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CITY OF COBURG CITY COUNCIL 
PO BOX 8316 Coburg, OR 97408 

 
STAFF REPORT 

Subdivision 
SUB-01-20 

 
Report Date:  August 13, 2020 
 
I. BASIC DATA 
 
Property Owners: Bruce Weichert Custom Homes, Inc. 
  3073 Skyview Lane 
  Eugene, OR 97405 
   
    
Applicant Consultant/Surveyor: Mr. Anthony Favreau 
   The Favreau Group 

  Eugene, OR  97405 
   
  Mr. Kelly Beckley 
  66 Club Road, Suite 360 
  Eugene, OR 97440 
   

Assessors’ Map Lot#:  16-03-28-00 Tax Lot 00501 
 

Comprehensive Plan  
Designation:    Traditional Residential (TR)  

 
Current Zoning:   Traditional Residential 10.83 acres (TR) and 0.59 acres of 
Traditional Medium Residential (TMR) 
 
II. REQUEST 
 

The applicant has requested a subdivision of one (1) legal lot into 50 legal lots of 
Assessors Map 16-03-28-00 Tax Lot 00501. The resulting subdivision would create 
46 lots for single family dwellings and set aside four lots for open space. 

 
III. BACKGROUND 
  

Assessors Map 16-03-28-00 Tax Lot 00501 is vacant and partially within the City 
limits. The applicant applied to Lane County to partition the lot at the City limits, 
making the resulting lot entirely within the City limits. A partition request on the 
subject property has been approved by Lane County and is currently pending 
approval from the City of Coburg under a different and separate land use 
application, that is not the subject of this appeal.  
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On July 15, 2020, Planning Commission held deliberations on the proposal and in a 
vote of 3 in favor to 1 in opposition, approved the proposal, subject to a modified 
Condition of Approval #4, which now reads: “as part of the public improvements 
process, the applicant shall improve the offsite roadway access points to a width of 
16 feet. Improvements shall include, but not be limited to pavement widening, 
pavement, on-street parking restrictions.” 

 
Tax Lot 00501 

   
 
 
The parcel is zoned Traditional Residential, with a very small portion Traditional 
Medium Residential, and abuts other Traditional Residential properties in the west, 
south, and east. To the north property is zoned by Lane County Exclusive Farm Use 
40 acre minimum (EFU 40). 
 
The three maps above were included in notice that was mailed on August 4, 2020, 
for the notice of appeal to City Council. Staff would like to offer a clarification 
regarding the accuracy of these maps. The above maps inaccurately depict the 
subject property extending towards and north of N Harrison Street. The boundary of 
the proposed subdivision is the proposed tentative map. Please see Attachment F 
for the proposed tentative subdivision map.  

 
IV. ISSUES RAISED BY APPELANTS.  
 

Appellants include six general issues as a reason for appeal. Staff have copied the 
arguments into the body of this staff report and will provide a staff response to each 
appeal issue. To see the complete appeal packet submitted by opponents, please 
refer to Attachment A.  
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1. Exclusive use of N. Skinner and Coleman Streets to handle all traffic from the 
subdivision and the Planning Commission’s Condition #4 and #5 restricting 
parking on these streets.  
 
2. Lack of public right-of-way dedications and improvements to E Van Duyn 
Street within the subdivision in alignment with the existing and planned future 
street extension.  
 
3. Lack of public right-of-way dedications and improvements to Macy Street 
within the subdivision in alignment with the existing and planned future street 
extension.  
 
4. The dedication of four Tracts for public park and recreation uses that will 
prevent the extension of Macy Street, primarily serve on-site stormwater 
drainage facilities, and are unsuitable for park and recreation uses.  
 
5. City determination that the subdivision shall meet minimum residential density 
requirements when the site has significant access limitations.  
 
6. City public notice was not done in compliance with the Coburg Zoning 
Ordinance No. A-200-1, Article X.C. and ORS 197.195(3).  

 
V. STAFF REVIEW OF APPEAL ISSUES RAISED BY APPEALENTS 
 

Code text is shown in bold italics.   
 
Appeal Statement #1: “The subdivision has significant access constraints and the 
minimum residential density standards should not apply.” 

 
Per Article VII.A.5, land zoned Traditional Residential (TR): 

 
“When lots are created through a land division, or site development is 

proposed for four or more dwelling units, a minimum density of 60 percent 
of the maximum density (or 5.4 units per acre) is required… This standard 
does not apply to the following developments: … 
 
(5) Development on physically constrained sites, where lot 

configuration, access limitations, topography, significant trees, 
wetlands or other natural features prevent development at the 
minimum density.” (emphasis mine (appellant’s)) 

 
 Per Article VII.B.5.b, land zoned Traditional Medium Residential (TMR): 
 

“When lots are created through a land division, or site development is 
proposed for four or more dwelling units, a minimum density of 80 percent 

3



 
SUB-01-20    
Weichert Subdivision Appeal to City Council, August 20, 2020  
 

of the maximum density (or 10.4 dwelling units per acre) is required…  This 
standard does not apply to the following developments:… 
 
(5) Development on physically constrained sites, where lot 

configuration, access limitations, topography, significant trees, 
wetlands or other natural features prevent development at the 
minimum density.” (emphasis mine) 

 
Appeal Argument: The site is at the edge of the Coburg Urban Growth Boundary 
(UGB) and has severe access constraints. The only access to the site is from the 
south - N Skinner Street (which feeds to E Locust Street), and Coleman Street.  
None of these streets – N Skinner, E Locust and Coleman - are improved according 
to city street standards.  Each only has a 12-foot paving width for two-way traffic.  

 
The Planning Commission imposed Conditions of Approval in an attempt to address 
problems with the site access.  These conditions only require the applicant to 
improve offsite roadway access points to 16 feet. The conditions do not require 
street improvements to N Skinner and Coleman that will meet local street standards 
including a minimum paved width of 20 feet. 

 
Providing access to the north, east or west will require a series of well-orchestrated 
public and private actions.  While not insurmountable, the funding sources, time 
frames, and legal requirements create uncertainty regarding when and how access 
will be improved beyond the sole use of N Skinner (to E Locust) and Coleman.   

 
Based on the severe access limitations, the minimum density requirement should 
not be applied.  This would give greater flexibility for the developer to design a 
subdivision that achieves the applicant’s goal (detached single family homes), while 
also complying with other critical code standards including street network 
connectivity, dedication of land suitable for park and recreation uses, and decreased 
traffic impacts on historic neighborhoods and Coburg’s “central park,” Norma Pfeiffer 
park, the north boundary of which is E Locust Street. 

 
Finally, the code also allows the minimum density requirement to be altered due to 
the existence of significant trees.  Public testimony was submitted for the Planning 
Commission hearing about concern for keeping heritage trees along the east edge 
of the subdivision.  This may be an additional argument in favor of easing the 
minimum density requirement. 
 
Staff Response to Appeal Argument: Appellants rely on subsection (5) Residential 
Density Standards for their arguments that minimum density requirements should 
not be applied. Appellants rely on access limitations and the existence of significant 
trees, both of which are circumstances for which the code allows exceptions to  the 
minimum density standards A relaxing of the minimum density standards would 
allow for fewer homesites and free up additional land to address access limitations, 
street connectivity and dedication of land suitable for park and recreation uses.  
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As contained in the applicant’s TIA, the two proposed access points into the 
proposed subdivision were found to meet a “level of service” that is adequate. The 
applicant’s TIA was reviewed and approved by the City Engineer, subject to his 
comment and recommended conditions. The City Engineer’s comments can be 
found in Attachment C. While the opponents disagree with the conclusions of 
applicant’s TIA, they do not provide an independent TIA that refutes the findings 
contained in the applicant’s TIA. As such, based on the evidence contained in the 
record, the two proposed access points are adequate to serve the proposed 
subdivision.  The exact road specifications are subject to modifications as 
determined necessary by the City Engineer. 
 
The appellants are correct in that North Skinner and Coleman are paved to a width 
of 12-feet. Appellants bring up the fact that if said streets are widened to 16-feet, that 
is still not up to the 20-foot standard, found in Table VIII.(E)(1)(b)(i)- Attachment H. 
The street standards found in the Development Code apply to newly constructed 
streets, not to existing to streets that abut a proposed subdivision. The newly 
constructed streets that will serve vehicle circulation within the subdivision will 
comply with current local street standards.  
 
With respect to heritage trees, staff cannot provide a clear response because 
appellants have not shown specifically which trees are defined as “heritage trees.” 
Additionally, staff have checked with the City and to their knowledge there is no 
existing list of trees identified as “heritage.”  

 
Article VII.A.4.b Minimum Lot Dimensions (TR) and Article VII.B.3.b Minimum 
Lot Dimensions (TMR)  
 
Appeal Statement #2: “the subdivision lacks a requirement that the final subdivision 
plat indicate what lots are zoned TMR and the number of allowed dwellings per lot.”  
 
Appeal Argument: Lots 1 through 5 only comply with the minimum lot width and lot 
area requirements for land zoned Traditional Medium Residential (TMR).  These five 
lots contain a total of 0.58 acres which is very close to the 0.59 acres City staff 
calculated as being the portion of the site zoned TMR.  The remainder of the lots are 
zoned Traditional Residential (TR) and comply with the minimum lot width and lot 
area requirements for standard lots and flag lots.   

 
The Coburg Zoning Map shows TMR zoning in a rectangle shape in an east-west 
orientation near the northern edge of the site. See Attachment A, Exhibit A for the 
Coburg Zoning Map.  The Subdivision Lots 1 through 5 appear to comply with 
requirements in the TMR zone.  However, these lots do not align with the Coburg 
Zoning Map and are instead located in a rectangle shape in a north-south 
configuration on the west edge of the site.  The Planning Commission’s decision did 
not impose a Condition of Approval to clarify the land zoned TMR or take steps to 
amend the Coburg Zoning Map.  The Coburg Development Code requires the 
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classification of zoning districts to be shown on the official Zoning Map.  We do not 
object to the general subdivision or a master planned development process being 
allowed to determine the location of the TMR zoning on the site.  We do believe any 
subdivision for this site needs to include a note on the final plat indicating the lots 
zoned TMR and the minimum and maximum allowed number of dwellings per lot.  
Ideally, the official Zoning Map is also amended.  If these steps are not taken it will 
cause confusion for the building official, property appraisers, future lot owners, 
lenders, and anyone seeking to verify applicable zoning on the site.    
 
Staff Response to Appeal Argument: The appellants are correct in stating there 
are two zoning designations that appear on the Coburg Zoning Map on the subject 
property. Also, the area zoned TMR on the subject property, as shown on the 
Coburg Zoning Map does not align with the applicant’s proposal that shows Lots 1-5 
zoned TMR (based on minimum lots size). These five lots are located at the far 
western boundary of the subdivision, running north-south; this is not exactly what the 
Coburg Zoning Map shows. However, the knowledge and understanding which staff 
is operating under in regards to the adoption of the TMR zone and the designation of 
a portion of the subject property as TMR, indicates that a small amount of additional 
land needed to be designated TMR, in order to satisfy the City's housing needs.  The 
City Council opted to satisfy that need on the subject property.  The specific location 
of the rectangle on the zoning map was not crucial; the amount of acreage of TMR 
land was.  Given this background, it is reasonable to conclude that the TMR zoning 
was intended to be a “floating” zone, meaning the TMR zoning could be applied to 
any area within the boundary of the subject property. Staff find the applicant did just 
that. Staff do agree with the appellant in that this is a somewhat unusual situation 
and may lead to confusion further on down the road, with respect to building officials, 
property appraiser, future lot owners, lenders, etc. To that end, staff do recommend 
a condition of approval for the final plat to clearly indicate which lots are zoned TMR. 
This shall be included as a plat note on the final plat.   
  

**Additional Conditional of Approval** Condition of Approval #6: Prior to final 
plat approval, final plat shall have a plat note indicating which lots are zoned 
Traditional Medium Residential (TMR).  

 
Article VIII.E.1. Dedication of Street ROW / Street Design Standards  
 
Per Article VIII.E.1: 

 
“Improvements to City streets shall conform to the standards as set forth 
in this section. 
a. Dedication of Street Right-of-Way.  City may require dedication of 

additional public right-of-way in order to meet street standards. 
b. Street Design Standards for public streets and the current and future 

functional classification plan for all streets within Coburg, including 
those owned by Lane County. 
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(i) Street Design Standards Table VIII.E(1)(b)(i): Coburg Street 
Design Standards…” 

 
Appeal Statement #3: “the subdivision does not comply with street dedication and 
improvement standards – E Van Duyn and Macy Streets within the subdivision need 
to be improved.”  
 
Appeal Argument for E Van Duyn Street  

 
The subdivision did not include any dedication of public right-of-way for E Van Duyn 
Street.  A section of E Van Duyn adjacent to the subdivision contains a 30-foot 
public ROW.  The minimum local street standards require at least a 45-foot public 
ROW.  The subdivision also did not include the dedication, extension, and 
improvement of E Van Duyn between N Skinner and Coleman Streets.  See 
Attachment A, Exhibit B, for TSP Street Classification and Future Street Plan. 
 
Staff Response to Appeal Argument for E Van Duyn Street: The dedication, 
extension, or improvement of E Van Duyn between N Skinner and Coleman Streets 
is not entirely practical, as there are four tax lots in between, and several existing 
structures. The City cannot require the applicant to dedicate or improve land that it 
does not own.  A reasonable extension of E Van Duyn, between Skinner and 
Coleman Streets, is proposed by going up into the subdivision, west on Sarah 
Street, over to Coleman Street.  

 
 

 
To acquire additional right-of-way for the portion adjacent to the subdivision would 
require purchasing of additional private property, as there is no additional publicly 
owned right-of-way to improve. Further, as staff indicated earlier, staff interpret the 
street standards to apply to the creation of new streets.  

 
Appeal Argument for Macy Street 

 
The subdivision did not include any dedication of public ROW or street 
improvements in alignment with the existing section of Macy Street near the west 
edge of the subdivision. The applicant’s proposal to deed Tract D to the City places 
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the burden to design and construct this street segment on the City.  Furthermore, 
Tract D was proposed for park and recreation use which conflicts with the orderly 
development of the transportation network, as required in code approval criteria 
Article XII.C.2.c.(1)(5) and as further discussed later in this document. The 
subdivider is responsible for the dedication and improvement of Macy Street within 
the subdivision and should not attempt to deed the area needed for the street 
dedication to the City for a park. See Attachment A, Exhibit B – TSP Street 
Classification and Future Street Plan.   

 
The importance of providing east-west connectivity is also described in the Coburg 
Comprehensive Plan.     
 
Staff Response to Appeal Argument for Macy Street: The Coburg TSP, dated 
September 1999, does show a future extension of Macy Street into the proposed 
subdivision. The applicant’s proposal to deed Tract D to the City to preserve this 
future right-of-way is acceptable. The applicant has agreed to pay a fee to the City in 
lieu of park and recreation dedication areas. The City is free to use the fees paid by 
the developer to provide park and recreation uses as the City sees fit. In summation, 
Tract D is a logical preservation of Macy Street, however, it will be left up to the City 
to determine exactly how to utilize Tract D. The extension of Macy Street is currently 
precluded by tax lot 600 and 300.  
 
Staff present an alternate option with respect to the extension of Macy Street below, 
under Section VIII “RECENT UPDATES TO CONSIDER.” 

 
Appeal Argument for N Skinner Street / Coleman Street 

 
N Skinner Street between E Van Duyn and E Locust is classified as a Local Street 
which requires a minimum 45-foot public right-of-way with 20 feet of pavement.  This 
section of N Skinner only has a 30-foot public ROW and 12 feet of pavement.  
Coleman Street is classified as a Local Street and a “bike boulevard”.  Although it 
contains a 50-foot public ROW, portions of the street only have 12 feet of pavement. 

 
The Planning Commission approved the subdivision with the following conditions: 

 
CONDITION 4:  As part of the public improvement process, the applicant shall 
improve the offsite roadway access points to a width of 16 feet.  Improvements 
shall include but not be limited to pavement widening pavement on-street parking 
restrictions. 
 
CONDITION 5:  Any street improvements as part of the new subdivision or 
adjacent street connection improvements shall be a minimum of 20ft 
unobstructed width, 16ft travel surface and 13ft 6-inch vertical clearance.  

  
Conditions #4 and #5 are not clear and objective requiring discretion as to the extent 
of street improvements required after the close of the public hearing.  The conditions 
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do not state where the 16-foot street improvements start or stop.  Assuming that the 
conditions apply to the N Skinner Street access point south to E Locust and to the 
Coleman Street access point south to Mill Street, these street improvements will not 
conform to city street standards as shown on Attachment A, Exhibit C – Coburg 
Street Design Standards.  

 
Furthermore, the conditions conflict with each other.  Condition #4 requires 
“pavement  on-street parking restrictions” thus implying that parking will continue to 
be permitted off the pavement along the side of the street.  However, Condition #5 
requires “minimum of 20ft unobstructed width.”  Since Condition #4 only requires the 
paved widths to increase to 16 feet an additional four feet beyond the pavement will 
have parking restrictions to meet Coburg Rural Fire standards.  These parking 
restrictions will have a negative impact on adjacent property owners especially those 
that rely on street parking.  The City did not provide any notice to property owners 
about the location and extent of parking restrictions and Conditions #4 and #5 only 
add to the uncertainty. It will be very confusing and difficult to enforce no parking for 
two feet on either side of the pavement, four feet on one side or any other 
combination to be determined during the future public improvement process.  
 
Staff Response to Appeal Argument for N Skinner / N Coleman: The appellants 
are correct in that N Skinner has a 30-foot right of way and 12-feet of paving. The 
widening of N Skinner to a 45-foot right of way is not practical as it would require the 
acquisition of land that neither the City nor applicant own. It’s staff interpretation that 
the local street standards apply to the creation of new streets. Appellant is correct in 
that Article VIII.E.1.a does state that the City “may” require dedication of additional 
public right-of-way in order to meet street standards. However, once again, the 
applicant can only dedicate land that it currently owns.  Further, the code’s use of 
the word “may” suggests that the City is not required to require dedications to satisfy 
the minimum street standards.  
 
If the City Council were to interpret the code to require that existing streets be 
brought up to current standards, such an interpretation would be difficult or 
impossible to apply to all adjacent streets to the subdivision. East Van Duyn 
currently only has 30-feet of right-of-way; obtaining an additional 15-feet of right of 
way is not likely practical as the 15-feet needed is private property; the same is true 
for Skinner.   Now, North Coleman does contain 50-feet of right-of-way that 
theoretically has enough space to improve to full local street standards.  
 
Staff offer an alternate consideration for the development of North Skinner and 
Coleman, below under Section VIII “RECENT UPDATES TO CONSIDER.”  

 
Article VIII.E.1.f(2) Street Connectivity  
 
Appeal Statement #4: “the subdivision does not provide a temporary dead-end 
street in alignment with the existing and planned extension of Macy Street.”   
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Per Article VIII.E.1.f(2): “Streets that are planned to connect through when 
adjacent developments are constructed may temporarily dead-end, 
provided a “hammer-head” or equivalent turn-around, built to fire code, is 
provided in the interim period.” 

 
Appeal Argument: The proposed subdivision contains temporary dead-end streets 
to provide for future north-south street connectivity if the Coburg UGB is expanded 
and adjacent land is annexed.  We have no objections to these streets.  The 
subdivision does not however, provide for any future east-west connectivity allowing 
for adjacent developments to be assured access and for an orderly transportation 
system.  Attachment A, Exhibit B – TSP Street Classification and Future Street Plan  
 
Staff Response to Appeal Argument: As noted earlier, Macy Street is a logical 
extension that provides east-west connectivity, but extension is not practical 
currently because extension is precluded by tax lots 300 and 600. As staff explain 
above, the applicant cannot dedicate or improve land they do not own. If strictly held 
to the standard that off-site dedication of private property to add additional right-of-
way is required, then the property likely may never be developable and the City may 
be creating a case where development of this property may be impossible. In regard 
to the turnarounds, Planning Commission found an acceptable equivalent 
turnaround is the “U-shaped” circulation pattern within the subdivision. The proposal 
and layout, with respect to fire turnarounds, has been reviewed by the City Engineer 
and Fire Chief and found to be acceptable.  

 
Article VIII.E.3.c Blocks  
 
Appeal Statement #5: “the subdivision contains new local streets that do not 
comply with the minimum required block length.” 
 
 Per Article VIII.E.3.c: 
 

(1) General. The length, width and shape of blocks shall take into account 
the need for adequate building site size and street width and shall 
recognize the limitations of the topography.  
 
(2) Size. Minimum block length for new local streets is 400 feet and 
maximum block length is 600 feet, unless topographic or environmental 
constraints are present.  

 
Appeal Argument: The proposed new street segments for N Skinner, N Emerald 
and Coleman are about 250 feet in length and do not comply with the minimum 
block length of 400 feet.  As designed, the short block lengths will result in no homes 
facing these street sections and the view along the street being primarily side yard 
fences.  The site is relatively flat and contains no topographic or environmental 
constraints.  If the first east-west street within the subdivision was the improvement 
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and extension of E Van Duyn Street as stated earlier, the block lengths would be 
changed and might achieve compliance.   
 
Staff Response to Appeal Argument: The code allows for an exception to this 
standard in the event topographical constraints exist on the site. Staff believe it’s 
reasonable to interpret a topographical constraint to include the configuration of 
property, which is wide, and land boundaries a property is contained to. As such, it’s 
staff’s position, the site does contain limitations in terms of the topography in that the 
site width will not allow for a north-south block length that is a minimum of 400-feet. 
This interpretation allows the standards to be flexed in recognition of the property’s 
long, narrow shape. The applicant is taking into consideration many standards and 
factors in designing a proposal that considers building site size, street standards, lot 
sizes, and density standards, among others.  
 
Appeal Statement #6: “the subdivision contains three new local streets that dead-
end at the north boundary with no reserve strips adjacent to the agricultural land 
outside the Coburg UGB.  
 

 Per Article VIII.E.3.e:  
 

Reserve strips.  Reserve strips or street plugs controlling access to 
streets will not be approved unless necessary for the protection of the 
public welfare or of substantial property rights, and in these cases may 
be required.  The control and disposal of the land comprising such 
strips shall be placed within the jurisdiction of the City under the 
conditions approved by the Planning Official.” 

 
Appeal Argument: The north boundary of the subdivision is the Coburg UGB and 
City limits.  Property to the north is zoned Lane County EFU allowing continued 
agricultural use. To protect the public welfare of people living in the new subdivision 
and to preserve the condition of the new streets, reserve strips are needed at the 
terminus of the three dead-end streets. The adjacent property owner would be 
prevented from driving farm equipment on and off the property using the new local 
streets.  The City would control the reserve strips.  If the Coburg UGB and City limits 
is expanded to include land north of the subdivision, the City could keep the reserve 
strips in place until the new area annexed is approved for development, the dead-
end streets are extended and a new east-west street connection is complete.   
 
Staff Response to Appeal Argument: Staff agree with the appellants in that there 
is no indication the proposal includes Reserve Strips at the terminus of the three 
new streets that dead-end at the northern boundary. Staff propose a condition of 
approval to have Reserve Strips placed at the end of the three streets in the 
subdivision. In the applicant’s responses to appeal issues (Attachment B), they’ve 
indicated this is agreeable. Staff proposes the following additional condition of 
approval.   
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**Additional Conditional of Approval** Condition of Approval #7: Reserve Strips 
at the three northern dead-ends, within the subdivision on Skinner, N. Emerald and 
Coleman Streets shall be shown on the final plat.  The applicant shall dedicate the 
area of the reserve strips to the City of Coburg for this purpose. 

 
Article VIII.E.3.h Alignment  
 
Appeal Statement #7: “the subdivision does not create new public streets within the 
subdivision that align with existing and planned public streets – E Van Duyn and 
Macy Street. Further, the subdivision does not meet minimum standards for “T” 
intersections.” 
 

Per Article VIII.E.3.h: “Alignment.  As far as is practical, streets other than 
minor streets shall be in alignment with existing streets by continuations of 
the center lines thereof, staggered street alignment resulting in “T” 
intersections shall, whenever practical, leave a minimum distance of 200 
feet between the center lines of streets having approximately the same 
direction and, in no case, shall be less than 125 feet.” (Emphasis mine – 
appellants’ representative) 

 
Appeal Argument: As discussed previously, the new public streets within the 
subdivision do not align with either the existing E Van Duyn Street or existing Macy 
Street, preventing their planned extensions. See Attachment A, Exhibit B – TSP 
Street Classification and Future Street Plan. 

 
The proposed extension of N Skinner Street north of E Van Duyn Street will create a 
“T” intersection.  The distance between the center line of E Van Duyn Street and 
Sarah Street is 140 feet – less than the minimum distance of 200 feet.  The applicant 
asserts the distance complies, “Due to the density requirements, a different design is 
simply impractical.”  We disagree.   

 
First, the code calculates density based on the number of dwellings per acre – not 
the number of lots. The TR zoning allows duplexes on corner lots and cottage 
housing.  These dwelling types can help achieve the minimum required densities 
and allow compliance with this code standard.  A decision by the applicant to only 
build detached single family homes, even though a portion of the site is zoned 
TMR, is a self-imposed hardship and should not be the basis for determining 
that it is not practical to comply with City street standards.   

 
Second, as discussed previously, the minimum residential density could be found 
not applicable due to access limitations.  A decrease in density would provide 
greater design flexibility to help meet required street connections (extending Van 
Duyn and Macy streets), minimum block lengths, and intersection alignments while 
also providing a parcel suitable for park and recreation use.    
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Staff Response to Appeal Argument:  The proposed street has been aligned as 
far as it is practical to ensure an efficient and logical mapping of the lots. The 
extension of Macy Street from outside the subdivision boundary, to inside the 
subdivision is currently not practical as extension is prohibited by tax lots 300 and 
600, which are private property. The applicant is deeding Tract D to the City to 
preserve this future extension, if they so choose. The code allows the distance 
between centerlines to be as little as 125 feet. The proposed distance is currently 
140 feet, which is above 125 feet. The zoning dictates what uses can locate on a 
certain property. Both the TR and TMR zoning designations allow detached single-
family homes as a permitted.  

 
Staff offer an update with respect to Tract D and Macy Street. Please see Section 
VIII RECENT UPDATES TO CONSIDER. below.  
 
Article XII.B.13 Through Lots and Parcels  
 
Appeal Statement #8: “the subdivision includes interior lots that front onto two 
streets – these “through lots” could be avoided with an alternative design.”  
 

Per Article XII.B.13: “Through lots and parcels shall be avoided except 
where they are essential to provide separation of residential development 
from major traffic arterials or adjacent non-residential activities or to 
overcome specific disadvantages of topography and orientation.” 

 
Appeal Argument: The subdivision has about 280 feet of frontage on E Van Duyn 
street.  Lots 6, 7, and 8 are through lots with one frontage on Sarah St and the other 
on E Van Duyn.  The site has no specific disadvantages with regard to topography 
or orientation, and there are no nearby arterials, thus this criterion is not met. 

 
The subdivision justified the through lots ignoring the required extension and 
improvement of E Van Duyn stating the public street can be treated like a private 
driveway.  E Van Duyn is not a “driveway” as the applicant asserts, it is a public 
street.    Given the significant deviance from TSP documentation (like Attachment A 
Exhibit B) and the conflicts this creates with code criteria like dedication of ROW, 
street connectivity, an orderly transportation network, and not adversely affecting 
development of adjoining land, the City Council needs to deliberate the merits of this 
assertion.  It is not appropriate to delegate such significant decision authority to an 
applicant or staff.  

 
Staff Response to Appeal Argument: The code provision relating to through lots is 
not black and white, the provision does allow for certain exceptions. The appellants 
are correct in that lots 6,7 and 8 are through lots and per Development Code shall 
be avoided except where they are essential to provide separation of residential 
development from major traffic arterials or adjacent non-residential activist or to 
overcome specific disadvantages of topography and orientation. The portion of East 
Van Duyn that abuts the backside of lots 6, 7 and 8 is not a major traffic arterial nor 
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are there adjacent non-residential activities. The appellants do make a good 
argument.   The code allows for an exception due to topography and orientation of 
the subject property. In the applicant’s rebuttal, they state, the subject property has a 
distinct topographical disadvantage due to the property’s long, narrow shape- 
dimension. Staff do believe the boundaries of which a subject property is 
constrained to, does classify as a topographical and orientation disadvantage.  
 
Moreover, though through lots shall be avoided, the code allows for certain 
exceptions, as stated above. If the intent of this provision is to separate or screen 
incompatible uses from being seen from rights-of-way, then the code allows for a 10-
foot wide planting screen easement in between the backsides of homes and the 
right-of-way. City Council may elect to enforce planting screens on the backsides of 
Lots 6, 7, and 8. Staff agrees with the appellant in that City Council should deliberate 
on this matter. Reserve Strips may be an alternate option. Staff simply provides 
some options for both sides to come to an agreeable solution. Staff don’t necessarily 
think the presence of three through lots rise to the level as grounds for denial, 
because staff feel the issue can be resolved as discussed above and allowed for in 
the Development Code. 
 
Staff provide how a condition of approval would read if a 10-foot wide planting 
screen easement were placed along the backsides of Lot 6,7 and 8. 
 
A 10-foot wide planting screen easement shall be placed along the rear property line 
of Lots 6,7 and 8, which abut East Van Duyn. Prior to final plat approval, presence of 
planting screen easement shall be included on the final plat.  

 
Article XII.B.19 Park/Park Recreation Acquisitions  
 
Appeal Statement #9: “the subdivision decision allows the developer to pay money 
to the city park acquisition fund without demonstrating no land within the subdivision 
is suitable for a park. Further, the four Tracts to be deeded to the City for open 
space are bisected by streets, intended for primarily for stormwater drainage and 
unsuitable for park and recreation purposes.”  
 

Per Article XII.B.9: “Within or adjacent to a subdivision of land into 10 or 
more lots, a parcel of land of not less than six percent of the gross area 
of the subdivision shall be set aside and dedicated to the public by the 
subdivider. The parcel shall be approved by the Planning Commission 
as being suitable and adaptable for park and recreation use. In the event 
no such area is suitable for park and recreation purposes, or for a 
subdivision of land into less than 10 lots, the subdivider shall, in lieu of 
setting aside land, pay into a public land acquisition fund a sum of 
money equal to one percent ARTICLE XII 140 Coburg Development 
Code of the gross sale price of each lot in the subdivision, which sum of 
money shall be paid at the time each lot is developed or sold, whichever 
occurs first.” (Emphasis mine - appellants’ representative.) 
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Appeal Argument: The standard above requires “a parcel of land” to be dedicated 
to the public for park and recreation use.  The standard only provides a fee payment 
option, “In the event no such area is suitable for park and recreation purposes”.   

 
The applicant’s original proposal was to dedicate 4 Tracts to the public to satisfy the 
above standard.  First, the code requires a single parcel to be dedicated – not four 
separate parcels bisected by streets.  Second, the applicant’s Concept Plan for Park 
and Recreation Use dated July 7, 2020 does not demonstrate that the Tracts are 
suitable for park and recreation purposes.   

 
The Concept Plan shows Tract D being improved with playground equipment.  Due 
to the size and location of Tract D this type of active recreation use would cause 
conflicts for the adjacent homes.   In addition, a substantial portion of Tract D needs 
to be improved as a public street to allow for the future connection to Macy Street.  
Tracts B and C are intended to provide for stormwater runoff.  The Concept Plan 
does not show any recreation amenities within these tracts.  Instead, the adjacent 
new local street shows a jogging trail in the soft shoulder within the street ROW.  
Tract A is 3,662 square feet with only 36 feet of street frontage.  The narrow 
configuration and limited public visibility make it unsuitable for recreation uses.   
 
Staff Response to Appeal Argument: The appellants contend that Article XII.B.9 
requires demonstration that lands cannot be dedicated for park and recreation 
purposes. This is not how staff understands this provision to operate. Staff feels an 
applicant or developer may elect (choose) to pay the parks fees instead of providing 
the parks and open space. On top of paying the sum of money equal to one percent 
of the gross sale price of each lot in the subdivision, the applicant proposes to deed 
four tracts of land to the City. The uses of the four tracts of land will be determined 
by the City. Rather than reading this code provision in the strictest sense, City 
Council should simply contemplate if the applicant has met the intent of the 
requirement for parks and open space. Staff finds the code provision met by the 
applicant simply agreeing to pay the required fee. 
  

VI. NEW RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL.  
 

**Additional Conditional of Approval** Condition of Approval #6: Prior to final 
plat approval, final plat shall have a plat note indicating which lots are zoned 
Traditional Medium Residential (TMR).  
 
**Additional Conditional of Approval** Condition of Approval #7: Reserve Strips 
at the three northern dead-ends, within the subdivision on Skinner, N. Emerald and 
Coleman Streets shall be shown on the final plat.  The applicant shall dedicate the 
area of the reserve strips to the City of Coburg for this purpose. 
 
**Additional Conditional of Approval** Condition of Approval #8: Prior to final 
plat approval of the subdivision, the applicant shall record and receive final plat 
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approval of the partition, identified as city file name and number PA-01-20 – 
Weichert Partition. Construction activities, such as earth-moving and rearranging, 
can occur as long as they aren’t associated with building a structure.  
 
**Additional Conditional of Approval for Consideration** Applicant shall pave to 
a width of 20-feet from the intersection of East Mill Street north along North Skinner , 
past the intersection with E Van Duyn and up to the point where North Skinner 
enters the subdivision. Also, applicant shall pave to a width of 20-feet from the 
intersection of East Mill Street north along North Coleman Street up to the point 
where North Coleman enters the subdivision. “No parking on pavement” signs shall 
be posted on both North Skinner Street and North Coleman Street. Off-pavement 
parking of vehicles is permitted. Applicant shall submit plans for review by the City 
Engineer as part of the public improvement review process, prior to the 
commencement of paving, as discussed in this condition of approval. 
 
**Additional Conditional of Approval for Consideration** A 10-foot wide planting 
screen easement shall be placed along the rear property line of Lots 6,7 and 8, 
which abut East Van Duyn. Prior to final plat approval, presence of planting screen 
easement shall be included on the final plat.  

 
VII. CONCLUSION.  
 

Staff find the application can be approved and Planning Commission’s decision 
upheld, subject to revised findings and additional and/or amended conditions of 
approval. Staff come to this conclusion based on the evidence in the record, as 
discussed in this staff report. However, City Council is tasked with coming to their 
own findings and conclusions, based on the evidence before them, any of which 
staff will support, as directed.  

 
VIII. RECENT UPDATES TO CONSIDER.  
 

The applicant and their team have indicated to staff they are making efforts to 
address some of the neighbor’s issues and concerns and are attempting to find 
solutions. In discussions between the City and the applicant, the applicant has 
proposed the following solutions with respect to street connectivity, parks and 
recreation and street standards.  
 

• Tract D and Macy Street: With respect to east-west connectivity issues, the 
applicant would not object to providing a stubbed street at the subdivision’s 
western boundary with tax lots 300 and 600, where Tract D is presently 
shown. This stubbed extension will further allow for the eventual connection 
of Macy Street and preserve some east-west connectivity. With Tract D now 
stubbed public right-of-way, the applicant would not object to removing Lot 1 
from homesite development and set aside approximately 5,000 square feet 
for park and recreational purposes.  
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However, staff still note that we believe the applicant has met the code 
requirements by agreeing to pay the sum of money equal to one percent of 
the gross sale price of each lot in the subdivision. Staff find this a reasonable 
accommodation for City Council to consider. 
 

• Street paving: The existing paved width of streets have been an issue that 
has been brought up. Staff’s position on street standards have not changed, 
as discussed above. Planning Commission approved the proposal with a 
revised condition of approval #4 that stated streets adjacent to the subdivision 
should be widened to a width of 16-feet. The applicant is agreeing to a 
revised condition of approval to pave to a width of 20-feet on N. Skinner and 
N. Coleman down to the intersections of East Mill Street. A paving width of 
20-feet will allow for the continuation of on-street parking, with the exception 
that vehicles must be parked off the pavement, to allow for adequate fire 
access. Additionally, a paving of 20-feet, will allow for a 10-foot travel lane in 
both directions. The City needs to consider what they want these two streets 
to look like.  If City Council chooses to add a condition of approval requiring 
the applicant to pave to a width of 20-feet, as mentioned above, conditions #4 
and #5 would be revised into one condition of approval.  
 
Staff offer how a revised condition of approval would read:  
 
Possible revised condition of approval: Applicant shall pave to a width of 
20-feet from the intersection of East Mill Street north along North Skinner up 
to the point where North Skinner enters the subdivision. Also, applicant shall 
pave to a width of 20-feet from the intersection of East Mill Street north along 
North Coleman Street up to the point where North Skinner enters the 
subdivision. “No parking on pavement” signs shall be posted on both North 
Skinner Street and North Coleman Street. Off-pavement parking of vehicles is 
permitted. Applicant shall submit plans for review by the City Engineer as part 
of the public improvement review process, prior to the commencement of 
paving, as discussed in this condition of approval.  
 

• Lane County Traffic Impact Analysis/Study (TIA or TIS): Lane County 
issued referral comment recommending the TIA be expanded (revised scope) 
to include Coburg Road. Staff and the City, along with the City Engineer 
discussed this recommendation and decided the applicant met what the code 
required of them in terms of completing a TIA. Coburg’s code states the road 
authority with jurisdiction may require a TIS. The City did require a TIS 
because the two streets involved In the subdivision proposal are North 
Skinner and North Coleman, both of which are under the Jurisdiction of the 
City, not the County. The applicant completed the TIA and submitted it for 
review and comment by the City Engineer. Staff don’t see an absolute 
necessity that the applicant complete a revised TIA to include Coburg Road. 
Lane County replied to staff and they don’t have an issue with not electing to 
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require the expanded scope of the TIA. Lane County is aware their 
recommendations for areas within city limits are just that. However, Lane 
County Transportation would like to request a final copy of the findings and 
decision for their records, once completed.  
 

• Concurrent Application for a Partition: The applicant is seeking a partition 
approval from the City of Coburg to separate the large parent parcel into two 
parcels. Parcel 2 is under the jurisdiction of Lane County and Parcel 1 is 
under the jurisdiction of the City. The applicant has already received tentative 
approval from Lane County, but also needs approval from the City. This is a 
separate land use process and application from the subdivision currently 
under consideration, but they are related. Parcel 1 must be legally separated, 
and the partition final plat approved and recorded prior to final subdivision 
approval. Construction activities (such as earth-moving and rearranging) can 
occur as long as they are not associated with building a structure. This has 
been added as a condition of approval.  

 
 
IX. ATTACHMENTS 
 
 Attachment A – Appeal packet submitted by opponents  
 Attachment B – Applicant’s response to appeal issues  
 Attachment C – City engineer’s comments on TIA 
 Attachment D – Complete planning commission packet for June 17 public hearing 
 Attachment E – Complete planning commission packet for July 15 deliberation 
 Attachment F – Proposed subdivision map (shows boundary of subdivision)  
 Attachment G – All public comments/testimony received prior to August 13 
 Attachment H – Table VIII.(E)(1)(b)(i) 
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PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT SERVICES  
375 West 4th Ave., Suite 204     
P.O. Box 50721                 
Eugene, OR 97405 
541-514-1029 
teresa@bishowconsulting.com            

  
July 27, 2020 

 
City of Coburg City Council 
P.O. Box 8316  
Coburg, OR 97408 
 
Sent Via E-mail:  HHearley@LCOG.org 

 

Hand Delivered to City Hall    

 
Dear City Councilors, 
 
RE: WEICHERT SUBDIVISION (SUB-01-20) – APPEAL 
 
Please accept this appeal of the Planning Commission’s decision to approve, with 
conditions, the Wiechert (Coburg Creek) Subdivision (SUB-01-20).   
 
This appeal is submitted on behalf of Alan Wells, Peggy Wells, Dale Kast, Cathy 
Engebretson and Daniel Rux the “appellants”.   
 
The appellants have standing to file this appeal as they testified before the Planning 
Commission in opposition to the subdivision.  In addition, they each live and own 
property directly adversely impacted by the subdivision.  The appellants have combined 
experience serving on the Coburg Planning Commission, restoring Coburg historic 
properties, and developing new residential and commercial projects in the community. 
 
The appellants agree with the Planning Commission’s determination that the subject 
property is planned and zoned to provide new housing.  The appellants acknowledge 
that Bruce Wiechert Custom Homes, Inc (the “applicant”) has a proven track record for 
extending public infrastructure and building high quality new homes.   
 
This appeal is filed because of the following major concerns: 
 

1. Exclusive use of N Skinner and Coleman Streets to handle all traffic from 
the subdivision and the Planning Commission’s Conditions #4 and #5 
restricting parking on these streets. 
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2. Lack of public right-of-way dedications and improvements to E Van Duyn 
Street within the subdivision in alignment with the existing and planned 
future street extension. 

 
3. Lack of public right-of-way dedications and improvements to Macy Street 

within the subdivision in alignment with the existing and planned future 
street extension. 

 
4. The dedication of four Tracts for public park and recreation uses that will 

prevent the extension of Macy Street, primarily serve on-site stormwater 
drainage facilities, and are unsuitable for park and recreation uses.  

 
5. City determination that the subdivision shall meet minimum residential 

density requirements when the site has significant access limitations. 
 
6. City public notice was not done in compliance with the Coburg Zoning 

Ordinance No. A-200-1, Article X.C. and ORS 197.195(3). 
 
Specifically, the subdivision does not comply with the following code standards: 
 

• Article VII.A.5   Minimum Residential Density (TR) 

• Article VII.B.5.b Minimum Residential Density (TMR) 

• Article VII.A.4.b Minimum Lot Dimensions (TR) 

• Article VII.B.3.b Minimum Lot Dimensions (TMR) 

• Article VIII.E.1 Dedication of Street ROW / Street Standards 

• Article VIII.E.1.f Street Connectivity 

• Article VIII.E.3.c Blocks 

• Article VIII.E.3.e Reserve Strips 

• Article VIII.E.3.h.  Alignment 

• Article VIII.E.3.I Existing Streets 

• Article VIII.E.3.j Half Streets 

• Article VIII.F.4 Dedications 

• Article XII.B.9 Reserve Strips 

• Article XII.B.13  Through Lots and Parcels 

• Article XII.B.19  Park / Park Recreation Acquisitions 

• Article XII.C.2.c(1) Compliance with Zoning Code  

• Article XII.C.2.c(5) Orderly Transportation System 

• Article XII.C.2.c(7) Adjacent Land Impacts / Public Safety / Access  

• Article X.C.  Type III Procedure    
                   
Each standard is listed below followed by evidence demonstrating why the subdivision 
does not comply. Code text is shown in bold italics.   
 
For a summary of the detailed analysis, please see Exhibit G – Code Analysis 
Summary. 
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Article VII.A.5   Minimum Residential Density (TR) 
Article VII.B.5.b Minimum Residential Density (TMR) 

Per Article II.A.5, land zoned Traditional Residential (TR): 
 

“When lots are created through a land division, or site development is 
proposed for four or more dwelling units, a minimum density of 60 percent 
of the maximum density (or 5.4 units per acre) is required… This standard 
does not apply to the following developments:… 
 
(5) Development on physically constrained sites, where lot 

configuration, access limitations, topography, significant trees, 
wetlands or other natural features prevent development at the 
minimum density.” (emphasis mine) 

Per Article II.B.5.b, land zoned Traditional Medium Residential (TMR): 

  
“When lots are created through a land division, or site development is 
proposed for four or more dwelling units, a minimum density of 80 percent 
of the maximum density (or 10.4 dwelling units per acre) is required…  This 
standard does not apply to the following developments:… 
 
(5) Development on physically constrained sites, where lot 

configuration, access limitations, topography, significant trees, 
wetlands or other natural features prevent development at the 
minimum density.” (emphasis mine) 

 
The site is at the edge of the Coburg Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) and has severe 
access constraints.  There are currently no public streets providing access from the 
north, east or west sides of the site.  The County’s recent approval of a partition 
establishing the site as a legal lot prohibits providing a street connection from the north 
(outside the UGB) through County EFU zoned land to serve the subdivision.    
 
The only access to the site is from the south - N Skinner Street (which feeds to E Locust 
Street), and Coleman Street.  None of these streets – N Skinner, E Locust and Coleman 
- are improved according to city street standards.  Each only has a 12-foot paving width 
for two-way traffic.  
 
The Planning Commission imposed Conditions of Approval in an attempt to address 
problems with the site access.  These conditions only require the applicant to improve 
offside roadway access points to 16 feet. The conditions do not require street 
improvements to N Skinner and Coleman that will meet local street standards including 
a minimum paved width of 20 feet. 

The subdivision has significant access constraints and the 
minimum residential density standards should not apply. 
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Providing access to the north, east or west will require a series of well-orchestrated 
public and private actions.  While not insurmountable, the funding sources, time frames, 
and legal requirements create uncertainty regarding when and how access will be 
improved beyond the sole use of N Skinner (to E Locust) and Coleman.   
 
Based on the severe access limitations, the minimum density requirement should not be 
applied.  This would give greater flexibility for the developer to design a subdivision that 
achieves the applicant’s goal (detached single family homes), while also complying with 
other critical code standards including street network connectivity, dedication of land 
suitable for park and recreation uses, and decreased traffic impacts on historic 
neighborhoods and Coburg’s “central park,” Norma Pfeiffer park, the north boundary of 
which is E Locust Street. 
 
Finally, the code also allows the minimum density requirement to be altered due to the 
existence of significant trees.  Public testimony was submitted for the Planning 
Commission hearing about concern for keeping heritage trees along the east edge of 
the subdivision.  This may be an additional argument in favor of easing the minimum 
density requirement. 
 
Response: The only access to the site is from the south. Requiring access from the north, 
east or west would impose an undue burden upon the property owner since he does not 
have control over those access points. There is nothing in the code specifying the 
minimum number of access point to a subdivision. The City Engineer and Fire Marshal 
are responsible in determining the adequacy of the access. The two existing access 
streets will be improved to the satisfaction of the City Engineer and Fire Marshal. The 
Traffic Impact Analysis submitted with the application determined the “Level of Service” 
for the two access streets is acceptable to accommodate the proposed subdivision.  
 
The Minimum density requirement was determined by the City Planner and because of 
this, the proposed subdivision was increased from 39 lots to 46 lots. 
 
The trees along the east edge of the subdivision are not heritage trees and are not on the 
subject property. 
 
Article VII.A.4.b Minimum Lot Dimensions (TR) 
Article VII.B.3.b Minimum Lot Dimensions (TMR) 

Lots 1 through 5 only comply with the minimum lot width and lot area requirements for 
land zoned Traditional Medium Residential (TMR).  These five lots contain a total of 
0.58 acres which is very close to the 0.59 acres City staff calculated as being the 

The subdivision lacks a requirement that the final 
subdivision plat indicate what lots are zoned TMR and the 
number of allowed dwellings per lot. 
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portion of the site zoned TMR.  The remainder of the lots are zoned Traditional 
Residential (TR) and comply with the minimum lot width and lot area requirements for 
standard lots and flag lots.   
 
The Coburg Zoning Map shows TMR zoning in a rectangle shape in an east-west 
orientation near the northern edge of the site.  Refer to Exhibit A – Coburg Zoning Map.  
The Subdivision Lots 1 through 5 require the TMR zoning to comply with lot dimensions 
standards but these lots do not align with the Coburg Zoning Map and are instead 
located in a rectangle shape in a north-south configuration on the west edge.  The 
Planning Commission’s decision did not impose a Condition of Approval to clarify the 
land zoned TMR or take steps to amend the Coburg Zoning Map.  The Coburg 
Development Code requires the classification of zoning districts to be shown on the 
official Zoning Map.  We do not object to the general subdivision or a master planned 
development process being allowed to determine the location of the TMR zoning 
allocated to the site.  We do believe any subdivision for this site needs to include a note 
on the final plat indicating the lots zoned TMR and the minimum and maximum allowed 
number of dwellings per lot.  Ideally, the official Zoning Map is also amended.  If these 
steps are not taken it will cause confusion for the building official, property appraisers, 
future lot owners, lenders, and anyone seeking to verify applicable zoning on the site.    
 
Response: A note can be placed on the final plat that indicates lots 1 – 5 are zoned TMR. 
The allowable dwelling units per lot is determined by the Coburg Code. 
 
Article VIII.E.1. Dedication of Street ROW / Street Design Standards 

Per Article VIII.E.1: 
 

“Improvements to City streets shall conform to the standards as set forth 
in this section. 
a. Dedication of Street Right-of-Way.  City may require dedication of 

additional public right-of-way in order to meet street standards. 
b. Street Design Standards for public streets and the current and future 

functional classification plan for all streets within Coburg, including 
those owned by Lane County. 
(i) Street Design Standards Table VIII.E(1)(b)(i): Coburg Street 

Design Standards…” 
 
E Van Duyn Street 
 

The subdivision does not comply with street dedication and 
improvement standards – E Van Duyn and Macy Streets 
within the subdivision need to be improved. 
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The subdivision did not include any dedication of public right-of-way for E Van Duyn 
Street.  A section of E Van Duyn adjacent to the subdivision contains a 30-foot public 
ROW.  The minimum local street standards require at least a 45-foot public ROW.  The 
subdivision also did not include the dedication, extension, and improvement of E Van 
Duyn between N Skinner and Coleman Streets.  See Exhibit B – TSP Street 
Classification and Future Street Plan. 
 
Macy Street 
 
The subdivision did not include any dedication of public ROW or street improvements in 
alignment with the existing section of Macy Street near the west edge of the subdivision. 
The applicant’s proposal to deed Tract D to the City places the burden to design and 
construct this street segment on the City.  Furthermore, Tract D was proposed for park 
and recreation use which conflicts with the orderly development of the transportation 
network, as required in code approval criteria Article XII.C.2.c.(1)(5) and as further 
discussed later in this document. The subdivider is responsible for the dedication and 
improvement of Macy Street within the subdivision and should not attempt to deed the 
area needed for the street dedication to the City for a park. See Exhibit B – TSP Street 
Classification and Future Street Plan.   
 
The importance of providing east-west connectivity is also described in the Coburg 
Comprehensive Plan; every effort must be made to preserve the limited options still 
available within the current UGB.     
 
N Skinner Street / Coleman Street 
 
N Skinner Street between E Van Duyn and E Locust is classified as a Local Street 
which requires a minimum 45-foot public right-of-way with 20 feet of pavement.  This 
section of N Skinner only has a 30-foot public ROW and 12 feet of pavement.  Coleman 
Street is classified as a Local Street and a “bike boulevard”.  Although it contains a 50-
foot public ROW, portions of the street only have 12 feet of pavement. 
 
The Planning Commission approved the subdivision with the following conditions: 
 

CONDITION 4:  As part of the public improvement process, the applicant shall 
improve the offsite roadway access points to a width of 16 feet.  Improvements 
shall include but not be limited to pavement widening pavement on-street parking 
restrictions. 
 
CONDITION 5:  Any street improvements as part of the new subdivision or 
adjacent street connection improvements shall be a minimum of 20ft 
unobstructed width, 16ft travel surface and 13ft 6 inch vertical clearance.  

   
Conditions #4 and #5 are not clear and objective requiring discretion as to the extent of 
street improvements required after the close of the public hearing.  The conditions do 
not state where the 16-foot street improvements start or stop.  Assuming that the 
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conditions apply to the N Skinner Street access point south to E Locust and to the 
Coleman Street access point south to Mill Street, these street improvements will not 
conform to city street standards as shown on Exhibit C – Coburg Street Design 
Standards.  
 
Furthermore, the conditions conflict with each other.  Condition #4 requires “pavement  
on-street parking restrictions” thus implying that parking will continue to be permitted off 
the pavement along the side of the street.  However Condition #5 requires “minimum of 
20ft unobstructed width.”  Since Condition #4 only requires the paved widths to increase 
to 16 feet an additional four feet beyond the pavement will have parking restrictions to 
meet Coburg Rural Fire standards.  These parking restrictions will have a negative 
impact on adjacent property owners especially those that rely on street parking.  The 
City did not provide any notice to property owners about the location and extent of 
parking restrictions and Conditions #4 and #5 only add to the uncertainty. It will be very 
confusing and difficult to enforce no parking for two feet on either side of the pavement, 
four feet on one side or any other combination to be determined during the future public 
improvement process.  
 
Response:  
E. Van Duyn Street: 
 
The TSP Street Classification and Future Street Plan has not been adopted by the City, 
so therefore it is not a code requirement and is open for revisions. The extension of E. 
Van Duyn Street from N. Skinner Street to Coleman Street is essentially accomplished 
via the proposed Sarah Street and provides the east-west connectivity. No additional 
east-west street is needed. 
 
Article VIII.E.1a states “…City may require dedication of additional public right-of-
way…”(emphasis added).  The key word is “may”. The dedication of additional right-of-
way is discretionary. The widening of E. Van Duyn Street is not essential to maintain 
satisfactory levels of existing and ultimate traffic movement in the area as stated in the 
Traffic Impact Analysis prepared by Sandow Engineering.  Any future extension of E. Van 
Duyn Street is problematic due to existing structures along the alignment.  An exception 
to street alignments can be granted due to limitations of topography which includes 
existing structures. 
 
Macy Street: 
 
Tract D was set aside for the future extension of Macy Street. The applicant has offered 
to pay the full amount of the park fees to offset the potential impact of Tract D in the event 
it is used for the future Macy Street right-of-way.  
 
N. Skinner Street/ Coleman Street: 
 
The current access points of Skinner Street and Coleman Street and their respective 
configuration have been reviewed by the City Engineer, Public Works Director, Fire 
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Department and a traffic engineer. The access points have been determined to be 
satisfactory in providing proper ingress and egress to the site.  Both streets will be 
designed and improved to the satisfaction of the City to ensure compliance.  
 
Article VIII.E.1.f(2) Street Connectivity 

Per Article VIII.E.1.f(2): 
 

“Streets that are planned to connect through when adjacent developments 
are constructed may temporarily dead-end, provided a “hammer-head” or 
equivalent turn-around, built to fire code, is provided in the interim period.” 

 
The proposed subdivision contains temporary dead-end streets to provide for future 
north-south street connectivity if the Coburg UGB is expanded and adjacent land is 
annexed.  We have no objections to these streets.  The subdivision does not however, 
provide for any future east-west connectivity allowing for adjacent developments to be 
assured access and for an orderly transportation system.  Exhibit B – TSP Street 
Classification and Future Street Plan  

 
Response: Tract D was set aside for the future extension of Macy Street. The applicant 
has offered to pay the full amount of the park fees to offset the potential impact of Tract 
D being used for future Macy Street right-of-way.  

 
Article VIII.E.3.c Blocks 

Per Article VIII.E.3.c: 
 

“(1) General.  The length, width, and shape of blocks shall take into 
account the need for adequate building site size and street width and 
shall recognize the limitations of the topography. 

(2) Size.  Minimum block length for new local streets is 400 feet and 
maximum block length is 600 feet, unless topographic or 
environmental constraints are present.” 

 

The subdivision does not provide a temporary dead-end 
street in alignment with the existing and planned extension 
of Macy Street. 

The subdivision contains new local streets that do not 
comply with the minimum required block length.   
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The proposed new street segments for N Skinner, N Emerald and Coleman are about 
250 feet in length and do not comply with the minimum block length of 400 feet.  As 
designed, the short block lengths will result in no homes facing these street sections 
and the view along the street being primarily side yard fences.  The site is relatively flat 
and contains no topographic or environmental constraints.  If the first east-west street 
within the subdivision was the improvement and extension of E Van Duyn Street as 
stated earlier, the block lengths would be changed and might achieve compliance.   
 
Response: The site has a north-south dimension of about 436 feet. Any east-west street 
located on the site will have a minimum right-of-way width of 45 feet.  This will 
automatically create block lengths of less than 400 feet.  An exception per Article 
VIII.E.3.c(2) states “Size.  Minimum block length for new local streets is 400 feet and 
maximum block length is 600 feet, unless topographic or environmental constraints are 
present.”  Clearly the overall boundary width presents a topographic constraint that will 
not allow a north-south block length of 400 feet with the creation of an east-west street. 
An east-west street is required to efficiently map the lots and meet density and 
connectivity requirements. 

 
Article VIII.E.3.e Reserve Strips 

Per Article VIII.E.3.e: 
 

“Reserve strips.  Reserve strips or street plugs controlling access to 
streets will not be approved unless necessary for the protection of the 
public welfare or of substantial property rights, and in these cases may be 
required.  The control and dispersal of the land comprising such strips 
shall be placed within the jurisdiction of the City under the conditions 
approved by the Planning Official.” 

 
The north boundary of the subdivision is the Coburg UGB and City limits.  Property to 
the north is zoned Lane County EFU allowing continued agricultural use. To protect the 
public welfare of people living in the new subdivision and to preserve the condition of 
the new streets, reserve strips are needed at the terminus of the three dead-end streets. 
The adjacent property owner would be prevented from driving farm equipment on and 
off the property using the new local streets.  The City would control the reserve strips.  If 
the Coburg UGB and City limits is expanded to include land north of the subdivision, the 
City could keep the reserve strips in place until the new area annexed is approved for 
development, the dead-end streets are extended and a new east-west street connection 
is complete.   

The subdivision contains three new local streets that dead-
end at the north boundary with no reserve strips adjacent to 
the agricultural land outside the Coburg UGB.  
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Size.  Minimum block length for new local streets is 400 feet and maximum block 
length is 600 feet, unless topographic or environmental constraints are present.” 

 
Response: Reserve strips will be placed on the final plat for the three street stubs to the 
north. 

 
Article VIII.E.3.h. Alignment 

Per Article VIII.E.3.h: 
 

“Alignment.  As far as is practical, streets other than minor streets shall be 
in alignment with existing streets by continuations of the center lines 
thereof, staggered street alignment resulting in “T” intersections shall, 
whenever practical, leave a minimum distance of 200 feet between the 
center lines of streets having approximately the same direction and, in no 
case, shall be less than 125 feet.” (Emphasis mine) 

 
As discussed previously, the new public streets within the subdivision do not align with 
either the existing E Van Duyn Street or existing Macy Street, preventing their planned 
extensions. See Exhibit B – TSP Street Classification and Future Street Plan. 
 
The proposed extension of N Skinner Street north of E Van Duyn Street will create a “T” 
intersection.  The distance between the center line of E Van Duyn Street and Sarah 
Street is 140 feet – less than the minimum distance of 200 feet.  The applicant asserts 
the distance complies, “Due to the density requirements, a different design is simply 
impractical.”  We disagree.   
 
First, the code calculates density based on the number of dwellings per acre – not the 
number of lots. The TR zoning allows duplexes on corner lots and cottage housing.  
These dwelling types can help achieve the minimum required densities and allow  
compliance with this code standard.  A decision by the applicant to only build 
detached single family homes, even though a portion of the site is zoned TMR, is 
a self-imposed hardship and should not be the basis for determining that it is not 
practical to comply with City street standards.   
 
Second, as discussed previously, the minimum residential density could be found not 
applicable due to access limitations.  A decrease in density would provide greater 
design flexibility to help meet required street connections (extending Van Duyn and 

The subdivision does not create new public streets within 
the subdivision that align with existing and planned public 
streets – E Van Duyn and Macy Street.  Further, the 
subdivision does not meet minimum standards for “T” 
intersections.   
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Macy streets), minimum block lengths, and intersection alignments while also providing 
a parcel suitable for park and recreation use.    
 
Response:  The proposed street have been aligned as far as it is practical to ensure an 
efficient and logical mapping of the lots. Because we are at the minimum density the code 
allows, realignment of the current proposed street configuration would result in fewer lots 
and therefore not be in compliance with the density requirements.  
Article VIII.E.3.h states” Alignment.  As far as is practical, streets other than minor streets 
shall be in alignment with existing streets by continuations of the center lines thereof, 
staggered street alignment resulting in “T” intersections shall, whenever practical, leave 
a minimum distance of 200 feet between the center lines of streets having approximately 
the same direction and, in no case, shall be less than 125 feet.” 
(emphasis added)  Again, the proposed streets were configured “as far as is practical” to 
satisfy as much of the code as possible. Article VIII.E.3.h allows the distance between 
centerlines to be as little as 125 feet.  The proposed configuration has 140 feet between 
centerlines and therefore complies. 
 
The proposed project complies with the density requirements using single family homes. 
Building multi-family units does not fit the character of the neighborhood and the 
neighbors have also indicated they would prefer to see owner occupied housing on the 
property instead of multi-family buildings.  
 
Article XII.B.13 Through Lots and Parcels 

Per Article XII.B.13: 
 

“Through lots and parcels shall be avoided except where they are essential 
to provide separation of residential development from major traffic arterials 
or adjacent non-residential activities or to overcome specific 
disadvantages of topography and orientation.” 

 
The subdivision has about 280 feet of frontage on E Van Duyn street.  Lots 6, 7, and 8 
are through lots with one frontage on Sarah St and the other on E Van Duyn.  The site 
has no specific disadvantages with regard to topography or orientation, and there are no 
nearby arterials, thus this criterion is not met. 
 
The subdivision justified the through lots ignoring the required extension and 
improvement of E Van Duyn stating the public street can be treated like a private 
driveway.  E Van Duyn is not a “driveway” as the applicant asserts, it is a public street.    
Given the significant deviance from TSP documentation (like Exhibit B) and the conflicts 

The subdivision includes interior lots that front onto two 
streets – these “through lots” could be avoided with an 
alternative design.   
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this creates with code criteria like dedication of ROW, street connectivity, an orderly 
transportation network, and not adversely affecting development of adjoining land, the 
City Council needs to deliberate the merits of this assertion.  It is not appropriate to 
delegate such significant decision authority to an applicant or staff.  
 
Response: The site presents a unique boundary constraint issue due to its narrow north-
south dimension. This constraint would fall under’ topography”. In order to meet the 
density requirements, the streets have been configured, as far as is practical, to create 
an efficient lot layout and meet the minimum density requirements.  Placing a one-foot 
reserve strip along the southerly property lines of lots 6, 7 and 8 will prevent access to E. 
Van Duyn and avoid any through lots. 
 
Article XII.B.19 Park/Park Recreation Acquisitions 

Per Article XII.B.19: 
 

“Within or adjacent to a subdivision of land into 10 or more lots, a parcel of 
land of not less than six percent of the gross area of the subdivision shall 
be set aside and dedicated to the public by the subdivider. The parcel shall 
be approved by the Planning Commission as being suitable and adaptable 
for park and recreation use. In the event no such area is suitable for park 
and recreation purposes, or for a subdivision of land into less than 10 lots, 
the subdivider shall, in lieu of setting aside land, pay into a public land 
acquisition fund a sum of money equal to one percent ARTICLE XII 140 
Coburg Development Code of the gross sale price of each lot in the 
subdivision, which sum of money shall be paid at the time each lot is 
developed or sold, whichever occurs first.” (Emphasis mine.) 
 

The standard above requires “a parcel of land” to be dedicated to the public for park and 
recreation use.  The standard only provides a fee payment option, “In the event no such 
area is suitable for park and recreation purposes”.   
 
The applicant’s original proposal was to dedicate 4 Tracts to the public to satisfy the 
above standard.  First, the code requires a single parcel to be dedicated – not four 
separate parcels bisected by streets.  Second, the applicant’s Concept Plan for Park 
and Recreation Use dated July 7, 2020 does not demonstrate that the Tracts are 
suitable for park and recreation purposes.   

The subdivision decision allows the developer to pay money 
to the city park acquisition fund without demonstrating no 
land within the subdivision is suitable for a park.  Further, 
the four Tracts to be deeded to the City for open space are 
bisected by streets, intended primarily for stormwater 
drainage and unsuitable for park and recreation purposes.   
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The Concept Plan shows Tract D being improved with playground equipment.  Due to 
the size and location of Tract D this type of active recreation use would cause conflicts 
for the adjacent homes.  Would you want a public playground within twenty feet of your 
backyard fence?  In addition, a substantial portion of Tract D needs to be improved as a 
public street to allow for the future connection to Macy Street.  Tracts B and C are 
intended to provide for stormwater runoff.  The Concept Plan does not show any 
recreation amenities within these tracts.  Instead, the adjacent new local street shows a 
jogging trail in the soft shoulder within the street ROW.  Tract A is 3,662 square feet 
with only 36 feet of street frontage.  The narrow configuration and limited public visibility 
make it unsuitable for recreation uses.   
 
Response: Article XII.B.19 does not state that the “parcel of land” needs to be a single 
parcel.  As in many parts of the code, the configuration of the “parcel of land” is 
discretionary. The suitability of the tracts of land for park and recreation purposes is 
subjective. The applicant has offered to also pay the park fee in the event those areas 
are not deemed suitable to satisfy the code as allowed by the code. Any conceptual plan 
for the park areas is just that, conceptual. It was not meant to be an approvable design, 
it was simply a possible idea on how the tracts could be developed. By using the above 
mentioned park fee, a design could be done, in coordination with the neighbors, to 
achieve a beneficial space. 
 
City Council should reject the way the subdivision tries to address the Park/Park 
Recreation Acquisitions standard.  
 
We acknowledge there are circumstances that might prevent any area in a subdivision 
from being suitable for park and recreation use.  Factors might include: 1) presence of 
toxic or hazardous soils, 2) irregular shaped lot, 3) planned industrial use incompatible 
for a public park, or 4) known high value wetlands or archeological resources requiring 
protection.   In this case, there are none of these physical or legal constraints.  The site 
is over 10 acres in size providing design flexibility, the land is relatively flat and does not 
contain any known hazardous soils, wetlands, or archeological resources.  In addition, 
the subdivision is for residential use and residents will directly benefit by the future 
public park and recreation uses.   
 
The applicant has not provided a basis for being able to opt out of dedicating a suitable 
area for park and recreation use. The code text does not provide the subdivider an 
automatic exception to the requirement for land dedication.  The applicant asserts there 
are no alternative subdivision plans that will achieve the minimum required density and 
comply with other code standards.  We respectfully disagree.  
 
Response: We are not opting out. On the contrary, we are proposing to do both the 
dedication and the fee. The proposed plan does provide more than the required six 
percent area for park and recreation area as stated in Article XII.B.19. Article XII.B.19 
also does state “In the event no such area is suitable for park and recreation purposes, 
or for a subdivision of land into less than 10 lots, the subdivider shall, in lieu of setting 
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aside land, pay into a public land acquisition fund a sum of money equal to one percent 
ARTICLE XII 140 Coburg Development Code of the gross sale price of each lot in the 
subdivision, which sum of money shall be paid at the time each lot is developed or sold, 
whichever occurs first.” There are no qualifiers on the word “suitable” in this code section 
and refers to the proposed park configuration and not the overall site area. If the City 
deems the area we proposed for the park and recreation area is not suitable, then the 
park fee applies. 
 
Article XII.C.2.c(1) Compliance with Code Provisions 

Per Article XII.C.2.c.(1): 
 

“The proposed tentative subdivision plan complies with the applicable 
zoning code provisions and all other applicable ordinances and 
regulations, including but not limited to lot standards, street standards 
(ARTICLE VIII.E), required public improvements (ARTICLE VIII.F) and any 
special development standards.” 

 
Information demonstrating why the subdivision does not comply with this approval 
criterion is discussed in other sections of this statement including those related to Article 
III.E and Article III.F and summarized in Exhibit G – Code Analysis Summary. 
 
The code section above refers to a subdivision needing to comply with “applicable 
ordinances”.  Please also refer to a discussion of Comprehensive Plan policies at the 
end of this written statement. 
 
Response: The proposed subdivision does comply with the City Code as discussed in the 
Planning Commission Decision and the City staff report. 
 
Article XII.C.2.c(5) Orderly Transportation System 

Per Article XII.C.2.c(5): 
 

The subdivision does not contribute to the orderly 
development of the City’s transportation network and places 
an unsafe burden on narrow, substandard streets south of 
the subdivision.   

The subdivision does not comply with several zoning code 
provisions including street standards and required public 
improvements.   
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“Proposal contributes to the orderly development of the City’s area 
transportation network of roads, bikeways, and pedestrian facilities, and 
allows for continuation and expansion of existing public access easements 
within or adjacent to the subdivision.” 

 
The subdivision does not contribute to the orderly development of the City’s 
transportation system.  The subdivision relies exclusively upon the new development 
being accessed from N Skinner and Coleman Streets.  These two streets are 
substandard and do not have the minimum pavement width to safely accommodate 
additional traffic.  The streets are narrow in places with widths as low as 12 feet and 
being shared by motor vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians.  In addition, Condition #4 
requires the applicant to increase the pavement width to 16 feet and prohibit any 
parking on the pavement.  Condition #5 increases the parking restriction to a minimum 
of 20 feet in width, essentially removing parking from both sides of the streets. 
 
According to the traffic study conducted for the applicant, 32% of the traffic from the 
subdivision will travel on East Locust to and from Willamette Street.  Almost half of this 
section of East Locust has only 12 feet of pavement width.  
 
The subdivision street layout does not provide for public street improvement to allow for 
the extension of E Van Duyn Street and Macy Street.  The subdivision includes a new 
local street about 140 feet north and parallel to the existing section of E Van Duyn 
Street contrary to the need for orderly development.  The use of Tract D for long-term 
open space prevents Macy Street from ever being extended. Tract D should have been 
dedicated as public ROW and improved as a street in alignment with Macy Street and of 
sufficient width to accommodate a bike/pedestrian connection to the school.   
 
Response: The proposed subdivision does contribute to the orderly development by 
connecting to the two existing streets that were purposely stubbed to the property.  
 
E. Van Duyn Street: 
 
Article VIII.E.1a states “…City may require dedication of additional public right-of-
way…”(emphasis added).  The key word is “may”. The dedication of additional right-of-
way is discretionary. The widening of E. Van Duyn Street is not essential to maintain 
satisfactory levels of existing and ultimate future traffic movement in the area as stated in 
the Traffic Impact Analysis prepared by Sandow Engineering.  Any future extension of E. 
Van Duyn Street is problematic due to existing structures along the alignment.  An 
exception to street alignments can be granted due to limitations of topography which 
includes existing structures. In addition, the proposed Sarah Street provides the 
connection between Skinner Street and Coleman Street, thus satisfying any connectivity 
issues. 
 
Macy Street: 
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Tract D was set aside for the future extension of Macy Street. The applicant has offered 
to pay the full amount of the park fees to offset the potential impact of Tract D being used 
for future Macy Street right-of-way.  
 
N. Skinner Street/ Coleman Street: 
 
The current access points of Skinner Street and Coleman Street and their respective 
configuration have been reviewed by the City Engineer, Public Works Director, Fire 
Department and a traffic engineer. The access points have been determined to be 
satisfactory in providing proper ingress and egress to the site.  Both streets will be 
designed and improved to the satisfaction of the City to ensure compliance with safety 
and transportation requirements.. 
 
Article XII.C.2.c(7) Adjacent Land Impacts / Public Safety / Access      

Per Article XII.C.2.c(7): 
 

“If the proposal involves the creation of a public street, all of the following 
criteria also apply:  
(aa) The proposal will not impede the future use of the remainder of the 

property under the same ownership or adversely affect the 
development of the remainder of any adjoining land or access 
thereto. 

 (bb) The proposed partition [subdivision] will: 
1. Not result in significant risk of fire, flood, geological hazards, 

or other public health and safety concerns; 
2. Provide adequate transportation systems, water supply, 

sewage disposal, drainage, and other public utilities; 
3. Not hamper the adequate provision of publicly owned open 

space for recreation needs. 
4. The proposed partition [subdivision] provides direct bicycle 

and pedestrian access to nearby and adjacent residential 
areas, transit stops, neighborhood activity centers, 
commercial areas, and employment and industrial areas, and 
provides safe, convenient and direct transit circulation, 
provided the City makes findings to demonstrate consistency 
with constitutional requirements.  “Nearby” means uses within 
¼ mile that can reasonably be expected to be used by 

The subdivision adversely affects development of adjoining 
land, creates public safety concerns, hampers public 
acquisition of open space for recreation needs, and hinders 
safe bicycle and pedestrian access to nearby commercial 
uses, the school and the Norma Pfeiffer Park.   
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pedestrians, and uses within 2 miles that can be reasonably 
expected to be used by bicyclists.” 

 
The subdivision adversely affects the access and future development of 
underdeveloped large lots immediately to the south of the subdivision.  However, if E 
Van Duyn were extended east to Coleman St, it would eliminate the adverse effect. 
 
The subdivision creates a significant safety concern for residents living south of the new 
development on narrow streets not designed or improved for the additional traffic. 
These streets includes N Skinner, E Locust and Coleman. 
 
The subdivision does not provide direct bicycle or pedestrian access to nearby 
commercial areas, or the school, and adversely impacts bike and pedestrian safety 
along Norma Pfeiffer Park.  However, if Macy St. were extended to the west edge of the 
subdivision, that would allow the City the option to complete a much more direct 
pedestrian access flowing west to the school and commercial areas.  
 
The Planning Commission’s Final Order did not include findings addressing subsection 
(bb) above.  City staff advised the Planning Commission that the provision was not 
applicable because it referred to a proposed “partition”.  We believe reference to 
“partition” is based on a minor editing mistake or scrivener’s error.  Subsection (bb) is 
under the main heading “Subdivisions (non phased)”.  Furthermore, the sentence 
preceding sections (aa) and (bb) states the criteria are applicable “if the proposal 
involves creation of a public street,” which this proposal does, and most of the content 
of (bb) wouldn’t make sense for most partitions, but does make sense for a subdivision.  
It would be disingenuous to ignore subsection (bb) when it is clearly an applicable 
approval criterion for a subdivision. 
 
Response: Any future extension of E. Van Duyn Street is problematic due to existing 
structures along the alignment.  An exception to street alignments can be granted due to 
limitations of topography which includes existing structures.  The creation of Sarah Street 
provides the connection between Skinner Street and Coleman Street. 
 
Subsection (bb) does reference “partition” and to say the word is a typo and arbitrarily 
change the language of the code is improper.  
 
Article X.C. Type III Procedures      

At the Planning Commission level, appellants raised concerns regarding inadequate 
notice, confusion due to the applicant’s submittal of a revised subdivision plan after the 
initial public notice was mailed, and insufficient time to provide public testimony. 

The City did not provide proper legal notice per ORS 
197.195(3) and Coburg Zoning Ordinance No. A-200-1, 
Article X.C.   
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The Planning Commission received a request by the appellants to continue the June 17 
Planning Commission public hearing.  The request was denied.  The Planning 
Commission closed the public hearing except for rebuttal testimony addressing one 
area of concern.  
 
Please refer to Exhibit F – Facts Regarding Public Notice Procedures. 
 
Compliance with Comprehensive Plan  

 
Staff will correctly inform you that the Comprehensive Plan does not contain approval 
criteria, and thus cannot be used as the basis for “findings of fact.”  Nonetheless it is of 
utmost relevance in providing context for making decisions regarding the development 
code approval criteria and should not be brushed off as irrelevant. 
 
Key Plan policies applicable to the subdivision are listed below in bold italics followed 
by brief findings demonstrating the subdivision does not comply.   
 

Developers of new subdivision shall be required to provide for the 
recreational needs of their residents as defined in the Subdivision 
Ordinance.  (Goal 8: Recreational Needs, Policy 7) 

 
According to the adopted City of Coburg Parks and Open Space Master Plan1: 
 

With a projected population of 3,327 by the year 2025, the analysis 
determined that the City would need an additional six acres of 
neighborhood park land, one acre of mini park land, and 26.6 acres of 
community park land. That translates into approximately two additional 
neighborhood parks, two to three additional mini parks, and a single 
community park. 

 
The area north of the subdivision includes areas identified as desirable for a proposed 
new community park and a northside neighborhood park. Refer to Exhibit D – Coburg 
Proposed Parks and Open Spaces.  The 10-acre subdivision is large enough to be the 
location for a mini park similar to the Jacob Spores Park.   

 
1 Adopted by Ordinance A-194. 

The subdivision does not comply with the Coburg 
Comprehensive Plan including the need to provide for parks, 
a safe transportation system, and the preservation of existing 
neighborhoods, especially those with historic features.   
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The subdivision contains 4 Tracts set aside as non-buildable areas.  Unfortunately, the 
two largest tracts (Tract C and Tract B) are needed for stormwater drainage and Tract D 
is needed as part of the extension of Macy Street.  Tract A may be available for park 
and recreation use but due to the size and location has limited public visibility and 
options for park amenities.  The Final Order does not provide sufficient findings 
demonstrating that the subdivision will provide for the recreational needs of new 
residents. 
 

The City shall ensure that new housing is compatible with the small town, 
historic character of the community.  (Goal 10: Housing, Policy 18) 
 
The City shall promote livability and community in existing and future 
neighborhoods.  (Goal 10: Housing, Policy 19) 
 
The City shall encourage the preservation of existing housing, particularly 
housing with historic value and features.  (Goal 10: Housing, Policy 23) 

 
The three Plan policies above all address the desire to preserve the viability of existing 
neighborhoods, especially those with historic values.  Significant portions of the 
proposed subdivision are immediately adjacent to areas with significant historic 
resources. Refer to Exhibit E – Coburg Zoning Overlay Districts. Proposed new 
development needs to be sensitive to the surrounding neighborhoods with efforts made 
to retain their livability or at least mitigate any potential adverse impacts. 
 
Of utmost concern is the potential traffic impacts and uncertainty regarding future street 
paving improvements to N Skinner Street and N Coleman Street and the extent existing 
on-street parking will be prohibited.  Further, traffic on N Skinner will funnel to E Locust, 
past Coburg’s “Central Park,” Norma Pfieffer Park, with its heavy pedestrian traffic 
creating an unsafe conditions for pedestrians.  It is imperative that the City Council 
consider how to safeguard the quality of existing housing, preserve historic resources, 
and promote pedestrian safety.   
 

Develop a street network system that evenly distributes traffic throughout 
the community, lessening traffic impacts on residential streets, and 
identifying a system of arterials for moving people, goods, and services 
safely and efficiently…  (Goal 12: Transportation, Policy 1) 
 
Take a long-range view in approving street patterns for new 
development…Protect the function of existing and planned transportation 
systems…When making a land use decision, the City shall consider the 
impact on the existing and planned transportation facilities.  (Goal 12: 
Transportation, Policy 2) 
 
Establish a safe bicycle and pedestrian system that provides for 
connections and minimizes conflict to and from the local school and other 
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significant activity areas…Align and interconnect new streets to reduce 
travel distance, promote the use of alternative modes, efficiently provide 
utilities and emergency services, and evenly disperse traffic. (Goal 12: 
Transportation, Policy 5) 
 
Provide a transportation system that is safe, convenient, accessible, 
environmentally responsible, efficient, responsive to community needs, 
and considerate of neighborhood impacts, particularly in the National 
Historic District.  (Goal 12: Transportation, Policy 46) 

 
The four Plan policies above all address the need for a transportation system that 
recognizes all modes of travel and considers the impacts on existing and future 
neighborhoods. 
 
According to the Coburg Transportation System Plan (TSP), local streets in Coburg are 
generally 16 to 20 feet wide with gravel or grass shoulders and no sidewalks.  The 
adopted TSP establishes local street standards.  Refer to Exhibit B – TSP Local Street 
Standards. 
 
The Final Order approving the subdivision states there is sufficient public right-of-way 
(ROW) on N Skinner Street with Condition #4 requiring the applicant to increase the 
pavement width to 16 feet and establish pavement parking restrictions.  However, the 
TSP classifies N Skinner as a Local Street which requires a minimum 45-foot public 
ROW.  The portion of N Skinner abutting the subdivision only has a 30-foot public ROW.   
 
The TSP classifies N Coleman north of Mill Street as Local Street and a “bike 
boulevard”.  Although it contains a 50-foot ROW, Condition #4 will not result in a 
pavement width in compliance with city standards nor adequate for encouraging bikes 
to share the road with motor vehicles.   
 
In north Coburg, the TSP contemplated a traditional street system with public streets 
being extended in both east-west and north-south directions concurrent with growth.  
The subdivision hinders east-west street connections and is not consistent with the 
TSP.  Refer to Exhibit B – TSP Street Classifications and Future Street Plan.   
 

The City shall promote land use and development patterns that sustain and 
improve quality of life, are compatible with mass transit, maintain the 
community’s identity, protect significant natural and historic resources, 
and meet the needs of existing and future residents for housing, 
employment, and parks and open spaces.  (Goal 14: Urbanization, Land use 
and Development Patterns, Policy 39)  

 
The Plan designates the subject property for residential development.  The City Council 
has discretion on whether the subdivision appropriately balances competing city policies 
and addresses code standards.  If the City Council believes conditions can be imposed 
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that will allow the subdivision to comply with the approval criteria, the conditions must 
be clear and objective.  
 

 
In closing, this is not a case where the City Council can affirm the Planning 

Commission’s decision.  The Final Order adopted by the Planning Commission does not 
contain factual information demonstrating compliance with the code.  The subdivision 
design needs to be changed beyond what can be done through clear and objective 
conditions of approval.  An alternative subdivision design could comply with code 
standards.  
 
The City Council can affirm the Planning Commission’s decision since the Final Order 
does demonstrate compliance with the code.  The code allows for variances due to a 
variety of conditions. Satisfying some code requirements created conditions allowing 
exceptions to other conditions.  The proposed subdivision was design in collaboration 
with the City Planner, City Engineer, Public Works Director and the Fire Marshal. The 
finish product was the result of months of this collaboration to achieve a workable product. 
The proposed subdivision represents, as far as is practical, the best solution to meet the 
code requirements. We have yet to see an alternative design from the appellant that 
would even come close to complying with the code standards. We highly advise the City 
Council to confirm the Planning Commission’s approval of the proposed subdivision. 
 
Below are several paragraphs from a letter dated July 7, 2020 to the Planning 
Commission from Kelly Beckley. These paragraphs also articulate the need for the City 
Council to approve the proposed subdivision.  
 
There is a general recognition in the Coburg Comprehensive Plan (Ordinance No. A-199-
H), that there will be inevitable conflicts between various planning goals and regulations. 
The Plan states in relevant part “the City recognizes there are apparent conflicts and 
inconsistencies between and among some goals, objectives, and policies. When making 
decisions based on the Plan, not all of the goals, objectives, and policies can be met to 
the same degree in every instance. Use of the Plan requires a ‘balancing’ of its various 
components on a case-by-case basis, as well as a selection of those goals, objectives, 
and policies most pertinent to the issue at hand.” 
 
The proposed Coburg Creek Subdivision squarely meets every applicable ordinance and  
regulation including lot standards, street standards, required public improvements, and 
any special development standards. This is no mean fete. It is the result of careful and 
thoughtful planning. It is not an overstatement to say that BWCH has made Herculean 
efforts to address every planning goal in the Coburg Creek Subdivision. And, it has been 
successful in doing so. 
 
Ms. Bishow, although acknowledging that there are many factors that may limit or even 
prevent the donation of land for park and recreation purposes, omits to mention the one 
major factor affecting the ability to donate land in a certain dimension or shape so that it 
may be deemed more suitable. That factor is the Development Code. The development 

78



 
 

Appeal Statement           Page 22 of 22  
SUB-01-20                         July 27, 2020 

by law must meet many code requirements for minimum lot density, minimum and 
maximum lot width, minimum and maximum lot size, block lengths, existing street 
connectivity, minimum lot frontage, and future street connectivity, just to name a few. By 
the time these requirements are all factored in the layout is basically predetermined and 
does not leave the flexibility to donate land in a uniform square or rectangular 
configuration. The existing layout is extremely efficient and meets all these stringent and 
legally required code provisions. The development cannot be laid out in any other manner 
and still meet all of the Code requirements. Therefore, these many restricting factors also 
provide the legal basis for allowing for the payment of the park fee in lieu of donating what 
someone else might wish for as a more "suitable" piece of land. 
 
We urge the City Council to reverse the Planning Commission and deny the proposed 
subdivision.    
 
Please include the appellants on the interested parties list to receive mailed notice of 
the City Council’s decision. 
 
Thank you.  
 
 
Sincerely, 

 

Teresa Bishow 

 
Teresa Bishow, AICP 
 
cc:  clients 
 
Exhibits 
 
A. Coburg Zoning Map 
B. TSP Street Classification and Future Street Plan 
C.   Coburg Street Design Standards 
D. Coburg Proposed Park and Open Space 
E. Coburg Zoning Overlay Districts 
F. Facts Regarding Public Notice Procedures 
G. Code Analysis Summary 
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KERNEN Jeff

From: Damien G <damieng@branchengineering.com>
Sent: Friday, June 5, 2020 9:49 AM
To: KERNEN Jeff
Cc: HARMON Brian
Subject: RE: SUB-01-20 Agency Referral

Jeff,  
 
Here are a couple of things that can be added if you agree. Feel free to edit wording as needed. I will send anything else I 
come up with soon.  thanks 
 
Subdivision 
Recommended condition of approval: 
The design of the public streets and city utility infrastructure will be reviewed separately under a public improvement 
review process and is subject to modifications as determined through that process. Connection points, design details, 
and other detailed criteria will be subject to public standards and applicable codes.   
TIA 
Finding: Figures 9 & 10 illustrate safe stopping sight distance requirements for the proposed public streets. Both figures 
show utilizing private property for sight distance. The TIA also recommends prohibiting on-street parking in certain areas 
to accommodate sight distance.  
Recommended Condition: The proposed site plan shall be adjusted to increase the length of the two curves to 
accommodate line of sight for stopping sight distance within the proposed public right of way, or permanent no-build 
easements shall be placed on the final plat to prohibit building within the sight distance areas.   
 
 
 

DAMIEN GILBERT, P.E. Principal 
BRANCH ENGINEERING, INC. 
541.746.0637 
 

From: KERNEN Jeff <Jeff.Kernen@ci.coburg.or.us>  
Sent: Thursday, June 04, 2020 3:21 PM 
To: Damien G <damieng@branchengineering.com>; HARMON Brian <brian.harmon@ci.coburg.or.us> 
Subject: FW: SUB-01-20 Agency Referral 
 
Brian and Damien- 
 
Just a reminder about the subdivision materials. Any official response I would have to incorporate in my report for 
Planning Commission. I am aiming to complete that report on 6/9. 
 
Thanks, 
 
 
Jeff Kernen 
Planning & Development Manager 
City of Coburg 
91136 N. Willamette St. | PO Box 8316  
Coburg, OR 97408 
P: 541-682-7858  
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jeff.kernen@ci.coburg.or.us  
www.coburgoregon.org  

  
 
 
 

From: KERNEN Jeff  
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2020 2:33 PM 
To: HARMON Brian <brian.harmon@ci.coburg.or.us>; Damien G <damieng@branchengineering.com>; KEPPLER Peggy A 
(LCPW) <peggy.keppler@lanecountyor.gov>; ryoung@ci.junction-city.or.us 
Subject: SUB-01-20 Agency Referral 
 
Hello- 
 
Attached is an agency referral with application details for a newly proposed subdivision in north Coburg. The referral and 
directions are pretty self-explanatory, but please contact me with any questions. As of this moment we are still carrying 
on with the planned public hearing on 4/15/20. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Jeff Kernen 
Planning & Development Manager 
City of Coburg 
91136 N. Willamette St. | PO Box 8316  
Coburg, OR 97408 
P: 541-682-7858  
jeff.kernen@ci.coburg.or.us  
www.coburgoregon.org  

  
 
*******WARNING: This email has been sent from OUTSIDE the City of Coburg. Please proceed with caution********  
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AGENDA 

Coburg Planning Commission  
Regular Session 

June 17, 2020 at 7:00 p.m. 
          City Hall, 91136 N Willamette St. 
       Coburg, OR 97408 

 
City Hall will have limited capacity; therefore, we recommend participating remotely if possible. The public is 

invited to watch live at coburgoregon.org 
 

Public Testimony options-  
 

Telephone - You will need to sign up with the City Recorder by June 17th at 3 PM, 
sammy.egbert@ci.coburg.or.us or 541-682-7852 to get a login in and scheduled time slot. 

 
In Person – With limited seating seats will go to the citizens who sign up with City Recorder in the order 

received. Walk in and overflow plans are available. 
 

Written Testimony – Submit to jeff.kernen@ci.coburg.or.us or 541-682-7858. 

 
 

COBURG PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS 
Jonathan Derby 

Seth Clark 
Judith Behney 
William Wood 

Paul Thompson 
John Marshall 
Marissa Doyle 

 
COUNCIL LIAISON: N/A  

7:00p 1. CALL MEETING TO ORDER Chair Wood 
 
7:00p 

 
2. 

 
ROLL CALL 
 

 
Jeff Kernen 

7:05p 3 AGENDA REVIEW 
 

Chair Wood 

7:10p 4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES – March 11, 2020 Chair Wood 
 
7:15p 

 
5. 

 
PUBLIC TESTIMONY 
Five minute limit each unless extended time approved prior to meeting by Chair. 

 
7:20p 
 
 
8:20p 
 
 
 

6. 
 
 
7. 
 
 
 
 

COMMISSION BUSINESS | Public Hearing 
 SUB-01-20 Wiechert Subdivision | Consider Approval 

 
CITY UPDATES 
 City Administration Report | Information only 

 

Jeff Kernen  
 
 
Jeff Kernen 
 
 
 
 

8:30p 8. 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
 

Chair Wood 

  The next regular meeting of the Coburg Planning Commission is 
scheduled for July 15 at 7:00pm at Coburg City Hall. If you need a 
disability accommodation to participate in this event, please notify the 
City of Coburg at least five days in advance. Call Coburg City Hall at 
541-682-7852 or email sammy.egbert@ci.coburg.or.us to request 
reasonable accommodation or for more information. 
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1 Coburg Creek Subdivision 5.21.2020 

SANDOW
  ENGINEERING 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
This report provides the Traffic Impact Analysis and findings prepared for the proposed Coburg 
Creek Subdivision development located north of the terminus of Coleman Street and Skinner 
Street in Coburg, Oregon . The subject site is located on Assessor's Map 16-03-28-00 tax lot 501. 
The 4.76-acre parcel is zoned E-2 Residential. The applicant is proposing the development of 39 
single-family homes. The proposal includes street connections to Skinner Street and Coleman 
Street for access. 

The analysis evaluates the transportation impacts as per the City of Coburg criteria, evaluating 
adjacent roadway and intersection operation with the addition of development traffic for the year 
of opening and 5 years into the future.  

 

The following report recommendations are based on the information and analysis documented in 
this report.  

 

FINDINGS 
• All studied intersections operate within the mobility standards with and without the 

development traffic.  
• The addition of development traffic does not substantially increase queuing conditions. 
• Skinner Street and Coleman Street, while narrower than City street standards, can operate 

safely and efficiently with the additional traffic added from the development.  
• Skinner Street and Coleman Street can operate safely and efficiently for firetrucks and 

emergency vehicle use.  
• The line of sight for a vehicle traveling southbound on Coleman Street around the curve 

towards Sarah Street can be met as long as obstructions such as buildings, fences, and 
vehicle parking are not allowed along the inside of the curve.  

• The internal site curvature of Skinner Street and Coleman Street should have a restriction 
for no on-street parking to ensure the line of sight is continues to be met.  
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 BACKGROUND 

1.1 SITE INFORMATION 
This report provides the Traffic Impact Analysis and findings prepared for the proposed Coburg 
Creek Subdivision development located north of the terminus of Coleman St and Skinner St in 
Coburg, Oregon. The subject site is located on Assessor's Map 16-03-28-00 tax lot 501. The 4.76-
acre parcel is zoned E-2 Residential. The applicant is proposing the development of 39 single-family 
homes. The proposed use is allowed under the existing zoning.  The proposal includes street 
connections to Skinner Street and Coleman Street for access. 

 

1.2 ANALYSIS SCOPE 
 
The traffic study is performed in accordance with the City of Coburg standards and criteria. 
Appendix B contains the Scope of Work. A turning movement/intersection analysis was performed 
for the adjacent intersections anticipated to be most impacted by the development. The following 
intersections are included in the study: 

• E Locust St @ N Skinner St 
• N Skinner St @ E Mill St 
• N Coleman St @ E Mill St 

The operational analysis was performed at the study area intersections for the weekday PM peak 
hour(4-6 PM). The operational analysis is performed for the following conditions: 

• Existing conditions, the year 2020 
• Year of completion, the year 2022, with and without the proposed development  
• Five-year planning horizon, the year 2027, with and without the proposed development 

Evaluation of N Skinner St and N Coleman St was focusing on: 

• Street width for 2-way vehicle use 
• Street width for emergency access                                   

Evaluation of internal roadway curvature for sight distance.        
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 EXISTING ROADWAY CONDITIONS 

2.1 STREET NETWORK 
Streets included within the study are N Skinner St, N Coleman St, E Mill St, and E Locust St. The 
roadway characteristics within the study area are included in Table 1. Figure 1 provides a map of 
the site location and study area. Figure 2 illustrates the study area intersection geometry and 
access control.  

TABLE 1: ROADWAY CHARACTERISTICS WITHIN STUDY AREA 

Characteris�c N Skinner St N Coleman St E Mill St 
 

E Locust St 

Jurisdic�on City of Coburg City of Coburg City of Coburg City of Coburg 
Func�onal 
Classifica�on Local/Collector Local Collector Collector 
Lanes per Direc�on 1 1 1 1 
Center Le� Turn lane None None None None 
Restric�ons in the 
Median None None None None 
Bikes Lanes Present None None None None 
Sidewalks Present None None None None 
Transit Route None None None None 
On-Street Parking Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Ver�cal or Horizontal 
Sight Limita�ons None None None None 
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 DEVELOPMENT TRIP GENERATION AND DISTRIBUTION 
The development is proposed as 39 single-family houses. The vehicle trips generated to this site 
are estimated using the ITE Trip Generation Manual  10th Edition. The closest ITE Land Use to the 
proposed development is ITE Land Use Code 210- Single Family Detached Housing. The PM peak 
hour development trips are provided in Table 3 . 

TABLE 3: TRIP GENERATION-PEAK HOUR 

*Eqn1= ln(t)=0.96ln(x)+0.20 

The existing travel patterns from the traffic counts are used to estimate how the development 
trips will use the surrounding transportation system to access the site. The trips are distributed 
through the study area based on those existing travel patterns as described below: 

 

 The traffic volumes were distributed within the study area according to the percentages above 
and are illustrated in Figure 3. 

 BACKGROUND TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

4.1 INTERSECTION COUNTS 
As part of the analysis, PM peak hour turning movement counts were collected at the intersections 
of E Locust at N Skinner, E Mill at N Skinner and N Coleman at E Mill. Traffic counts were 
performed for the weekday peak period of 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM. The turning movement counts 
illustrate that the peak of the count period occurred between 4:00 PM and 5:00 PM.  

The traffic volumes are included in Appendix C. 

4.2 VOLUME ADJUSTMENT 
The traffic counts were verified for accuracy by comparing the traffic volumes along and turning 
into Coleman and Skinner with the number of homes along the roadways. Skinner has 8 homes 
north of Locust and there were 13 trips accessing this section of roadway in the PM peak hour. 
Skinner has 4 homes that use Skinner between Locust and Mill and there were 6 vehicles accessing 

 

ITE Land Use 
Size 

Trip Genera�on 

Rate 
Trips %IN %OUT IN OUT 

PM Peak Hour Trips 

210- Single Family Housing   39 *Eqn1 41 63% 27% 26 15 

• 32% to/from Locust to Willamette St 
• 22% to Skinner to Mill St 
• 46% to Coleman to Mill St 
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this section of roadway in the PM peak hour. Coleman has 10 homes that access Coleman north of 
Mill, and there were 6 vehicles accessing this section of roadway in the PM peak hour. The levels of 
traffic volumes are consistent with what is anticipated for the number of homes on each section of 
the roadway. Therefore, the traffic counts were determined to be valid for this analysis.  

4.3 FUTURE YEAR BACKGROUND VOLUMES 
The proposed site development is projected to be completed by the year 2022. Consistent with the 
traffic impact analysis criteria, the intersections were evaluated for the year of completion, the 
year 2022, and a 5-year planning horizon, the year 2027. To account for naturally occurring traffic 
increased between the count year and the future analysis year, an annual growth rate was  
applied. The growth rate was determined using the population forecast projections for Coburg 
from the Lane County Coordinated Population Forecast 2015 through 2065 from the Population 
Research Center at Portland State University. The forecast illustrates a 2020 population of 1,083 
and a 2025 population of 1,151. This equates to approximately 1.3% per year of growth. The 1.3% 
per year was applied to the year 2020 volumes to estimate the year 2022 and the year 2027 
background volumes.  

4.4 FINAL TRAFFIC VOLUMES 
The existing traffic volumes were adjusted according to the methodology described above. 
Appendix C provides the traffic volume calculations. The development trips are added to the 
background traffic to volume to represent the build conditions. Figures 4 illustrates the year 2020 
background traffic volumes for the peak hour. Figure 5 illustrates the year 2021 PM peak hour 
traffic volumes, Figure 6 illustrates the year 2021 PM Peak hour volumes with the development, 
Figure 7 illustrates the year 2027 PM peak hour traffic volumes, and Figure 8 illustrates the year 
2027 PM Peak hour volumes with the development, 
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 INTERSECTION ANALYSIS 

5.1 PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
The measure of performance for intersections in this analysis is based on the Highway Capacity 
Manual (HCM) defined level of service (LOS). LOS is a concept developed to quantify the degree of 
comfort (including such elements as travel time, number of stops, total amount of stopped delay, 
and impediments caused by other vehicles) afforded to drivers as they travel through an 
intersection or along a roadway segment.  It was developed to quantify the quality of service of 
transportation facilities.  

LOS is based on average delay, defined as the average total elapsed time from when a vehicle 
stops at the end of a queue until the vehicle departs from the stop line. The average delay is 
measured in seconds per vehicle per hour and then translated into a grade or “level of service” for 
each intersection. LOS ranges from A to F, with A indicating the most desirable condition and F 
indicating the most unsatisfactory condition. 

The LOS criteria, as defined by the Highway Capacity Manual, for signalized intersections, are 
provided in Table 4. 

TABLE 4: HCM LEVEL OF SERVICE FOR INTERSECTIONS 

 

 

Stopped Delay Per Vehicle 
 (Seconds per Vehicle) 

Unsignalized Intersec�ons Signalized Intersec�ons 

A ≤ 10.0 ≤ 10 

B > 10.0 and  ≤ 15.0 > 10 and  ≤ 20 

C > 15.0 and ≤ 25.0 > 20 and ≤ 35 

D > 25.0 and ≤ 35.0 > 35 and ≤ 55 

E > 35.0 and ≤ 50.0 > 55 and  ≤ 80 

F > 50.0 > 80 
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5.2 INTERSECTION ANALYSIS RESULTS 
A performance analysis was conducted for the studied intersections for the Year 2020, 2022, and 
2027 conditions during the PM peak hours.  The intersection evaluation was performed using 
Synchro 10. The results are shown in Table 5. The SYNCHRO outputs are provided in Appendix D. 

TABLE 5: INTERSECTION PERFORMANCE: WEEKDAY AM AND PM PEAK HOUR 

Intersec�on 

Mobility 
Standard 

LOS 
2020 

Background 
2022 

Background 
2022 
Build 

2027  
Background 

2027 
Build 

Locust St @ Skinner St D A A A A A 

Skinner St @ Mill St D A A A A A 
Coleman St @ Mill St  D A A A A A 
 

As illustrated in Table 5 the additional if development trips do not impact the operation of the 
studied intersections.   

 QUEUE ANALYSIS 
A queuing analysis was conducted for the studied intersections. The analysis was performed using 
SimTraffic, a microsimulation software tool that uses the HCM defined criteria to estimate the 
queuing of vehicles within the study area.  The average and 95th percentile queuing results are 
illustrated in Table 6 for the year 2020 and Table 7 for the year 2022 and year 2027 PM peak hour 
conditions. All results are rounded to 25 feet to represent the total number of vehicles in the 
queue , as one vehicle typically occupies 25 feet of space.  The SimTraffic outputs are provided in 
Appendix E. 
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TABLE 6: INTERSECTION QUEUING: THE YEAR 2020 WEEKDAY PM PEAK HOUR 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

TABLE 7: INTERSECTION QUEUING: WEEKDAY PM PEAK HOUR 

 

Intersec�on 

Available 
Storage 
(Feet) 

2020 Background 
(Feet) 

Average 95th percen�le 

Locust St @ 
Skinner St 

EB L TR 150 25 25 

NB LTR 280 0 0 

SB LTR 250 0 0 

Skinner St 
@ Mill St 

EB LTR 140 0 0 

NB LTR 280 25 50 

SB LTR 280 25 25 

WB LTR 250 0 0 

Coleman 
@ Mill St 

EB LTR 180 25 25 

NB LTR 290 25 25 

SB LTR 500 25 25 

WB LTR 320 25 25 

Intersec�on 

Available 
Storage 
(Feet) 

2022 
Background 

(Feet) 

2022  
Build 
(Feet) 

2027 
Background 

(Feet) 

2027  
Build 
(Feet) 

Average 
95th 

percen�le Average 
95th 

percen�le Average 
95th 

percen�le Average 
95th 

percen�le 

Locust St 
@ Skinner 
St 

EB L TR 150 25 50 25 50 25 50 25 50 

NB LTR 280 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

SB LTR 250 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Skinner St 
@ Mill St 

EB LTR 140 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

NB LTR 280 25 50 25 50 25 50 25 50 

SB LTR 280 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

WB LTR 250 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Coleman 
@ Mill St 

EB LTR 180 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

NB LTR 290 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 50 

SB LTR 500 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 50 

WB LTR 320 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
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As demonstrated in Table 7, the addition of development traffic does not increase the queuing 
conditions at the studied intersections.   

 SKINNER ST AND COLEMAN ST 
Skinner Street is classified as a Local Street within the Transportation System Plan. It is 14-16 feet 
in width with on-street parking available on both sides. The width is narrower than the City street 
standards of 20 feet minimum. While the existing width is less than the City standard the added 
traffic volume of 22 peak hour development trip can be handled on the roadway given there is 
ample opportunity to treat the street at a queuing style street and a vehicle can pull over to allow 
for the passing of an oncoming vehicle. The existing width is sufficient to allow for safe firetruck 
access.  

 Coleman Street is classified as a Local Street within the Transportation System Plan. It is 14-16 feet 
in width with on-street parking available on both sides. The width is narrower than the City street 
standards of 20 feet minimum. While the existing width is less than the City standard the added 
traffic volume of 19 peak hour development trip can be handled on the roadway given there is 
ample opportunity to treat the street at a queuing style street and a vehicle can pull over to allow 
for the passing of an oncoming vehicle. The existing width is sufficient to allow for safe firetruck 
access.  

There are examples of narrow local streets at newer subdivisions within the City of Eugene ( West 
of Candlelight Drive). These streets are built with 18 feet of roadway (curb to curb) and parking is 
allowed on one side. This results in 10 feet of roadway for 2-way travel. Vehicles utilize these 
roadways by pulling into the parking area to allow an oncoming car to pass. While it slows down 
travel time, there is no safety issue with this type of operation. As stated above, while the existing 
street widths do not meet the standards, they can operate safely and efficiently as long as there is 
opportunity to pull into parking areas to allow vehicles to pass.  

 INTERNAL ROADWAYS  
The internal roadway curvature at Skinner Street in the southwest corner and Coleman Street in 
the southeast corner were evaluated for the line of sight for vehicles traveling on the roadway to 
around the corners, specifically as it relates the intersections with Sarah Street.  A vehicle traveling 
on Skinner Street or Coleman Street northbound into the development and stopped at Sarah 
Street needs to have sufficient line of sight to observe a vehicle traveling around the corner in 
order to judge a sufficient gap to turn safely onto Sara Street. Additionally, there needs to be 
sufficient line of sight to allow a driver traveling south on Skinner Street or Coleman Street 
sufficient length to perceive and react to a vehicle stopped at the intersection.  

The line of sight evaluations follows the Stopping Sight Distance recommendations within the 
MUTCD. The MUTCD Stopping Sight Distance considers the length of the distance traversed by a 

214



 
 
 

 
 

20 Coburg Creek Subdivision 5.21.2020 

SANDOW
  ENGINEERING 

vehicle when a stationary object is perceived with the roadway. This distance considers the 
distance traversed to perceive and react to the object and the distance traversed during braking 
(considering a non-panic breaking). The stopping sight distance is calculated based on roadway 
speed. While most streets within Coburg have a travel speed of less than 25 mph, the basic rule of 
25 mph for a residential neighborhood was assumed for this calculation. Based on a 25 mph speed, 
the stopping sight distance is 155 feet. This means that a vehicle traveling on the roadway needs to 
see at a minimum of 155 feet in order to perceive and react to a stationary object in the roadway.  

Both intersections and curves  were evaluated for stopping sight distance. Figure 9 provides an 
illustration of the intersection of Skinner St at Sara St and Figure 10 provides an illustration of the 
intersection of Coleman St and Sara St. As illustrated in Figure 9, there is sufficient clear line of 
sight for a vehicle traveling north on Skinner St at Sarah St to perceive an oncoming vehicle from 
the left and judge the appropriate gap in traffic. Additionally, there is sufficient line of sight for a 
vehicle traveling south on Skinner St/Sarah St to see a vehicle stopped to turn onto Skinner Street 
at Skinner St.   
 

The intersection of Coleman St at Sarah Street has the ability to have sufficient sight distance 
available. However, the line of sight cuts into the inside property. It is recommended that this area 
be clear of  any structures that would block the line of sight, including buildings, fences and parked 
cars.  

Additionally, it is recommended that both curves be designated as no parking on both the inside 
and outside of the curve to preserve the line of sight.  
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FIGURE 9 – SKINNER ST AT SARA ST  SIGHT DISTANCE 
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FIGURE 10 – SKINNER AT SARA SIGHT DISTANCE 

 CONCLUSION 
This report provides the Traffic Impact Analysis and findings prepared for the proposed Coburg 
Creek Subdivision development located north of the terminus of Coleman Street and Skinner 
Street in Coburg, Oregon . The subject site is located on Assessor's Map 16-03-28-00 tax lot 501. 
The 4.76-acre parcel is zoned E-2 Residential. The applicant is proposing the development of 39 
single-family homes. The proposal includes street connections to Skinner Street and Coleman 
Street for access. 

FINDINGS 
• All studied intersections operate within the mobility standards with and without the 

development traffic.  
• The addition of development traffic does not substantially increase queuing conditions. 
• Skinner Street and Coleman Street, while narrower than City street standards, can operate 

safely and efficiently with the additional traffic added from the development.  
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• Skinner Street and Coleman Street can operate safely and efficiently for firetrucks and 
emergency vehicle use.  

• The line of sight for a vehicle traveling southbound on Coleman Street around the curve 
towards Sarah Street can be met as long as obstructions such as buildings, fences, and 
vehicle parking are not allowed along the inside of the curve.  

• The internal site curvature of Skinner Street and Coleman Street should have a restriction 
for no on-street parking to ensure the line of sight is continues to be met.  
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kellysandow@sandowengineering.com

From: KERNEN Jeff <Jeff.Kernen@ci.coburg.or.us>
Sent: Thursday, May 21, 2020 11:15 AM
To: Damien G; kellysandow@sandowengineering.com
Subject: RE: Coburg Creek Subdivision 

Kelly and Damien‐ 
 
Yes, that is what my understanding is. 
 
FYI, Lane County declined to comment on this referral.  
 
Jeff 
 

From: Damien G <damieng@branchengineering.com>  
Sent: Thursday, May 21, 2020 11:08 AM 
To: kellysandow@sandowengineering.com; KERNEN Jeff <Jeff.Kernen@ci.coburg.or.us> 
Subject: RE: Coburg Creek Subdivision  
 
Kelly,  
 
Thank you. That is consistent with our discussion.   
 
I don’t think anything will be required from them related to traffic, but you might double check with Lane County since 
they will receive a referral from the city on this.  
 
Have a nice day,  
 
Damien 
 
 

DAMIEN GILBERT, P.E. Principal 
BRANCH ENGINEERING, INC. 
541.746.0637 
 

From: kellysandow@sandowengineering.com <kellysandow@sandowengineering.com>  
Sent: Thursday, May 21, 2020 10:40 AM 
To: Damien G <damieng@branchengineering.com>; 'KERNEN Jeff' <Jeff.Kernen@ci.coburg.or.us> 
Subject: Coburg Creek Subdivision  
 
Jeff and Damien, my apologies, I had drafted this email and I just saw that it was sitting in my draft folder, that I must 
have hit save instead of send.  
 
Thanks for the call on the Coburg Creek Subdivision to discuss the scope of work for the TIA. Based on our conversation 
the following is the proposed scope of work; 
 

 Evaluation of the PM Peak hour 4‐6 PM 
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 Evaluation of the following intersections: 
 Locust/Skinner  
 Skinner/Mill 
 Coleman/Mill 

 
 Traffic counts can be taken now but will be adjusted for reasonable increases to represent typical traffic prior to 

the Covid lockdowns 
 Study to include an evaluation of safety of Skinner, Coleman, and Locust for the additional traffic which will 

include fire/Emergency access.  
 Evaluation of internal site roadway curvature for sight distance  

 
 
 
Thank you,  
 
Kelly  

 
 
 
KELLY SANDOW PE 

SANDOWENGINEERING 
Cell:  541.513.3376 
Email:  kellysandow@sandowengineering.com 
Office:  160 Madison St. Suite A  Eugene, Oregon 97402 
Web:  sandowengineering.com 
Oregon DBE/WBE/ESB Certified: #8760 

 
 
*******WARNING: This email has been sent from OUTSIDE the City of Coburg. Please proceed with caution********  
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HCM 2010 AWSC
3: N Coleman & E Mill St 05/21/2020

5840 Coburg Creek   05/21/2020 2020 No Build Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 7
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 3 0 0 1 1 3 2 0 0 2 1
Future Vol, veh/h 0 3 0 0 1 1 3 2 0 0 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.75 0.25 0.38 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.50 0.25
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 12 0 0 1 4 8 8 0 0 4 4
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1 1
HCM Control Delay 7 6.7 7.1 6.8
HCM LOS A A A A
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 60% 0% 0% 0%
Vol Thru, % 40% 100% 50% 67%
Vol Right, % 0% 0% 50% 33%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 5 3 2 3
LT Vol 3 0 0 0
Through Vol 2 3 1 2
RT Vol 0 0 1 1
Lane Flow Rate 16 12 5 8
Geometry Grp 1 1 1 1
Degree of Util (X) 0.018 0.013 0.005 0.008
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.057 3.945 3.65 3.743
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 886 910 983 960
Service Time 2.062 1.955 1.662 1.75
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.018 0.013 0.005 0.008
HCM Control Delay 7.1 7 6.7 6.8
HCM Lane LOS A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.1 0 0 0
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HCM 2010 TWSC
6: Skinner St & E Mill St 05/21/2020

5840 Coburg Creek   05/21/2020 2020 No Build Synchro 9 Report
Page 2

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 4.2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 6 1 0 7 1 3 3 1 1 2 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 6 1 0 7 1 3 3 1 1 2 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 25 50 25 25 58 25 75 25 25 25 50 25
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 12 4 0 12 4 4 12 4 4 4 0
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 16 0 0 20 0 0 34 34 18 36 34 14
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 18 18 - 14 14 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 16 16 - 22 20 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - 4.1 - - 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - 2.2 - - 3.5 4 3.3 3.5 4 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1615 - - 1609 - - 978 863 1066 975 863 1072
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 1006 884 - 1011 888 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 1009 886 - 1002 883 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1615 - - 1603 - - 971 860 1062 961 860 1072
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 971 860 - 961 860 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 1002 880 - 1011 888 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 1004 886 - 985 879 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 9 9
HCM LOS A A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 916 1615 - - 1603 - - 908
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.022 - - - - - - 0.009
HCM Control Delay (s) 9 0 - - 0 - - 9
HCM Lane LOS A A - - A - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 0 - - 0 - - 0
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HCM 2010 TWSC
10: Skinner St & Locust St 05/21/2020

5840 Coburg Creek   05/21/2020 2020 No Build Synchro 9 Report
Page 3

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 5.3

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 3 3 0 1 2 2
Future Vol, veh/h 3 3 0 1 2 2
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 5 3 3 0 0 3
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 38 25 25 25 50 50
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 8 12 0 4 4 4
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 18 12 11 0 - 0
          Stage 1 9 - - - - -
          Stage 2 9 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 4.1 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1005 1074 1621 - - -
          Stage 1 1019 - - - - -
          Stage 2 1019 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 999 1068 1616 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 999 - - - - -
          Stage 1 1016 - - - - -
          Stage 2 1016 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 8.5 0 0
HCM LOS A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1616 - 1040 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.019 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 8.5 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.1 - -
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HCM 2010 AWSC
3: N Coleman & E Mill St 05/21/2020

5840 Coburg Creek   05/21/2020 2022 No Build Synchro 9 Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 7
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 3 11 0 1 1 4 3 2 0 0 2 1
Future Vol, veh/h 3 11 0 1 1 4 3 2 0 0 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.25 0.75 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.38 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.50 0.25
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 12 15 0 4 4 16 8 8 0 0 4 4
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1 1
HCM Control Delay 7.1 6.7 7.2 6.9
HCM LOS A A A A
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 60% 21% 17% 0%
Vol Thru, % 40% 79% 17% 67%
Vol Right, % 0% 0% 67% 33%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 5 14 6 3
LT Vol 3 3 1 0
Through Vol 2 11 1 2
RT Vol 0 0 4 1
Lane Flow Rate 16 27 24 8
Geometry Grp 1 1 1 1
Degree of Util (X) 0.018 0.03 0.024 0.008
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.114 4.002 3.594 3.8
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 872 897 998 942
Service Time 2.132 2.014 1.609 1.821
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.018 0.03 0.024 0.008
HCM Control Delay 7.2 7.1 6.7 6.9
HCM Lane LOS A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.1 0.1 0.1 0
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HCM 2010 TWSC
6: Skinner St & E Mill St 05/21/2020

5840 Coburg Creek   05/21/2020 2022 No Build Synchro 9 Report
Page 2

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 3.9

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 6 1 7 25 1 3 3 1 1 2 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 6 1 7 25 1 3 3 1 1 2 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 25 50 25 25 58 25 75 25 25 25 50 25
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 12 4 28 43 4 4 12 4 4 4 0
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 47 0 0 20 0 0 121 121 18 123 121 45
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 18 18 - 101 101 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 103 103 - 22 20 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - 4.1 - - 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - 2.2 - - 3.5 4 3.3 3.5 4 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1573 - - 1609 - - 859 773 1066 856 773 1031
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 1006 884 - 910 815 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 908 814 - 1002 883 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1573 - - 1603 - - 841 756 1062 831 756 1031
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 841 756 - 831 756 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 1002 880 - 910 800 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 887 799 - 985 879 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 2.7 9.5 9.6
HCM LOS A A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 820 1573 - - 1603 - - 792
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.024 - - - 0.017 - - 0.01
HCM Control Delay (s) 9.5 0 - - 7.3 0 - 9.6
HCM Lane LOS A A - - A A - A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 0 - - 0.1 - - 0
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HCM 2010 TWSC
10: Skinner St & Locust St 05/21/2020

5840 Coburg Creek   05/21/2020 2022 No Build Synchro 9 Report
Page 3

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 5.3

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 3 3 0 1 2 2
Future Vol, veh/h 3 3 0 1 2 2
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 5 3 3 0 0 3
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 38 25 25 25 50 50
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 8 12 0 4 4 4
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 18 12 11 0 - 0
          Stage 1 9 - - - - -
          Stage 2 9 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 4.1 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1005 1074 1621 - - -
          Stage 1 1019 - - - - -
          Stage 2 1019 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 999 1068 1616 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 999 - - - - -
          Stage 1 1016 - - - - -
          Stage 2 1016 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 8.5 0 0
HCM LOS A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1616 - 1040 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.019 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 8.5 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.1 - -
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Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.1
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 2 3 0 0 2 3 3 10 0 0 6 4
Future Vol, veh/h 2 3 0 0 2 3 3 10 0 0 6 4
Peak Hour Factor 0.25 0.75 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.38 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.50 0.25
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 8 4 0 0 8 12 8 40 0 0 12 16
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1 1
HCM Control Delay 7.2 6.8 7.3 6.9
HCM LOS A A A A
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 23% 40% 0% 0%
Vol Thru, % 77% 60% 40% 60%
Vol Right, % 0% 0% 60% 40%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 13 5 5 10
LT Vol 3 2 0 0
Through Vol 10 3 2 6
RT Vol 0 0 3 4
Lane Flow Rate 48 12 20 28
Geometry Grp 1 1 1 1
Degree of Util (X) 0.054 0.014 0.02 0.029
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.024 4.128 3.682 3.753
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 892 866 970 955
Service Time 2.037 2.159 1.713 1.772
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.054 0.014 0.021 0.029
HCM Control Delay 7.3 7.2 6.8 6.9
HCM Lane LOS A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.2 0 0.1 0.1
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 5.3

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 1 8 1 0 7 2 3 7 1 2 4 0
Future Vol, veh/h 1 8 1 0 7 2 3 7 1 2 4 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 25 50 25 25 58 25 75 25 25 25 50 25
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 4 16 4 0 12 8 4 28 4 8 8 0
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 20 0 0 24 0 0 50 50 22 58 48 16
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 30 30 - 16 16 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 20 20 - 42 32 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - 4.1 - - 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - 2.2 - - 3.5 4 3.3 3.5 4 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1609 - - 1604 - - 955 845 1061 944 847 1069
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 992 874 - 1009 886 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 1004 883 - 978 872 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1609 - - 1598 - - 943 839 1057 915 841 1069
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 943 839 - 915 841 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 985 868 - 1006 886 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 995 883 - 940 866 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 1.2 0 9.3 9.2
HCM LOS A A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 870 1609 - - 1598 - - 876
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.041 0.002 - - - - - 0.018
HCM Control Delay (s) 9.3 7.2 0 - 0 - - 9.2
HCM Lane LOS A A A - A - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 0 - - 0 - - 0.1
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 3.9

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 11 3 0 7 5 7
Future Vol, veh/h 11 3 0 7 5 7
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 5 3 3 0 0 3
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 38 25 25 25 50 50
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 29 12 0 28 10 14
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 53 23 27 0 - 0
          Stage 1 20 - - - - -
          Stage 2 33 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 4.1 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 960 1060 1600 - - -
          Stage 1 1008 - - - - -
          Stage 2 995 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 954 1054 1595 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 954 - - - - -
          Stage 1 1005 - - - - -
          Stage 2 992 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 8.8 0 0
HCM LOS A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1595 - 981 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.042 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 8.8 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.1 - -
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Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 6.9
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 3 0 0 1 1 3 2 0 0 2 1
Future Vol, veh/h 0 3 0 0 1 1 3 2 0 0 2 1
Peak Hour Factor 0.25 0.75 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.75 0.50 0.25 0.25 0.50 0.25
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 4 0 0 4 4 4 4 0 0 4 4
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1 1
HCM Control Delay 7 6.7 7.1 6.8
HCM LOS A A A A
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 60% 0% 0% 0%
Vol Thru, % 40% 100% 50% 67%
Vol Right, % 0% 0% 50% 33%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 5 3 2 3
LT Vol 3 0 0 0
Through Vol 2 3 1 2
RT Vol 0 0 1 1
Lane Flow Rate 8 4 8 8
Geometry Grp 1 1 1 1
Degree of Util (X) 0.009 0.004 0.008 0.008
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.047 3.933 3.631 3.727
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 889 914 990 965
Service Time 2.05 1.94 1.637 1.731
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.009 0.004 0.008 0.008
HCM Control Delay 7.1 7 6.7 6.8
HCM Lane LOS A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0 0 0 0
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 7 1 0 8 1 3 3 1 1 2 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 7 1 0 8 1 3 3 1 1 2 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 25 50 25 25 58 25 75 25 25 25 50 25
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 0 14 4 0 14 4 4 12 4 4 4 0
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 18 0 0 22 0 0 38 38 20 40 38 16
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 20 20 - 16 16 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 18 18 - 24 22 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - 4.1 - - 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - 2.2 - - 3.5 4 3.3 3.5 4 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1612 - - 1607 - - 972 858 1064 969 858 1069
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 1004 883 - 1009 886 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 1006 884 - 999 881 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1612 - - 1601 - - 965 855 1060 955 855 1069
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 965 855 - 955 855 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 1000 879 - 1009 886 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 1001 884 - 982 877 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 0 9 9
HCM LOS A A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 911 1612 - - 1601 - - 902
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.022 - - - - - - 0.009
HCM Control Delay (s) 9 0 - - 0 - - 9
HCM Lane LOS A A - - A - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 0 - - 0 - - 0
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 2.8

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 3 3 1 10 2 2
Future Vol, veh/h 3 3 1 10 2 2
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 5 3 3 0 0 3
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 25 38 25 25 50 50
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 12 8 4 40 4 4
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 62 12 11 0 - 0
          Stage 1 9 - - - - -
          Stage 2 53 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 4.1 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 949 1074 1621 - - -
          Stage 1 1019 - - - - -
          Stage 2 975 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 940 1068 1616 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 940 - - - - -
          Stage 1 1013 - - - - -
          Stage 2 972 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 8.7 0.7 0
HCM LOS A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1616 - 987 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.002 - 0.02 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.2 0 8.7 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.1 - -
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Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.2
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 2 3 0 3 2 0 3 10 0 0 6 4
Future Vol, veh/h 2 3 0 3 2 0 3 10 0 0 6 4
Peak Hour Factor 0.25 0.75 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.38 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.50 0.25
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 8 4 0 12 8 0 8 40 0 0 12 16
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB SB
Opposing Approach WB EB SB NB
Opposing Lanes 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1 1
HCM Control Delay 7.2 7.3 7.3 6.9
HCM LOS A A A A
        

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1 SBLn1
Vol Left, % 23% 40% 60% 0%
Vol Thru, % 77% 60% 40% 60%
Vol Right, % 0% 0% 0% 40%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 13 5 5 10
LT Vol 3 2 3 0
Through Vol 10 3 2 6
RT Vol 0 0 0 4
Lane Flow Rate 48 12 20 28
Geometry Grp 1 1 1 1
Degree of Util (X) 0.054 0.014 0.023 0.029
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.024 4.128 4.162 3.753
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 891 865 859 953
Service Time 2.043 2.162 2.194 1.778
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.054 0.014 0.023 0.029
HCM Control Delay 7.3 7.2 7.3 6.9
HCM Lane LOS A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.2 0 0.1 0.1

249



HCM 2010 TWSC
6: Skinner St & E Mill St 05/21/2020

5840 Coburg Creek   05/21/2020 2027 Build Synchro 9 Report
Page 2

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 5.2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 1 9 1 0 8 2 3 7 1 2 4 0
Future Vol, veh/h 1 9 1 0 8 2 3 7 1 2 4 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 4 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 25 50 25 25 58 25 75 25 25 25 50 25
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 4 18 4 0 14 8 4 28 4 8 8 0
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 22 0 0 30 0 0 58 58 28 62 56 18
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 36 36 - 18 18 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 22 22 - 44 38 -
Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - 4.1 - - 7.1 6.5 6.2 7.1 6.5 6.2
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.1 5.5 - 6.1 5.5 -
Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - 2.2 - - 3.5 4 3.3 3.5 4 3.3
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1607 - - 1596 - - 944 837 1053 938 839 1066
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 985 869 - 1006 884 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 1002 881 - 975 867 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1607 - - 1584 - - 928 828 1045 908 830 1066
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 928 828 - 908 830 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 974 859 - 1003 884 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 993 881 - 937 857 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 1.1 0 9.4 9.2
HCM LOS A A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 858 1607 - - 1584 - - 867
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.042 0.002 - - - - - 0.018
HCM Control Delay (s) 9.4 7.2 0 - 0 - - 9.2
HCM Lane LOS A A A - A - - A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 0 - - 0 - - 0.1
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 3.9

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 11 3 0 7 5 7
Future Vol, veh/h 11 3 0 7 5 7
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 5 3 3 0 0 3
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 38 25 25 25 50 50
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mvmt Flow 29 12 0 28 10 14
 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 53 23 27 0 - 0
          Stage 1 20 - - - - -
          Stage 2 33 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 4.1 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 960 1060 1600 - - -
          Stage 1 1008 - - - - -
          Stage 2 995 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 954 1054 1595 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 954 - - - - -
          Stage 1 1005 - - - - -
          Stage 2 992 - - - - -
 

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 8.8 0 0
HCM LOS A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1595 - 981 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.042 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 8.8 - -
HCM Lane LOS A - A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.1 - -
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Intersection: 3: N Coleman & E Mill St, Interval #1

Movement EB WB NB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 22 18 31 24
Average Queue (ft) 9 5 7 6
95th Queue (ft) 31 24 28 26
Link Distance (ft) 430 542 585 703
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 3: N Coleman & E Mill St, Interval #2

Movement EB WB NB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 6 12 16 24
Average Queue (ft) 0 1 2 1
95th Queue (ft) 5 9 13 12
Link Distance (ft) 430 542 585 703
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 3: N Coleman & E Mill St, All Intervals

Movement EB WB NB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 22 25 31 24
Average Queue (ft) 2 2 3 2
95th Queue (ft) 15 14 18 16
Link Distance (ft) 430 542 585 703
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 6: Skinner St & E Mill St, Interval #1

Movement NB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 30 24
Average Queue (ft) 15 9
95th Queue (ft) 40 32
Link Distance (ft) 518 273
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 6: Skinner St & E Mill St, Interval #2

Movement NB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 24 12
Average Queue (ft) 3 1
95th Queue (ft) 19 9
Link Distance (ft) 518 273
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 6: Skinner St & E Mill St, All Intervals

Movement NB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 30 24
Average Queue (ft) 6 3
95th Queue (ft) 26 17
Link Distance (ft) 518 273
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 10: Skinner St & Locust St, Interval #1

Movement EB
Directions Served LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 28
Average Queue (ft) 11
95th Queue (ft) 33
Link Distance (ft) 710
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 10: Skinner St & Locust St, Interval #2

Movement EB
Directions Served LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 22
Average Queue (ft) 1
95th Queue (ft) 11
Link Distance (ft) 710
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 10: Skinner St & Locust St, All Intervals

Movement EB
Directions Served LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 28
Average Queue (ft) 4
95th Queue (ft) 19
Link Distance (ft) 710
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Network Summary
Network wide Queuing Penalty, Interval #1: 0
Network wide Queuing Penalty, Interval #2: 0
Network wide Queuing Penalty, All Intervals: 0
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Intersection: 3: N Coleman & E Mill St, Interval #1

Movement EB WB NB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 33 31 31 31
Average Queue (ft) 16 21 15 7
95th Queue (ft) 41 44 39 27
Link Distance (ft) 430 542 585 703
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 3: N Coleman & E Mill St, Interval #2

Movement EB NB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 28 30 12
Average Queue (ft) 8 2 1
95th Queue (ft) 29 14 7
Link Distance (ft) 430 585 703
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 3: N Coleman & E Mill St, All Intervals

Movement EB WB NB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 33 31 31 31
Average Queue (ft) 10 5 5 2
95th Queue (ft) 33 24 23 14
Link Distance (ft) 430 542 585 703
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 6: Skinner St & E Mill St, Interval #1

Movement NB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 30 29
Average Queue (ft) 16 6
95th Queue (ft) 40 25
Link Distance (ft) 518 273
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 6: Skinner St & E Mill St, Interval #2

Movement NB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 24 12
Average Queue (ft) 2 1
95th Queue (ft) 15 9
Link Distance (ft) 518 273
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 6: Skinner St & E Mill St, All Intervals

Movement NB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 30 29
Average Queue (ft) 5 2
95th Queue (ft) 24 14
Link Distance (ft) 518 273
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 10: Skinner St & Locust St, Interval #1

Movement EB
Directions Served LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 28
Average Queue (ft) 13
95th Queue (ft) 36
Link Distance (ft) 710
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 10: Skinner St & Locust St, Interval #2

Movement EB
Directions Served LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 17
Average Queue (ft) 1
95th Queue (ft) 12
Link Distance (ft) 710
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 10: Skinner St & Locust St, All Intervals

Movement EB
Directions Served LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 28
Average Queue (ft) 4
95th Queue (ft) 21
Link Distance (ft) 710
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Network Summary
Network wide Queuing Penalty, Interval #1: 0
Network wide Queuing Penalty, Interval #2: 0
Network wide Queuing Penalty, All Intervals: 0
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Intersection: 3: N Coleman & E Mill St, Interval #1

Movement EB WB NB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 22 36 31 35
Average Queue (ft) 6 17 20 14
95th Queue (ft) 24 45 44 40
Link Distance (ft) 430 542 585 703
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 3: N Coleman & E Mill St, Interval #2

Movement EB NB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 23 30 25
Average Queue (ft) 3 2 4
95th Queue (ft) 18 16 22
Link Distance (ft) 430 585 703
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 3: N Coleman & E Mill St, All Intervals

Movement EB WB NB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 28 36 36 35
Average Queue (ft) 4 4 6 7
95th Queue (ft) 19 22 28 28
Link Distance (ft) 430 542 585 703
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 6: Skinner St & E Mill St, Interval #1

Movement NB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 39 30
Average Queue (ft) 21 9
95th Queue (ft) 47 32
Link Distance (ft) 518 273
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 6: Skinner St & E Mill St, Interval #2

Movement NB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 24 29
Average Queue (ft) 4 2
95th Queue (ft) 21 14
Link Distance (ft) 518 273
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 6: Skinner St & E Mill St, All Intervals

Movement NB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 39 30
Average Queue (ft) 8 4
95th Queue (ft) 31 20
Link Distance (ft) 518 273
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 10: Skinner St & Locust St, Interval #1

Movement EB
Directions Served LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 42
Average Queue (ft) 23
95th Queue (ft) 47
Link Distance (ft) 710
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 10: Skinner St & Locust St, Interval #2

Movement EB
Directions Served LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 28
Average Queue (ft) 4
95th Queue (ft) 20
Link Distance (ft) 710
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 10: Skinner St & Locust St, All Intervals

Movement EB
Directions Served LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 43
Average Queue (ft) 9
95th Queue (ft) 31
Link Distance (ft) 710
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Network Summary
Network wide Queuing Penalty, Interval #1: 0
Network wide Queuing Penalty, Interval #2: 0
Network wide Queuing Penalty, All Intervals: 0
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Intersection: 3: N Coleman & E Mill St, Interval #1

Movement EB WB NB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 5 31 31 30
Average Queue (ft) 0 5 11 9
95th Queue (ft) 0 24 36 31
Link Distance (ft) 430 542 585 703
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 3: N Coleman & E Mill St, Interval #2

Movement EB NB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 28 31 24
Average Queue (ft) 2 4 1
95th Queue (ft) 14 21 11
Link Distance (ft) 430 585 703
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 3: N Coleman & E Mill St, All Intervals

Movement EB WB NB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 28 31 31 31
Average Queue (ft) 2 1 6 3
95th Queue (ft) 12 11 25 18
Link Distance (ft) 430 542 585 703
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 6: Skinner St & E Mill St, Interval #1

Movement NB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 35 29
Average Queue (ft) 17 7
95th Queue (ft) 43 27
Link Distance (ft) 518 273
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 6: Skinner St & E Mill St, Interval #2

Movement NB
Directions Served LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 30
Average Queue (ft) 3
95th Queue (ft) 17
Link Distance (ft) 518
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 6: Skinner St & E Mill St, All Intervals

Movement NB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 35 29
Average Queue (ft) 6 2
95th Queue (ft) 27 13
Link Distance (ft) 518 273
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 10: Skinner St & Locust St, Interval #1

Movement EB
Directions Served LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 28
Average Queue (ft) 13
95th Queue (ft) 35
Link Distance (ft) 710
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 10: Skinner St & Locust St, Interval #2

Movement EB
Directions Served LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 11
Average Queue (ft) 1
95th Queue (ft) 8
Link Distance (ft) 710
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 10: Skinner St & Locust St, All Intervals

Movement EB
Directions Served LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 28
Average Queue (ft) 4
95th Queue (ft) 19
Link Distance (ft) 710
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Network Summary
Network wide Queuing Penalty, Interval #1: 0
Network wide Queuing Penalty, Interval #2: 0
Network wide Queuing Penalty, All Intervals: 0
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Intersection: 3: N Coleman & E Mill St, Interval #1

Movement EB WB NB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 28 31 46 36
Average Queue (ft) 9 17 24 22
95th Queue (ft) 31 42 52 46
Link Distance (ft) 430 542 585 703
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 3: N Coleman & E Mill St, Interval #2

Movement EB WB NB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 22 12 12 31
Average Queue (ft) 2 1 1 4
95th Queue (ft) 12 7 7 20
Link Distance (ft) 430 585 703
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 3: N Coleman & E Mill St, All Intervals

Movement EB WB NB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 28 31 46 36
Average Queue (ft) 3 5 6 8
95th Queue (ft) 18 23 28 31
Link Distance (ft) 430 542 585 703
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 6: Skinner St & E Mill St, Interval #1

Movement NB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 30 29
Average Queue (ft) 22 11
95th Queue (ft) 44 34
Link Distance (ft) 518 273
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 6: Skinner St & E Mill St, Interval #2

Movement NB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 30 27
Average Queue (ft) 3 2
95th Queue (ft) 17 15
Link Distance (ft) 518 273
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 6: Skinner St & E Mill St, All Intervals

Movement NB SB
Directions Served LTR LTR
Maximum Queue (ft) 30 30
Average Queue (ft) 7 4
95th Queue (ft) 29 21
Link Distance (ft) 518 273
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
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Intersection: 10: Skinner St & Locust St, Interval #1

Movement EB
Directions Served LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 37
Average Queue (ft) 20
95th Queue (ft) 45
Link Distance (ft) 710
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 10: Skinner St & Locust St, Interval #2

Movement EB
Directions Served LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 28
Average Queue (ft) 3
95th Queue (ft) 16
Link Distance (ft) 710
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Intersection: 10: Skinner St & Locust St, All Intervals

Movement EB
Directions Served LR
Maximum Queue (ft) 37
Average Queue (ft) 7
95th Queue (ft) 28
Link Distance (ft) 710
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Network Summary
Network wide Queuing Penalty, Interval #1: 0
Network wide Queuing Penalty, Interval #2: 0
Network wide Queuing Penalty, All Intervals: 0
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 SANDOWENGINEERING 
160 MADISON STREET, SUITE A      EUGENE, OREGON 97402        541.513.3376 

 

TECH MEMO 
TO:  City of Coburg 

  
FROM: Kelly Sandow P.E. 
  Sandow Engineering 
 
DATE: 6.10.2020 
 
RE:   Coburg Creek TIA- Addendum   
 
 
This Tech Memo provides an addendum to the Coburg Creek TIA provided by Sandow Engineering 
dated May 21, 2020. The TIA was prepared under the previously proposed development scenario of 
39 single-family homes. Since the submission of the TIA, the development proposal has been 
modified to 46 single-family homes.  
 
Using the ITE Trip Generation information, the 46 single-family homes are anticipated to generate 
48 PM Peak Hour trips with 30 entering and 18 exiting trips. This is 7 more vehicle trips than what 
was analyzed in the TIA. Following the Trip Distribution assumptions in the TIA of: 
   

 32% to/from Locust-Willamette 

 22% to Skinner-Mill St 

 46% to Coleman-Mill St 
 
Based on this distribution, the added trips are: 

 2 to Locust 

 1 to Skinner 

 3 to Mill St 
 
As demonstrated in the TIA, the Level of Service is at LOS A for all intersections. The minor addition 
of trips will not significantly impact the intersection operation or result in vehicle levels on the 
roadway that are inconsistent with the findings in the TIA.  
 
Therefore, the additional 7 homes will not result in levels of traffic inconsistent with the finding and 
recommendations within the TIA.  
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August 12, 2020 

City Council 

Planning Commission 

All Concerned Parties 

Coburg, Oregon 97408 

 

Re: Wiechert Custom Homes, Application Number Sub-01-20 

 

Dear City Council Members, 

 

I am writing on behalf of myself, my husband, my mother (who lives on N. Harrison) and son (who is 

living in our home, located on 23673 E. Locust Street), we have been residents of Coburg for about 20 

years. 

 

It is wonderful to see Coburg flourishing and growing with new businesses and new residential areas.  

Our concern for the Wiechert sub-division is about the added traffic to the streets around the Norma 

Pfeiffer Park. The proposed entry points for the Wiechert homes on N. Skinner and N. Coleman are truly 

inadequate to accommodate the number of vehicles each household will most likely have, that is 2 cars 

per family.  

With the increase in traffic, even those of us who have lived here for a while, you find the path of least 

traffic flow and take those streets to avoid being stuck either on Willamette/Coburg Rd or Pearl Street.  

That will be the case for the residents of this new development during peak traffic hours. Imagine your 

children’s safety being now a big concern.  Or, your nice walk or bike ride around the park now means 

you risk life and limb to avoid being hit by a speeding mom trying to get her kids to baseball practice?? 

 

Truly, you can find it in your powers to ask this developer to install a singular entry to this development 

that uses a portion of the field that is parallel to Macy Street? 

 

Thanks for taking the time to read and consider our concerns for our town. 

 

Sincerely,  Vilma McDonald 

 

Michael and Vilma McDonald 

32673 E. Locust Street 

 

Carmen Cruz 

91181 N. Harrison St 

 

Daniel Halstead 

32673 E. Locust Street 
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Public Comments (1 of 2) regarding Appealed Land Use Decision, SUB-01-20 
For Public Hearing before Coburg City Council, Aug 20, 2020 
Submitted by:  Cathy Engebretson, 32703 E Locust St, Coburg Oregon 
Submittal date:  Aug 12, 2020 
 

 

To Coburg City Council: 

Although I am a cosigner of the official appeal, which sets forth technical arguments, please accept this 

supplemental testimony from me, personally, in which I hope to add some background, and clarify why I 

feel it necessary to bring this before City Council.  Also, I’m not aware whether City Council will receive 

information from the Planning Commission process, so please excuse me if I’m repeating some points. 

What this is not 

Although I’m supporting an appeal of the approval of this land use application, I would like to make clear 

I respect the applicant and the applicant’s staff and consultants and I have no reason to believe they are 

not acting with integrity.  My objections - and I’ve heard my fellow appellants and townsfolk say this as 

well – are not with the applicant, nor to housing being built on this parcel.  I’m simply advocating for 

modifications to the proposal, that will make the street network work better for Coburg in the long run.  

Although I am expressing concerns (please see my “Process, Procedures” additional memo) regarding 

the process followed by the previous planning staff and with this decision by the Planning Commission, 

this is in no way meant to be a criticism of their overall efforts.  Land use planning is complex, our 

Planning Commissioners are volunteers, and I appreciate their willingness to work on what are often 

difficult and contentious issues, on behalf of us all.  Also, staff has a difficult task, often ending up “in the 

middle” of debates. 

We have the secret recipe.  We just need to follow it. 

People sometimes wonder why some of Coburg’s planning code is different than “everywhere else.”  

While I’m the first to admit some of our code needs work (as is also the case everywhere else), there are 

some deliberate differences.  Coburg has coveted qualities most communities lost decades ago. Coburg 

doesn’t do it like everyone else, because everyone else doesn’t have what Coburg’s got! 

People love Coburg.  It’s like stepping back in time.  Neighbors know one another.  People walk through 

the quiet residential streets like it’s one big path system.  This didn’t happen accidentally, and it will slip 

through our fingers unless we diligently protect it.  We have a lot to lose and that’s why citizens are so 

engaged.   

What does Coburg have that’s so special?  When it comes to the transportation network, the historic 

residential core of Coburg has a traditional street grid:  short, narrow blocks with many intersections, 

making a web-like network.  It’s an old school town design.  This disperses vehicle traffic very evenly, so 

more residents than not live on quiet streets.  When traffic is funneled and bottlenecked onto just a few 

streets, as has become the common pattern elsewhere, residents on the “funnel” end up on the losing 

end.  With a robust network of small streets, residents love to walk and ride bikes around town; this 

leads to meeting neighbors, eyes on the street for safety, and better physical and mental 
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health.  Charming neighborhoods with quiet streets are one of the top things home buyers will have in 

mind when shopping for homes in Coburg.   

This doesn’t have to be just another subdivision.  It can be a neighborhood.  You’ll know it’s a success 

when people say, “It looks like it’s always been here!”  All we need to do is simulate what’s already 

here.  

If we don’t take the added care to ensure Coburg’s unique characteristics are carried forward in new 

developments - including zooming out and carefully considering the street network - we will lose those 

special qualities forever. 

We only have right now to get this right.   

We have the secret recipe.  We just need to follow it. 

 

It’s not just about traffic, it’s about traffic flow - the transportation system and street layout – and this 

is different than Hatfield Estates and Hayden Homes: 

Unlike two other residential subdivisions recently completed in Coburg, which have direct or virtually-

direct access to arterial streets (i.e. busy through streets – Pearl and Willamette, aka Coburg Road), this 

subdivision can only be accessed from narrow, very low traffic, residential streets, in the historic core of 

Coburg. That brings complexity to this application that was not encountered with the other two and 

warrants additional mitigating solutions.  This decision on the street network will impact the community 

lifetimes into the future, so it's appropriate to take time now to do the best we can to integrate this new 

neighborhood into the community network. 

While the number of vehicles sited in the applicant’s traffic study may not turn any heads, the 

percentage increase in traffic should.  Whereas 30 to 60 homes might only contribute, what, 1% to 4%  

or so more traffic on arterials (Pearl and Willamette/Coburg Road), this proposal will increase traffic on 

Skinner, Locust and Coleman by 200% to 400%.  This warrants additional care. 

The applicant’s traffic study points out N. Skinner and E. Locust are so narrow in parts that when 

oncoming cars approach one another, one must pull over to let the other pass.  This works okay for the 

small number of homes served now, but are we certain this is adequate to accommodate 46 additional 

homes, with minimal improvements? 

The Planning Commission Conditions of Approval #4 and #5 for improvements to Coleman and Skinner 

were an afterthought and raise more questions rather than being clear.  Further, there was almost no 

discussion by the Planning Commission (save for one Commissioner) as to their presumed effectiveness 

in solving any issue, and to add insult to injury, the Conditions seem to eliminate parking. 

These are all valid concerns when thinking about the current subdivision.  The issues are more 

concerning when we look to the future.  What if the UGB expansion to the north is delayed indefinitely? 

We’ve been talking about the UGB expanding to the north for at least 20 years and counting.  What if 

the traffic flow proves problematic?  The design approved by the Planning Commission eliminates a 

potential relief connection to the existing Macy Street to the west of the subdivision by placing a “Tract 

D” in the way, instead of putting a street there.  Short-sited and could be fixed very simply. 
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Now, what if the UGB does expand north?  Are we to settle for all new traffic from the countless new 

homes to just funnel down Skinner to Locust and down Coleman, compounding the problems?  Given 

past city decisions relinquishing chunks of public street right of way (although well-intentioned at the 

time), and the decision just last month by the Planning Commission (not unanimous) which refused to 

even discuss resident concerns about connectivity, it’s hard to have faith the City will ever provide east-

west connections to alleviate the prospective deluge of traffic moving south through the historic Coburg 

residential core, and primary public park area (Norma Pfeiffer park). 

Rather than brushing aside reasonable concerns from affected property owners, the Planning 

Commission should have proposed modifications to the site plan to leave open options for additional 

street connections, and should have discussed how to improve Coleman and Skinner so the City isn’t 

stuck making costly changes to these streets down the road when they should have had the developer 

make intelligent improvements from the start. 

 

Unique circumstances warrant unique solutions (exceptions) 

I understand some suggestions from appellants may sound a bit unusual to land use planning 

professionals, such as the suggestion to extend Macy St to the edge of the subdivision.  I’d like to further 

address this particular suggestion.   

Our appeal puts forth several different ways the City can require this, legally and ethically, while still 

meeting all other code criteria and/or leveraging alternate approval tracks.  Not only that, but the 

applicant has indicated open mindedness on this item. 

Arguments have been made that may appear to refute this suggestion, such as the finding by 

engineering that the proposed two accesses to the south (Skinner, Coleman) are adequate.  While they 

may be considered adequate from the perspective of physics, and while single point of access may the 

norm “everywhere else,” they are not adequate from the perspective of Coburg’s Development Code, 

Transportation System Plan, and Comprehensive Plan. 

Again, Coburg’s old school residential street pattern is something we’re trying to preserve, and that is 

where Coburg’s requirements differ from conventional subdivision design. 

So, while this suggestion may seem unusual, also unusual to this specific site are: 

• Lane County was persuaded to create a new non-conforming County parcel, which I can only 

assume is very rare.  This has led to the unusual circumstance in which no vehicle access 

whatsoever can ingress/egress onto that county parcel, except for farm equipment.  (Unless 

applicant can convince County to make an exception, which is typically not easy, plus land use 

lobbying groups would likely quash anyway). 

• Because this non-conforming County parcel happens to abut the entire north boundary of the 

subdivision, we have the unusual circumstance where access from the north is not possible – 

severe access constraint – and unique in that it would rarely apply to any other land use 

application brought before the City.  
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• The other unusual circumstance are the short chunks of public right of way just to the west of 

the subdivision, that were relinquished by the city into private ownership.  This is also a unique 

access constraint that wouldn’t apply to most land use applications. 

Note in the Process and Procedures discussion I submitted, that unique situations make good reasoning 

for exceptions.  The City can and should do this. 

 

In closing, City Council should recognize that Coburg’s code purposefully requires a different approach in 

some regards, than many jurisdictions, in order to maintain Coburg’s precious character.   There are 

unique circumstances with this parcel that warrant modifications.  Council should use their authority to 

require changes to make this application the best it can be. 

 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

 

Sincerely, 

Cathy Engebretson 
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Public Comments regarding Appealed Land Use Decision, SUB-01-20 
For Public Hearing before Coburg City Council, Aug 20, 2020 
Submitted by:  Cathy Engebretson, 32703 E Locust St, Coburg Oregon 
Submittal date:  Aug 12, 2020 
 

 
Process, Procedures for Land Use Planning Decisions 
 
I’ve received a lot of questions recently as to how the process works for land use decisions that come 
before the Planning Commission.  Please allow me to outline the decision-making process, to the best of 
my recollection, from the 10 years I served on Coburg’s Planning Commission.  The rules apply to 
decisions before a Planning Commission or for an appeal to a City Council.   
 
I’m also inserting concerns I observed specific to the recent land use decision by the Coburg Planning 
Commission regarding the subdivision application SUB-01-20.  These are in blue, italic font. 
 
An important aspect of my concern with the decision, is what feels like a lack of transparency, and 
deviation from the standard process.  Following proper process and procedures for Land Use Planning is 
arguably just as important as following the code itself. 
 
At its simplest it works like this: 

• If an application meets 100% of the applicable code criteria, the Planning Commission must 
approve the application. 

• If an application does not meet even one applicable code criteria, the Planning Commission 
must deny the application.  Even if the applicant meets 99 out of 100 code criteria, technically, 
the Planning Commission must deny.  It is not up to the staff or the developer, or even the 
Planning Commission.  Those are the rules. 

 
If an application is denied by the Planning Commission, per Coburg’s code, the applicant is not allowed 
to re-apply for a similar land use for a whole year from the date of denial.  This discourages applicants 
from submitting faulty proposals simply to see if they can get away with it.  Applicants do have the 
option of withdrawing their application before it’s denied, and in that case they are allowed to re-work 
and resubmit on their own timeline. 
 
Besides the basics mentioned above, there are a few processes by which the Planning Commission can 
grant exceptions to specific code criteria.  Consideration of exceptions are required to follow the formal 
process and can only be granted by a majority vote of the Planning Commission, not by staff or the 
applicant.  Staff or applicant can recommend actions, but not make decisions. 
 
Through the Planning Commission public hearing and deliberation process for SUB-01-20, it appeared as 
if exceptions to code criteria were made in an informal manner; in many cases with seemingly no 
disclosure at all to the public, or the Planning Commission, of either the decision itself to grant the 
exception, nor the basis for granting it.  (Please request a copy of the staff report from the Planning 
Commission hearing and contrast to the land use consultant’s report that I and my fellow appellants 
submitted, for examples of code conflicts and concerns not raised before the Planning Commission).  
While I assume this was unintentional, it gave the appearance of sweeping issues under the rug. 
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Briefly those are: 

• Granting a Variance to specific code criteria. 

• Placing specific Conditions on an application, which require changes to the application that 
have to be met before the application receives final approval.  The changes are such that 
they bring the non-conforming part of the application into compliance with the code. 

• For large developments, the applicant has the option to choose a different track than just 
meeting all the code criteria outright.  That process is called the Master Planned 
Development process, and it is a more flexible process. 

• It is not uncommon for an application to appear to not to meet one or two code criteria, 
but where arguments are presented to the Planning Commission, which they might find 
sufficient to explain how the code criteria are being met, even if it doesn’t appear that way 
at first reading. 

The applicant asserts it was very difficult to meet all the code criteria and thus, they had no 
choice but to overlook or downplay some of the criteria in order to meet others.  One problem is, 
the applicant had the option to go the Master Planned Development track (more flexible), but 
declined to do so.  Instead, they chose the track that requires meeting all the code. 

In a bit more detail: 

1. Variances:   there’s a high bar to meet in order to qualify for a variance.  For one, the site has to 
have some specific circumstance that makes it unique among all other sites.  Also, the specific 
code that isn’t met must be called out, and justification as to how the site is unique and for 
granting the variance must be spelled out by the Planning Commission on the public record, and 
then voted up or down.  Not just not mentioned. 

2. Conditions:  the Planning Commission might find there is some very simple change an applicant 
could make to their site plan that would bring them into compliance with all the code criteria; 
however, for this to be feasible, it needs to be very simple, because it has to be spelled out in 
the written approval, and it can’t be a change that would create a domino effect, or it simply 
isn’t an option to go this route. 

3. Master Planned Development:  It is not uncommon for large development projects, especially 
ones that are infilling in between existing development, to have troubles meeting all the code 
criteria.  Maybe they’re meeting 95% but are getting stuck on the last 5%.  For example, maybe 
they’ve met the 40’ or 50’ minimum lot width requirement, and maybe they don’t have any 
through lots, but they’re having trouble meeting the density or minimum lot size requirements. 

a. It is not acceptable to just say, that’s close enough.  Not an option. 
b. That’s where this other process is useful.  It allows the Planning Commission more 

leeway to grant exceptions to code criteria, and also on the other side of the coin, it 
gives the Planning Commission more leeway to place requirements on the application 
that are not spelled out in the code. 

c. All the requirements still must be in alignment with the Comprehensive Plan, as well as 
basic property rights laws, of course. 

4. Arguments explaining how code criteria is met, when it is questionable at “face value:” often 
arguments are made to the Planning Commission to explain how criteria are met, when it’s not 
obvious.  The Planning Commission must carefully consider those, and feel comfortable 
approving the same argument under the same or similar circumstances for future applications.  
In other words, these set precedents, so Planning Commissioners need to be careful to spell out 
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the specific circumstances under which they would allow that argument in the future, or they 
will inadvertently water down the code.  Again, these types of decisions should only be made by 
the Planning Commission and should most certainly be spelled out in the public record.  Not just 
determined by staff and not mentioned. 
 

I lost a lot of sleep through the years on Planning Commission, trying to think of a reasonable argument 
to demonstrate how a relatively benign application met code, and could be approved, and vice versa.  In 
many cases, I had to make a decision that wouldn’t have been my first choice.  It is frustrating to observe 
a decision on a major land use decision for Coburg, with such minimal justification in the Planning 
Commission Approval, of several code conflicts. 

In conclusion, if 100% of code criteria are not met, a Planning Commission or Appellant body has no 
choice but to deny the application, to apply conditions that are clear and bring it into compliance, to 
grant a variance, or to provide a prudent explanation (that will not impeded future decisions) of how the 
code is met even if it doesn’t seem that way at first reading.  Alternatively, an applicant can withdraw 
their application, make some tweaks and resubmit, or if it’s difficult to meet the code, then an 
application that qualifies, should go with the Master Planned Development process. 

 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Cathy Engebretson 
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PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT | TRANSPORTATION PLANNING  

3040 N DELTA HIGHWAY | EUGENE, OR  97408  

PHONE: 541.682.6996 

Page 1 of 2 

 

 
August 10, 2020 
 
APPLICANT/OWNER: Bruce Wiechert Custom Homes 
AGENT:   Anthony J. Favreau 
MAP & TAX LOT: 16-03-28-00-00501 
BASE ZONE:  Exclusive Farm Use Zone (E-40) 
PROPOSAL: A REQUEST FOR TYPE II (DIRECTOR) APPROVAL OF A TENTATIVE PARTITION 

PURSUANT TO LANE CODE 13.050, 13.060, AND 16.212(9)(n).  SPECIFICALLY 
THE PROPOSAL IS TO DIVIDE THE +/- 16 ACRE SUBJECT PROPERTY ALONG THE 
URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY LINE, WITH PROPOSED PARCEL 1 ZONED TMR 
AND TR AT +/- 11.4 ACRES AND LOCATED ENTIRELY INSIDE THE CITY OF 
COBURG UGB, AND PARCEL 2 ZONED E-40 AT +/- 4.6 ACRES AND LOCATED 
ENTIRELY OUTSIDE COBURG’S UGB. 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this proposal.  Please accept the following 
comments from Lane County Transportation Planning. 
 

COMMENTS FROM LANE COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 

CONDITIONS  
Lane County Transportation Planning (TP) recommends the following conditions of approval: 
 
▪ Provide opportunity for Lane County Transportation Planning to comment on the zone change and 

subsequent subdivision proposal. 
 

▪ Provide a Traffic Impact Analysis prior to the zone change approval confirming that the proposed 
development does not create any safety or operational impacts to Coburg Road.   

 
For informational purposes as applicable to potential development: 
 
▪ In accordance with Lane Manual Chapter 15.515, stormwater runoff generated by new development 

must not be directed to the Lane County road right-of-way or into any Lane County drainage facility, 
including roadside ditches.  
 

 

FINDINGS 
The subject property (“property”) is proposed to take access from Coleman Street and Skinner Street.  
Coleman Street and Skinner Street are under the jurisdiction of the City of Coburg. Although insignificant 
impacts are expected on the nearby county roads, particularly Coburg Rd-N Willamette St by the 
partition proposal, TP anticipates impacts to the county roads when a subdivision is created on parcel 1. 
In addition, when a zone change is proposed, Lane Code requires a Traffic Impact Analysis as specified 
below. The applicant should contact TP for a scope of traffic study.    
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Lane Code 15.697: Traffic Impact Analysis Requirements 
(1) A traffic impact analysis may be required as part of a complete land use application if the 

proposal is expected to involve one or more of the following: 
c. Any plan amendment proposal, unless waived by the County Engineer as specified below; 

 
At the time of zone change, a Traffic Impact Analysis will be required.  
 
Lane Manual 15.515: Drainage 
In accordance with Lane Manual 15.515, stormwater runoff from private property must not be directed 
to the Lane County road right-of-way or into any Lane County drainage facility, including roadside 
ditches.  Ditches adjacent to County roads are designed solely to accommodate stormwater runoff 
generated by roadways themselves. 
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ARTICLE VIII 56 Coburg Development Code  

 Table VIII(E)(1)(b)(i): Coburg Street Design Standards 

Functional 
Class 

Min. ROW 
Width 

Travel Lanes 

Planter with 
Street Trees or 

Swale with Street 
Trees 

On-Street 
Parking 

Sidewalks, 
Curbs and 

Gutters 
Soft Shoulder Bicycle Lanes 

Alley 16' 
12' min. paved 

width 
none Prohibited None None None 

Local Access 45' 
10' min., 12' 

max. 
Swale - 4' min., 8' 
max., both sides 

Max: 2 per 100 l.f., 
Min: 2 per 200 l.f. 

None 
3' min., 5' 

max., one side 
min. (striped) 

None 

Highway 
Commercial and 
Industrial Local 

Street 

51' 
11' min., 12' 

max. 
Planter- 6' min. 7', one side 

5' min. sidewalk; 
curb and gutter 

both sides,  
None None 

Collector 55' 
11' min., 12' 

max. 
Planter - 4' min., 8' 

max., both sides 
7' min., if required 

5' min. sidewalk; 
curb and gutter 

both sides,  
None 

Required in 
Commercial and 
Industrial Zones 

and per the City's 
TSP and Parks 

and Open Space 
Master Plan. If 

required, 5' min. 

Coburg Loop Off-
road Paths 

16' 
10' min., paved 

width 
None N/A N/A 

2' gravel, each 
side N/A 

* Note: these design standards are proposed for Coburg-owned facilities. Lane County owns and operates several collector and arterial streets within Coburg and 
Lane County Street Standards apply to these county owned facilities 
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