed development. In addition,

LUBA erred in affirming findings that never reconciled conflicting statements

• •: 1 ~
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in the only evidence relied on by the City in finding that the application had met

those criteria. Finally, LUBA erred in affirming the City's findings that a 42.5

wide right-of-way would be adequate when the only evidence in the record

demonstrates that a minimum right-of-way width of 45 feet was required to

provide for a safe and adequate transportation system and anything less would

create a significant risk to public health and safety, including impeding

emergency response.

8, Statement of Material Facts.

This petition for judicial review concerns errors arising from two separate

sets of facts, which are set out in two different places in LUBA's Opinion. The

facts that underlay the procedural error can be found on pages 2 and 3 of

LUBA's Opinion:

"[Petitioners Oakleigh-McClure Neighbors et al (Neighbors)] filed
their [Notice of Intent to Appeal (NITA)] on January 3, 2014.
Under ORS 197.830(7), the deadline for intervention in the appeal
expired on January 24, 2014. Trautman filed his motion to
intervene on March 11, 2014, 68 days after the NITA was filed. As
we explained in our May 1 order, as required by OAR 661-010-
0015(2) and (3)(~(D), on January 3, 2014, Neighbors served
copies of the NITA on "[a]ny * * *person to whom written notice
of the land use decision or limited land use decision was mailed as
shown on the governing body's records." However, after the NITA
was filed, the city discovered that it had failed to mail notice of the
decision to all persons who participated orally or in writing during
the proceedings before the city, and. on February 4, 2014, after the
21-day deadline far intervention had expired, the city subsequently

~~7~~73~IZ►•IIjC!
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provided a second mailed notice of the decision to the remaining
persons entitled to notice of the decision. The city then
presumably provided an updated list of "[a]ny * * *person to
whom written notice of the land use decision or limited land use
decision was mailed as shown on the governing body's records" to
Neighbors. Thereafter, on February 20, 2014, Neighbors provided
a certificate of service to LUBA certifying that Neighbors served a
copy of their NITA on additional persons whom the city identified
as being mailed written notice of the decision on February 4, 2014,
and who were thus entitled to be served with a copy of the NITA
under OAR 661-010-0015(2) and (3)(~(D). One of those
additional persons was Trautman. On March 11, 2014, 68 days
after the notice of intent to appeal was filed, and 20 days after
being served with a copy of the NITA, Trautman moved to
intervene on the side of Neighbors in the appeal." ER pp 3-4.

The facts underlying the substantive errors can be found at pages 7 — 9 of

LUBA's Opinion:

"[The applicant, Oakleigh Meadows Co-Housing [the "Applicant"
or "Meadows")] applied for tentative planned unit development
(PUD) approval fora 29-unit residential development on 2.3 acres

of land zoned low density residential (R-1). The only access to the

subject property is via Oakleigh Lane, an east/west street that runs
from its western intersection with River Road approximately 8S0
feet to the subject property. The subject property is located.
adjacent and to the south of Oakleigh Lane, and is adjacent to a

city park on the east, and. single family dwellings and vacant land
zoned residential on its north, west, and south. Oakleigh Lane

terminates at approximately the mid-point of the northern

boundary of the subject property. Existing Oakleigh Lane has a 19-

foot wide unstriped, paved surface and lacks curbs and gutters,

storm drainage, and sidewalks.

"As we discuss in more detail later in this opinion., the city

required Meadows to dedicate a 22.5 foot strip of land for right of

way purposes along Oakleigh Lane, and a 13 foot strip of land
OCTOBER 2014
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from the point at which Oakleigh Lane terminates on the property
boundary to the eastern property boundary, to accommodate (1 j a
future hammerhead turnaround to connect to the adjoining property
to the north, in the event it further develops, and (2) a bike and
pedestrian path to connect to the adjacent park to the east of the
property. However, the city approved a temporary emergency
hammerhead turnaround that is located entirely on the western
portion of the subject property until the property to the north of the
subject property is developed and the hammerhead turnaround can
be built.

"The hearings officer held a hearing on the application and
approved it with conditions. Petitioners and others appealed the
hearings officer's decision to the planning commission, and the
planning commission affirmed the hearings officer's decision."
ERpp7-9.

--
~ ..;~,;

FIRST ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR: ILUBA Erred in Denying the Motion
to Intervene Filed by Simon Trautman.

1. Preservation of Error.

The issue of whether Trautman's Motion to Intervene should be allowed

was raised by Intervenor-Respondent Oakleigh Meadows in its Response to

Trautman's Motion to Intervene, LUBA Rec pp 814 — 816, and Trautman's

Reply to Intervenor's Response to Motion to Intervene, LUBA Rec pp 802 —

$O5. This issue was preserved.

2. Standard of Review.

In reviewing the final. order of LUBA, the Court of Appeals shall reverse

or remand if LtTBA's order is "unlawful in substance." ORS 197.850(9){a);
(JCTOBER 2Q 14



Zz~ker v. City of Bend, 233 Or App 601, 227 Pad 1174 (2010). As this case

involves the interpretation of statutes, the Court's role is to "ascertain and

declare what is, in terms or in substance, contained therein, not to insert what

has been omitted, or to omit what has been inserted." ORS 174.010. LUBA's

interpretation is not entitled to any deference and the Court reviews the statutes

at issue consistent with the methodology described in PGE v. Bureau of Labor

and Industrzes, 317 Or 606, 859 P2d 1143 {1993), as amplified in State v.

Gaines, 346 Or 160, 20b Pad 1042 (2009). In general, the court examines the

text and context of the statute, as well as any legislative history offered by the

parties.

3, Argument.

At the time the application was submitted, Simon Trautman lived'` within

2 As noted in the affidavit filed by Mr. Trautman with his motion to intervene,

Mr. Trautman lived at 109 Oakleigh Lane, but had to relocate temporarily for

work. Ultimately, the location of Mr. Trautman's residence is immaterial as all

that is required for standing and to receive notices is to participate in the local

process. In its reply brief at LUBA, the Applicant argued that Mr. Trautman's

actual residence was elsewhere. LUBA Rec 271-72. LUBA correctly

disregarded that argument. Mr. Trautman's actual residence has no role in this

matter — Mr. Trautman provided the City with his address and that was where

the City was required to mail notice. Regardless of Mr. Trautman's actual

residence, the City was required to provide notice to him at the address he

~~ _ , i ~ ~ ~



approximately 275 yards of the proposed PUD. When Mr. Trautman received

notice of the proposal, he was alarmed and, on September 1, 2013, he submitted

comments to the City's hearing official opposing the matter. Rec p 130$.

Subsequently, Mr. Trautman waited to hear what happened on the proposal.

While Mr. Trautman waited, on November 12, 2013, the City's hearing official

approved the proposal —and did not inform Mr. Trautman of his decision. Rec

pp 344 — 6. The approval was appealed to the City Planning Commission but,

again, no information was provided to Mr. Trautman. On December 5, 2013,

the Eugene Planning Commission. held a hearing on the proposal —and again

did not notify Mr. Trautman. Rec pp 315 - 17. On December 16, 2013, the

Eugene Planning Commission affirmed the Hearings Official, but neglected to

inform. Mr. Trautman of that decision. Rec pp 3 — 5.

Those failures were significant, because they prevented Mr. Trautman

from participating in the proceedings before the City. Mr. Trautman was faced

with a new development as a neighbor, and the City's actions prevented him

from having any input into the review during the local appeal of the Hearings

Official's decision approving the Applicant's proposal. This failure to provide

provided. As it happens, that was his residence at the time the application was

filed and will be his residence in the future.
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notice violated Goal One of the Statewide Planning Goals, which sets "citizen

participation" at all stages of the land use process as one of the cornerstone's of

the Oregon land use system.

ether affected neighbors ultimately appealed the City's decision to

LUBA on January 3, 2014, but no one provided Mr. Trautman with notice of

that appeal. LUBA Rec 880 - 82. Finally, in late January, the City discovered

it had mishandled the process and failed to provide notice to all of the

participants in the process below. This led the City to provide an additional

notice to several people who had not received notice on January 28, 2014.

Supp Rec p 6 — 8. Unfortunately, the City erred again and Mr. Trautman was

not one of those to whom the City sent that delayed notice. Finally, on

February 20, 2014, the Petitioner submitted a certificate of service to LUBA

that, for the first time, demonstrated that Mr. Trautman had received notice that

a decision had been made and that an appeal to LUBA had been filed.

The final notice prepared by the City specifically noted that an appeal

had been filed with LUBA and instructed interested parties that they could

intervene in that proceeding:

"A Notice of Intent to Appeal has already been filed with the
Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals (CUBA).... Persons who
participated orally or in waiting before the local government, and
who aye receiving this notzce, may file a motzon to intervene in the

• •: i
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LUBA appeal." Supp Rec p 1 (emphasis added).

In short, Mr. Trautman participated in the local proceedings before the Hearings

Official and did everything necessary to receive notice of subsequent

proceedings, but the pity, the original petitioners and others involved in the

appeal failed to fulfill their statutory duties to inform Mr. Trautman of what

later transpired in the application. As a result of those failures, Mr. Trautman

never received notice of any decision, local. appeal, LUBA appeal or any other

action until February of 2014. Following the instructions on the City's Notice

of Decision that Trautman finally received, Trautman filed his Motion to

Intervene within 21 days of receiving the notice ghat an appeal had been filed.

Notwithstanding the various failures on the part of the City and other

parties to provide notice to Mr. Trautman, the Applicant moved. to dismiss the

intervention of Mr. Trautman3 based on ORS 197.830{7)(c), which provides as

follows:

"{7)(a) Within 21 days after a notice of intent to appeal has been

filed with the board. under subsection { 1) of this section, any person

described in paragraph (b) of this subsection may intervene in and

be made a party to the review proceeding by filing a motion to
intervene and by paying a filing fee of $100.

The City, perhaps realizing its role in the failure of Mr. Trautman to receive

proper notice, dad not challenge Mr. Trautinan's intervention. LUBA Rec p

406.
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"(c) Failure to comply with the deadline or to pay the filing fee set
forth in paragraph (a) of this subsection shall result in denial of a
motion to intervene."

Initially, LUBA allowed Trautman's Motion to Intervene based on its

decision in Mountain West Investment Corp. v. Czty of Silverton, 38 Or LUBA

932, 934 (2000). Tn particular, LUBA held that:

"Trautman's late filing of the motion to intervene was attributable

to the petitioners' failure, through no fault of their own, to initially
serve a copy of the [Notice of Intent to Appeal] on ̀ [a]ny other
person to whom written notice of the decision was mailed as
shown on the governing body's records."' LUBA Rec p 786.

Notwithstanding its initial decision to grant the Motion to Intervene,

LIJBA reconsidered the motion in its Final Opinion and Order and noted that,

regardless of the inequity of the result, LUBA was required to "strictly adhere

to deadlines imposed by statute." ER p 5. LUBA expressly noted that

Mountain t~T~est as recognized an "exception to the statutory deadline," ER p 6,

but distinguished that case because, in Mountain West, the unserved party was

the applicant for the permit at issue. Id. In any event, LUBA denied the

Motion to Intervene and did not consider Trautman's procedural issue.

LUBA's decision was the result of an incorrect interpretation of that statute and

is inconsistent with the policy governing LUBA review of land use decisions.

As this decision involves the interpretation of a statute, the Court's task is
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to attempt to discern the intent of the legislature. In doing so, it is to begin with

the text and context of the statute but give due consideration to any relevant

legislative history. State v. Gaines, 346 Or 160, 165-73,206 Pad 1042 (2009).

The context of a statute includes statutes and rules governing the same subject

matter DLCD v..Iackson County, 151 Or App 210, 218, 948 P2d 731 (1997),

rev den 327 Or 620, 971 P2d 412 (1998). Under ORS 174.020(1)(b) and

Gaines, the court considers legislative history as part of the first level of

statutory construction.

Although the text of ORS 197.830(7)(c) might seem to provide some

support for LUBA's conclusion that statute first requires compliance with "the

deadline ...set forth in paragraph {a)" of ORS 197.830(7). Paragraph (a)

allows 21 days for a person. to file a motion to intervene, but that 21 days is

triggered only when the notice of intent to appeal has been properly filed

according to ORS 197.830(1).

A Notice of Intent to Appeal, properly filed under ORS 197.830(1)

triggers the 21-day period for filing a Motion to Intervene under ORS

197.830(7). ORS 197.830(1) itself doesn't state what is required for a properly

filed Notice of Intent to appeal. Those requirements are provided in LUBA's

rules, which were adopted under ORS 197.820(4}, auth~arizing LUBA to adopt

• t: 1 r
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rules "governing ...the conduct of review proceedings brought before it under

ORS 197.83fl to 197.845."

Pursuant to that authority, LtIBA adopted OAR 661-010-0015{2), which

requires the notice of intent to appeal to be served. on all parties who

participated in the proceeding before the local government.4 Because the

Notice of Intent to Appeal was not properly served on Mr. Trautman, until

February 20, 2014, the deadline for the motion to intervene was not triggered.

until that date.

This understanding is consistent with other context of the provision at

issue. ORS 197.805 provides that "[i]t is the policy of the Legislative

Assembly that ...decisions be made consistently with sound principles

governing judicial review." One of the principles governing judicial review is

to ensure that participants have their day in court. The Court of Appeals has

noted the importance of ensuring parties have their day in court, when it can be

done "without doing violence to the regular disposition of litigation." Mary

Ebel ~Iohnson, P.C. v. Elmo~^e, 221 Or App 166, 171, 189 Pad 35, rev den, 345

a OAR 661-010-0015(3)(f~(D) technically provides that the notice shall be

served on "any other person to whom written notice of the land use decision or

limited land use decision was mailed." ORS 227.175 requires written notice to

be provided to all participants in a hearing and, that notice was not provided to

Mr. Trautman until February 2014.
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Or 301, 194 Pad 147 (2008); Natzonal Mortgage Co. v. Robert G Wyatt, Inc.,

173 Or App 16, 23-24, 20 Pad 216, rev den, 332 Or 430, 30 Pad 1183 (2001).

To that end, courts liberally construe procedural requirements so as to avoid the

harsh result of depriving a party of its day in court. See also ~Tohnson v.

Sun~ive~ Resort Ltcz'. Partnership, 252 Or App 299, 287 Pad 1153 (2012) and

1David M. Scott Const~uctzon v. Farrell, 285 Or 563, 592 P.2d 551 (1979)

{judicial policy favors preserving right to appeal). Thus, LUBA has a mandate

to follow the "sound principle of judicial review" to ensure that all parties are

able to participate in judicial and quasi judicial matters, including appeals to

LUBA. Allowing a petitioner to a LUBA proceeding to preclude intervention,

intentionally or because of a local government's errors, is inconsistent with that

requirement.

Additional context for this interpretation can be found in the Statewide

Land Use Planning Goals. Beaver State Sand and Gavel, Inc. v. Douglas

County, 187 Or App 241, 65 Pad 1123 (2003). Goal One, the first of the land

use planning Goals, requires local governments to ensure citizen involvement at

all stages of the land use process. It requires local governments to have "a

citizen involvement program that insures the opportunity for citizens to be

involved in all phases o~ the planning process." This overarching Goal suggests
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that LLTBA erred in allowing the local government and other parties to benefit

from failing to provide its citizens with the information necessary to participate

in the decision before the City.

This view of the statute is also supported by the legislative history of the

bill adopting the provision now codified at ORS 197.$30(7)(c). State v. Gaines.

ORS 197.830(7)(c) was adopted in 1997 as House Bi112502. As initially

proposed, the bill. simply replaced language that required a motion to intervene

be filed "within a reasonable time" with a 21-day deadline. An amendment

was suggested by Chris Cook, an attorney for 1000 Friends of Oregon, a land.

use advocacy group. She suggested that the language now in ORS

197.830{7)(c) be added because of a recent experience in Alliance for

Responsible Land Use v. Deschutes County, 23 Or LUBA 476 (1992). In that

case, a party waited four months after receiving notice until one week before

oral argument and then filed a motion to intervene, which was granted by

LUBA. Ms. Cook noted that "a party which delays filing a motion to intervene

until well along in the appeal can also conceivably disrupt or destroy mediation

proceedings entered into good faith by other parties."

No such concerns are present in this case. The concern that led to the

adoption of this provision was with a party that delayed intervening in order to

~~7ly1T~l3~lZi~LIIC~
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disrupt the proceedings. Nothing could be further from what occurred here.

Mr. Trautman filed his Motion to Intervene within 21 days of receiving the

Notice of Intent to Appeal. No brief had been filed, nor had any mediation

occurred. Allowing intervention in this case would be fully consistent with the

legislative intent as shown by the legislative history of OR5 197.830(7)(c).

At the end of the day, Mr. Trautman filed his Motion to Intervene within

21 days of first receiving notice that an appeal had been filed in this matter. To

deny him his right to participate in this appeal would not be consistent with the

context of ORS 197.830(7)(c) nor the "sound principles of judicial review"

governing the review of land use decisions. To affirm LUBA's decision would

allow a LUBA appellant to prevent the participation of anyone else by simply

not serving the NITA on the other parties who participated in the local

proceeding. It is not consistent with those "sound principles" to allow a party to

benefit from its own failures. Such a result is absurd and statutes should not be

construed to ascribe a legislative intent to produce unreasonable or absurd

results. Bell v. Tai-Met, 3S3 Or 535, 301 Pad 901 (2013) ("This court has long

recognized the prudential value of not construing legislative enactments ̀ so as

to ascribe to the legislature the intent to produce what we perceive to be an

unreasonable result, "' Baldwzn, dissenting, quoting McKean-Coffman v.

t •: i



17

Employment Div., 312 Or 543, 552, 824 P2d 410 (1992)).

If LUBA's decision is allowed to stand, an appellant could dictate its

own opponents by simply not serving any other party and no party would be

entitled to recourse. Frequently, local governments do not appear at LUBA —

most likely due to budgetary constraints. If an appellant could. unilaterally

prevent other participants from participating by simply failing to comply with

its statutory duty to inform them of the filing of an appeal, it would provide an

incentive to not provide notice. Such a result is contrary to sound principles of

judicial review and the intend of the legislature in adopting HB 2502 (1997).

LUBA's decision in Mountain West is the proper result; when a party to a

local government proceeding is not provided with notice of an appeal, the

deadline to file a motion to intervene should be suspended. in the interests of

"sound principles of judicial review. That result is consistent with the intent of

the legislature, as shown by the text and contact of ORS 197.830(7) and the

legislative history that led to the adoption of that provision.

Accordingly, LUBA decision should be reversed and this matter should

be remanded to the City of Eugene to allow Mr. Trautman, as well as the other

people who were not provided notice, to participate in the City's decision.
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SECOND ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR: LUBA Misconstrued the
Requirements of EC 9.8320(5) and (b) and Failed to Enforce the
Requirement for "Safe and Adequate Transportation Systems" and to
prevent a "Significant Risk to Public Health and Safety."

1. Preservation of Error.

The question of how to interpret EC 9.8320(5) and {6) was raised in

Conte's Petition for Review, LUBA Rec pp 457 — 84. LUBA resolved these

issues in its decision, ER pp 29-36. This issue was preserved.

2. Standard of Review.

The Court of Appeals shall reverse or remand a LLTBA final decision if it

is "unlawful in substance." ORS 197.850(9)(a); Zi~ker v. City of Bend, 233 Or

App 601, 227 Pad 1174 (2010). When the judicial review involves the

interpretation of a city ordinance, the Court reviews the interpretation to

determine if LUBA incorrectly interpreted the ordinance. Because the

interpretation was done by the Eugene Planning Commission, nod the Eugene

City Council, the Planning Commission's interpretation is not entitled to any

deference. Green v. Douglas County, 245 Or App 430, 437-8, 263 Pad 355

(2011). Instead, the court reviews LUBA's interpretation under the court's

familiar framework first set out in PGE v. Bu~^eau of Labor and Industries, 317

Or 606, 859 P2d 1143 (1993), and reset in State v. Gaines, 346 Or 160, 206 Pad

1042 {2009). In general, the court examines the text and context of the statute,
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as well as any legislative history offered by the parties, to determine the intent

of the City Council in adopting the provision at issue.

In addition, this Court has made clear that local governments must

specifically articulate its findings and explain how it reached its decision. 1000

Fiends of Oregon v. Metro, 174 Or App 406, 410, 26 Pad 151 (2001). If the

City has not specifically articulated and explained its findings, it is not the

Court's function to "make assumptions and draw inferences from. other portions

of the local government`s findings in order to surmise what the local

government's decision really was." Id., at 411. As the Supreme Court noted

some time ago:

"We wish to make it clear that by insisting on adequate findings of
fact we are not simply imposing legalistic notions of proper form,
or setting an empty exercise for local governments to follow. No
particular form is required, and no magic words need be employed.
What is needed for adequate judicial review is a clear statement of
what, specifically, the decision-making body believes, after
hearing and considering all the evidence, to be the relevant and
important facts upon which its decision is based. Conclusions are
not sufficient."

Sunnyside Neighborhood v. Clackamas Co. Comm., 280 Or 3, 21, 569 P2d 1063

(1977); see also Martin v. Board of~'a~ole, 327 Or 147, 157, 9S7 P2d 1210

(1998).
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3. Argument.

(a) Introduction.

As noted in the Statement of Material Fact, supra, the only access for the

estimated 168 daily trips generated by the proposed PUD is Oakleigh Lane,

which, as LUBA noted, has "a 19-foot wide unstriped, paved surface [that]

lacks curbs and gutters, storm drainage and sidewalks."5 ER p 8. The paved

surface is further constricted by residents' cars parked in the street. Because

there are no sidewalks or bike lanes, pedestrians and bicyclists must share the

19-feet of available pavement with moving vehicles, including emergency

vehicles.

When. the application was submitted, the Eugene Public Works

Department (EPWD") analyzed the minimum required improvements for

Oakleigh Lane and submitted a report analyzing the impacts of the proposed

PUD on the City's transportation system. Rec pp 1255 — 1276. That report

reached two separate conclusions for two different portions of the Oakleigh

Lane right-of-way. This analysis was the only expert evidence regarding this

EC 9.6870 requires a minimum right of way width of 45 feet for low volume

residential streets. Even alleys require a minimum right of way width of 20 feet

if they provide primary access. This right of way width is intended to provide a

paved. surface for vehicles, plus room for curbs, gutters and sidewalks, none of

which are present on Oakleigh Lane.
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issue and was relied on by both the Hearings Official and the Planning

Commission.6

Regarding the fifty-foot portion of Oakleigh Lane immediately adjacent

to the proposed development's driveway, the EPWD took the position that, in

order to be safe, Oakleigh Lane must be built to the City's minimum street

standards and anything less than that would place "the public interest in safe

vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle travel and emergency response and access .. .

at risk"

"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.

"It is 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

6 The Applicant did submit a letter from a licensed traffic engineer. Rec p

1116. that letter primarily addressed the trip generation rate, BUT also included

the conclusary statement that "I concur with the staff findings that this

development will not require further traffic impact analysis or reduce safety or

service levels on the area." Id. There is no indication that the engineer did any

independent analysis of this issue or provided. any additional evidence other

than the one sentence concurrence. There was a significant amount of evidence

from other residents of Oakleigh Lane explaining the unsafe nature of that

street.
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of the street in order to ensue safety fog pedestrians, bicyclists and
motorists traveling on Oakleigh Lane (a low-volume street), to
ensure the efficient provision of emergency services and to
guarantee 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 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. fora 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 an
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
Night-of-way is the minimum amount of sight-of-way necessary to
construct Oakleigh Lane in this manner as a loes-volume street,
and because 33 ,feet of right-of-way is the minimum amount of
sight-of-way necessary to construct the turnaround at this location,
the public interest in sa, fe vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle gavel
and emergency f~esponse and access will be at risk if the 22.5 foot

and 13 foot ships of sight-of-way aye not dedicated.

"Without the additional right-of-way, Oakleigh Lane cannot be
improved to the City's minimum sheet design standards and the
168 new vehicle tNzps peg day generated by the proposed
development, along with the additional pedestrian and bicycle

tra, ffic generated by the proposed development will not be assured
of safe access via Oakleigh Lane." Rec p 1256-7 (emphasis
added).

In short, for the fifty-foot portion at the end of Oakleigh Lane, adjacent to the
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proposed PUD and providing the only access to the PUD dwellings, the City

found that the only way to have a safe transportation system is to have a 45 feet

wide right-of-way. That right-of-way must also have a paved section with

curbs, gutters and sidewalks. Without those improvements, the vehicles,

bicyclists and pedestrians "will not be assured of safe access via Oakleigh

Lane," Rec p 1257 (emphasis added).

The EPWD had no such concerns for the rest of Oakleigh Lane. That

section, which already exists and runs from the property's western border to

River Road, will be used by all 168 o~the estimated daily trips generated by the

proposed PUD. The existing portion of Oakleigh Lane was not built to current

City standards and here is what the EPWD said about the safety of that

segment,

"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 &gutter and sidewalks or
which 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 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
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delivery services, p~ovicled 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
conditions in Oakleigh Lane, it is appropriate to defer public
improvements via an irrevocable petition." Rec p 1268 (emphasis
added).

Neither the EPWD, the City or LUBA ever explained how to synthesize those

two very different views of the safety of a street that is not built to the City'

minimum standards.

These issues are important because the ordinances governing the

approval of PLTDs specifically require the PUD to address traffic and, in

particular, traffic safety. EC 9.8320{5) and (6) require the PUD to address

whether it has provided "safe and adequate transportation systems" and whether

it wi11 present a "significant risk to public health and safety." Those provisions

provide as follows:

It should be noted that, even though the City, Intervenor-Respondent and

LUBA all relied on this evaluation in discussing the safety of Oakleigh Lane

under EC 9.8320(5), the Public Works Department Report developed this

information in responding to EC 9.6503(3)(b), which addresses paving

improvements, not whether improvements should be made in the first place.

The Public Works Department Report did not actually provide any such

conclusion anywhere under its analysis of EC 9.8320(5) and (6). Instead, the

only analysis found in these sections or the report claim dire risks to safety if

Oaklegh Lane is not widened and improved to City standards.
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"9.8320 Tentative Planned Unit Development Approval
Criteria- General. The hearings official shall approve, approve

with conditions, or deny a tentative PUD application with findings

and conclusions. Decisions approving an application, or approving

with conditions shall be based on compliance with the following

criteria:

"{5) The PUD provides safe and adequate transportation systems

through compliance with the following:

"(a) EC 9.6800 through EC 9.6875 Standards for Streets, Alleys,

and Other Public Ways (not subject to modifications set forth in

subsection (11) below).

"(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 ll4 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.

"(c) The provisions of the Traffic Impact Analysis Review of EC
9,8b~0 through 9.8680 where applicable.

"(6) The PUD will not be a significant 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."

(b) Interpretation of Eugene Code.

The City's findings never addressed the inconsistencies between the

City's treatment of the two separate portions of Oakleigh Lane and LUBA
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elided the question entirely —simply agreeing with Respondents that the City

got it right. LUBA's Opinion fails to engage with the question that was raised

below and LUBA erred in its understanding of the question and, accordingly,

erred in its interpretation of the City code.

(i) EC 9.8320(5).

The opening portion of 9.8320(5) is a simple and straightforward

statement that an application for a PUD must provide "safe and adequate

transportation systems." LUBA affirmed the City's conclusion that the opening

provision, standing alone, was not an independent criterion and, instead,

compliance with EC 9.8320(5)(a), (b) and (c) suffices to comply with the

provision.$ In addition, LUBA held that EC 9.8320(b) required only that the

City "consider off-site circulation and connectivity for pedestrians and bicycles

along the entirety of Oakleigh Lane," but never explained the content of that

As LUBA concluded:

"The planning commission found that compliance with EC

9,8320(5) is demonstrated by compliance with Subsections (a), (b),

and (c) and that EC 9.8320(5) does not contain an independent

requirement to determine whether a PUD provides `a safe and

adequate transportation system' beyond determining compliance

with (a), (b), and ~c)." ER p 30 — 31.
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"consideration." ER p 32. In doing so, LL1BA skipped the difficult questions

raised by this assignment of error.

A correct interpretation of EC 9.9320(5) requires all of its subsections to

be read in concert with each other. This begins with the text of the opening

provision of EC 9.8320(5):

"(5) The PUD provides safe and adequate transportation systems
through compliance with the following."

That text supports LUBA's conclusion that compliance with the subsections of

EC 9.8320(5} fulfills compliance with the entire provision, but it does not

explain how that compliance occurs or how the subsections work together to

achieve that result. That explanation requires an understanding of the

interconnected nature of the subsections. Each of the subsections has the same

grammatical construction —the subsections contain no verb or subject; instead

they consist solely of a predicate that contains a portion of the entire

requirement.

Subsection (a) identifies the standard that applies to the components of

the "safe and adequate transportation systems":

"{a) EC 9.6800 through EC 9.6875 Standards for Streets, Alleys,
and Other Public Ways (not subject to modifications set forth in
subsection (11) below)."

That provision does not identify what must meet the standards in EC 9.6800 —
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9,6875; the only reference for what must meet the standards is in the opening

provision of the section, i.e., the "transportation systems" that are required. of

the PUD. In other words, subsection (a) only tells us that the "transportation

systems" {whatever they are) must meet the City standards contained elsewhere

in the City's code.

Subsection (b) uses the same grammatical structure as subsection (a), but

it does not identify any standards. Instead, it identifies three specific

transportation elements {pedestrians, bicyclists and transit) that must be

analyzed for consistency with the standards when evaluating whether the PLTD

provides "a safe and adequate transportation system":

"(b) Pedestrian, bicycle and. transit circulation, including related
facilities, as needed among buildings and related uses on the
development site, as well as ~o 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 1/4 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."

In contrast to subsection (a), subsection (b) contains no standards. All it does is

identify elements of the transportation system that must be evaluated for

consistency with the standards in subsection (a).

Finally, subsection ~c) adds additional considerations, but only "where
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applicable":

"{c) The provisions of the Traffic Impact Analysis Review of EC
9.8650 through 9.8b80 where applicable."

Because the City concluded that the provisions of subsection (c) were not

applicable (a determination that is not at issue in this appeal), that subsection is

useful only to demonstrate a consistent structure with the rest of the ordinance

section. In particular, the requirements for a Traffic Impact Analysis Review

("TIA") in EC 9.$650 requires an evaluation of whether a development will

"contribute to traffic problems in the area, or result in levels of service of the

roadway system in the vicinity of the development." In short, a TIA requires

the analysis of land beyond just what is within. the boundaries of the PUD.

After reviewing this provision, LUBA concluded that:

"The plain language of EC 9.8320(5) requires the city to determine
that ̀ the PUD' meets the standards in (a). It does not require ̀ all
streets serving the PUD' to meet the standards if those streets are
not located within the PUD." ER p 31

Despite this narrow interpretation of EC 9.8320(5)(a), LUBA acknowledged

that, in contrast, EC 9.8320(5)(b) explicitly requires consideration of lands

outside the boundaries of the proposed PUD. LUBA never identified what

standards would apply in the evaluation of EC 9.8320(5)(b), nor did LUBA

explain how the restricted scope that LUBA attributed to EC 9.8320(5)(a)

squared with the explicitly broader scope LUBA acknowledged for
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EC 9.8324(5)(b).

LUBA's interpretation misconstrues the text and context of EC 9.8320(5)

and, contrary to the requirement of ORS 174.010, leaves EC 9.8320(5)(b) bereft

of meaning. Subsection (b) simply notes that, whatever must be required to

show safe and transportation systems, that requirement must apply to "adjacent

and nearby [within 1/a mile for pedestrians and 2 miles for bicycles] residential

areas, transit stops, neighborhood activity centers, office parks and industrial

parks." If the standards in EC 9.8320(5)(a) do not apply in the evaluation of EC

9.$320(5)(b), what standards do apply? The only way to read EC 9.8320(5) and

give effect to all portions of the provision is to find that, overall, the section

requires "safe and adequate transportation systems." Subsection (a) states the

specific applicable standards and subsection (b) enumerate several

transportation modes where those standards apply.9

As LUBA recognized, a portion of subsection (b) requires the City ~o "make

findings to demonstrate consistency with constitutional requirements."

However, the City never even began that evaluation; as noted elsewhere, the

EPWD never analyzed EC 9.8320(5)(b) — it skipped directly from EC

9.8320{5)(a) to EC 9.8320(5)(c) without discussing subsection (5)(b). Rec p

1265. Although the "constitutional requirement" provision could alter the

City's analysis, it does not allow the City to simply ignore the provision

entirely,
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(ii) EC 9.8320(6).

EC 9.8320(6) provides an additional backstop to the requirements in EC

9.8320(5). LUBA's Opinion, on ER p 29, misstates the requirements of that

provision as follows:

"as relevant here, EC 9.8320(6) requires the city to find that ̀ the
PUD wi11 not be a significant risk to public health and safety
or an impediment to emergency response. "' ER p 29.

That is not what the code provision requires. EC 9.9320(6) provides as follows:

"(6) The PUD will not be a significant 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." (Emphasis added.)

EC 9.8320(6) is an all-encompassing requirement to maintain safety for the

PUD; not just for its residents, but for the benefit of the public's "health and

safety." The provision is not limited solely to the elements identified in the

The proper way to evaluate this issue was demonstrated. in the recent case of

Butte Conservancy v. City of Gresham, 52 Or LUBA 550 {2006). Once a city

determines that a proposed development requires infrastructure improvements,

the city had achoice — it may approve it with conditions requiring those

improvements or it may deny the applications. If the improvements cannot

constitutionally be imposed, the City cannot simply shift the impacts of the

development onto the neighbors and future residents. If the development cannot

be safely developed without imposing unconstitutional conditions, the City

should have rejected the application rather than finding a different standard for

a different section of the same local. street that is subject to the same safety

concerns.




