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

STAFF REPORT

Subdivision
SUB-01-20
Report Date: August 13, 2020
. 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)

. 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.

[ll. 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.

V. 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
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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 VIILA.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.LE.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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) Street Design Standards Table VIIILE(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.
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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 XI1.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.LE.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 Argqument: 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.LE.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.LE.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 XI1.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 XI1.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 XI1.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 Xll 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.

VIIl. 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.

e 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.

e 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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Name Teresa Bishow Daytime Phone 541-514-1029
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Street Address CCOBUR®G, OR 97408
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Is there more than one applicant or site associated with this application? If so, check here. [ ATTACH A SEPARATE
SHEET WITH ADDITIONAL APPLICANT AND SITE INFORMATION)

ATTACH THE FOLLOWING DOCUMENTAION WITH YOUR APPLICATION: OFFICIAL COMPLETENESS CHECK

Written legal description of the property({ies) (]

Copy of Assessor's Map, highlight property(ies) (8.5” x11” or 11" x 17” 51ZE) Q
Written statement addressing all applicable Code Criteria* d

Site Plan and/or Engineered Drawings (see sign site plan checklist) a
Preliminary Title Report and supporting documentation |

15 copies of application materials a

Copy of Coburg Business License a

Is the property in the flood plain? YES O NOQO

* Written Statements must be in the form of factual statements or findings of fact and supported by evidence. List
the findings criteria in the Coburg Zoning Code (Ord. A-200-H) and develop evidence that supports it.

I hereby certify that the statements and information contained in this application, including the attached drawings and the required
findings of fact, are in all respects true and correct. | understand that all property pins must be shown on the drawings and visible upon
site inspection. In the event that the pins are not shown or their location found 1o be incorrect, the owner assumes full responsibility.

| further understand that if this request is subsequently contested, the burden will be on me to establish: that | produced sufficient
factual evidence at the hearing to support this request; that the evidence adequately justifies the granting of the request; that the findings
of fact furnished by me are adequate, and further that all structures or improvements are properly located on the ground. Failure in this
regard will result most likely in not only the request being set aside, but also possibly in any structures being built in reliance thereon
being required to be removed at my expense. If | have any doubts, | am advised to seek competent professional advice and assistance.

Please refer to attached letter with signatures of appellants.
Date:

Applicant Signature

As owner of the property involved in this request, | have read and understood the complete application and its
consequences to me as a property awner,

Date:

Property Owner Signature #1

Print Name

Date:

Property Owner Signature #2 {if applicable)

Print Name
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PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
375 West 4% Ave., Suite 204

P.O. Box 50721

Eugene, OR 47405

541-514-1028
teresa@bishowconsulting.com

July 27, 2020
City of Coburg City Council
P.O. Box 8316
Coburg, OR 97408

Sent Via E-mail: HHearley@l.COG.org

Hand Delivered to City Hall

Dear City Councilors,

RE: SUB-01-20 — APPEAL FORM AND SIGNATURES

Please accept this appeal of the Planning Commission’s decision on July 15, 2020 to
approve, with conditions, the Wiechert {Coburg Creek) Subdivision (SUB-01-20). This

appeal is pubmitted on behalf of the following:
il

=

DL

Peqgy Wells

\_/:-77(;257 ﬁéﬂ—,&f AT e e .
Cathy Engébretsons”

nigl Rux

Dale Kast

Sincerely,

Teresa Bishow,?;ICP
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PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
375 West 4" Ave., Suite 204

P.0O. 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: SUB-01-20 — APPEAL FORM AND SIGNATURES

i i ission’ isi 2020 to
Please accept this appeal of the Planning Commission’s declls]o.n on July 15, '
approve, with conditions, the Wiechert (Coburg Creek) Subdivision (SUB-01-20). This

appeal is submitted on behalf of the following:
e L W‘jz::

Alan Wells .

Pegdt Wells

Cathy Enge’bretsonf/

L2t ZuX
&l@ Rux

<

(__/
Dale Kast

Sincerely,

Teresa Bishow%ﬁ, IcP
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Is there more than one applicant or site associated with this application? If so, check here. [ ATTACH A SEPARATE
SHEET WITH ADDITIONAL APPLICANT AND SITE INFORMATION)

ATTACH THE FOLLOWING DOCUMENTAION WITH YOUR APPLICATION: OFFICIAL COMPLETENESS CHECK

Written legal description of the property(ies) a

Copy of Assessor’s Map, highlight property(ies) (8.5” x11” or 11” x 17” SIZE) O
Written statement addressing all applicable Code Criteria* a

Site Plan and/or Engineered Drawings (see sign site plan checklist) a
Preliminary Title Report and supporting documentation a
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Copy of Coburg Business License Q

Is the property in the flood plain? YES 1 NoQ

* Written Statements must be in the form of factual statements or findings of fact and supported by evidence. List
the findings criteria In the Coburg Zoning Code (Ord. A-200-H) and develop evidence that supports it.

| hereby certify that the statements and information contained in this application, including the attached drawings and the required
findings of fact, are in all respects true and correct. | understand that all property pins must be shown on the drawings and visible upon
site inspection. In the event that the pins are not shown or their location found to be incorrect, the owner assumes full responsibility.

| further understand that if this request is subsequently contested, the burden will be on me to establish: that | produced sufficient
factual evidence at the hearing to support this request; that the evidence adequately justifies the granting of the request; that the findings
of fact furnished by me are adequate, and further that all structures or improvements are properly located on the ground. Failure in this
regard will result most likely in not only the request being set aside, but also possibly in any structures being built in reliance thereon
being required to be removed at my expense. If | have any doubts, | am advised to seek competent professional advice and assistance,

Please refer to attached letter with signatures of appellants.
Date:

Applicant Signature

As owner of the property involved in this request, | have read and understood the complete application and its
consequences to me as a property owner.

Date:

Property Owner Signature #1

Print Name

Date:

Property Owner Signature #2 (if applicable)

Print Name
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[ BISHOW

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
375 West 4" 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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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.

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.

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.

City determination that the subdivision shall meet minimum residential
density requirements when the site has significant access limitations.

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 VILLA.5 Minimum Residential Density (TR)

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

Article VILA.4.b  Minimum Lot Dimensions (TR)

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

Article VIILE.1 Dedication of Street ROW / Street Standards
Article VIILE.1.f  Street Connectivity

Article VIILE.3.c  Blocks

Article VIILE.3.e  Reserve Strips

Article VIILE.3.h. Alignment

Article VIILE.3.  Existing Streets

Article VIILE.3.] Half Streets

Article VIILF.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 lll 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.
Appeal Statement Page 2 of 18 [ BISHOW
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Article VILLA.5 Minimum Residential Density (TR)
Article VII.LB.5.b  Minimum Residential Density (TMR)

The subdivision has significant access constraints and the
minimum residential density standards should not apply.

Per Article 11.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 11.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
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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.

Article VILA.4.b  Minimum Lot Dimensions (TR)
Article VII.B.3.b  Minimum Lot Dimensions (TMR)

The subdivision lacks a requirement that the final
subdivision plat indicate what lots are zoned TMR and the
number of allowed dwellings per lot.

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. 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
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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.

Article VIILE.1. Dedication of Street ROW / Street Design Standards

The subdivision does not comply with street dedication and
improvement standards — E Van Duyn and Macy Streets
within the subdivision need to be improved.

Per Article VIILE.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 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 X11.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
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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
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.
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Article VIILE.1.f(2) Street Connectivity

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

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

Article VII.LE.3.c Blocks

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.”

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.
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Article VIILLE.3.e  Reserve Strips

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 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.

Article VIILE.3.h. Alignment

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)
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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
Macy streets), minimum block lengths, and intersection alignments while also providing
a parcel suitable for park and recreation use.

Article XII.B.13 Through Lots and Parcels

The subdivision includes interior lots that front onto two
streets — these “through lots” could be avoided with an
alternative design.

Per Article XI1.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.
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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
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.

Article XI1.B.19 Park/Park Recreation Acquisitions

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.

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 Xll 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 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
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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.

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.

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

The subdivision does not comply with several zoning code
provisions including street standards and required public
improvements.

Per Article XI1.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 VIIILE), 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
IIl.E and Article Ill.F and summarized in Exhibit G — Code Analysis Summary.
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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.

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

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.

Per Article XII.C.2.¢c(5):

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

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.

Per Article XI1.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;

- | Not hamper the adequate provision of publicly owned open
space for recreation needs.

4. The proposed patrtition [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
% mile that can reasonably be expected to be used by
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
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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.

Article X.C. Type lll Procedures

The City did not provide proper legal notice per ORS
197.195(3) and Coburg Zoning Ordinance No. A-200-1,
Article X.C.

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 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

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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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 Plan':

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.

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

1 Adopted by Ordinance A-194.
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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
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.
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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
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.

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.
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Sincerely,

Tevesow Bishow
Teresa Bishow, AICP
cc:  clients
Exhibits

Coburg Zoning Map

TSP Street Classification and Future Street Plan
Coburg Street Design Standards

Coburg Proposed Park and Open Space
Coburg Zoning Overlay Districts

Facts Regarding Public Notice Procedures
Code Analysis Summary
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(i) Local Street Standards

4- 8 Bioswale or 3'-5'Soll 10° - 12° Travel Lane 10"- 12 Travel Lane 7-5 4 8 Bioswale or
Planter Strip Shoulder Soft Planter Strip
| Shoulder 1
45' Right of Way {min.)

(i)  Local Street Detailed Standards

i 10-12
Parallel parking bulb-oits provdad al ro Travel Lares
ha per 100 rear fest of 45'Min. right-
20 two per 200 of-vay

Yoot g g'planter
haulder o Swale

Y

ARTICLE VIII 57 Coburg Development Code
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*Exact park or trail locations will be
based on future development
patterns and land availability.
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EXHIBIT F

The City did not provide proper legal notice per ORS 197.195(3) and
Coburg Zoning Ordinance No. A-200-1, Article X.C.

FACTS:

1.

On February 12, 2020 the applicant's Tentative Subdivision written narrative and
plan requested 39 single family lots. In March, the city mailed a public notice
regarding the 39-lot subdivision and the date initially scheduled for a Planning
Commission public hearing. On June 1 the city mailed a public notice regarding
the June 17 Planning Commission public hearing that described the request as
“Subdivision — 39 new lots”.! However, the Planning Commission public hearing
was in regard to the applicant’s revised Tentative Subdivision plan for 46 new
lots and four tracts.

On June 1, 2020 the City mailed a public notice regarding the proposed
subdivision that stated "HEARING UPDATE” and “THIS IS AN UPDATE TO
PREVIOUS NOTICES” and provided a new date for the Planning Commission
public hearing. The June 1 public notice stated:

“All previous testimony received in writing in response to prior notices will be
included, so there is no need to re-submit testimony already received. New
written testimony must be received by 6/10/20.” (Emphasis mine.)

The public notice failed to state that the applicant had submitted revised
application materials since the original public hearing notice.

At least 19 Coburg residents submitted written testimony specifically referring to
the initial 39-lot subdivision. The Planning Commission June 17 public hearing
considered a Tentative Plan for 46 lots and 4 tracts dated June 9, 2020.

The public notice mailed on June 1 stated new written testimony must be
received by 6/10/20 providing a 10-day period for submission of written
comments. The notice did not comply with ORS 197.195(3)(c)(A) requiring the
notice to provide a 14-day period for submission of written comments.

The June 1 public notice listed as applicable criteria “Coburg Comprehensive
Plan”. At the June 17 Planning Commission public hearing, city staff stated the
Coburg Comprehensive Plan could not be used as basis for a decision regarding

1 Exhibit A — Public Notice Mailed June 1, 2020
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the subdivision. The notice did not comply with ORS 197.195(3)(c)(C) requiring
the notice to include the applicable criteria for the decision.

6. The June 1 public notice did not include a street address or written description of
the location of the proposed subdivision. The public notice maps show a
geographic area that includes about 4 acres to the north of the subdivision. The
northern area extends to Willamette Street appearing to depict a future east-west
street connection. The public notice described the property location as
“Assessor’s Map 16-03-28-00, Tax Lot 00501”. This reference includes land
outside the City of Coburg’s Urban Growth Boundary and outside the City limits.
The notice did not comply with ORS 197.195(3)(c)(D) requiring the notice to set
forth the street address or other easily understood geographical reference.

7. The June 1 public notice did not state that a portion of the property was zoned
Traditional Medium Residential (TMR). The public notice did not list as
applicable approval criteria Coburg Zoning Ordinance A-200-1, Article VII,
Section B, Traditional Medium Density Residential District. The public notice did
not comply with ORS 197.195(3)(c)(C) requiring the notice to include the
applicable criteria for the decision.

8. The June 1 public notice did not adequately describe the uses that could be
authorized by the proposed subdivision. The portion of the property zoned TMR
is authorized to be used for a duplex provided the lot size is at least 6,700 square
feet. The subdivision did not specify which lots were intended to be subject to
the TMR standards. The public notice did not comply with the Coburg Zoning
Ordinance A-200-1, Article X.D.3.b(1).

9. At the June 17 Planning Commission public hearing a request was made by one
of the appellants to continue the public hearing. The Planning Commission
denied the request and only left the written public record open for the applicant to
provide supplemental information concerning suitability of the Tracts for park and
recreation uses. All other parties were limited to rebuttal testimony concerning
any new evidence submitted by the applicant.

10. At the July 15 Planning Commission meeting, the Planning Commission granted
the applicant’s attorney the opportunity to speak without any public notice of the
opportunity for other interested parties to provide testimony.

Issues regarding insufficient public notice were raised at the Planning Commission
level.

Public Notice Problems Page 2 of 2 Ifljﬂ BISHOW
SUB-01-20 Weichert Subdivision July 27, 2020 [52/ CONSULTING
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SUB-01-20 - CODE ANALYSIS based on June 9, 2020 plan

EXHIBIT G

CODE SUBJECT STANDARD PROPOSED COMPLIES
SECTION
VILA.4.b Minimum Lot | SF — 6,000 sq ft Lots 6 through 46 YES
(TR) Size Duplex — 7,000 sq ft | range from 6,011 to
11,719 SF
VILA4.b Minimum Lot | Interior Lot — 50 ft Lot widths vary YES
(TR) Width Corner Lot — 55 ft
VIILA5. Density Minimum 60% of City staff allocated | NO — Minimum density is
(TR) maximum per net 41 lots to TR zoned | met only if Tracts are
acre (41 units) area public parks or
Maximum 7.5 units permanently excluded
per gross acre (76 4.0 units per gross | from development and
units) acre NOT planned for future
streets.
Density based on 1
dwelling per lot and | YES - Complies with
no duplexes. maximum density.
VII.B.3.b Minimum Lot | SF — 3,500 sq ft Lots 1 through 5 YES — assumes Lots 1
(TMR) Size Duplex — 6,700 sq ft | range from 5,000 to | through 5 are zoned TMR.
5,326 SF
VII.B.3.b Minimum Lot | SF detached — 40 ft | Lot widths vary YES
(TMR) Width Duplex — 60 ft
VIILA.5.b Density Minimum 80% of Area zoned TMR YES
(TMR) maximum per net aligned with Lots 1
acre (5 units) through 5.
Maximum 10.4 units
per gross acre
VIILE.1.a Dedication of | City may require E Van Duyn NO — Requires dedication
Street ROW dedication of adjacent to of at least 15 feet of
additional public subdivision additional public ROW on
ROW in order to contains a 30-foot the existing section of E
meet street wide ROW, no Van Duyn adjacent to
standards proposal to subdivision to comply with

dedicate additional
ROW.

No extension of E
Van Duyn or Macy
Street to the edge
of the subdivision.

min 45 ft ROW.

NO — Requires additional
public ROW to extend E
Van Duyn and Macy St
through the subdivision per
city transportation plan.

Page 1 of 5
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SUB-01-20 - CODE ANALYSIS based on June 9, 2020 plan

EXHIBIT G

CODE SUBJECT STANDARD PROPOSED COMPLIES
SECTION
VIILLE.1.b(i) | Street Design | City streets shall Interior new Local YES- Interior Streets
Standards — conform to Coburg | public streets 50-
Per code street design foot ROW and
applies to all standards — improved to city
streets within Local street
Coburg, Local Streets standards.
including minimum 45-foot
those owned ROW with certain No improvements NO — Subdivision required
by Lane improvements proposed to portion | to widen and improve 280
County. of E Van Duyn linear feet on E Van Duyn
adjacent to to comply with Local street
subdivision. standards.
VIILE.A f Street No dead-end E Van Duyn and NO-
Connectivity streets permitted Macy Street are not | E Van Duyn needs to be
unless topographic | being extended widened and improved
or environmental thus creating dead- | about 280 linear feet
constraints. end streets. adjacent to the subdivision
and extended east about
748 linear feet east of
Coleman Street to eastern
edge of the subdivision.
Macy St within the
subdivision needs to
extend to western edge of
subdivision.
VIIILE.3.c Blocks Minimum block At least 4 block NO — minimum block
length — 400 feet lengths are less length not met
than 250 feet
Maximum block YES — maximum block
length — 600 length met
Unless topographic
or environmental
constraints
VIILE.3.e Reserve Strips | Only required to None proposed. NO - Reserve strips

control access to
streets to protect
public welfare or
substantial property
rights.

needed at end of dead-end
streets next to land outside
Coburg UGB and zoned
County EFU.

Page 2 of 5
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SUB-01-20 - CODE ANALYSIS based on June 9, 2020 plan

EXHIBIT G

CODE SUBJECT STANDARD PROPOSED COMPLIES
SECTION
VILE.3.f Public Access | PC may require No proposed NO - Public accessways
Ways dedication of public | accessways or are needed to the east and
access ways to public streets in an | west to allow future access
provide network of | east-west direction. | to the schoal
public paths or
access to schools,
parks, or other
public areas.
VIILE.3.h Street Street alignment “T” intersection at NO — Subdivision is on a
Alignment resulting in “T” Skinner and Sarah | 10-acre site, relatively flat,
intersection shall, is less than 200 feet | with no environmental
whenever practical, | from Van Duyn. constraints. There is no
leave minimum of basis for determining it is
200 feet btwn the not practical to comply with
center lines of standard.
streets having
approximately the
same direction and,
in no case, shall be
less than 125 feet.
VIILE.3.i Existing Whenever streets None. NO — E Van Duyn is
Streets adjacent to or within adjacent to the subdivision
a tract are of and only has a 30 foot
inadequate width, ROW, applicant needs to
additional ROW increase ROW to 45 feet
shall be provided at to meet local street
the time of the land standard.
division.
Most streets in Coburg are
50 to 60 feet wide.
Skinner St ROW is only 30
feet wide and is not
adequate to handle traffic
from the subdivision.
VIILE.3.j Half Streets Whenever a half None. NO — E Van Duyn is a half
street is adjacent to street for about 280 feet
a proposed adjacent to the proposed
subdivision the subdivision; the street is
other half shall be required to be widened
provided within the and improved as part of
tract. the subdivision.
VIIILF .4 Dedications City may require Dedications for new | NO — additional

dedications for
public purposes

local streets and
Tracts A through D
in the subdivision.

dedications are needed for
east-west street
connections.

Page 3 of 5
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SUB-01-20 - CODE ANALYSIS based on June 9, 2020 plan

EXHIBIT G

CODE SUBJECT STANDARD PROPOSED COMPLIES
SECTION
XI1.B.9 Reserve Strips | City may require None. NO - City needs to acquire
reserve strips to reserve strips to control
control access to access to the north of the
adjoining properties. subdivision onto land
outside the City limits and
zoned County EFU.
XI.B.13 Through Lots | Through lots shall Lots 6, 7, and 8 are | NO - The subdivision
and Parcels be avoided except proposed “through | should be re-designed to
where they are lots”. avoid “through lots”. Once
essential to provide E Van Duyn Street is
separation of extended to Coleman,
residential proposed Lots 9 through
development from 16 will also become
major traffic “through lots”.
arterials or adjacent
non-residential
uses.
XI1.B.19 Park/Park Six percent of gross | Deed 4 Tracts to NO - Applicant has not
Recreation area shall be City and pay into a | demonstrated that no area
Acquisitions dedicated to the public land within the subdivision is
public and approved | acquisition fund. suitable for park and
by PC as suitable recreation use. The site is
for park and 10-acres, relatively flat
recreation use. In with no environmental
the event no such constraints. Code does
area is suitable, not allow a subdivider to
subdivider shall pay simply opt out of land
into a public land dedication for parks.
acquisition fund.
XI.C.2.¢(5) | Orderly Proposal Extend Skinner and | NO — Proposal does not
Transportation | contributes to Coleman Streets. contribute to planned
System orderly extension of Van Duyn or

development of
roads, bikeways,
and pedestrian
facilities.

Potential Condition
#4 — Increase
paved width on
Skinner and
Coleman from 12
feet to 16 feet with
restricted on-street
parking to provide
20 feet of
unobstructed
clearance for fire
access.

Macy Streets for future
east-west connectivity.

Skinner St does not have
enough ROW to safely
accommodate increased
traffic.

Coleman St between E Mill
and E Van Duyn is
designated as a bike
boulevard. .

Page 4 of 5
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SUB-01-20 - CODE ANALYSIS based on June 9, 2020 plan

EXHIBIT G

CODE SUBJECT STANDARD PROPOSED COMPLIES
SECTION
XI.C.2.c(7) | Adjacent Land | Will not impede use | Three Local streets | YES - regarding adjacent
(aa) Impacts of remaining land in subdivision to land owned by subdivider
owned by extend north
subdivider or any providing flexibility
adjoining land or for remaining land
access thereto. owned by
subdivider.
No proposal to NO - regarding
improve and extend | development of adjoining
Van Duyn or Macy | lands and access thereto.
Street.
Safety Will not cause Exclusive use of N | NO — regarding impacts on
Concerns / safety concerns and | Skinner and safety and enhancing
Access for provides convenient | Coleman for bike/pedestrian circulation.
bikes and access to nearby access.
pedestrianto | commercial areas
nearby and neighborhood
commercial activity areas. No east-west street
areas and connections.
school.
X.C Public Notice | Standards per local | City did not fully NO- numerous provisions
code and ORS comply with were not fully followed
197.195(3) providing adequate
public notice.
Page 5 of 5
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PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
375 West 4t 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 VILLA.5 Minimum Residential Density (TR)

Article VII.LB.5.b  Minimum Residential Density (TMR)

Article VILA.4.b  Minimum Lot Dimensions (TR)

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

Article VIILE.1 Dedication of Street ROW / Street Standards
Article VIILE.1.f  Street Connectivity

Article VIILLE.3.c  Blocks

Article VIILLE.3.e  Reserve Strips

Article VIILLE.3.h. Alignment

Article VIILLE.3.I Existing Streets

Article VIILE.3,j Half Streets

Article VIII.F.4 Dedications

Article XI1.B.9 Reserve Strips

Article XI1.B.13 Through Lots and Parcels

Article XI1.B.19 Park / Park Recreation Acquisitions

Article XlI1.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 lll 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 VILLA.5 Minimum Residential Density (TR)
Article VII.B.5.b  Minimum Residential Density (TMR)

The subdivision has significant access constraints and the
minimum residential density standards should not apply.

Per Article 11.LA.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 11.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.

Appeal Statement Page 3 of 22 F'Dﬂ B|SHO‘£¥
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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 VILA.4.b  Minimum Lot Dimensions (TR)
Article VII.B.3.b  Minimum Lot Dimensions (TMR)

The subdivision lacks a requirement that the final
subdivision plat indicate what lots are zoned TMR and the
number of allowed dwellings per lot.

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
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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 VIILE.1. Dedication of Street ROW / Street Design Standards

The subdivision does not comply with street dedication and
improvement standards — E Van Duyn and Macy Streets
within the subdivision need to be improved.

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.

0] Street Design Standards Table VIII.E(1)(b)(i): Coburg Street
Design Standards...”

E Van Duyn Street
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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

Appeal Statement Page 6 of 22 TDQ B|SHOV¥
SUB-01-20 July 27, 2020 2] CoNSULTIN



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 VIILLE.1.f(2) Street Connectivity

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

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.LE.3.c Blocks

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.”
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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.LE.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 VIILLE.3.e  Reserve Strips

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 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.
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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 VIIL.LE.3.h. Alignment

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)

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
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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

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.”

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
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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 XI1.B.19 Park/Park Recreation Acquisitions

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.

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.
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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 XI1.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

Appeal Statement Page 13 of 22 FDQ BISHO%
SUB-01-20 July 27, 2020 i5d] CONSULTI



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

The subdivision does not comply with several zoning code
provisions including street standards and required public
improvements.

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 VIILE), 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
[II.E and Article Ill.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

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.

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

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.

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
Y2 mile that can reasonably be expected to be used by
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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 Ill Procedures

The City did not provide proper legal notice per ORS
197.195(3) and Coburg Zoning Ordinance No. A-200-1,
Article X.C.

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.
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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 Reqgarding Public Notice Procedures.

Compliance with Comprehensive Plan

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.

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 Plan?:

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.
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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
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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,

Tereso Bishow
Teresa Bishow, AICP
cc: clients
Exhibits

Coburg Zoning Map

TSP Street Classification and Future Street Plan
Coburg Street Design Standards

Coburg Proposed Park and Open Space
Coburg Zoning Overlay Districts

Facts Regarding Public Notice Procedures
Code Analysis Summary

OmMmoowy
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Attachment C

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. | will send anything else |
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 | would have to incorporate in my report for
Planning Commission. | 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
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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@Ilanecountyor.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

O R E4 0N
y

*ExXAEXWARNING: This email has been sent from OUTSIDE the City of Coburg. Please proceed with caution™*******
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Al TACHMENID
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 17 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.

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 6. COMMISSION BUSINESS | Public Hearing Jeff Kernen
e SUB-01-20 Wiechert Subdivision | Consider Approval

8:20p 7. CITY UPDATES Jeff Kernen
o City Administration Report | Information only

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.

COBURG PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS
Jonathan Derby
Seth Clark

Judith Behney

William Wood

Paul Thompson

John Marshall

Marissa Doyle

COUNCIL LIAISON: N/A

S:\Public\Planning Department\PLANNING COMMISSION\PC Agendas\2020\PC agenda 06.17.20_Draft.docx
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CITY OF COBURG PLANNING
PO BOX 8316 Coburg, OR 97408

STAFF REPORT
Subdivision
SUB-01-20
Report Date: June 10, 2020
. BASIC DATA
Property Owners: Bruce Wiechert Custom Homes, Inc.
3073 Skyview Lane

Eugene, OR 97405

Applicant Consultant/Surveyor: The Favreau Group
Eugene, OR 97405
Assessors’ Map Lot#: 16-03-28-00 Tax Lot 00501

Comprehensive Plan

Designation: Traditional Residential (TR)
Current Zoning: Traditional Residential (TR)
Il. 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 |ots for single family dwellings, and set aside four lots for open space.

Il. BACKGROUND

Assessors Map 16-03-28-00 Tax Lot 00501 is vacant and partially within the City
fimits. The applicant applied to Lane County to partition the lot at the City limits,
making the resulting lot entirely within the City limits.

SUB-01-20 Page 1 of 37
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Tax Lot 00501
ST

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).

Issues
Street Connections

The proposed subdivision requires the extension of two streets, N Skinner and N
Coleman. N Skinner in particular is not constructed to a level that would
accommodate two-way traffic or function well with more traffic. As part of the public
improvement plan review and construction process, the applicant will make off-site
improvements to the adjacent street(s).

Sight Lines
Per the City engineer’s review of the Traffic Impact Analysis, there are a couple line

of sight considerations that potentially affect two lots. Condition 3 in the Final Order
explains how the applicant can solve this issue.

IV. APPROVAL CRITERIA AND ANALYSIS

Articie X.11.C
2.c. Subdivisions (non-phased)

(1) General Approval Criteria. The City may approve, approve with
conditions or deny a preliminary subdivision plan based on the following
approval criteria:

SUB-01-20 Page 2 of 37
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(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 VIll.E), required public improvements (ARTICLE VIIl.F) and
any special development standards.

(2) The proposed subdivision will not cause any existing improvements on
existing or proposed lots o be inconsistent with applicable standards in
this code.

(3) Subdivisions abutting streets under control of an agency that is not the
City shall comply with access management guidelines of the agency having
Jurisdiction over the street.

(4} Development within the tentative subdivision plan can be adequately served
by City infrastructure.

(5) Proposal contributes to the orderly development of the City's area
fransportation network of roads, bikeways, and pedestrian facilities, and
allows for continuation and expansion of existing public access
easements within or adjacent to the subdivision.

(6) All applicable engineering design standards for streets, utilities, surface water
management, and easements have been satisfied,

(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 or any adjoining fand or access thereto.

(bb) The proposed partition 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 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 1/4 mile
that can reasonably be expected to be used by pedestrians, and
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uses within 2 miles that can be reasonably expected to be used by
bicyclists.

V. STAFF RECOMMENDATION

The request for the subdivision is approved subject to the following
conditions:

CONDITION 1: Prior to final plat approval the applicant shall obtain partition approval at the City
boundary from Lane County.

CONDITION 2: The design of the public streets and city ufility infrastructure will be reviewed
separately under a public improvement review process (PEPI) 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.

CONDITION 3: The proposed site plan shall be adjusted to accommodate line of sight for
stopping sight distance within the proposed public right of way by increasing the length of the
two curves, or permanent no-build easements shall be placed on the final plat to prohibit
building within the sight distance areas.

CONDITION 4: As part of the public improvements process, the applicant shall improve the
offsite roadway access points to a minimum of two vehicle access lanes, or at least to fire
access lane standards and requirements. Improvements shall include but not be limited to
pavement widening pavement on-street parking restrictions.

FROM COBURG RURAL FIRE:

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.

Final Plat Submission Requirements, Article Xil.D.2
Submittal Requirements.

Applications for approval of a final partition or subdivision plat shall be prepared
by a professional land surveyor, registered professional engineer, or a registered
landscape architect and shall contain all of the information required for a Type {
process, in accordance with ARTICLE X.B, and the following additional items:

a. A final plat, including the information required by the City’s Final
Subdivision or Partition Plat application form, including all contiguous property
under the same ownership as the subject property.
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b. Approval Criteria. A final plat shall be approved if the folfowing criteria are
met:

(1) The final plat substantially conforms with the approved tentative plan.
(2) Conditions of approval imposed on the tentative plan have been met.

(3) The final plat dedicates to the City, free and clear of all liens and
encumbrances and without any reservation or restriction other than
reversionary rights upon vacation, all City infrastructure, if such dedication
is required by a condition of approval.

(4) Public improvements required by this code or by a condition of
approval have been completed or the applicant has provided a
performance guarantee pursuant to ARTICLE XIL.E.

(8) The City surveyor has approved the final plat for compliance with
applicable platting requirements in accordance with state law.

ATTACHMENTS:

A. Final order

B. Application materials (submitted 2/25/20, amended 5/22/20, 6/9/20, &
6/10/20)

C. Agency comment — City contract engineer

D. Agency comment — Lane County

E. Public comment — Parker (received 4/2/20)

F. Public comment — Weissbarth, Fuentes {received 4/2/20)

G. Public comment — Engebretson, Rux, Others (received 4/3/20)

H. Public comment — Wells (received 4/6/20)

I. Public comment — Engebretson, Rux, Coelho (received 4/6/20)

J. Public comment — Marr (received 4/20/20)

K. Public comment — McDonald (received 6/9/20)
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ATTACHMENT A
FINAL ORDER
of the
COBURG PLANNING COMMISSION

SUB-01-20 Wiechert Subdivision

A. The Coburg Planning Commission finds the following:

1.

The Coburg Planning Commission has reviewed all material relevant to the
Wiechert Subdivision that has been submitted by the applicant and staff
regarding this matter for Assessors Map 16-03-28-00 Tax Lot 00501,
including the criteria, findings, and conclusions within the proposed final order
and attached staff report.

On June 17, 2020 the Coburg Planning Commission reviewed the SUB-01-20
after giving the required notice as per O.R.S. 197.195(3) and Coburg Zoning
Ordinance No. A-200-I, Article X.C.

On June 17, 2020 Planning Commission approved the Subdivision proposal
SUB-01-20 after giving the required notice as per O.R.S. 197.195(3) and
Coburg Zoning Ordinance No. A-200-1, Article X.C and acknowledging a 15
day appeal period. The appeal period ends July 2, 2020.

ARTICLE ViI. DISTRICT REGULATIONS

District requlations are set forth in the following Schedufe of District Regulations:

A. Traditional Residential District (TR)

1. Purpose: The Traditional Residential District is intended to provide a livable

2.

SUB-01-20

neighborhood environment, preserve the small fown and historic character of the
traditional core of Coburg, ensure architectural compatibility, and provide for a variety
of residential housing choices and other associated uses as determined fo be
desirable and/or necessary.

Uses and Structures

a. Permitted Principal Uses and Sfructures

1)  Residential
(i) Single-family detached dwellings

(i) Duplexes located on a corner parcel with each primary enfry
oriented to a different street
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(i)  Group home, not to exceed five unrefated individuals

(iv) Manufactured homes on individual lots

(v) Residential Homes as defined by ORS 197.660-670

(vi) Residential Facilities, as defined by ORS 197.660-670, subject to
locational standards in Section 11(b).

(vii} Cottage housing, subject to the standards in ARTICLE Vil J.

(2) Home Occupations as provided in Article VIIl.O
(3) Public and Institutional

(1)  Places of Worship subject to the lacational standards in Section
11

(i)  Public and private schools subject to the locational standards in
Section 11

(4} Bed and Breakfast Inns, subject fo the locational standards in Section
11

(8) Child care center providing care to six or fewer children. Child care
centers with 7-12 children are permitted subject fo the locational
standards in Section 11.

FINDING: The proposed subdivision supports future single-family dwellings on the newly
created lots. The proposal meets this criterion.

b. Permitted Accessory Uses and Structures

(1) Accessory buildings and uses, such as garages, carports, or sheds, are
permitted.

FINDING: The proposed subdivision supports future single-family dwellings on the newly
created lots. No accessory uses or structures are proposed. These criteria are not applicable.

(2) One accessory dwelling unit as provided in ARTICLE VillL.K

FINDING: The proposed subdivision supports future single-family dwellings on the newly
created lots. No accessory dwellings are existing aor proposed. This criterion is not applicable.

c. Conditional Uses. The following uses require a conditional use permit under
the procedure, criteria, and standlards of Article X
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(1)
(2)
(3)
4)
()
(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)
(10)

Boarding, lodging or rooming house

Child care center-providing care to thirfeen or more children
Nursing homes

Public parks, playgrounds and community centers

Public and semi-public buildings

Public, private and parochial schools that do not meet the locational
standards in Section 11

Places of worship that do not meet the locational standards in Section
11

Agricuftural uses and crop cultivation subject to Nuisance Ordinance
criteria and Section 10 requirements

Gardens and greenhouses for commercial purposes
Mixed-use development (a residential use with another permitted use or

commercial use), subject to focational and design standards in Article
Vill, Section M.

d. Prohibited Uses

{1) _All uses not listed as permitted, accessory or conditional.

FINDING: The proposed subdivision supports future single-family dwellings on the newly
created lots. These criteria are not applicable.

3. Driveway Limitations in the Traditional Residential District

a. Inthe Traditional Residential District, driveways shall be limited to a
maximum of one (1) per dwelling. One driveway shall be allowed for each unit
of a duplex. A single driveway cannot be used by more than one dwelfing.

Exception: A single driveway can serve one dwelling in addition to an
approved accessory dwelling unit.

FINDING: The proposed subdivision supports future single-family dwellings on the newly
created lots. These criteria are met.

4, Minimum Lot Requirements

SUB-01-20
Wiechert Subdivision
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Eligfts Coverage:
cormerlots

b. For properties served by sanitary sewers, the minimum lot requirements shall
be listed below:

Number of Min. Sq. Min. Width Max. Lot.

Units Ft./lot! Coverage

Single Family 6,000 S0ft, 551 for 40%

detached and comer lots.

Manufactured

home on a lot

Duplex
¢.  The approval body may grant a 15% modification to the lot area and/for lot

dimension standards, provided that:

(1)  The modification is necessary to address physical constraints, stch as
topography, existing development, significant trees, and other natural and
buift features; and

(2)  The overall density requirements of the subdivision are satisfied; and
(3) Where the proposed subdivision abuts an existing subdivision with
standard or larger than standard sized lots, the proposed lots abutting the lots
in the existing subdivision shall be at least the minimum lot size for the
proposed subdivision.

Where substandard lots abut standard or larger sized lots, the approval body may
require screening or other transitions to provide a buffer between uses.

FINDING: The proposed subdivision meets the lot dimensions. The newly created lots are well
over 6,000 square feet, and 50 feet in width. The proposal meets these criteria.

5. Residential Density Standards

Th

e following density standards apply to all new development where sanitary

sewer is avaifable. The standards are intended to ensure efficient use of
buildable fands and provide for a range of needed housing.

a.

sSUB-01-20
Wiechert Subdivision

The maximurn density permitted on any parcel in the Traditional Residential
District shall be 7.5 dwelling units per acre. The maximum density limitation
does not apply to accessory dwelling units, cotfage housing, or residential
uses as part of a mixed-use develfopment.

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
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the maximum density (or 5.4 dwelling units per acre) is required. (Minimum
density calculations are based on nef density. See density calculations
definition.) This standard does not apply to the following developments:

(1) Partitions,

(2) Subdivisions of parcels totaling 20,000 square feet or less;

(3) Lot line adjustments;

(4) Bed and Breakfast inns; and

(5) Development on physically constrained sites, where lof configuration,

access limitations, topography, significant trees, wetlands or other
natural features prevent development at the minimum density.

c. The densily standards may be averaged over mare than one development
phase (i.e., as in a master planned development).

d. Duplexes used to comply with the density standard shall be so designated on
the final subdivision plat.

A minority portion of the existing lot is zoned Traditional Medium
Residential (TMR). The rough area zoned TMR is equal to .59 acres.

FINDING: The proposal is for 46 lots. The area of the existing parcel after partition at the City
limits is 10.83 acres, of which 0.59 acres is zoned Traditional Medium Residential (TMR). The
remaining 10.24 acres is zoned Traditional Residential (TR).

FINDING: Minimum density is measured using Net Area. Per the definition of Net Area, the only
portion of the parcel that shall not count towards the total density calculation is the land set
aside for open space. Minimum density for TR is 4.5 units per acre, and TMR is 10.4 units per
acre.

FINDING: The total Net Area after subtracting the proposed open space is 9.88 acres or roughly
91 percent of the total parcel.

FINDING: The total number of lots required to meet the combined minimum density for this
subdivided parcel is 46 lots (Five (5) lots in TMR and 41 lots in TR). The proposal meets these
criteria.
6. Minimum Yard Requirements.
a. Front yards

(1) Setbacks shall be a minimum of 15 feet, with the following exceptions:

()  Garages, carports, and sheds shall be set back a minimum of 20
feet from the front property line and shall be set back a minimum of &
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(2)
(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

feet from the longest wall of the front fagade of the house.
Steps are permitted within the front yard setback.

in any required front yard, no fence or wall shall be permitted that
materially impedes vision across such yard above the height of 30
inches, and no hedge or other vegetation shall be permitted that
materially impedes vision across such yard between the heights of 30
inches and 10 feet.

in the case of through Iots, unless the prevailing front yard pattern on
adjoining lots indicates otherwise, front yards shall be provided on all
frontages. Where one of the front yards that would normally be required
on a through lot is not in keeping with the prevailing yard pattern, the
Planning Official may waive the requirement for the normal front yard
and substitute, therefore, a special yard requirement which shall not
exceed the average of the yards provided on adjacent lofs.

in the case of corner fots that do not have reversed frontage, a front
yard of the required depth shall be provided in accordance with the
prevailing yard pattern and a second front yard of half the depth
required generally for front yards in the district shall be provided on the
other frontage.

in the case of the reversed frontage corner lots, a front yard of the
required depth shall be provided on either frontage, and a second front
vard of half the depth required generally for front yards in the district
shall be provided on the other frontage.

in the case of corner fots with more than two frontages, the Planning
Official shall determine the front yard requirements, subject to the
following limitations: (1) At least one front yard shall be provided having
the full depth required generally in the district; (2} No other front yard on
such lots shalf have less than half the full depth required generally.

FINDING: The proposed subdivision supports future singie-family dwellings on the newly
created lots. The proposal meets these criteria.

b.

SUB-0D1-20
Wiechert Subdivision

Side yard. Sethacks shall be seven feet from any property line, except:

{1)

Carner lots shall have a side yard next to the street of 10 feet.

Rear yard. Primary structures shall be set back not less than 10-feet from the
rear property line. Accessory structures that require a building permit shall be
set back not less than five feet from the rear property line.

Schools. Schoofs shall provide and maintain setbacks of 50 feet from side
and rear propetty lines, except on the street side of a corner lot where a
setback of at least 25 feet shall be required. Alleys contiguous to or within the
property being used for school purposes may be included in the required
sethack. This provision does not apply to residences used for home
schooling.
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e. All structures, including but not limited to buildings, fences, decks, and
stairway, shalf be a minimum of one foot from the Coburg Loop Path right-of-
way.

FINDING: The proposed subdivision supports future single-family dwellings on the newly
created lots. The proposal meets these criteria.

7. Maximum Height Standards

a. Residential Buildings. The maximum height shall be 35 feet.

b. Accessory Buildings, including accessory dwellings. The maximum structural
height shall be 15 feet. The maximum height may be 25 feet if a living unit is
provided on the secand floor.

c. Garages. Garages shall not exceed the maximum height of the primary
structure. Where an ADU is located above a garage, the maximum height
may be 35 feet.

d. Al other buildings shall not exceed 35-feet,

e. Mixed Use. The maximum height shall be 45 feet.

FINDING: The proposed subdivision supports future single-family dwellings on the newly
created lots. The proposal meeis these criteria.

8. Parking and Access Requirements
See ARTICLE Vili for parking and access requirements.

FINDING: The proposed subdivision supports future single-family dwellings on the newly
created lots. These criteria are not applicable.

9. Sign standards
See Sign Ordinance (A-155-Aland ARTICLE VI for requirements.
FINDING: No signs are proposed. These criteria are not applicable.
10. Standards for Agriculture and Livestock Uses

a. The total maximum number of animals permitted on a lot shall be as follows.
(Area computation may be utilized one time only for alfowable animal count):

Type of Animals Aliowed Minimum Square Square Feet per
Feet Required Animal Required
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Honey Bee Colonies (per hive) 10,000 10,000

Fow! (not including roosters), 4,000 2,000; (maximum of 10
Rabbits or1 40,000 square feet)
FINDING: No agricultural and livestock uses are proposed. These criteria are not applicable.
11. Transition Use Locational Standards
d. Applicability. This section applies to uses referenced in Section A (2} above.

e. Locational standards. All buildings and uses subject to this section shall meet
all of the following standards:

(1) Adjacent to the Central Business District or Highway Commercial
District or Light Industrial, either by sharing a property line or across a
street or allsy;
(2) On atleast one (1) collector or arterial street.
FINDING: These criteria are not applicable.

12, Compliance with Design Standards and Guidelines

a. All uses, structures and development in this district are subject to the
applicable design and development standards in Article Vill.

FINDING: The proposed subdivision supports future single-family dwellings on the newly
created lots. The proposal meets these criteria.
ARTICLE Vil SUPPLEMENTARY DISTRICT REGULATIONS
Subsections A-D Not Applicable
E. Streets, Alleys and Other Public Way Standards
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 VIHI(E)(1)(b)(i}

FINDING: City of Coburg Ordinance A-200-l contains Street Design Standards. Proposal
includes appropriate dedication and draft design standards. Design requirements shall be part
of the next step: Privately Engineered Public Improvements (PEPI). Proposals meets these
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criteria.

CONDITION 2: The design of the public streets and city utility infrastructure will be reviewed
separately under a public improvement review process (PEPI} 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.

d. Landscaping. See ARTICLE Viil.H & | for standards.

e. Access and Spacing Requirements.
(1) When new approach roads are planned or consitructed near the interchange,
unless no alternative exists, the nearest intersection on a crossroad shall be no
closer than 1,320 feet from the -5 interchange. Measurement is taken from the ramp
intersection or the end of a free flow ramp terminal merge lane taper.

FINDING: The proposal is not near the interchange. These criteria are not applicable.
I. Street Connectivity.

(1) No dead-end streets will be permilted, unless topographic or environmental
constraints require a dead-end. If a streef deadends, pedestrian and cyclist
accessways must be provided. The dead-end must be a “hammer head” or
equivalent design for emergency vehicle access and turn-around, and must be buift
fo fire code.

FINDING: All street designs are approved by Coburg Rural Fire Chief. Future street connections
are proposed should the property to the north develop at a later date. The street sections are
minimal in length and do not support current development. Proposal meets these criteria.

(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 fo fire code, is provided in the interim period.

FINDING: All street designs are approved by Coburg Rural Fire Chief. Future street connections
are proposed should the property to the north develop at a later date. The street sections are
minimal in length and do not support current development. Proposals meets these criteria.

(3} The Cily may require additional pedestrian and bike connections adjacent to new
residential development.

FINDING: No additional pedestrian or bike connections are required. This criferion is not
applicable.

2. Street trees shall be provided along streets according to the following standards and in
compliance with City of Coburg Public Works Department recommended list of street frees.

a. Street trees are required for all new development, and shall be maintained by the
adjacent properly owner.

b. Tree wells at a minimum of five feet in width shall be installed next to the curb or edge
of pavement.
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c. The minimum caliper or diameter breast height at planting shalf be 2 inches, based on
the American Association of Nurserymen Standards.

d. Trees shall be planted no more than 25 feet apart, except where this spacing would
confiict with existing trees, retaining walls, curb cuts, utilities, or similar permanent
physical barriers.

e. Plant species must be native or not require irrigation once established. Underground
irrigation shall be provided for trees that are not drought-tolerant. If the plantings fail to
survive or are otherwise not maintained in good condition, the property owner shalfl
replace them with an equivalent species and size within 180 days.

f. The use of large canopy trees is encouraged.

g. Nothing contained herein shall be deemed to impose any liability upon the City, its
officers, or employees, nor to relieve the owner of any private property from the duty fo
keep any tree or shrub upon his or her property or under his or her control from
constituting a hazard or public nuisance.

FINDING: Proposal addresses all street tree standards. Details shall be approved during PEPI
process. Proposals meets these criteria.

3. Additional Street Standards

a. Street and sidewalk design must be in compliance with American Association of State
Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) standards, National Association of City
Transportation Officials (NACTQ) standards, Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices
(MUTCD), Oregon standard drawings and specifications, and City of Coburg standards.

b. Grades and curves.

(1) Grades shall not exceed five percent on minor arterials, 10 percent on collector
streets or 12 percent on other streets. Center line radii of curves shalf not be less
than 200 feet on minor arterials and collectors streets 100 feet on other streets, and
shall be to an even 10 feet. Where existing conditions, particularly the topography,
make it otherwise impractical to provide buildable sites, the Planning Official may
accept steeper grades and sharper curves. In flat areas, allowance shall be made for
finished street grades having a minimum slope, preferably, of at least ane percent.

(2) A minimum required 100 foot tangent section at all intersections shalf be required.

FINDING: Proposed grades and curves have some site distance issues. The curves may need
1o be adjusted. Proposal does not meet these criteria.

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.

CONDITION 3: The proposed site plan shall be adjusted to accommodate line of sight for
stopping sight distance within the proposed public right of way by increasing the length of the
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two curves, or permanent no-build easements shall be placed on the final plat to prohibit
building within the sight distance areas.

c. Blocks.

(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.

(3) Easements.

(i) Utility lines — Easements for water mains, electric lines or ofther public utilities
shall be dedicated wherever necessary. The easements shall be at least 10 feet
wide and centered on lot or parcel lines, except for utility pole tieback easements
which may be reduced fo six feet in width.

(i) Water courses — if a tract is traversed by a watfer course such as a drainage
way, channef or stream, there shall be provided a storm water easement or
drainage right-of-way conforming substantially with the lines of the water course,
and such further width as will be adequate for the purpose. Streets or parkways
paraliel to the major water courses may be required.

FINDING: The proposal includes appropriate block lengths. All stormwater details shall
be completed in the PEPI stage. Proposal meets these criteria.

d. Intersections of Sireels, Alleys, and Paths.

(1) Angles. Streets shall be laid out to intersect at angles as near to right angles as
practical except where topography requires a lesser angle, but in no case shall the
acute angle be less than 80 degrees uniess there is a special intersection design. A
minor arterial or colfector street intersecting with another street shall have at least
100 feet of tangent adjacent to the intersection unless topography requires a lesser
distance. Other streets, except alleys, shall have at least 50 feet of tangent adjacent
fo the intersection uniess topography requires a lesser distance. Intersections which
contain an acute angle of less than 80 degrees or which include a minor arterial
street shall have a minimum corner radius sufficient to alfow for a roadway radius of
20 feet and maintain a uniform width between the roadway and the right-of-way line.
Ordinarily, intersection of more than two streets at any one point wilf not be
approved.

FINDING: Proposed curves and angles have some site distance issues. The curves may need
to be adjusted. See CONDITION 3. Proposal does not meet these criteria.

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

FINDING: The proposal does not include reserve strips. Reserve strips are not necessary.
These criteria are not applicable.

f. Public access ways. When necessary for public convenience and safety, the Planning
Comimission may require the land divider to dedicate to the public access ways fo
connect cul-de-sacs, to pass through oddly shaped or unusually long blocks, to provide
for networks of public paths according to adopted plans, or to provide access to schools,
parks or other public areas, of such design, width and location as reasonably required to
facilitate public use.

FINDING: The proposal does not include any public access ways, and the layout does not make
public access way necessary. These criteria are not applicable.

g. Street Names. Except for extensions of existing streets, no street name shall be used
which will duplicate or be confused with the name of an existing street. Street names
and numbers shall conform to the established pattern in the City and shall be subject to
the approval of the Planning Official. All street signs and street lights shall be installed by
the City and the cost of such installation and materials shall be assessed to the
developer of the land division or partition.

FINDING: The proposal includes the extension of some street and new sections of existing
street names. The applicant meets these criteria.

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.

FINDING: Proposed street extensions are aligned as far as practical. The property presents
some design issues because of its location. The proposal meets these criteria.

i. Existing Strests. Whenever existing streets adjacent to or within a tract are of
inadequate width, additional right-of-way shall be provided at the time of the land
division.

FINDING: No additional right of way is necessary. However, the adjacent pavement of north
Skinner Street is inadequate. These criteria shall be met in the PEPI process.

CONDITION 4: As part of the public improvements process, the applicant shall improve the
offsite roadway access points to a minimum of two vehicle access lanes, or at least to fire
access lane standards and requirements. Improvements shall include but not be limited to
pavement widening pavement on-street parking restrictions.

J. Half Streets. Half streets, while generally not acceptable, may be approved where
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essential to the reasonable development of the subdivision of partition when in
conformity with the other requirements of these reguiations and when the Planning
Official finds it will be practical to require the dedication of the other haif when the
adjoining property is divided. Whenever a half street is adjacent to a tract to be divided,
the other half of the street shall be provided within such tract. Reserve strips and street
plugs may be required to preserve the objectives of half streets.

FINDING: The proposal does nof include any half streets. These criteria are not applicable.

k. Streets Adjacent to Railroad Right-of-way. Wherever the proposed land division
contains or is adjacent fa a rail road right -of-way, provision may be required for a street
approximately parallel to and on each side of such right-of -way at a distance suitable for
the appropriate use of the land between the streets and the raifroad. The distance shall
be determined with due consideration at cross streets of the minimum distance required
for approach grades to a future grade separation and to provide sufficient depth to allow
screen planting along the raifroad right-of-way.

FINDING: There is no railroad right of way adjacent to this development. These criteria are not
applicable.

I. Marginal Access Streets. Where a land division abuts or contains an existing or
proposed arferial streef, the Planning Official may require marginal access streets,
reverse frontage lots with suitable depth, screen planting contained in a nonaccess
reservation along the rear or side property line, or other treatment necessary for
adequate protection of residential properties and fo afford separation of through and
local traffic.

FINDING: The development does not abut or contain and existing or proposed arterial street.
These criteria are not applicable.

m. Alleys. Alleys shall be provided in commercial and industrial districts, uniess other
permanent provisions for access to off -street parking and loading facilities are approved
by the Planning Official. The corners of alley inter sections shall have a radius of nof less
than 12 feet

FINDING: The proposal does not contain alleys and there are none necessary. These criteria
are not applicable.

F. Other Public Improvements

1. Applicability. The following requirements apply to all new construction or as specified
otherwise. All public improvements must conform to city ordinances and policies,
specifications, or standards.

2. Procedures. Public improvements installed by any person or entity that is not the City
shall comply with the following procedures:

a. Improvement work shall not be commenced until plans have been checked for
adequacy and approved by the City. To the extent necessary for evaluation of the
proposal the plans may be required before approval of the tentative plan of a
subdivision or partition.
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b. Improvement work shall not commence until after the City is notified, and if work is
discontinued for any reason it shall nof be resumed until after the City is notified.

c. Improvements shall be constructed under the inspection and to the satisfaction of the
City. The City may require changes in typical sections and details in the public interest if
unusual conditions arise during construction to warrant the change.

d. Underground utilities installed in streets shall be constructed prior to the surfacing of
the streets. Stubs for service connections for underground utilities shalfl be placed to a
length eliminating the necessity for disturbing the street improvements when service
connections are made.

e. A map showing improvements as built shall be filed with the City upon completion of
the improvements.

3. Specifications for Improvements. Public improvements and private streets shall also be
consistent with public works design standards and standard specifications as adopted by the
Public Works Director.

4. Dedications. As a condition of any development, the City may require dedication and
improvement of public ways for automobile, bicycle and pedestrian use; easements for
water, wastewater, and stormwaler infrastructure; easements for utilities; dedication of open
space, and dedication for other public purposes.

5. Sewage. All buifdings within the city limits must connect to the city sewer system,

6. Water Supply. All lots and parcels in any land division shall be served by the Coburg
water system.

Water lines and fire hydrants serving each building site in a subdivision and connecting the
subdivision to city mains shall be installed. The design shall take into account provisions for
extension beyond the subdivision and adequately grid the city system.

If water mains are required to directly serve property outside the subdivision, the City will
reimburse the subdivider an amount estimated to be the proportionate share of the cost for
each connection made to the water mains by property owners outside the subdivision for a
period of ten years from the time of installation of the mains. The actual amount shall be
determined by the cily at the time of approval of the plat, considering current construction
costs.

7. Surface Drainage. Drainage facilities shall be provided within any new subdivision and
connect the subdivision drainage to drainageways outside the subdivision. Design of the
drainage system within the subdivision shalf take into account the capacity and grade
necessary to maintain unrestricted flow from areas draining through the subdivision and to
alfow extension of the system to serve such areas.

8. Streets. Public streets, including alleys, within a subdivision and public streets adjacent
but only partially within a subdivision shall be improved to City street standards in ARTICLE
VIII. Catch basins shall be installed and connected to drainage tile leading to drainage ways.
Upon completion of the street improvement, monuments shall be re-established and
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protected in monument boxes at every public street intersection and all points of curvature
and points of tangency of their centerlines.

FINDING: Applicant agrees to all improvement standards. Public improvement specifics shall be
designed to City of Coburg standards and are part of the next phase, the PEPI process. See
CONDITIONS 2 & 4. These criteria shall be met.

9. Sidewalks. Where required, sidewalks shall have a minimum paw‘nq width of five feel.

10. Bicycle routes, If appropriate to the extension of an existing or pfanned system of bicycle
routes, the Planning Commission may require the installation of separate bicycle lanes
within streets and separate bicycle paths.

11. improvements in Partitions. The same improvements shall be installed to serve each
building site of a partition as is required of a subdivision. However, if the City finds that the
nature of development in the vicinity of the partition makes installation of some
improvements unreasonable, the City shall except those improvements.

12, Other. The developer shall make necessary arrangements with utility companies or other
persons or corporations affected for the instalfation of underground lines and facilities.
Electrical lines and other wires, including but not limited to communication, street light and
cable television, shall be placed underground.

FINDING: Applicant agrees to all improvement standards. Public improvement specifics shall be

designed to City of Coburg standards and are part of the next phase, the PEPI process. See
CONDITIONS 2 & 4. These criteria shall be met.

Subsections G-Q Not Applicable

ARTICLE Xli. LAND DIVISIONS AND PROPERTY LINE ADJUSTMENTS

A. Purpose and Applicability

The purpose of this chapter is to:

1. Provide rules, regulations and standards governing the approval of subdivisions,
partitions and lot fine adjustments.

2. Carry out the City's development pattern, as envisioned by the Comprehensive Plan.

3. Encourage efficient use of land resources, full utilization of urban services, and
transportation options.

4. Promote the public health, safety and general welfare through orderly and efficient
urbanization.

5. Provide adequate light and air, prevent overcrowding of land, and provide for
adequate transportation, water supply, sewage, fire protection, poliution control,
surface water management, and protection against natural hazards.
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6. Encourage the conservation of energy resources.
7. Encourage muiti-modal options and secure safety from fire, flood, poliution, and
other hazards.

FINDING: The proposed subdivision creates 46 newly defined lots for single family dwellings,
and separate lots used for open space. The proposal is being processed as a Subdivision. The
proposal meets the purpose of this section.

B. General Requirements

1. Subdivision and Partition Approval Through Two-step Process.
Applications for subdivision or partition approval shall be processed by
means of a prefliminary plat evaluation and a final plat evaluation,
according to the following fwo steps:

a. The preliminary plat must be approved before the final plat can be submitted
for approval consideration; and

b. The final plat must include all conditions of approval of the preliminary plat.

FINDING: The proposed subdivision creates 46 newly defined lots for single family dwellings.
The proposal is being processed as a Subdivision. The proposal meets the general
requirements of this section.

2, Compliance With ORS Chapter 92. All subdivision and partition
proposals shalf conform to state regulations in Oregon Revised Statute
(ORS) Chapter 92, Subdivisions and Partitions.

FINDING: Coburg Zoning Ordinance is in compliance with Chapter 92, Subdivisions and
Partitions. The proposal meets these criteria.

3. Future Re-division Plan. When subdividing or pariitioning tracts into farge
lots (i.e., greater than two times or 200 percent the minimum lot size allowed
by the underlying land use district), the City shall require that the lots be of
such size, shape, and orientation as to facilitate future re-division in
accordance with the requirements of the land use district and this Code. A re-
division plan shall be submitted for large lots identifying:

a. Potential future lot division(s), consistent with the density and lot size
standards of Article VI

b. Potential street right-of-way alignments to serve future development of the
property and connect to adjacent properties, including existing or planned
rights-of-way;

¢. A disclaimer that the plan is a conceptual plan intended to show patential
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future development. It shall not be binding on the City or property owners,
except as may be required through conditions of land division approval. For
example, dedication and improvement of rights-of-way within the future plan
area may be required to provide needed secondary access and circulation,

FINDING: Applicant’s proposal includes lots with various sizes between 5,000 square feet and
11,719 square feet. These criteria are not applicable.

4. Flexible Lot Size. Lot size requirements may be modified pursuant to Article
Vil.A.4.c, Article VII.B.3.c, or through approval of a Master Planned
Development under Article XIV.

FINDING: The proposal does not require lot size averaging. These criteria are not applicable.

5. Temporary Sales Office. A temporary sales office in conjunction with a
subdivision may be approved as set forth in Article XVIil.A, Temporary Uses.

FINDING: The proposal does not include a sales office. These criteria are not applicable.

6. Flood Control and Drainage. Alf subdivisions and partitions shail be
designed based on the need to minimize the risk of flood damage. No new
building lots shall be created entirely within a floodway. All new lots shalf be
buildable without requiring development within the floodway and, where
possible, alfow building outside of the flood fringe. Development in a 100-
year flood plain shall comply with the National Flood Insurance Program and
state building code requirements, including elevating structures above the
base flood elevation. The applicant shall be responsible for obtaining
floodplain development permit from the NFIP and the City of Coburg. See
Coburg Floodplain Ordinance No A-195-A.

Where a development site consists of one (1) or more acres or 25 or more lots,
and is located in or near areas prone to inundation for which the base flood
glevation has not been mapped, the applicant shall have the base flood elevation
prepared by a qualified professional as part of the land division application. All
subdivision and partition proposals shall have adequate surface water drainage
facilities that reduce exposure to flood damage and improve water quality. Water
quality or quantity control improvements may be required.

FINDING: The proposal does not include any necessary flood control steps. Any future
development proposal shall address drainage requirements. Infrastructure details are part of the
PEPI process following land use approval. These criteria are not applicable.

7. Need for Adequate Utilities. All lots created through land division shall have
adequate public utilities and facilities such as sewer, gas, electrical, and water
systems. These systems shall be focated and constructed to prevent or
minimize flood damage, and to avoid impairment of the system and
contamination from them during floading.
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FINDING: Applicant agrees to all improvement standards. Public improvement specifics shall be
designed to City of Coburg standards and are part of the next phase, the PEPI process. See
CONDITIONS 2 & 4. These criteria shall be met.

3. Floodplain, Park, and Open Space Dedications. Where land filling and/or
development is allowed within or adjacent to regulatory flood plain and the
Comprehensive Plan designates the subject flood plain for park, open space, or
traif use, the City may require the dedication of sufficient open land area for a
greenway and/or traif adjoining or within the flood plain for transportation, storm
drainage/water quality, or park purposes in the public interest. When practicable,
this area shall include portions at a suitable elevation for the construction of a
multi-use pathway in accordance with the City's adopted trails plan or pedestrian
and bikeway plans, as applicable. The City shall evaluate individual
development proposals and determine whether the dedication of land is justified
based on the development’s impact to the park and/or trail system, or stormwater
management requirements, consistent with and assist in obtaining any floodplain
permit that may be required.

FINDING: The proposal does not include any necessary floodplain development, parks, or open
space. See subsection 19 below for Open Space dedication requirements. These criteria are
not applicable.

9. Reserve Strips. The City may require reserve strips be granted to the City for
the purpose of controlling access to adjoining undeveloped properties.

FINDING: The proposal does not include any necessary reserve strip. These criteria are not
applicable.

10. Driveway and lane width. The minimum width of all shared drives and fances
shall be eight feet; the maximum width is 12 feet, except as required by the
Uniform Fire Code.

FINDING: The proposal does not include any proposed shared driveways or lanes. These
criteria are not applicable.

11.  Easement and improvement of drive lane. The property owner shall record a
20 foot easement benefiting alf propetties that are to receive vehicle access. The
drive fane shall be improved with an all-weather surface approved by the City.
Dedication or recording, as applicable, shall be so indicated on the face of the
subdivision or partition plat.

FINDING: The proposal does not include any drive lanes. These criteria are not applicable.

12.  Maximum drive lane length. The maximum drive lane length is subject to
requirements of the Uniform Fire Code, but shall not exceed 150 feet for a
shared side drive, and 400 feet for a shared rear drive.
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FINDING: The proposal does not include any drive lanes. These criteria are not applicable.
13. Through Lots and Parcels.

a.  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. A | Tragnor ot
planting screen easement at least ————
10 feet wide and across which
there shalf be no right of access,
may be required along the line of
building sites abutting such a
traffic artery or other L_ R
incompatibles use. See graphic. \ —— _

STREET

STREET
STREET

FINDING: The proposal includes one through lot. No screening is necessary as the adjacent
uses are compatible. These criteria are met.

14. Lot and Parcel Sidelines.

a. The lines of lots and parcels, as far as is practicable, shall run at right
angles to the street upon which they face, except that on curved streels
they shall be radial to the curve.

FINDING: The proposal includes new lot lines that run at right angles to the street as far as is
practicable. Only lot lines at the curved corners are slightly different. These criteria are met.

15. Drainage.

a.  Where land in the subdivision or partition is or will be periodically subject
to accumulations of surface water or is traversed by any water course,
channel, stream or creek, the Planning Commission may require the
applicant to provide for adequate unrastricted drainage over drainage
land by dedicating to the public easements adequate for the draining
needs of the area. Said easements shall be approved by the Planning
Commission.

FINDING: The proposal does not include any land subject to accumulations of surface water.
These criteria are not applicable.

16. Grading of Building Sites. Grading of building sites shall conform fo the
following standards unless adjusted through the variance procedtre in
ARTICLE XiIX:

a.  Cut slopes shall not exceed one and one-half feet horizontally to one
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foot vertically.
Fill slopes shall not exceed two feet horizontally to one foot vertically.

The character of soil for fill and the characteristics of lots and parcels
made usable by fill shall be suitable for the purpose intended.

FINDING: The proposal includes a grading plan which conforms slopes and soils outlined.
These criteria are met.

17. Building Lines.

a.

If special building setback lines are to be established in a subdivision,
they shall be shown on the subdivision plat.

FINDING: The proposal does not include any necessary building setback lines. These criteria

are not applicable.

18. Land for Public Use.

a.

If the City has an interest in acquiring a portion of proposed subdivision
for a public purpose, or if the City has been advised of such an interest
by a school district or other public agency, and there is reasonable
assurance that steps will be taken fo acquire the land, then the Planning
Commission may require that those portions of the subdivision be
reserved for public acquisition, for a period nof to exceed one year, at a
cost not to exceed the value of the land prior fo the subdivision.

FINDING: The proposal does not require any portion of the subdivision beyond the open space
requirements in subsection 19 below. These criteria are not applicable.

19. Park/Park Recreation Acquisitions.

a.

Within or adjacent to a subdivision of land into 10 or more lots, a parcel of
fand 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
fess than 10 Jots, the subdivider shall, in lieu of setting aside land, pay
into a public land acquisition fund a sum of money equal to one percent of
the gross sale price of each fot in the subdivision, which sum of money
shall be paid at the time each Iot is developed or sold, whichever occurs
first.

FINDING: The proposal includes setting aside four (4) separate parcels as open space. The
total amount of the proposed open space is 41,345 sq ft, which exceeds the required amount.
These criteria are met.

SUB-01-20
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C. Tentative Approval

1. Partitions

a.  Process. Applications for tentative partition plan review shall be processed
as Type Il applications in accordance with ARTICLE X.C.

FINDING: The application is not a partition. This criterion is not applicable.
b.  Submittal Requirements.

{1} Applications for approval of a tentative parlition plan shall be signed
by the owner of the property, prepared by a professional fand
surveyor, registered professional engineer, or a registered landscape
architect, and shall contain all of the information required for a Type {i
process, in accordance with ARTICLE X.C.2, and the following
additional items:

(i) A lentative plan map, including the information required by the
City’s Tentative Partition Plan application form, including alf
contiguous property under the same ownership as the subject
property.

(i) A current (no older than six months prior to application submittal)
preliminary title report.

FINDING: The application is not a partition. This criterion is not applicable.
¢.  Approval Criteria,

(1) General Approval Criteria. The City may approve, approve with
conditions or deny a tentative pattition plan based on the following
approval criteria:

(i  The proposed tentative partition plan complies with the
applicable zoning code provisions and all other applicable
ordinances and regtiations, including but nat limited to lot
standards, street standards (ARTICLE VIil.E), required public
improvements (ARTICLE VIil.F) and any special development
standards.

FINDING: The application is not a partition. This criterion is not applicable.

(i)  The proposed pattition will not cause any existing improvements
on existing or proposed parcels to be inconsistent with
applicable standards in this code.

FINDING: The application is not a partition. This criterion is not applicable.

(i) Partitions abutting streets under controf of an agency that is not
the city shall comply with access management guidelines of the
agency having jurisdiction over the street.
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FINDING: The application is not a partition. This criterion is not applicable.

(iv)  Development within the tentative partition plan can be
adequately served by City infrastructure.

FINDING: The application is not a partition. This criterion is not applicable.

(v) Proposal coniributes 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 partition.

FINDING: The application is not a partition. This criterion is not applicable.

(vi) All applicable engineering design standards for streets, utilities,
surface water management, and easements have been
satisfied.

FINDING: The application is not a partition. This criterion is not applicable.

(vif) If the proposal involves the creation of a public street, alf 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 or any
adjoining land or access thereto.

(bb) The proposed partition will:

1. Not result in significant risk of fire, flood, geological
hazards, or other pubiic 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 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 1/4 mile
that can reasonably be expected to be used by
pedestrians, and uses within 2 miles that can be
reasonably expected to be used by bicyclists.

FINDING: The application is not a partition. This criterion is not applicable.
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d.  Expiration. Tentative partition plan approval shall be effective for a period of
one year from the date of approval. The preliminary plat shall lapse if a
final plat has not been submitted within the one-year period, uniess an
extension, subject to the following criteria, is granted:

(1} The applicant has submitted written intent to file a final plat within the
one-year extension period;

(2) An extension of time will not prevent the lawful development of
abutting properties;

(3) There have been no changes to the applicable Code provisions on
which the approval was based. If such changes have occurred, a new
preliminary plat application shall be required; and

(4) The extension request is made before expiration of the original
approved plan.

{5) The applicant has not obtained a previous extension for the subject
approval.

FINDING: The application is not a partition. This criterion is not applicable.
2. Subdivisions (non-phased)

a.  Process. Applications for tentative partition plan review shall be processed
as Type i applications in accordance with ARTICLE X D.

FINDING: The applicant utilized the proper application process. This criterion is met.
b. Submittal Requirements,

(1) Applications for approval of a tentative subdivision plan shalf be
prepared by a professional land surveyor, registered professional
engineer, or a registered landscape architect, and shall contain all of
the information required for a Type [l process, in accordance with
ARTICLE X.D.2, and the folfowing additional items:

(i} A tentative plan map, including the information required by the
City's Tentative Subdivision Plan application form, including all
contiguous property under the same ownership as the subject
property.

(i) A current (no older than six months prior to application submittal)
prefiminary title report.

FINDING: The applicant met the submittal requirements. This criterion is met.
c.  Approval Criteria. (1} General Approval Criteria. The Cily may approve,
approve with conditions or deny a tentative subdivision plan based on the
following approval criteria:

(1) The proposed tentative subdivision plan complies with the applicable
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(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

SUB-01-20
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Zoning code provisions and all other applicable ordinances and
regulations, including but not limited to lot standards, street standards
(ARTICLE VIHIE), required public improvements (ARTICLE VIll.F) and
any special development standards.

The proposed subdivision will not cause any existing improvements
on existing or proposed fots ta be inconsistent with applicable
standards in this code.

Subdivisions abutting streets under control of an agency that is not
the City shall comply with access management guidelines of the
agency having jurisdiction over the street.

Development within the tentative subdivision plan can be adequately
setved by City infrastructure.

Proposal contributes fo 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.

All applicable engineering design standards for streets, utilities,
surface water management, and easements have been salisfied.

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 or any adjoining land or access
thereto.

(bb) The proposed partition 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 provides direct bicycle and
pedestrian access to nearby and adjacent residential
areas, fransit stops, neighborhood activity centers,
commercial areas, and employment and industrial areas,
and provides safe, convenient and direct transit circufation,
provided the City makes findings to demonstrate
consistency with constitutional requirements. “Nearby”
means uses within 1/4 mife that can reasonably be
expected to be used by pedestrians, and uses within 2
miles thal can be reasonably expected to be used by
bicyclists.
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FINDING: The applicant agrees with and addresses approval criteria and agrees to City
infrastructure standards. These criteria are met.

d

Expiration. Tentative subdivision plan approval shall be effective for a
period of one year from the date of approval. The preliminary plan shall
lapse if a final plat has not been submitted within the one-year period,
uniess an extension, subject to the following criteria, is granted:

(1)  The applicant has submitted written intent to file a final plat within the
one-year extension period;

(2)  An extension of time will not prevent the lawful development of
abutting properties;

(3)  There have been no changes to the applicable Code provisions on
which the approval was based. If such changes have occurred, a new
preliminary plat application shall be required; and

{4) The extension request is made before expiration of the original
approved plan.

{5} The applicant has not obtained a previous extension for the subject
approval,

FINDING: The applicant is aware of the expiration timeframe. These criteria are met.

3. Subdivisions (phased)

a.

SUB-01-20
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Process. Applications for phased tentative subdivision plan review shall be
processed as Type I applications in accordance with ARTICLE X.D. One
fentative phased subdivision plan must be approved, with each individual
phase receiving separate final plat approval.

Submittal Requirements. Applications for approval of a phased tentative
subdivision plan shall be prepared by a professional land surveyor,
registered professional engineer, or a registered landscape architect, and
shall contain all of the information required for a Type Il process, in
accordance with ARTICLE X.D.2, and the following additional items:

(1) The information required under ARTICLE X.11.C.1b.

{2) Overall tentative subdivision plan shall include phase and unit
sequence and a schedule for initiation of improvements and projected
completion date.

(3) An overall facility development phasing plan that indicates the tentative
boundaries of each phase, the sequencing of the phases, the tentative
configuration of lots in each phase, and a plan (including proposed
time schedule) for the construction of all required City infrastructure in
each phase, including transportation and utility facilities plans that
specify the traffic pattern plan for motor vehicles, bicycles, and
pedestrians, water system plans, sewer system plans and utility plans.

Approval Criteria
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(1)
(2)

(3)
(4)

The tentative phased subdivision plan meets all of the criteria for
tentative subdivision plan approval set forth in ARTICLE XiI.C.2.c.
Connectivity for straets and City utilities between each phase ensure
the orderly and efficient construction of required public improvements
among all phases.

Each phase is substantially and functionally self-contained and self-
sustaining with regard to required public impravements.

Each phase is designed in such a manner that all phases support the
infrastructure requirements for the phased subdivision as a whole.

d. Expiration. The tentative phased subdivision plan approval shall lapse if a
final plat for the first phase has not been submitted within one year of
tentative plan approval, uniess an extension, subject to the following criteria,
is granted:

(1)
(2)
(3)

(4)
(5)

The applicant has submifted written intent to file a final plat within the
one-year extension period;

An extension of time will not prevent the lawful development of
abutting properties;

There have been no changes to the applicable Code provisions on
which the approval was based. If such changes have occurred, a new
preliminary piat application shall be required; and

The extension request is made before expiration of the original
approved plan.

The applicant has not obtained a previous extension for the subject
approval.

Tentative approval for all remaining phases shall lapse if the final plat for
each remaining phase has not been submitted within ten years of original
fentative phased subdivision plan approval. No extension may be granted
for phases after the first phase.

FINDING: The proposal is not for a phased subdivision. These criteria are not applicable.

D. Final Plat A

roval (Partition and Subdivision

1. Process. Applications for final partition and subdivision review shall be
processed as Type | applications in accordance with ARTICLE X.B.

FINDING: The process shall be applied in the correct way. This criterion is met.

2, Submittal Requirements. Applications for approval of a final partition or
subdivision plat shall be prepared by a professional land surveyor, registered
professional engineer, or a registered landscape architect, and shall contain all
of the information required for a Type | process, in accordance with ARTICLE
X.B, and the folfowing additional items:

a.  Afinal plat, including the information required by the City’s Finaf
Subdivision or Partition Plat application form, including alf contiguous
property under the same ownership as the subject property.

SUB-01-20
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FINDING: The applicant is aware of these requirements. These criteria are met.

b.  Approval Criteria. A final plat shall be approved if the following criteria are
met:

{1} The final plat substantially conforms with the approved tentative plan.

(2) Conditions of approval imposed on the tentative plan have been met.

(3) The final plat dedicates to the City, free and clear of alf liens and
encumbrances and without any reservation or restriction other than
reversionary rights upon vacation, all City infrastructure, if such
dedication is required by a condition of approval.

{4) Public improvements required by this code or by a condition of
approval have been completed or the applicant has provided a
performance guarantee pursuant to ARTICLE XILE,

(5) The Cily surveyor has approved the final plat for compliance with
applicable platting requirements in accordance with stafe law.

FINDING: The applicant agrees with final plat approval criteria. These criteria are met.

E. Performance Guarantee

1. Performance Guarantee Required. When a performance guarantee is
required under ARTICLE XII.E, the subdivider/partitioner shall file an
assurance of performance with the City supported by one of the
following:

a. Anirrevocable letter of credit executed by a financial institution authorized
fo transact business in the stafte of Oregon;

b. A surefy bond executed by a surety company authorized to transact
business in the state of Oregon which remains in force until the surety
company is notified by the City in writing that it may be terminated; or

C. Cash.

2. Determination of Sum. The assurance of performance shalf be for a sum
determined by the City as required to cover the cost of the improvements and
repairs, including related engineering and incidental expenses.

3. Htemized Improvement Estimate. The developer shall furnish to the City an
ftemized improvement estimate, certified by a registered civil engineer, to
assist the City in calculating the amount of the performance assurance.

4. Agreement. An agreement between the City and developer shall be
recorded with the final plat. The agreement may be prepared by the City or
prepared by the applicant as a letter. it shall not be valid until it is signed and
dated by both the applicant and City Planning Official. The agreement shalf
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contain all of the following:

a.  The period within which all required improvements and repairs
shall be completed;

b. A provision that if wark is not completed within the period specified, the
City may complete the work and recover the full cosf and expenses
from the applicant;

C. The improvement fees and deposits that are required;

d.  An optional provision for the construction of the improvements in
stages and for the extension of time under specific conditions therein
stated in the contract.

5. When Subdivider Fails to Perform. In the event the developer fails to
carry out all provisions of the agreement and the City has un-reimbursed
costs or expenses resulting from such failure, the City shall call on the
bond, cash deposit or letter of credit for reimbursement.

6. Termination of Performance Guarantee. The developer shalf not
cause fermination of nor allow expiration of the guarantee without
having first secured written authorization from the City.

FINDING: The proposal includes public infrastructure improvements which require performance
guarantees. The applicant shall meet these requirements during the PEPI phase. See
CONDITION 2. These criteria shall be met.

F. Filing and Recording

1. Filing Plat with County. Within 60 days of the City approval of the final plat,
the applicant shall submit the final plat to Lane County for signatures of
County officials as required by ORS Chapter 92.

2. Proof of Recording. Upon final recording with the County, the applicant
shall submit to the City two paper copies of all sheets of the recorded final
plat. This shall occur prior to the issuance of building permits for the newly
created lots.

3 Prerequisites to Recording the Plat.

a.  No plat shall be recorded unless all ad valorem taxes and all special
assessments, fees, or other charges required by faw to be placed on
the tax rolf have been paid in the manner provided by ORS Chapter
92;

b.  No plat shall be recorded until it is approved by the County Surveyor in
the manner provided by ORS Chapter 92.
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FINDING: The applicant is aware of recording requirements. These criteria are met.

G. Re-platting and Vacation of Plats.

1.

Re-platting and Vacations. Any plat or portion thereof may be re-platted or
vacated upon receiving an application signed by all of the owners as
appearing on the deed.

Procedure. Alf applications for a re-plat or vacation shall be processed in
accordance with the procedures and standards for a subdivision or partition
(i.e., the same process used to create the plat shall be used to re-plaf or
vacate the plat), and ARTICLE XI.G The same appeal rights provided through
the subdivision and partition process shall be afforded to the plat vacation
process. (See ARTICLE X - Types of Applications and Review Procedures.)
The road autharity(ies} shall be notified of alf applications for re-plats and plat
vacations. See also ARTICLE XXill Vacations.

Basis for Denial. A re-plat or vacation application may be denied if it
abridges or destroys any public right in any of its public uses, improvements,
streets or alleys, or if it fails to meet any applicable criteria. See ARTICLE
XXIV.A 2.

Recording of Vacations. All approved plat vacations shall be recorded in
accordance with ARTICLE XXIii, and the following procedures:

a. Once recorded, a re-plat or vacation shall operate to eliminate the force
and effect of the plat prior to vacation; and

b.  Vacations shall also divest all public rights in the streets, alleys and public
grounds, and afl dedications described on the plat.

After Sale of Lots. When Iots have been sold, the plat may be vacated
only in the manner herein, and provided that all of the owners of lots within
the platted area consent in writing to the plat vacation.

Street Requirement. Except as prohibited by law (e.g., ORS 92.837,
Manufactured Home Park), as a condition of plat vacation or re-plat approval,-the
City may require dedication of access ways, paths or trails in order to establish
or maintain a safe, convenient and direct pedestrian and bicycle circulation
system. Such requirements shall be coordinated with the applicable road
authority.

FINDING: The proposal is not for a vacation or re-plat. These criteria are not applicable.

H. Property Line Adjustments

SUB-01-20

1.  Process. Applications for property line adjustments shall be processed as
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Type | applications in accordance with ARTICLE X.B.

2.  Submittal Requirements. All applications for Property Line Adjustments
shall be made on forms provided by the City and shall include information
required for a Type | application, ARTICLE X.B. , and the following additional
items:

a. A preliminary property line map drawn to scale identifying 1) all
existing and proposed properly lines and dimensions, 2) foolprints and
dimensions of existing structures (including accessory structures) 3)
location and dimensions of driveways and public and private streets within
or abutting the existing properties; 4) the location of sensitive lands and
significant vegetation; 5) existing fences and walls.

b. A current (issued within one year of the date of the application)
preliminary title report.

c. Legal descriptions for each proposed parcel of fand.
d. Proposed property fine adjustment deed(s).

3. Approval Criteria. The City Planning Official shall approve or deny a request
for a property line adjustment based on the following criteria:

a.  Parcel Creation. No additional lof or parcel is created by the property line
adjustment.

b. Lot Standards. Alf lots or parcels created by the property line adjustment
conform to the applicable lot standards of the land use districting, including
but not limited to, lof area, dimensions, setbacks, and coverage

c.  No resuiting lot or parcel falls completely within a flood hazard area or
furisdictional wetland.

d Access and Road authority Standards. All fots and parcels shall
conform to applicable access requirements, including ARTICLE
VIILA.2, and all applicable road authority requirements. If a fot is
nonconfarming to any City or road authority standard, it shafl not be
made even less confarming by the property line adjustment,

4. Reéording Property Line Adjustments.

a.  Recording. Upon the City's approval of the proposed property line
adjustment, the applicant shalf record the properly line adjustment with
Lane County within 60 days of approval (or the decision expires), and
submit a copy of the recorded survey map to the City, to be filed with the
approved application.

b.  Time limit. The applicant shall submit a copy of the recorded property
line adjustment survey map to the City within 15 days of recording and
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prior to the issuance of any building permits on the re-configured lots.

Extension. The City shall, upon written request by the applicant and payment
of the required fee, grant a written extension of the approval period not fo
exceed one year provided that:

a. Nochanges are made to the original property fine adjustment as
approved by the City;

b.  The applicant can show intent of recording the approved plan within the
six month extension period,

¢.  There have been no changes in the applicable Code or plan provisions

on which the approval was based. In the case where the property line
adjustment conflicts with a code change, the extension shall be denied;
and

The extension request is made before expiration of the original approved
plan.

FINDING: The proposal is not for a property line adjustment. These criteria are not applicable.

SUB-01-20
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« This approval by Planning Commission shall become final on the date this
decision and supporting findings of fact are signed by the Chair, below. An
appeal to Planning Commission’s decision must be submitted to City
Council within 15 days of the Planning Commission’s decision becoming
final.

» Within one year after approval of the tentative plan, the applicant shall
cause the partition or the subdivision or any part thereof to be surveyed
and a plat prepare in conformance with the tentative plan as approved. The
applicant shall submit the original drawing, 3 prints and any supplementary
information to the City Recorder. If the applicant wishes to proceed with
the major partition or subdivision after the expiration of the one-year period
following the approval of the tentative plan, the applicant must submita
new tentative plan and make any revision necessary to meet changed
conditions.

Signed this day of 2020

Chair, Coburg Planning Commission
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TENTITIVE PLAT PROPOSAL

APPLICANT: Bruce Wiechert Custom Homes, Inc. PHONE: (541) 686-9458

SURVEYOR: Roberts Surveying Inc PHONE: (541) 345-1112
CIVIL ENGINEER: The Favreau Group PHONE: (541) 683-7048
DATE: February 12, 2020

Present Request:

This application requests Tentative Subdivision approval for subject tax lot. This application
proposes to divide the subject property into 39 single family lots.

LOCATION: End of Coleman St. & Skinner St.
TAX LOT 17-03-08-00, Tax Lot 307

Part of: 18S3W1803033303100

CURRENT ZONING R1

SIZE 10.83 acres gross, 6.84 acres net
R-1/PD

DESIGNATION

ELECTRIC: Pacific Power

WATER City of Coburg

EWEB

GAS Northwest Natural Gas

STORM WATER/SANITARY City of Coburg

SEWER

ARTICLE VII. DISTRICT REGULATIONS

District reguiations are set forth in the following Schedule of District Regulations:

A. Traditional Residential District {TR)

1.  Purpose: The Traditional Residential District is intended to provide a livable
neighborhood environment, preserve the small town and historic character of the
traditional core of Coburg, ensure architectural compatibility, and provide for a
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variety of residential housing choices and other associated uses as determined to be
desirable and/or necessary.

2.  Uses and Structures
a.  Permitted Principal Uses and Structures
(1) Residential

(i}  Single-family detached dwellings

(i) Duplexes located on a corner parcel with each primary entry
oriented to a different street

{iii) Group home, not to exceed five unrelated individuals

{iv) Manufactured homes on individual lots
(v} Residential Homes as defined by ORS 197.660-670

{(vi) Residential Facilities, as defined by ORS 197.660-670, subject to
locational standards in Section 11{b).

{vii} Cottage housing, subject to the standards in ARTICLE VIII.J.

{2) Home Occupations as provided in ARTICLE VIII.O.
(3) Public and Institutional

(i}  Places of Worship subject to the locational standards in Section 11.
(i)  Public and private schools subject to the locational standards in
Section 11.

{(4) Bed and Breakfast Inns, subject to the locational standards in Section 11.

{(5)  Child care center providing care to six or fewer children. Child care centers
with 7-12 children are permitted subject to the locational standards in
Section 11.

RESPONSE: The proposal is for 39 single-family detached dwellings. The proposed
subdivision meets the more restrictive of the Traditional Residential District or Traditional
Medium Density, as shown below.

b.  Permitted Accessory Uses and Structures

(1) Accessory buildings and uses, such as garages, carports, or sheds, are
permitted.

{2) One accessory dwelling unit, as provided in ARTICLE Vill.K.
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RESPONSE: No accessory uses or structures are being proposed at this time. These
criteria are not applicable.

¢.  Conditional Uses. The following uses require a conditional use permit under
the procedure, criteria, and standards of ARTICLE XlI).

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4}
(5)
(6)

{7)
(8)

(%)
(10)

Boarding, lodging or rooming house

Child care center-providing care to thirteen or more children

Nursing homes

Public parks, playgrounds and community centers

Public and semi-public buildings

Public, private and parochial schools that do not meet the

locational standards in Section 11

Places of worship that do not meet the locational standards in Section 11
Agricultural uses and crop cultivation subject to Nuisance Ordinance
criteria and Section 10 requirements

Gardens and greenhouses for commercial purposes

Mixed-use development (a residential use with another permitted use or
commercial use), subject to locational and design standards in Article VIII,
Section M.

d. Prohibited Uses

(1)

All uses not listed as permitted, accessory, or conditional

RESPONSE: No conditional uses are being proposed at this time. These criteria are not

applicable.

3. Driveway Limitations in the Traditional Residential District

a.  Inthe Traditional Residential District, driveways shall be limited to a maximum
of one (1) per dwelling. One driveway shall be allowed for each unit of a duplex.
A single driveway cannot be used by more than one dwelling.

Exception: A single driveway can serve one dwelling in addition to an approved
accessory dwelling unit.

RESPONSE: One driveway is being proposed for each lot. The proposal meets this

criterion.

4. Minimum Lot Requirements

a.  For properties not served by sanitary sewers, the minimum lot requirements
shall be as follows:
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Number of Units Sq. Ft./lot Min. Width Max. Lot. Coverage.

Single Famil ) .
g ily 10,000 50 ft., 55 ft. for corner 30%
Duplexes lots

b.  For properties served by sanitary sewers, the minimum lot requirements shall
be as listed below:

Number of Units Sq. Ft./lot Min. Width Max. Lot. Coverage.
Single Family detached .
and Manufactured 6,000 S0t 55 ft. for corner 40%
lots.
home on a lot
Duplex 7,000 65 ft. 50%

c.  The approval body may grant a 15% modification to the lot area and/or lot
dimension standards, provided that:

{1)  The madification is necessary to address physicai constraints, such as
topography, existing development, significant trees, and other natural and
built features; and

{2)  The overall density requirements of the subdivision are satisfied; and

{3) Where the proposed subdivision abuts an existing subdivision with
standard or larger than standard sized lots, the proposed lots abutting the
lots in the existing subdivision shall be at least the minimum lot size for
the proposed subdivision.

Where substandard lots abut standard or larger sized lots, the approval body may require
screening or other transitions to provide a buffer between uses.

RESPONSE: The proposed lots will be served by sanitary sewers and each lot meets the
minimum lot requirements for the TRD and TMD. Each proposed lot exceeds 60 feet of
frontage except for the lots that front the curves. The proposal meets these criteria.

Residential Density Standards

The following density standards apply to all new development where sanitary sewer is
available. The standards are intended to ensure efficient use of buildable lands and
provide for a range of needed housing.

a.  The maximum density permitted on any parcel in the Traditional Residential
District shall be 7.5 dwelling units per acre. The maximum density limitation
does not apply to accessory dwelling units, cottage housing, or residential uses
as part of a mixed-use development.

b.  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
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maximum density (or 5.4 dwelling units per acre} is required. (Minimum
density calculations are based on net density. See density calculations
definition.) This standard does not apply to the following developments:

(1) Partitions;

{2)  Subdivisions of parcels totaling 20,000 square feet or less;

(3) Lot line adjustments;

{4) Bed and Breakfast inns; and

(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.

c.  The density standards may be averaged over more than one development
phase (i.e., as in a master planned development).

d.  Duplexes used to comply with the density standard shall be so designated on the final
subdivision plat.

RESPONSE: The proposed subdivision is 39 lots on 6.84 net acres. There are 0.59 acres
of Traditional Medium Density (TMD) and 6.25 net acres of Traditional Residential District
(TRD). The minimum density for the TMD is 10.4 units per acre which is 0.59 x 10.4 = 6.1
units. The minimum density for the TRD is 4.5 units per acre which is 6.25 x 4.5 = 28.1
units. Therefore the minimum units required for the subject site is 6.1 + 28.1 = 34.2 units.
The proposal does meet the minimum residential density requirement with a total of 39 lots.

Minimum Yard Requirements,

a. Front vards.

(1)  Setbacks shall be a minimum of 15 feet, with the following exceptions:

{iy Garages, carports, and sheds shall be set back a minimum of 20
feet from the front property line and shall be set back a minimum
of 5 feet from the longest wall of the front fagade of the house.

(2) Steps are permitted within the front yard setback.

{3) In anyrequired front yard, no fence or wall shall be permitted that
materially impedes vision across such yard above the height of 30
inches, and no hedge or other vegetation shall be permitted that
materially impedes vision across such yard between the heights of 30
inches and 10 feet.

(4)  In the case of through lots, unless the prevailing front yard pattern on
adjoining lots indicates otherwise, front yards shall be provided on all
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frontages. Where one of the front yards that would normally be
required on a through lot is not in keeping with the prevailing yard
pattern, the Planning Official may waive the requirement for the
normal front yard and substitute, therefore, a special yard requirement
which shall not exceed the average of the yards provided on adjacent
lots.

{S) Inthe case of corner lots that do not have reversed frontage, a front
yard of the required depth shall be provided in accordance with the
prevailing yard pattern and a second front yard of half the depth
required generally for front yards in the district shall be provided on
the other frontage.

(6) Inthe case of the reversed frontage corner lots, a front yard of the
required depth shall be provided on either frontage, and a second front
yard of half the depth required generally for front yards in the district
shall be provided on the other frontage.

(7} Inthe case of corner lots with more than two frontages, the Planning
Official shall determine the front yard requirements, subject to the
following limitations: (1) At least one front yard shall be provided
having the full depth required generally in the district; {2) No other
front yard on such [ots shall have less than haif the full depth required
generally.

b.  Side yard setbacks shall be seven feet from any property line, except:

(1) Corner lots shall have a side yard next to the street of 10 feet.

c.  Rearyard. Primary structures shall be set back not less than 10 feet from the
rear property line. Accessary structures that require a building permit shall be
set back not less than five feet from the rear property line.

RESPONSE: There are no proposed structures as part of this proposal, but there are a
number of possible structures that could be built on each of the lots. The proposal meets
these criteria.

d.  Schools. Schools shall provide and maintain setbacks of 50 feet from side and
rear property lines, except on the street side of a corner lot where a setback of
at least 25 feet shall be required. Alleys contiguous to or within the property
being used for school purposes may be included in the required setback. This
provision does not apply to residences used for home schooling.

e. Ali structures, including but not limited to buildings, fences, decks,
and stairways, shall be a minimum of one foot from the Coburg Loop Path
right-of-way.
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RESPONSE: No school is proposed. The subject property is not adjacent to the Coburg
Loop Path right-of-way. This criterion is not applicable.

7. Maximum Height Standards

a.  Residential Buildings. The maximum height shall be 35 feet.

b.  Accessory Buildings, including accessory dwellings. The maximum structural
height shall be 15 feet. The maximum height may be 25 feet if a living unit
is provided on the second floor,

€. Garages. Garages shall not exceed the maximum height of the primary structure.
Where an ADU is located above a garage, the maximum height may be 35 feet.

d.  All other buildings shall not exceed 35 feet.

e. Mixed Use. The maximum height shall be 45 feet,

RESPONSE: There are no proposed structures as part of this proposal, but there are a
number of possible structures that could be built on each of the lots that could meet the
height standards requirements of subsection 7.a-d. above. The proposal meets these
criteria.

. 8. Parking and Access Requirements
See ARTICLE VII for parking and access requirements.,

RESPONSE: The parking and access issues associated with this proposal are addressed
in Subsection D.4 of ARTICLE X.lI. Land Use Review and Site Design Review. The
proposal does not include driveway widths that exceed the maximum allowed curb cut. The
proposal does meet this criterion.

9. Signstandards
See Sign Ordinance and ARTICLE VII! for requirements.

RESPONSE: There are no sign proposals at this time including no subdivision monument
sign. These criteria are not applicable.

Page 7 of 23

127



10. Standards for Agriculture and Livestock Uses

a.  The total maximum number of animals permitted on a lot shall be as follows.
(Area computation may be utilized one time only for alfowable animal count):

Type of Animals Minimum Square Feet per
Allowed Square Feet Animal Required
Required

Honey Bee Colonies
10,000 10,000
(per hive)

Fowl (not including
roosters, Rabbits)

2,000;{maximum of 10

4,0
/000 on 40,000 square feet)

RESPONSE: There are no proposed livestock uses. These criteria are not applicable.

11. Locational Standards

Buildings and uses subject to this section may be located only where they are:

a.  Adjacent to the Central Business District or Highway Commercial District or
Light Industrial, either by sharing a property line or across a street or alley;
and

b.  Abutting a collector or arterial street.

RESPONSE: The subject property is not adjacent to the Central Business District or
Highway Commercial District or Light Industrial. The subject property does not abut a
collector or arterial sireel. These criteria are not applicable.

12. Compliance with Design Standards and Guidelines

a.  Alluses, structures and development in this district are subject to the
applicable design and development standards in ARTICLE VII.

RESPONSE: There are no structures associated with this proposal. These criteria are not
applicable.
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ARTICLE VIIl. SUPPLEMENTARY DISTRICT REGULATIONS

RESPONSE: The proposed residential driveways are shown on the tentative map. These
driveways were |located to optimize intersection operations. No structures are proposed for
this Major partition/subdivision; therefore the portion of this criteria for supplemental district
regulations that refers to structures and on-site parking are not applicable to this tentative
site plan

E. Streets, Alleys_and QOther Public Way Standards
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.

RESPONSE: The proposed project will be dedicating public streets. The proposed public
streets shall have a 50-foot right-of-way with a 20-foot paved section. Parking and roadside
ditched will be provided per the Street Design Standards Table VIHI(E){1)(b){i).

f. Street Connectivity.

(1) No dead-end streets will be permitted, unfess topographic or
environmental constraints require a dead-end. If a street dead-
ends, pedestrian and cyclist accessways must be provided. The
dead-end must be a “hammer head” or equivalent design for
emergency vehicle access and turn-around, and must be built to
fire code.

(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.

(3) The City may require additional pedestrian and bike connections
adjacent to new residential devefopment.

RESPONSE: Three streets are stubbed to the north for future development and provide for
emergency vehicle turn-around.

1. Street trees shall be provided along streets according to the following standards
and in compliance with City of Coburg Public Works Department recommended list
of street trees.

Page 9 of 23

129



b.  Street trees are required for all new development, and shall be maintained
by the adjacent property owner.

b.  Tree wells at a minimum of five feet in width shall be installed next to the
curb or edge of pavement.

¢.  The minimum caliper or diameter breast height at planting shall be 2
inches, based on the American Association of Nurserymen Standards.

d.  Trees shall be planted no more than 25 feet apart, except where this
spacing would conflict with existing trees, retaining walls, curb cuts,
utilities, or similar permanent physical barriers.

e.  Plant species must be native or not require irrigation once established.
Underground irrigation shall be provided for trees that are not drought-
tolerant. If the plantings fail to survive or are otherwise not maintained in
good condition, the property owner shall replace them with an
equivalent species and size within 180 days.

f.  The use of large canopy trees is encouraged.

g.  Nothing contained herein shall be deemed to impose any liability upon
the City, its officers, or employees, nor to relieve the owner of any private
property from the duty to keep any tree or shrub upon his or her property
or under his or her control from constituting a hazard or public nuisance.

RESPONSE: Street trees will be planted per this section.

Additional Street Standards

a.  Street and sidewalk design must be in compliance with American
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO)
standards, National Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO)
standards, Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices {(MUTCD), Oregon
standard drawings and specifications, and City of Coburg standards.

b. Grades and curves.

(1) Grades shall not exceed five percent on minor arterials, 10 percent
on collector streets or 12 percent on other streets. Center line radii of
curves shall not be less than 200 feet on minor arterials and
collectors streets 100 feet on other streets, and shall be to an even
10 feet. Where existing conditions, particularly the topography,
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make it otherwise impractical to provide buildable sites, the Planning
Official may accept steeper grades and sharper curves. In flat areas,
allowance shall be made for finished street grades having a
minimum slope, preferably, of at least one percent.

(2) A minimum required 100 foot tangent section at all intersections
shall be required.

Blocks.

(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.

(3) Easements.

{i)  Utility lines — Easements for water mains, electric lines or other
public utilities shall be dedicated wherever necessary. The
easements shall be at least 10 feet wide and centered on lot or
parcel lines, except for utility pole tieback easements which
may be reduced to six feet in width.

(i) Water courses —if a tract is traversed by a water course such as
a drainage way, channel or stream, there shall be provided a
storm water easement or drainage right-of-way conforming
substantially with the lines of the water course, and such
further width as will be adequate for the purpose. Streets or
parkways parallel to the major water courses may be required.

RESPONSE: Sidewalks are not proposed for this subdivision. Street grades do not exceed
10 percent. A minimum tangent section of 100 feet has been maintained. The proposed
block sizes are just over 400 feet. The proposed utilities will be within the public right-of-way
or in 10-foot minimum width easements. The site was designed to convey the storm runoff
through the site via ditches and pipes to the Muddy Creek drainage canal.

d. Intersections of Streets, Alleys, and Paths.

(1)

Angles. Streets shall be laid out to intersect at angles as near to right
angles as practical except where topography requires a lesser angle, but
in no case shall the acute angle be less than 80 degrees unless there is a
special intersection design. A minor arterial or collector street
intersecting with another street shall have at least 100 feet of tangent
adjacent to the intersection unless topography requires a lesser distance.
Other streets, except alleys, shall have at least 50 feet of tangent
adjacent to the intersection unless topography requires a lesser distance.
intersections which contain an acute angle of less than 80 degrees or
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which include a minor arterial street shall have a minimum corner radius
sufficient to allow for a roadway radius of 20 feet and maintain a
uniform width between the roadway and the right-of-way line.
Ordinarily, intersection of more than two streets at any one point will
not be approved.

RESPONSE: All of the proposed street are considered local and the intersections are
greater than 80 degrees.

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 they may be required. The
control and disposal of the land comprising such strips shall be placed within
the jurisdiction of the City under conditions approved by the Planning Official.

RESPONSE: Three reserve strips are proposed for the three stub streets to the north.

f. Public access ways. When necessary for public convenience and safety, the
Planning Commission may require the land divider to dedicate to the public
access ways to connect cul-de-sacs, to pass through oddly shaped or unusually
long blocks, to provide for networks of public paths according to adopted plans,
or to provide access to schools, parks or other public areas, of such design,
width and location as reasonably required to facilitate public use.

RESPONSE: No public access ways are proposed or needed.

g Street Names. Except for extensions of existing streets, no street name shall
be used which will duplicate or be confused with the name of an existing
street. Street names and numbers shall conform to the established pattern in
the City and shall be subject to the approval of the Planning Official. All street
signs and street lights shall be installed by the City and the cost of such
installation and materials shall be assessed to the developer of the land
division or partition.

RESPONSE: Existing street names were used for the streets that aligned with existing
streets. Street name signs and street lights will be installed as a part of the street
improvements.

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.

i Existing Streets. Whenever existing streets adjacent to or within a tract are of
inadequate width, additional right-of-way shall be provided at the time of the
land division.
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RESPONSE: The proposed street aligned with existing streets as well as possible. The
distance between intersections exceeds 200 feet.

k.

Streets Adjacent to Railroad Right-of-way. Wherever the proposed land division
contains or is adjacent to a rail road right -of-way, provision may be required for
a street approximately parallel to and on each side of such right-of -way at a
distance suitable for the appropriate use of the land between the streets and
the railroad. The distance shall be determined with due consideration at cross
streets of the minimum distance required for approach grades to a future grade
separation and to provide sufficient depth to allow screen planting along the
railroad right-of-way.

Marginal Access Streets. Where a land division abuts or contains an existing or
proposed arterial street, the Planning Official may require marginal access
streets, reverse frontage lots with suitable depth, screen planting contained in a
non-access reservation along the rear or side property line, or other treatment
necessary for adequate protection of residential properties and to afford
separation of through and local traffic.

Alleys. Alleys shall be provided in commercial and industrial districts, unless
other permanent provisions for access to off -street parking and loading
facilities are approved by the Planning Official. The corners of alley inter
sections shall have a radius of not less than 12 feet

RESPONSE: These do not apply.

F.Other Public Improvements

1.

Applicability. The following requirements apply to all new construction or as
specified otherwise. All public improvements must conform to city ordinances
and policies, specifications, or standards.

Procedures, Public improvements installed by any person or entity that is not
the City shall comply with the following procedures:

a.  Improvement work shall not be commenced until plans have been
checked for adequacy and approved by the City. To the extent necessary
for evaluation of the proposal, the plans may be required before approval
of the tentative plan of a subdivision or partition.

b.  Improvement work shall not commence until after the City is notified, and
if work is discontinued for any reason it shall not be resumed until after

the City is notified.
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c.  Improvements shall be constructed under the inspection and to the

satisfaction of the City. The City may require changes in typical sections
and details in the public interest if unusual conditions arise during
construction to warrant the change.

d.  Underground utilities instailed in streets shall be constructed prior to the
surfacing of the streets. Stubs for service connections for underground
utilities shall be placed to a length eliminating the necessity for disturbing
the street improvements when service connections are made.

e. A map showing improvements as built shall be filed with the City upon
completion of the improvements.

RESPONSE: Public Improvement Drawings will be prepared and submitted to the City for
approval prior to any public improvement construction. As-Built plans will be prepared after

construction.

3.

Specifications for Improvements. Public improvements and private streets
shall also be consistent with public works design standards and standard
specifications as adopted by the Public Works Director.

Dedications. As a condition of any development, the City may require
dedication and improvement of public ways for automaobile, bicycle and
pedestrian use; easements for water, wastewater, and stormwater
infrastructure; easements for utilities; dedication of open space; and dedication
for other public purposes.

Sewage. All buildings within the city limits must connect to the city sewer
system.

Water Supply. All lots and parcels in any land division shall be served by the
Coburg water system.

Water lines and fire hydrants serving each building site in a subdivision and
connecting the subdivision to city mains shall be installed. The design shall take
into account provisions for extension beyond the subdivision and adequately
grid the city system.

If water mains are required to directly serve property outside the subdivision,
the City will reimburse the subdivider an amount estimated to be the
proportionate share of the cost for each connection made to the water mains
by property owners outside the subdivision for a period of ten years from the
time of installation of the mains. The actual amount shall be determined by the
city at the time of approval of the plat, considering current construction costs.
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Surface Drainage. Drainage facilities shall be provided within any new
subdivision and connect the subdivision drainage to drainageways outside the
subdivision. Design of the drainage system within the subdivision shall take into
account the capacity and grade necessary to maintain unrestricted flow from
areas draining through the subdivision and to allow extension of the system to
serve such areas.

Streets. Public streets, including alleys, within a subdivision and public streets
adjacent but only partially within a subdivision shail be improved to City street
standards in ARTICLE VIll. Catch basins shall be installed and connected to
drainage tile leading to drainage ways. Upon completion of the street
improvement, monuments shall be re-established and protected in monument
boxes at every public street intersection and all points of curvature and points
of tangency of their centerlines.

RESPONSE: Public Improvement Drawings will be prepared and submitted to the City for
approval prior to any public improvement construction. All dedications will be through the
final plat. The proposed streets, sewage, water and storm drain system designs will be
submitted to the City for approval.

S.

10.

11.

12.

Sidewalks. Where required, sidewalks shall have a minimum paving width of
five feet,

Bicycle routes. If appropriate to the extension of an existing or planned system
of bicycle routes, the Planning Commission may require the installation of
separate bicycle lanes within streets and separate bicycle paths.

Improvements in Partitions. The same improvements shall be installed to
serve each building site of a partition as is required of a subdivision. However,
if the City finds that the nature of development in the vicinity of the partition
makes installation of some improvements unreasonable, the City shall except
those improvements.

Other. The developer shall make necessary arrangements with utility
companies or other persons or corporations affected for the installation of
underground lines and facilities. Electrical lines and other wires, including but
not limited to communication, street light and cable television, shall be placed
underground.

RESPONSE: There are no sidewalks or bicycle routes proposed. All utilities will be placed
underground.

ARTICLE XII. LAND DIVISIONS AND PROPERTY LINE ADJUSTMENTS

Sections:
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A.  Purpose and Applicability

B. General Requirements

C. Tentative Approval

D.  Final Plat Approval

E. Performance Guarantee

F. Filing and Recording

G. Re-platting and Vacation of Plats
H.  Property Line Adjustments

A. Purpase and Applicability

The purpose of this chapter is to:

1. Provide rules, regulations and standards governing the approval of
subdivisions, partitions and |ot line adjustments.

2. Carry out the City’s development pattern, as envisioned by the Comprehensive
Plan.

3. Encourage efficient use of land resources, full utilization of urban services, and
transportation options.

4, Promote the public health, safety and general welfare through orderly and
efficient urbanization.

5. Provide adequate light and air, prevent overcrowding of land, and provide for
adequate transportation, water supply, sewage, fire protection, pollution control,
surface water management, and protection against natural hazards;

6. Encourage the conservation of energy resources.

7. Encourage multi-modal options and secure safety from fire, flood, pollution, and
other hazards.

B. General Requirements

1. Subdivision and Partition Approval Through Two-step Process. Applications for
subdivision or partition approval shall be processed by means of a preliminary plat
evaluation and a final plat evaluation, according to the following two steps:

a.  The preliminary plat must be approved before the final plat can be submitted
for approval consideration; and
b.  The final plat must include all conditions of approval of the preliminary plat.
2. Compliance with ORS Chapter 92. All subdivision and partition proposals shall
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conform to state regulations in Oregon Revised Statue {ORS) Chapter 92,
Subdivision and Partitions.

Future Re-division Plan. When subdividing or partitioning tracts into large lots {i.e.,
greater than two times or 200 percent the minimum lot size allowed by the
underlying land use district), the City shali require that the lots be of such size,
shape, and orientation as to facilitate future re-division in accordance with the
requirements of the land use district and this Code. A re-division plan shall be
submitted for large lots identifying:

a.  Potential future lot division(s), consistent with the density and lot size
standards of ARTICLE VII;

b.  Potential street right-of-way alignments to serve future development of the
property and connect to adjacent properties, including existing or planned
rights- of-way;

c.  Adisclaimer that the plan is a conceptual plan intended to show potential
future development. it shall not be binding on the City or property owners,
except as may be required through conditions of land division approval. For
example, dedication and improvement of rights-of-way within the future plan
area may be required to provide needed secondary access and circulation.

Flexible Lot Size. Lot size requirements may be modified pursuant to ARTICLE
VILA.A.c, ARTICLE VII.B.3.c, or through approval of a Master Planned
Development under ARTICLE XIV.

Temporary Sales Office. A temporary sales office in conjunction with a
subdivision may be approved as set forth in ARTICLE XVII.A Temporary
Uses.

Flood Control and Drainage. All subdivisions and partitions shall be designed based
on the need to minimize the risk of flood damage. No new building lots shall be
created entirely within a floodway. All new lots shall be buildable without requiring
development within the floodway and, where possible, allow building outside of
the flood fringe. Development in a 100-year flood plain shall comply with the
National Flood Insurance Program and state building code requirements, including
elevating structures above the base flood elevation. The applicant shall be
responsible for obtaining floodplain development permit from the NFIP and the City
of Coburg. See Coburg Floodplain Ordinance No A-195-A.

Where a development site consists of one {1} or more acres or 25 or more lots, and
is located in or near areas prone to inundation for which the base flood elevation
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10.

11.

has not been mapped, the applicant shall have the base flood elevation prepared by

a qualified professional as part of the land division application. All subdivision and
partition proposals shall have adequate surface water drainage facilities that reduce
exposure to flood damage and improve water quality. Water quality or quantity
control improvements may be required.

Need for Adequate Utilities. All lots created through land division shall have
adequate public utilities and facilities such as sewer, gas, electrical, and water
systems. These systems shall be located and constructed to prevent or minimize
flood damage, and to avoid impairment of the system and contamination from
them during flooding.

Floodplain, Park, and Open Space Dedications. Where land filling and/or
development is allowed within or adjacent to regulatory flood plain and the
Comprehensive Plan designates the subject flood plain for park, open space, or
trail use, the City may require the dedication of sufficient open land area for a
greenway and/or trail adjoining or within the flood plain for transportation,
storm drainage/water quality, or park purposes in the public interest. When
practicable, this area shall include portions at a suitable elevation for the
construction of a multi-use pathway in accordance with the City’s adopted trails
plan or pedestrian and bikeway plans, as applicable. The City shall evaluate
individual development proposals and determine whether the dedication of land
is justified based on the development’s impact to the park and/or trail system, or
stormwater management requirements, consistent with and assist in obtaining
any floodplain permit that may be required.

Reserve Strips. The City may-require reserve strips be granted to the City for the
purpose of controlling access to adjoining undeveloped properties.

Driveway and lane width. The minimum width of all shared drives and lanes shall
be eight feet; the maximum width is 12 feet, except as required by the Uniform
Fire Code.

Easement and improvement of drive lane. The property owner shall record a 20
foot easement benefiting all properties that are to receive vehicle access. The
drive lane shall be improved with an all-weather surface approved by the City.
Dedication or recording, as applicable, shall be so indicated on the face of the
subdivision or partition plat.
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12.  Maximum drive lane length. The maximum drive lane length is subject to
requirements of the Uniform Fire Code, but shall not exceed 150 feet for a
shared side drive, and 400 feet for a shared rear drive.

RESPONSE: The applicant has prepared a tentative partition plan map with all information
required by the Coburg Subdivision Ordinance. A final plat will conform to ORS Chapter 92.
The lots sizes are such that further dividing is not possible. No modification of lot size is
requested. The property is not in a flood hazard zone. Reserve strips are proposed at the
north boundary line where the three stub streets terminate. There are no proposed common
driveways.

13.  Through Lots and Parcels.

a.  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. A
planting screen easement at least
10 feet wide and across which
there shall be no right of access,
may be required along the line of
building sites abutting such a b )
traffic artery or other STREET
incompatibles use. See graphic.

STREET
STREET

14. Lot and Parcel Sidelines.

a. Thelines of lots and parcels, as far as is practicable, shall run at right angles to
the street upon which they face, except that on curved streets they shall be
radial to the curve.

15. Drainage.

a.  Where land in the subdivision or partition is or will be periodically subject to
accumulations of surface water or is traversed by any water course, channel,
stream or creek, the Planning Commission may require the applicant to
provide for adequate unrestricted drainage over drainage land by dedicating
to the public easements adequate for the draining needs of the area. Said
easements shall be approved by the Planning Commission.

16. Grading of Building Sites. Grading of building sites shall conform to the following
standards unless adjusted through the variance procedure in ARTICLE XiX:
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a.  Cut slopes shall not exceed one and one-half feet horizontally to one foot
vertically.

b.  Fill slopes shall not exceed two feet horizontally to one foot vertically.

c.  The character of soil for fill and the characteristics of lots and parcels made
usable by fill shall be suitable for the purpose intended.

RESPONSE: There are no through lots proposed and lot lines run at right angles as best
possible. The proposed lots will be graded per the City code and drain to the proposed
streets.

17.  Building Lines.

a.  If special building setback lines are to be established in a subdivision, they
shall be shown on the subdivision plat.

18. Land for Public Use.

a.  If the City has an interest in acquiring a portion of proposed subdivision for a
public purpose, or if the City has been advised of such an interest by a
school district or other public agency, and there is reasonable assurance that
steps will be taken to acquire the land, then the Planning Commission may
require that those portions of the subdivision be reserved for public
acquisition, for a period not to exceed one year, at a cost not to exceed the
value of the land prior to the subdivision.

19, Park/Park Recreation Acquisitions.

a.  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 of the gross sale price of each lot
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in the subdivision, which sum of money shall be paid at the time each lot is
developed or sold, whichever occurs first.

RESPONSE: There are no special setback building lines. The proposed Tracts A, B, C,
and D in the subdivision will be for Public Use and Park purposes.

C. Tentative Approval
2.  Subdivisions {(non-phased)

a.  Process. Applications for tentative partition plan review shall be processed as
Type Il applications in accordance with ARTICLE X.D.

b. Submittal Requirements.

{1) Applications for approval of a tentative subdivision plan shall be prepared
by a professional land surveyor, registered professional engineer, or a
registered landscape architect, and shall contain all of the information
required for a Type Il process, in accordance with ARTICLE X.D.2, and the
following additional items:

{iy A tentative plan map, including the information required by the
City’s Tentative Subdivision Plan application form, including all
contiguous property under the same ownership as the subject
property.

(i) A current (no older than six months prior to application submittal)
preliminary title report.

RESPONSE: The tentative map was prepared by a licensed civil engineer and contains all
information required for a Type Il process, in accordance with Article X.D.2, and contains
all contiguous property under the same ownership. A current title report has been submitted
with the application.

c.  Approval Criteria. {1} General Approval Criteria. The City may approve, approve
with conditions or deny a tentative subdivision plan based on the following
approval criteria:

{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.

RESPONSE: The proposed subdivision has been designed to comply with all City and
County regulations.

{2) The proposed subdivision will not cause any existing improvements on
existing or proposed lots to be inconsistent with applicable standards in
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this code.

(3) Subdivisions abutting streets under control of an agency that is not the
City shall comply with access management guidelines of the agency
having jurisdiction over the street.
RESPONSE: There are no abutting streets under an agency that is not the City.

{4) Development within the tentative subdivision plan can be adequately
served by City infrastructure.
RESPONSE: There are existing water lines and sewer lines in Coleman St. and Skinner
St., which are adequately sized {o serve the proposed subdivision.

(5) 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.

RESPONSE: The proposed streets in the subdivision will logically fill in the existing street
patterns.

(6) All applicable engineering design standards for streets, utilities, surface
water management, and easements have been satisfied.
RESPONSE: The proposed public improvements will be reviewed and approved by the
City Engineer prior to construction.

(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 or any adjoining land or access
thereto.

RESPONSE: The proposed subdivision has stubbed streets to the north to logically
develop the remaining vacant piece.

{bb) The proposed partition 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 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,
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convenient and direct transit circulation, provided the City
makes findings to demonstrate consistency with constitutional
requirements. “Nearby” means uses within 1/4 mile that can
reasonably be expected to be used by pedestrians, and uses
within 2 miles that can be reasonably expected to be used by
bicyclists.

d. Expiration. Tentative subdivision plan approval shall be effective for a period
of one year from the date of approval. The preliminary plan shall lapse if a
final plat has not been submitted within the one-year period, unless an
extension, subject to the following criteria, is granted:

(1) The applicant has submitted written intent to file a final plat within the
one-year extension period;

{2)  Anextension of time will not prevent the lawful development of abutting
properties;

(3)  There have been no changes to the applicable Code provisions on which
the approval was based. If such changes have occurred, a new preliminary
plat application shall be required; and

(4) The extension request is made before expiration of the original approved

plan.
(5) The applicant has not obtained a previous extension for the subject
approval.
RESPONSE: The proposed subdivision is anticipated to be constructed within a one year

time frame.
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DRAUNAGE STUDY

JONES PLACE

FEBRUARY 11,2020

SITE CHARACTERISTICS
The subject property is identified on County Assessor's Maps as 17-03-08-00 Tax Lot 307. The site is an
open field and consists of about 10.9 acres.

EXISTING HYDROLOGY
The properiy generally drains {o the northeast and into Muddy Creek.

PROPOSED HYDROLOGY
The proposed drainage system for the subdivision will consist of open roadside ditches and pipes to a
proposed detention pond along the north property line. The detention pond will outflow to Muddy Creek.
The proposed pond was sized using the TR-55-unit hydrograph storage indication method and the pond
outflow was limited to pre-development flows.

The proposed detention pond has an overflow outlet at elevation 396.21. The proposed outlet will drain to
Muddy Creek via a 24" storm drain laid at a slope of 0.5% and will flow 30% full. The 10-year pre-
development peak flow is 4.72 c.f.s. and the 10-year post-development peak flow is 6.86 ¢.f.s. The total
proposed 10-year routed peak flow to Muddy Creek is 2.41 c.f.s.

Attached are the following:

Pre-Development 10-year flow {TR-55)
Post-Development 10-year flow {TR-55)

Routed Post-Development 10-year Flow (TR-55)
Stage-Discharge Curve

Stage-Storage Curve

Hydrograph of 10-year Pre-development, 10-year Post-Development and 10-year Routed Storm
24" Pipe Hydraulics

Noobkhon=

CONCLUSION
Based on my calculations and the proposed drainage system is sized properly and will provide the
necessary flow control.

Q Ay

EXPIRES DEC. 31, 2021
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TR-55 Tabular Hydrograph Method
Input Summary

Description ....iviiiiinaeenenans

18 YR PRE-DEVELOPMENT
Rainfall Distribution ........... Type TA
Ia/P Interpolation .............. off
Total Area ....vvvvvvrnrernnnrans 16.9008 ac
Peak Time ....iiiiiieinnainnranans 564.06000 min
Peak Flow ...overennnnvrnnenerens 4.7155 cfs

Subarea D/S Subareas Area CN Tc Tt Rainfall
Description (ac) {min} (min) (in)
A 18.9666 76 36.6080 0.8606 4.5600

Support Data:
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TR-55 Tabular Hydrograph Method
Input Summary

Description .......cverirnen.,

18 YR POST-DEVELOPMENT
Rainfall Distribution ........... Type IA
Ia/P Interpolation .............. off
Total Area .....cvvvrirrrrrrnanes 16.9080 ac
Peak Time .....cciiiiiiinerannens 584.86088 min
Peak Flow .....ccovineiinennnnnns 6.8612 cfs

Given Input Data:

Subarea D/S Subareas Area CN Tc Tt Rainfall
Description (ac) {min) {min} {(in)
A 18.98680 87 39.60060 P .0800 4,5000

Support Data:
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Storage Indication Method

Given Input Data:
File ...vvnnnnns
Description ....
Time increment . 6.0000 min

Input Files:

Pre-Dev Hydrograph curve .. C:\Users\The Favreau Group\OneDrive\DRAWINGS\COBURG
JONES\hd\1@ yr pre-dev.hdc

Post-Dev Hydrograph curve . C:\Users\The Favreau Group\OneDrive\DRAWINGS\COBURG
JONES\hd\18 yr post-dev.hdc

Stage-Storage curve ....... C:\Users\The Favreau Group\OneDrive\DRAWINGS\COBURG
JONES\hd\pond c.ssc
Stage-Discharge curve .,..,. C:\Users\The Favreau Group\OneDrive\DRAWINGS\COBURG

JONES\hd\pond c.sdc

Output Data:

Routed Peak Flow ......... 2.4088 cfs
Routed Peak Time ......... 18.1888 min
Pre-Developed Peak Flow .. 4.7155 cfs
Pre-Developed Peak Time .. 584.0000 min
Post-Developed Peak Flow . 6.8612 cfs
Post-Developed Peak Time . 584.0000 min

Support Calculations:

Time Inflow (I1+I2)/2 H1l S1-(01/2)T S2+(02/2)T H2 Qutflow
min cfs ft3 ft ft3 ft3 ft cfs
428 .0000 1.3195 237.50848 a.0000 B.006a 237.5848 393.5752 o. 0008
426.0000 1.3722 484 .5881 393.5752 237.5040 722.8121 393.7125 &.e00e
432.0000 1.4250 583.5884 393.7125 722.8121 1225,5285 393.8357 0.0e000
438 .0000 1.4778  522.5888 393.8357 1225.5205 17482.6293 393.9504 0.0000
444 .00060 1.5834 551.8892 393.9504 1748.0293 2299.8385 394.0605 0.6008
450 .0000 1.6889 589.6699 394.8605 2299.0385 288BB.6484 394.1686 0. 000088
456.0000 1.7945 627.01@5 394.1686 2888.0484 3515.8589 394.2751 0.0000
462 .0000 2.1287 766,1785 394,2751 3515.0589 4221.2374 394.3868 0.6008
468 .0000 2.4630 826.5138 394.3868 4221.2374 5@47.7512 394.4980 ©.4051
474 .,9000 2.7973 946.8492 394.4988 4901.9221 5848.7713 394,5985 6.8284
480.0000 3.8001 1187.5199 394,5985 5553.4175 6748.9374 394,7897 1.8388
486.0000 4.9612 1577.8264 394.7887 6367.2629 7944.2893 394.8523 1.22682
492 .0000 6.8695 1985,5333 394,.8523 7505.0007 9498.5348 395.0232 1.4386
498 .0000 6.8084 2318.0388 395.0232 8972.6349 11298.6738 395.2881 1.6292
504 .,0000 6.8612 2460.5412 395.2081 16704.1631 13164,7044 395,387& 1.7817
510.0000 6.8084 24608.5412 395.387@ 12523.2753 14983.8165 395.5497 1.9863
516.06000 6.1751 2337,8391 395,5487 14297.5528 16634.5928 395.6900 2.9137
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485,
483,
486,
478.
476,
473.
471.
469,
466.
464.
461.
459,
457.
454,
452.
4508,
447,
445,
442,
449.
438.
435,
433,
431.
428.
426,
423.
421.
219.

5708
1958
8288
A457
0787
6956
3286
9456
5705
1955
8204
4454
0704
6953
3283
9452
5762
1952
8201
4451
a7ee
6950
3200
9449
5699
1948
8198
4448
8697
6947
3196
G446
5696
191@

395
395
395
395

395,
395,
385,
395,
395,
395,
395,

395
395

395.

395

395,
395,
395.
395,
395,
395,

395
395
395

395.
395,
395.
395,
394,
2904,
394,
394.
394.
384.

.2635
.2531
.2427
.2325
2224
2123
2824
1922
1821
172@
1621
.1522
.1425
1328
.1233
1138
1844
€949
853
2758
0663
L8571
.0481
.8393
0306
0221
8138
8856
9975
9892
9811
9732
2654
9578

11256

160875

9883,
9892,
9801.
9711.
9623,
9535,
0447.
9362.
. 2635
9197.
9117.
9039,
8962.
8887.
8813,
8746.
8669.
8599,
8530.
8463.
8397.

9279

.2619
11152.
11e4s.
168947 .
18846.
18746.
18647.
18549,
16452,
1e357.
1e262.
i0168.
.4131

1656
1784
2641
3875
5147
6129
7556
9488
1329
2975
416

3011
9356
5879
9300
@993
1235
9721
6844

6192
6654
3284
5063
1490
1780
5752
3836
5321
89529
5818
3578

11753.
11647.
11541,
11437,
11334.
11232.
111349,
l1i1636.
18931.
le833,
18736.
18639.
le544,
10449,
18356.
18263.
1a171.
loaga,
9989.
9968.
9812,
9726.
9642.
8560,
8479.
2408.
9322,
9246,
9171.
9098,
2025,
8554.
L1513
8607.

83885

8328
3614
9991
7098
4582
2104
9335
7012
5113
3283
11886
8478
4835
9964
3559
5331
cee2
2945
9436
4171
7544
9585
9391
6le3
8263
7811
9688
6228
6449
8783
8517
8975

5488

395.2531
395.2427
395,.2325
395.2224
395.2123
3585.2024
395.1922
395.1821
395.1720
395.1621
395.1522
395.1425
355.1328
395,1233
395.1138
305.,16844
395.8949
395.8853
395.0758
395.0663
395.8571
395.0431
395.0393
395.03086
395.8221
395.9138
395.0056
394.9975
394,9892
394.9811
394.9732
394.9654
394.9578
394.9273
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.6713
.6616
.6520
.6426
6332
.6239
.6144
.60495
. 5955
.5Be2
.5778
.5679
.2588
. 5499
.541e
.5322
.5233
.5144
.5055
.4937
.4819
4704
.4591
.4480
.4372
L4265
4161
4857
.3952
.3849
.3747
.3648
. 3550
.3160
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Flowrate — ¢fs

6.86

Multiple Hydrographs

Peak Flow 6.8612 cts — Time 30240.0000 min

5.49

412

2.74

16-YR POST-DEVELOPMENT

10-YR PRE-DEVELOPMENT

10-YR ROUTED STOEM

| I S

]

] | ] ] ]

0.00
420.00

600.00

780.00 960.00
Time -~ min

1140.00 1320.00

151



Stage—Discharge Curve
Peak Flow £6.8612 cfs — Time 30240.0000 min
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Volume — ft3

Stage-Storage Curve
Peck Flow 6.8612 cfs — Time J30240.C000 min
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L.lll.b-“lT L

Manning Pipe Calculator

Given Input Data:

Shape ...ttt ittt as s nansns Circular
Solving for .......cc.iiiiiiiii.. Depth of Flow
Diameter . ... .. .oy 2.0000 £t
Flowrate .....iii i 2.4100 cfs

S O vt i e e e 0.0050 ft/ft
Manning's N ...t n oo i oo 0.0130

Computed Results:

Depth ... e 0.5247 £t
Area ... i i e e s e 3.1416 ft2
Wetted Area . ....viv v nnnnnnnnenn 0.6572 ft2
Wetted Perimeter .......ccvueen.. 2.1509 £t
Perimeter ittt it e e e e m e n e 6.2832 ft
Velocity oo e e 3.6669 fps
Hydraulic Radius ...........c.0... 0.3056 ft
Percent Full ......¢ciiiiimununnn. 20.2328 %
Full flow Flowrate ...ve v uennnn 15.9965 cfs
Full flow velocity .............. 5.0818 fps
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PRELITMINARY TITLE REPORT

FAVREAU GROUP February 12, 2020
ATTN: TONY FAVREEAD Report No: 0315544
EMAIL: favreaugroup@msn.com Your No: -

Owner: BRUCE WIECHERT CUSTOM HOMES INC

PRELIMINARY REPCORT ONLY

We are prepared to issue 2006 (6/17/06) ALTA title insurance policy(ies) of OLD REPUBLIC
NATIONAL TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY, in the usual form insuring the title to the land described
as follows:

{ ATTACHETD ]

Vestee:
BRUCE WIECHERT CUSTOM HOMES, INC.
an QOregon Corporation
Estate: FEE SIMPLE

DATED AS OF: FEBRUARY 6, 2020 at 8:00 A.M.

Schedule B of the policy({ies) to be issued will contain the following general and special
exceptions unless removed prior to issuance:

GENERAL EXCEPTIONS (Standard Coverage Pcolicy Exceptions):

1. Taxes or assessments which are not shown as existing liens by the records of any taxing
authority that levies taxes or assessments on real property or by the Public Records;
proceedings by a public agency which may result in taxes or assessments, or notices
of such proceedings, whether or not shown by the records of such agency or by the Public
Records.

2. Facts, rights, interests or claims which are not shown by the Public Records but which
could be ascertained by an inspection of the Land or by making inquiry of persons in
possession thereof.

3. Fasements, or claims of easement, not shown by the Public Reccrds; reservations or
exceptions in patents or in Acts authorizing the issuance thereof; water rights, claims
or title to water.

4, Any encroachment, encumbrance, viclation, wvariation, or adverse circumstance
affecting the Title that would be disclosed by an accurate and complete land survey
of the Land.

No liability is assumed hereunder until policy has been issued and full policy premium has been paid.

MAIN QFFICE FLORENCE OFFICE VILLAGE PLAZA OFFICE
811 WILLAMETTE ST. 715 HWY 101 * FLORENCE, OREGON 97439 4750 VILLAGE PLAZA LOOP SUITE 100
EUGENE, OREGON 97401 MAILING: PO BOX 508 * FLORENCE, OREGON 97439 EUGENE, OREGON 97401
PI: (541} 687-2233 * FAX: (541)485-0307 PH: (541)997-8417 * FAX: (541)997-8246 PH: (541) 653-8622 * FAX: (541) 844-1626
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Order No. 0315544
Page 2

5.

Any lien, or right to a lien, for services, labor, material, equipment rental or workers
compensation heretofore or hereafter furnished, imposed by law and not shown by the
Public Records.

SPECIAL EXCEPTIONS:

G.

11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

As disclosed by the tax rolls, the premises herein described have heen zoned or
classified for farm use. At any time that said land is disqualified for such use, the
property will be subject to additional taxes or penalties and interest.

City liens, if any, as levied by the City of Coburg, for which no search was made.
Rights of the public in and to that porticen lying within streets, roads and highways.

Power line easement, including the terms and provisions thereof, granted to Mcuntain
States Power Company, by instrument recorded May 19, 1926, Reception No. B148 P495,
Lane County Oregon Deed Records.

Power line easement, including the terms and provisions thereof, granted to Pacific
Power and Light Co., by instrument recorded September 30, 1959, Reception No.
1959-079624, Lane County Oregon Deed Records.

Easement, including the terms and provisions thereof, granted Emerald People's Utility
District, by instrument recorded Octcber 25, 1988, Reception No. 1988-044742, Lane
County Official Records,

Reservation, including the terms and provisions therecf, in deed from Southern Pacific
Transportation Cempany, a Delaware corporation, to Irwin C. Whitaker and Helen P.

Whitaker, husband and wife, recorded November 12, 1987, Reception No. 1987-049932,
Lane County Official Records.

Right-of-Way Easement, including the terms and provisions thereof, granted Pacificorp,
a corporation, d.b.a. Pacific Power and Light Company, its successors and assigns,
by instrument reccorded September 7, 1995, Reception No. 1995-050174, Lane County
Official Records.

Right of Way Easement, including the terms and provisions thereof, granted the Emerald
People's Utility District and its successors and assigns, by instrument recorded March
22, 1939, Reception No. 1%999%-0027700, Lane County Official Records.

Farm Use and Forest Management Easement, including the terms and provisions thereof,
recorded May 16, 2014, Reception No. 2014-017978, Lane County Deeds and Records.

A survey of the subject property prepared by Roberts Surveying, Inc., Kent Baker,
Surveyor, Project No. Z2018-SURVEY-003, dated January 12, 2018, discloses;
a}) Encroachments of fence along Westerly, Southerly and Easterly boundary lines.
b} Encroachment of concrete along Scutherly boundary line,
Any claim rising thereby and any other matters as set forth on the above referenced
survey are hereby excepted.

The effect 1f any of Declaration of Property Line Adjustments recorded July 27, 2018,
Reception No. 2018-034905, and recorded November 6, 2018, Reception No. 2018-051734,
as Irwin C. Whitaker, Trustee of the Irwin C. Whitaker Revocable Trust dated April
8, 1991, did not Jjoin in the declaration of property line adjustments.
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Crder No. 03155414
Page 3

NOTE: Taxes, Account No. 1897717, Assessor’s Map No. 16 03 28, #501, Code 4-59,
2019-2020, in the amount of $227.68, PAID IN FULL.

Taxes, Account No. 1897725, Assessor’'s Map No. 16 03 28, #501, Code 4-38,
2019-2020, in the amount of $73.78, PAID IN FULL.

NQTE: A judgment search has been made on the above named Vestee({s), and we find NONE except
as set forth above.

This report is preliminary te the issuance of a policy of title insurance and shall become
null and vold unless a pelicy 15 issued and the full premium paid.

Cascade Title Co,

kib: Title Officer: KURT BEATY
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Order No. 0315544
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PROPERTY DESCRIFTION

A unit of land located in the Southwest 1/4 of Section 28, Southeast 1/4 of Section 29 and
the Northwest 1/4 of Section 33, Township 16 South, Range 3 West of the Willamette Meridian,
said unit of land being more particularly described as follows: Commencing at a 2-1/2 inch
Lane County Surveyor’s Office brass cap dated 1989 marking the Southwest corner of the Issac
Van Duyn Donation Land Claim No. 61, located in Section 32, Township 16 Scuth, Range 3 West
of the Willamette Meridian, in Lane County, Oregon; Thence along the Southerly line of said
Donation Land Claim No. 61, South B9° 507 27” East 1583.83 feet to a point, said point being
the intersection of the Southerly line of Donation Land Claim No. 61, with the Easterly
line of the 0ld Scuthern Pacific Railrocad right-of-way, said point being referenced by a
5/8 inch iron rebar with yellow plastic cap stamped “CASWELL PLS 494" which bears North
07° 427 16” West 0.12 feet; said point alsoc marks the point of beginning of this unit of
land; Thence leaving the Southerly line of Donation Land Claim No. 61 and run along the
Easterly line of the Old Scuthern Pacific Railrecad right-of-way, North 07° 427 16" West
545.13 feet to a peoint, said peint being the intersection of the Easterly line of the 0ld
Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way with the Easterly projection of the Northerly
boundary of MACY'S SECOND ADDITION TO COBURG, as platted and recorded in Book 3, Page 26,
Lane County Oregon Plat Records, said point also being referenced by a 5/8 inch iron rebar
with yellow plastic cap stamped “SKINNER & ASSOC INC” which bears North 07° 42' 16" West
0.06 feet; Thence leaving the Easterly line of the Qld Southern Pacific Railroad
right-of-way and run aleng the Northerly boundary of MACY’S SECOND ADDITON TO COBURG and
its Easterly projection, North 83° 507 27”7 West 530.80 feet to a 5/8 inch iren rebar with
yellow plastic cap stamped “ROBERTS SURV. INC.”, said iron rebar lies on the Westerly
right-of-way line of Willamette Street; Thence along the Northerly extension of the Westerly
right-of-way line of Willamette Street, North 00° 09" 337 East 60.00 feet tec a 5/8 inch
iron rebar with yellow plastic cap stamped “ROBERTS SURV. INC.”; Thence run parallel with
and 60.060 feet Northerly of the Northerly boundary of MACY'S SECOND ADDITION TO COBURG,
South 89° 50f 27" East 461.94 feet toc a 5/8 inch ircn rebar with yellow plastic cap stamped
"ROBERTS SURV. INC.”; Thence continuing South 89° 50/ 277 East 1191.41 feet, parallel with
and 600.00 feet Northerly of the Scutherly line of Denation Land Claim No. 61 to & 5/8 inch
iron rebar with yellow plastic cap stamped “ROBERTS SURV. INC.” located on the 1/2 line
of the Donation Land Claim No. 61 in a North-South direction as surveyed in County Survey
File No. 16369; Thence along the 1/2 line of Donation Land Claim No. 61, South 00° 18 D4~
West 600.00 feet to a point; said point being the intersection of the 1/2 line of Donation
Land Claim No. €1 with the Southerly line of Donation Land Claim No. 61, said point also
being referenced by a 3/4 inch iron pipe which bears South 1.19% feet and West 0.18 feet
and a 3/4 inch iron pipe which bears South 0,45 feet and West 0.36 feet; Thence along the
Southerly line of Donation Land Claim No. 61, North 89° 50/ 27* West 1046.31 feet to the
point of beginning, all in Lane County, Oregon.
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Lane County Clerk 2020'—0061 1 9

tane County Deeds & Records

02/06/2020 (1:58:55 PM
RPR-OEED Cni=1 5tn=0 CASHIER 06 2Zpages
$10.00 517,00 510:00 561.00 $92 00

TITLENO. 0315544

ESCROWNO. VPI9-1218B SP

TAX ACCT.NO. 1897725 and 1897717
MAPR/TAX LOT NO.  16-03-28-00-0030;

GRANTOR
CBB, LLC

GRANTEE

BRUCE WIECHERT CUSTOM HOMES, INC.
3073 BKYVIEW LANE

EUGENE, OR 97405

Unti} a change is requested Alter recording relomn (o:

atl tax statements shali be CASCADE TITLE CO.
sent to the fotlowing address: 841 WILLAMETTE
TM*SAME AS GRANTEER?* CUGENE, OR 9740}

BARGAIN AND SALE DEED
CBR, LLC, an Oregon Limited Liability Cempaay, Grantar,

conveys lo
BRUCE WIECHERT CUSTOM HOMES, ENC,, an Oregon Corperstion, Grantes

hereinaier called grantee, and unto grantes's heirs, successors and assigns al! of that ceriain real preperty with the

tenements, hereditaments and appurtenances thereunto belonging or in anywise appert aining, situated in the County
of Lane, State of Oregon, described as foliows, 10-wik:

SEE EXHIBIT A WHICH 1S MADE A PART HERECF BY THiS REFERENCE

BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEFTING THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON TRANSFERRING FEE TITLE SHOULD
INQUIRE ABOUT THE PERSON'S RIGHTS, IF ANY, UNDER ORS (95300 (Pefinitions for DRS 195300 to 195.336),
195.301 {Legisintive Nindings) AND 195305 {Compensation for restriction of use of real property due 1o Innd use
regulation) TO 195.336 (Com pensation and Coenservation Fand) AND SECTIONS 5 TO 11, CHAFTER 414, OREGON
LAWE 2007, SECTIONS 2 TO % AND 17, CHAPTER 855, OREGON LAWS 2009, AND SECTIONS 2 TO T, CHAPTER
8, OREGON LAWS 2010. THIS INSTRUMENT DOES MOT ALLOW USE OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN
THIS INSTRUMENT IN VIOLATION OF APPLICA BLE LAND USE LAWS AND REGULATIONS, EBEFORE
SIGNING OR ACCEPTING TIHS INSTRUMENT, THE FERSON ACQUIRING FEE TITLE TO THE PROPERTY
SHOULD CHECK WITH THE APPROPRIATE CITY OR COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT TO VERIFY THAT
THE UMIT OF LAND BEING TRANSFERRED (S A LAWTULLY ESTADLISHED LOT OR PARCEL, AS DEFINED
IN ORS 92,010 (Definitions for ORS 92,010 1o 921823 OR ZESOLD {Definitions), TO VERIFY THE APPROVED USES
OF THE LOT OR PARCEL, TO DETERMINE ANY LIMITS ON LAWSUITS AGAINST FARMING OR FOREST
PRACTICES, AS DEFINED IN QNS 30,930 (Delinitions for ORS 30.930 to 30.947), AND TO INQUIRE ARQUT THE
RICHTS OF NEIGHBORING FROPERTY QWNERS, IF ANY, UNDER ORS 195,300 {Definitions for ORS 195,300 to
195336}, 195.301 (Legistative findings) AND 195.305 (Componsation for restriction of use of real peoperty due to land sre
regulation) TO 195,336 (Compensation wnd Conservation Fund} AND SECTIONS 5 TO 3, CHAPTER 424, QREGON

LAYWS 2007, SECTIONS 2 TO 9 AND [7, CHAFTER 855, ORTGON LAWS 1009, AND SECTIONS 2 TO T, CHAPTER
8, GREGON LAWS 2010,

The true consideration for this conveyance is other.

Dated this G day of‘gg,g\q!hg ,.,_“ , QGQQ__

CBS, LLC

BY

CORY HATHELD, MEMBER

State of Qreghn

County of Lane
This instrument was acknowledpad before me on g&\) rt.mvu\‘ (-e ¢ 2020 by CORY HATFIELD,
MEMEBER. of CBR, LLC.
—
HﬁH?lTﬁl?ﬁmeE'Fl" Q
= 54 GHELLE PETEASON {_~  {Noary Public for Gregon)
NOTARY PLBLIC-CREGON el o - -
COMMISSION NO. P48 53 My canmmission expires_Jol ~ e~ g ) :
FAY COMMISEION EXPIRES NECEMBER 28, 2021

B3D
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Exhibir "A"

A unit of land loeated in the Southwest 1/4 of Section 28, Sourheast 1/4 of
Sectien 29 and the Norkhwest 1/4 of Sectien 33, Township 16 Socuth, Range 3 West
of the Willamsite Meridian, said unit of land being more particularly described
a5 follows: Commencing at a 2-1/2 inch Lane County Surveyor's Office brass cap
dated 1889 marking the Squchwest corner of the 1ssac van Duyn Donation Land
Claim Ko, 61, lacated in Section 32, Township 16 South, Range 3 lWest of the
Willamektte Meridian, in Lane County, Oregon; Thanee along the Southerly line of
said Denation Land Claim Ho. 61, South 8§° 507 277 East 15B83.82 feet to a poing,
said point being the interseckion of the Southerly line of Donation %and Claim
Ho. €1, with the Easterly lire of rthe 0Old Southers Pacific Railroad right-pf-
way, sald point beiny r=ferenced by a S/8 inch izen rebar with yellew plastic
cap stemped "CASWELL 2LS 494" which bears Horth G7° 42* 16" West 0.12 feet: said
point alse marks the point af beginning of this unit of land; Thence leaving the
Southerly line of Donation Land Claim Na. 61 and ran along the Easterly line of
the 0ld Southern Pacifle Railroaq zight-of-way, North 07° 42' 16" West 545.13
feet to a point, said peint teing the intersection of the Easterly line of the
0id Southern Pacific Railrcad right-of-way with the Basterly projection of the
Northerly boundary of MACY'S SECOND ADDITTON TO COBURG, as platted and recorded
in Book 3, Pace 26, Lane County Oregon Plat Records, said point also being
referenced by a 5/8 inch iron rebar with yellow plastic cap stamped "SKINHER
ASSOC INC" which bears North 07° 42! 1g" West 0.06 fpes

t; Thence leaving the
Easterly line of the Qld Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way and run along

the Northerly boundary of MASY’S SECOND ADCITON TO COBURG and its Eascerly
projection, North 85" 50¢ 27" West 530.80 Feet o & 5/8 inch iron rebar with
yellow plastic cap scamped "RCIERTS SURV, INC.", said izorn rebar lies on the
Westerly right-cf-way line of Willamerre Sureet; Thence along the Northerly
extension of the Westerly right-of-way line of Willamette Street, North 00° 09
33" Hast 60,00 Feet to a 5/8 inch iron rebsr with yellow plastic cap stamped
"ROBERTS SURV. INC.": Thence run paraliel with and 60.00 feet Northerly of the
Northerly boundary of MACY'S SECOND ADDITION TO COBURG, South B9® 50° 27+ East
461.97 feet to & 5/8 inch ircn rebar with yellow plastic cap stamped "ROBERTS
SURY. INC."; Thence continuing Souzh B%° 507 27" Fast 1181.41 feet, parallel
with and 600.00 fee: tortherly of the Seutherly line of Donmation Land Claim No.
61 to a 3/8 inch iron rebar with yellaw plastic cap stamped “ROBERTS SURV. INGC, "
located on the 1/2 line of the Donatian Land Claim No. 6l in a North-South
direction as surveyed in County Survey File Mo, 1636%9; Thence along the 1/2 line
of Donatien Land Claim No. &1, Sourh 00° 198" 04" West 600.00 feet to a point:
said point being the intersection of the 1/2 line of PDonation Land Claim wo. A1
with the Southerly line of Donation Land Claim Wo. 61, said point alsa being
referenced by & 3/4 inch iron pipe which bears South 1.19 feet and West 0.18
feet and a 3/4 inch iror pipe which bears South 0.45 femet and West 0,36 fee;
Thence along the Southerly lire of Denation Land Llaim Wo. 61, Herth 39° 550 27v
West 1046.31 feet ta the point of peginning, all in Lane County, Oregon,

LEGAL (5M)

161



CASCADE TITLE CO.
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THIS MAP/PLAT IS BEING FURNISHED AS AN AID IN LOCATING THE HEREIN DESCRIBED LAND IN
RELATION TO ADJOINING STREETS, NATURAL BOUNDARIES AND OTHER LAND, AND IS NOT A
SURVEY OF THE LAND DEPICTED. EXCEPT TO THE EXTENT A POLICY OF TITLE INSURANCE IS

EXPRESSLY MODIFIED BY ENDORSEMENT, IF ANY, THE COMPANY DOES NOT INSURE
DIMENSIONS, DISTANCES, LOCATION OF EASEMENTS, ACREAGE OR OTHER MATTERS SHOWN
THEREON.
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w;gma Iy hERd and Hoteriel Seal the dey end yesr firat above written.

My [Gommimaion: Hxpiren- -Tan; B4, 1930 Gacrge Teylor

Hoterial Sesl. Hotury Eublic for Oragon.

s 5 - - - - - =GER— - - - - - - -
ANDHOR AND GUY EASEMEAT 74085
Filed for msaord May 19, 1926, £:47 ololock P.l

Ells V. Macy
pas T
Hewmntain' Statee Power Oompany

B. 8. Bryeon, Cotinty Olexk.

By L» M+ Bryson, Deputy,
ANCEOR AWD GUY EASEMERT

. THIS TNDENTURE ‘N{gﬂ'ﬂasﬂa‘ﬂ “That’, we Blla V. hh.qu,and'-htr-vrﬂc. for and in gonsideration of
thé som &2 $50.00 to ne 1aid, reaeipt whavaof ig hazé"kw aaimowledged, do bereby bargain, asli,
grant., mmd 'conivdy uwnto Mountein States Power: Gompany ; & Ddlawers norpomtion duly euthorized
to traneast” buaineea ane-hold propsrty in the Btate of Oregon, &nd unto {te suoscesnmors and
amélgne ; bhe right; rrivilege , and eamament t¢ erect anl maintein in oommeotion with 1ta alapg-
trie btrenemisaicn lines, and or eleotris &latribution mystem in Lane Oounty, Oregon.

{3) Tfirds polsd s surveyed and s indicated,
and’ the*pededeary and oonvenient wiree-and guy fixtures thereto and therefor, the same to be
logated, plucéd end’ mat pon the fullowingz descrstad premises bslonging to the underEisned in
Tene Dounty, 3tate of @regon, ta-wlt:

Pert - .g,g, “6f 320, 32 Twp. 16 HSouth Renge I W. W. M.

e

Addi tional Bun

a a‘hmre meftioned rightes, priviloges and eepenents wmto the gaid
A v itu stpoeseors: md-aseigme, perpetnally end forever.
50F'y -1 have:heteunto et My hand and geal thié 13th dsy of May 192&.
Dongin the Preaanna D:I.’i Ella V. Meoy = {3MAL)
Ha Qa’ -sipe...
Baorga Tayler,
3TATT OF OREGON )
QOUNTY OF TANE ) '

On thie, the' 13tk day of Moy, 193¢, pereonally osme before me, e Notary Fublie in snd for
the State-0f Oragon, the within mamed Ella V. Meoy., gmixmawrsife, to we perstnally known to
ba the identissl persen daperibod in, and who execntad the foregoing ipstrument, snd soknowlad-
geﬂ. to ms -thet Bhe executed the seme freely apd woluntarily ané for the meRss and rarposag
t‘hﬂrsin nemad,..
'tqu.r FITUESH! pws hand, and ‘Hoteriel Seel the day and yesr firet above writbem.

Ny -Oommi, 581 00 Expiraa Jap. 24, 1930 . Gacrge Taylor
frintetel sea1s Notary 2ublic for Oregom.
R ANGHOR AND GDY, BASEMENI 74066
Prank B. Harlow, et nx } Filed for Racord Mey 19, 1925, 2:49 o'oclock F, .,
T to. ) . 8. BEryeon, Gounty Oledk. ~
Ununtain 'Statss Powsr Company ) By %. M. Bryson, Daputy. «

: AROHOR AND GUY EASEMENT

THEIS. IHDEHTDTE wmmssmg. The % w¥ FPrank H. Earlow and ___ his wife, Tor epd in ovoaifera-
tion of the sum of :1 00 to Wd oaid, raceipt whereof ia herehy s.nknnw'ledged 40 hateby bargain,
-aell, srent, and - eomrey unto Mountain States Power Compeny, & Delewnre corporation duly awthor-
:I.snd to' tisn a0t Wisinngs apl hold property in the State of Omgon.ond ugto ite auoceassors snd
asaigus. the. ’risht privilege and eagement to erect and malabailn in vonnestion with fie elea-
trig tr'au'hm:l. dn' 1!.nus. wad or elastric distribution eyatem in __ County, Oregon,

4 yne pn‘las end ovarhead wir&p as how ouveyed end located

and the naasnaanr gnd onnven.lent wiras and guy Tixturés tharato apd therefor, the sema to ba
loodtnd, _pluw& andiapst’ upon “the tollowing desoribnd promisse belonging te the underamigunsd im
Tane o sr.&n.e of Gragon, to-wit:

Fal “dg0. 9 Twp, 17 S0. Henmge 3 W. W. M.

ad. pal aopsidaration.

: Fallins and t.:riin'ridng treas.

Oompary ta ume dilaganos in falling trees and clearing brush, To fall trees for Ghe beeh
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n'rcnxencu Tor Bamlip Ands wering vy oy CgrARnton.
; uompsny ia 1ilable et any and all times for dawnge to fonoes and orops during comatruotion

uparatiot! and fnuintenancu of said lino.
CAnd the Baid Mountain 3tates Powar Company, I1ts sucoessore and aseigne, for the surpose

fp'eaaﬂ ig fuliy suthorized ‘and empowered -t ¢ enter upon the. ghove premises foxr the purpose
of cnnat.w:ucting ‘and- main‘tra:l.ping ite pgid poles, wires, fixbtures and sguipment thereon and

T the' aama @B -aboTae” pruviﬂaa, anéd the right fo trim any trees negoeseary to s.eup the wires

aaid. poisa, fixtures and qq_uipmant [NET-EN
EO H.EVB anD EO 'HOTD the pbove mentioned righta, privileges and casements unbo the sald
ta:l.n atntea Bower Oompany, ite suooopmore and sspigns, perpetually end forever.

: i} 'ﬂESTITﬁUH WHEREOF; I heve bersuntc get my hsnd and seal thie 13th day of May 1926.
Done' in bha preceinos of: Rrank Be Hoolime (5550w . -
Ri 0. 3ipe Mro. Frenk. B. Esf3Bal)

W B Glovar
5!‘.&‘1‘3 0F OREGON )
GOUNTY OF hAWE o

" “Op thig, the 13th dsy of May, 1985, personally ceme before ma, & Notery Public in end for
“the: stata of: Orogon. the; iwthin nemed Frapt . Herlow __  mxixkieockfy to me personally imowq
€8 e the' ﬂent:l.ual pareon_ ‘deseribed in, apd who smont&ﬁ the foregoing instrument, and aokm-
.owleﬂ.geﬂ. ‘to.mé the¥  He  exocuted tha eeme freely spd veluntarlly end for the uees and purposss

: WITNESS Ty hend and Noteriel Sesl the day and yeer Tirst above written.
Wy _t_:gmmiasi.tn Expires Jan. 24, 1980 Goorge Teylor
‘Hote¥idl Beal, . Katary Poblic for Oregom. @

= - - - - - =GB~ - - - = - .
o AYSAOH ANT O0Y RASRURNT 74087
Edwari W, Pesdsr }  Filed foy Reoord Mey 1%, 19256, R:48 o'olock P.M.
T to CR R. B+ Brydon, Oounty Oleri,
““Movmtain States Powsr Uompsny ) By L. W. Bryaom, Depuby.

E ANOHDR AND GUY EASEMERT

.. ~THIE TADERTURE WITNESSETH, That, 'ﬁI Fdwmrd W. Fesdar pnd hia-wife for end in considerat fog
oF.the eum 0f $17.60  to 'me paid, reoei.p-b whereof ia bereby sookuowlsdged, do havaby bargain,

sell, g'mn‘ﬁ ani onm'a;r unto Momntaln J%ates Power Jompany. & Delawars corporation: duly suthord
[ X ranamt tusinese:and hold property in the Stete of Dregon, and unto 1ts suocesaors
tha right:, privilege, eni sapemsnt to ersot und medintein in conpsation with ite
eleotr:l.c Ly namisaiun 1lines, and or olectrio diatribtntlion system in Lens Counby, Oregon.

i - Dos™ {11 anuhor 7od 4 Test ipeide fense line as now in place
; nuﬂ tha nacaassry umi nonvenient. wires and goy filxturas thereto and therefor, the same to be
oastaﬂ, ‘planed end" set dpon the folliowing deporibed premlses belopging to the uuderslgned in

Ea:rt. of E¥' uf Seot1on 30 Twps 16 South Renge & W, Wa Me
And the  gald Hountain Stptee Powsr Qompuany, ite Bwcosspore snd sssigns for the porpose
afpropald, is fully m&thnrlsaa &nd smpoworsd to epter upon the ahove premimes for the purpose

_Df nnnstr‘nntﬂlg ami tnsd.‘ntaining 1ts eaid zulug wires, fixturee pmézoqeipmont- thersom- md over
. = hraap-~utd anairy-de ~knan-bhe-whras-on-na

3 rgulun_-,_ :ftzwreg-e:nd—aggtm' dnh—chsrr
Lm0 HATE @ @bove mentioned rights, privilegea and essoments = umto vho said

‘I hava herewnto et my hesd ozt asal tnls 13th dey o Mey idgs,
’ Baverd W. Doeder (gHAL)

Dn .t.his tﬁe 23th ﬂny of May, 1986 pergonelly came befeiv me, a Notary Fublio in and for
the State of Clragtm ths withiny named Bdward W. Fesfler npcnamortiax to me persenslly known
ko bc the {dentiosl peram ﬂasuri‘hea in, ond wha a:suutsd the furugoing ingtrument, apd aoknow-

i BOTEin namad,. e
WIEH‘EEB mr ‘hand and- Hotarial Besl the day and year firat ghove writtan.

uy Gomml.encn Bxpirsa Jan, 24, 1530 Goorge Teylor
Iotar:l.s.‘l ‘Beal;" ] Notery Public for Crogom, ‘@/

- - -GEE- - - Z ;i & -

s the:\s in nemed. @

a uomw. sta‘ban of Oregon, to-wit: : ; g

1el5ed Lo ma that he exeuutel the nﬁn frsely end yvoluntarily and for 1the uses and purptaes [
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WITNESS my hend mid Noksrial Heal the duy mnd yaor FLrdt sbove widttims

My Obmmigeion Expires Jan, £4, 1930 G=prge Taylor
Hotarial Seals Hotury Fubiile for Ozegon.
i B e e S - LT ZBER- & 3 & i B & 5
Ty ANOHOR AND: GUY HASEMENT : 740e5°
H#1la V. Maoy }  ¥iled for Teoord May 19y 1920. 2:47 o'alosk-P.Mi
gL Al } “Re 8o Bryaon. ounty. Clazi.
unmiim stétau‘ 'Po'wei" Qoupany ) By % K. -Bryeon. Deputy. -

; HGRGR “AND_ GU‘.‘I‘.‘ ELBEIW‘.T!
TEI IN:DENTURE H.;'.['NEEM That w% Blls V. Hsoy mﬂ-l hewiFo for andiin nonaideration of
0 to'me: ps:ld. ruaeipt whareo: i He 'nuknumdgaa. ) hemhy 'ba:-gain, sall,
) 'nnto Mowmtein Statea- Euwar umpany. = Delamra ‘worpomtion duly euthorized
] maus and “hala prnpeﬂm in tha Stata ol tl:"eson. and’ \mto dts avooesnors and -
ssaigna 'I-.ha right pri‘vilnge. Bnd. ansement to- arsut ‘aod maintsin in unnnautim with ite eleo-
trig transmlasiun lines, a.na or alactria’ diatn‘buﬂon aystam in-Lang Uounty, Oragon.

ts} THysa woles RE°purveyed and as-indioatad.
and the necsssaTy “and uuuvenient WiTeE and guy Zixtures theretc and therefor, the Hems to bo
lgsatad, plened and get upoti the' following desoribsd premicee belonging to the- nnﬂarsigna& in
Teme cbun&_y state of Gregon, So-mlt: i

Fart = 8 + ¥0z/See,” 38 Twp. 16 South Range B W. We M.

Mﬂuimm .Rnonsidaratinn.
The Gompen; angll at any and all timaa hd\liable for dem
Bt‘ops durmg'nonrﬂa of: umatruutinn. upa:rnﬂon or mintananoa
ahall nnt ba ﬂ.iztu:-baﬂ. in. eny waFy.
. And: “thai sa:l.d. Honniain -gtates .‘E'owar Oumpmy ite anonaaa
aforessiﬂ 13 fully. autharinaﬂ and ‘smpowered tn “eptar upon - the
af namt!rnnting a.l:ui mintaiﬂing itu seid pﬂlaa. witea’, f:l.:ch‘nr

Eu‘nntain dtetan Powar nnmpany. ite puaossgore B0l asaigna. pe

1IN TESTIMONY. WHMRECF, I heve hersuntc set ny hand end se SER ) ,w."n-r{ul'ay,rj.-eaé.'
Dane in the FPresanca Of) " Blla V. Mscoy - {SEAT)
Be Gu Sipa

‘GeoTge Tmlor
STATR O DREGOW }35
CODRTY 0F TARE -
‘0o this. the 13th ilay of May, 192». perauml‘.ly cema Inernra me, & -Notery Pu'h:l.*}.n in end for
tha ststa of Drssfon. tha w;l.thi.n -name:l Ellu Y. Muu:r,. nmtnutﬂ;. to me personally Kmiown to -
¢ and whn a:namlted. that foregui‘r.lg inatmment and - moknowled-
= EF _‘ly and wolphterily mnd’ for the wane and FUrpases

zod to ma thaf.- she e
t;he,rein named..a.
wavo NITHEAS: My, hand dn

s Sthe: day and yeer . first abave wristan.
P ! Gsorge Te.ylor
: j Hotary .Ev:bli_o Far Oregon.

Notsrial 3aal, .

£ = iy - EER - A T = % > =
F : .&HGEE‘R AND® GUY EASEMBNT . 74066
Frenk B.. Harlow, et £ 0 'i'i‘.lsd for Reoord May 19; 1985, 81 140 o‘oloolr. P, Ms
A T e #

I P He 84 Bryson ; Oounty: Qderk.
s By L. M. Bryeon, Deputy. -
[QHOR.AND |GUY BASHUENE
" YF¥ank-B. Earlow and ‘nie m.fa Lox a.uﬂ 3.

Hountain stebss Pows

THIS. THDANTART S

tion of the &um of

aa‘.l.)., .Irrant and convay”

:,zeﬂ ta l:rnnaaut ‘nnaiﬁeas a:n‘l hoid property in- the: Staté af Omgon and- unto 11;9 eucuesaors and

asaigm!. it , pr!.vi.lags snd spmament’ to sradt and ma:lntnhi in conmentian with is 28 elac-

tria transmisaion lmes. nna ar alsotrio d:l.al:ributi.m syatam iu Buu.nty, Orsgcm.. ;
Nins polea snii uvsrhaaa wirtea ae now Buva'_ruﬂ and loaated 3

end. thn naoaaaan’ a.nd aunvenient wireaw and guy ﬂxturea thﬁreta and tne:-e:or. tha sama 'ta by

1oou'ﬁa|1. placsdl 'aud aet open the following descrilted pramisce halonsing %o the ur.ﬂersignad in

3 Iana Oounty, Stata of Oregon, Lo-wit: 2

4 Par%t of Seg. 9 Twp, 17 30. Bange 5 W. W, He

, i0a1tional aonsiderstion, . _ 5

Falling snd trinmipg treee.

o ons:me TR—

Compeny %o uee dilggesoe in Falling trees and elearing brush, o ml_'tr'aas for the ‘best

; réhs‘i’p't wne:caoﬁ:t"isi.hara‘ny, a_'oh_:hqwlangnd.;_ 4 éreiiy bvergain, |
Worass fin* dtdtes: -Power Compariy, a ‘Delawaia eorpora.tion duly anthor»— 2
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mrssaiﬁ.. ia :
of uanatﬂuﬂ.' E
war ths asme

o P Boﬁfany i‘ba suooeasnrs anﬂ. nsnm- perpetuully snd foraver.
WRQREDF' I :huvef hsraunto #et my hend and ‘el thias Lath.dsy ot May 1924.
amk.s na—i..g,,_. i)y o |

¥ra. Frank. Bi EabSEwr)

BD'DXT!’ 01" mm :

0n. thia.f*tha' 13th liaar of m.y. 1926, ps:rsanally oams befors me; a Motery Fudliec in and for

. tha sta.ta of Ovegon, the. iwt'h.i.n namaﬂ. i’rank. B.' narluw- bite ___QM t0 mo personslly Imowy

4o ba 'hhe 2 a':ht:lnnl. paraun degorited -in, and who axeouted. the ‘foregeing instrument, and ackun=-

uwIaa.gsﬂ to me that ha axscutad the same ‘_?:reely Bnd voluntarlly end f4r the veed and purposes

_thérein nemeds .
WITHESS: my hand e.nd Hntsrisl ‘Heal - the day end year firat ebove wrltten.

My bmiaaian Bxpﬂ.:rau a‘.’an. 84, 1950 Geaorge Taylox

m’:tm-m Benla Yotary Public for Orsgon.

LT = = - - 2 - =GER~ e - - £ - E

. Ry : | ANDHOR AND GUY- TAHEMRND - 74067

. Béward W. Foeder . - ) Piled for Reoord Mey 1%; 1935, 2:48 o'clook PiK.

[ T R e b Ras. Bmm ‘Oounty 0le rk.

'!.Elil"t‘m_"_éé.h _Btatas -l‘nwer'_ﬂcmpe.ny } By L. M Bryson Doputy.

i o . aANCHOR 2D GUY BASEMERT K

! THIE IND‘ERTURE WITI{%;_SEQH, That , w{‘Eﬂmrﬂ Wa. Feeda and hep-wiis for and in- eopeidératior|

of the gum of #17.50 o my! ysid‘. reoaipt wharent’ is. here‘hy snknnwleﬂ.ged do hu:-ahyu‘uargsin,

aell gra.nt. and ‘oonvey “unto’ 'ltnuntal.n stateﬁ Dowar l]o'mpa.ny. & Delmrn eorporation’ daly ‘suthor

jrad ‘to: “kransaut businees ‘and ‘hold proparby in the Steis of Dregdn, End unte itB macesHoTe

and anaig:ﬂa, ths righ‘a ‘privilegs’, and. @agement bo ersct and meintain in conwection with its

“eleotrio. tranamialaiun ‘Linsa, ‘and. ot elsctiric.distritntion syetem in Lens Connty, Dregon.

Ona Ili u.nuhor roid'd feet :Lnsid.e fenae 1{me as. now in ‘plaoa .

T anﬂ the naoaeaa.ry smi convanient wiras and gﬂg fmnrae t.hareto s.nﬂ ths:rs:rnr. the ssme to D8

abo; a mentionud rights, pfrivllagaa aud. sasemsnte - untd' the seid
i‘l‘.a FUQCHAR0TE and aaaigna. parpemany nnd. foTevar.

_hava ‘hereunto’ ant oy h.aml and Beal thie 13th ‘day of May 1926.
i Baward W« Feofder (ZEAL)

'_Eeurga Ta;flni'.

- y -GE:R— - R '. - - - -

Nottu_'j Publie for Uregun. ‘@/

]
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B earpornnum._ iu sa:upnum md ungu

m&nut} 1‘! or newy the lm:i‘pﬂ i, nlwg tha munl couth no iu:nxd u\ﬂft il
# ind 'lipml‘t]te .l.'nllavgng duc:ﬂxﬂ sl p:ﬂrpe:tt in _ﬂ_.___ﬂ._ 4

a part:icm of the MWy and of the NEY ®f thg m& D:E i
%,n,, beihg mm:p speﬂ'ﬂfﬁily described in: f;hg_—“ngag_q_e_{fé‘?
Vol, 315, Page 247 of the Deed Records- of Fadd counwa“" T

to begin’ apprnximately 170' weet of the easp’ Bouandadyt 1 ﬁe of
desc:riged propertﬁ -and thence runs east to the eab!
within'R' of the sSouth boundary line of. the abova, ;
a gtreet opens and it nece=sitates reloeation of the Ebo
Power & Light Company will -do sod' -

¢ i :

Togrther with the right of ingroax and egreas nver the ndjatent lands of- !R‘Grmwr....,.!er tha fRrpuse
cnﬂatru:ung. reconatrocting, stringing ook wirts on, meintaining and removing much lins snd spmrr.mncr.s,nud amrnnn
wihey ngllu berohy granted, L ot

ALl auch vights hercundar shall cesxe \t;’nd whan sseh line shailhiva Boen lbqndonad.

Dated Lhiawmdﬂy of. -

i g o

-tSe- Ly

Ce
ey g CLTR e TS e s sk

STATE YOF B en sttt )

COUNTY OF . Zove suee ) ‘

On this Kt «-a/ dly al -" .._._...,peumnlly |ppear=d kafaro o, & notary pq.lahc in and for aeid

Sinte, the within neoed ,Aﬂ 5 Load 1 AR B
ia e kaown to be the wdenticat peraon__ desoibod) bhenm and who executed Lhe Iougoms lnstﬂlgnl, nad lckaw'adsvd
utn e that3fes pxurutod the sams freety mnd voluncile
1M FITHESS WHERFOE, | buve hereunto ne

_ -_%#&M -
Hotery i l’ar..d:w__—_

tEn :dmu " W.ﬁm;ﬁr_ thokedn ;
cotmidnitn cxpiridn oL T A

N

g N

NS "B

e B o R
& N

o 28
e Vg

s 24 B

gy
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Return ta; 95350474 -
PACIFIC POWER _ ' JUNCTION CITY
PO, Box 248 48170-01021890
Albany, Oregon 97321
¥ Grantors:: - -Irwin C. Witiaker
Helen P, Whitaker
{(Husband & Wife}

RIGHT-OF-WAY EASEMENT 288450, 07°95007Re
(Iedividual) ks
Ppege ol Ao L DAL EL N
For value received the undersigned, (Grantor), (whether singular or plural), does
hereby grant to PACIFICORP, & corporetion, d.b.a, Pucific Power and Light Company,
its successors and agsigns, (Grantes), an easement and right-ofiwey, ten (10). feet in
width, for an underground electric distribution line of one or more conductors and slf
necessary or desirable eppurtenances (imcluding but not Limited to the right to install
conduits, surface or subsurface mounted transformers, surface mounted comneciion hoxes
and meter cebinets} over, under, seross and along the following described real property in
Lene County, State of Oregon, to wit: .
The Northeast Quarter (NE 1/4) of the Northeast Quarfer {NE 1/4) of the
Northeast Quarter (NE 1/4) of Section 32, Township 16 South, Range 3 West, Willamaite
Meridian. All being North of W. Van Duyn Street and a part of the West Half (W 1/2) of
the Isasc.and Sarah Van Duyn DLC,
The location -and-course of said easement and right-of-way are approximately as
shown on the sketch attached 25 Exhibit *A” apd by this roferencs mada & pan herdof

Touether with the right of ingress and cgress over the edjzcent lands of the
Grantor in order td instal, maintein, repair, replace, rebuild, operate and patrol the
underground clectrie power lines and appurtenances, and 1o exercise all other rights herein
granted.

Grantor shell havo the sight to use the lands subject o the above described
easement and right-of-way for all purposes not inconsistent with the uses and purposes
herein set forth; provided thet Grantor shall not build or erect eny structure upon said
casement and right-of-way without the prior written consent of Graniee,

All rights herepnder shall cease if and when such line shall have been abandoned.
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9550174

A
Plobnd shin sy o
4

uo s Ugy UL ;g’gﬁ(_ 19 é\:‘— .

V! .'0 éZéﬁ?ﬁiz) (seal)

in C. Whitaker E
{Husband & Wife)

/ﬁzgg‘u 0”.744’_%5 :'ZE :éaséa])'

Helén P, Whitaker -

STATE.OF (Jferon a3

COUNTY OF Jeone

On this /5% day of Chine. , 18257 personally appeared
before me & notary  public in and for said tate, the within named
LRy . Whitaker & Kelen £ HH fater

, o me known to be the identical persons
described therein and who executed the foregoing instrument, and acknowledged to me
that they exeouted the same freely and voluniarily for the uses and purposes therein
mentioned.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand. and official sea! tie day
and year sbove written. : '

- Notory Publjgfor #2Pegmmas
" Residing nt S&H%q;/;:'/a{ dle
" My Commission expires; 7 ~ 3-89,

PTG | s Lkttt

169



SRR ..gg

Y

£ PA.IP

WA Maiwow  “rmmages 7

ERR B el
Filid S .

TRA fefeie. L 6i T A

e e ]
QO Pal.e
= UMDEROES UMD PRl am ARy
. B L ] o

R BT SeH WD Y DD
PABULITEDD TREAM, SR e e

i L DR e PR un kAT E-r- 2 - FAIR-3
[ =) e
AT T S ENNT S

FAs s
TS

S CoworEsT &Y
EASeE ML,

b Tk B, T

Fom milur o wWay ocese Mo SOV b Ueld D
R e | AR T A Poauss MouraTe D

DISTRICT sl e T vy e ™

e AL Toa) e

K5 [ uriTo

PACIFIC POWER & LIGHT COMPANY

E R SKETCH
Locarion Ea Pt . Qe — P
MAF HO M“!'—?E“ 2. bl scaLe_t” =zoo' &
nnwu-g“-m_q‘-_uw a8 wo QIQOZIBAO | 1es nev mur

170



.

v cap
a_-‘\ Prleanly

Stote of Oregon
County of Lane — ss.
I, tha County Clark, in and for the soid

Caunty, do hereby cestily thal the within
instrument was rocelved for recard st

7 5P S5 114 4l

ne 2094R

Lane County OFFICIAL Records
Lone County Clark

oy LBl S LckeY

o County Clark
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After Recording Return to: II " ||
2143

Il:::: g:::t; gcla::: and Records 2014'0”978

Ty o

I
05/16/2014 01:20:52 PN

-

C:iﬂnta AR 27;;05 RPR-ESMT Cnt=1 Stn=15 CASHIER 11

$10.00 $10.00 $11.00 $21.00

FARM USE AND FOREST MANAGEMENT EASEMENT

Grantor(s) _Dale + Cavale JTanes

print nane(s)

is/are the owner(s) of real properiy as described on Exhibit “A”, attached hereto. In accordance with the conditions set
forth in the decision of the Lane County Land Management Division dated _ 4/ ~2 & =/ '7' approving Planning
ActionPA# /3~ 0656 S5 for Assessor’s Map and Tax Lot _/&$-03W-2§ # £ Grantor(s) hereby
grani(s) to the owner(s), (Grsnlees), of all property zoned for farm or forest use, a perpetual non-exclusive farm use and
forest practices management easement as follows:

1.

The Grantor(s), the heirs, successors, and assignees acknowledge by the granting of this easement that the
above described property is sifuated in a farm or forest zone in Lane County, Oregon, and may be subjected to
conditions resulting from farm use or commercial forests operations on lands zoned for farm or forest use. Such
operations may include farm use as defined in ORS 215.203 and management and harvesting of timber, disposal
of slash, reforestation, application of chemicals, road construction and maintenance, and other accepted and
customary forest management activities conducted in accordance with Federal and State Laws. Said farm use
and forest management activities ordinarily and necessarily produce noise, dust, odors, smoke and other
conditions, which may conflict with Grantor’s use of Grantor’s property for residential purposes, and Grantor(s)
hereby give(s) an easement to the property owners of lands zoned for farm or forest use for the resuitant impact
on Grantors property caused by the farm use or forest management activities on such lands.

Grantor(s) shall comply with ali restrictions and conditions for maintaining residences in farm and forest zones
that may be required by State, Federal, and local land use laws and regulations. Grantor(s) will comply with all
fire safety repulations developed by the Oregon Department of Forestry for residential development within a
forest zonk.

This easement is appurtenant to all property zoned for farm or forest use, and shall bind the heirs, successors, and
assignees of Grantor(s), and shall endure for the benefit of the owners of lands zoned for farm or forest use, their heirs,
successors, and assignees. The grantees, their heirs, successors, and assignees are hereby expressly granted the right of
third party enforcement of this easement.

W W 4 atodo ’407/1-&—:

Grantor Signature 2~ Grantor Signa

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Grantor(s) has/have executed this easement on \m M ‘ L&' . 7/0} ""

“ (daté)
State of OREGON
County of ‘ O\ i£
Signed or attested before me on W/U\( ] l‘;n’_\ , 20 ( LJ{
w Wle Jones and” Covole Jones
(Name of Grantor)

Signature ofNotary Recording Label Here
My commission expires: Q‘A—M/ a), 20 Y OFFICIAL SEAL

i KARI L ROGERS

NOTARY PUBLIC - GREGON
COMMISSION NO, 463201
HY COMMISSION EXPIRES OCTOBER 3O, 2015

REV. 1/2012
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EXHIBIT A

Tax lot 500 of map 165-03W-28 is described in the deed recorded on
Book 315, Page 247 (Whitaker to Macy), signed on 3/26/1946. It is
lawfully divided by TL 1100, which is also a Legal Lot, having been desc-
ribed in the deed recorded on Book N, Page 507 (Van Duyn to Oregon

Railway Company Ltd.), signed on 8/2/1881.

The subject parcel is composed of 72 +/- acres and lies West of tax lot 1100.
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Dale & Carole Jones 07/27/2018 10:54:36 AN
P.O. Box 8346 RPR-DEED Cnt=1 Sin=15 CASKIER 0S5

Coburg, Oregon 97408 $45.00 $20.00 $11.00 $61.00 $10.00

DECLARATION OF PROPERTY LINE ADJUSTMENT

The party to this Declaration of Property Line Adjustment is: Dale Jones and Carole
Jones.

WHEREAS:

A) The true consideration for this conveyance and adjustment is other than money, the
receipt of which is hereby acknowledged.

B) Dale Jones and Carole Jones, are the current owners of 2 adjoining units of land, said
units of land are referred to herein as Property #1 and Property #2.

C) Dale Jones and Carole Jones wish to enter into a Declaration of Property Line
Adjustment Agreement to move the property line separating Property #1 and Property
#2. This declaration is set forth to comply with Lane County Land Use Regulations
and the provisions of ORS 92.010(7)(b); ORS 92.010(11); ORS 92.060(7) through
(10); ORS 92.190(4) and all other applicable statutes.

NOW, THEREFORE:

1) Property #1 prior to this Declaration of Property Line Adjustment is known as Lane
County Assessors Map No. 16-03-28-00, Tax Lot #1100.

2) The reference to the legal description of Property #1 prior to this Declaration of Property
Line Adjustment is contained in Bargain and Sale Deed recorded January 27, 2014,
Reception No. 2014-002745, Lane County Deeds and Records in Lane County, Oregon

(Parcel 1).

3) Property #2 prior to this Declaration of Property Line Adjustment is known as the east
portion of Lane County Assessors Map No. 16-03-28-00, Tax Lot #500.

4) The reference to the legal description of Property #2 prior to this Declaration of Property
Line Adjustment is contained in Bargain and Sale Deed recorded January 27, 2014,
Reception No. 2014-002745, Lane County Deeds and Records in Lane County, Oregon
(the easterly portion of Parcel 11).
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5) The legal description of Property #1, following this Declaration of Property Line

Adjustment is as follows:
See attached Exhibit “A”

6) The legal description of Property #2, following this Declaration of Property Line
Adjustment is as follows:
See attached Exhibit “B”

7} The portion of the legal description which depicts the new common boundary line
between Property #1 and Property #2 is shown on attached Exhibit “D™ and described as

follows:
See attached Exhibit “C”

1. The Recitals above are incorporated herein.

2. Disclosure required by ORS 93.040(1) and (2).

BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON TRANSFERRING FEE TITLE
SHOULD INQUIRE ABOUT THE PERSON'S RIGHTS, IF ANY, UNDER ORS 195.300, 195.301 AND 195.305
TO 195.336 AND SECTIONS 5 TO 11, CHAPTER 424, OREGON LAWS 2007, SECTIONS 2 TO 9 AND 17,
CHAPTER 855, OREGON LAWS 2009, AND SECTIONS 2 TO 7, CHAPTER 8, OREGON LAWS 2010. THIS
INSTRUMENT DOES NOT ALLOW USE OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN THIS INSTRUMENT IN
VIOLATION OF APPLICABLE LAND USE LAWS AND REGULATIONS. BEFORE SIGNING OR
ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON ACQUIRING FEE TITLE TO THE PROPERTY SHOULD
CHECK WITH THE APPROPRIATE CITY OR COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT TO VERIFY THAT
THE UNIT OF LAND BEING TRANSFERRED IS A LAWFULLY ESTABLISHED LOT OR PARCEL, AS
DEFINED IN ORS 92.010 OR 215.010, TO VERIFY THE APFROVED USES OF THE LOT OR PARCEL, TO
DETERMINE ANY LIMITS OF LAWSUITS AGAINST FARMING OR FOREST PRACTICES, AS DEFINED
IN ORS 30.930 AND TO INQUIRE ABOUT THE RIGHTS OF NEIGHBORING PROPERTY OWNERS, IF
ANY, UNDER ORS 195.300, 195,301 AND 195.305 TO 195.336 AND SECTIONS 5 TO 11, CHAPTER 424,
OREGON LAWS 2007, SECTIONS 2 TO 9 AND 17, CHAPTER 855, OREGON LAWS 2009, AND SECTIONS
20 TO 7, CHAPTER 8, OREGON LAWS 2010,

This is the 1% adjustment of 2 adjustments.

Attachments: Exhibits A through D

Exhibit A:  Property #1 after property line adjustment

Exhibit B: Property #2 after property line adjustment

Exhibit C:  Described newly adjusted property line

Exhibit D:  Diagram of Property #1 and Property #2 showing adjusted property line and final
configuration
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Dete flon<s Jm 2T~ 208

Dale Jones 2~ Date

_Quda_?f&«m Y27 AD) 5
Carole Jones Date

STATE OF OREGON )
) s.s.
County of Lane )

On this 27 day of J& /oy , 2018, personally appeared before me the above named
Dale Jones, and acknowledged to me that the forgoing instrument be his voluntary act and deed.

D /9 _RO20

Notary Public ﬁjOrngn 9, My commission expires
OFFICIAL STAWP
PCORERN.
5 NgTARY PUBLC

wmmmsocmms 220

STATE OF OREGON )
}s.8.

County of Lane )

On this .2 7 day of /{,c /M , 2018, personally appeared before me the above named
Carole Jones, and acknowledged to me that the forgoing instrument be her voluntary act and

deed.

i LpiionC) forl— Pet - /G, Rpz0

Notafy Public for ﬂegon &/ My commission expires

wm&s&wmmesomoasn 19, 2020
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EXHIBIT “A”
(PROPERTY #1 DESCRIPTION AFTER ADJUSTMENT)

A unit of land located in the Southwest 1/4 of Section 28 and the Southeast 1/4 of Section 29,
Township 16 South, Range 3 West of the Willamette Meridian, said unit of land being more
particularly described as follows:

Commencing at a 2-1/2 inch Lane County Surveyor’s Office brass cap dated 1989 marking the
southwest corner of the Issac Van Duyn Donation Land Claim No. 61, located in Section 32,
Township 16 South, Range 3 West of the Willamette Meridian, in Lane County, Oregon;

Thence along the southerly line of said Donation Land Claim No. 61, South 89°50°27” East
1583.83 feet to a point, said point being the intersection of the southerly line of Donation Land
Claim No. 61 with the easterly line of the Old Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way, said point
being referenced by a 5/8 inch iron rebar with yellow plastic cap stamped “CASWELL PLS 494"
which bears North 07°42°16” West 0.12 feet;

Thence leaving the southerly line of Donation Land Claim No. 61 and run along the easterly line
of the Old Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way, North 07°42°16” West 545.13 feet to a point,
said point being the intersection of the easterly line of the Old Southemn Pacific Railroad right-of-
way with the easterly projection of the northerly boundary of MACY’S SECOND ADDITION
TO COBURG, as platted and recorded in Book 3, Page 26, Lane County Oregon Plat Records,
said point also being referenced by a 5/8 inch iron rebar with yellow plastic cap stamped
“SKINNER & ASSOC INC” which bears North 07°42°16” West 0.06 feet;

Thence leaving the easterly line of the Old Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way and run along
the easterly projection of the northerly boundary of MACY’S SECOND ADDITION TO
COBURG, North 89°50°27” West 60.57 feet to the northeast corner of Lot 4, Block 2 of
MACY'S SECOND ADDITION TO COBURG, said northeast corner of Lot 4 lies on the
westerly line of the Old Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way, said northeast corner of Lot 4 is
also referenced by a 5/8 inch iron rebar which bears North 50°48°40” West 0.13 feet;

Thence along the westerly line of the Old Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way, North
07°42°16” West 60.57 feet to a 5/8” inch iron rebar with yellow plastic cap stamped “ROBERTS
SURYV. INC.”, said iron rebar marks the POINT OF BEGINNING of this unit of land;

Thence continuing along the westerly line of the Old Southem Pacific Railroad right-of-way,
North 07°42°16” West 2089.85 feet to the intersection of the westerly line of the Old Southern
Pacific Railroad right-of-way with the northerly line of Donation Land Claim No. 61;

Thence leaving the westerly line of the Old Southermn Pacific Railroad right-of-way and run along
the northerly line of Donation Land Claim No. 61, South 89°49°06” East 1483.08 feet to a point,
said point being on the 1/2 line of Donation Land Claim No. 61 in a north-south direction as
surveyed in County Survey File No. 16369, said point also being referenced by a 5/8” inch iron
rebar with red plastic cap stamped “RM ROBERTS SURYV. INC.” which bears South 00°19°04

West 10.00 feet;
(Continue on next page)
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(continued from previous page)

Thence leaving northerly line of Donation Land Claim No. 61 and run along the 1/2 line of
Donation Land Claim No. 61, South 00°19°04” West 2069.63 feet to a 5/8” inch iron rebar with
yellow plastic cap stamped “ROBERTS SURV. INC.”;

Thence leaving the 1/2 line of Donation Land Claim No. 61 and run parallel with and 600.00 feet
northerly of the southerly line of Donation Land Claim No. 61, North 89°50°27” West 1191.41
feet to the point of beginning, all in Lane County, Oregon and containing 63.54 acres of land,

more or less.



EXHIBIT “B”
{(PROPERTY #2 DESCRIPTION AFTER ADJUSTMENT)

A unit of land located in the Southwest 1/4 of Section 28 and the Northwest 1/4 of Section 33,
Township 16 South, Range 3 West of the Willamette Meridian, said unit of land being more
particularly described as follows:

Commencing at a 2—1/2 inch Lane County Surveyor’s Office brass cap dated 1989 marking the
southwest corner of the Issac Van Duyn Donation Land Claim No. 61, located in Section 32,
Township 16 South, Range 3 West of the Willamette Meridian, in Lane County, Oregon;

Thence along the southerly line of said Donation Land Claim No. 61, South 89°50'27” East
1583.83 feet to a point, said point being the intersection of the southerly line of Donation Land
Claim No. 61 with the easterly line of the Old Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way, said point
being referenced by a 5/8 inch iron rebar with yellow plastic cap stamped “CASWELL PLS 494”
which bears North 07°42°16” West 0.12 feet; said point also marks the POINT OF
BEGINNING of this unit of land;

Thence leaving the southerly line of Donation Land Claim No. 61 and run along the easterly line
of the Old Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way, North 07°42°16” West 545.13 feet to a point,
said point being the intersection of the easterly line of the Old Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-
way with the easterly projection of the northerly boundary of MACY’S SECOND ADDITION
TO COBURG, as platted and recorded in Book 3, Page 26, Lane County Oregon Plat Records,
said point also being referenced by a 5/8 inch iron rebar with yellow plastic cap stamped
“QKINNER & ASSOC INC” which bears North 07°42°16” West 0.06 feet;

Thence leaving the easterly line of the Old Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way and run along
the easterly projection of the northerly boundary of MACY’S SECOND ADDITION TO
COBURG, North 89°50°27” West 60.57 feet to the northeast corner of Lot 4, Block 2 of
MACY'’S SECOND ADDITION TO COBURG, said northeast corner of Lot 4 lies on the
westerly line of the Old Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way, said northeast corner of Lotd is
also referenced by a 5/8 inch iron rebar which bears North 50°48°40” West 0.13 feet;

Thence along the westerly line of the Old Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way, North
07°42’16” West 60.57 feet to a 5/8” inch iron rebar with yellow plastic cap stamped “ROBERTS
SURV.INC.”,

Thence leaving the westerly line of the Old Southemn Pacific Railroad right-of-way and run
parallel with and 600.00 feet northerly of the southerly line of Donation Land Claim No. 61,
South 89°50°27" East 1191.41 feet to a 5/8” inch iron rebar with yellow plastic cap stamped
“ROBERTS SURV. INC.” located on the 1/2 line of Donation Land Claim No. 61 in a north-
south direction as surveyed in County Survey File No. 16369;

Thence along the 1/2 line of Donation Land Claim No. 61, South 00°19°04” West 600.00 feet to
a point; said point being the intersection of the 1/2 line of Donation Land Claim No. 61 with the
southerly line of Donation Land Claim No. 61, said point also being referenced by a 3/4 inch

{Continue on next page)
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(continued from previous page)

iron pipe which bears South 1.19 feet and West 0.18 feet and a 3/4 inch iron pipe which bears
South 0.45 feet and West 0.36 feet;

Thence along the southerly line of Donation Land Claim No. 61, North 89°50°27” West 1046.31
feet to the point of beginning, all in Lane County, Oregon and containing 15.08 acres of land,
more or less.
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EXHIBIT “C”
(DESCRIPTION OF NEWLY ADJUSTED PROPERTY LINE)

A new common property line located in the Southwest 1/4 of Section 28, Township 16 South,
Range 3 West of the Willamette Meridian, said line being more particularly described as follows:

Commencing at a 2-1/2 inch Lane County Surveyor’s Office brass cap dated 1989 marking the
southwest corner of the Issac Van Duyn Donation Land Claim No. 61, located in Section 32,
Township 16 South, Range 3 West of the Willamette Meridian, in Lane County, Oregon;

Thence along the southerly line of said Donation Land Claim No. 61, South 89°50°27 East
1583.83 feet to a point, said point being the intersection of the southerly line of Donation Land
Claim No. 61 with the easterly line of the Old Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way, said point
being referenced by a 5/8 inch iron rebar with yellow plastic cap stamped “CASWELL PLS 494"
which bears North (7°42°16” West 0.12 feet;

Thence leaving the southerly line of Donation Land Claim No. 61 and run along the easterly line
of the Old Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way, North 07°42°16” West 545.13 feet to a point,
said point being the intersection of the easterly line of the Old Southemn Pacific Railroad right-of-
way with the easterly projection of the northerly boundary of MACY’S SECOND ADDITION
TO COBURG, as platted and recorded in Book 3, Page 26, Lane County Oregon Plat Records,
said point also being referenced by a 5/8 inch iron rebar with yellow plastic cap stamped
“SKINNER & ASSOC INC” which bears North 07°42°16™ West 0.06 feet;

Thence leaving the easterly line of the Old Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way and run along
the easterly projection of the northerly boundary of MACY’S SECOND ADDITION TO
COBURG, North 89°50°27” West 60.57 feet to the northeast corner of Lot 4, Block 2 of
MACY’S SECOND ADDITION TQ COBURG, said northeast corner of Lot 4 lies on the
westerly line of the Old Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way, said northeast corner of Lot 4 is
also referenced by a 5/8 inch iron rebar which bears North 50°48°40” West 0.13 feet;

Thence along the westerly line of the Old Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way, North
07°42°16” West 60.57 feet to a 5/8” inch iron rebar with yellow plastic cap stamped “ROBERTS
SURYV. INC.”, said iron rebar marks the POINT OF BEGINNING of this new common
property ling;

Thence leaving the westerly line of the Old Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way and run
parallel with and 600.00 feet northerly of the southerly line of Donation Land Claim No. 61,
South 89°50’27” East 1191.41 feet to a 5/8” inch iron rebar with yellow plastic cap stamped
“ROBERTS SURYV. INC.” located on the 1/2 line of Donation Land Claim No. 61 in a north-
south direction as surveyed in County Survey File No. 16369, said iron rebar marks the point of
terminus of this new common property line, located in the Lane County, Oregon.
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Dale & Carole Jones 11]06/2018 11 03 10 ﬂﬂ
P.O. Box 8346 RPR-DEED Cnt=1 Stn=15 CASHIER 01

Coburg, Oregon 97408 $45.00 $20.00 $11.00 $61.00 %£10.00

DECLARATION OF PROPERTY LINE ADJUSTMENT DEED

The party to this Declaration of Property Line Adjustment is: Dale Jones and Carole Jones.

WHEREAS:

A) The true consideration for this conveyance and adjustment is other than money, the
receipt of which is hereby acknowledged.

B) Dale Jones and Carole Jones, are the current owners of 2 adjoining units of land, said
units of land are referred to herein as Property #1 and Property #2.

C) Dale Jones and Carole Jones wish to enter into a Declaration of Property Line
Adjustment Agreement to move the property line separating Property #1 and Property
#2. This declaration is set forth to comply with Lane County Land Use Regulations
and the provisions of ORS 92.010(7)(b); ORS 92.010(11); ORS 92.060(7) through
(10); ORS 92.190(4) and all other applicable statutes.

NOW, THEREFORE:

1)

2)

3)

4)

Property #1 prior to this Declaration of Property Line Adjustment is known as Lane
County Assessor’s Map No. 16-03-28-00, Tax Lot #500,

The reference to the legal description of Property #1 prior to this Declaration of Property
Line Adjustment is contained in Bargain and Sale Deed recorded January 27, 2014,
Reception No. 2014-002745, Lane County Deeds and Records in Lane County, Oregon
(the westerly portion of Parcel 11).

Property #2 prior to this Declaration of Property Line Adjustment is known as Lane
County Assessor’s Map No. 16-03-28-00, Tax Lot #501.

The reference to the legal description of Property #2 prior to this Declaration of Property
Line Adjustment is contained in Declaration of Property Line Adjustment recorded July
27, 2018, Reception No. 2018-034905, Lane County Deeds and Records in Lane County,
Oregon (referenced as Property 2).



5) The legal description of Property #l, following this Declaration of Property Line
Adjustment is as follows:
See attached Exhibit “A”

6) The legal description of Property #2, following this Declaration of Property Line

Adjustment is as follows:
See attached Exhibit “B”

7) The portion of the legal description which depicts the new common boundary line
between Property #1 and Property #2 is shown on attached Exhibit “D” and described as

follows:
See attached Exhibit “C”

1. The Recitals above are incorporated herein.

2. Disclosure required by ORS 93.040(1) and (2).

BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON TRANSFERRING FEE TITLE
SHOULD INQUIRE ABOUT THE PERSON'S RIGHTS, IF ANY, UNDER ORS 1%5.300, 195.301 AND 195.303
TO 195.336 AND SECTIONS 5 TO LI, CHAPTER 424, OREGON LAWS 2007, SECTIONS 2 TO 9 AND 17,
CHAPTER 855, OREGON LAWS 2009, AND SECTIONS 2 TO 7, CHAPTER 8§, OREGON LAWS 2010, THIS
INSTRUMENT DOES NOT ALLOW USE OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED [N THIS INSTRUMENT IN
VIOLATION OF APPLICABLE LAND USE LAWS AND REGULATIONS. BEFORE SIGNING OR
ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON ACQUIRING FEE TITLE TO THE PROPERTY SHOULD
CHECK WITH THE APPROPRIATE CITY OR COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT TO VERIFY THAT
THE UNIT OF LAND BEING TRANSFERRED (S A LAWFULLY ESTABLISHED LOT OR PARCEL, AS
DEFINED IN ORS 92.010 OR 215.040, TO VERIFY THE APPROVED USES OF THE LOT OR PARCEL, TO
DETERMINE ANY LIMITS OF LAWSUITS AGAINST FARMING OR FOREST PRACTICES, AS DEFINED
IN ORS 30.930 AND TO INQUIRE ABOUT THE RIGHTS OF NEIGHBORING PROPERTY OWNERS, [F
ANY, UNDER ORS 195.300, 195.301 AND 195.305 TO 195.336 AND SECTIONS 5 TO 11, CHAPTER 424,
OREGON LAWS 2007, SECTIONS 2 TO 9 AND 17, CHAPTER 855, OREGON LAWS 2009, AND SECTIONS
20 TO 7, CHAPTER 8, OREGON LAWS 2010,

T'his is the 2" adjustment of 2 adjustments.

Attachments: Exhibits A through D

Exhibit A:  Property #1 after property line adjustment

Exhibit B: Property #2 afier property line adjustment

Exhibit C: Described newly adjusted property line

Exhibit D:  Diagram of Property #1 and Property #2 showing adjusted property line and final
configuration
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Lol Jome Yt

Dale Jones b/ Date

Corals. Lfﬂ@g//,ca /-6 -8

Carole Jones ,ﬂ Date
STATE OF QREGON )

) s.8.
County of Lane )

On this é day of)/) Wﬁ 2018, personally appeared before me the above named

Dale Jones, and acknowledged to me that the forgoing instrument be his voluntary act and deed.

/>/ / ﬂmy/ J6, 2020

tar PMgon My commission expires

: OFFICIAL STAMP

0 ANAMARIA MCKEE
BP5)  NOTARY PUBLIC-OREGON
COMMISSION NO. 849045

MY COMMIESION EXPIRES APRRL 26, 2020

STATE OF OREGON )
) 8.5,
County of Lane )

On this é F' day of 2 ?&'ﬂ:ﬂg éﬁ"?f . 2018, personally appeared before me the above named
Carole Jones, and acknowledged to me that the forgoing instrument be her voluntary act and

deed.

- )/ k/’? ﬂWi’é 20

Notdr dry 15 regon My commission expires

OFFICIAL STAMP
ANA MARIA MCKEE
NOTARY PUBLIC-OREGON
COMMISSION NO. 945845
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES APRIL 26, 2020

185



EXHIBIT “A”
(PROPERTY #1 DESCRIPTION AFTER ADJUSTMENT)

A unit of land located in the Southwest 1/4 of Section 28, the Southeast 1/4 of Section 29 and the
northeast 1/4 of Section 32, Township 16 South, Range 3 West of the Willamette Meridian, said
unit of land being more particularly described as follows:

Commencing at a 2—1/2 inch Lane County Surveyor’s Office brass cap dated 1989 marking the
southwest comner of the Issac Van Duyn Donation Land Claim No. 61, located in Section 32,
Township 16 South, Range 3 West of the Willamette Meridian, in Lane County, Oregon;

Thence along the southerly line of said Donation Land Claim No. 61, South 89°50°27” East
1583.83 feet to a point, said point being the intersection of the southerly line of Donation Land
Claim No. 61 with the easterly line of the Old Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way, said point
being referenced by a 5/8 inch iron rebar with yellow plastic cap stamped “CASWELL PLS 494”
which bears North 07°42°16” West 0.12 feet;

Thence leaving the southerly line of Donation Land Claim No. 61 and run along the easterly line
of the Old Southem Pacific Railroad right-of-way, North 07°42°16” West 545.13 feet fo a point,
said point being the intersection of the easterly line of the Old Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-
way with the easterly projection of the northerly boundary of MACY’S SECOND ADDITION
TO COBURG, as platted and recorded in Book 3, Page 26, Lane County Oregon Plat Records,
said point also being referenced by a 5/8 inch iron rebar with yellow plastic cap stamped
“SKINNER & ASSOC INC” which bears North 07°42°16” West 0.06 feet;

Thence leaving the easterly line of the Old Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way and run along
the northerly boundary of MACY’S SECOND ADDITION TO COBURG and its easterly
projection, North 89°50°27" West 530.80 feet to a 5/8” inch iron rebar with yellow plastic cap
stamped “ROBERTS SURV. INC.”, said iron rebar lies on the westerly right-of-way line of
Willamette Street, said iron rebar marks the POINT OF BEGINNING of this unit of land;

Thence along the westerly right-of-way line of Willamette Street, South 00°09°33” West 492.57
feet to a 5/8" inch iron rebar with yellow plastic cap stamped “ROBERTS SURYV. INC.”;

Thence South 43°09°09 West 23.81 feet to a point on the northerly right-of-way of Coburg
Road;

Thence along the northerly right-of-way of Coburg Road the following bearings and distances:
North 89°49°54” West 98.75 feet; thence along the arc of a of a 3310.83 foot radius curve to the
to the left with a central angle of 5°32°35” (the long chord which bears South 87°23'48” West
320.18 feet) and a curve distance of 320.31 feet; thence South 84°37°31” West 36.66 feet; thence
South 89°55738" West 65.90 feet; thence along the arc of a of a 456.04 foot radius curve to the to
the right with a central angle of 32°22°38” (the long chord which bears North 79°11°10” West
254.29 feet) and a curve distance of 257.70 feet; thence North 62°59°51” West 180.63 feet to a
point, said point being the intersection of the northerly right-of-way of Coburg Road with the

(Continue on next page)
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(continued from previous page)

easterly right-of-way of Coburg Road (North), said point being referenced by a 5/8 inch iron
rebar with yellow plastic cap stamped “LANE COUNTY RW” which bears North 62°59°51”
West 0.14 feet;

Thence along the easterly right-of-way of Coburg Road (North), North 00°14°06™ East 2531.26
feet to a point, said point being the intersection of the easterly right-of-way of Coburg Road
(North) and the northerly line of Donation Land Claim No. é1, said point being referenced by a
1-1/2 inch iren bolt which bears South 89°49°06™ East 0.18 feet;

Thence leaving the easterly right-of-way of Coburg Road (North) and run along the northerly
line of Donation Land Claim No. 61, South 89°49°()6™ East 112(0.92 feet to a point, said point
being intersection of the northerly line of Donation Land Claim No. 61 with the westerly line of
the Old Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way;

Thence leaving the northerly line of Donation Land Claim Ne. 61 and run along the westerly line
of the Old Scuthemn Pacific Railroad right-of-way, South 07°42°16” East 2089.85 feet to a 5/8"
inch iron rebar with yellow plastic cap stamped “ROBERTS SURV. INC.”;

Thence leaving the westerly line of the Old Scuthern Pacific Railroad right-of-way and run
parallel with and 60.00 feet northerly of the northerly boundary of MACY’S SECOND
ADDITION TO COBURG, North 89°50°27" West 461.94 feet to a 5/8” inch iron rebar with
yellow plastic cap stamped “ROBERTS SURV. INC.”;

Thence along the northerly extension of the westerly right-of-way line of Willamette Street,
South 00°09°33” West 60.00 feet to the point of beginning, all in Lane County, Oregon and
containing 74.41 acres of land, more or less.
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EXHIBIT “B”
(PROPLRTY #2 DESCRIPTION AFTER ADJUSTMENT)

A unit of land located in the Southwest 1/4 of Section 28, Southeast 1/4 of Section 29 and the
Northwest 1/4 of Section 33, Township [6 South, Range 3 West of the Willamette Meridian, said
unit of land being more particularly described as follows:

Commencing at a 2—1/2 inch Lane County Surveyor’s Office brass cap dated 1989 marking the
southwest corner of the Issac Van Duyn Donation Land Claim No. 61, located in Section 32,
Township 16 South, Range 3 West of the Willamette Meridian, in Lane County, Oregon;

Thence along the southerly line of said Donation Land Claim No. 61, South 89°50°27” East
1583.83 feet to a point, said point being the intersection of the southerly line of Donation Land
Claim No. 61 with the easterly line of the Old Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way, said point
being referenced by a 5/8 inch iron rebar with yellow plastic cap stamped “CASWELL PLS 494™
which bears North 07°42°16” West 0.12 feet; said point also marks the POINT OF
BEGINNING of this unit of land;

Thence leaving the southerly line of Donation Land Claim No. 61 and run along the easterly line
of the Old Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way, North 07°42°16” West 545.13 feet to a point,
said point being the intersection of the easterly line of the Old Southemn Pacific Railroad right-of-
way with the easterly projection of the northerly boundary of MACY’S SECOND ADDITION
TO COBURG, as platted and recorded in Book 3, Page 26, Lane County Oregon Plat Records,
said point also being referenced by a 5/8 inch iron rebar with yellow plastic cap stamped
“SKINNER & ASSOC INC” which bears North 07°42°16” West 0.06 feet;

Thence leaving the easterly line of the Old Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way and run along
the northerly boundary of MACY’S SECOND ADDITION TO COBURG and its easterly
projection, North 89°50°27” West 530.80 feet to a 5/8” inch iron rebar with yellow plastic cap
stamped “ROBERTS SURV. INC.”, said iron rebar lies on the westerly right-of-way line of
Willamette Street;

Thence along the northerly extension of the westerly right-of-way line of Willamette Street,
North 00°09°33” East 60.00 feet to & 5/8” inch iron rebar with yellow plastic cap stamped
“ROBERTS SURV. INC.”;

Thence run parallel with and 60.00 feet northerly of the northerly boundary of MACY’S
SECOND ADDITION TO COBURG, South 89°50°27” East 461.94 feet to a 5/8” inch iron rebar
with yellow plastic cap stamped “ROBERTS SURV. INC.”

Thence continuing South 89°50°27” East 1191.41 feet, parallel with and 600.00 feet northerly of
the southerly line of Donation Land Claim No. 61 to a 5/8” inch iron rebar with yellow plastic

cap stamped “ROBERTS SURV. INC.” located on the 1/2 line of Donation Land Claim No. 61
in a north-south direction as surveyed in County Survey File No. 16369;

{Continue on next page)
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{continued from previous page)

Thence along the 1/2 line of Donation Land Claim No. 61, South 00°19°04” West 600.00 feet to
a point; said point being the intersection of the 1/2 line of Donation Land Claim No. 61 with the
southerly line of Donation Land Claim No. 61, said point also being referenced by a 3/4 inch
iron pipe which bears South 1.19 feet and West 0.18 feet and a 3/4 inch iron pipe which bears

South 0.45 feet and West 0.36 feet;

Thence along the southerly line of Donation Land Claim No. 61, North 89°50°27" West 1046.31
feet to the point of beginning, all in Lane County, Oregon and containing 15.72 acres of land,
more or less.
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EXHIBIT “C”
(DESCRIPTION OF NEWLY ADJUSTED PROPERTY LINE)

A new common property line located in the Southwest 1/4 of Section 28 and Southeast 1/4 of
Section 29, Township 16 South, Range 3 West of the Willamette Meridian, said line being more
particularly described as follows:

Commencing at a 2-1/2 inch Lane County Surveyor’s Office brass cap dated 1989 marking the
southwest corner of the Issac Van Duyn Donation Land Claim No. 61, located in Section 32,
Township 16 South, Range 3 West of the Willamette Meridian, in Lane County, Oregon;

Thence along the southerly line of said Donation Land Claim No. 61, South 89°50°27” East
1583.83 feet to a point, said point being the intersection of the southerly line of Donation Land
Claim No. 61 with the easterly line of the Old Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way, said point
being referenced by a 5/8 inch iron rebar with yellow plastic cap stamped “CASWELL PLS 494”
which bears North 07°42°16” West 0,12 feet;

Thence leaving the southerly line of Donation Land Claim No. 61 and run along the easterly line
of the Old Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way, North 07°42°16” West 545.13 feet to a point,
said point being the intersection of the easterly Jine of the Old Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-
way with the easterly projection of the northerly boundary of MACY’S SECOND ADDITION
TO COBURG, as platied and recorded in Book 3, Page 26, Lane County Oregon Plat Records,
said point also being referenced by a 5/8 inch iron rebar with yellow plastic cap stamped
“SKINNER & ASSOC INC” which bears North 07°42°16” West 0.06 feet;

Thence leaving the easterly line of the Old Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way and run along
the northerly boundary of MACY’S SECOND ADDITION TO COBURG and its easterly
projection, North 89°50°27” West 530.80 feet to a 5/8” inch iron rebar with yellow plastic cap
stamped “ROBERTS SURYV. INC.”, said iron rebar lies on the westerly right-of-way line of
Willamette Street, said iron rebar marks the POINT OF BEGINNING of this new common
property linc;

Thence along the northerly extension of the westerly right-of-way line of Witlamette Street,
North 00°09°33” East 60.00 feet to a 5/8” inch iron rebar with yellow plastic cap stamped
“ROBERTS SURV. INC.”;

Thence run parallel with and 60.00 feet northerly of the northerly boundary of MACY’S
SECOND ADDITION TO COBURG, South 89°50°27” East 461.94 feet to a 5/8” inch iron rebar
with yellow plastic cap stamped “ROBERTS SURV. INC, said iron rebar marks the point of
terminus of this new common property line, located in the Lane County, Oregon.
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Lane County Clerk 2019-046262

Lane County Deeds & Records
" Y 10/15/2018 12:04:51 PM

RPRDEED  Cnl=1Sih=1CASHIER 05 2pages
$10.00 511.00 S10.00 $61.00 $92.00

TITLE NG, 0315544

ESCROW NO. VP19-1218A SP

TAX ACCT.NO, 1897725
TAXACCT.NO. 1897717

MAP/TAX LOT NO. 16-03-28-00-00501
MAP/TAX LOT NO. 16-03-28-00-00501

GRANTOR

CAROLE IRENE JONES, Successor Trustee of the IRWIN C. WHITAKER REVOCABLE TRUST, dated April 8,
1991, DALE JONES and CAROLE JONES

GRANTEE

DALE JOMES and CAROLE JONES

P.O. BOX 8346

EUGENE, OR 97408

Lntil a chenge is requested After recording return to:
all eax statemsents shall be CASCADE TITLE CO.
sent {o the following address: Bl WILLAMETTE
*HISAME AS GRANTEE*** EUGENE, GR. 97401

BARGAIN AND SALE DEED

CARQLE IRENE JONES, Successor Trustee of the IRWIN C. WHITAKER REVOCABLE TRUST, daled
April 8, 1991 and DALE JONES and CARQLE JONES, Grantor,

conveys lo
DALE JONES and CAROLE JONES, as fenants by the entirety, Grantec

hereinafter called grantee, and unta grantee's heirs, successors and assigns al of that cerzain reel property with the

tenements, hereditaments and appurtenances thereunto belonging or in anywise apperiaining, situated in the County
of Lane, Slate of Oregon, described as follows, to-wit:

SEE EXHIBIT A WHICH IS MADE A PART HEREOF BY ‘THIS REFERENCE

BEFORE SIGNINC OR ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON TRANSFERRING FEE TITLE SHOULD
INQUIRE ABQUT THE PERSON'S RIGHTS, IF ANY, UNDER ORS 195,300 {Definitions for ORS 195.300 to 195.335),
195,301 (Legislative TNindings) AND 155305 {Compensation for vestriction of use of real praperty due to land use
regulation) T 195336 (Compensation znd Conservatlon Fund) AND SECTIONS 5§ TO 11, CHAPTER 424, DREGON
LAWS 2007, SECTIONS 2 TO 9 AND 17, CHAPTER 855, OREGON LAWS 2009, AND SECTIONS 2 TO 7, CHAPTER
8. OREGON LAWS 2010. THIS INSTRUMENT DOES NOT ALLOW USE OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN
THIS INSTRUMENT IN VIOLATION OF APPLICABLE LAND USE LAWS AND REGULATIONS. BEFORE
SIGNING OR ACCEPTING TIIIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON ACQUIRING FEE TITLE TO THE FROPERTY
SHOULD CHECK WITH THE APFROPRIATE CITY OR COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT TO VERIFY THAT
THRE UNIT OF LAND BEING TRANSFERRED IS A LAWFULLY ESTABLISHED LOT OR PARCEL, AS DEFINED
[N ORS 92,010 (Definitions for QRS 92,010 10 92,192) OR 215.010 {Definitions), TO VERIFY THE APPROVED USES
OF THE LOT OR PARCEL, TO DETERMINE ANY LIMITS ON LAWSUITS AGAINST FARMING OR FOREST
PRACTICES, AS DEFINED IN ORS 30.930 (Definitiens for ORS 36930 to 30.947), AND TQ INQUIRE ABOUT THE
RIGHTS OF NEIGHBORING PROPERTY OWNERS, IF ANY, UNDER ORS 195,300 (Definitions for ORS 195.300 to
193.336), 195.301 (Legislative findinps) AND 195.305 {Com pensation for restriction of use of real property duc to Jand use
regulation) TO 195,336 (Compensation and Conservation Fund) AND SECTIONS 5 TO 11, CHAPTER 424, OREGON
LAWS 2007, SECTIONS 2 TO 9 AND 17, CHAPTER 855, OREGON LAWS 2009, AND SECTIONS 2 TO 7, CHAPTER
8, OREGON LAWS 26140.

The true consideration for this conveyance is fo correct vesting.

Dated this \U! day of ()C'\DJ’”" .__ao|"]

Canade -5 %‘E ) o iFae M%ﬁif@
CAROLE IRENE JONES, Sdccessor Trustee of the DALE JONES ™

IRWIN C, WHITAXER REVOCABLE TRUST, dated

April 8, 1991 C’
CAROLE JONE
State of Oregon
County of Lane
BsD
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This instriment was acknowtledged before me on&“rb&,«- \Ul ; 2019 by CAROLE [RENE

JONES, Successor Trustee of the IRWIN C. WHITAKER REVOCABLE TRUST, dated April 8, 991 and DALE
JONES and CAROLE JONES.

p
e (Motary Public for Oregon)
SARAH f{ﬁr}m‘:’%ﬁﬁﬂSON My commission expires__{@ ~ 26 — 21

NOTARY PUBLIC-OREGON
COMMBSION ND, 969584
WY GOMMMSSION EXFIES DECEMBER 20, 2025

EXHIBIT A — LEGAL DESCRIPTION

& unit of land located in the Southwest 1/4 of Saction 28, Southeast 1/4 of
Section 29 and the Northwest 1/4 of Section 33, Township 16 South, Range 3 West
of the Willamette Meridian, said unit of land being more particularly described
as follows: Commencing at a 2-1/2 inch Lane County Surveyor's Office brass cap
dated 1989 marking the Southwest corner of the Issac Van Duyn Deonation Land
Claim No. 61, located in Section 32, Township 16 South, Range 3 West of the
Willamette Meridian, in Lane County, Oregon; Thence along the Southerly line of
sald Donation Land Claim Mo. 61, South B9° 50' 27" East 1583.83 feet to a point,
sald point being the intersection of the Southerly line of Donation Land Claim
No. 61, with the Easterly line of the 0ld Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-
way, sald point being referenced by a 5/8B inch iron rebar with yellow plastic
cap stamped “"CASWELL PL5 494" which bears Morth 07° 42' 16" West 0.12 feet; said
point also marks the point of beginning of this unit of land; Thence leaving the
Southerly line of Donation Land Claim No. 61 and run along the Easterly line of
the Old Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way, Nerth 07° 42' 16" West 545,13
feet to a point, said point being the intersection of the Easterly line of the
Dld Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way with the Easterly projection of the
Noxtherly boundary of MARCY'S SECOND ADDITION 7O COBURG, a5 platted and recorded
in Book 3, Page 26, Lane County Oregon Plat Records, said point also being
referenced by a 5/8 inch iron rebar with yellow plastic cap stamped "SKINNER &
ASSOC INC" which bears North 07° 42° 16" West 0.06 feet; Thence leaving the
Easterly line of the 0ld Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way and run along
the Northerly boundary of MACY'S SECOND ADDITON TO COBURG and its Easterly
projection, North 89° 50 27" West $30.80 feet to a 5/8 inch iron rebar with
yellow plastic cap stamped "ROBERTS SURV. INC.", said iron rebar lies on the
Westerly right-of-way line of Willamette Street; Thence along the Northerly
extension of the Westerly righi-of-way line of Willamette Strest, North 00° Q9
33" East 60.00 feet to a 5/8 inch iron rebar with yellow plastic cap stamped
"ROBERTS SURV. INC.": Thence run paraliel with and 60.00 fear Hortherly of the
Northerly boundary of MACY'S SECONE ADDITION TO COBURG, South 89° 50' 27" East
461.94 feet to a 5/8 inch iron rebar with yellow plastic cep stamped "ROBERTS
SURV. INC."; Thence continuing South 89° 50' 27" EBast 1191.41 feet, parallal
with and 600.00 feet Northerly of the Southerly line of Donation Land Claim No.
61 to a 5/8 inch iron rebar with yellow plastie cap stamped "ROBRERTS SURV., INC."
located on the 1/2 line of the Dopation Land Claim No. 61 in a North-South
direction as surveyed in County Survey File No, 16369; Thence along the 1/2 line
of Donation Land Claim No. &1, South 0C° 19' 04" West 600.00 feet to a point;
said point being the intersection of the 1/2 line of Donalion Land Claim Na,. Bl
with the Socutherly line of Donation Land Claim No. &1, said point a2lsa being
referenced by a 3/4 inch iron pipe which bears South 1.19 feet and West 0.18
feet and a 3/4 inch iron pipe which bears South 0,45 feet and West 0.36 feet;
Thence along the Svutherly line of Donaticon Land Claim Wo. 61, North 898° 50' 27
West 1046.31 feet to the point of beginning, all in Lane County, Oregaon.
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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

o All studied intersections operate within the mobility standards with and without the
development traffic.

e The addition of development traffic does not substantially increase queuing conditions.

e Skinner Street and Coleman Street, while narrower than City street standards, can operate
safely and efficiently with the additional traffic added from the development.

e Skinner Street and Coleman Street can operate safely and efficiently for firetrucks and
emergency vehicle use.

e 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.

e 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.

5.21.2020 Coburg Creek Subdivision 1
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1.0 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 E Locust St @ N Skinner St
e N Skinner St @ E Mill St
e 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:

e Existing conditions, the year 2020
e Year of completion, the year 2022, with and without the proposed development
e 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:

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

Evaluation of internal roadway curvature for sight distance.

5.21.2020 Coburg Creek Subdivision 4
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2.0 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

Characteristic N Skinner St N Coleman St E Mill St E Locust St
Jurisdiction City of Coburg City of Coburg  City of Coburg  City of Coburg
Functional
Classification Local/Collector Local Collector Collector
Lanes per Direction 1 1 1 1
Center Left Turn lane None None None None
Restrictions 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
Vertical or Horizontal
Sight Limitations None None None None
5.21.2020 Coburg Creek Subdivision 5
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3.0 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 10%™ 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
Trip Generation
Size
ITE Land Use Rate
PM Peak Hour Trips

Trips  %IN %OUT IN ouT

210- Single Family Housing 39 *Eqnl 41 | 63%  27% 26 15
*Egnl=In(t)=0.96In(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:

e 32% to/from Locust to Willamette St
e 22% to Skinner to Mill St
e 46% to Coleman to Mill St

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

4.0 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

5.21.2020 Coburg Creek Subdivision 8
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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,

5.21.2020 Coburg Creek Subdivision 9
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5.0 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 Intersections Signalized Intersections
A <10.0 <10
B >10.0and <15.0 >10and <20
C >15.0and <25.0 >20and <35
D >25.0and <35.0 >35and <55
E >35.0and <50.0 >55and <80
F >50.0 >80

5.21.2020 Coburg Creek Subdivision 16
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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

Mobility
Standard 3929 2022 2022 2027 2027
Intersection LOS Background Background Build Background 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.

6.0 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 95" 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
gueue, as one vehicle typically occupies 25 feet of space. The SimTraffic outputs are provided in
Appendix E.

5.21.2020 Coburg Creek Subdivision 17
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TABLE 6: INTERSECTION QUEUING: THE YEAR 2020 WEEKDAY PM PEAK HOUR
2020 Background

Available
Storage (Feet)
Intersection (Feet) Average 95t percentile
g LTR 150 25 25
Locust St @ Ng | LTR 280
Skinner St
sg LR 250
g LTR 140 0 0
Skinner St NB  LTR 280 25 50
@ Mill St sg LR 280 25 25
wp LTR 250 0 0
g LTR 180 25 25
Coleman Ng TR 230 25 25
@ Mill St sg | LTR 500 25 25
we LR 320 25 25

TABLE 7: INTERSECTION QUEUING: WEEKDAY PM PEAK HOUR

2022 2022 2027 2027

Background Build Background Build

Available (Feet) (Feet) (Feet) (Feet)
Storage 95th 95th 95th 9sth

Intersection (Feet) Average percentile Average percentile Average percentile Average percentile

locustsi B LR 150 25 50 25 50 25 50 25 50
@ Skinner nB | LTR 280 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
St s LR 250 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
g LR 140 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
skinnersi  NB LR 280 25 50 25 50 25 50 25 50
@MillSt g LR 280 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25
we LR 250 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
EB | LTR 180 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25
Coleman NB | LTR 290 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 50
@ Mill St sg | LTR 500 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 50
wg LR 320 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25

5.21.2020 Coburg Creek Subdivision 18
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As demonstrated in Table 7, the addition of development traffic does not increase the queuing
conditions at the studied intersections.

7.0 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.

8.0 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

5.21.2020 Coburg Creek Subdivision 19
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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.

5.21.2020 Coburg Creek Subdivision 20
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9.0 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

o All studied intersections operate within the mobility standards with and without the
development traffic.

e The addition of development traffic does not substantially increase queuing conditions.

e Skinner Street and Coleman Street, while narrower than City street standards, can operate
safely and efficiently with the additional traffic added from the development.

5.21.2020 Coburg Creek Subdivision 22
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e Skinner Street and Coleman Street can operate safely and efficiently for firetrucks and
emergency vehicle use.

o 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.

e 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.

5.21.2020 Coburg Creek Subdivision 23
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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.
FYl, 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.

| 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, | had drafted this email and | just saw that it was sitting in my draft folder, that | 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;

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

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

e Study to include an evaluation of safety of Skinner, Coleman, and Locust for the additional traffic which will
include fire/Emergency access.
e Evaluation of internal site roadway curvature for sight distance

Thank you,

Kelly

KELLY SANDOW PE

ENGINEERING
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

*ExXEEXWARNING: This email has been sent from OUTSIDE the City of Coburg. Please proceed with caution®******x*

223



Coburg Creek Crossing

SANDOW ENGINEERING

TRAFFIC VOLUMES

‘ APPENDIX C:

224



L:E]

am

as

suel1sapad

awnjon
Apnoy

awnjop
anuin
ST

lerol
yoeouddy

ua1 nayy

w3y

le3oL

yoeouddy 1 nuL

lerol
yoeouddy

o1 | myy

lerol
yoeouddy

o1 | myy

%0 | %0 %0 %0 | %0 | %0 % | %0 | %0 % | %0 | %0 S$}nIL %
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 HPnIL
6€0 8€'0 8€'0 000 ST0 ST0 000 ST0 000 000 000 000 000 0S°0 000 (0] (0] 4Hd
0 z | z v i 9 € 0 € T 0 T 0 0 0 0 0 v 0 z z sawin|op yead
a3 an am as Yoeouddy Yo nayy 3y Yoeouddy pTE} | niyy sy Yoeouddy pTE} | niyy sy Yoeouddy pTE} | niyy sy
suenlsapad punoqise3 punoqyuioN punoqisam punoqyinos
Asewiwng 3uno) 1noH yead Wd

) 9 9 33 A L [ € ) T 0 0 0 0 0 € € |e301 pouad 3unoy
0 4 [4 14 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0€:8T ST:8T
0 [4 z 14 € 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ST:8T 00:8T
0 0 0 0 9 T T T 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 00:8T SPiLT
0 0 0 0 6 T T T 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Sv:LT 0€:LT
0 0 0 0 ST T T T 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0€:LT STLT
0 0 0 0 143 € T T 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 [4 0 T T ST:LT 00:£T

Wy
pouad sy

punogise3

punogqyyoN

punogisam

punoquyinos

020T'v1'S :@1ed

40 ‘8inqo)

A

SuleauiSuz mopues
ISNJ0T N @ 1S JSUUDIS N °T

SIIIYSA IV Jo [ejo)
1131uno)

:uolpastau|

225



226

9
T ‘— a s
punoqyiioN 000'T
%00 %0°00T %00 % 1012e4 JUBWISN[PY |BUOSES
<« ¥ 3 1 pad
0 T 0 z
R Sy T
%00°0 0 0 -« 600" o | —m—
2 .
% %000 |1 0 ISNJ0T N @ 1S JBUUNS N T 5 o008 .ma
s %000 |4 v 0 0 Pad] % w z
v 0 T 3 1
aid] ¥ 1 4 L[ H
% %000 | %0005 | %0005 INOH yead paisnlpy Ajjeuoseas
punoqyinos
v ! 1 v
8




0 (4 (4 € [4 [4 0 [4 0 [4 [4 T T T T 0 4NOH Yead

0 [4 [4 € [4 [4 0 [4 0 [4 [4 T T T T 0 |exoL

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Nd ST:9
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Nd 00:9
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 d St'S
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Nd 0€'S
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Nd ST'S
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Nd 00:S

¥ ¥ ¥ y1
B N m s ] 3s I ms I MN I Y |

pouad awil

suel1sapad

JANOH dead
0 0 0 T |eloL
INd ST:9
INd 00:9
INd St°S
INd 0€'S
INd ST*S
INd 00:S

oo
oo
=)
=)
=)
o
oo
=)
oo
=)
=)
=)
-

©ocoooooole

©ocoooooole

ocoooooole

oo o000 o«

punoqise3 punoqyiioN punoqisam punoqyanos | pouiad awiy
sayig
0 o o [ [ [ o 0 o 0 [ [ [ 4NOH Yead
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 |eloL

0 0 Nd ST:9
0 0 IAd 00:9
0 0 d SbS
0 0 INd 0€'S
0 0 Nd ST:S
0 0 IAd 00:S

awnjoA | awnjop yal niyy sy yo1 nyp sy yo1 niyp Wiy ya1 nyy sy

ApnoH | anuiAl ST | punoqise3 | punoquyoN | punoqisam | punoqyinog | pouad awiL

sypnIL

Tt € 0 € 0 o T 0 [4 o 0 0 [4 0 [4 [4 € 4NOH ead

L 0 € ] ] T 0 [4 ] 0 0 [4 0 € € € leloL

[4 0 0 0 0 0 INd ST:9
€ ] ] 0 ] 0 INd 009
9 T T 0 0 0 0 d St'S
6 T T ] 0 ] 0 Nd 0€'S
ST T T 0 0 0 0 Nd ST'S
vT € T 0 0 0 T T 0 Nd 00:S

awnjoA awnjop H niyyL RUE] spad Ha niyyL 3y spad Ha niyL sy spad a1 niyy w3y spad

01134 Wi,
ApnoH ANUIN ST punoqiseg punoqyuoN punoqisam punoqyinos PoHSd Bl
SJe) pue suelIsapad

ISN201 N @ 35 J3UUpiS N iT

227



%0 | %0 %0 %0 | %0 | %0 % | %0 | %0 % | %0 | %0 HPNIL %
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 HPnIL
€90 o 000 0S°0 ST0 o SL°0 ST0 ST0 L9°0 000 850 ST0 8€'0 ST0 (0] 000 4Hd
z | o I 0 I 0 st L 0 9 T L € € T 8 o L T € T (4 o sawnjop yead
a3 an am as Yoeouddy Yo nayy 3y Yoeouddy pTE} | niyy sy Yoeouddy pTE} | niyy sy Yoeouddy pTE} | niyy sy
suenlsapad punoqise3 punoqyuioN punoqisam punoqyinos
Asewiwng 3uno) 1noH yead Wd

ot 0 [ ) 8¢ ) v 1 3 v T z 8 T T € 0 |e301 pouad 3unoy
[4 0 0 0 S 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0€:8T ST:8T
14 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ST:8T 00:8T
0 0 0 0 €T 4 T 0 T 0 T 0 T 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 00:8T SPiLT
0 0 0 0 114 € T 0 T 0 0 0 0 0 T 0 T 0 T 0 T 0 Sv:LT 0€:LT
[4 0 0 0 TC € 4 0 [4 0 0 0 0 0 T T 0 0 0 0 0 0 0€:LT STLT
0 0 0 0 (4 S 14 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 T T 0 0 0 0 0 0 ST:LT 00:£T

awnjop | leloL 5 s il lesoL . lesoL . lesoL o el
a3 aN am as aumpon | T | yoeosday | ¥ uL B | eoiddy | BT uL peouddy | ¥ uL peouddy | ¥ uL sty potiag auiL
sueisapad Apinon ST punogqise3 punoquuoN punoqisam punoqyinos
SI9DIYSaA IV o |ejo]
0Z0Z'ST'S 2180 SuusauiSuz mopues 1193uno)
¥0 ‘8inqoy A ISINA I @IS ISUUPS N (UOIIsIBIU]

228



229

o1
L ‘— 7 a €
punoqyiioN 000'T
%E VT %6 %6y % 1012e4 JUBWISN[PY |BUOSES
<« ¥ v L pad
1 € € 0
B ] e e
2 . «— o
md oo T — 7 IS 1IN 3 @ 3S JBUUDIS N T o T— 1 oo m
s %0521 |4 v T [3 Pad] % w ot
0 T T 0 4
aid] ¥ 1 4 L[ H
% %EEEE | %L999 | %000 INOH yead paisnlpy Ajjeuoseas
punoqyinos

v « a €




[4 0 0 0 T o T 0 T T 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 4NOH Yead
14 0 0 0 € 0 € T T 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 |exoL

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Nd ST:9
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Nd 00:9
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 d St'S
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Nd 0€'S
[4 0 0 0 [4 [4 0 0 0 Nd ST'S
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Nd 00:S

ua headl ua a1

a3 aN am as I I _ ms _ MN _ N _ pouad awil
suel1sapad

o o [ 0 0 o 0 o 0o 0 0 0o 4NOH Yead
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 |eloL

0 0 0 0 INd ST:9

0 0 0 0 INd 00:9

0 0 0 0 INd St°S

0 0 0 0 INd 0€'S

0 0 0 0 INd ST*S

0 0 0 0 INd 00:S

Ha1

punoqise3 punoqyiioN punoqisam punoqyanos | pouiad awiy
sayig
0 o o [ [ [ o 0 o 0 [ [ [ 4NOH Yead
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 |eloL

0 0 Nd ST:9
0 0 IAd 00:9
0 0 d SbS
0 0 INd 0€'S
0 0 Nd ST:S
0 0 IAd 00:S

awnjoA | awnjop yal niyy sy yo1 nyp sy yo1 niyp Wiy ya1 nyy sy

ApnoH | anuiAl ST | punoqise3 | punoquyoN | punoqisam | punoqyinog | pouad awiL

sypnIL

ST 0 9 T [4 € € T 0 o L T 0 T [4 0 0 4NOH ead

0 143 T 14 € 14 T 0 [4 8 T ] T € 0 0 leloL

S 0 0 0 0 0 INd ST:9
8 ] ] 0 ] 0 INd 009
€T [4 T 0 T 0 0 0 d St'S
114 € T ] 0 T ] T 0 Nd 0€'S
114 € [4 [4 0 T 0 0 Wd ST:S
oz S v 0 0 T 0 0 Nd 00:S

awnjop
ApnoH

awnjop
ANUIN ST

a1 nayL sy spad al nayL w3y spad ual nayL w3y spad ¥ nayy w3y spad

punoqise3 punoqyuoN punogqisam punoqyinos

pouad awil

SJe) pue suelIsapad
IS 1IN 3 @ 3S JBUUDIS N i

230



L:E]

am

as

suel1sapad

awnjon
Apnoy

awnjop
anuin
ST

lerol
yoeouddy

ua1 nayy

w3y

le3oL

yoeouddy 1 nuL

L

yoeouddy 1 nuL

lerol
yoeouddy

yo1 nyL | aysy

punogise3

punogqyyoN

punogisam

punoquyinos

%0 | %0 %0 %0 | %0 | %0 % | %0 | %0 % | %0 | %0 HPNIL %
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 HPnIL
S9'0 SL°0 000 SL°0 000 T€0 8€0 ST0 000 0S°0 000 ST0 ST0 SL°0 000 (0] ST0 4Hd
0 [ _ 0 0 €T € 0 € (1] S € (4 0 4 0 T T € 0 (4 T S3WN|OA yead
a3 an am as Yoeouddy Yo nayy 3y Yoeouddy pTE} | niyy sy Yoeouddy pTE} | niyy sy Yoeouddy pTE} | niyy sy
suenlsapad punoqise3 punoqyuioN punoqisam punoqyinos
Asewiwng 3uno) 1noH yead Wd

0 0 [ ) oz ) € 3 s € T 0 z T 0 z T |e301 pouad 3unoy
0 0 0 0 € 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0€:8T ST:8T
0 0 0 0 S 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ST:8T 00:8T
0 0 0 0 L 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 00:8T SPiLT
0 0 0 0 0T € T 0 0 T [4 [4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Sv:LT 0€:LT
0 0 0 0 oT 4 0 0 0 0 T 0 0 T T 0 T 0 0 0 0 0 0€:LT STLT
0 0 0 0 €T [4 T 0 0 T T 0 T 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ST:LT 00:£T

pouad sy

020Z'6T'S ‘2120
¥0 ‘8inqoy A

SIIDIY3A |IV 40 |ej0]

SuleauiSuz mopues

IS I!IN 3 @ 3S UeWBOD N ‘€

:19juno)
:uolpastau|

231



232

z
|
punoqyiioN 000'T
%00 %0°0% %009 % 1012e4 JUBWISN[PY |BUOSES
<« i [ Ly pad
0 z € 0
c % _ [Pad 0 0 4 4 %000 | £ €
3 g
] %000 |1 Ly 0 . € «—— 1] %0000 | 8 [*—m—
ewa|o) N - o
ma 50005 1 T IS 1IN 3 @ 35 URWD|0D N € o — oo | 3
H %0005 _[d v T 0 Pad| % w S
0 0 3 1 €
aid] ¥ 1 [ EdE]
% %000 | %999 | %EEEE INOH yead paisnlpy Ajjeuoseas
punoqyinog
€ « a €
9




ua

headl

ua

0 o 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 4NOH Yead

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 |exoL

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Nd ST:9
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Nd 00:9
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 d St'S
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Nd 0€'S
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Nd ST'S
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Nd 00:S

a1

a3 aN am as I I _ ms MN N _ pouad awil
suel1sapad

o o [ 0 0 o 0 o 0o 0 0 0o 4NOH Yead
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 |eloL

0 0 0 0 INd ST:9

0 0 0 0 INd 00:9

0 0 0 0 INd St°S

0 0 0 0 INd 0€'S

0 0 0 0 INd ST*S

0 0 0 0 INd 00:S

punoqise3 punoqyiioN punoqisam punoqyanos | pouiad awiy
sayig
0 o o [ [ [ o 0 o 0 [ [ [ 4NOH Yead
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 |eloL

0 0 Nd ST:9
0 0 IAd 00:9
0 0 d SbS
0 0 INd 0€'S
0 0 Nd ST:S
0 0 IAd 00:S

awnjoA awn|op yal nyL

sy uo1 nyy

43y

a1 nyL

43

yo1 niyy

sy

ApnoH | anuiAl ST | punogise3

| punoquioN

punoqisam

punoqyinos

_ pouad awil

R

INOH yead

o

|eloL

o ocoooooo

awnjoA awnjoA H niyyL sy spad ya

©o ococooooo

niyyL 3y spad

Ha

o ocoooooo

niyy w3y spad

niyy

sy

Wd ST:9
Wd 00:9
Wd SbS
Wd 0€'S
N STS
WWd 00§

o ococoooooo

spad

ApnoH | aanuin ST punogase3

punoquiioN

punoqisam

punoqyinos

pouad awil

sJe) pue suellsapad
S |1 3 @ IS UBWIBIO) N €

233



€l

414

8.0'¢

2s0¢C

4

|

1]

0 I

le

lo

pad

[ [ ]

I EE

IS N 3 @ IS UBWIBIOD N €

o[

0 To

I

I

a3d|

1]

1]

€

4

€

|

1]

0 I

le

lo

[V} (=] (=] (3] (=]

[ [ ]

I EE

IS N 3 @ IS UBWIBIOD N €

o[

0 To

I

I

a3d|

1]

€

4

€

|

1]

0 I

le

lo

[V} (=] (=] (3] (=]

pad

[ [ ]

I EIE

IS N 3 @ IS UBWIBIOD N €

o[

8.0'¢
802’8

802’8

0 To

I

I

a3d|

1]

1]

[V} (=] (=] (3] (=]

€

€

pad

[ [ ]

—|®oo|o

o[

N|N[O ||~

pad

[ ]

Al [ (=] (=)

o[

189,

1601

punoiByoeg sawn|op

28,

920l

N|N[O|©|—

pad

[ [ ]

Al [ (=] (=)

punoiByoeg sawn|op

ol

o[

N|N[O|©|—

pad[z € d|ovs o
1lo 0 L
1[0 € J|esle
dlo 0 pad
L
AN'L J010e4 uImoIn
L0'0 JeaA Jod ajed ummolo)
VA UIMOJS) JO Sles A
1707 Jea A 10bue|
lea \ eseg
wd 2z0Z
pajybiybiH 11a3
| S
| ] ped
0 [0 I3
pad[z € dlost9
1lo . o L
o 1SN20T N ® 1S JoUUBS N ) 5 Jz50Z
dlo 0 pad
[z [z L
i N
2
on'L J010e4 uImoIn
L0'0 JeaA Jod ajed ummolo)
UIMOIL) JO SIea A\
7707, Jea A 10bue|
Jea A\ aseg
INd 2202
pajybiybiH 11a3
|
]| ] ped
0 I I3
pad[z € dl9
1lo .o L
o 1SN20T N ® 1S JoUUBS N ) 5 3z
dlo 0 pad
[z [z L
i N
2

sawnjoA  Nd 0202  Bunsixa

234



JXA

80°¢

§0'G

0 0
pad|0 0 q
1{0 [ 1
1[¢ z i
dle 0 pad

0 z
pad[o 0 q
1|0 1S e 1
1z N 3 ® 3S uews|o) N € [Z 3
d[€ 0 pod

0 0 Jo o v z

aadl [ 1] o

Gl [o)%

12°G

L'l
o'6

€6
80°G

[
€l'6

12’6

Syl

8l'L

4! S i 8
1| o 1] 1] pad
0 | [ ¢ 0 0o 2 Jo ez
pad|0 ! d|ool pad[z ¢ ]
1o |6 1 0 1o 1820 0 L
1|8 1S IIN 3 @3S JoUUdIS N 2 ! 1[6°01 i) N®@ISeuuBS N:L (L1 1
dlz 4 pad 0 dlo 0 pad
0 0 [z 2 2 0 2 [0 [s [2 L
aad| 1| o EE] R
ol 8l zl
Nd Sawn|oA pling 202
Ll S A 8
1| 1] pad o 1] 1] pad
[ [z Te o 0o 2 o |z
pad[o | d|zol pad[z 3 ]
1]o |8 L 0 1[0 1sno07 0 1
L[z IS N 3 D35 Jouunis N 2 ! Jleol L[o N®DISIeuuBSN:L [ 1
dlz z ped 0 dlo 0 ped
0 Je v Jo z y Jo s [z [
EE] ] EE] ]
ol 9 8l zl

Nd

SawinjoA piing zzZoe

vl

G0'L

235



Coburg Creek Crossing

SANDOW ENGINEERING

SYNCHRO OUTPUTS

‘ APPENDIX D:

236



HCM 2010 AWSC

3: N Coleman & E Mill St 05/21/2020

Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 7

Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations 2 2 2 2

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 025 025 025 025 075 025 038 025 025 025 050 025

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 71 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) 4057 3.945 365 3.743

Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes

Cap 886 910 983 960

Service Time 2062 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

5840 Coburg Creek 05/21/2020 2020 No Build Synchro 9 Report
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HCM 2010 TWSC

6: Skinner St & E Mill St 05/21/2020

Intersection

Int Delay, siveh 4.2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations > Fi S > Fi S

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 -2 2 -

Critical Hdwy 4.1 - 41 - 71 65 62 71 65 62

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 61 55 - 61 55 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 61 55 - 641 55 -

Follow-up Hdwy 22 - 2.2 - 35 4 33 35 4 33

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 SBLnf1

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

5840 Coburg Creek 05/21/2020 2020 No Build Synchro 9 Report
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HCM 2010 TWSC

10: Skinner St & Locust St 05/21/2020
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 53
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations L 4 T
Traffic Vol, veh/h 3 3 0 1 2 2
Future Vol, veh/h 3 3 0 1 2 2
Conflicting Peds, #/hr B 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 38 256 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 Al 18 12 11 0 - 0
Stage 1 9 - - - - -
Stage 2 9 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 64 62 4.1 - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - -
Follow-up Hdwy 35 33 22 - - -

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 NBTEBLn1 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 - -
5840 Coburg Creek 05/21/2020 2020 No Build Synchro 9 Report
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HCM 2010 AWSC

3: N Coleman & E Mill St 05/21/2020

Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 7

Intersection LOS A

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations 2 2 2 2

Traffic Vol, veh/h 3 11 0 1 1 4 3 2 0 0 2 1

Future Vol, veh/h 3 1 0 1 1 4 3 2 0 0 2 1

Peak Hour Factor 025 075 025 025 025 025 038 025 025 025 050 025

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 71 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 1" 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) 4114 4.002 3.594 3.8

Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes

Cap 872 897 998 942

Service Time 2132 2014 1609 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

5840 Coburg Creek 05/21/2020 2022 No Build Synchro 9 Report
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HCM 2010 TWSC

6: Skinner St & E Mill St 05/21/2020

Intersection

Int Delay, siveh 3.9

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations > Fi S > Fi S

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 -2 2 -

Critical Hdwy 4.1 - 41 - 71 65 62 71 65 62

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 61 55 - 61 55 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 61 55 - 641 55 -

Follow-up Hdwy 22 - 2.2 - 35 4 33 35 4 33

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 SBLnf1

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 - 96

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
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 53
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations L 4 T
Traffic Vol, veh/h 3 3 0 1 2 2
Future Vol, veh/h 3 3 0 1 2 2
Conflicting Peds, #/hr B 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 38 256 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 Al 18 12 11 0 - 0
Stage 1 9 - - - - -
Stage 2 9 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 64 62 4.1 - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - -
Follow-up Hdwy 35 33 22 - - -

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 NBTEBLn1 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
Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.1

Intersection LOS

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations 2 2 2 2

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 025 075 025 025 025 025 038 025 025 025 050 025
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) 4024 4128 3.682 3.753

Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes

Cap 892 866 970 955

Service Time 2037 2159 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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HCM 2010 TWSC

6: Skinner St & E Mill St 05/21/2020

Intersection

Int Delay, siveh 53

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations > Fi S > Fi S

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 - 41 - 71 65 62 71 65 62

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 61 55 - 61 55 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 61 55 - 641 55 -

Follow-up Hdwy 22 - 2.2 - 35 4 33 35 4 33

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 SBLnf1

Capacity (veh/h) 870 1609 - - 1598 - 876

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.041 0.002 - - - 0.018

HCM Control Delay (s) 93 72 0 0 - 92

HCM Lane LOS A A A A - A

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 0 - 0 - 04
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HCM 2010 TWSC

10: Skinner St & Locust St 05/21/2020
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 3.9
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations L 4 T
Traffic Vol, veh/h 1 3 0 7 5 7
Future Vol, veh/h 1" 3 0 7 5 7
Conflicting Peds, #/hr B 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 38 256 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 Al 53 23 27 0 - 0
Stage 1 20 - - - - -
Stage 2 33 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 64 62 4.1 - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - -
Follow-up Hdwy 35 33 22 - - -

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 NBTEBLn1 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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HCM 2010 AWSC

3: N Coleman & E Mill St 05/21/2020

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 2 2 2 2

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 025 075 025 025 025 025 075 050 025 025 050 025

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 71 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) 4047 3.933 3631 3727

Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes

Cap 889 914 990 965

Service Time 205 194 1637 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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Page 1

246



HCM 2010 TWSC

6: Skinner St & E Mill St 05/21/2020

Intersection

Int Delay, siveh 4

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations > Fi S > Fi S

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 - 41 - 71 65 62 71 65 62

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 61 55 - 61 55 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 61 55 - 641 55 -

Follow-up Hdwy 22 - 2.2 - 35 4 33 35 4 33

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 SBLnf1

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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HCM 2010 TWSC

10: Skinner St & Locust St 05/21/2020
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 2.8
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations L 4 T
Traffic Vol, veh/h 3 3 1 10 2 2
Future Vol, veh/h 3 3 1 10 2 2
Conflicting Peds, #/hr B 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 Al 62 12 1 0 - 0
Stage 1 9 - - - - -
Stage 2 53 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 64 62 4.1 - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - = - -

Follow-up Hdwy 35 33 22 - - -
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 NBTEBLn1 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1616 - 987 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.002 - 0.02 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.2 0 87 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 041 - -
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HCM 2010 AWSC

3: N Coleman & E Mill St 05/21/2020

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 2 2 2 2

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 025 075 025 025 025 025 038 025 025 025 050 025

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) 4024 4128 4.162 3.753

Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes

Cap 891 865 859 953

Service Time 2043 2162 2194 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
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HCM 2010 TWSC

6: Skinner St & E Mill St 05/21/2020

Intersection

Int Delay, siveh 5.2

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations > Fi S > Fi S

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 5 18
Stage 1 - - - - 36 36 18 18 -
Stage 2 - - - -2 22 - 44 38 -

Critical Hdwy 4.1 - 41 - 71 65 62 71 65 62

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 61 55 - 61 55 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 61 55 - 641 55 -

Follow-up Hdwy 22 - 2.2 - 35 4 33 35 4 33

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 SBLnf1

Capacity (veh/h) 858 1607 - - 1584 - 867

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.042 0.002 - - - 0.018

HCM Control Delay (s) 94 72 0 0 - 92

HCM Lane LOS A A A A - A

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 0 - 0 - 04
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HCM 2010 TWSC

10: Skinner St & Locust St 05/21/2020
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 3.9
Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations L 4 T
Traffic Vol, veh/h 1 3 0 7 5 7
Future Vol, veh/h 1" 3 0 7 5 7
Conflicting Peds, #/hr B 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 38 256 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 Al 53 23 27 0 - 0
Stage 1 20 - - - - -
Stage 2 33 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 64 62 4.1 - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - -
Follow-up Hdwy 35 33 22 - - -

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 NBTEBLn1 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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Queuing and Blocking Report

2020 No Build 05/21/2020

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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Queuing and Blocking Report

2020 No Build 05/21/2020

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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Queuing and Blocking Report
2020 No Build 05/21/2020

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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Queuing and Blocking Report

2022 No Build 05/21/2020

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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Queuing and Blocking Report

2022 No Build 05/21/2020

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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Queuing and Blocking Report
2022 No Build 05/21/2020

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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Queuing and Blocking Report

2022 Build 05/21/2020

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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Queuing and Blocking Report

2022 Build 05/21/2020

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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Queuing and Blocking Report
2022 Build 05/21/2020

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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Queuing and Blocking Report

2027 No Build 05/21/2020

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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Queuing and Blocking Report

2027 No Build 05/21/2020

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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Queuing and Blocking Report
2027 No Build 05/21/2020

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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Queuing and Blocking Report

2027 Build 05/21/2020

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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Queuing and Blocking Report

2027 Build 05/21/2020

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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Queuing and Blocking Report
2027 Build 05/21/2020

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 RENEWAL 06/30/20

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:

e 32% to/from Locust-Willamette
e 22% to Skinner-Mill St
e 46% to Coleman-Mill St

Based on this distribution, the added trips are:
e 2to locust
e 1 to Skinner
e 3to 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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ATTACHMENT C

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

Here are a couple of things that can be added if you agree. Feel free ta edit wording as needed. | will send anything else |
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. Bath figures
show utilizing private property for sight distance. The TIA also recommends prohibiting on-street parking in certain areas
to accommaodate 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 <leff 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 | would have to incorporate in my report for
Planning Commission. [ 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: 541-082-7B58
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jeff.kernen@ci.coburg.or.
ww\{v._c_ghggggrgggn.gr_'g

From: KERNEN Jeff
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2020 2:33 PM
Ta: HARMON Brian <brian.harmon@ci.coburg.or.us>; Damien G <damieng@ branchengineering.com>; KEPPLER Peggy A

(LCPW) «peggy.keppler@lanecountyor.gov>; rycung@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. Wilamette 5t. | PO Box 8316
Coburg, OR 97408

P: 541-682-7858
jeff.kernen@ci.coburg.or.us
www.coburgoregon.org

A
COBURG

werxe e WARNING: This email has been sent from QUTSIDE the City of Coburg. Please proceed with caution®********
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ATTACHMENT D

KERNEN Jeff
"

From: BAUDER Jared W <jared.bauder@lanecountyor.gov>
Sent: Monday, March 30, 2020 2:36 AM
Ta: KERNEN Jeff
Subject: FW: REFERRAL - 509-PA19-05949 - JONES/WIECHERT/FAVREAL
Attachments: 20200320121356980.pdf

Hello,

Lane County Transportation Planning did not have any comments on this proposal since it is not an a county road. Can
you please disseminate the attached referral notice to the appropriate City staff to provide me with Transportation
Pianning Comments and conditions?

Sincerely,

lared Bauder | Planner, CFM

Land Management Division | Lane County Public Works Customer Service Center

3050 N Delta Hwy. | Eugene, OR 97408

Office: 541.682.6949 | Fax: 541.682.3947 Website :

https://gcc02.safelinks. pratection.outlook.com/?url=www.lanecounty.org%2Fplanning&amp;data=02%7C01%7Cleff.Ker
nen’%40ci.coburg.or.us%7C83b04bee85194ca2ae0308d7d4cB6fe5% 7 C1f3fe06af0fddc74a30e3111adaf4 b6e% 7C0%7C0O%
7C637211829972755424 &amp;sdata=9xWmiefNV45C8qG30DUIW3DctchR%2Bsd CUEXZasp8YQ%3D&am pireserved=0

--=~0riginal Message----

From: WOLLES Amber N

Sent: Friday, March 20, 2020 12:13 PM

To: DANISH Colleen M.L; Lisa Erkert; TURK Jeff R; Lanaya Blakely; EHLERS George; MATHISON Jay; BLOMME' Mikaal Jay;
GREEN Lori M; STANKA Danielle E; VARTANIAN 5asha L; MAKIN Deanna M; PAUGH Jennifer A; Kristina Deschaine

Cc: BAUDER Jared W

Subject: REFERRAL - 509-PA19-05949 - JONES/WIECHERT/FAVREAU

Amber Wolles

Lane County Land Management Division
3050 N Delta Hwy

Eugene OR 97408

P: 541-682-6917 | F: 541-682-3947
amber.wolles@lanecountyor.gov

***Permit payments can be made online at: https://gcc02.safelinks. protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Faca-
oregon.accela.com$62Flane_co%2F&amp;data=02%7C01%7Cleff.Kernen%40ci.coburg.or.us%7C83b04bee85194ca2ac03

08d7d4¢86fe5%7C1f3feDbaf0fd4c74a30e3111adafdb6e%7C0%7C0%7C6372118299727554248am p;sdata=C7aMJRBEp%*2
BXU09rUz2fg%2ByDoy77CB4NhEIUGIshE2mPE%3D&amp;reserved=0

s> EE*EWARNING: This email has been sent from OUTSIDE the City of Coburg. Please proceed with caution®*****+*
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ATTACHMENT E

%%,
4,0:}1 Q, $’§.
Property Owner Testimony 0‘,
Re: City of Coburg Land Use Proposal Application number: SUB-01-20; Request: Subdivision — 39 new <
lots; Property Location: Assessor’s Map 16-03-28-00 Tax Lot 00501 @

March 28, 2020
To whom it may concern:

Inserted below are several criteria from the City of Coburg Development Code, which are pertinent to
the proposed subdivision:

ARTICLE VI. DISTRICT REGULATIONS

A. Traditional Residential District (TR)

1. Purpose: The Troditiono! Residential District is intended to provide a livable

neighborhood environment, preserve the smuoll town and historic character of the

troditionol core of Coburg, ensure architectural compatibiiity, and provide for o

variety of residential housing choices and other associated uses ps determined to bedesirable and/or
necessary.

ARTICLE Viil. SUPFPLEMENTARY DISTRICT REGULATIONS Public access ways.
E. Stresis, Alleys and Other Pubiic Way Standards

3. Additional Street Standards

f. Public access ways.When necessary for public convenience and sofety, the

Planning Commission may require the land divider to dedicate ta the public

access ways to connect cul-te-sacs, to pass through oddiy shoped or unusuatly

long blocks, to provide for networks of public paths according to odopted plans,

or to provide cccess to schools, parks or other public oreas, of such design,

width and location os reasonably required to facilitate pubfic use.

ARTICLE Xii. LAND DIVISIONS AND PROPERTY LINE ADJUSTMENTS

C. Tentative Approval
2. Subdivisions {non-phased)
£. Approval Criteria.

(5) Proposal contributes to the orderly develapment of the City's area
transportation network of roads, bikeways, ond pedestrion facilities, ond
allows jor continuation and expansion of existing pubiic access easements
withingr adjacent to the subdivision.

The tentative site map of the proposed 39 lotsubdivision currently reflects only two ingress/egress
points, both at the south side of the property. These proposed connections to two existing City of
Coburg streets, namely N. Coleman and N. Skinner Streets, will increase the traffic flow on the existing
northern-most block of N. Coleman, eastem-maost block of E. Locust, and northern-most block of N,
skinner by roughly 200% to 400% (2 to 4 times). The aforementioned streets and blocks are all located
in Coburg’s historic traditional residential core.

This level of increase in traffic will degrade the livable, small town and historic character of the
traditional Coburg core, which among other things, is characterized by light to moderate vehicle traffic.

The level of increase [s also detrimental to safety, given the multi-modal {cars, bikes, pedestrians) use of
N. Coleman, N. Skinner, and E. Locust. In particular, E. Locust, situated on the north edge of the

community’s primary City park, is heavily traveled by bikes and pedestrians. The proposal is also
detrimental to the orderly development of the City’s transportation network of roads, in that there are

1
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proposed connections to only two streets in the City’s network, whereas there are at least two
additional City streets extending from the proposed subdivision to the southwest and west,

Thus,in order to with the criteria set forth in the cod ent design needs to be
modified.One such needed modification is to designate additional street connections in order to dilute
the new trafficacross Coburg’s current residential street network. Disbursing traffic more evenly
willlessen the impact to any one individual block or street.

The most feasible additional current street connections include W. Van Duyn and Macy Streets, ta the
southwest and west of the proposed subdivision. These cannections would require Coburg to reverse
priar decisions regarding right of way access, however, in order to protect the character ofand safe and

orderly traffic throughout the traditional residential district and park blocks as a whole, the City should
pursue this.

Further to the traffic resulting directly from this current subdivision application, the proposed site map
indicates future street connections on the north side of the property to potential future subdivisions,
but still only indicates connections to the existing Coburg street network at N. Skinner and N. Coleman.
In other words, this proposal, on its face, indicates the potential to bring additional subdivisions online
that all feedonlyN. Skinner (to E. Locust and the park) and N. Caleman. This would result in an
increaseto traffic on the aforementioned streets by 4 to 8 times If a second 40 home subdivision were
added, 8 to 16 times for a third, and so on.

While a traffic increase of 2 to 4 times is detrimental to the historic core’s character, safety, and orderly
traffic network, the potential future traffic from additional subdivisions would devastate it. Thus, to

comply with the code, the site plan would need to be modifiedto recognize and [ﬁ]ggg' te the potential
for future through traffic.

Given the significant magnitude of potential traffic as described above, the modification needs to
require an explicit notation on the site plan indicating the intention for a future connection between the
streets proposed within the subdivision, and the probable future street network, if/when it comes
online, which includes extensions of N. Harrison and N. Willamette Streets. This probable future street
natwork to the narth and northwest of the historic Coburg residential core, is envisioned to come
online, as triggered by a land use application to subdivide and/or develop land located either to the

north of this current proposed site plan, and/or other currently-deveioped land on the north side of
Coburg.

Finally, in the interest of safety, either as a part of this land use application, or on its own, the City of
Coburg should install traffic caiming on the streets most impacted by this land use proposal. The City
should consult with nearby property owners to align on the traffic calming that is most suitable and
desirable for each street block where calming is deemed appropriate.

in addition to theCoburg Development Code language insertedat the beginning of this testimoy, the
additional code language inserted below is also pertinent to the proposed land use application and
corroberates the aforementioned arguments in favor of for modifying the proposal.

ARTICLE VIlI. SUPPLEMENTARY DISTRICT REGULATIONSPublic access ways.
E Sheats, Alleys and Othar Public Way Standards

2
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3. Additional Street Standards

f. Fublic access ways.When necessary for public convenience ond safety, the
Planning Commission may require the land divider to dedicate to the public
occess woys to connect cul-de-sacs, to pass through oddly shaped or unusuolly
long blacks, to provide for networks of public paths according to adapted plans,
or to provide access to schoolks, parks or other public oreos, of such design,
width and focation as reasonably required to focilitate public use.

F. Other Public improvements

4. Dedications. As a condition of any development, the City may require
dedication ond improvement of public woys for automobile, bicycle and
pedestrion use; easements for woter, wastewatar, and starmwater
infrastructure; easements for utilities; dedication of open space; and dedication
for other public purposes.

ARTICLE Xi. LAND USE REVIEW AND SITE DESIGN REVIEW

C. Land Use Review Procedure and Approval Criteria

4. The Planning Official or Commission must also consider the folfowing criteria;

g. That, based on anticipaled traffic generation, adequate additional transportation improvements
must be provided by the development in order ta promole traffic safely and reduce traffic
congestion, including but not limited to right-of-way and road improvements. Consistent with the
Transportation System Pian, consideration shall be given to the need and feasibility of widaning
and improving abulting streels and also o the necessity for such additional requirements as
fighting, trafiic-calming techniques, sidewalks and other pedestrian ways, bikeways, and turn and
deceleration/acceleration lanes.

ARTICLE XII. LAND DIVISIONS AND PROPERTY LINE ADJUSTMENTS
FPurpose and Applicability

The purpose of this chopter is to:
3. Encourage efficient use of lond resources, full utilization of urbon services, and
transporiation options.
4. Promote the public health, safety and general welfare through orderly and
efficient urbonization.
5. Provide adequate light and air, prevent overcrowding of land, and provide for
adequote tronsportation, water supply, sewage, fire pretection, polfution controi,
surface water manogement, end protection agoinst noturo! hazards;

C. Tentalive Approval

2. Subdivisions (non-phased}
¢. Approval Criterio.
{S) Proposol contributes to the orderly development of the City’s areo
transportation network of roads, bikeways, ond pedestrian facilities, and
aliows for continuation and expansion of existing public access agsements
within or adjacent to the subdivision.

0 gl

911380 N. Coleman Street
Coburg, Oregon 97408
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ATTACHMENT F

2 %
April 2, 2020 %,
To whom It may concern,

Below, please find our urgent concerns regarding the Wiechert plan, preceded by
corresponding excerpts from the Jones narrative responses.

p. 16:3,4,5

“3. Encourage efficient use of land resources, ful! utilization of urban services, and
transportation options. 4. Promote the public health, safety and general welfare through
orderly and efficient urbanization. 5. Provide adequate light and air, prevent overcrowding of
land, and provide for adequate transportation, water supply, sewage, fire protection, pollution
control, surface water management, and protection against natural hazards"

We feel strongly that the plan for only two collector streets does not encourage efficlent use
of transportation options. A substantial increase of through-traffic in o currently quiet
residential neighborhood will degrade the quality of life for current residents. (3), The plan
does not promote the safety and general welfare through efficient urbanization: E, Locust St.
is heavily used by pedestrians and bikers, and the increase in auto troffic will be dangerous.
This is currently a street without sidewalks. (4). The plan does not provide adequate
transportation. The existing roads currently serve very few residents. The plan will vastly
increase the traffic, changing the character of our neighborhood dramatically and negatively.
The plan Is simply not adequate. The proximity of Skinner to Coburg Rd. makes it inevitable
that Skinner become the maln thoroughfare to the new development. The planned occess
through Coleman requires a longer route through the neighborheod, with a couple of stop

signs. These conditions will discourage use of Coleman, os opposed to the Locust/ Skinner
route, {5)

It is imperative that plans to dramatically increase traffic include traffic-speed mitigation. We
suggest 15 mph to be reasonable given the increasing number of children in our

neighborhood. Residents of effected neighborhoods should have input In advance of further
devefopment.

p.17:B

"b. Potential street right-of-way alignments to serve future development of the property and
connect to adjacent properties, including existing or planned rights- of-way"

The alignment of planned streets does not serve future development, based on existing rights
of way. Additional feeder streets are needed {Van Duyn, and Macy Streets are most fikely
candlidates, especially in view of future developments). What is the legal status of the city
having vacating these streets? The developer's plan inciudes stub streets to haok up to further
future development. Perhaps this development of parcel 1 should be postponed until such
time as the urban growth boundary is increased to include the parcel 2, allowing the
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development to be accessed through N. Willamette St. This would distribute the traffic load
more evenly throughout the residential core area.

p.22:5

5) 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 plan of using only two collectors does not contribute to an orderly expansion of existing
public access adjacent to the subdivision. Routing 39 households, averaging at least two
cars/ household/ day through our neighborhood Is not an orderly development. The city park
is a major pedestrian facility. Traffic speed and numbers around the city park and including E.
Locust have been steadily increasing as commuters avoid the heavy congestion on Willomette
St. The addition of a potential 80 or 90 cars per day will surely exacerbate this, degrading the
safety and utility of an important city osset.

Thank you for your consideration, /
Martin Weissbarth 20t em A (it &

Analee Fuentes f /
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ATTACHMENT G "@k:?‘"%

/

‘4/0,? P %
Property Owner Testimony 3%
Re: City of Coburg Land Use Proposal Application number; SUB-01-20; Request: Subdivision - 39 new

lots; Property Location: Assessor's Map 14-03-28-00 Tax Lot 00501
March 28, 2020

To whom it may concern:

Inserted below are several eriteria from the City of Coburg Development Code, which are pertinent to
the proposed subdivisian:

ARTICLE Vil. DISTRICT REGULATIONS

A. Traditianal Residential District (TR)

1. Purpose: The Traditional Residential District Is intended to provide a livable

neighborhiood enviranment, preserve the small town and historic character of the

traditional core of Coburg, ensure architectural compatibllity, and provide for a

variety of residential housing chofces and other associated uses as determined to be desirable and/or
necessary.

ARTICLE VIII. SUPPLEMENTARY DISTRICT REGULATIONS Public access ways,

E. Streets, Alleys and Other Public Way Standards

3. Additional Street Stondards

f. Public access ways. When necessary for public convenience and safety, the
Plonning Commission may require the lond divider to dedicale to the public
access wiys o connect cul-tle-sacs, to pass through oddly shaped or unusually
fong biocks, to provide for networks of public paths according to odopted plans,
or to provide access to schouls, parks or other public areas, of such design,
width and location as reasonably required to facilitate pubfic use.

ARTICLE XII. LAND DIVISIONS AND PROPERTY LINE ADJUSTMENTS

C. Tentative Approval

2, Subdivisions (non-phased)

c. Approval Criteria.

{5) Propasal contributes to the orderly development of the City's area
tronsportaticn network of roads, bikeways, and pedestrian facilities, and
allows for continuation and expansion of existing public access easements
within or aedjacert to the subdivision.

The tentative site map of the proposed 39 lot subdivision currently reflects only two ingress/egress
points, bath at the south side of the property. These proposed connections to two existing City of
Coburg streets, namely N. Coleman and N. Skinner Streets, will increase the traffic flow on the existing
northern-most block of N. Coleman, eastern-most black of E. Locust, and northern-most block of N.
Skinner by roughty 200% to 400% (2 to 4 times). The aforementioned streets and blocks are all located
in Coburg's historic traditional residential core.

_t:ad]ﬂg_naLCgh_ucg_chg. whlch arnong uther thmgs. is chamcterized by Ilght to moderate veh!de traftic._
Ihelevel of increase js also detrimental to safety, given the mutti-modal {cars, blkes, pedestrians) use of
N. Coleman, N. Skinner, and E. Locust. In particular, E. Locust, situated on the north edge of the
community's primary City park, is heavily traveled by bikes and pedestrians. The proposa! js also
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d : BV ads, in that there are
proposed connectlons to onIv twn streets in the City S network whereas there are at least two additional
City streets extending from the proposed subdivision to the southwest and west.

trafhc across Coburg s current re.sldentlal stfeet netwurk Disbursing traffic more evenly will fessen the
impact to any one individual block or street.

The most feasible additional current street connections include W, Van Duyn and Macy Streets, to the
southwest and west of the proposed subdivision. These connections would require Coburg to reverse
prior decisions regarding right of way access, however, in order to protect the character of and safe and
orderly traffic throughout the traditional residential district and park blocks as a whole, the City should
pursue this.

Further to the traffic resulting directly from this current subdivision application, the proposed site map
indicates future street connections on the north side of the property to potential future subdivisians, but
still only indicates connections to the existing Coburg street network at N. Skinner and N. Coleman. In
other words, this proposal, onits face, indicates the potential to bring additional subdivisions cnline that
all feed gnly N. Skinner (to E. Locust and the park} and N. Coleman. This would result in an increase to
traffic on the aforementioned streets by 4 to 8 times if a second 40 home subdivision were added, 8 to
14 times for a third, and so on.

from d ional subdivisjons d . it. Thus, to
i ite pl I madified to nize and mi niial

for future h

Given the significant magnitude of potential traific as describad above, the medification needs to require
an explicit notation on the site plan indicating the intention for a future connection between the streets
proposed within the subdivision, and the probahle future street network, iffwhen it comes online, which
includes extensions of N. Harrison and N. Willamette Streets. This prabable future street network to the
north and northwest of the historic Coburg residential core, is envisioned to come online, as triggered by
a land use application to subdivide and/or develop land located either to the north of this current
proposed site plan, and/or other currently-developed land on the north side of Caburg.

Finally, in the interest of safety, either as a part of this land use application, or on its own, the City of
Coburg should instail traffic calming on the streets most impacted by this land use proposal. The City
should consult with nearby property owners to align on the traffic calming that is most suitable and
desirable for each street block where calming is deemed appropriate.

In addition to the Coburg Development Code language inserted at the beginning of this testimoy, the
additional code language inserted below Is also pertinent to the proposed [and use application and
corroborates the aforementioned arguments in favor of for modifying the proposal.

ARTICLE Vill. SUPPLEMENTARY DISTRICT REGULATIONS Public access ways.
E. Streets, Alleys ond Other Public Way Standards

2
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3. Additionaf Street Standards

f. Public access ways. When necessary for public convenience and sofely, the
Planning Commission may require the fand diviier to dedicate to the public
access ways to connect cul-de-sacs, to pass through oddly shaped or unusually
long blocks, to pravide for networks of public paths according to odopted plans,
or to provide access o schaols, parks or other public areas, of such design,

width and location as reasonably required to facilitate public use,

F. Gther Public impravements

4. Dedlcations, As g condition of any development, the City may require
dedication and improvement of public ways for automaobile, bicycle and
pedestrian use; easements for water, wastewaler, ond stormwater
infrastructure; easements for utilities; dedication of open space; ond dedication
for other public purposes,

ARTICLE XI. LAND USE REVIEW AND SITE DESIGN REVIEW
C. Land Use Review Procedure and Approval Criteria
4. The Planning Official or Commisslon must also consider the following crileria:

g. That, based on anticipated traffic generation, adequate additional transportation
improvements must be provided by the development in order to promote trafiic safety and reduce
traffic congestion, including but not imited to right-of-way and road improvements. Consistent
with the Transpontation System Plan, consideration shall be given (o the need and feasibliity of
widening and improving abutling streets and also to the necessity for such additonal
requirements as Nghting, traffic-calming techniques, sidewalks and other pedestrian ways,
bikeways, and (um and deceleration/acceleration lanes.

ARTICLE XH. LAND DIVISIONS AND PROPERTY LINE ADJUSTMENTS
Purpase and Apglicabifity

The purpose of this chapteris to:
3. Encourage efficient use of jond resources, full utilization of urban services, and
trensportation opliens.
4. Promote the public health, safety and general welfore through orderly and
efficient urbonization.
5. Provide adequate light and alr, prevent overcrowding of land, and provide for
adequate transpartation, water supply, sewage, fire prolection, poliution control,
surfoce water management, and protection against natural hazards;

C. Tentative Approvol
2. Subdivisions {non-phased)
¢. Appraval Criteria.

{5) Proposal contributes to the orderly development of the City's area
tronsporiation network of roads, bikeways, and pedestrian facilities, and
allows for continuction and expansion of existing public access easements
within or adjacent to the subdivision.

Respectfully,

Cathy Engebretson and Daniel Rux
32703 E Locust Street
Coburg, Oregan 97408

280



Michelle Shattuck
32695 E. Locust St
Coburg, OR 97408

Dale & Cecilia Kast
32687 E. Locust St.
Caburg, OR 97408

Andrew Hughes
91173 N. Skinner
Coburg, OR 97408

Justin & Danielle Purdy
32669 E. Dixon St.
Coburg, OR 97408

Thomas & Jessica Rotter
91049 N. Harrison St
Coburg, OR 97408

Elizabeth Jaqua
91046 5. Skinner St.
Coburg, OR 97408
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4 B,
ATTACHMENT H oo

Property Owner Testimony

Re: City of Coburg Land Use Proposal Application number: SUB-01-20; Request:
Subdivision ~ 39 new lots; Property Location: Assessar's Map 16-03-28-00 Tax Lot
00501

April 3, 2020
To whom it may concern:

We are Peggy and Alan Wells. We live at 32668 E. Locust St. in Coburg and will be
directly affected by development of this proposed sub-division.

In our comments below, we will refer to the following sections of the City of Coburg land
development code.

ARTICLE Vil. DISTRICT REGULATIONS

A. Traditional Residential District (TR)

1. Purpose: The Traditional Residential District is intended to provide a livable
neighborhood environment, praserve the small town and historic character of the
traditional core of Coburg, ensure architectural compatibility, and provide for a
variety of residential housing choices and other associated uses as determined
fo be desirable and/or necessary.

ARTICLE Vill. SUPPLEMENTARY DISTRICT REGULATIONS Public accass
ways.

E. Streets, Alleys and Other Public Way Standards

3. Additional Straet Standards

f. Public access ways. When necessary for public convenience and safety, the
Planning Commission may require the fand divider to dedicate fo the public
access ways lo connect cul-de-sacs, to pass through oddly shaped or unusually
fong blocks, to provide for networks of public paths according to adopted plans,
or to provide access fo schools, parks or other public areas, of such design,
width and location as reasonably required to facilitate public use.

ARTICLE Xll. LAND DIVISIONS AND PROPERTY LINE ADJUSTMENTS
C. Tentative Approval

2. Subdivisions (non-phased)
¢. Approval Criteria.

(5) Proposal contributes to the orderly development of the Cily'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.
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The foliowing are our comments and suggestions.....

1. No Traffic Study was submitted as part of the sub-division application therefore, it is
impossible to assess the impact this increase in traffic will have on the community. The
comments below are best assessments from having lived in the community for over 10
years on E. Lacust Street, which will be directly affected by development of the sub-
division.

2. The tentative site plan of the proposed 33 lot subdivision currently reflects only two
access points, both at the south side of the property. These access points connect to
two existing City of Coburg streets, N. Coleman and N. Skinner Streets. Although there
is no Traffic Study to review, logically, peaple who will live in the subdivision heading
south will use N. Skinner or N. Coleman to access Peart St. and then to I-5 or Coburg

Rd. Residents heading north will likely use the N. Skinner access, then head west on E.

Locust St. which will allow access to N. Willamette St. Traffic will, therefore, increase
substantially on N. Coleman, N. Skinner and E. Locust. None of these streets are
currently improved to allow for such an increase in traffic. The currently developed
streets are too narrow, and there are no sidewalks or bike lanes for pedestrians and
bicycles. Further, southbound traffic on N. Willamette St. will, at times, be backed up
when cars are tuming left on to E. Locust St. off N. Willamette St.  This is already an
issue during busy times of the day and will be made worse with the new traffic resulting
from the new subdivision. Lastly, E. Locust St. forms the north end of Norma Pfeiffer
Park, which is constantly used by citizens of Coburg for recreation.

3..  Even without the benefit of having a traffic study, it is likely the increased traffic will
degrade the livable, small town character, especially within the historic district of
Coburg, (see Article VIl above) which among other things, is characterized by tight to
moderate vehicle traffic. The level of increased traffic is also detrimental to safety,
given the multi-modal (cars, bikes, pedestrians) use of N. Coleman, N. Skinner, and E.
Locust. in particular, E. Locust, situated on the north edge of the community’s primary
City park, is heavily traveled by bikes and pedestrians, and there is no sidewalk for
people using the Park to use to avoid this increase in traffic.

4. The proposal is also detrimental to the orderly development of the City's
transportation network of roads, (see Article XIl above) in that there are accesses to
anly two inadequately improved streets in the City's network, whereas there are at least
two additional City streets extending from the proposed subdivision to the southwest
and west.
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Thus, in order to comply with the criteria set forth in the code, and to provide the least
intrusive and safest access lo the proposed sub-division, the current design needs to be
maodified.

The applicant needs to designate additional street connections in order to dilute the new
traffic across Coburg’s current residential street network. Disbursing traffic more evenly
will lessen the impact to any one individual block or street.

The most feasible additional current street connections include W. Van Duyn and / or
Macy Streets, to the southwest and west of the proposed subdivision. These
connections would require either Coburg to reverse prior decisions regarding right of
way access and / or the applicant negotiating a transaction with the owners of the
properties affected to purchase or legally allow additional access points to the proposed
subdivision. This is important, in order to protect the character of and safe and orderly
traffic through the traditional residential district and Park blocks as a whole. The City
and applicant should pursue this.

Further to the traffic resulting directly from this current subdivision application, the
proposed site map indicates future street conneclions on the north side of the property
to potential future subdivisions, but still only indicates connections to the existing
Coburg street netwark at N. Skinner and N. Coleman. The City and applicant need to
Amend the land development code REQUIRING future subdivision development
adjacent to the proposed subdivision, to extend N. Harrison St. and N. Willamette St.

Finally, in the interest of safety, either as a part of this land use application, or on its
own, the City of Coburg shouid install traffic calming on the streets most impacted by
this land use proposal. The City should consult with nearby property owners to align on
the traffic calming that is most suitable and desirable for each street block where
calming is deemed appropriate.

To the Applicant...... we understand how the issues noted above can be, at times,
costly and time consuming. We are willing to help with making contacts and assisting
where we can. Please contact us if interested.

Thank you for your consideration.

Peggy & Alan Wells
32668 E. Locust St.
Coburg, OR 97408
(541) 990-9613
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ATTACHMENT I Ciy af o

APR 06 2020

Property Owner Tastimony

Re: City of Coburg Land Use Proposal Application number: SUB-01-20; Request: Subdivision — 39 new
lots; Property Location: Assessor's Map 16-03-28-00 Tax Lot 00501

March 28, 2020

To whom it may concern:

Inserted below are several criteria from the City of Coburg Development Code, which are pertinent to
the proposed subdivision:

ARTICLE Vii. DISTRICT REGULATIONS

A. Tradiltions! Residential District (TR)

1. Purpose: The Traditionol Residentiol District is intended to provide o livobie

neighborhood environment, preserve the smolf town and historic character of the

traditionol core of Caburg, ensure architecturo! compatibility, and provide fora

variety of residential housing choices and other associoted uses as determined to be desirable and/or
necessary.

ARTICLE Viil. SUPPLEMENTARY DISTRICT REGULATIONS Public access ways,
E. Strests, Alleys and Other Public Way Standards

3. Additional Street Standards

f- Public access ways. When necessary for public convenience and safety, the
Planning Commissian may require the lond divider to dedicote to the public

access ways to connect cul-de-sacs, to pass through oddly shaped or unusvolly

fong blocks, to provide for networks of public paths according to adapted plans,

or to provide access to schools, parks or other public areas, of such design,

width and location as reasonably required to fociiltate public use.

ARTICLE Xll. LAND DIVISIONS AND PROPERTY LINE ADJUSTMENTS
C. Tenlative Approval
2. Subdlvisions {non-phased)
c. Approval Criterio.
{5} Proposal contributes ta the orderly development of the City’s area
transportation network of roads, bikeways, and pedestrian facilities, ond
aliows for continuation ond expansion of existing public occess easements
within or adjacent to the subdivision.

The tentative site map of the proposed 39 lot subdivision currently reflects only two ingress/egress
points, both at the south side of the property. These proposed connections to two existing City of
Coburg streets, namely N. Coleman and N. Skinner Streets, will increase the traffic flow on the existing
northern-most block of N. Coleman, eastern-most block of E. Locust, and northern-most block of N.
Skinner by roughly 200% to 400% (2 10 4 times). The aforementioned streets and blocks are all located
in Coburg's historic traditional residential core.

This level of increase in traffic will degrade the livable, small town and historic character of the
traditional Ceburg core, which among other things, is characterized by light to moderate vehicle traffic.

The leve! of increase s also detrimental to safety, given the multi-modal (cars, bikes, pedestrians) use of

N. Coleman, N. Skinner, and E. Locust. In particular, E. Locust, situated on the north edge of the
community’s primary City park, is heavily traveled by bikes and pedestrians. The proposal is also

detrimental to the orderly development of the City’s transportation network of roads, in that there are

1
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proposed connections to only two streets in the City’s network, whereas there are at least two
additional City streets extending from the proposed subdivision to the southwest and west.

Thus, in order to comply with the criteria set forth in the code, the current design needs to be modified.
One such needed modification is to designate additional street connections in order to dilute the new
traffic across Coburg’s current residential street network. Disbursing traffic more evenly will lessen the

impact to any one individual block or street.

The most feasible additional current street connections include W. Van Duyn and Macy Streets, to the
southwest and west of the proposed subdivision. These connections would require Coburg to reverse
prior decisions regarding right of way access, however, in order to protect the character of and safe and
orderly traffic throughout the traditional residential district and park blocks as a whole, the City should
pursue this.

Further to the traffic resulting directly from this current subdivision application, the proposed site map
indicates future street connections on the north side of the property to potential future subdivisions,
but still only indicates connections to the existing Coburg street network at N. Skinner and N. Coleman.
In other words, this proposal, on its face, indicates the potential to bring additional subdivisions online
that all feed only N. Skinner (to E. Locust and the park) and N. Coleman. This would resultin an increase
to traffic on the aforementioned streets by 4 to 8 times if a second 40 home subdivision were added, 8
to 16 times for a third, and so on.

While a traffic increase of 2 to 4 times is detrimental to the historic core’s character, safety, and orderly
traffic network, the potential future traffic from additional jvisions would devastate it. Thus, to
comply with the code, the site plan would need to be modified to recognize and mitigate the potential
for future through traffic.

Given the significant magnitude of potential traffic as described above, the modification needs to
require an explicit notation on the site plan indicating the intention for a future connection between the
streets proposed within the subdivision, and the probable future street network, if/when it comes
anline, which includes extensions of N. Harrison and N. Willamette Streets. This prebable future street
network to the north and northwest of the historic Coburg residential core, is envisioned to come
online, as triggered by a land use application to subdivide and/or develop land located either to the
north of this current proposed site plan, and/for other currently-developed land on the north side of
Coburg.

Finally, in the interest of safety, either as a part of this land use application, or on its own, the City of
Coburg should instzll traffic calming on the streets most impacted by this land use proposal. The City
should consult with nearby property owners to align on the traffic calming that is most suitable and
desirable for each street block where calming is deemed appropriate.

in addition to the Coburg Development Code language inserted at the beginning of this testimony, the
additional cade language inserted below is also pertinent to the proposed land use application and
corroborates the aforementioned arguments in favor of modifying the proposal.
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ARTICLE VIIl. SUPPLEMENTARY DISTRICT REGULATIONS Public access ways.
F. Other Public Improvements

4. Dedications. As a condition of any development, the City may require

dedication and improvement of public ways for automobile, bicycle and

pedestrion use; eosements for water, wastewater, ond stormwater

infrastructure; easements for utifities; dedication of open space; ond dedication

for ather public purposes.

ARTICLE X!I. LAND USE REVIEW AND SITE DESIGN REVIEW

C. Land Use Review Procedure and Approval Criteria

4. The Planning Official or Commission must also consiter the following criteria:

g. Thal, based on anlicipated traffic generation, adequale additional transportation improvements
must be pravided by the development in order to promote traffic safely and reduce traffic
congeslion, including but not limited to right-of-wsy and road improvements. Consistent with the
Transportation System Plan, consideralion shaif be given to the need and feasibliity of widening
and improving abuiting streets and aiso to the necessity for such additional requirements as
lighling, traffic-calming techniques, sidewalks and other pedestrian ways, bikeways, and tum and
decelsralion/accaleralion lanes.

ARTICLE Xii. LAND DIVISIONS AND PROPERTY LINE ADJUSTMENTS
Purpose and Applicability

The purpose of this chapter Is ta:
3. Encovrage efficlent use of land resources, full utilization of urbon services, and
transportation options.
4. Promote the public health, sofety and generai welfare through orderly and
efficient urhonization.

5. Provide adequate light ond alr, prevent overcrowding of lond, and provide for
adequate transportation, water supply, sawage, fire protection, poliution control,
surface water management, and protection against netural hazords;

Respectfully, (Mﬁﬁ
Cathy Engebretson and Daniel Rux 7

32703 E Locust Street
Coburg, Oregon 97408

KQQQ; ¥ ‘PMJQ Coelhs”
Ws3 N. SKinner St
Cok)ow? , O SO0y
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ATTACHMENT J
Written testimony re: SUB-01-20

Sandy Marr <srm2828@gmail.com>
Mon 4/20/2020 3:16 PM
To: KERMNEN Jeff <Jeff Kernen@ci.coburg or.us>

James and Sandra Marr
91188 N Coleman St
Coburg OR 97408
541-485-1801

To: Coburg Pianning Commission
Date: April 20, 2020
RE: Notice of Land Use Proposal, SUB-01-20

We are submitting the following comments as part of the public testimony in regard to the above
Land Use Proposal:

Comment 1:

We would like consideration given to locating a street, mukti -use path, or right-of-way along the
south edge of the future subdivision for the following reason: We own property on N. Coleman Street
which is lacated on the south edge of the proposed subdivision. There are overhead eleciric
powerlines, telephone lines, and cable lines that run east and west along this property line. These
overhead lines run approximately 300’ to 400" and the only access to these lines, which serve multiple
homes and includes at least two transformers, is by way of the field via N, Coleman Street.

Our concern is that, as planned, the proposed subdivision will butt up against this property line and
will effectively block access by bucket truck to alf of the overhead lines. Access to these lines by
bucket truck is important for both outage restoration and line maintenance such as tree trimming.
Tree trimming, which is an essential part of outage prevention, would be virtually impossible in this
area without the use of a bucket truck. Furthermore, in order to repair outages or perform routine line
maintenance, Pacific Power will have to walk in to access their facilities through homeowner's
backyards. (As an aside, if you look at an aerial photo of the area you will see our driveway paraliels
these powerlines and may appear to provide some access. Unfortunately, our asphalt driveway is not
strong enough to support even small bucket trucks.)

On Tuesday, February 25th we spoke with Derrick Westover who works for Bruce Wiechert Custom
Homes about this issue and of our concerns. He stated that access to utility infrastructure must be
allowed but not necessarily for bucket trucks and that power companies can do what they need to do
without trucks. While this may be true, it would make it much more difficult for them to restore
power, causing longer outage times. Especially with having two transformers on these power poles, if
these transformers blow and have to be replaced, the linemen will be required to carry these through
the backyards of homeowners. Also, restoring downed powerlines is a much more difficult and langer
process without the use of a bucket truck. Having worked for an electric utility for 27 years, | know
that during outages these more difficult areas to get to are prioritized at a lower level possibly causing
longer autage times.

We have been in contact with Pacific Power, the utility that serves this area, and on March 24th they
sent representatives to take a look at the situation. They too expressed concern about a lack of access
htips Houtlook.oflice385.com/mailideeplink?version=2020041301.13&popoutv2=1&leanbootstrap=1 289
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via bucket truck and would like an access of 15' or so. While it appears that there may not be a faormal
easement in place, this infrastructure is likely covered by prescriptive rights because of its age (this
infrastructure has been in place for over 30 years).

One of the Pacific Power representatives, Sachin (Field Operations Manager), said he would try to
make contact with the developer to discuss this issue.

Mr. Westover further said that there are other areas of Coburg where access to powerlines serving
individual homes does not come off a main street or an alley and therefore does not have access by
bucket truck. We personally have not found this to be the case. After walking throughout most of
Coburg, we found no other situation similar to this. Every home we saw had access to their powerlines
either by a main road or an alley, serviceable by bucket trucks. In the south part of town for example,
there are at least two alleys (running east and west) that provide access to individual home's
powerlines. And in the northwest part of town, near E Locust and Willamette, another alley provides
access to powerlines serving a row of houses north of the store.

We have never been concerned with this situation before now because when we built our home over
30 years ago, we were assured by the then head of Coburg Public works that when the adjacent
property to our north got developed, a city street would be located along this property line. In any
case, it is just common sense to provide access to utility infrastructure.

We are asking that consideration be given to including some type of easement, right-of-way, or
possibly a street that is wide enough to allow a bucket truck to access these electric, phone, and cable
lines. Locating a street and/or a multi-use path along the south edge of the future subdivision
ensures continued, good access by bucket truck to this infrastructure,

Comment 2:

fn regard to the open or green space which the city requests be included in new developments, we
would like consideration given to some other options:

1. The possibility of using multi-use paths around the perimeter of the new subdivision. Our
understanding is that the current plan for the open space is to locate a small park at the northeast
corner of the subdivision. But open space in the newer “Hatfield" subdivision was achieved with the
use of a multi-use path and there are many advantages to this:

> Multi-use paths have a much broader appeal to more people than the proposed apen space
> A multi-use path would provide more year-round use than the proposed open space

> Many people already use the field for walking and we have seen school children use this as a
shorteut to get to school. This would provide a safer option for them.

We have noticed so many people using the new path near the "Hatfield" subdivision, as well as the
new path near the Hayden subdivision. These provide a safe place for walkers, joggers, bikers, families
with children, and people with pets. These are wonderful additions to any community because it gets
people moving and contributes to a healthier, more active community.

2. The possibility of relocating the proposed open space from the northeast corner of the subdivision
to the south end. That, in conjuction with even a short multi-use path, could provide better access to
the powerlines located there.

hitps:/foutlook.office 385 . comimailideeplink Pversion=2020041301,138popoutv2=18leanbootstrap=1 290 213
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In speaking with Mr Westover, he expressed concern that this could end up being an unsightly alley.
But what we are proposing is not an alley (although we are sure many new homeowners would
consider it an advantage to live next to an alley), but a multi-use path similar to many of the other
wonderful paths here in Coburg.

Please consider the use of a street, multi-use path, relocation of the open space to the south end of
the subdivision, or some combination of the three as this would not only fulfill the open space
requirement in a way that would benefit many people in the community, year-round, but also
provide essential access by bucket truck to the existing utility infrastructure located there.

copy: Bruce Wiechert

kA WARNING: This email has been sent from OUTSIDE the City of Caburg. Please proceed with
Cautioni*****it
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ATTACHMENT K

April 10, 2020

Jared Bauder

Land Management Divisian
3050 N. Delta Hwy
Eugene, OR 97408

Re: 508-PA15-05949
Dear Mr. Bauder,

We are writing in opposition of the application for Bruce Wiechert-Bruce Wiechert Custem Home Inc,
file number 509-PA19-05949,

Our Coburg home is located on the N.E. corner at 32673 E. Locust Street across the street from the
Norma Pfeiffer Park. My wife has owned the property for 20 years and raised our son there. Itisa truly
wonderful area and we have loved the quiet, peaceful and safe neighborhood. Currently our hause is
being rented while we reside in the Santa Clara area of Eugene. We plan to mave back to Coburg when
we both 'retire’ in late 2021.

The idea of increased traffic on Locust Street is truly horrifying when we know the numbers of people
that walk dogs, ride bikes, jog, picnic, and not to forget all the beautiful events that the park hasts, such
as the Coburg Car Classic, Golden Years, and the hugely attended Antique Fair to name just a few.,

As a community, the residents whao live around the park {Locust Street runs along the north end} are
cooperative and hospitable to those events. However, we join with the residents in protest to using our
streets to access this new development. [t is not surprising that Coburg is growing, it seems everyone
wants to live in Coburg. We don’t blame them,

Please, re-evaluate where and how the new citizens of this development will access their streets. Keep
the streets around the park safe with minimal disruption to the quality of life for the current residents.

Sincerely,

Michael & Vilma McDonald
Owners

32673 E. Locust Street
Coburg, OR 97408
541-517-3070
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COBURG PLANNING COMMISSION
MONTHLY REPORTS

TOPIC: City Administrator’s Report

Meeting Date: June 17, 2020
Staff Contact: Anne Heath, City Administrator
Contact: 541-682-7871, anne.heath@ci.coburg.or.us

The following is an overview of important activities during the month of May, general
administration, and upcoming work to be done. The information in this report is compiled by
the City Administrator and Department Directors.

GENERAL ADMINISTRATION

Well Property Purchase. The City has contracted with a real estate representative to
provide consulting for a farmal offer for the well property. The draft offer was received
on Tuesday, June 2nd. Staff are reviewing the documents and will make recommended
changes and then forward to the property owner to begin negotiation. Final offer will
be reviewed by the City Council in an executive Session, hapefully in July.

I-5 Bore. We have received conditional approval from the Oregon Health Authority
and Business Oregon to proceed. Staff has again been in contact with the business
owner that needs to sign an easement for the west side of the freeway. They have
assured us that they will take care of it in a timely fashion.

Grant Funding for Robert Road Maintenance and Repairs ~ As applied for and granted,
the City will be performing maintenance and repair work on Roberts Road. This is part
of a transportation grant that is specific to these kinds of roads. A RFP was issued for
this work on Friday with it likely taking place in the summer months.

Johnny Diamand Park - Is taking shape quickly. Sidewalks have been poured and the
structure and natural play areas are under construction. [t is anticipated that the park
will be completed in late July or early August with a grand opening around labor day.

High Speed Internet - Fiber in City — The Fiber Consortium is moving forward with ane
provider to negotiate a lease for the lines to Coburg. The City owns an empty conduit
on the {-5 bridge and so are researching the requirements for use of the conduit in the

Coburg City Administrator’s Monthly Report, 10 June 2020 Page 1
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event that it can be used to get the fiber to the other side of the freeway for the future
employment lands.

» Cyber Security — With the cyber security policy adopted the City applied for and was
accepted for Cyber Security Insurance. Next step is to update our Cyber Security
recovery plan within the City Emergency plan which is pretty limited. Staff is working
with IT to develop the plan quickly.

e Finance Director — A letter of hire has been issued to the top candidate for the Finance
Director. Pending a background check and reference check the new Finance Director
will begin working at the City in the first week of july.

¢ Declaration of Emergency — The City has continued to renew the declaration of
Emergency so long as the County remains under a declaration. This is standard for all
regional cities within the County. During this time, we are working together to identify
opportunities for funding for local businesses, and recovery efforts for the community
as a whole.

» Community Fund Disbursement — The business round of the application process was
completed and $30,500 was awarded to loca! businesses. The Individual round closed
on June 1, and the selection committee is meeting on lune 3 to make awards. ltis
anticipated that up to $5,000 will be awarded to individuals in the community.

¢ Community Build Out Scenario - This project kicked off in late May with a conference
calt with Urban Collaborative, the Mayor and City Staff. A timeline is being developed
in order to engage the community in a survey, cammunity meetings, and other ways to
provide needed information as to how the Community would like to see Coburg grow.
The final timeline will be shared with City Council as soon as the staff receive it.

» Bike lumps on the Booth Kelly Trail =City staff were notified of bike jumps being built
on the Booth Kelly Trail. The Public Works Director went and investigated and found
that dirt jumps were built both on City property, and on the property of the neighboring
farmers City staff have discussed this with both the parents and the youth involved.
The youth have taken down the jumps an the City side of the slough. However, they
have not on the other side. The City has no jurisdiction on that side. Public Works are
checking the path daily and making sure no new jumps have been constructed. City
Administrator contacted CIS to discuss this issue. Because the City gave no permission
for these jumps to be built, and we have notified the families that they can’t build jumps
in the area, the parents would be responsible parties for not monitoring of their
children, and the City may claim recreation immunity if someone were to sue due to an
injury sustained while utilizing the non-approved improvements. Best case solution

Coburg City Administrator's Monthly Report, 10 June 2020 Page 2
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would be for the young families to begin working with the Park Committee to try to
develop bike areas for older youth in the community.

Upcoming Meetings

Heritage Committee — June 10, Cancelled due to Covid-19
Park Tree Committee — june 6t

Planning Commission — June 17"

City Hall Closed - Independence Day = July 3

Heritage Committee - July 8

City Council — July 14

Coburg City Administrator’s Monthly Report, 10 June 2020 Page 3
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DEPARTMENTS AND OPERATIONS

City Recorder/Administration

¢ Part time administrative staff is back from being out on furlough due to COVID-19.
e Erin is working on utility billing, limited income assistance, COVID-19 utility billing relief,
assisting Anne with accounts payable, daily deposits.

» Recruitment! City is accepting applications for Historical Committee. This Committee
has not met since February as they only have two active members. Please help spread
the word!

» |Pads will be distributed at the end of June. July 14, 2020 City Council Meeting will have
electranic Council packets, agendas. | am meeting and training with MuniCode two
times a week on the implementation of the meeting and agenda management software
for this transition.

s COVID-19 tasks

o Continue to update the community using City website and social media on the
Administrative Orders regarding the State of Emergency.

= Locking at cost and option to continue recording and broadcasting City Council meeting.
e Noxious vegetation enforcement administration started June 1.

Finance — No Report this month. A finance report will be completed through May 31, 2020
for the July meeting

Planning
¢ Regional Transportation | CLMPO

o Metropolitan Policy Committee {(MPC) — May
= UPWP & MTIP approval, Letter of support for Coos Bay Grant
o MPO Technical Advisory Sub-Committee (TASC} - May
= RTP update, Funding application discussion
o Transportation Policy Committee (TPC) ~ May
»  RTP/CMP/ITS Plan update, TO update, Application review & rec
o Transportation Options Advisory Committee (TOAC) — May
v Jurisdictional Check ins, funding Apps update
o Safe Lane Transportation Coalition — May
= QOregan Friendly Driver workshop, Veneta letter of support
s Long Range Pianning | Special Projects
Caburg Loop Path Segment 3 — Complete, waiting on overruns/invaices
o Coburg Loop Path Segment 4 — Survey work
o Transportation System Plan - Project kick off, Modeling work
o Build Out — Background work, kicked off

(0]
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¢ Historic Preservation
o  CLG grant work ongoing: Historic Resources Survey draft soon

Land Use Applications

« Building
o 5 Structural/Plumbing/Mechanical/Electrical Permits {May)

» Lland Use Final Approval
o PA-02-19 - Highway Commercial Development Code Amendments - Final Approval
o SR-04-17 - Ponsse Equipment Wash Site Review, Huntley Ct. - Fina! Approval,

Extended

o VR-01-19 - Tamburrini Design Standard Modification on N Skinner — Final Approval
o 5R-01-20 - Leach Change of Use/Site Review on Delaney/Willamette - Final Approval
o  LLA-02-19 — Pudewell Lot Line Adjustment on S Skinner — Fina! Approval

* lLand Use Tentative Approval
o SUB-03-18 — Rogers Partition, Mill St/N Harrison St. — Tentative Approval, Extended
o SUB-01-19 - Blystone Partition on N Coleman — Tentative Approval

* Land Use Pending Action
o SUB-01-20 - Wiechert Subdivision north of Coleman & Skinner - Pending

Public Works

® Streets and ROW,
o Pot Holes
» Repaired a large hole on Roberts rd.
o Right of Ways
* Alot of our time is being spent mowing and maintaining the Right of
Ways. This will be ongoing until those areas die off.
«  Water Utility
o Meters
* Crews are still working on wrapping up switching out the larger
commercial meters.
o Emergency Repair
s  Repaired a water main on Indian Dr.
e Sewer Utility
o Collections
®= {|nspected 5 sites
= Called out 7 times
* Pumped one of the larger tanks.
s  Parks
o Johnny Diamond Park
* Project is still going good. We have been working with the Parks and Tree
Committee on ideas for the swing set. We have settled on an idea and
they should be built in lune.
o Mowing
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*  Mowing season has started.

o Parks
*  Crews have painted some of the play structures at the playground.
* Purchased new mower.

e Misc.

o Locates

m 12 Locates
Fleet Servicing

"  We had the engine in the Ford F-350 replaced and new tires installed.

Municipal Court

» May 2020 Activity Measures:
o Citations {Crimes and Violations)
= New Citations for May 5, 2020 Court Date: 5
Court Date Cancelled due to COVID-19

o May 2020 Receipts Including Collections,
= Tatal Fines: $13,072.55 ({total monies taken in for the month, nothing deducted),
compared to $17,723.14 in May of 2019
» Net Fines: $ 6,595.00 (City share only, NOT including collections),
compared to 514,504.00 in May of 2019

o May 2020 Professional Credit Service Collections:
* Total Collection Revenue: $ 6,477.55
compared to $3,219.14 in May of 2019
* Turned over to collection: $ 0
compared to 57,301.00 in May of 2019

Comparisons should only be considered when viewing the year-to-date amounts
as court dates are not consistently held on the same dates each month, nor is
there consistent cases presented to the court.

Other Information:

» Upcoming Court Date: June 2, 2020 & June 23, 2020- Regular Court Sessions

» Jury Trial Scheduled for July 23, 2020

¢ Court office re-opened to public on May 20, 2020 and first court appearances will take
place on June 2, 2020 following COVID-19 closures.

» No past dues or collection action processed due to COVID-19
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Police Department

» Officers investigated a serious assault early Mother’s Day morning.  Several subject
where highly intoxicated at a birthday party when one subject assaulted another. The
suspect sliced the victim’s throat from one side to the other coming within a % inch of his
artery. The victim called 911 as he was bleeding heavily from his throat. Other party
goers rushed the victim to Sacred Heart hospital saving his life. The suspect was
identified, interviewed and arrested for Assault | a Class A felony. The suspect is
currently in custody at the Lane County Jail.

¢ Officer investigated three thefts from the Truck and Travel. A team of three people
worked in concert to commit several thefts at the truck stop. The investigation is
ongoing

= Officer took a suicidal female into custody. The female tried to light herself and her tent
on fire because she wanted to die. The female was transported to the University District
Hospital for evaluation

= Officers took a report of an unlawful entry into a motor vehicle. Misc. items were stolen

» Officers used the CHETT program to buy $15 for fuel for a male at the truck stop

» Officers investigated a non-injury motor vehicle accident where a subject ran into an
unknown object and fled the scene. The vehicle was abandoned in Coburg.

* Officers returned a found wallet to the owner who lives in Harrisburg

» Officer investigated a call of graffiti to Norma Phiefer Park

e Officers took a report for a stolen vehicle. The vehicle was later located and returned to
the owner

» Officers where contacted by a resident to check the serial number of a $500 Stih!
backpack blower he had purchased through a private party. The serial number came
back as stolen out of Salem Police Department. The property was returned to its rightful
owner

» Officer took a female into custody for a peace officer hold for making suicidal statement.
The female was transported to the University District Hospital for evaluation

» Officer investigated a call of criminal mischief graffiti to the I00F

e Officers arrested a male for DUN. The driver was issued citations for DUIl and reckless
driving

» Officers took a burglary report. A resident had some power tools stolen. A suspect has
been identified and an arrest warrant is being issued

« Officer investigated a theft at the Truck and Travel. An ex-employee who worked at the
Aurora Truck and Travel committed several thefts. The suspect has been identified. An
arrest warrant is pending.

Coburg City Administrator's Monthly Repart, 10 June 2020 Page 7
299



Al TACHMEN IE
AGENDA

Coburg Planning Commission
Regular Session
July 15, 2020 at 7.00 p.m.
City Hall, 91136 N Willamette St.
Coburg, OR 97408

CHty Hali 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 July 15" at 3 PM,
sammy.egheri@cl.coburg.or.us or 541-682-7852 to get a login in and scheduled time slot.

In Persgn — With limited seating, seats will go to the citizens who sign up with Clty Recorder in the order
received. Walk in and overflow plans are available.

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 & June 17, 2020 Chair Wood

7:15p 5. PUBLIC TESTIMONY
Five minute limit each unless extended time appraved prior to meeting by Chair.

7:20p B. COMMISSION BUSINESS | Deliberation Jeff Kernen
e« 5UB-01-20 Wiechert Subdivision | Consider Approval

8:20p 7. CITY UPDATES Jeff Kernen
s City Administration Report | informalion only

8:30p 8. ADJOURNMENT Chair Woaod

The next regular meeting of the Coburg Planning Commission is
scheduled for Augusl 18 at 7:00pm at Coburg City Hall. If you need a
disability accommodalion 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.eqbent@ci.coburg or.us to request

reasonable accommaodation or for more informalion.

COBURG PLANNING COMMISSION MEMBERS
Jonathan Darby
Seth Clark
Judith Behney
William Wood
Paul Thompson
John Marshall
Marissa Daoyle

COUNCIL LIAISON: N/A
S:'\Public' Planning Department PLANNING COMMISSION PC Agendas 2020:PC agendz 07.15.20.dacx

300


clid1710
Typewritten Text
ATTACHMENT E


CITY OF COBURG PLANNING
PO BOX 8316 Coburg, OR 97408

STAFF REPORT - Supplement

Subdivision
SUB-01-20
Report Date:  July 8, 2020
. BASIC DATA
Property Owners: Bruce Wiechert Custom Homes, inc.
3073 Skyview Lane

Eugene, OR 87405

Applicant Consultant/Surveyor:  The Favreau Group
Eugene, OR 87405

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

Comprehensive Plan

Designation: Traditional Residential (TR)
Current Zoning: Traditional Residential (TR)
. 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.

Ill. 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.

At their June 17, 2020 meeting the Planning Commission closed the public hearing,

but left the record open for the applicant to provide more details related to suitability
of the open space proposed.

Open Public Record:
The applicant had until 6/24/20 to submit details, the public was given until 7/1/20 to
submit response, with the applicant having an opportunity to respond by 7/7/20.

SUB-01-20 Supplernental Staff Report Page 1 of 2
Wiechert Subdivision
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The City received the applicant's details, three written public responses, and an

applicant response. These materials are included as attachments to this staff report
supplement.

V. NEXT STEPS

The Planning Commission left the record open specifically to ask the applicant to
submit more information to show how the proposed open space is suitable. The
applicant did not change the layout and proposed open space, but instead chose a
different option to meet the code requirements. Per the applicant's response, they
propose paying into a public land acquisition fund.

From the Coburg Zoning Code (Ord. A-200-1):;
Article Xi.B.19. Park/Recreation Acquisitions.

a. 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 Cornmission 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 fand into less than 10 lots, the subdivider shall, in lieu of setting aside
fand, pay into a public land acquisition fund a sum of money equal to one percent 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.

The applicant’s proposal more than meets the code’s requirements, because they
not only propose to pay into a public land fund but also still provide open space. in
addition, the applicant provided a conceptual layout of the proposed open space.

Deliberation.
The Planning Commission chose to leave the record open until 7/7/20 and
scheduled deliberation for 7/15/20 at 7pm.

The Planning Commission can:

- Approve the subdivision request

- Approve the subdivision request amended with additional conditions.

- Deny the subdivision request. The Planning Commission must craft findings to
support the denial.

ATTACHMENTS:

A. Applicant detail response (received 6/18/20)
B. Public comment — Godfrey (received 6/30/20)
C. Public comment — Bishow (received 6/30/20)
D. Public comment — Chandler (received 6/30/20)
E. Applicant Rebuttal (received 7/7/20)

SUB-D1-20 Supplemental Staff Report Page 2of2
Wiechert Subdivision
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KERNEN Jeff

L ]
From: ANTHONY ) FAVREAU <favreaugroup@msn.com>

Sent: Thursday, June 18, 2020 4:25 PM

To: KERNEN Jeff

Cc: wiecherthomes@comcast.net; Derrick Westover

Subject; Coburg Creek Park/Park Recreation Acquisitions.

Jeff,

Below is our proposal for the Park/Park Recreation Acquisitions section of the Code.

19. Park/Park Recreation Acquisitions.

a.  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 na 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 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.

Response: The applicant is proposing to pay into a public land acquisition fund to satisfy the park and recreation
requirement as allowed by this code section. In addition, the applicant will dedicate and deed to the City of Coburg
Tracts A = D as shown on the tentative map.

Let me know if you have any questions,

Thanks,

Tony Favreau
541-683-7048

PERAEEEWARNING: This email has been sent from OUTSIDE the City of Caburg. Please proceed with caution™®******»
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KERNEN Jeff

L - ___]
From: Mike Godfrey <gman18i8@comcast.net>

Sent: Tuesday, June 30, 2020 4:05 PM

To: KERMNEN Jeff

Cc: gman1818@comcast.net

Subject: Coburg Creek Subdivision

Hi Jeff

Re: Coburg Creek Subdivision
| wanted to state my support far the above proposed subdivision.

The applicant has already sufficiently provided an amount of land for parks and open spaces to meet the code
requirements, Now that the applicant has proposed paying the full amount of the park fee to the City in addition to the
deeding of the required amount of land to the City this completely fulfills the code requirement without any question.
This is an absolute win for the City to receive land plus the large sums of money that will be provided to the City for all
park projects throughout the City.

The applicant, Bruce Wiechert Custom Homes, Inc., has an excellent reputation for honesty and integrity. They are very
highly regarded in the home building community. They will provide severely needed housing and will provide an
excellent addition to the businesses of the City of Coburg and to the greater community at large.

Sincerely

Mike Godfrey

Sent from my iPad
FEAFEIEWARNING: This email has been sent from OUTSIDE the City of Coburg. Please proceed with caution******x»
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L BIREIOW

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
375 West 4% Ave., Suite 204

P.O. Box 50721

Eugene, OR 97405

541-514-1029
teresa@bishowconsulting.com

June 30, 2020
City of Coburg Planning Commission

P.0O. Box 8316
Coburg, OR 97408

Sent Via E-mail: jeff.kernen@ci.coburg.or.us

Dear Planning Commissioners,

RE: SUB-01-20 WEICHERT SUBDIVISION — REBUTTAL TESTIMONY

Please accept this rebuttal testimony regarding the applicant's proposal on how to
address the Park/Park Acquisitions section of the code. This rebuttal testimony is
submitted on behalf of:

Alan and Peggy Wells, 32668 East Locust Street, Coburg, OR
Dale Kast, 32687 East Locust Street, Coburg, OR

Cathy Engebretson, 32703 East Locust, Coburg, OR

Patrick & Virginia Banks, 91140 Austin St., Coburg, OR

Scott & Jayme Parker, 91180 N. Coleman St., Coburg, OR
Analee Fuentes & Martin Weissbarth, 91163 N. Diamond St., Coburg, OR
Michael & Vilma McDonald, 32673 E. Locust St., Coburg, OR
Michelle Shattuck, 32685 E. Locust St., Coburg, OR

Kelly & Erik Hughes, 91189 N. Water St., Coburg, OR

Andrew Hughes, 91173 N Skinner St., Coburg, OR

Kim and David Fitch, 32666 E. Locust St., Coburg, OR

Pat Cramer, 91157 N. Diamond Street Coburg, OR

Robert Valdez & Elise Leister, 32657 E. Locust St., Coburg OR
Danielle Purdy, 32669 West Dixon, Coburg, OR

Alison Cramer, P.O. Box 8288, 91099 N Skinner St., Coburg, OR
Elizabeth and Thomas (Tyson) Kidder, 91165 N Skinner St., Coburg, OR
Paul and Keli Coelho, 91153 N Skinner St., Coburg, OR

Tom and Tammi Tamburrini, 91180 N Skinner St., Coburg, OR
Becky Wheeler, 91167 N Miller St., Coburg, OR

Jason and Hilary Aaron, 32717 E Delaney, Coburg, OR

Edward and Susan Wojakowski, 32756 E Mill St, Coburg, OR
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According to Article Xl.B.19 Park/Park Acquisitions,

a. Within or adjacent to a subdivision of fand into 10 or more lots, a parcel of
fand 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 shali, in lieu of selting aside land, pay info
a public land acquisition fund a sum of money equal to ane percent
ARTICLE Xl 140 Coburg Development Cade of the gross sale price of
each lot in the subdivision, which sum of money shall be paid al the lime
each lot is developed or sold, whichever occurs first. (Emphasis mine.)

The applicant proposes to satisfy the above standard by paying into a public land
acquisition fund skipping the step of first determining that no area in the subdivision is
suitable for park and recreation purposes. This standard requires land to be dedicated
to the public for park and recreation use concurrent with the approval of the subdivision.
The standard provides a fee payment option only, “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 in hopes of
satisfying the above standard. The Planning Commission received public testimony
from a few of my clients and the Coburg Parks and Tree Committee raising a concern
regarding the suitability of the Tracts for park and recreation purposes. The Planning
Commission granted the applicant seven days to provide a written response. The
applicant could have provided further details showing how the 4 Tracts could serve park
and recreation uses along with other functions such as stormwater drainage or
proposed an allernative area to be dedicated to the public. The applicant did neither.

The Planning Commission should reject the applicant’s proposal on how to
address the Park/Park Acquisitions standard.

We acknowledge there are circumstances that might prevent any area in a proposed
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 nane 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 proposed 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.

Rebuttal Testimony Page 2 of 4 (R BISHOW
SUB-01-20 Weichert Subdivision June 30, 2020 & coNsuLTinG
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The Planning Commission may be concerned about relying upon non-compliance with
one standard as the basis for the applicant needing to revise the subdivision design.
The propased subdivision also does not comply with Article XII.B.13 Through
Lots and Parcels. This code section states:

‘Through Iots 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 propased subdivision has frontage on approximately 280 feet on E Van Duyn
street. The proposed street layout will create “through lots" labeled as lots 6, 7, and 8
on the Tentative Plan dated June 9, 2020. Since “through lots” are prohibited, a revised
subdivision design is required.

In addition, the proposed extension of N Skinner Street north of E Van Duyn Street will
create a "T" intersection. The proposed subdivision is not in compliance with
Article VIILE.3.h. Alignment. This code section states:

"Alignment. As far as is practical, streets other than minor streets shail be in
alignment with existing sireets by continuations of the center fines thereof,
staggered street alignment resulling 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 fest.”
(Emphasis mine)

The proposed “T” intersection of N Skinner and Sarah Strest is only 90 feet from the
existing intersection of N Skinner and E Van Duyn Street. The proposed subdivision
also does not comply with code requirements to improve the portion of E Van
Duyn Street adjacent ta the site nor does it comply with the block standards.
These are blatant violations of the code and require a change to the subdivision design.

The applicant submitted revised plans dated June 9, 2020 for a 46 lot subdivision. At
the June 17" public hearing, at least one request was made fo continue the public
hearing. The Planning Commission decided to close the public hearing and limited
continuance of the record to the applicant's response regarding the Park/Park
Acquisition standard. Community members were then limited to rebuttal testimony and

thus provided an insufficient opportunity to review the revised plans and provide
comments.

In closing, this is not a case where the Planning Commission can approve the
subdivision with a few conditions. The subdivision does not comply with several code
standards and needs to be substantially changed. We urge the Planning Commission
to reject the applicant's proposal to sidestep the dedication of land for parks and
recreation use and deny the subdivision.

Rebuttal Testimony Page 3 of 4 IT‘E’F' ISH
SUB-01-20 Weichert Subdivision June 30, 2020 ol cons ULTING
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Please include the list of people above on the interested parties list to receive mailed
natice of the Planning Caommission's decision.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Tevesa Bighow
Teresa Bishow

cc: clients

Rebuttal Testimony Page 4 of 4 % BISHOW
SUB-01-20 Weichert Subdivision June 30, 2020 CONSULTING
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KERNEN Jeff

From: Chris Chandier <sealchan@yahgo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 30, 2020 7:18 PM

To: EGBERT Sammy; KERNEN Jeff

Subject: In support of the attached letter sent by Teresa Bishow...
Attachments: Bishow Testimony PC 063020 Rebuttal Final pdf

| have written the following and attached a letter which | support but on which my name was not included due to late
notice of its existence. After reviewing it | came to the canclusion that | supported it and | wish to provide the following as
my own feedback.

Per a recent post on Facebook | became aware of a plan for a 46 unit sub-division that may threaten one of Coburg's best
resources...pedestrian friendly streets. As a new resident of the Coburg Crossings neighborhood | quickly came to the
opinion that even to traverse in my car across town | should use Pearl and Willamette as much as possible as my wife
and | so enjoy the ability to casually stroll through the neighborhood.

My understanding of this new sub-division is that entry to it would be had via Skinner and Coleman. This would make the
optimal path for those who would live in the new neighborhood thraugh the heart of the residential blocks and could
seriously degrade the pedestrian friendly aspect. | have noticed that there is a managable but significantly greater
amount of traffic on Miller. This is perhaps due to the modest number of additional homes that connect via Sarah Lane. |
couldn't imagine how crowded the traffic would feel on Skinner and Coleman with 46 additional homes.

My feeling is that prior to adding any additional homes to the Coburg grid there should be an effort to afford protection to
the pedestrian friendliness of Coburg’s existing neighborhoods. Perhaps this would require delaying the development
project until a new higher traffic street could be provided. In any case, | am not aware of any benefit that expanding
Coburg at the sacrifice of its tranquil pedestrian neighbarhoods would provide. the fact that Coburg does not have
sidewalks should all but require that we protect that aspect by minimizing vehicle traffic through residential blocks.

Thank you for requesting and taking my feedback.

Chris Chandler
32950 E McKenzie Street

*REEENEWARNING: This email has been sent from QUTSIDE the City of Caburg. Piease proceed with caution******++*
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BECKLEY & Bons, P.C.
KELLY R. BECKLEY ATTORNEYS AT LAW
of counsel
Wheckley@heckley-law.com # CLUB ROAD, SUITE 363 5416500888
KEVIN W BONS P.O BOX 11095 FAX £31.683.0659
Sbonsfibeckley-law com EUGENE, OR 97444-1298 www heckley-law.com
CONNOR K.R. BECKLEY
checklier@beckiey-law.cam
July 7, 2020

HAND DELIVERED and SENT VIA EMAIL TO: jeff.kernen@ci.coburg.or.us

City of Coburg
Planning Commission
P.O. Box 8316
Coburg, OR 97408

Re:  Application No.: SUB-01-20
Applicant: Bruce Wiechert Custom Homes, Inc.

Property Location: Assessor’s Map 16-03-28-00
Tax Lot: 00501

Dear Planning Commissioners:
Introduction

I represent Bruce Wiechert Custom Homes, Inc. (“BWCH") and its principal Bruce Wiechert.
BWCH has submitted a Subdivision Request under the above number to subdivide one legal lot
into fifty (50) legal lots. The proposed subdivision would create forty-six (46) single family home
lots, as well as four (4) lots for park lands/open space.

Background

The original subdivision request proposed thirty-nine (39) buildable lots. Due to the residential
density standards contained in the Coburg Development Code, the number of lots was increased
from thirty-nine (39) to forty-six (46).

The City of Coburg Planning Department issued a Staff Report dated June 10, 2020. Planning
Staff recommended the subdivision be approved subject to five (5) conditions. Those conditions
have all been addressed.

BWCH's understanding is that the Planning Commission will be meeting July 15, 2020 at 7:00
p.m. to consider three (3) issues. Those issues were raised by rebuttal testimony submitted by Ms.
Teresa Bishow of Bishow Consulting in a letter dated June 30, 2020. In turn, the three (3) issues

are addressed in this letter. They are parklands and open spaces, through lots, and street alignments
in the proposed subdivision.
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City of Coburg
Planning Commission
July 7, 2020

Page 2

Documents Enclosed
Enclosed for your consideration, please find:

1. Exhibit 1 - Tech Memo of Sandow Engineering dated June 10, 2020. This Memo
supplements the Coburg Creek Subdivision Traffic Impact Analysis dated May 21,
2020. In effect, the Tech Memo updates the Traffic Impact Analysis to verify that
increasing the subdivision from thirty-nine (39} to forty-six (46) single family home
sites does not result in traffic inconsistent with the original findings and
recommendations in the Traffic Impact Analysis. Additionally, the Public Works
Department, Fire Department, and Planning Department have all approved the sireet
alignment and traffic impacts.

2. Exhibit 2 - Coburg Creek Tentative Subdivision Public Comment Response dated July
3, 2020 authored by Anthony J. Favreau, Professional Engineer, The Favreau Group,
LLC. The Response concludes that the Coburg Creek Subdivision meets the Coburg
Planning Code in all respects.

3. Exhibit 3 - DLA Landscape Designs’ schematic proposal for lots A, B, C, and D. This
is offered to show a proposed design for these open areas.

Recognition of Conflicting Goals

There is a general recognition in the Coburg Comprehensive Plan (Ordinance No, A-193-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.”

In this case, 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.

Parklands / Park Acquisitions

The City of Coburg Development Code at Article XII.B.19 requires that “within or adjacent to a
subdivision of land into ten or more lots, a parcel of land of not less than 6% of the gross area of
the subdivision shall be set aside and dedicated to the public...” by the developer for purposes of
parks and recreation use. In this case, the proposed subdivision includes four (4) parcels, namely
parcels A, B, C, and D, which total 8.76% of the gross area of the subdivision. As pointed out by
BECKLEY & Bons, P.C.
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

56 CLUB ROAD, SUITE 360 = 0. BOX 11093, EUGENE, OR. 97440-329%4
541-68)-0838 — FAX $41-681-0859

werw beekley-law.com 311



City of Coburg
Planning Commission
July 7, 2020

Page 3

Anthony J. Favreau in his attached Comment Response, the Code only requires §% to be set aside
and dedicated to the public. In addition to the four (4) parcels which BWCH proposes as parks
and open spaces, BWCH is agreeing to pay the public land acquisition fee of one percent (1%) of
the sales price of the forty-six (46) lots. In effect, BWCH is agreeing to meet both provisions of
the City of Coburg Development Code which are stated in the alternative. In addition, BWCH’s
landscape architect has prepared a preliminary design for the open spaces. The design created at
BWCH’s expense is attached and is offered as a conceptual design for an effective use of the
parkland that provides a walking path with exercise stations, benches, and a children’s play area.
This concepiual design clearly illustrates just one example of how the four tracts could be used in
a very desirable manner for park and recreation purposes.

Ms. Bishow, although acknowledging that there are many factors that may limit or cven 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 mare
suitable. That factor is the Development Code. The development 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 mecls 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.

The four tracts of land to be donated can be developed into an attractive and beneficial community
asset for recreational purposes as illustrated in the attached conceptual designs from the Landscape
Architect. In the alternative, the code allows the payment of the park fee for this very situation
where compliance with all the code sections, given the exact configuration of the land and
connecting streets, prevents an alternative design. As stated previously BWCH is, in effect,
agreeing to meet both provisions of the City of Coburg Development Code.

Through Lots

The proposed subdivision contains three (3) through lots as defined in Article XI1.B.13; namely,
lots 6,7, and 8. For the reasons set forth in the attached Comment Response authored by Anthony
Favreau, the proposed Coburg Creek Subdivision meets the City of Coburg Development Code
exception to overcome specific disadvantages of topography and “orientation.” This is the case
because of E. Van Duyn Street’s location and length which means the street acts more as a common
driveway than a street. The street terminates at the property’s Western boundary. As stated in Mr.
Favreau’s Comment Response, BWCH is willing to provide a reserve strip along E. Van Duyn
Street to prevent dual access to lots 6, 7, and 8 if that is the desire of the Planning Commission.

BECKLEY & Bons, P.C.
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
66 CLUH ROAD, SUTTE Yl - P.O. BOX 11093, EUCENE, OR 974403298
S4L-683-0985 - FAX 541-683-D8589
www backley-law com 312



City of Coburg
Planning Commission
July 7, 2020

Page 4

Alignment

City of Coburg Development Code Article VIILE.3.h reads in pertinent part “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 minimumn 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.” As pointed out in
Mr. Favreau’s attached response, the distance between the center line of E. Van Duyn Street and
Sarah Street is 140 feet. Ms. Bishow’s rebuttal testimony of June 20, 2020 at Page 3, states that
the proposed “T” intersection of N. Skinner and Sarah Street is only ninety (90) feet from the
existing intersection of N. Skinner and E. Van Duyn Street. She is mistaken. Note further, that
the language of Article VIII regarding alignment states “as far as is practical.” Due to the density
requirements, a different design is simply impractical.

Conclusion

BWCH is a developer with a proven track record. It has the expertise and staff to develop Coburg
Creek Subdivision in a manner consistent with the Coburg Comprehensive Plan and the Coburg
Development Code. Its thoughtful approach to planning this addition to Coburg is evident and is
consistent with its previous work as a long-time, trusted, local developer and builder.,

For the reasons stated above and in the Staff Report of the City of Coburg Planning Department
dated June 10, 2020, the Planning Commisston should approve this subdivision. All of the Code
requiretnenis and Planning Goals have been met, In the case of parks and open lands, BWCH has
more than met the requirements by going the extra mile in demonstrating its commitment to a
quality development.

Very truly yours,

BECKLEY & BONS, P.C.

s/ Kelly R. Beckley

Kelly R. Beckley

KRB/mab

Enclosures

cc: Client

BECKLEY & Bons, P.C.
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

66 CLUR ROAD, B1ITTE J60 - P.0. BOX 11098, EAJGENE, OR 97440-3}93
5416810888 = FAX 541.683-0839

wwwbeckley.law.com 313



SANDOWENGINEERING

160 MADISON STREET, SUITE A - EUGENE, OREGON 97402 - 241.513.3376

TECH MEMOQ

TQ:  City of Coburg

FROM: Kelly Sandow P.E.
Sandow Engineering

DATE: 6.10.2020

RE:  Coburg Creek TIA- Addendum RENEWAL 06/30/20

This Tech Memo provides an addendum to the Coburg Creek TIA provided by Sendow 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 venhicle trips than what
was analyzed in the TIA. Following the Trip Distribution assumptions in the TIA of:

*  32% toffrom Locust-Willamette
o 22% to Skinner-Mill St
*  46% to Coleman-Mili St

Based on this distribution, the added trips are:

* 21tolocust
* 1 to Skinner
» 3 to Mill St

As demonstrated In the TIA, the Leve! of Service is at LOS A for all intersections. The minor addition
of trips will nat 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 incansistent with the finding and
recommendations within tha TIA.

EXHBIIT 1
Page 1 of $14



COBURG CREEK TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION
PUBLIC COMMENT RESPONSE

APPLICANT: Bruce Wiechert Custom Homes, Inc. PHONE: (541) 686-9458
SURVEYOR: Roberts Surveying Inc PHONE: (541) 345-1112

CIVIL ENGINEER: The Favreau Group, LLC PHONE: (541) 683-7048
Anthany J. Favreau, PE

DATE: July 3, 2020

Article XII.B.19 Park/Park Acquisitions,

a. Within or adjacent to a subdivision of land into 10 or more Iots, 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, tha subdivider shall, in lieu of sstting aside land, pay into a public land
acquisition fund a sum of money equal to ons percent ARTICLE Xl 140 Coburg
Development Code of the gross sale price of each ot in the subdivision, which sum of
money shall be paid at the time each lot is developed or sold, whichaver occurs first.

Response: The proposed Coburg Creek Tentative Subdivision meets this code
section for the following reasons:

1. The proposed area set aside and to be dedicated to the public for park and
recreation use is 41,345 square feet which is 8.76 percent of the gross area of
the subdivision. The code only requires six percent to be set aside and
dedicated to the public, thus satisfying the City of Coburg's Development
Code.

2. The applicant will also pay a public land acquisition fee as described in the
code section above for the entire subdivision area to remedy any question
whether the area set aside and to be dedicated to the public for park and
recreation use is suitable for park and recreation purposes, also satisfying the
City of Coburg’s Development Cade.

3. The proposed tentative subdivision has been designed to meet all of the City
of Coburg’'s Daevelopment Code including but not limited to:

a. Minimum density

b. Minimum lot width

¢. Minimum lot size

d. Minimum block length
e. Minimum lot frontage

Page 1 of 2
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f. Street connectivity
d. Future street connectivity
h. Stormwater detention

4. Setting aside more land to be dedicated to the public for park and recreation
use by removing a lot and adding it to the current open space, would reduce
the overall net density of the proposed subdivision and would not meet the
City of Coburg’s Development Code for minimum density.

3. The current proposal meets or exceeds every part of the City of Coburg's
Development Code and should be approved as submitted.

Article Xil.B.13 Through Lots and Parcels:

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

Response: The proposed Coburg Creek Tentative Subdivision meets this code
section for the following reasons:

1. The exception to overcome the specific disadvantage of orientation applies to
this property because of E. Van Duyn Street’s short length of street and its
focation. This portion of street acts more of a common driveway than a street
since it terminates at the property’s west boundary.

2. Using this street as the only access to several lots will require a site plan
revision that will reduce the lot count and therefore be in conflict with the
minimum density requirements.

3. The applicant is willing to provide a reserve strip along E. Van Duyn Street to
prevent dual access to lots 6 - 8.

Article VIN.E3.h Alignment;

“Alignment. As far as is practical, streels other than minor streets shall be in alignment with
exisling streets by continuations of the cenler lines thereof, staggered street alignment resuiting
in “T" intersections shall, whenever practical, leave a minimum distance of 200 feet between the

center lines of streels having approximately the same direction and, in no case, shall be less
than 125 fesl.”

Response: The proposed Coburg Creek Tentative Subdivision meets this code
section for the following reasons:

1. The distance between the centerline of E. Van Duyn Street and Sarah Street is
140 feet, which is in compliance with the City of Coburg’s Development Cade.

The Planning Commission acted with the advise of the City Attorney and allowed the
appropriate time frames as allowed by law. The community members were also given
sufficient time to review the one issue and prepare any rebutial. The proposed
tentative subdivision meets all of the City of Coburg's Development Code and
therefore must be approved.

Page 2 0f 2
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Al TACHMENIC

Kelli and Paul Coelho
91153 N Skinner Street
Coburg, OR 97408

8/12/2020

Re: WEICHERT SUBDIVISION {StIB-01-20) — APPEAL

City of Coburg City Council -

My husband and | are submitting this letter to voice cur concerns regarding the recent approval of the
Wiechert {Coburg Creek] Subdivision (SUB-01-20). We have been residents of Coburg for over 11 years
and chose our home's location because of the small-town feel and quiet neighborhood. We are
concerned with the Planning Commission decision {0 apprave the Weichert Subdivision as submitted
without a more thorough review of potential code violations and consideration of the impact this will
have on the current resident’s safety and quality of life in Coburg. Please include this email in the public
comments for the upcoming Public Mearing on August 20, 2020.

Paul-and-Isupport the-Appeal Statement-from-Bishow-Consulting dated-July-27,-2620—The-Appeal
Statement clearly outlines six (6} major concerns and eighteen code violations. We support all six {6)
major concerns included in the Appeal as we support our neighbars and more specifically because our
home is located at 91153 N Skinner Street. | have included twe (2) of the major concerns in the Appeal
Statement that greatly affect our residence and quality of life in Coburg.

¢ 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.

+ ity determination that the subdivision shall meet minimum residential density requirements
when the site has significant access limitations.

in closing, Paul and | support growth in Coburg, and we understand that Bruce Weichert Custom Homes,
Inc. has a good reputation. However, we are dissatisfied with the approval of the Weichert Subdivision,
as written, with no regard to the code violations and further consideration/response for the major
concerns included in the Appeal Statement. .

Kelli Coelho
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EGBERT Sammy
e

From: Patricia Cramer <muchtwodo®@live.com>
Sent: Woednesday, August 12, 2020 3:34 PM

To: EGBERT Sammy; HHearley@Icog.org
Subject: Appeal of Wiechert Subdivision application

I'm writing in support of the Appeal of the Wiechert Subdivision application, and to voice my disagreement
with the Planning Commission decision. Please include this email in the public comments for the upcoming
Public Hearing on Aug. 20, 2020.

My main concern is increased vehicular traffic next to the Park and possible danger to the citizens and others
who use that area. Pedestrians, vehicles, bicyclists, dogwalkers, and others use the loop around the park
many times a day. Also, if Skinner, Locust and Diamond are clased as they are for several town events each
year, [ don’t think the residents will appreciate waiting when they are blocked for a parade. Let's keep these
streets for people.

Thank you for reconsidering this decision.

Patricia Cramer
N. Diamond Street

Sent from Mail for Windows 10

HERRERXWARNING: This email has been sent from OUTSIDE the City of Coburg, Please proceed with
caution********
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.EGBERT Sammy

From: HEARLEY Henry O <HMEARLEY@Lcog.org>
Sent: Wednesday, August 12, 2020 12:46 PM
To: Dave Fitch

Cc: EGBERT Sammy

Subject: RE: Wiechert Subdivision Appeal

Mr. Finch,

Thank you for your comment. It has been received.

From: Dave Fitch <davefitchll@gmail.com>
Sent: August 11, 2020 9:59 PM

To: HEARLEY Henry O <HHEARLEY@Lcog.org>
Subject: Wiechert Subdivision Appeal

I'm writing in support of the Appeal of the Wiechert Subdivision application, and to voice my disagreement with the
Planning Commission decision. Please include this email in the public comments for the upcoming Public Hearing on
August 20th, 2020. Sincerely, David Fitch 32666 E. Locust Street, Coburg, Or

FOREEXNWARNING: This email has been sent from OUTSIDE the City of Coburg,. Please proceed with
cautiont**** *kak
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EGBERT Sammy

From: HEARLEY Henry O <HHEARLEY@Lcog.org>
Sent: Wednesday, August 12, 2020 12:47 PM
To: Kim and Dave Fitch

Ce: EGBERT Sammy

Subject: RE: Appeal of Weichart proposal

Kim,

Thank you for your comment. It has been received.
Henry

-----Original Message.----

From: Kim and Dave Fitch <fkim4444@me.com>
Sent: August 11, 2020 10:20 PM

To: HEARLEY Henry O <HHEARLEY®@Lcog.org>
Cc: sammy.egbert@lcog.org

Subject: Appeal of Weichart proposal

| am writing to support the Appeal of the Wiechart Subdivision application. | do not agree with the Planning Commision’s
decision to allow it to move forward, despite non cornpliance with Coburg Codes. Please include this email in the public
comments for the upcoming Public Hearing on August 20th,

I am not in disagreement with Wiechart homes building a subdivision in Coburg, | have lived in coburg far 17 years, and
can see why others would like to live here. | live on Locust street, number 32666. It's a historic bungalow that used to
belong to Thelma Cross. We have enjoyed stories of her as a Piano teacher in Coburg, and thought it kismit when we
bought this home that my husband would continue to teach Piano out of our home. He has had many Coburg children.
Our home is near Norma Pfeiffer park. We watch children, people walking their dogs, and couples enjoying an evening
stroll. It's safe because the peaple who live here know to be careful as there are no sidewalks, and people are slow and
wait to pass each other.There is plenty of our old town charm to share, but the City Council should not allow this
subdivision to move forward without modifying their plans.

The exclusive use of N Skinner and Coleman streets to handle all the traffic from 40+ homes, and restrictive parking on
these streets. What will happen during the construction? What will the street be like after a few years of heavy
construction vehicles using these two streets as main access? There are many code violations listed in the appeal I'm
supporting, and I'm sure Wiechart homes can follow these guidelines that our own city has made, and still build their
beautiful subdivision. Like | stated before, there is room in Caburg for growth, but we don’t want a builder to see the
loveliness of Coburg, be attracted to build here, and then ruin what is essentially the heart of this town because of their
own financial gain. Let’s please ask them to resubmit their plans after addressing all NINETEEN code violations.

Thank you for considering,

Kim Fitch

32666 E Locust

Sent from my iPad
*AREXEEIWARNING: This email has been sent from OUTSIDE the City of Coburg. Please proceed with caution*******=
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EGBERT Sammy
I
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From: Erik Hughes <ehughesS4@comcast.net>
Sent: Wednesday, August 12, 2020 12:57 PM
To: HHearley@Icog.org

Ce: EGBERT Sammy

Subject: Appeal of Wiechert Subdivision

I'm writing in support of the Appeal of the Wiechert Subdivision application, and to voice my disagreement
with the Planning Commission decision. Please include this email in the public comments for the upcoming
Public Hearing on Aug. 20, 2020."

My husband and | feel that the Planning Commission made a haste decision and if given additional time to
review the concerns outlined in the appeal will see that many of these issues can be adequately addressed
and a more appropriate solution will come to light.

We are especially concerned about the impact the increased traffic on N Skinner and Locus will have for the
safety of children frequenting Norma Pfeiffer Park. Our son just recently purchased and resides at 91173 N
Skinner.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Kelly and Erik Hughes
91189 N Water
Coburg, OR. 97408

Sent from my iPhone
*okkk**WARNING: This email has been sent from OUTSIDE the City of Coburg. Please proceed with
caution¥* ¥ x
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EGBERT Sammx
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From: HEARLEY Henry O <HHEARLEY®@Lcog.org>
Sent: Wednesday, August 12, 2020 12:52 PM
To: Dale Kast

Cc: EGBERT Sammy

Subject: RE: Weichert subdivision

Thank you for the email, Dale.
Please refer to our staff report, which will be available August 13 by the end of the day.
Respectfully,

Henry

From: Dale Kast <djskast@comcast.net>
Sent: August 11, 2020 2:57 PM

To: HEARLEY Henry O <HHEARLEY@Lcog.org>
Subject: Weichert subdivision

Hello Henry | spoke to yesterday this is Dale Kast of Kast Construction, Inc. | discussed with you if the subdivision needed
two access by code and you said no. We discussed that North Skinner abutted the subdivision and that’s why we assume
leff want that access used by his interpretation of the code. | feel the code states any street improvements needs to
have a 45’ row by code. What is your Interpretation of the code on the abutting and street improvement width in the
code. | also told you that Bruce Wiechert and his engineer Tony don’t want that access just Jeff forced them on his
Interpretation of the code. | know we were hoping for Connectivity Thru Macy and Van Duyn but at this time we have
not been successful in purchasing those accesses. We hope to have more discussion soon with those owners again thou.
Can you please respond hack on North skinner access?

Dale

Sent from my iPhone

*EAEXXAFWARNING: This email has been sent from QUTSIDE the City of Coburg. Please proceed with caution®*#** %
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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,

| 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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EGBERT Sammz

From: Brandon Parks <bparks8@msn.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 12, 2020 2:18 PM
To: HHearley@Icog.org

Cc EGBERT Sammy

Subject: House Subdivision

To Whom It May Concern,

We are at 91181 N Skinner here in Coburg.

We are also wanting to appeal to the building of the new subdivision plans. We have in our contract when we built that
the road there would be different then is what is presented and recorded in our easement during our build. We are also
concerned about the traffic. We have little kids and | work at Coburg Community Charter School and there are many kids
wha ride on our road close to the park and that’s a scary blind spot at E Locust and North Skinner already..,

I'm hoping they will use the original road plans and can look at our paperwork too.We are so disappointed that the
original plans and organization of Coburg and building and what is allowed and what isn’t turns out so wonky.

However, we know Bruce has wonderful house builds and we love his reputation of being an honest builder.,

We are hoping that the plans we were shown in our house build making cur neighbors house having a thru road so we
can fence up and they can have access there instead will be the true plan. Not thru traffic On North Skinner with all the
“park kids from the corner” being car targets...

Thanks for reading and hoping right thing done

Jamie and Brandon Parks

Sent from my iPhone
X ELEWARNING: This email has been sent from QUTSIDE the City of Coburg. Please proceed with caution®***«**%
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EGBERT Sammz

From: HEARLEY Henry O <HHEARLEY@Lcog.org>
Sent: Wednesday, August 12, 2020 11:41 AM
To: EGBERT Sammy

Subject: FW: Appeal - Weichert

-----Qriginal Message-----

From: Michelle Shattuck <michellekshattuck60@icloud.com>
Sent: August 11, 2020 6:35 PM

To: HEARLEY Henry O <HHEARLEY@Lcog.org>

Subject: Appeal - Weichert

I am a Coburg resident who lives on Locust Street. | am one of many who want to see more road access to the future
development here in Coburg.
Our town is a very special place to live. | have lived here for over 30 years. | chose to live here because of the “small
town” feel, friendly people and living at a slower pace.
We value our safety and ability to walk, ride and drive safely thru our neighborhoods. Increasing our population and car
traffic through new developments need to be planned carefully.
I understand that there are many rules and regulations that are required for new development.
Are these being followed?
We need to look at more
accessible roadways to the development to preserve our quality of living here in Coburg.
It seems the builder might be open to this idea.
I don’t oppose the development,
I oppose the lack of road access and
how it will impact our community,
Thank you,
Michelle Shattuck

FEFFEFEWARNING: This email has been sent from OUTSIDE the City of Coburg. Please proceed with caution****+***
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EGBERT Sammz

From: Mark Stringfield <markstringfield@comcast.net>
Sent: Wednesday, August 12, 2020 9:.00 AM

To: EGBERT Sammy

Subject: Wiechert Subdivision in Coburg

To Whom It May Concern,

| have been in the building industry for over 30 years and have worked closely with Wiechert Custom
Homes for many of those years. | have found them to be a wonderful company to work with and feel
the 46 lot subdivision would be great for city of Coburg. The amount of jobs they would be providing
over the next several years is something this region needs. Not only the jobs, but the many
customers this subdivision would bring in to help support local family businesses that are the staple of
Coburg. Furthermore, Wiechert Custom Homes would also be increasing the tax base for Coburg as
well as providing quality homes at a time when new affordable housing is needed.

Please feel free to contact me with any questions.
Thank you for your time.

Mark Stringfield

Gene Stringfield Building Materials Company

*rixEEWARNING: This email has been sent from OUTSIDE the City of Coburg. Please proceed with
caution® ¥ xk %
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EGBERT Sammy
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From: HEARLEY Henry O <HHEARLEY@Lcog.org>
Sent: Wednesday, August 12, 2020 11:42 AM
To: EGBERT Sammiy
Subject: FW: Subdivision

From: Chris Surbaugh <crazymodeler@gmail.com>
Sent: August 12, 2020 10:51 AM

To: HEARLEY Henry O <HHEARLEY@Lcog.org>
Subject: Subdivision

Hi: | am writing in support of efforts to mitigate the impacts of the proposed subdivision. The access to this proposed
project should not be through existing city streets especially connected to the city park. This is where small children
learn to ride their bicycles. Commuter traffic has no right to be funneled around or near our city park. This project needs
it's own access not impacting the Norma Pfeiffer Park,

Chris Surbaugh
91125 N. Diamond St.
exxrxxrWARNING: This email has been sent from OUTSIDE the City of Coburg. Please proceed with
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EGBERT Sammx
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From: Chiis Surbaugh <crazymodeler@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 12, 2020 11:00 AM

To: EGBERT Sammy

Subject: Subdivision

Hi Sammy: Let me be clear no subdivision traffic routed around the city park.
This is where small children learn to ride their bicycles to be confronted by commuters. 1 don't think so. This
subdivision needs it's own deeded access not endangering children.

Chris Surbaugh

91125 N. Diamond
TR X*WARNING: This email has been sent from QOUTSIDE the City of Coburg. Please proceed with
caution* LEL L 2 2 8 ]
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]

From: Amy Thompson <amy@amythompsonhomes.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 8, 2020 6:38 PM

To: EGBERT Sammy

Subject: Hearing on Wiechert development in Coburg

Dear City of Coburg,

I am writing in support of the Bruce Wiechert housing development in the city of Coburg. As a long-
time real estate agent in Lane County, | have worked with many builders and [ can say without any
hesitation that the crew at Wiechert Construction is the best. They are professional, diligent,
conscientious, and they build a beautiful, quality home. We are in desperate need of housing right
now and any responsible builder that can provide relief fo the severe shortage is welcome, especially
when it is a quality builder like Bruce and his team.

Additionally, with the uncertainty in the current economy, | think it is vital that we find ways to
contribute to the employment opportunities in our local community. This project will also bring
revenue to many of the businesses in the Coburg area, both during and after the construction. And, it
is my understanding that Bruce Wiechert Construction will be providing park land and paying into the
park fund which benefits ali of the citizens in the community.

It is for these reasons, and many more, that | feel it is vital to allow this high-quality housing
development and wonderful new neighborhood to come to life.
Thank you, Amy Thompson

Amy Thompson *
Licensed Principal Broker
541.517.1873
www.amythompsonhomes.com

More "5-Star Reviews" than any other single agent in town!
Click here to see what my clients have to say about me...

v T '
’4% H /E’,W?{b

.,
Fybrid

Oreqon Initial Agency Disclosure Pamphlet

* IMPORTANT: Due to sophisticated wire fraud crime and email hacking, never wire money without
independently checking the wiring instructions are correct, either in person or via a phone call to a verified
phone number. | will NEVER request funds from you via email and please verify the authenticity of any emails
you receive.

330



EGBERT Sammy
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From: Martin Weissbarth <mweissba@hotmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 11, 2020 5:26 PM

To: HHearley@Ilcog.org; EGBERT Sammy

Subject: appeal support letter

Attachments: N Skinner. Cones at 16 ft. Mid-sized pick up and compact pick up.jpeg; N skinner, Cones

at 16 ft. 2 compact cars and bike.jpeg; N Coleman.Cones at 20 ft. 2 compact cars.jpeg;
Screen Shot 2020-07-17 at 1.42.08 PM.png

We are writing to express support for the appeal of the Wiechert approval, and to request
particular attention to two of the code analysis items from the appeal:

1. 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.

Article XI1.C.2.¢(5) Orderly Transportation System

Per Article XI1.C.2.¢(5):

“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.

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.

As approved, N. Skinner, north of the intersection with Locust will be widened to 16

Jt. Attached photos 1 and 2 clearly illustrate the inadequacy of this width for 2-way vehicle
traffic, much less for additional pedestrian/bike use. N. Skinner is designated as a local access
street, and according to code for new streets is required to have a 10 fi. minimum per lane of
traffic (See attachment 4). So, the approved plan falls short of code width by 4 ft. Similarly, N.
Coleman, which was approved for 20 ft. width, will barely accommodate safe 2-way traffic
(attached photo 3). A common-sense evaluation of this plan shows it to be unsafe.
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2.Per Article XI1.C.2.¢(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 % mile that can
reasonably be expected to be used by 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.

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.

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.

The Planning Commission’s Final Order did not address the above standard

Planning commission approval was based in part on a traffic study that projected 30% of the
new subdivision vehicle traffic would use N. Skinner, and 70% would use N. Coleman. We
believe that this is incorrect, and that the bulk of traffic will use E. Locust and N. Skinner
because they are closer to the main roads through town, and have less stop signs. Traffic
quantity and speed will also increase on N. Diamond, seriously degrading pedestrian use
around the park, Coburg's primary public space. The traffic study conclusion used to support
approval was not realistic, and the study should be reevaluated.

Each section of the Coburg development code is preceded by purpose statements setting forth
the goals of the section. Over and over is specified the goal of preserving the small-town
character of the residential core neighborhoods. For example: (bolding is mine)

ARTICLE Il. PURPOSE The several purposes of this Code are to encourage the most appropriate use of

land; conserve and stabilize the value of property; aid in the rendering of fire and police protection; provide
adequate open space for light and air; lessen congestion on streets; promote orderly growth in the city;
prevent undue concentrations of population; implement the comprehensive plan; facilitate adequate
provision for community utilities and facilities such as water, sewage disposal, transportation, schools, parks
and other public requirements; and promote the public health, safety, convenience and general welfare.

ARTICLE VII. DISTRICT REGULATIONS District regulations are set forth in the following Schedule of District
Regulations: A. Traditional Residential District {TR) 1. Purpose: The Traditional Residential District is intended
to provide a livable neighborhood environment, preserve the small town and historic character of the
traditional core of Coburg, ensure architectural compatibility, and provide for a variety of residential housing
choices and other associated uses as determined to be desirable and/or necessary.
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ARTICLE VII B. Traditional Medium Residential District (TMR) 1. Purpose: The Traditional Medium Residential
District is intended to provide for medium density housing in a livable neighborhood environment, preserve
the small town and historic character of the traditional core of Coburg, ensure architectural compatibility,
and provide for a variety of residential housing choices and other associated uses as determined to be
desirable and/or necessary.

ARTICLE VI C. Central Business District {C-1) 1. Purpose. The Central Business District is intended to preserve
and enhance the downtown area as the historic heart of the community. Coburg’s downtown is the
community’s central location for commercial services, civic functions and mixed use. The district regulations
are intended to ensure the downtown reflects the small town and historic character of Coburg, and provides
an attractive, pedestrian-oriented setting.

ARTICLE VIt L. Design Standards and Guidelines 1. Purpose The design standards in this section are intended
to ensure that new development contributes to the overall livability of the community by: a. Preserving and
enhancing the small town and historic character of the Coburg;

¢. Providing a physical setting that is safe and inviting for walking and other pedestrian activity;

We see the Wiechert plan as being in violation of both the specific code criteria cited { the
letter of the law), and the very important development code purpose statements ( the intent of
the law), and ask that the approval be reversed. As planned, this subdivision will permanently
degrade the quality and character of our community. Please require that the developer meet
the code criterion. Please require that the proposed development preserve the small-time and
histaric character of Coburg. Thank you for your consideration, this is so important for the
future of our town.

Analee Fuentes
Martin Weissbarth
91163 N. Diamond St.
Coburg

FkkickE s WARNING: This email has been sent from OUTSIDE the City of Coburg. Please proceed with
caution®*#x*xs#
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EGBERT Sammz
R

From: HEARLEY Henry O <HHEARLEY@Lcog.org>

Sent: Wednesday, August 12, 2020 12:49 PM

To: Ed/Susan

Ce: EGBERT Sammy

Subject: RE: Appeal of the Wiechert Subdivision application

Thank you. | have received your comment.

Henry

From: Ed/Susan <edsuwoj@q.com>

Sent: August 12, 2020 12:09 PM

To: HEARLEY Henry O <HHEARLEY@Lcog.org>

Subject: Appeal of the Wiechert Subdivision application

I'm writing in support of the Appeal of the Wiechert Subdivision application, and to voice my
disagreement with the Planning Commission decision. Please include this email in the public
comments for the upcoming Public Hearing on Aug. 20, 2020. Also, the access to the development is
poor and needs a street layout redesign. Ed and Susan Wojakowski, 32756 E Mill St, Coburg OR 97408
541-485-3576

ok WARNING: This email has been sent from OUTSIDE the City of Coburg. Please proceed with
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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 | am a cosigner of the official appeal, which sets forth technical arguments, please accept this
supplemental testimony from me, personally, in which | hope to add some background, and clarify why |
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, | would like to make clear
| respect the applicant and the applicant’s staff and consultants and | 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 | 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 | 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.

Unigue circumstances warrant unigue solutions (exceptions)

| 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:

e lLane County was persuaded to create a new non-conforming County parcel, which | 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).

e 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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e 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 | 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 | 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 | 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:

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

e [f 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 | and my fellow appellants
submitted, for examples of code conflicts and concerns not raised before the Planning Commission).
While | assume this was unintentional, it gave the appearance of sweeping issues under the rug.
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Briefly those are:

e Granting a Variance to specific code criteria.

e 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.

e 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.

e Itis 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.

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.

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. Itis 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. Allthe requirements still must be in alighment with the Comprehensive Plan, as well as
basic property rights laws, of course.

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, | 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

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 Il (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:

= |naccordance 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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Al 1TACHMEN IH

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

Planter with

Functional Min. ROW Street Trees or On-Street
Travel Lanes

Sidewalks,
Curbs and Soft Shoulder | Bicycle Lanes
Gutters

Class Width Swale with Street Parking
Trees

12' min. d
Alley 16' m”.q pave none Prohibited None None None
width
, 10' min., 12' Swale - 4' min., 8' Max: 2 per 100 I.f,, 3 min., 5.
Local Access 45 ) ) None max., one side None
max. max., both sides Min: 2 per 200 |.f. . )
min. (striped)
Coer:wgehrz:?/and 11' min., 12' >'min. sidewalk;
. 51' v Planter- 6' min. 7', one side curb and gutter None None
Industrial Local max. .
both sides,
Street
Required in
Commercial and
5' min. sidewalk: Industrial Zones
Collector 55' 11" min., 12 Planter - 4 ml'n., 8 7' min., if required curb and gutter None and per the City's
max. max., both sides . TSP and Parks
both sides,
and Open Space
Master Plan. If
required, 5' min.
Coburg Loop Off- , 10' min., paved 2' gravel, each
road Paths 16 width None N/A N/A 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

ARTICLE VIII 56 Coburg Development Code
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