AGENDA
Phone: 541-682-5377
https://www.eugene-or.gov/406/Hearings-Official

Meeting Location:
Sloat Room, Atrium Building
99 West 10th Avenue
Eugene, OR 97401

The Eugene Hearings Official welcomes your interest in these agenda items. Feel free
to come and go as you please at any of the meetings. This meeting location is
wheelchair-accessible. For the hearing impaired, FM assistive-listening devices are
available, or an interpreter can be provided with 48 hours’ notice. To arrange for these
services, contact the Planning Division: (541)682-5481.
WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 23, 2019 – 5:00 p.m.
I.

Public Hearing: Laurel Ridge (PDT 18-3/TIA 18-4/SDR 18-3)
Request:

Tentative Planned Unit Development, Traffic Impact Analysis
(TIA), and Standards Review (SDR) to create a 122-lot
residential subdivision with public streets and associated
infrastructure.

Owner/Applicant:

Steve King, Environ-Metal Properties LLC

Representatives:

Richard Satre, Schirmer Satre Group

Assessor’s Map/Tax Lot:

18-03-10-00 / 00701

Address or Location:

Located east of the intersection of 30th Avenue and Spring
Boulevard

Lead City Staff:

Nick Gioello, Associate Planner
Telephone: (541) 682-5453, NGioello@eugene-or.gov

Public Hearing Format
1. Staff introduction/presentation
2. Public testimony from applicant and others in support of application.
3. Comments or questions from interested persons who neither are proponents nor
opponents of the proposal.
4. Public testimony from those in opposition to application.
5. Staff response to testimony.
6. Questions from Hearings Official.
7. Rebuttal testimony from applicant.
8. Closing of public hearing.
The Hearings Official will not make a decision at this hearing. The Eugene Code
requires that a written decision must be made within 15 days of close of the public
comment period. To be notified of the Hearings Official’s decision, fill out a request
form at the public hearing or contact the lead City staff as noted above. The decision
will also be posted at https://www.eugene-or.gov/406/Hearings-Official.

Atrium Building
99 West 10th Avenue
Eugene, Oregon 97401
Phone: 541-682-5377
Fax: 541-682-5572
www.eugene-or.gov/planning

TENTATIVE PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT STAFF REPORT
Application File Name (Numbers):
Laurel Ridge PUD (PDT 18-3, TIA 18-4 and SDR 18-3)
Applicant’s Request:
Approval of a tentative planned unit development (PUD), traffic impact analysis (TIA) and
standards review (SDR) to create a 122-lot residential subdivision with public streets and
associated infrastructure.
Applicant/Owner:
Steve King, Environ-Metal Properties, LLC
Applicant’s Representative(s):
Richard Satre, Schirmer Satre Group.
Phone: (541) 686-4540
Lead City Staff:
Nicholas Gioello, Associate Planner, Phone: (541) 682-5453;
Dan Halverson, Senior Planner, (541) 682-5410
Subject Property/Location:
Tax Lot 701 of Assessor’s Map 18-03-10-00. Located east of the intersection of 30th Avenue
and Spring Boulevard.
Existing Zoning/Acreage:
R-1/WR/PD Low-Density Residential with Water Resources Conservation and Planned
Development Overlay Zoning (74.76 acres) and PRO Park, Recreation and Open Space (23.55
acres). Total of approximately 98.31 acres.
Relevant Dates:
Application submitted on July 26, 2018; application deemed incomplete on August 24, 2018;
supplemental materials submitted January 15, 2019 and applicant requested application be
deemed complete; applicant requested multiple time extensions totaling 234 days;
supplemental materials submitted on November 30, 2018, April 30, 2019 and September 13,
2019; public hearing scheduled for October 23, 2019.
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What is a Planned Unit Development (PUD)?
Similar to master plans or planned communities, PUDs include the development of land through
an overall site design on a single parcel of land, or multiple properties under one or more
ownerships. PUDs are intended to provide a high degree of flexibility and often consist of a mix of
uses (such as commercial and residential) but can also be for a residential or commercial
development only. The requirements for approval of a PUD application include a detailed review
related to the proposed land use(s), site design, open space, access, parking, compatibility, natural
features, building size, and the arrangement of landscaping and other amenities. This detailed
review is necessary to ensure that flexibility and creative designs proposed by an applicant are
reviewed thoroughly, and approval is dependent on the quality of design and meeting community
expectations embodied in the land use code, and applicable adopted plans.
PUDs are reviewed in two steps. The first is a tentative PUD application which includes a public
hearing and is followed by a decision made by the Hearings Official. The second step is the final
PUD application which is reviewed by the Planning Director to ensure that conditions placed on
the application by the Hearings Official are met. PUD applications can be voluntary on the part of
an applicant to gain flexibility; required based on a proposed use; or required by the overlay
zoning. The subject site has a PUD overlay which is intended to fulfill policy direction in the South
Hills Study and requires an applicant to receive approval for its proposal through the PUD process.
Purpose of Staff Report
Staff reports provide community members an opportunity to learn more about the land use
request and to review staff analysis of the application. Staff reports are available seven days prior
to the public hearing (see EC 9.7320). The staff report provides only preliminary recommendations
and information. The Hearings Official will also consider additional public testimony and other
materials presented at the public hearing before making a decision on the application.
Eugene Hearings Official’s Role
The Hearings Official serves our community in a “quasi-judicial” (judge-like) role to make decisions
on individual land use applications in the context of Eugene’s Land Use Code. The first step is a
public hearing, during which the Hearings Official will have an opportunity to hear from any
interested parties who wish to provide testimony, including new evidence. Following the hearing,
the Hearings Official will consider the testimony and evidence before making a decision. The
Hearings Official’s written decision on the application is generally made within 15 days following
close of the public record, following the public hearing (see EC 9.7330). For reference, the quasijudicial hearing procedures applicable to this request are described at EC 9.7065 through EC
9.7095.
Staff’s Role
City of Eugene Planning staff will be present at the public hearing to assist the Hearings Official.
Staff may provide advice and recommendations based on their professional expertise and
familiarity with the application and record of materials to date; the Hearings Official may choose
whether or not to follow staff’s recommendations at his or her discretion.
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Staff also serve as a contact for applicants, neighbors, and other interested parties. In this role,
staff often hear from the people who may be directly impacted by a particular project or decision.
When concerns are raised, staff work to help people better understand how to frame a concern in
terms of the approval criteria. Staff listen carefully to all concerns, seek to fully understand the
issues and impacts of land use applications, and attempt to provide the best service possible to
everyone involved. While all issues are important, staff also make every effort to help our
community understand that all land use decisions must be made based on the approval criteria
located in the Eugene Code and our community’s adopted plans and policies.
Description of Request
The present request is for tentative PUD approval, with associated/concurrent Traffic Impact
Analysis and Standards Review applications, for a 122-lot single-family residential subdivision with
public streets, open space and associated infrastructure. The development site totals
approximately 98.31 acres with a majority of the site, 74.76 acres, zoned R-1/WR/PD Low-Density
Residential with Water Resources Conservation and Planned Development Overlay Zoning. A
smaller portion of the site, 23.55 acres, is zoned PRO Park and Recreation Open Space.
The applicant has proposed the majority of the PRO zoned area to be preserved as a common
open space tract. The residential lots abutting the PRO portion of the site will also have
conservation areas within each lot. Other residential lots throughout the site have additional
open space or tree protection areas as shown on the applicant’s site plans. The proposed
development will include street connections to Brackenfern Road and Rockrose Lane within the
neighboring East Ridge Village PUD, which abuts the site to the north. These streets have not been
constructed but are conceptually approved as part of future phases of the East Ridge Village PUD.
The primary public street access to the site will be from the 30th Avenue and Spring Boulevard
intersection via a new “frontage road” that will also provide a secondary emergency vehicle access
to 30th Avenue.
The applicant is requesting Traffic Impact Analysis Review since the proposed PM Peak hour trip
generation exceeds the 100-trip threshold established by EC 9.8670(1), which requires a Traffic
Impact Analysis Review (TIA). The applicant is also requesting Standards Review since the site has
Water Resources Conservation Overlay Zone (/WR) with adopted Goal 5 resources existing on the
site. The PUD proposal has direct impacts on those resources and is subject to the consistency
with EC 9.4930(3) and the standards review process of EC 9.8460. Typically, a TIA and Standards
Review require a Type II (Planning Director Decision) land use approval. However, since this
application includes a tentative PUD, which is a Type III decision, the City reviews multiple
applications according to the highest application type, therefore the TIA and Standards Review
application will be reviewed under the Type III review process.
For reference, a vicinity map and reduced version of the applicant’s site plans are included as
Attachments A and B to this staff report. Please also refer to the applicant’s written statement
and site plans, as well as the following staff evaluation, for further details regarding the proposed
development and existing site characteristics.
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Pre-Application Meetings, Referrals and Public Hearing Notice
Consistent with EC 9.7005 Pre-application Conference, the applicant met with staff on March 1,
2018 (City File # PC 18-22), thereby meeting the initial application requirement. Staff also
provided information concerning this tentative PUD application to other appropriate City
departments, public agencies, service providers, and the affected neighborhood group, Laurel Hill
Valley Citizens. Relevant referral comments are included in the application file for reference and
addressed in the following evaluation where applicable. The City also mailed and posted notice of
the public hearing in accordance with the applicable code requirements at EC 9.7315.
The site is located within the boundaries of the Laurel Hill Valley Citizens neighborhood
association. On May 2, 2018 the applicant held a neighborhood meeting in compliance with EC
9.7007 Neighborhood/Applicant Meetings. Approximately 11 concerned citizens attended the
meeting. The applicant submitted meeting notes, sign-in sheets, and presentation materials which
are available in the application file for review.
Staff has received written testimony from four citizens, which are included as Attachment C. Any
written testimony that is received after the date of this report, but prior to the public hearing, will
also be forwarded to the Hearings Official for consideration in making a decision. Public
testimony, written or otherwise, may also be presented at the public hearing on this matter.
Staff Evaluation
As required by the Type III land use application procedures beginning at EC 9.7300, the Hearings
Official must review any planned unit development application and consider pertinent evidence
and testimony as to whether the proposal is consistent with the criteria required for approval
(shown below in bold). This staff report includes three primary sections, with Section 1 consisting
of the tentative PUD evaluation; Section 2 for the Traffic Impact Analysis (beginning on page 62);
and Section 3 for Standards Review (beginning on page 65). Based on the information available as
of the date of this staff report, the following findings and preliminary recommendations are
presented.
The Hearings Official shall approve, approve with conditions, or deny a tentative PUD, Traffic
Impact Analysis and Standards Review application with written findings and conclusions.
Decisions approving an application, or approving with conditions shall be based on compliance
with the following criteria:

Section 1 – Tentative PUD Evaluation (PDT 18-3)
EC 9.8320(1): The PUD is consistent with applicable adopted policies of the Metro Plan.
The Metro Plan land use diagram designates a portion of the subject property for low-density
residential use, consistent with its existing R-1 zoning. A portion of the site is zoned Park,
Recreation and Open Space (PRO) as established with a previous zone change application (Z 15-5)
and found to be consistent with the Metro Plan designation of Parks and Open Space. No
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development is proposed in the PRO portion of the site, although rear portions of residential lots
do contain PRO zoned areas along the boundary between R-1 and PRO zoning. The proposed
development consists of 122 single-family residential lots on 74.76 acres and a gross density of 1.6
units per acre. This is consistent with the low-density residential designation as described in Policy
A.9 (page III-A-8) which indicates up to 10 dwelling units per acre.
Policy A.2: Describes land within the UGB being zoned consistent with the Metro Plan and other
applicable plans. The Metro Plan indicates the area as Low Density Residential and Parks and
Open Space, which is consistent with the current zoning of the property.
Policy A.10: Describes promoting higher residential density within the UGB while improving
efficiency of public services and utilization of existing infrastructure and conserving rural resource
lands outside the UGB. While this policy does not constitute an approval standard for the
proposed PUD, the applicant’s proposal would increase the existing residential gross density from
zero (undeveloped) to 1.64 units per acre. The proposed street system will provide future street
connections to East Ridge Village PUD when that property completes construction and will
contribute to the ability of fire safety and emergency services vehicles to enter and exit the PUD
and surrounding areas efficiently with optional accessways and minimal restrictions. Additional
required fire hydrants will also improve the efficiency of public services necessary for firefighting.
Policy A.13: Describes increasing density by increasing opportunities for effectively designed in-fill
and redevelopment while considering impacts to existing and future neighborhoods. The
proposal, as previously indicated would increase the current number of existing single-family
houses on the site from 0 to 122 homes at full build out. The proposed density is similar to the
existing density of surrounding neighborhoods and well below the maximum density allowed. The
proposal creates infill development within the UGB. To the extent relevant under this criterion,
the proposed PUD appears to meet the intent of the policy.
Policy A.17: Describes providing opportunities for a full range of choice in housing types, density,
size, cost and location. The proposal is for 122 lots for single-family home development. As
relevant here, the proposed PUD will provide additional opportunities for a range of choice in
housing types consistent with the intent of this policy.
Policy C.12: Describes pursuing efforts to protect natural vegetation and wildlife habitat areas on
land and to conserve these areas, e.g., through conservation easements, public acquisition,
donation, land trusts, etc. For the most part, the applicant’s layout would preserve the majority of
riparian and wetland resource areas on the site with designated tracts of land that encompass the
Goal 5 resource areas and conservation setbacks. A ridgeline open space tract is also proposed,
approximately 19.81 acres in size. Many individual lots will have individual tree protection areas as
well. The various PUD and Standards Review approval criteria that implement the intent of this
policy, and whether those requirements are more specifically met by the applicant’s development
proposal, are addressed in the following evaluation.
The applicant’s written statement provides findings of consistency regarding the above described
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policies of the Metro Plan, as well as additional policies they believe to be relevant. Staff generally
concurs and finds that the proposed development is consistent with the Metro Plan and the above
criterion. That said, and while they have been considered, none of the relevant Metro Plan
policies appear to directly apply as mandatory approval criteria for the PUD.
EC 9.8320(2): The PUD is consistent with applicable adopted refinement plan policies.
The South Hills Study (SHS) and the Laurel Hill Plan (LHP) serve as the City’s adopted refinement
plans for the area included in this PUD proposal. Relevant portions of these refinement plans are
addressed below.
South Hills Study
The South Hills Study (SHS) serves as the applicable adopted refinement plan for the area included
in this tentative PUD proposal. The applicability of the SHS is based on the location of the subject
property at an elevation greater than 500 feet and south of 18th Avenue. As expressed in the
adopting resolution (Resolution #2295), the Purpose Statements and Recommendations set forth
in the SHS are adopted as policy statements and as a refinement of the Metro Plan and are
intended to be used in making land-use decisions in that area.
While the applicant’s most recent materials state that the applicable SHS policies are only
“recommendations” and therefore not “requirements” (see pages 25-26, Applicant Response to
Referral Comments, dated September 13. 2019), this runs counter to the express language of
Resolution #2295 and the fact that the SHS recommendations are adopted as applicable land use
policies that must be met under this approval criterion. In some cases, the policies do contain
aspirational language, but are nonetheless relevant, and in others, they are clearly mandatory
approval criteria. The following findings address those policies of the SHS that staff finds to be
applicable to the proposed tentative PUD.
Ridgeline Park
The Ridgeline Park section of the SHS is primarily intended for areas within the south hills suitable
as recreational parks. However, the Specific Recommendations of this section also describe the
following for all vacant property:
That all vacant property above an elevation of 901’ [feet] be preserved from an intensive level
of development, subject to the following exceptions:
1. Development of individual residences on existing lots: and
2. Development under planned unit development procedures when it can be
demonstrated that a proposed development is consistent with the purposes of this
section.
The applicant’s materials demonstrate compliance with this requirement by preserving all areas of
the subject site over 901 feet in elevation from any development as shown on the applicant’s site
plans. An existing utility easement covers significant portion of the area above 901 feet and the
entire area above 901 feet will remain undisturbed, which is consistent with this policy.
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Staff notes that since this application is proposed as a tentative PUD and a portion of the
southeast corner of the site is located above 901 feet elevation, the application is also required to
demonstrate consistency with at least one of the purposes of the Ridgeline Park section as
follows:
1. To ensure preservation of those areas most visibly a part of the entire community;
2. To protect areas of high biological value in order to provide for the continued health of
native wildlife and vegetation;
3. To ensure provision of recreational areas in close proximity to major concentrations of
population;
4. To provide connective trails between major recreational areas;
5. To provide connective passageways for wildlife between important biological preserves;
6. To contribute to Eugene’s evergreen forest edge; and
7. To provide an open space area as a buffer between the intensive level of urban
development occurring within the urban service area and the rural level of development
occurring outside the urban service area.
The proposal includes a large area of preserved land (Tract A), approximately 19.5 acres, along the
southern portion of the site. Seven additional tracts (B through H) are proposed, that will protect
the Goal 5 resource areas and other areas on the site, and combined these areas total
approximately 11 acres. Portions of individual lots that border Tracts A through H are also
proposed with conservation areas, totaling approximately 24 acres. The combined areas of Tracts
A through H and individual lot conservation areas total approximately 55 acres of preserved area.
The preserved areas will help to ensure the preservation of existing trees and vegetation while
providing a continuous visual buffer along the southern portion of the site, which is consistent
with the goal of ensuring protection of the most visible portions of the ridgeline. Since the
applicant needs to meet only one of the purposes listed in Ridgeline Park section above, no further
analysis is necessary.
Density
The density section of the SHS is intended to ensure the utilization of vacant property, define the
density range, ensure adequate provisions for development, accommodate anticipated growth,
and achieve a balance between the level of development and the provisions of public services.
The following Specific Recommendation is applicable:
That in the area east of Friendly Street the maximum level of new development per gross
acre be limited to 5 units per acre (the maximum figure of 5 dwelling units per gross acre
being subject to positive findings under the planned unit development criteria).
The current proposal is located east of Friendly Street and includes the development of 122 singlefamily residential dwellings on property encompassing approximately 74.76 acres of land. The
proposed gross density of approximately 1.6 dwelling units per acre is below the recommended
maximum density of 5 dwelling units per acre and is therefore consistent with the
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recommendation.
Development Standards
The following policies further implement the intent of the SHS and addressed with staff’s findings
related to each one.
That planned unit development procedures shall be utilized for the following purposes:
1.
To encourage clustering of development in areas characterized by:
a. Shallowest slopes
b. Lowest elevations
c. Least amount of vegetation
d. Least amount of visual impact.
2.
To encourage preservation as open space those areas characterized by:
a. Intermediate and steep slopes
b. Higher elevations
c. Significant amounts of vegetation;
d. Significant visual impact.
In this case, the PUD procedures are being utilized to evaluate the applicant’s proposed
development, as required. As reflected on the applicant’s site plans, single-family development is
proposed on the R-1 portion of the property. It does appear this proposal was designed around
and in consideration the PRO zoned portion of the site, which happens to include the highest
elevation and ridgeline on the southern portion of the site.
However, the applicant’s most recent submitted materials (dated September 13, 2019) include an
Overlay Site Analysis that shows a generalized depiction of the proposed development in relation
to the existing slopes on the subject property. Based on this slope information as well as details
showing the existing vegetation and a partial tree inventory, the areas of shallowest slopes, lowest
elevations, least amount of vegetation, and the least visual impacts do not appear to correlate
with all the locations of the applicant’s proposed development. The applicant’s slope analysis
shows that the proposed development will impact a significant amount of area on the subject
property with slopes exceeding 20% and, in some areas, exceeding 40% slope. Aside from
conservation Tracts B through H, which are located within the R-1 zoned portion of the property
and generally located around Goal 5 resource areas, the R-1 zoned portion of the site is proposed
to be developed with single-family lots, roadways, and shared driveways.
Staff’s concern relates primarily to development within areas of steep slopes on site and the
submitted (and revised) tree preservation plan, which lacks specific details regarding the exact
type, quantity, DBH, and health of existing trees as discussed later in this report (see EC
9.8320(4)(b)). Based on the lack of detail and an incomplete site plan (the applicant has proposed
road alternatives and has not given staff a complete/updated site plan), the proposed
development cannot be adequately evaluated to determine if the shallowest slopes, lowest
elevations, and least amount of vegetation and visual impacts were considered for road placement
and clustering of lots.
______________________________________________________________________________
Laurel Ridge PUD (PDT 18-3, TIA 18-4 and SDR 18-3)

8

Individual lots that border the PRO zoned portions have abutting conservation areas that will
increase the total contiguous area of land left undisturbed but do not show how these areas will
be protected, especially the CRZs for trees that would be impacted by abutting development. The
tree preservation plan does not show that the development was designed with the least number
of trees to be removed or avoided. For example, the area in the southwest corner of the subject
site near proposed Road D, shows residential lots and other infrastructure that will impact steeply
sloped (30-40%) and heavily forested areas at some of the highest elevations on the site not
otherwise zoned PRO or protected in open space tracts.
What is difficult if not impossible to evaluate, are the proposed impacts to existing vegetation on
site where the applicant proposes single-family lots but has not provided the necessary evaluation
of existing trees or other vegetation, or stands of trees, health or types of trees. Rather, the
applicant only provides generalized information based on assumptions from LIDAR information
and several sample areas of on-site investigation. The applicant has not provided adequate
evidence to show compliance with applicable tree preservation standards, which makes it
extremely difficult to evaluate the proposal in the context of SHS purposes here. Based on the lack
of information and inadequate tree inventory information on this portion of the site, staff is
unable to accurately determine the extent of impacts to significant vegetation.
Throughout the application process, staff has consistently encouraged the applicant to consider
design alternatives and provide more detailed information that would address these concerns.
While the applicant appears to have considered some relatively minor alternatives such as some
road locations (alternatives not shown on a revised or complete, updated site plan), as reflected in
re-submittals since the application was initially submitted, these changes still do not address
several fundamental conflicts with the applicable approval criteria.
Based on the available evidence, staff concludes that the proposal is inconsistent with the policy
language above.
That adequate review of both on-site and off-site impact of any development by a qualified
engineering geologist occur under any of the following conditions:
1. All formations
Soil depth of 40 inches or above
Slopes of 30 percent and above
2. Basalt flows
Soil depth of 40 inches or above
Slopes of 20 percent to 30 percent
3. Eugene Formation
Soil depth of 40 inches and above
Slopes of 20 percent to 30 percent
4. Basalt flows
Soil depth of 20 to 40 inches
Slopes of 30 percent and above
5. Eugene Formation
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Soil depth of 20 inches to 40 inches
Slopes of 30 percent and above
The applicant has provided a Geotechnical Engineering Report (GER) conducted by Branch
Engineering, Inc., dated August 1, 2018. The report included field observations, subsurface
explorations, and data analyses collected on the site between 2011 and 2013 consisting of five
exploratory borings, 29 test pits, USGS Eugene Topographic Maps, Lane County Area Web Soil
Surveys, DOGAMI Digital Geologic Map, LIDAR data, Geologic Hazard and Geotechnical Recon by
Gary C. Sandstorm, and review of plans and documentation from Lane County Department of
Public Works. Based on this information, it appears both Conditions 1 and 5 of the related South
Hills Study Policy exist and an “adequate review” of both on-site and off-site impacts is required by
a qualified engineering geologist, to demonstrate compliance with this applicable adopted
refinement plan policy.
Staff notes that this site is exempt from the geotechnical standards at EC 9.6710(3)(f), because the
subject property is included on the City’s adopted Goal 5 inventory as a scenic site (see Metro Plan
Working Papers, 1978, Figure H-2). To provide a gauge of what an “adequate review” includes
under this applicable policy, staff notes that if the geotechnical standards at EC 9.6710 did apply,
at a minimum, a Level 2 analysis would be required as the proposed development is a PUD with
slopes greater than 5% and because the proposed development includes dedication and
construction of public streets, drainage, and wastewater systems. In this case, it also appears that
a Level 3 analysis would be required as the applicant’s analysis reveals potential stability problems,
which are confirmed by Lane County’s referral comments that indicate previous landslide and
stability issues along the Frontage Road near 30th Avenue, as discussed below.
The applicant’s GER included as an attachment a Geologic Hazard and Geotechnical
Reconnaissance field report (GHGR) dated April 13, 2012, which identified potential problems and
recommendations for design and construction techniques to mitigate hazards. For example, the
geotechnical analysis recognizes the presence of existing visible and mapped landslides and the
potential for shallow surface sloughing on steeper slopes in drainage channels. Figure 6 of the
GHGR shows the landslide features throughout the site. The GHGR concluded, “Additional
geotechnical analysis and mitigation measures may be necessary for structures and home sites
near or on steeper sloped portions of the site”; and, “Further geotechnical evaluation of the site,
including slope stability analysis by a geotechnical engineer is recommended; especially in the
eastern and northern margins of the site”.
Based on this information, the GER from August 1, 2018 makes the following conclusion and
recommended condition of approval:
BEI [Branch Engineering, Inc] reviewed the potential impacts and have determined that further
site-specific analysis will be required to mitigate potential impacts during the final design and
construction stages of the project. Further analysis and engineering for construction-level
plans will also be required to ensure the development does not create unsafe conditions
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related to soil erosion and slope stabilization. Therefore, BEI recommends the following
condition be imposed on the development:
“Prior to final plat approval, a geotechnical analysis from a certified engineer, with specific
recommendations for design and construction standards, shall be provided with any
applications for Privately Engineered Public Improvement (PEPI) permits, as well as building
permits and site development permits for the initial construction of infrastructure, and
residences on individual lots. The development proposed with each permit shall adhere to
the recommended standards for design and construction as contained in the related
geotechnical analysis.”
Concerns have also been raised by Lane County Transportation staff noting that construction of
the Frontage Road must occur in a manner that assures the slope stability of 30th Avenue and the
northeast off-ramp to Spring Boulevard. Lane County has provided a memorandum, noting that it
will be necessary for the developer to provide more detail including further geotechnical analysis
showing that the stability of the 30th Avenue embankment will not be negatively impacted (see
referral comments included in Attachment D).
Based on potential stability problems that are raised in the applicant’s analysis and the conclusion
that further site-specific analysis will be required to mitigate potential impacts during the final
design and construction stages of the project, it appears that more detailed geotechnical analysis
is needed to address the overall feasibility of the project, similar to what would be required by a
Level 3 analysis if the geotechnical standards were applicable. The applicant is proposing
significant development impacts in areas with very steep slopes, over 40% in areas and numerous
landslide features.
In addition to staff’s concerns for a more detailed geotechnical analysis, the submitted GER does
not address off-site impacts, either in this report or by the more recently submitted Technical
Memorandum from Branch Engineering, dated July 30, 2019. The attached GHGR does reference
to a report from 1996 with information on the ground formation in many of the test pits
conducted near the site and 30th Avenue and along the southern ridgeline. However, no
conclusive information is provided regarding potential impacts from this development in relation
to any nearby off-site locations, such as 30th Avenue to the southwest and to existing and future
residential developments to the north of this site.
Further, it is not clear that the applicant’s grading or development plans accurately identify
specific areas of concern that relate to slope hazards, mitigation measures that may be needed
and where. The GER recommends that a more specific analysis (addressing design of facilities) be
done at a later time. This results in even less certainty that the site can be developed as shown.
Given the steep slopes and landslide features on this site, it is very possible that additional
analysis could require mitigation that is inconsistent with the impacts as represented on the
existing site plans. Staff finds it unclear whether streets, foundations and other necessary
infrastructure can be built as proposed and be contained within the impact areas shown with no
additional cut and fill.
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Given the concerns regarding the ability to build the PUD as proposed, the lack of a complete site
plan, and the lack of adequate off-site geotechnical analysis (such as testing and
recommendations for the proposed Frontage Road and secondary emergency access connection
to 30th Avenue), staff finds there is inadequate evidence to support compliance with this policy.
The applicant’s proposed condition of approval would appear to defer essential evidence needed
now, to determine compliance and whether it is feasible to develop the site as proposed.
That developments be reviewed to encourage clustering of open space elements of
different developments in order to preserve the maximum amount of continuous open
space.
The applicant proposes a large open space area (Tract A) along the south and southeastern
portion of the site portion of the site, mainly along the ridgeline. Additional open space tracts
(Tracts B through H) are proposed throughout the site along the Goal 5 wetlands and several
other unprotected drainage areas adjacent to Hendricks Hill PUD and East Ridge Village PUD to
the north. Most of the open space areas are directly connected to each other or connected to
adjacent off-site open space which generally complies with the intent of this policy.
That developments be reviewed in terms of scale, bulk and height to ensure that
development blends with rather than dominates the natural characteristics of the south
hills area.
The proposed PUD does not include specific building areas or envelopes to accommodate
development impacts on each lot. The ridgeline along the south portion of the site consists of the
highest elevations and will remain as undeveloped open space. The overall low density of this
project plays a role in determining the visual impacts from the development of this site. The
density is very low at 1.64 units per acre. However, as discussed later in this report (see EC
9.8320(4)), because the provided tree information is considered unreliable, there is no way to
gauge how many, if any, trees will remain in the open space tracts and individual conservation
areas on the lots. In addition, the applicant has not demonstrated that the location, configuration
of lots, and proposed areas of disturbance were considered based on the existence of significant
vegetation. Staff notes that the applicant’s Tree Preservation Plan states, “the design of the
project was not driven by individual tree size, health or location, but by the goal of designing the
roadway and lots in relation to the site topography to minimize site disturbance”. This admission
indicates that trees, which are certainly a large defining part of the natural characteristic of the
south hills area, were never a deciding factor in the design of this project. In choosing to
concentrate only on the site’s topography for determining project design, a large portion of the
site’s natural characteristic was ignored. If the applicant had provided better evidence regarding
tree preservation, that evidence may have helped to demonstrate how the project contributed to
blending with the natural character. Given this lack of evidence, staff concludes that the applicant
has not adequately demonstrated compliance with this policy.
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That all proposed road locations be reviewed to ensure minimum grade disturbance and
minimum cut-and-fill activity, particularly in those areas most visible due to slope,
topographic or other conditions.
According to the applicant the street layout was driven by the site’s topography. The applicant
states that where possible, roads are proposed where old logging roads were cut into the site to
minimize cut and fill impacts to the site. Narrow private driveways have been utilized where
possible instead of streets to provide access to multiple lots. As the applicant has indicated, given
the steep slopes throughout the site it is challenging to place roads in the area that limit site
impacts while at the same time accommodating code criteria for street widths, gradient
limitations, curvature standards, vision clearance and emergency service standards.
The applicant’s most recent resubmittal included an Overlay Site Analysis, dated September 13,
2019 depicting the location of various site constraints and the former logging roads. Sheet 16
includes a slope analysis of the site, and Sheet 17 includes the road grading plan. The proposal
appears to follow contours for parts of the site and proposed “A” Street, the longest road through
the site from west to east, starts by following the existing logging roads but then stops following
the existing logging roads after crossing the Goal 5 areas. Road “B”, Road “C”, Road “D”,
Brackenfern Road, and the private road extensions do not appear to follow any existing nearby
logging roads, except for Rockrose Lane, which appears to be the one road that closely follows a
logging road along the majority of its length.
“A” Street, for example, seems to require significant amounts of grading (cuts and fills) through
the center of the project, mainly where the layout stops following the existing logging roads. “D”
Street will also impact a wide swath of area on some of the steepest slopes on the site near its
southwest corner (40% or more). With the most recent submittal, the applicant has also provided
several alternative road locations to address initial concerns expressed by Public Works staff about
compliance with street connectivity and block length standards. None of these alternatives are
plotted on a complete site plan and many of the alternatives would go through proposed lots,
leaving staff with no indication how these alternatives comply with requirements to minimize
impacts to slopes, grading, trees, and vegetation.
Staff has expressed concern with these impacts since the earliest stages of the project, stressing
the need for a more complete street design that also relates to minimizing impacts to trees and
slopes. Lacking this response, as proposed, the applicant has not demonstrated how the road
locations (e.g. Roads “A” and “D”) would ensure minimum grade disturbance in compliance with
this policy.
That planned unit development review shall be based upon a recognition of both public and
private interest. In areas of significant conflict (e.g., locating development in a highly
visible area as opposed to a less visible area or in an area of significant vegetation as
opposed to a relatively open area) which could be resolved through the use of an
alternative development plan, primacy shall be given to the public interest in any
determinations.
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This PUD proposal is required to meet the public policy direction contained in the SHS for
development in areas having significant vegetation and other sensitive characteristics such as
steep slopes, forests, and stream corridors. The City’s evaluation of this development proposal
attempts to balance the private interest to develop the property for low-density residential use
along with the public interest for minimizing the impact to the natural character of the site, in
accordance with the SHS and other applicable PUD approval criteria.
In the context of the SHS policies and the subject proposal, the public interest stems from the
balance of preservation of natural features and the provision of increased urban densities within
the urban growth boundary of the City, in a manner that balances private and public interests.
Staff acknowledges that an appropriate level of residential development is intended to occur in
the south hills. In this case, staff’s evaluation leads to the City’s conclusion that although the
proposal provides a low-density residential development, the application does not achieve the
required balance between all of the applicable policy objectives, based on failure to comply with
multiple key approval criteria related to tree preservation, protection of natural features, street
standards, and geotechnical analysis.
In this case, it appears that there is “significant conflict” as that term is used in the SHS policy
above, between public and private interests. As such, and consistent with staff’s recommendations
to the applicant throughout the process to date, this policy requires resolution of conflict in favor
of the public interest through an alternative development plan.
Given the failure to comply with multiple approval criteria, staff concludes that the applicant has
not adequately demonstrated compliance with this policy.
All developments shall be reviewed for potential linkage with or to the ridgeline park
system.
The City’s ridgeline park system begins at its most eastern end at Moon Mountain Park. The
written statement discusses the construction and dedication of a public access connection from
Moon Mountain Park to “Road A” which then provides sidewalk and bicycle connection to the
Frontage Road where a connection is made to the Ribbon Trail Park on the west side of the
development. The applicant states that their project does not prohibit the City from pursuing a
trail connection. This policy appears to be met by the applicant’s proposal, assuming it provides
the public access connection to Moon Mountain Park.
That all developments be reviewed to ensure maximum preservation of existing vegetation.
Staff incorporates the findings and evidence referenced below at EC 9.8320(4), regarding tree
preservation, as a basis to conclude that the applicant has not ensured maximum preservation of
existing vegetation as required by this policy. In further support of this conclusion, staff again
points to the applicant’s own statement in the submitted Tree Preservation Plan, “the design of
the project was not driven by individual tree size, health or location…”.
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As discussed below in greater detail, the applicant also proposes to defer design decisions about
building locations and tree inventory and tree removal on the single-family lots, to a later stage in
the process, at the time of future building permits for dwellings on each lot. Staff believes this not
only undermines a finding of compliance with the above policy and tree preservation criteria at EC
9.8320(4), but constitutes an impermissible deferral under statutory requirements, to a later stage
of the process without adequate public review. Without an adequate inventory of existing trees
and other vegetation on the entire site, it is not possible to determine whether the applicant has
designed the proposed development in accordance with applicable standards. Here, it’s also
important to recognize that the applicant’s reliance on proposed restoration plantings to mitigate
the large amount of proposed tree removals is irrelevant in the context of this policy requirement,
which is about maximum preservation of existing vegetation in the first instance, not mitigation or
replanting.
Laurel Hill Plan
The following findings address those policies (shown in italics) of the Laurel Hill Plan (LHP) found to
be applicable to the proposed tentative PUD.
Land Use and Future Urban Design
Policy 1: Approval of Valley Development will take into consideration:
a. Density. The appropriate density for residential development shall be determined
based on 1) the provision of the Metropolitan Area General Plan [MetroPlan] calling
for an overall density range of one to ten units per acre; and 2) provisions of the South
Hills Study, including those limiting density to five units per acre for sites above 500
feet in elevation.
b. Size. Large apartment complexes (over thirty-two units) are objectionable because
their dominance would alter entirely the character of the Valley. Approval of
apartment complexes larger than 32 units will depend upon the feasibility of providing
adequate urban services, streets, schools, and transportation.
c.
Dispersal. Planned Unit Developments composed primarily of multiple family dwelling
units shall be separated and dispersed and not abutting.
As noted by the applicant, and under the SHS density standard above, the proposed development
will result in a gross density of approximately 1.6 units per acre in compliance with subsection (a)
above. Neither subsections (b) or (c), apply to the project since the applicant is proposing only
single-family lots.
Policy 5: New land divisions shall be planned to respect the existing topography and ensure
solar potential to the extent possible. Developers shall be encouraged to investigate
techniques other than grid-type division of land when planning for development.
As shown on the applicant’s site plans, the site contains challenging topography with slopes
ranging from 5% to 50%. While the applicant’s roads appear to follow existing grade in a few
locations, some of the future building locations are proposed in some of the steepest areas,
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especially near and around Road “D”. Staff does not believe this policy precludes development on
steep slopes altogether. Rather, the applicant needs to demonstrate what specific steps they have
taken to respond to the existing topography. Based on findings elsewhere in this evaluation,
including an excessive amount grading (cuts and fills for roads), and instances where the design
does not appear to respect the existing topography, it does not appear that this policy is met.
Policy 6: The Laurel Hill Plan supports the South Hills Study Standards. In general,
alteration of land contours shall by minimized to retain views of natural features and retain
as much of the forested atmosphere as possible. Aside from purely aesthetic
considerations, these hillsides demand care in development because the topsoil is thin and
the water runoff is rapid. Proposed developments shall respect the above considerations.
The Valley hillside policy applies to all land with an average slope, from toe to crest, of 15%
or greater. (A 15-percent slope is one in which the land rises 15 feet per 100 horizontal
feet).
a. If, in the opinion of the responsible City official, an adverse conservation or geological
condition exists upon a parcel of land proposed for a subdivision, or before any major
hillside clearing, excavation, filling or construction is contemplated, the requirements of
the Uniform Building Code, Chapter 70, Excavation and Grading, and those sections of
the code relative to foundation design may be invoked.
b. Considerable latitude shall be allowed the developer in the shaping, depth, and required
street frontages of lots where it is necessary to preserve the terrain.
The previous SHS policy findings are incorporated herein by reference. Without an alternative,
complete development plan and supporting evidence that demonstrates how grading impacts
have been minimized, as well as further geotechnical analysis to address slope stability issues, staff
cannot conclude that this policy has been met.
Transportation
Policy 1. No arterial or limited access road will be allowed within the boundaries of the
Valley which would connect the Glenwood interchange on Interstate 5 to 30th Avenue or
Spring Boulevard.
Policy 2. No arterial or limited access road will be allowed within the Valley except as
necessary to serve Valley residents, as it would physically and thus destroy the
neighborhood.
The applicant is proposing only local streets. No arterial or limited access roads are proposed,
which is consistent with these policies.
Policy 4: All future construction in the Valley or East Laurel Hill shall include adequate offstreet parking to accommodate not only permanent residents but a reasonable number of
visitors. Although on-street parking should be discouraged, in some areas pull-out facilities
for parking should be developed, particularly where congestion exists.
______________________________________________________________________________
Laurel Ridge PUD (PDT 18-3, TIA 18-4 and SDR 18-3)

16

The location and sizes of individual homes are unknown at this time however, R-1 parking
standards would require that a minimum of one parking space is included for each single-family
dwelling. Typically, new houses contain garages with one or more spaces, often with additional
spaces provided in the driveway to the garage as well. On-street parking along one side may also
be provided on the proposed public streets which would accommodate a reasonable number of
visitors in addition to parking on individual lots.
East Laurel Hill Area
Policy 6: Development and expansion of park facilities and bicycle paths is encouraged.
The South Hills ridgeline park plan shall be continued.
The East Laurel Hill area includes the east end of this development site. The PUD proposes to
dedicate a public connection from Moon Mountain Park to the Ribbon Trail, consistent with this
policy.
EC 9.8320(3): The PUD will provide adequate screening from surrounding properties
including, but not limited to, anticipated building locations, bulk, and height.
The applicant’s proposal includes 122 single family lots on a gross site area of 98.31 acres. A
portion of the site, 23.55 acres, is zoned PRO Park and Recreation Open Space along most of the
southern boundary of the site. Adjacent to the west and east site boundaries and the northeast
corner of the site boundary are City owned park properties. The northern site boundary is
adjacent to developed and undeveloped (R-1) single-family properties. A small portion of the
south boundary at the southwest corner of the site is also undeveloped R-1 zoned property.
There are no proposed buildings of homes explicitly included with this PUD application. Lots will
be sold to individual builders and potential homeowners for future development. The applicant
states in their revised written narrative (April 30, 2019) that the proposed PUD has taken a largelot, low-density approach, so that future home locations are, “disbursed when compared to
conventional residential subdivision development” (page 38). The applicant also asserts that
homesites are clustered because 55.89% of the site consists of protected (conservation) areas.
The entire perimeter of the site has some form of conservation area or buffer area, as the
applicant states, “lot conservation area has been included in the proposal, ensuring a vegetated
setback from future LaurelRidge homesites to surrounding properties” (page 38). Regarding bulk
and height, the applicant states, “No home at LaurelRidge will be any taller than what is permitted
anywhere else. Bulk is relative. It is as much a function of appearance as anything else. Here, too,
the large-lot greatly-disbursed locations of homes will minimize the appearance of homes (and
their ‘bulk’) on the property” (pages 38-39).
While the proposed lot locations and configurations must be evaluated for compliance with this
criterion, future buildings are not necessarily subject to this review. At the time residential
dwellings are proposed for any of the approved lots, they must be evaluated for compliance with
the R-1 zone development standards, and the bulk and height must be consistent with those
development standards. To the extent the developer requests any deviations or modifications to
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those standards, those requests would be subject to the City’s review process (and none are
proposed that staff is aware of in the application).
However, the applicant provides no details or information on what views of the developed site
might be expected from off-site neighboring properties. As discussed in EC 9.8320(2) regarding
consistency with the SHS, the proposal includes a large area of preserved land (Tract A),
approximately 19.48 acres, along the southern portion of the site. All individual lots that border
this tract also contain private conservation areas that provide a continuous buffer in addition to
Tract A. These combined preservation areas ensure the preservation of existing trees and
vegetation while providing a continuous visual buffer along the southern portion of the site. Seven
additional tracts (B through H) are proposed to protect the Goal 5 resource areas, most of these
are located along the northern portion of the site and combined, these tracts total approximately
11.38 acres. Portions of individual lots that border Tracts A through H are also proposed with
conservation areas, totaling approximately 24.09 acres. The combined areas of Tracts A through H
and individual lot conservation the areas total approximately 54.95 acres of preserved area. These
preserved areas also provide existing tree and vegetation protection and are presumed by staff to
provide some type of visual screening for properties to the north.
As discussed at EC 9.8320(4)(b) below, and incorporated herein by reference, staff has provided a
detailed analysis of the applicant’s Tree Preservation Plan. Staff found the applicant’s submitted
material does not accurately show the health, size or species of the trees on the site. All trees
shown on the proposed lots in areas where construction may occur are listed as “discretionary”
trees (meaning they could be removed) and staff must assume these trees would be removed.
Since the lots will be sold to individual owners who will decide where to locate a future home, it is
unknown at this time where construction may occur on any lot or adjacent to any proposed open
spaces, and therefore it is unknown which trees will be preserved. Regarding trees that fulfill a
screening function or provide relief from glare, staff found that no analysis was provided by the
applicant for trees within the open space and preservation areas along the edges of these areas
with critical root zones that would be impacted by nearby construction. Based on these concerns
and lack of other critical details, staff found the tree preservation plan did not meet the approval
criteria of EC 9.8320(4)(b). Since staff could not make positive findings that the tree preservation
approval criteria were met, it is not possible for staff to rely on the applicant’s general statements
related to screening from surrounding properties, which implies that preserved trees will provide
screening.
Since it is unknown at this time what trees are expected to remain on site, staff cannot make a
determination that the PUD will provide adequate screening from surrounding properties until an
adequate tree preservation plan that meets code requirements has been submitted.
EC 9.8320(4): The PUD is designed and sited to minimize impacts to the natural
environment by addressing the following:
(a)

Protection of Natural Features.
1.
For areas not included on the City’s acknowledged Goal 5 inventory, the
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preservation of significant natural features to the greatest degree
attainable or feasible, including:
a.
Significant on-site vegetation, including rare plants (those that are
proposed for listing or are listed under State or Federal law), and
native plant communities.
b.
All documented habitat for all rare animal species (those that are
proposed for listing or are listed under State or Federal law).
c.
Prominent topographic features, such as ridgelines and rock
outcrops.
d.

2.

Wetlands, intermittent and perennial stream corridors, and
riparian areas.
e.
Natural resource areas designated in the Metro Plan diagram as
“Natural Resource” and areas identified in any city-adopted natural
resource inventory.
For areas included on the City’s acknowledged Goal 5 inventory:
a.
The proposed development’s general design and character,
including but not limited to anticipated building locations, bulk and
height, location and distribution of recreation space, parking,
roads, access and other uses, will:
(1)
Avoid unnecessary disruption or removal of attractive
natural features and vegetation, and
(2)
Avoid conversion of natural resource areas designated in
the Metropolitan Area General Plan to urban uses when
alternative locations on the property are suitable for
development as otherwise permitted.
b.
Proposed buildings, road, and other uses are designed and sited to
assure preservation of significant on-site vegetation, topographic
features, and other unique and worthwhile natural features, and to
prevent soil erosion or flood hazard.

EC 9.8320(4)(a)(1) is not applicable given the Goal 5 designation of the site. Regarding EC
9.8320(4)(a) Protection of Natural Features, subsections (2)(a) and (2)(b) are applicable to the site
given that the site is traversed by streams that are included on the City’s adopted Goal 5
inventory. In addition, the subject property is included on the City’s adopted Goal 5 inventory as a
scenic site (see Metro Plan Working Papers, 1978, Figure H-2). Also see Ordinance 20531, for
more specific information about the City’s adopted Goal 5 inventory as it relates to the subject
site.
Regarding subsections (2)(a)(1) and (b), staff notes that attractive features identified include the
Goal 5 streams protected by the /WR Water Resource overlay (listed in the City’s inventory as
Goal 5 Sites E38, C and D) as well as attractive natural features and vegetation on the site, as
discussed above, including forested slopes “with presence of prominent and plentiful vegetation”
as included on the adopted Goal 5 inventory.
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Based on the available information, and with the additional staff findings related to tree
preservation under subsection (b) below, staff concludes this criterion is not met.
(b)

Tree Preservation. The proposed project shall be designed and sited to preserve
significant trees to the greatest degree attainable or feasible, with trees having
the following characteristics given the highest priority for preservation:
1.
Healthy trees that have a reasonable chance of survival considering the
base zone or special area zone designation and other applicable approval
criteria;
2.
Trees located within vegetated corridors and stands rather than individual
isolated trees subject to windthrow;
3.
Trees that fulfill a screening function, provide relief from glare, or shade
expansive areas of pavement;
4.
Trees that provide a buffer between potentially incompatible land uses;
5.
Trees located along the perimeter of the lot(s) and within building setback
areas;
6.
Trees and stands of trees located along ridgelines and within view
corridors;
7.
Trees with significant habitat value;
8.
Trees adjacent to public parks, open space and streets;
9.
Trees located along a water feature;
10.
Heritage trees.

The applicant provided written information, site plan information, and a Tree Preservation Plan
with the initial submittal (July 26, 2018). The submitted tree report dated July 20,2018, and
authored by Schirmer Satre Group, gives a brief history of the site’s trees, a description of the use
of LIDAR (Light Detection and Radar) to inventory the trees, and draft findings. Staff reviewed the
application as to how “the PUD is designed and sited to minimize the impacts to the natural
environment” including tree preservation. The list in subsection (b) above is for which “trees
having the following characteristics given the highest priority for preservation.” The staff findings
in other sections of this report, especially regarding applicable SHS policies, and other approval
criteria related to siting, design, tree preservation, and protection of significant natural features,
are also relevant in the context of the above criteria.
As a courtesy to applicants, the City’s application form has a section called “Tree Preservation
Requirements” and lists three important areas to assist applicants in complying with this section.
This list is not comprehensive, nor is staff suggesting the only way to show tree preservation, but
has been, at a minimum, historically what the City has relied on for supporting evidence to show
how the tree preservation criteria are met. If applicants can produce similar or better evidence in a
different way, staff generally welcomes that type of analysis so long as it is reliable and definitive
enough to show compliance. The minimum requirements from the tentative PUD application form
are listed below for ease reference:
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•
•

•

Provide a tree preservation plan and report prepared by a certified arborist or approved
equivalent. Both the plan and reports shall demonstrate compliance with EC 9.8320(4)(b),
(c) and (d), and/or other applicable requirements.
Show the location, size and species of existing trees on site that are 8 inches or more in
diameter at DBH (4.5 feet above ground). Provide an assessment of the condition of the
existing trees, indicate whether they will be preserved or removed, and indicate the
means of preservation when applicable.
Show the “critical root zones” for trees to be preserved and provide supporting
information that preserved trees will not be impacted so as to constitute “tree removal,”
as defined in EC 9.0500.

While this is certainly not an exhaustive list on how to comply with tree preservation requirements, it provides clear guidance about what the City expects in terms of reliable evidence from
an applicant to demonstrate compliance and how the project will preserve “significant trees to the
greatest degree attainable or feasible.” It is important to note that the initial submittal did include
a Tree Preservation Plan but with insufficient data on location, size, species, and conditions of
existing trees. The initial application lacked information about the locations of significant tree
standards, which trees would be removed or retained, and had no Critical Root Zone (CRZ) analysis
for any areas adjacent to proposed development, roads, and infrastructure. This information is
critical for staff to analyze which trees will be preserved, even if only for specific trees immediately
adjacent to proposed development impacts. For this reason, among other requirements for the
application, staff deemed the application incomplete and requested more information.
On November 30, 2018 the applicant resubmitted supplemental material in response to all the
City’s issues identified in completeness review. In this material was an updated tree preservation
report prepared by Schirmer Satre. In the updated tree preservation report, there is a brief history
of the site, a description of inventory by using LIDAR, findings, and a list of tree inventory from the
applicant. It should be noted that to staff’s knowledge, the tree survey method provided in the
submittal (LIDAR) has never been used for a development proposal in Eugene. To adequately
assess this type of information, staff contracted with a third-party arborist, Teragan & Associates,
LLC, Arboricultural Consultants to conduct a peer review of the applicant’s tree preservation plan
and to determine the veracity and effectiveness of the applicant’s evidence in the context of EC
9.8320(4)(b). Teragan & Associates reviewed the applicant’s submitted materials and provided the
City with a memorandum (“Teragan report” dated June 5, 2019) which is included with this staff
report as Attachment E. The following discussion is culled from the Teragan report.
The applicant utilized LIDAR, which is a remote sensing method that uses lasers from airplanes or
satellites to create 3D images of tree canopies, landforms, and other objects. From that
information, the applicant extrapolated the tree canopy data to provide an approximation of tree
locations throughout the site and determine if the trees were coniferous or deciduous. Sample
areas of the site were “ground-truthed” in 2013 with a tree survey by a certified arborist. In 2019
five additional field plots were conducted on-site also by a certified arborist.
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Staff met with the applicant and informed them of the details that were lacking in their proposal.
Presented with the Teragan report and subsequent information from staff, the applicant
postponed the scheduled June 26, 2019 public hearing to prepare more information and resubmit.
The subsequent 3rd resubmittal of information was given to staff on September 13, 2019. With
that resubmittal staff received a third revised tree preservation report, dated April 30, 2019 and
modified by Schirmer Satre. That report provided additional information, including five new test
plots, draft findings, and an arborist letter from Joshua Geil of Kyle King Tree Services, Inc.
Another letter from Brian Meiring, Environmental Specialist, with Wetlands and Wildlife LLC was
also submitted as part of the applicant’s effort to provide a more accurate assessment of the trees
on the site. The submittals continue to get more complex, but with the bulk of the applicant’s
information relying on numbers of trees on the site rather than specific information about the
location and types of trees, Diameter at Breast Height (DBH), and health of trees on the property.
There are three primary issues that remain as a major concern to staff. First, accuracy of the
inventory. The list provided by the applicant includes surveyed trees in selected areas by arborists
done between 2013 and 2019 for this project. The report also presents a LIDAR tree list inventory
and goes further by discussing types of trees and generalizes the DBH of the trees. The applicant
on page 2 of the report (both the 2nd and 3rd edition of the reports) states that “it was observed
that complex deciduous crowns were difficult to isolate as a single tree and were often reported as
two or more individual trees.” The applicant compared the LIDAR data with the sample and field
plot data and found a variation in tree numbers of 5.95 percent for the sample plots and 1.62
percent for the field plots. These statistics, as further reports are submitted, seem to be getting
more accurate on the inventory of trees. While the applicant says they are stating conservative
numbers, the initial inventory of trees was called out by the applicant in the first two reports at
13,127 trees. In their third resubmittal on September 13, 2019 the number of trees is estimated at
14,723. That is a 10% increase that was missed in the first two reports, using LIDAR and GIS data.
Second, the LIDAR and associated material does not accurately show the health, DBH, or species of
the trees. As stated in the Teragan report, “the accuracy of LIDAR in determining whether a tree
was coniferous or deciduous was not presented. The accuracy of the LIDAR tree points compared
with the trunk locations from the ground survey was also not presented. Tree species, DBH, and
health condition data was not collected using LIDAR.” The applicant and staff cannot make findings
related to these criteria if the data is not there. In fact the applicant repeats the claim in the
submitted materials that “based on the homogenous nature of the trees on site, the design of the
project was not driven by individual tree, size health, or location, but by the goal of designing the
roadway and lots in relation to the site topography to minimize site disturbance” (page 4 of
November 30, 2018 Tree Preservation Plan; page 5 of the April 30, 2019 Tree Preservation Plan,
page 41 of April 30, 2019 Written Statement). If trees, stands of trees, health, DBH, and species is
not reviewed for site design, then the findings cannot be made and there can be no meaningful
demonstration that the approval criteria have been met.
Third, siting and designing the project to ensure that the development will preserve significant
trees based on the priorities as listed in the approval criteria, to the greatest degree attainable or
feasible. Staff wants to note that siting the development in relation to trees by themselves is not
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the only goal of the discretionary permit. Staff reviews the project by taking slopes into account,
open space areas, Goal 5 protected areas, streams and habitat along with the inventory of healthy
viable trees to ensure that the project fits with all environmental elements of the site. The
applicant attempts to provide a plan clarifying and assuring tree preservation requirements and
allowed activities within various areas on the proposed lots, such as common open space
preservation areas, and individual lot preservation areas. The latest report also lists some “stands”
but gives no explanation as to how the roads, lots, or infrastructure were sited to meet the criteria
in relation to those stands of trees. In fact, it appears that development is encroaching into many
of the called out stands with no explanation other than development is allowed.
Finally, all the trees shown on the lots in areas where construction may occur are listed as
“discretionary” trees (meaning they could be removed) and staff must therefore assume they
would be removed. Since the lots will be sold to individual owners who will decide where to locate
a future home, it is unknown at this time where construction may occur on any lot or adjacent to
any proposed open spaces. As mitigation, the applicant has proposed a one to one replacement
for every tree that needs to be removed for development. But, along with the other issues
mentioned above, the applicant continues to ask for deferral of a more complete tree
preservation plan until the building permit stage for development on each individual lot. While
this would benefit the applicant as to the level of analysis and expense required at the PUD stage
for an accurate tree inventory, doing so would result in an impermissible deferral of the
discretionary determinations about tree preservation necessary for PUD approval, until a nondiscretionary permitting stage with no opportunity for public input or analysis weighed against the
approval criteria. Deferring compliance to a later stage as proposed does not show how the
criterion is met and could result in an area of impact being chosen that requires removal of the
best trees on the site, counter to the tree preservation standards.
The applicant provides further responses in their most recent submittal (Applicant Response to
Referral Comments, dated September 13, 2019) which primarily appear to challenge staff’s
interpretation of what the criteria require, suggesting that information about size, species or the
condition of trees (e.g. even whether healthy or dead) is not required, and that the word
“prioritize” does not even exist within the criterion.
Lacking any informative additional detail in that response about how the priorities for tree
preservation as listed in the approval criteria have been addressed, staff relies in part on their
updated tree report dated April 30, 2019 (see pages 7-10), where the applicant did provide a
written statement attempting to show how the project meets the priorities for tree preservation
as listed in 1 through 10 of EC 9.8320(4)(b) above. A short synopsis is listed below with staff’s
response as to whether it appears to meet the relevant criteria.
1. Healthy trees that have a reasonable chance of survival considering the base zone or
special area zone designation and other applicable approval criteria;
The applicant states that many of the trees are in decline and suggests that the base zone is R-1
which allows for residential development on this property. The applicant states that, “As is typical
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when trying to navigate between conflicting land use standards (i.e. encourage development on
the lowest elevations and shallowest slopes) and development that proposes the least impact to
the site, as trees are randomly disbursed on the site regardless of slope and elevation, trees are
typically in the construction path for required roads and future homesites.” Due to many of the
reasons listed above, including the problem of relying on LIDAR for the bulk of the inventory, and
especially not having any accurate information about the health or condition of existing trees,
their size, location, or even species, it is impossible for staff to conclude that the project has been
sited and designed in a manner that would protect significant trees according to the listed priority.
2. Trees located within vegetated corridors and stands rather than individual isolated trees
subject to windthrow;
The applicant states that “effort has been extended to preserve stands of trees, as opposed to
individual trees.” Although the applicant submitted a vague map identifying stands on the
property (no numbers, health, DBH, species) it appears that many of the proposed roads and lots
have been sited through many of the stands. The applicant does list out the conservation areas,
Goal 5 areas, and Ridgeline open space areas as being protected but where development abuts
these protected areas no accurate information is provided about tress along those edges, no CRZ
analysis or means to be implemented for protection. As stated in the third-party review (Teragan
Report page 5) “a delineation and qualitative description of the dominant tree species, sizes,
conditions, and understory of each stand would aid in identifying preservation opportunities for
meeting this criterion.”
3.

Trees that fulfill a screening function, provide relief from glare, or shade expansive areas
of pavement;

The applicant points out that the trees to be preserved in the open space and conservation areas
will be adequate screening for the site. While this is true the “trees along these edges with critical
root zones that could be impacted by the proposed development or are within striking distance of
improvements should be individually assessed through ground level survey and tree assessment.”
(Teragan report, page 6). No such analysis has been provided by the applicant.
4. Trees that provide a buffer between potentially incompatible land uses;
The proposed residential land use is generally compatible with the surrounding uses, therefore
this section need not be addressed.
5. Trees located along the perimeter of the lot(s) and within building setback areas;
The applicant is proposing the preservation of trees in proposed setbacks, including conservation
areas within property lines on individual lots, adjacent to development impacts. The tree
preservation plan needs to inventory these trees, show health, type, DBH, and more importantly
since these trees will be the closest to development, show the potential CRZ impacts. “The
purpose is to ensure that the trees are viable, will be adequately protected, and do not pose an
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unreasonable risk to the development.” (Teragan Report, Page 6). In addition, the deferral of
determinations about preservation of these trees along the perimeter of the lots to the building
permit phase does not show how siting has protected the best stands of trees or not for this
discretionary permit. Without more precisely knowing the location, species, size, or health of any
specific trees in these areas, no positive finding can be made by staff as to whether this tree
preservation priority has been properly addressed.
6. Trees and stands of trees located along ridgelines and within view corridors;
The applicant has proposed a large tract of open space along the ridgeline, and adjacent
conservation areas on individual lots that will be protected from development. “At a minimum,
the trees along these areas with CRZ that could be impacted by the proposed development or are
within striking distance of improvements should be individually assessed through a ground level
survey and tree assessment as described in the previous criteria.” (Teragan Report, page 7).
Again, without more precisely knowing the location, species, size, or health of any specific trees in
these areas, no positive finding can be made by staff as to whether this tree preservation priority
has been properly addressed.
8. Trees adjacent to public parks, open space and streets;
The applicant has generally avoided much of the protected Goal 5 areas on the site, and proposed
conservation areas adjacent to the off-site parks that surround the property. The issue is that the
site plan is not clear as to road connectivity. The applicant has proposed several “options” in their
last submittal but did not incorporate them into the plans. Therefore, the project could not have
taken into account the trees, stands of trees, or CRZs of this development on the trees in those
areas.
9. Trees located along a water feature;
The applicant has proposed tree preservation over the areas of Goal 5 water resources. In doing
this they have proposed to protect all the trees within Goal 5 protected areas as a conservation
zone, yet, also proposed various street and utility crossings though Goal 5 resources and not
demonstrated in any specific way how those crossings are either necessary where they are
proposed, or what the true extent of impacts to trees and other native/riparian vegetation in
these areas would actually be. The issue, as stated many times above, is the trees along these
areas adjacent to development with CRZs that could be impacted by the proposed development
or are within striking distance of improvements should be individually assessed through a ground
level survey and tree assessment. Roads and development are directly adjacent to conservation
areas in most locations across the site and therefore could be impacted by the project. What staff
cannot ascertain, is the extent of those impacts without more accurate information about existing
trees.
10. Heritage trees.
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There are no heritage trees on site therefore this criterion is not applicable.
Based on these findings and the lack of adequate evidence from the applicant, staff concludes that
the approval criteria at EC 9.8320(4)(b) have not been met.
(c)

Restoration or Replacement.
1.
For areas not included on the city’s acknowledged Goal 5 inventory, the
proposal mitigates, to the greatest degree attainable or feasible, the loss
of significant natural features described in criteria (a) and (b) above,
through the restoration or replacement of natural features such as:
a. Planting of replacement trees within common areas; or
b. Re-vegetation of slopes, ridgelines, and stream corridors; or
c. Restoration of fish and wildlife habitat, native plant habitat, wetland
areas, and riparian vegetation.
To the extent applicable, restoration or replacement shall be in
compliance with the planting and replacement standards of EC 6.320.

As previously noted, the subject property is included on the City’s acknowledged Goal 5 inventory.
Therefore, this standard is not applicable.
2.

For areas included on the city’s acknowledged Goal 5 inventory, any loss
of significant natural features described in criteria (a) and (b) above shall
be consistent with the acknowledged level of protection for the features.

As noted previously, the subject property is included as part of the City’s acknowledged Goal 5
inventory. The standard at (c)(2) applies, and the acknowledged level of protection for these
features is achieved through the SHS policies, appropriate zoning, and the tree preservation
standards required and noted above.
Regarding the standard at EC 9.8320(4)(c)(2), the findings provided at EC 9.8320(1), (2), (4)(a) and
(b) above are incorporated herein by this reference. As a number of policies and standards
related to natural resource and tree preservation have not been met by the proposed
development, the loss of significant natural features is found to be inconsistent with the
acknowledged level of protection for these features. This criterion is not met.
(d)

Street Trees. If the proposal includes removal of any street tree(s), removal of
those street tree(s) has been approved or approved with conditions according to
the process at EC 6.305.

The applicant states that there are no existing street trees within the Laurel Ridge proposal. As an
informational item, Public Works staff notes that in the event of any future street tree removal, a
street tree removal permit would be required pursuant to EC Chapter 6. This standard will be
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subject to further review when more design detail is available as part of the subsequent tentative
subdivision and other permitting necessary at the time of future development.
Based on the available information, this standard will be met.
EC 9.8320(5): The PUD provides safe and adequate transportation systems through
compliance with the following:
(a) EC 9.6800 through EC 9.6875 Standards for Streets, Alleys, and Other Public Ways
(not subject to modifications set forth in subsection (10) below).
With regard to street design and public right-of-way dedication requirements, referral comments
from Public Works Engineering staff are incorporated below and confirm the following findings: no
additional right-of-way dedication or special setback is required as a result of this development.
EC 9.6805 Dedication of Public Ways.
EC 9.8215(1)(b) requires that the applicant comply with the Streets, Alleys and Other Public Way
standards set forth in EC 9.6800 through 9.6875. Pursuant to EC 9.6805, as a condition of any
development, the City may require dedication of public ways for bicycle and/or pedestrian use as
well as for streets and alleys, provided the City makes findings to demonstrate consistency with
constitutional requirements. The public ways for streets to be dedicated to the public by the
applicant shall conform with the adopted right-of-way map and EC Table 9.6870.
As discussed in EC 9.6870 and EC 9.6505(3), which are incorporated herein by reference, the City
generally accepts the applicant’s proposal as a means of complying with the right-of-way and
paving requirements identified in EC 9.6870; there are no additional requirements for right-of-way
dedication for the improvements beyond what the applicant has proposed (or may propose) as
part of this application. In several instances, the applicant will need to clarify exactly what they
propose as alternatives to the site plans under review, and how the resulting changes will comply
with all related standards, before Public Works staff can recommend tentative PUD approval.
EC 9.6810 Block Length
On pages 46 & 47 of the applicant’s revised written statement (dated April 30, 2019), the applicant
provides a table of proposed block lengths. The applicant requests an exception to the 600-foot
maximum block length requirement per EC 9.6810(1). Per EC 9.6810(1), the standard 600-foot
maximum block length may be exceeded if “physical conditions preclude a block length of 600 feet
or less. Such conditions may include, but are not limited to, topography or the existence of natural
resource areas such as wetlands, ponds, streams, channels, rivers, lakes or upland wildlife habitat
area, or a resource on the National Wetland Inventory or under protection by state or federal law.”
In the written statement, the applicant supports the requested exception by noting that the site’s
linear topography, riparian corridors and lack of adjacent street or right-of-way on the west, south
and east sides of the property, substantially limit street location options. Staff cannot rely on such
a conclusory statement without further analysis of the proposal.
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Public Works staff still generally concurs with the applicant’s argument that the existing riparian
corridors and wetlands provide a hindrance to a strict application of the 600-foot maximum block
length standard. The applicant has submitted centerline profiles for the proposed streets, however
as discussed further below, due to the ambiguity of the applicant’s proposal regarding suggested
alternatives for dedication of public streets, staff cannot make complete findings regarding the
proposed block lengths.
The following summary of the applicant’s proposal relies on information in the revised written
statement (April 30, 2019) for a partial discussion regarding block length:
-

Frontage Road
Road A
Road A
Road A
Road A
Brackenfern Road
Rockrose Lane
Road A

Spring Blvd to Road A
900 ft. (approx.)
Road B to Road C
830 ft. (approx.)
Road C to Road D
755 ft. (approx.)
Road D to Brackenfern Road
630 ft. (approx.)
Brackenfern Road to Rockrose Lane 1,700 ft. (approx.)
Brookfern Way to Road A
790 ft. (approx.)
Brookfern Way to Road A
930 ft. (approx.)
Rockrose Lane to end of Road A
930 ft. (approx.)

In the supplemental materials submitted on September 13, 2019, the applicant provided
responses to staff’s initial concerns about the need for better evidence to demonstrate block
length exceptions (see pages 13-15 Applicant Response to Referral Comments, September 13,
2019 and related alternative street alignments shown in the applicant’s site plan exhibits). The
applicant does not recommend any of those alternative alignments based on their analysis, and
argues that the requested exceptions should be granted, but does not specify how their evidence
meets the language of the exception requirements at EC 9.6810. It appears that the applicant is
requesting staff to make these determinations for them, which results in ambiguity and confusion
about what is proposed. To ensure that the applicant’s preferred layout will meet the exception
criteria, staff would recommend the applicant provide additional evidence and findings to clarify
and show that all proposed block length exceptions meet the specific requirements of EC 9.6810.
Public Works staff recommend that such demonstration be provided more clearly before a
decision on PUD tentative approval is granted.
EC 9.6815 Connectivity for Streets
As a preface to the findings on individual subsections below, staff notes that the applicant only
provided generalized statements in their written statement dated April 30, 2019 about the list of
street connectivity subsections (i.e. they did not respond to each one individually), which makes
the following evaluation difficult at best. To the extent that the applicant provided additional
information in subsequent submittals including the “Applicant Response to Referral Comments”
dated September 13, 2019, none of those materials appear to directly address specifically how the
new evidence or alternative street layouts may demonstrate compliance with the specific
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subsections below. The findings below are therefore very preliminary and based on a number of
assumptions stemming from unclear evidence in the application. Based on the lack of clarity, staff
is unable to find that the street connectivity standards are completely met.
(a) All streets and alleys shall be public unless the developer demonstrates
that a public street or alley is not necessary for compliance with this
land use code or the street connectivity standards of subparagraphs (b)
through (f) of this subsection.
The applicant proposes construction of seven public streets. and states that all proposed streets
are public. Staff agrees with the applicant’s proposal, consistent with the requirements of
subsection (2)(a).
(b) The proposed development shall include street connections in the
direction of all existing or planned streets within 1/4 mile of the
development site. The proposed development shall also include street
connections to any streets that abut, are adjacent to, or terminate at
the development site.
As shown on the applicant’s site plans there are several existing public streets within ¼ mile of the
development site and streets which are adjacent to, intersect or abut the development site that
create the need for street connections as follows:
- East 30th Avenue, which is under Lane County jurisdiction, abuts the proposed development
to the south. The applicant proposes to provide a street connection which will connect to
the City street system at Spring Boulevard and run parallel to 30th Avenue at the base of the
existing embankment. The proposal for 30th Avenue would involve the transfer of ownership
from Lane County to the City of Eugene.
- East 29th Avenue is an unimproved street which terminates approximately 400 feet
northwest of the northwest corner of the proposed development. A direct connection
would not be required as a condition of this development. The current terminus of East 29th
Avenue is separated from the proposed development by two undeveloped tax lots, i.e., 1803-04-34 TL 2500, which is owned by the City of Eugene (aka the Ribbon Trail) and 18-03-0443 TL 500 (the Ruff property). The Ribbon Trail property was acquired by the City from the
Ruffs by Warranty Deed (Document No. 2000-045339 on August 8, 2000). As part of a
purchase agreement between the Ruffs and the City, a provision was included to allow for a
future right-of-way across the Ribbon Trail if a street connection were required as a
condition of development of the remaining Ruff property.
- Brackenfern Road and Rockrose Lane are planned streets that have been approved, but not
yet constructed per East Ridge Village PUD (City of Eugene Planning Files PD 99-04 and PDF
01-06). The applicant proposes public street connections to the future alignments of both
streets.
- Everglade Avenue, which is an undeveloped public right-of-way that terminates along the
northern boundary of the development site. As discussed in the applicant’s updated written
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statement dated September 13, 2019, the applicant proposes to construct and dedicate a
public right-of-way to the current terminus of Everglade Avenue.
Based on the above findings the proposed development complies with EC 9.6815(2)(b).
(c) The proposed development shall include streets that extend to
undeveloped or partially developed land that is adjacent to the
development site or that is separated from the development site by a
drainage channel, transmission easement, survey gap, or similar
property condition. The streets shall be in locations that will enable
adjoining properties to connect to the proposed development’s street
system.
The property is surrounded by several undeveloped or partially developed lands. These lands are
addressed below:
- Ruff property, a 22.6-acre undeveloped tract adjacent to the northwest corner of the
proposed development, which also has frontage on Floral Hill Drive, along its northerly
boundary. The applicant proposes to extend a public street (Road C) to the southern
boundary line of the Ruff property. This public street will also provide a connection to the
Carrol Joint Trust property.
- Carroll Joint Trust property, a 5-acre undeveloped tract located along the northerly
boundary of the proposed development, directly east of the Ruff property, which is abutted
on its boundary by Everglade Street, an unimproved 50-foot right-of-way. As discussed
above Road C will provide public street service to this property.
- Holt Distressed Property Fund, a 48.40-acre undeveloped property along the northern
boundary of the proposed development. This property is planned to be developed in
accordance with the Son Blaze PUD (PD 99-04 & PDF 01-06), this project was renamed and
now referred to as East Ridge Village PUD. The applicant proposes to provide two public
street connections to the planned streets of Rockrose Lane and Brackenfern Road.
- City of Eugene park land (Moon Mountain), a 40.30- acre undeveloped park land along the
northeastern boundary of the proposed development. As mentioned in the applicant’s
written statement (dated April 30, 2019), the applicant believes that street connectivity is
not warranted. However, further down in the written statement, the applicant states that if
staff disagrees and requires street connectivity the applicant agrees to include a new public
street. Based on the above findings, the applicant has not satisfied this subsection as their
proposal is unclear and ambiguous.
- City of Eugene park land (Coryell Ridge), a 99.50-acres undeveloped park land along the
eastern boundary of the propose development. As discussed above, because the applicant’s
proposal is unclear and ambiguous, this subsection is not satisfied.
- Betz-Evans (Tax Lot 703), a 24.90-acre undeveloped property along the entirety of the
southern boundary line of the development site. The applicant’s site plans depict this
property as one contiguous property. However, as depicted in Lane County Survey File No.
43991, which was performed by Renee Clough of Branch Engineering on June 14, 2017, this
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property is not shown as being contiguous but as two separate properties. Based on this
information, the applicant’s proposal to provide Road D as a public street connection to the
southwestern corner of the development site satisfies this criterion for Tax Lot 703.
However, the lack of a public street connection for Tax Lot 704 does not satisfy EC
9.6815(2)(c). In response to these findings, in the applicant’s supplemental materials
(Applicant response to Referral Comments, dated September 13, 2019), the applicant states
that “The applicant will locate Road E in the April 30, 2019.” (page 17, item 4). Staff notes
that this proposal is unclear and ambiguous. With the lack of a site plan that clearly
delineates their proposal, and delineates any impacts related to steep slopes, staff is unable
to recommend approval as it relates to this subsection.
Based on the above findings, the proposal does not satisfy EC 9.6815(2)(c).
(d) Secondary access for fire and emergency medical vehicles consistent
with EC 9.6870 is required.
The applicant relies on the future connections to Brackenfern Road and Rockrose Lane and
proposes to provide a connection to Spring Boulevard via the Frontage Road (at the base of the
30th Avenue embankment) and to also provide a separate 21-foot-wide fire access road. Staff
notes that Lane County referral comments indicate several concerns and related permitting
requirements that would need to be met under their jurisdiction in order for the applicant to
construct the proposed emergency access to 30th Avenue (see Attachment D). This connection will
be essential until those future streets are be connected to the north, and as such, Public Works
staff recommends that the applicant commit to providing the secondary emergency access to 30th
Avenue until secondary access is available via the currently unimproved streets to the north
(Brackenfern Road and Rockrose Lane). Staff also notes that it will be the applicant’s responsibility
to address all Lane County permitting requirements separately, which are outside the City’s
jurisdiction, as needed to obtain the County’s approval to construct the proposed secondary
emergency access road.
To demonstrate the commitment to providing this secondary access, and the feasibility of
constructing it, staff recommends that the applicant provide a letter confirming support from Lane
County Transportation Planning staff for the proposed secondary access to 30th Avenue, and
propose a commitment to ensure the secondary emergency access to 30th Avenue is provided until
other secondary access is available (e.g. via the currently unimproved streets to the north
(Rockrose Lane and Brackenfern Road). Without it, staff is currently unable to confirm compliance
with EC 9.6815(2)(d).
(e) Except for applications proposing needed housing, all applicants shall
show that the proposed street alignment shall minimize excavation
and embankment and avoid impacts to natural resources, including
water related features.
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The applicant does not appear to have specifically addressed this standard in their application
materials (see pages 41-51 of their written statement dated April 30, 2019). While they provide
discussion about various alternative street layouts and potential slope impacts in their most recent
submittal entitled Applicant Response to Referral Comments (dated September 13, 2019), again,
none of those materials appear to specifically demonstrate how this subsection is met.
Public Works staff also notes that related findings from Planning staff regarding SHS policies about
minimization of grade disturbance and cut-and-fill activity are relevant here, and that the available
information indicates that the related policy is not met. Those related findings are also therefore
incorporated here by reference. Staff believes this is another example of evidence that should
have been provided for a complete application (or at least before the record closes so that the
Hearings Official has a clear narrative and evidence to consider).
To demonstrate compliance, the applicant should provide revised site plans, written narrative, and
any other evidence necessary to specifically address the requirement at EC 9.6815(2)(e) that the
proposed PUD will minimize excavation and embankment and avoid impacts to natural resources
including water related features.
Again, Public Works staff emphasizes that this suggestion should not be misconstrued as indicating
a recommendation for tentative PUD approval. It requires the kind of information that staff would
need in the first instance, to have a complete application, and which may or may not result in a
finding of compliance depending on what it includes.
(f) In cases where a required street connection would result in the
extension of an existing street that is not improved to city standards
and the street has an inadequate driving surface, the developer shall
construct a temporary barrier at the entrance to the unimproved street
section with provision for bicycle, pedestrian, and emergency vehicle
access.
Staff notes that the need for any temporary barriers would be determined at the time of the PEPI
review process. However, much like other subsections above, the applicant does not appear to
have addressed this requirement directly. Presumably, temporary barriers would be required for
connections to unimproved roads such as Rockrose Lane and Brackenfern Road. This standard will
be subject to further review when more design detail is available as part of the subsequent
tentative subdivision and other permitting necessary at the time of future development.
(g) In the context of a Type II or Type III land use decision, the city shall
grant an exception to the standards in subsections (2)(b), (c) or (d) if
the applicant demonstrates that any proposed exceptions are
consistent with either subsection 1. or 2. below:
(2) The applicant demonstrates that a connection cannot be made
because of the existence of one or more of the following
conditions:
______________________________________________________________________________
Laurel Ridge PUD (PDT 18-3, TIA 18-4 and SDR 18-3)

32

(a) Physical conditions preclude development of the connecting
street. Such conditions may include, but are not limited to,
topography or likely impact to natural resource areas such
as wetlands habitat area, or a resource on the National
Wetland Inventory or under protection by state or federal
law.
(b) Buildings or other existing development on adjacent lands,
including previously subdivided but vacant lots or parcels,
physically preclude a connection now or in the future,
considering the potential for redevelopment.
Per the written statement and the updated site plans, the applicant has not requested any specific
exceptions for the street connectivity standards under these provisions, but nonetheless appears
to disagree with the need for connections in certain locations without clear reasoning or evidence
that is based on the exception language in subsection (2)(g)2. above (i.e. due to physical
preclusion), or by way of a local street connection study under (2)(g)1.
Given the ambiguity of the applicant’s proposal, and the lack of demonstration that street
connectivity exceptions are warranted based on the language above, the applicant should submit
revised site plans, written narrative, and any other necessary evidence to demonstrate that street
connectivity exceptions are warranted under EC 9.6815(2)(g), either due to physical preclusion or
by way of a local street connection study. These materials should specifically address exceptions
to the requirement for public street connections to the adjoining “Moon Mountain”, “Coryell
Ridge”, and “Betz-Evans” properties under EC 9.6815(2)(c), or otherwise clearly propose those
connections and show them on revised site plans if exceptions cannot be justified.
Again, Public Works staff emphasizes that this suggestion should not be misconstrued as
indicating a condition of approval, or recommendation for tentative PUD approval. It requires
the kind of information that staff would need in the first instance, to have a complete
application, and which may or may not result in a finding of compliance depending on what it
includes. Staff remains hopeful that with additional information from the applicant, it may be
possible to recommend approval and grant the street connectivity exceptions the applicant
may seek.
EC 9.6820 Cul-de-Sacs and Turnarounds
There are four streets within the development that are proposed as dead-end streets (Roads A,
B, C, and D). The two public streets which terminate in cul-de-sacs, Roads A and B, are roughly
900 feet and 360 feet in length respectively. The two public streets which terminate at the
development site but will be extended in the future, Roads C and D, are roughly 370 feet and
1270 feet in length respectively. The applicant proposes to construct a temporary emergency
vehicle turnaround within a public emergency vehicle access easement at the termini point of
Roads C and D. Since these streets exceeds 150 feet in length, they are subject to the cul-de-sac
standards at EC 9.6820(1-4) which address the end treatment of dead-end streets.
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As streets that are over 150-feet long that terminate and will not be extended in the future,
Roads A and B cul-de-sacs comply with subsection (1) since they will be constructed with a culde-sac bulb.
Pursuant to subsection (2), when a street that terminates is longer than 150 feet and will be
extended in the future, a public emergency vehicle turnaround or cul-de-sac shall be
constructed within a temporary emergency access easement. Based on the proposed
construction of the temporary emergency turnaround within a temporary easement, the
proposed development complies with subsection (2). Staff notes that the proposed emergency
vehicle turnaround shall be included in the PEPI review and that the turnaround easement shall
be on a standard City form submitted for review and approval prior to concurrent recording
with the plat. In the event of tentative PUD approval, these requirements can be addressed at
the time of tentative subdivision as conditions of final plat or PEPI permit approval.
The cul-de-sac for Road B complies with subsection (3) since the proposed cul-de-sac is less
than 400 feet. However, the proposed development does not comply with subsection (3) since
the proposed cul-de-sac for Road A is greater than 400 feet in length. The applicant is
requesting an exception to EC 9.6820(3) and the maximum cul-de-sac length standard of 400
feet pursuant to EC 9.6820(5)(a) based on physical conditions. The applicant cites “topography
and Goal 5 Resources” as the justification for the exception. Staff additionally notes that the
cul-de-sac is located within a remote area on the east side of a public utility easement area
(EWEB, PP&L, Williams Gas) that is cumulatively over 320 feet wide. A second connecting street
at this location would be unnecessarily steep and result in unnecessary cuts and fills; further it
would not facilitate any additional development that could not be served by the proposed culde-sac. Based on this information, an exception to the maximum cul-de-sac length standards
subsection (3) is warranted.
Regarding subsection (4) which requires public accessways for cul-de-sacs over 150 feet in
length, staff notes that in the context of this development, the need for public accessways may
be more appropriately addressed at EC 9.6835 Public Accessways.
Based on these findings and with the exception noted for maximum cul-de-sac length, the
proposed PUD complies with this standard.
EC 9.6830 Intersections of Streets and Alleys
(1) Angles
(a) Streets and alleys shall intersect one another at an angle as near to
a right angle as is practicable considering topography of the area
and previous adjacent layout.
All proposed streets intersections are at or near 90 degrees, therefore this standard is met.
(2) Offsets
The minimum intersection offset shall be 100 feet on a local street, 200 feet
on a collector street, and 400 feet on an arterial street unless adjusted
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through the process for adjustments to standards of EC 9.8030(12). Offsets
shall be measured from the center lines of the two intersecting streets
All proposed public streets have an intersection greater than 100 feet, which exceeds the
minimum 100-foot offset for local streets, therefore this standard is met.
EC 9.6835 Public Accessways
The applicant’s revised written statement (dated April 30, 2019) provides a discussion under
this standard about potential public accessways (see pages 52-54) and summarizes that public
accessways are provided in six different locations as follows:
•
•

Sidewalks at Road C, Brackenfern Road, Rockrose Lane, Road D and Frontage Road;
Off-street public accessway from Road A to the adjacent Moon Mountain Park.

For clarification, it appears that the applicant is counting what would otherwise be required
public sidewalks along proposed public streets to constitute “public accessways.” However,
according to the City’s adopted Design Standards for Eugene Street, Bikeways, and Accessways,
public accessways are generally separated from streets with a minimum right-of-way and
paving width of 10-feet and are most typically used to provide separate connections for bicycles
and pedestrians between cul-de-sacs or to adjoining undeveloped property or park land. The
applicant does not explain how it can rely on sidewalks along public streets to meet these
standards, nor provide enough detail to show how they will comply regarding several
potentially required public accessways, other than street connections. Staff’s itemized
responses to the applicant’s summary listed on page 53 of their written statement are provided
below:
a. While staff does not agree that a public sidewalk along the proposed street connection
to the Ruff/Carrol property (Road C) qualifies as a public accessway that would meet the
applicable design standards for such a facility, none is necessary so long as the public
street connection with sidewalks is provided as proposed.
b. Staff agrees that the Hendricks Hill PUD is considered developed and that no additional
public accessway connection should be required contingent upon the applicant’s revised
proposal for a public street connection to Everglade Avenue. The applicant states in
their “Applicant Response to Referral Comments” (dated September 30, 2019) that a
public street connection will be provided to Everglade Avenue, but revised site plans
clearly depicting this change and the resulting impacts to the previous lot layout would
still be necessary to confirm compliance with all code requirements.
c. Staff agrees that the public street connections to the approved but undeveloped streets
known as Rockrose Lane and Brackenfern Road within East Ridge Village PUD are
required to meet street connectivity standards. No additional public accessways are
required beyond the sidewalks that will be provided along these public streets. No such
potential connections beyond the streets would appear feasible given the approved
layout of the East Ridge Village PUD.
d. The applicant appears to be proposing a public accessway to the undeveloped Moon
Mountain Park property to the north, extending from Road A near the northeast corner
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e.

f.

g.

h.

of the subject property. However, no design detail is provided to show how it would
meet the applicable standards for design and construction. The applicant indicates that
Road A could be relocated to provide a full street connection here (see new Road F, as
shown on Exhibit F1 of the revised materials submitted on September 30, 2019), yet the
applicant states in their supplemental narrative that street connectivity is not warranted
here given the intended use of the adjoining park for passive recreation and as a natural
area. The applicant stands by their original proposal to provide a pedestrian connection
to the park, but if staff should disagree and require street connectivity, the applicant
agrees to a new public street at this location. Staff is not able to make this decision for
the applicant outside of what the code requires, and as addressed under street
connectivity standards the applicant has not demonstrated that a street connectivity
exception is warranted under EC 9.6815(2)(g). The applicant will either need to
demonstrate that an exception is warranted, or alternatively submit revised plans and
other evidence needed to show how the public accessway standards will be met.
The applicant notes that the adjoining undeveloped “Betz-Evans” property is privately
owned, with a Park and Open Space designation and PRO (Park, Recreation and Open
Space) zoning. The applicant asserts that this is private property, which cannot be
developed due to the zoning and plan designation, and because of this, “no public
accessway would be appropriate. Thus none is proposed”. This response does not
address the requirement in the standard for public accessway connections to adjoining
undeveloped sites, and the potential for access to the open space in that area and
future connection to the ridgeline trail system is one of the situations in which a public
accessway would appear to be required. While the City could make findings to
demonstrate consistency with constitutional requirements (i.e. “Dolan findings”) for
such a connection, it is not the City’s responsibility to decide where to locate or how to
design such a connection.
The applicant again indicates that a public accessway is proposed by way of sidewalks
along a public street (Road D) to the “Betz-Evans” property, near the southwest corner
of the subject property toward the ridgeline. While the sidewalks do not technically
constitute a public accessway as described previously, staff concludes that no additional
public accessways would be needed assuming this public street connection is provided.
The applicant proposes reliance on public street sidewalks along the Frontage Road
adjacent to 30th Avenue for a connection westward to the Ribbon Trail park property
and beyond to the adjoining neighborhood. So long as the sidewalks are provided as
proposed along this new street, no additional or separate public accessway would
appear to be required.
The applicant notes that the last segment of adjoining park land along the west
boundary of the site will also be served by the sidewalks on the Frontage Road, but
there is another proposed cul-de-sac (Road B) very near the park property boundary and
no public accessway is proposed or discussed in the application.

For the reasons articulated above, staff does not have enough information from the applicant,
or clarity about various alternatives they have most recently presented, to conclude that the
public accessway requirements at EC 9.6835 are fully met. Staff also notes that the provisions
of EC 9.6835 may provide some flexibility under Adjustment Review, however, the applicant
has not discussed this option under EC 9.8030(20).
Laurel Ridge PUD (PDT 18-3, TIA 18-4 and SDR 18-3)

Page 36

EC 9.6840 Reserve Strips
In order to prevent access to abutting land at the end of public streets and in order to assure
the proper extension of the street pattern and the orderly development of land lying beyond
the street, reserve strips will be required for any streets that terminate at the development site
boundary. These streets include the northerly terminus of Road C, the southerly terminus of
Road D, and the northern termini of Brackenfern Road and Rockrose Lane. The reserve strips
will be created at the time of a subsequent subdivision review. Based on future land use
conditions, this criterion will be satisfied.
EC 9.6845 Special Safety Requirements
No special safety requirements are necessary to discourage use of the streets by non-local
motor vehicle traffic.
EC 9.6850 Street Classification Map
Per the findings at EC 9.6870 Street Width, which are incorporated by reference, the proposed
development is consistent with the adopted Street Classification Map and complies with this
standard.
EC 9.6855 Street Names
This standard requires that names for new streets that are not in alignment with existing
streets are subject to approval by the Planning Director and shall not unnecessarily duplicate or
resemble the name of any existing or platted street in Lane County. Brackenfern Road and
Rockrose Lane are existing or planned streets that will be extended through the development
and will utilize an existing street name. Otherwise, the remaining streets of the development,
do not have approved street names, but have been given placeholder names (i.e. Frontage
Road, Road A, Road B, etc.) for the purposes of this evaluation. Prior to final subdivision
approval, the applicant will be required to propose and obtain approval for the unnamed
streets. City staff will refer the requested names to the regional road-naming committee for
suitability.
Based on these findings and future land use requirements, the proposed development will
comply with this standard.
EC 9.6860 Street Right-of-Way Map
The proposal does not amend the right-of-way map. This standard is not applicable.
EC 9.6870 Street Width
Pursuant to EC 9.6870, when a street segment right-of-way width is not designated on the adopted
Street Right-of-Way map, the required street width shall be the minimum width shown for its type
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in Table 9.6870 Right-of-Way and Paving Widths, although a greater width can be required based
on adopted plans and policies, adopted Design Standards and Guidelines for Eugene Streets,
Sidewalks, Bikeways and Accessways or other factors which in the judgment of the planning and
public works director necessitate a greater street width.
The proposed public streets of the development (Frontage Road, Road A, Road B, Road C, Road
D, Brackerfern Road, and Rockrose Lane) are not identified on the adopted Street Classification
Map (Fig. 60 of the Transportation System Plan 2035 (TSP)) or the adopted right-of-way map
(Fig. 61 of the Arterial Street Collector Plan (ASCP)) and will be classified as local streets.
On page 55-56 of the revised written statement (dated April 30, 2019), the applicant notes that
“With EC 9.8300 Purposed of Planned Unit Development, planned unit development provisions
are to ‘provide a high degree of flexibility’ in the design of the site, mix of land uses and
potential environmental impacts.” As EC 9.8300(1)(d) cites ‘preservation of existing natural
resources and the opportunity to enhance habitat areas’ the applicant seeks approval to reduce
right-of-way width and eliminate sidewalk setbacks. In response, staff notes that the applicant’s
request generally falls under the category of proposed non-compliance per EC 9.8320(10)(k),
however the street standards at EC 9.8320(5)(a) are not subject to non-compliance
modifications.
Nevertheless, staff is supportive of the applicant’s request which for the most part will
minimize impacts to the development site. Staff also notes that per the Local Street Design
Standards of Design Standards and Guidelines for Eugene Streets, Sidewalks, Bikeways and
Accessway” that curbside sidewalks and sidewalks on one side of the street may be permitted
in special circumstances, such as to reduce excess impacts to topography, wetlands,
drainageway, and other natural features (Section F- Sidewalks (5)). As discussed in Section IPavement and Right-of-Way Width (1), depending on the projected traffic volumes and any
circumstances unique to the location, pavement widths for local residential streets range from
20-feet to 34-feet with right-of-way widths ranging from 40-feet to 60-feet.
Staff generally concurs with the applicant’s requested classification of Frontage Road, Road A,
Brackenfern Road, and Rockrose Lane as medium volume local streets and Roads B, C, D, and
the most eastern portion of Road A as low volume local streets. A discussion of the specific
sections for the public streets of the development together with the rationale for variations
from the normal street sections are found below:
-

Frontage Road and Road A are proposed as medium volume local streets with 50-feet of
right-of-way with 28-feet of paving and 5-foot wide curbside sidewalks on both sides.
Rockrose Lane and Brackenfern Road are proposed as medium volume local streets with
45-feet of right-of-way with 28-feet of paving and 5-foot wide curbside sidewalks on
both sides.
Roads B, C, D, and the eastern portion of Road A are proposed as low volume local
streets with 45-feet of right-of-way with 21-feet of paving and 5-foot wide curbside
sidewalks on both sides.
Rockrose Lane and Brackenfern Road are proposed as medium-volume streets and will
connect to previously approved streets in East Ridge Village Phases 2 & 4 to the north.
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-

-

In the revised written statement and Site Plan Sheet 8.0, the applicant proposes to
dedicate 45-feet of right-of-way for Rockrose Lane and Brackenfern Road. While this
proposal is sub-standard for medium volume local streets as depicted in Table 9.6870.
However, staff supports an exception to the reduced right-of-way width as it would
match with Brackenfern Road and Rockrose Lane.
With respect to the Road B and Road D cul-de-sac, the tentative plans show the cul-desac bulb as having a paving radius of 35 feet, with a 48-foot right-of-way radius. Staff
notes however that EC Table 9.6870 identifies the minimum right-of-way radius for a
cul-de-sac bulb as being 48.5 feet. However, the applicant’s proposed cul-de-sac radius
bulb dimension is consistent with Appendix E of the PIDs manual for cul-de-sacs at the
end of a 21-foot street.

The applicant proposes Frontage Road as a City street, where portions of Frontage Road will be
located at the base of the existing 30th Avenue embankment and currently contained within the
30th Avenue right-of-way, which is under Lane County jurisdiction. Several steps will be
necessary before the Frontage Road right-of-way can be dedicated to the City of Eugene. These
include satisfaction of all Lane County Transportation Planning comments (see Attachment D),
prior to jurisdictional transfer from Lane County to the City of Eugene. The applicant will also
need to obtain a Facility Permit from Lane County prior to construction of the portion of
Frontage Road within 30th Avenue. However, due to significant concerns expressed in the Lane
County referral comments received to date, Public Works staff believe that additional
coordination and information will be necessary from the applicant to show that it will be
feasible to meet the County’s requirements.
Based on these findings and future county land use requirements, the proposed development
will comply with this standard.
EC 9.6873 Slope Easements
Per the written statement, which was provided by the applicant there are no proposed slope
easements in Laurel Ridge. However, after reviewing the applicant’s grading plan Sheet 7.0 it is
evident that future slope easements will be required. Without more information or a proposal
from the applicant to show the extent and location of necessary slope easements, staff is not
able to condition approval at this time. Since the extent of slope easements will not be known
for certain until the PEPI permitting process, the requirement for slope easements will be
determined at the time of the subsequent subdivision application and required to be shown on
the final plat.
EC 9.6875 Private Street Design Standards
This standard does not apply because no new private streets are proposed.
(b) Pedestrian, bicycle and transit circulation, including related facilities, as
needed among buildings and related uses on the development site, as well as
to adjacent and nearby residential areas, transit stops, neighborhood activity
centers, office parks, and industrial parks, provided the city makes findings to
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demonstrate consistency with constitutional requirements. “Nearby” means
uses within ¼ mile that can reasonably be expected to be used by pedestrians,
and uses within 2 miles that can reasonably be expected to be used by
bicyclists.
As discussed above at EC 9.6835 Public Accessways and incorporated herein by reference, the
applicant’s proposal is unclear, and staff cannot make adequate findings or conditions of
approval for this criterion.
(c) The provisions of the Traffic Impact Analysis Review of EC 9.8650 through
9.8680 where applicable.
A Traffic Impact analysis is required, and a separate application and review are provided in
Section 2 of this staff report.
EC 9.8320(6): The PUD will not be a significant risk to public health and safety,
including but not limited to soil erosion, slope failure, stormwater or flood hazard, or
an impediment to emergency response.
Soil Erosion and Slope Failure
Regarding soil erosion, staff notes that an erosion prevention permit will be required prior to
any ground-disturbing activities. With respect to slope failure, the Level 2 Geotech report
submitted with the application recognizes the presence of existing visible and mapped
landslides and the potential for shallow surface sloughing on steeper slopes in drainage
channels but concludes that these concerns can be mitigated using specific earthwork
techniques under geotechnical review and observation. However, due to concerns about the
adequacy of the applicant’s geotechnical analysis related to off-site impacts, particularly as
needed to address the potential for slope failure near 30th Avenue and along the Frontage
Road, Public Works staff finds that the applicant has not sufficiently addressed the requirement
here regarding the risk of slope failure under this criterion. The findings at EC 9.8320(10)(d)
and the related SHS policy addressing geotechnical analysis requirements are also incorporated
here by reference.
Stormwater or Flood Hazard
With regard to risk of stormwater or flood hazard, no proposed structures are within a
regulated special flood hazard area. The development itself will not result in unreasonable risk
of flood per the stormwater management evaluation at EC 9.8320(10)(j), assuming the
necessary additional information is provided to show compliance under the applicable
stormwater standards.
Emergency Response
The Fire Marshal’s Office provided completeness review comments which describe the need for
fire apparatus access roads within 150 feet of all first story exterior walls of new buildings. Since
the construction of homes will occur via individual building permits, these requirements will be
assessed at the time of each building permit. Lots which cannot meet these requirements with
the public roads alone, will be required to provide additional fire apparatus access roads into
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the lots as necessary to meet the minimum fire code requirements.
Other public health and necessary infrastructure improvements have been previously
addressed with respect to EC 9.8320(5)(a) and below, under (10)(b).
Based on the available information and concerns regarding the applicant’s geotechnical analysis
(particularly related to off-site impacts), staff cannot make a recommendation at this time that
the applicant has demonstrated compliance with this criterion.
EC 9.8320(7): Adequate public facilities and services are available to the site, or if
public services and facilities are not presently available, the applicant demonstrates
that the services and facilities will be available prior to need. Demonstration of future
availability requires evidence of at least one of the following:
(a)
Prior written commitment of public funds by the appropriate public agencies.
(b) Prior acceptance by the appropriate public agency of a written commitment by
the applicant or other party to provide private services and facilities.
(c)
A written commitment by the applicant or other party to provide for offsetting
all added public costs or early commitment of public funds made necessary by
development, submitted on a form acceptable to the city manager.
The applicant’s written statement includes a summary addressing the availability of a full range
of urban services and facilities as prescribed in the Metro Plan. Public Works staff concurs with
the applicant’s statement that adequate public utilities and services, including wastewater
service, are presently available to the site as indicated on the applicant’s plans. Further findings
at EC 9.8320(10)(b) and (j), regarding public improvements and stormwater respectively, are
incorporated herein by reference as further evidence that these services are available to the
site. Staff adds that the provision of such services would be formalized prior to final
subdivision approval through the provision of an Engineering and Construction Agreement and
construction bond.
The provision of water and electric services is subject to review by Eugene Water and Electric
Board (EWEB). As discussed at EC 9.6505(1) Water Supply and incorporated herein by
reference, referral comments from EWEB (see Attachment D) indicate current water
infrastructure cannot serve most of the proposed site. Prior to final subdivision approval, the
applicant will need to provide documentation from EWEB ensuring adequate water service.
Additional EWEB informational items regarding water and electric service are included in their
referral comments included as Attachment D at the end of this report.
EC 9.8320(8): Residents of the PUD will have sufficient usable recreation area and
open space that is convenient and safely accessible.
Staff finds that the proposed PUD provides for sufficient usable recreation area and open space
in compliance with the above standard. The common open space established by Tract A, and
the protected Goal 5 resource areas of Tracts B through H will provide the opportunity for
access for passive recreational activity on the development site. All tracts except Tract G are
accessible from one of the proposed public roads. Open space Tract A, which is the largest, is
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located along the southern boundary and is accessible from the 320-foot public utility
easement in the northeast portion of the site. Moon Mountain Park to the northeast, Coryell
Ridge park land to the east and the Ribbon Trail to the west all abut the site. The applicant will
provide a pedestrian easement connection to Moon Mountain Park. Coryell Ridge is accessible
from Tract A. The combined areas of Tract A open space and Tracts B though H which include
Goal 5 protected resource areas, along with the adjacency and accessibility of City owned parks
and trail facilities, ensures the provision of convenient and safely accessible recreation and
open space areas.
Based on the above information, this criterion is met.
EC 9.8320(9): Lots proposed for development with one-family detached dwellings
shall comply with EC 9.2790 Solar Lot Standards or as modified according to
subsection (10) below.
The applicant’s proposal includes single-family detached dwellings and is therefore subject to
compliance with the applicable solar lot standards at EC 9.2790. The proposal does not request
any modification of the applicable solar lot standards pursuant to subsection (10), below, nor is
an adjustment to the solar lot standards requested. The proposal does comply with the solar
lot standards as discussed below.
EC 9.2790 Solar Lot Standards.
(2) Solar Lot Requirements. In R-1 and R-2, at least 70% percent of the lots
in a subdivision shall be designed as “solar lots” and shall have a
minimum north-south dimension of 75 feet and a front lot line
orientation that is within 30 degrees of the true east-west axis. For
purposes of this subsection, a lot proposed for more than one dwelling
unit shall count as more than one lot, according to the number of units
proposed (e.g. a lot proposed for a fourplex shall be considered 4 lots).
The applicant indicates the site has significant north-facing topography and Goal 5 resources
that run north-south. Road A, the main road in the PUD, runs primarily east-west through the
site and has lots meeting the above solar lot definition. The project’s secondary set of roadways,
Roads B, C, D, Brackenfern Road and Rockrose Lane, run primarily north-south. Lots fronting
these streets do not meet the solar lot definition above, but, as specified in EC 9.2790(4) below,
exemptions to the solar lot requirement are considered as satisfying EC 9.2790(2). As detailed
below the proposal qualifies both for an exception to and exemption to the solar lot standards.
(3) Exceptions to the Solar Lot Requirements. A proposed subdivision shall
be exempt from EC 9.2790(2) if either of the following exists:
(a) Density. The proposed subdivision provides at least 70% of the
maximum allowed density according to the zoning of the property.
(b) Site Constraints. One of the following circumstances is present:
1. Compliance with applicable street standards or public street
plans requires a street configuration that prevents the lots from
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being oriented for solar access.
2. An existing public easement or right-of-way prevents the lot
from being oriented for solar access.
3. There is a significant natural feature on the site, identified as
such in the comprehensive plan, adopted refinement plan, or in
any city-adopted natural resource inventory that will continue to
exist after the site is developed, and that prevents the lot from
being oriented for solar access.
The applicant’s written narrative discusses how the proposal meets the criteria for exception to
the solar lot requirements listed under (3)(b) Site Constraints, as follows:
1. The subject property’s linear east-west shape and north sloping topography dictates
where street area generally located and that meet the City’s street standards. The
north-south running Goal 5 Resources effect portions of the site for determining road
locations. Both factors result in a street configuration that prevents many of the lots
being oriented to meet solar lot requirements.
2. Two public utility easements exist on the property, one 50-foot wide that runs
diagonally across the property in the western portion of the site, the other is 320-foot
wide running north-south at the eastern portion of the site. Both easements have
affected lot layout and the total number of lots on the site that could have been
oriented to qualify as solar lots.
3. Three natural features exist on the site that have directly affected lot layout which are,
topography, Goal 5 Resources and mature stands of trees. The multiple Goal 5
Resources and the site’s topography have significantly affected the location and
orientation of street and lot layout and the orientation of lots that qualify as solar lots.
(4) Exemptions to the Solar Lot Requirements. A proposed lot shall not be
identified as a “solar lot” but shall be counted as a lot that satisfies EC
9.2790(2) Solar Lot Requirements when the lot satisfies (a)(b)(c) or (d)
of this subsection.
(a) Slopes. The lot is sloped 20 percent or more in a direction greater
than 45 degrees east or west of true south.
(b) Existing Off-Site Shade. The lot is within the shadow pattern of offsite features, such as but not limited to buildings, topography, or
coniferous trees or broadleaf evergreens, which will remain after
development occurs on the site from which the shade is originating.
1. Shade from existing or approved off-site buildings or structures
and from topographic features is assumed to remain after
development of the site.
2. Shade from vacant developable areas off-site is assumed to be
the shadow pattern that would result from the largest building
allowed at the closest setback allowed on adjoining land,
whether or not that building now exists.
3. Shade from coniferous trees or broadleaf evergreens is assumed
to remain after development of the site if that vegetation is
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situated in a required setback; or part of a developed area,
public park, or legally reserved open space; or part of
landscaping or other features required pursuant to this land use
code.
(c) Existing On-Site Shade. The site, or portion of the site for which the
exception is sought complies with at least one of the following:
1. The site is within the shadow pattern of on-site features such as,
but not limited to, buildings and topography which will remain
after the development occurs.
2. The site contains coniferous trees or broadleaf evergreens at
least 30 feet tall and more than 8 inches in diameter measured
four feet above the ground which have a crown cover over at
least 80 percent of the site or relevant portion. The applicant
can show such crown cover exists using a scaled survey or an
aerial photograph. If granted, the exemption shall be approved
subject to the condition that the applicant preserve at least 50
percent of the non-solar friendly vegetation that cause the
shade that warrants the exemption. The applicant shall file a
note on the plat or documents in the office of the county
recorder binding the applicant to comply with this requirement.
The applicant’s written statement also seeks exemption for the site based on the following and
discusses how the proposal meets the criteria for exemption to the Solar Lot requirements
listed under (4)(a) Slopes, (b) Existing Off-Site Shade, and (c) Existing On-Site Shade, as follows:
1. (a) Slopes – Almost 62% of the site has slopes of 20% or more in a direction greater
than 45 degrees east or west of true south.
2. (b) Existing Off-Site Shade – The southernmost row of proposed lots proposed
subject to off-site shade due to the adjacent properties topography which has a
higher elevation than the subject lots. Mature conifers on this adjacent property will
provide shade and are part of a reserved open space.
3. (c) Existing On-Site Shade – All but three of the 122 lots are within the shadow
pattern of higher elevation topography. Additionally, 42 of the proposed lots have
mature conifers to the south, southwest and west that are at a higher elevation or
nearly the same elevation as the proposed lots.
Based on the applicant’s information, the proposed development qualifies for an exemption
under EC 9.2790(4), and also qualifies for exceptions to the solar lot standards under EC
9.2790(3). The available information indicates that the proposed PUD meets the applicable
standards, whether it be through an exemption or exception, as those terms are used in EC
9.2790. Based on the above findings, these standards are met.
EC 9.8320(10): The PUD complies with all of the following (An approved adjustment
to a standard pursuant to the provisions beginning at EC 9.8015 of this land use code
constitutes compliance with the standard):
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(a) EC 9.2000 through 9.4170 regarding lot dimensions and density requirements
for the subject zone. Within the /WR Water Resources Conservation Overlay
Zone, no new lot may be created if more than 33% of the lot, as created,
would occupied either:
1. The combined area of the /WR conservation setback and any portion fot he
Goal 5 Water Resource Site that extends landward beyond the
conservation setback; or
2. The /WQ Management Area.
The provisions of EC 9.2750, Residential Zone Development Standards (for density), and EC
9.2760, Residential Zone Lot Standards, are applicable in this instance given the R-1 zoning of
the subject property.
The subject development site is 98.71 acres, with 23.55 acres zoned PRO. The size of the
developable portion of the site is 74.76 acres. Table 9.2750 limits the maximum “net” density
to 14 units per acre. Also, as discussed at EC 9.8320(2) in this staff report, the South Hills Study
limits the density of this area to 5 units per “gross” acre.
The related evidence necessary to meet the applicant’s burden of proof in demonstrating
compliance with several approval criteria under this code section is summarized below. Due to
the lack of specific evidence and clarity in the application materials to date as outlined below, it
is staff’s opinion that this standard has not been fully met.
EC 9.2751 Special Development Standards for Table 9.2750
Net density is calculated by excluding public streets and other public facilities on the site. In EC
9.2751(1)(a)4., the developer may also request the exclusion of natural resources, such as Goal
5 areas, for the purpose of determining net acreage. The applicant’s written statement (dated
April 30, 2019) states the following regarding density:
Density Requirements: R-1 density requirements range from a minimum density of
none to a maximum density of 14 units per net acre. However, LaurelRidge is
subject to the South Hills Study and thus has a density cap of 5 units per gross
acre. LaurelRidge is 98.31 acres in size. However, the residentially zoned portion
of the site is 74.76 acres. At 5 units per gross acre, LaurelRidge has a maximum
density of 374 units (74.76 x 5, rounded up). The LaurelRidge proposal includes
122 units. Thus, the LaurelRidge proposal complies with the R-1 density
requirement in that it does not exceed the 5 unit per acre maximum.
Although not explicitly stated, the applicant’s written statement appears to choose the
exclusion of the PRO zoned portion of the site (23.55 acres) for calculating density, by utilizing
only the residential portion of the site of 74.76 acres for calculating the number of units per
gross acre. Based on the applicant’s information, staff determined the proposal has a gross
density of 1.63 units per acre. However, there is not enough information provided by the
applicant to determine the net acreage of the site since the amount of acreage of public streets
within the site is not provided. Staff notes that for this site to exceed 14 units per net acre, the
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site would need to be reduced in size to approximately 8.7 acres, a subtraction of over 66 acres
for public streets. Based on visual inspection of the site plan, staff is confident the public street
acreage is well under 66 acres, as such it is likely the site does not exceed the 14 units per net
acre limit, therefore this standard is met.
EC 9.2761 Special Standards for Table 9.2760
(1) Lot Standards.
(c) Lot area, frontage, and width minimums may be modified with an
approved cluster subdivision in R-1 or Planned Unit Development
(PUD) in any zone.
The applicant requests flexibility under EC 9.8300 Purpose of Planned Unit Development, for
minimum street frontage for Lots 1, 2, 3, 23, 24, 52, 53, 55, 77, 78, 100, 101, 114, 115 and 116
since these lots do not have frontage on a street; instead taking access from shared private
driveway easements. According to the applicant, providing access to these lots through private
shared easements preserves trees and vegetation by limiting extraneous grading and cut and
fill with the reduced width of a private driveway, and encourages project infill and clustering of
lots.
Staff has assessed this request for flexibility under EC 9.8320(10)(k) below, which is
incorporated herein by reference. In staff’s opinion, the applicant has not adequately
demonstrated how the preservation of existing natural resources and the opportunity to
enhance habitat areas is achieved with the proposed flexibility to the lot standards. Staff fails
to see how it is possible for the applicant to claim the preservation of natural resources and
enhancement of habitat areas if the submitted Tree Preservation Plan does not meet the
required criteria, as discussed in EC 9.8320(4), also incorporated here by reference.
Additionally, staff’s review found that none of the site plans include clear lot dimension
measurements and staff is unable to determine if any lots need a modification of the minimum
lot width requirement.
Although the code allows for flexibility through the PUD process for lot standards, the applicant
has not clearly identified if any lots specifically need a modification for lot width, nor has the
applicant demonstrated specific evidence that supports the request for flexibility for minimum
lot frontage requirement, therefore staff cannot make a recommendation at this time that the
applicant has demonstrated compliance with this criterion.
(5) Exceptions to the maximum lot size shall be granted if any of the
following is met:
(a) Existing physical circumstances such as topographically constrained
lands, conservation easements, existing buildings, or utility
easements prevent the ability to further divide the lot. (d) The
exception will enable the protection of natural resources.
(b) The lot exceeding the maximum lot size is intended to reserve a
large lot for future land division with feasibility demonstrated by a
conceptual buildout plan.
(c) The subdivision achieves a minimum density of 9 units per net acre.
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(d) The exception will enable the protection of natural resources.
The standards of Table 9.2760 limit the maximum size of new lots in the R-1 zone to 13,500
square feet. The applicant’s proposal shows approximately 79% of the lots exceed the
maximum lot size of 13,500 square feet in the R-1 zone. Staff notes that EC 9.2761 allows for
modification of lot area with an approved PUD. Also, maximum lot area can be granted an
exception based on the criteria listed at EC 9.2761(5). The applicant’s written statement (April
30, 2019) states the following:
Finding: The subject zone is R-1, Low Density Residential. Lot dimensions and density
requirements pertaining to R-1 are found in EC 9.2750 through 9.2761. LaurelRidge
project complies with lot dimensions and density requirements as follows:
Lot Dimensions
• Lot Dimensions: R-1 maximum lot area is 13,500 square feet and double
frontage lots are prohibited.
• However, per EC 9.2761(6) lot area may exceed the maximum due to such
constraints as topography, access, and utility or conservation easements.
• In this regard, in concert with EC 9.8300 Purpose of Planned Unit
Development, the LaurelRidge proposal seeks approval to flex lot standards
because planned unit developments should “provide a high degree of
flexibility” in design of the site, mix of land uses and potential environmental
impacts. This is especially evident in EC 9.8300(1)(d) which cites
“preservation of existing natural resources and the opportunity to enhance
habitat area”. Therefore, this lot dimension flexibility fits the cited Eugene
Code.
Staff notes that the applicant’s second bullet point above is incorrect by referencing
EC 9.2761(6), which should be referenced as EC 9.2761(5). As staff previously noted, most of
the lots exceed 13,500 total square feet. Of the 122 proposed lots, the applicant is requesting
flexibility for 108 lots to exceed the 13,500 square foot lot maximum. The applicant argues that
larger lot areas along with and the acknowledged conservation areas will provide protection of
significant amounts of vegetation and natural features, while promoting and enhancing habitat
areas and wildlife corridors. The request for flexibility regarding maximum lot area is addressed
at EC 9.8320(10)(k) in this staff report and is incorporated herein by reference. It is staff’s
opinion the applicant has not adequately demonstrated how the preservation of existing
natural resources and the opportunity to enhance habitat areas is achieved with the proposed
flexibility to the lot standards. Staff fails to see how it is possible for the applicant to claim the
preservation of natural resources and enhancement of habitat areas if the submitted tree
preservation plan does not meet the required criteria. Although the code allows for flexibility
through the PUD process for these lot standards, the applicant has not demonstrated specific
evidence that supports the request for flexibility to exceed the maximum lot size requirement,
therefore staff cannot make a recommendation at this time that the applicant has
demonstrated compliance with this criterion.
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(7)

In R-1, interior lots shall not have frontage on two non-intersecting streets
unless approved through the cluster subdivision or planned unit
development process where alternative proposals were evaluated, and
there is no feasible alternative to the creation of double frontage lots.

Lot 38 appears to meet the definition of a double frontage lot, with frontage on Road A and
frontage on Road D. The applicant has not provided information that demonstrates if any
feasible alternatives were considered or evaluated. Since the applicant has not provided any
information for this lot, staff cannot make a recommendation at this time that the applicant
has demonstrated compliance with this standard.
(b) EC 9.6500 through EC 9.6505 Public Improvement Standards.
EC 9.6500 Easements
This section authorizes the City to require dedication of easements for wastewater sewer and
other public utilities and access under certain circumstances. This section also prohibits
obstructions within public easements.
Public Easements have not been identified in the PUD plans; however, the applicant indicates
that PUEs will be provided where necessary to accommodate utility infrastructure. Staff notes
that the need for public (and private) easements will be more precisely determined at the time
of tentative subdivision review.
EC 9.6505 Improvements–Specifications
This section requires all public improvements to be designed and constructed in accordance
with adopted plans and policies, the procedures specified in EC Chapter 7, and standards and
specifications adopted pursuant to EC Chapter 7. Additionally, all developments are required to
be served by and implement infrastructure improvements including water, sewage, streets,
street trees, street lights, sidewalks, accessways, and stormwater drainage. The applicant
proposes all public improvements to be privately engineered and constructed.
The configuration and size of the proposed improvements will be subject to further review and
approval by the City Engineer upon review of the design and supporting analysis prepared by
the applicant’s engineer during the Privately Engineered Public Improvement (PEPI) permit
process prior to final plat approval. An Engineering and Construction Agreement specifying
requirements for the private construction of public improvements, submitted when the PEPI
construction plans are submitted, will ensure compliance with EC 9.6505. This standard will be
subject to further review when more design detail is available as part of the subsequent
tentative subdivision and other permitting necessary at the time of future development.
Based on the above findings and subsequent permit requirements, the development will
comply with these standards, as discussed in more detail below.

Laurel Ridge PUD (PDT 18-3, TIA 18-4 and SDR 18-3)

Page 48

EC 9.6505(1) Water Supply
Referral comments from Eugene Water and Electric Board (EWEB) (see Attachment D), indicate
the current water infrastructure cannot serve most of the proposed subdivision. Additionally,
other off-site development must occur to provide the necessary water infrastructure from the
area north of this site. EWEB water engineering personnel have been working with the
developer's consulting engineer to develop a plan to serve the proposed subdivision with an
adequate distribution system. Since water service for the proposed development must be
provided in accordance with EWEB policies and procedures, the applicant will be required to
provide documentation that EWEB has received a financial guarantee, ensuring water will be
provided to each lot in the plat, prior to final plat approval.
Based on these findings, this standard will be met.
EC 9.6505(2) Sewage
This standard requires all developments to be served by wastewater sewage systems of the
City, in compliance with the provisions of EC Chapter 6. Public wastewater is available to the
site, which will be served by an extension of the public wastewater system through the PEPI
process. As with a variety of public improvement standards, the design of the proposed
wastewater system will be subject to more precise evaluation at the time of future subdivision
and PEPI permit reviews.
EC 9.6505(3) Streets and Alleys and (4) Sidewalks
EC 9.6505(3) requires all streets in and adjacent to the development site be paved to the width
specified in EC 9.6870, and improved according to adopted standards and specifications
pursuant to EC Chapter 7. The improvements are to include drainage of all such streets and
alleys, as well as curbs and gutters, sidewalks, street trees and street lights designed in
accordance with the Design Standards and Guidelines for Eugene Streets, Sidewalks, Bikeways
and Accessways and standards and specifications adopted pursuant to EC Chapter 7 and other
adopted plans and policies.
Public streets will be constructed through the PEPI process. Please refer to EC 9.6870 for
additional details related to the proposed typical sections shown on Sheets 8.0 and 8.1 of the
applicant’s site plans.
Also, in order to ensure compliance with the applicable street standards, at the time of
subdivision review, the applicant will be required to submit and obtain an approved street tree
agreement together with a financial guarantee insuring street trees will be planted and
maintained in accordance with applicable EC 7.280 requirements.
Based on the above findings and assuming compliance with future permitting requirements,
this standard is met.
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EC 9.6505(5) Bicycle Paths and Accessways.
As discussed in EC 9.6835 Public Accessways, the applicant’s proposal is unclear, and staff
cannot make adequate findings or conditions of approval for this standard.
(c) EC 9.6706 Development in Flood Plains through EC 9.6709 Special Flood Hazard
Areas – Standards.

.

All development within a Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA) is required to comply with EC 9.6707
through EC 9.6709, however these standards do not apply because the subject property is not
located within a flood plain or special flood hazard area.
(d) EC 9.6710 Geological and Geotechnical Analysis.
In this case, this site is exempt from the geotechnical standards at EC 9.6710(3)(f) based on its
Goal 5 status but requires review based on the South Hills Study. The applicant submitted a
report (Geotechnical Engineering Report – LaurelRidge Tentative PUD, dated August 01, 2018),
prepared by Branch Engineering and stamped by Ronald J. Derrick, P.E. The report includes a
review of five exploratory borings, twenty-nine test pits, USGS Eugene Topographic Maps, Lane
County Area Web Soil Surveys, DOGAMI Digital Geologic Map, LIDAR data, Geologic Hazard and
Geotechnical Recon by Gary C. Sandstorm, and review of plans and documentation from Lane
County Department of Public Works.
This report, which also includes the Geologic Hazard and Geotechnical Reconnaissance report
by Gary C. Sandstorm (dated April 13, 2012), notes that slopes of up to 55 percent exist on the
site and borings indicated a depth to bedrock of 2.5 to 8.5 feet as well as the existence of
varying levels of weathered siltstone material overlying un-weathered Eugene formation
siltstone. Based on this information, it appears both Conditions 1 and 5 of the related SHS
policy exist and an “adequate review” of both on-site and off-site impacts is required by a
qualified engineering geologist under EC 9.8320(2), to demonstrate compliance with that
applicable adopted refinement plan policy.
To provide a gauge of what an “adequate review” includes, staff notes that if the geotechnical
standards did apply, at a minimum a Level Two Analysis would be required since the proposed
development is a PUD with slopes greater than 5% and because the proposed development
includes dedication and construction of public streets, drainage, and wastewater systems.
Public Works staff did confirm that the applicant’s analysis complies with Administrative Order
AO-58-02-25-F and meets the Level Two Analysis requirements for a Geotechnical Analysis that
would be typically required. This report includes a compilation of record geological data,
analysis of site characteristics, sub-surface investigation and testing to establish soil types and
distribution, and a report that includes site and soil characteristics in relation to the proposed
development identification of potential problems, and recommendations for design and
construction techniques and standards consistent with other standards applicable to the
development proposal.
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The report recognizes the presence of existing visible and mapped landslides and the potential
for shallow surface sloughing on steeper slopes in drainage channels but concludes that these
concerns can be mitigated using specific earthwork techniques under geotechnical review and
observation.
The report also recommends the following condition of approval:
“Prior to final plat approval, a geotechnical analysis from a certified engineer, with
specific recommendations for design and construction standards, shall be provided with
any applications for Privately Engineered Public Improvement (PEPI) permits, as well as
building permits and site development permits for the initial construction of
infrastructure, and residences on individual lots. The development proposed with each
permit shall adhere to the recommended standards for design and construction as
contained in the related geotechnical analysis.”
The report also recommends future localized slope stability analysis once project grading and
building plans have been developed. The report concludes that “Based on our analysis of soil
properties and the slope stability, and assuming further localized and site-specific geotechnical
analysis will occur prior to construct, it is our opinion that the risks related to soil erosion and
existing slope instability are generally low and that the site can be developed with low-density
single-family homes provided the recommendations contained in this report and any subsequent
geotechnical studies for the proposed development.”
The Geologic Hazard and Geotechnical Reconnaissance report indicates that “site risks due to
liquefaction, surface rupture, lateral spreading and tsunami inundation at the site are either
very low or absent”. It also concludes that the proposed development is feasible provided the
recommendations in the report are incorporated into the planning and design of the project.
Adherence to the report recommendations is also typically required during the subsequent PEPI
permit and building and site development processes.
However, off-site impacts have not been adequately addressed by either this report or by the
more recently submitted Technical Memorandum from Branch Engineering (dated July 30,
2019). As stated in that memo, Branch Engineering has not conducted any tests within the 30th
Avenue right-of-way to date. Also, the applicant states that EWEB has constructed a 12-inch
waterline roughly parallel to the proposed Frontage Road. The applicant asserts that the water
line has no maintenance issues associated with land movement during the 5-year period since
the waterline was installed. However, at the time of this review, the applicant has not
submitted any documentation either from EWEB or from their own geotechnical work that
supports their claim. Further, the Technical Memorandum does not discuss any potential on or
off-site impacts from the proposed secondary emergency access road up the steep
embankment to 30th Avenue. As discussed in referral comments from Lane County
Transportation Planning staff (see Attachment D), the future construction of the Frontage Road
must occur in a manner that assures the slope stability of 30th Avenue and the northeast offramp to Spring Boulevard. Repairs to successfully stabilize the area were completed in 1996,
but Lane County comments indicate it will be necessary for the developer to provide more
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detail, including a geotechnical analysis, showing that the stability of the 30th Avenue
embankment will not be negatively impacted.
In their most recent response to the applicant’s supplemental materials, dated October 7, 2019,
Lane County Transportation Planning states that they cannot approve the proposed accesses
from Spring Boulevard (Frontage Road) and from 30th Avenue (the secondary emergency access
road). Due to significant concerns expressed in the Lane County referral comments received to
date, Public Works staff believe that additional coordination and information will be necessary
from the applicant to show that it will be feasible to meet the County’s requirements and
thereby address the requirement for adequate off-site review by a qualified geotechnical
engineer.
(e) EC 9.6730 Pedestrian Circulation On-Site.
The standards for on-site pedestrian circulation at EC 9.6730 are generally applicable to
institutional, office, commercial, multi-family residential and industrial developments. These
standards are not applicable to the proposed PUD.
(f) EC 9.6735 Public Access Required.
(1) Except as otherwise provided in this land use code, no building or
structure shall be erected or altered except on a lot fronting or abutting
on a public street or having access to a public street over a private
street or easement of record approved in accordance with provisions
contained in this land use code.
The proposed development complies with this standard since all 122 lots will have legal access
to a public street either directly or over an easement of record. Staff notes that at the time of
final plat the applicant will be required to record all access and utility easements within the
development site.
(2) Access from a public street to a development site shall be located in
accordance with EC 7.420 Access Connections – Location. If a
development will increase the development site’s peak hour trip
generation by less than 50% and will generate less than 20 additional
peak hour trips, the development site’s existing access connections are
exempt from this standard.
Staff notes that EC 7.420 can be implemented at the time of future land use applications and
building permits.
(g) EC 9.6750 Special Setback Standards.
Since all proposed streets are designed for full buildout, these standards are not applicable.
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(h) EC 9.6775 Underground Utilities.
All on-site utilities will be placed underground according the applicant’s written statement and
site plans, consistent with EC 9.6775.
(i) EC 9.6780 Vision Clearance Area.
Sheet 12.0 depicts vision clearance areas (VCA) at each of the proposed public intersections.
However, there is no VCA at the proposed intersection of Spring Boulevard and Frontage Road.
An updated site plan, depicting a VCA at the proposed intersections will be required at the time
of future subdivision application and PEPI permits. Staff confirms that based on the available
information, the proposed development can comply with this standard.
(j) EC 9.6791 through 9.6797 regarding stormwater flood control, quality, flow
control for headwaters area, oil control, source control, easements, and
operation and maintenance.
EC 9.6791 Stormwater Flood Control
In order to protect lives and properties from flood and drainage hazards, stormwater runoff
from development sites (as calculated utilizing the Rational Method and considering all
developments having received tentative or final plan approval) shall be discharged into existing
stormwater flood control facilities that have the capacity to handle the stormwater runoff; or,
be retained or detained onsite; or, discharged into a new stormwater flood control facility
constructed by the applicant. Proposed and required stormwater flood control facilities shall be
designed and constructed in compliance with code requirements. The applicant calculated the
stormwater runoff using software which utilizes the Santa Barbara Unit Hydrograph Method.
This method is acceptable and is considered an equivalent hydrological analysis to the Rational
Method.
Per the applicant’s Stormwater Management Plan and Drainage Study (dated April 30, 2019)
stamped by Nathan Patterson, P.E., the stormwater treatment and management plan for the
development includes the construction of public streets, private streets, and joint-use
driveways. This report has identified the existing conditions and identifies 11 proposed storm
drainage basins. Eight of these basins will pick up the rooftop and street runoff with catch
basins, detain the runoff with properly sized detention vaults, and treat the runoff with
treatment manholes and filter strips before discharging into headwater drainages for further
treatment by existing vegetation. The ninth basin is comprised of all the lots downhill of a
public storm system and therefore will be reviewed for flood control on an individual lot basis
at the time of building permit but will be detained to pre-development runoff rates and treated
via a detention tank/vault, level spreader and filter strip treatment train prior to discharge into
headwaters. The tenth basin is comprised of proposed shared private driveways, which will
have runoff captured with catch basins, detained with detention vaults, treated with BioClean
Modular Wetlands, and released via a level spreader into a vegetated filter strip. The eleventh
and final basin is comprised of all areas within the designated wetland/riparian tracts and
buffers. Impacts to these areas will primarily be avoided, and the runoff from this basin will
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drain in the same rate and fashion as pre-development conditions. The applicant has proposed
designing conveyance and detention systems for the entire site to meet the flow control
requirements set forth in EC 9.6793.
Capacity
The development site is primarily located within the RA-100, RA-090, and RA-080 sub-basins of
the Laurel Hill Basin Master Plan. The easternmost portion of the site is located within the LC000 sub-basin of the Willamette River Basin Master Plan. At the time of the master plan
modeling, historically, there had been multiple downstream capacity issues north of the subject
site and were identified as capital project LH06C. This project has been constructed and was
noted in the Laurel Hill Basin Master Plan (LHBMP). According to section 3.2.1 of LHBMP, “Since
this capital project has been constructed and incorporated into the basin mode, previously
identified flooding problems in the drainage system between Riverview and Augusta are no
longer expected to present flooding problems”. In addition, the LHBMP has identified flooding
issues in several segments adjacent to the Willamette River. However, it is noted in the master
plan that “these segments are flooded due to high water levels in the Willamette River, not as a
result of insufficient capacity for runoff from upstream drainage areas”. Therefore, there are no
known downstream capacity issues.
Discharge Locations
Basins 1 through 6 and 8 of the applicant’s proposal are all proposed to be discharged via level
spreaders and filter strips. Of these, Basins 1 through 3, 5, 6, and 8 are proposed to have a
discharge location that is immediately upstream of a Goal 5 riparian and/or wetland area and
will therefore be discharged into a natural drainage way. Basin 4 will discharge via level
spreader and filter strip within proposed Lot 65.
Basin 7 is proposed to be collected and detained via detention vaults and will ultimately
connect to the proposed stormwater system within Rockrose Lane. No stormwater system
currently exists within Rockrose, but it is planned as a part of the Eastridge Village PUD
development immediately adjacent to and north of the project site.
As stated earlier, Basin 9 is comprised of all lots downhill of the proposed public stormwater
system and will be reviewed for flood control on an individual lot basis at the time of building
permit. It has been noted in the applicant’s stormwater report that individual lots will be
detained to pre-development runoff rates and treated via a detention tank/vault, level
spreader and filter strip treatment prior to discharge into headwaters. Because the runoff will
be detained to pre-development rates, and discharge locations will mimic existing conditions,
the flood control standards will be satisfied.
As stated earlier, Basin 10 is comprised of proposed shared private driveways, which will have
runoff captured with catch basins, detained with detention vaults, treated with BioClean
Modular Wetlands, and released via private level spreader into a vegetated filter strip.
As stated earlier, Basin 11 is comprised of all areas within the designated wetland/riparian
tracts and buffers. Impacts to these areas will primarily be avoided, and the area’s runoff will
drain in the same rate and fashion as pre-development conditions.
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However, Public Works notes that several of the proposed basin boundaries do not appear to
be accurate and would need to be updated so that Public Works is able to perform proper and
accurate analysis. For compliance with this standard, the proposed basin boundaries will need
to be revised to properly reflect the resulting drainage patterns and ensure accuracy of
stormwater flood control analysis.
The results from infiltration testing confirms that the soils (Hydrologic Groups C and D) mapped
at this site are not appropriate for on-site infiltration, which is why the applicant has proposed
a series of underground mechanical forms of collection, detention, treatment, and discharge.
Staff confirms that the proposed detention system demonstrates conceptual compliance with
this standard and EC 9.6791(3)(b)(2), subject to a more detailed review for compliance with
applicable standards during subsequent permit reviews. However, the proposed basin
boundaries will need to be revised to properly reflect the resulting drainage patterns and
ensure accuracy of stormwater flood control analysis, before a positive recommendation can be
made under this standard.
EC 9.6792 Stormwater Quality
In order to reduce runoff pollution and mitigate the volume, duration, time of concentration
and rate of stormwater runoff from the development, the applicant must select, size, and
locate stormwater quality facilities from the Stormwater Management Manual to treat the
stormwater runoff from the proposed development. As stated earlier, the applicant has
proposed to treat stormwater runoff with a variety of methods. The applicant has proposed to
utilize Contech CDS treatment manholes, vegetated filter strips, and BioClean Modular
Wetlands in order to treat surface runoff. The development includes impacts to both existing
wetlands and waters of the state and will, therefore, need to conform to requirements set by
the City of Eugene, Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), and National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) for water quality and flow control. The applicant has proposed to size
all facilities to the more stringent requirements of NMFS, which requires sizing for 50% of the
NOAA 2-year storm event, which is equal to 1.61 inches of rainfall over a 24-hour period.
Comparatively, City of Eugene’s water quality storm event is 1.40 inches over a 24-hour period.
Therefore, water quality facilities that are sized to meet NMFS’ water quality sizing
requirements will meet the City of Eugene’s water quality sizing requirements.
Contech CDS Manholes
The Contech CDS system treatment manholes are approved water quality structures for public
runoff per Appendix E of the City of Eugene Stormwater Management Manual and will be sized
during final design according to the runoff from each site basin during an NMFS water quality
storm event. These devices are only permitted to treat public runoff and are not to be utilized
for private runoff. Under the current Code, the City will assume functional maintenance
responsibility of these devices upon installation and acceptance.
Vegetated Filter Strips
As stated earlier, the applicant has proposed to utilize level spreaders and vegetated filter strips
for secondary treatment prior to discharge from the site. As stated earlier, public level
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spreaders and filter strips will be utilized for secondary treatment of Basins 1 through 6 and 8.
Basin 9 may utilize private level spreaders and filter strips, but stormwater quality treatment
measures for each individual lot will be determined during the building permit phase. Basin 10
will utilize private level spreaders and filter strips for secondary treatment of the proposed
private driveways. Filter strips will be sized based on achieving velocities less than the
maximum downstream velocity of 1.33 feet per second and depths of less than 2”. The
applicant has proposed to utilize the native vegetation within the wetland/riparian buffer zones
as filter strips wherever possible. In areas where this is not possible, the applicant has proposed
to plant the filter strips with native grasses and shrubs.
BioClean Modular Wetlands
In order to meet the requirements of EC 9.6792(3)(c), which requires that private streets or
shared driveways be treated with infiltration or filtration facilities, the applicant has proposed
to utilize BioClean Modular Wetlands for the primary treatment of the shared private driveways
(Basin 10). As stated earlier, poor soils prevent infiltration facilities on the development site.
The BioClean Modular Wetland utilizes filtration through its wetland media and plant uptake in
order to achieve the filtration process. Overflow of these facilities will discharge into a level
spreader and filter strip prior to discharge into the wetland and adjacent tributaries.
Staff notes that it is unclear on the site plans and in the report how the public runoff on the
northern portions of Brackenfern Road and Rockrose Lane will be treated. For that reason,
Public Works staff needs an updated analysis from the applicant to show how the runoff from
the northern portions of Brackenfern Road and Rockrose Lane will be treated prior to discharge
into the proposed piped conveyance system, consistent with the stormwater quality
requirements of EC 9.6792. The applicant will also need to address runoff treatment from the
northern portions of Brackenfern Road and Rockrose Lane, before a positive recommendation
can be made under this standard.
EC 9.6793 Stormwater Flow Control (Headwaters)
Since the development site is above 500 feet in elevation and contains Headwater Streams, the
implementation of flow control is required. Per the Stormwater Analysis submitted with the
application, detention systems are proposed for all basins in order to meet the flow control
requirements. The applicant provided analysis of pre-development runoff for the 2-year and 10year storm events. Additionally, the applicant provided analysis of post-development runoff for
the 2-year and 10-year storm events and demonstrated that the entire site’s post-development
peak runoff rates will be less than pre-development peak runoff rates for the 2-year and 10year storm. However, as stated earlier, this development site drains to three sub-basins
identified within the Laurel Hill Basin Master Plan and one sub-basin identified within the
Willamette River Basin Master Plan.
Peak discharge rates of the post-development condition were not analyzed at a sub-basin-level,
which is concerning to staff, as the flow control standards could potentially not be met for a
particular sub-basin even though the entirety of the development site has demonstrated
compliance with the flow control standards. For that reason, the applicant also needs to
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provide analysis that demonstrates compliance with the flow control standards for each
mapped sub-basin, once accurate drainage basins are mapped as previously described.
The proposed stormwater system also results in a portion of the site’s runoff being directed out
of the basin. As stated earlier, an eastern portion of the site is located within the Willamette
River Basin. The east end of the applicant’s proposed cul-de-sac along Road A is located within
the Willamette River Basin. However, the applicant is proposing to convey this stormwater
runoff into the Laurel Hill Basin. For that reason, the applicant also needs to perform a
downstream capacity analysis of the Laurel Hill Basin to ensure adequate capacity to
accommodate for the site’s additional storm runoff that is currently mapped as being located
within the Willamette River Basin. In lieu of a capacity analysis, the applicant may demonstrate
that post-development peak runoff rates for the LHRA-080 sub-basin and added area from
Willamette River Basin are less than or equal to the pre-development peak runoff rates for the
LHRA-080 sub-basin. But in any event, an updated analysis is needed before a positive
recommendation can be made under this standard.
EC 9.6794 Stormwater Oil Control
This standard does not apply because the proposed development will not result in any of the
conditions listed under EC 9.6794(2) (a)-(d).
EC 9.6795 Stormwater Source Controls
This standard does not apply because this application will not result in any of the site uses or
characteristics listed under EC 9.6795(2) (a)-(h).
EC 9.6796 Dedication of Stormwater Easements
Subsection (3)(a) requires the dedication of public stormwater easements where necessary to
extend public drainage facilities and services to adjoining properties. As noted on Sheet 6.0 –
Stormwater Plan, public easements have been identified in areas where public stormwater lines
are outside of the proposed dedicated right-of-way. As an informational item, staff notes that
the need for additional public (and private) stormwater easements may be determined at the
time of the tentative subdivision review, final plat review, and PEPI review.
EC 9.6797 Stormwater Operation and Maintenance
As required by EC 9.6797(3)(d), applications proposing City operation and maintenance of all or
part of the stormwater facility must include an Operations and Maintenance Agreement in
accordance with the facility agreements adopted as part of the Stormwater Management
Manual. An agreement for the public stormwater treatment manhole will be required as part of
any future PEPI permit process and prior to final subdivision approval.
As depicted on Sheet 6.0 – Stormwater Plan, the proposed storm drainage system will include a
variety of public and private systems. Conditions related to maintenance of the individual
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systems will be imposed at the time of the tentative subdivision reviews and subsequent
permitting reviews.
Based on the available information and findings above, additional analysis is needed from the
applicant before Public Works staff can recommend approval under applicable stormwater
standards.
(k) All other applicable development standards for features explicitly included
in the application except where the applicant has shown that a proposed
noncompliance is consistent with the purposes set out in EC 9.8300
Purpose of Planned Unit Development.
An approved adjustment to a standard pursuant to the provisions beginning at
EC 9.8015 of the land use code constitutes compliance with the standard.
Residential Lot Standards
As discussed previously in this report, the applicant’s request includes flexibility or exceptions
to several residential lot standards of the R-1 zone. These areas of flexibility/exception are as
follows:
•

Table EC 9.2760 Lot Frontage Minimum – Minimum lot frontage on a street for a
standard lot is 50 feet, while a curved lot (including a cul-de-sac lot) requires 35 feet of
frontage. The applicant requests flexibility through the PUD process for Lots 1, 2, 3, 23,
24, 52, 53, 55, 77, 78, 100, 101, 114, 115 and 116 since these lots do not meet the
minimum frontage requirements because they do not have frontage on a street; instead
taking access from shared private driveway easements. The applicant is requesting
flexibility for minimum street frontage for these lots by providing the necessary access
to new local streets, while preserving trees and vegetation by limiting extraneous
grading and cut and fill with the reduced width of a private driveway versus a public
street. According to the applicant, providing access to these lots through private shared
easements also encourages project infill and clustering of lots.

•

Table 9.2760 Lot Area Maximum – Limits the maximum size of new lots in the R-1 zone
to 13,500 square feet. Of the 122 proposed lots, the applicant is requesting flexibility
for 108 lots to exceed the 13,500 square foot lot maximum, ranging in size from 13,748
square feet to 47,885 square feet. For reference, the applicant has provided a table on
pages 72 through 74 of their written statement for all lots in the PUD, with total lot
area, conservation area and useable lot area for each lot. Of these lots needing
flexibility, all but 3 lots have a reduced useable (or buildable) lot area, caused by: 1) split
zoning of R-1 and PRO; 2) a portion of the 50-foot setback associated with adjacent Goal
5 riparian corridor and/or wetland resources; and 3) additional conservation areas.
After subtracting the above defined areas, over half of these lots have a useable or
buildable area below 13,500 square feet. The applicant’s written statement argues that
larger lot areas and the acknowledged conservation areas will provide protection of
significant amounts of vegetation and natural features, while promoting and enhancing
habitat areas and wildlife corridors.
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Staff is generally supportive of granting flexibility and exceptions to the lot standards when an
applicant can demonstrate that the flexibility needed is consistent with EC 9.8300 Purpose of
Planned Unit Development. Specifically, in this case the applicant’s justification for flexibility
seems to be centered around the following purposes as established in EC 9.8300:
(1) Create a sustainable environment that includes:
(d) Preservation of existing natural resources and the opportunity to enhance habitat
areas.
(e) Clustering of residential dwellings to achieve energy and resource conservation
while also achieving the planned density for the site.
For example, regarding flexibility on lot frontage minimums, the applicant states on page 70 of
their written statement, “Through not requiring every lot to have frontage, this proposal
provides a thoughtful design that provides access to new local streets, while still preserving
trees and vegetation through reducing the use of extraneous grading and cut and fill”. On page
71 the applicant states, “Providing access via easements ensures land is used more efficiently,
which promotes compatible infill and clustering of units, while also protecting existing natural
resources such as additional cut and fill activity and its attendant tree removal”. Also, on page
71 the applicant states, “Rather than simply have frontage for frontage’s sake, the design of
this PUD seeks to meet the intent of the residential zone and PUD criteria through creatively
preserving natural resources, while also providing suitable and compatible infill”. Regarding
flexibility for exceeding the lot area maximum of 13,500 square feet, the applicant states on
page 74 of their written statement, “Lot area maximum is exceeded in order to preserve
existing natural features. As previously mentioned in this written statement, topography,
natural resources, treed areas and limited access are driving the overall subdivision design. In
addition, certain lots within the proposal are greater than the lot area maximum primarily to
create and maintain conservation zones”.
In staff’s opinion, the applicant’s claims of preserving trees and vegetation by reducing
extraneous grading and the clustering of units and preservation of natural resources is not
sufficiently supported by the applicant’s submitted materials. In other words, the applicant has
not adequately demonstrated how the preservation of existing natural resources and the
opportunity to enhance habitat areas is achieved with the proposed flexibility to the lot
standards. As discussed in this staff report at EC 9.8320(4)(b) Tree Preservation, and
incorporated herein by reference, the applicant has not provided a comprehensive and
accurate tree preservation report and plan. Staff found that the applicant’s proposal was
ambiguous and did not demonstration that tree preservation will be accomplished in
accordance with the approval criteria. Staff fails to see how it is possible for the applicant to
claim the preservation of natural resources and enhancement of habitat areas if the submitted
Tree Preservation Plan does not meet the required criteria.
Due to the lack of specific evidence and clarity in the application materials to date, staff cannot
make a recommendation at this time that the applicant has demonstrated compliance with this
criterion. Staff advises that proposing a recommended condition of approval to address the
above described deficiencies has the effect of deferring a discretionary determination with new
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evidence that should be required before tentative PUD approval. Staff does not support the
delay of information typically needed to recommend approval. Therefore, based on the above
findings, this criterion has not been met.
Staff also notes that the application does not include specific plans for the individual residential
dwellings to be constructed upon the proposed lots. As these features are not explicitly
included in the tentative PUD application, compliance with the applicable residential
development standards at EC 9.2750 (such as for maximum building height, minimum setbacks,
maximum lot coverage for the remainder of the lots, and fencing) will be addressed as part of
the building permit process at the time each lot is developed.
EC 9.8320(11): The proposed development shall have minimal off-site impacts,
including such impacts as traffic, noise, stormwater runoff and environmental quality.
As addressed elsewhere in this report, a stormwater drainage analysis, geotechnical report, and
a traffic impact analysis have been submitted as part of the application and reviewed for
compliance with applicable criteria and related standards. Those materials and related issues
are also relevant under this criterion.
Traffic – As noted in the concurrent TIA discussion in Section 2 of this staff report, the
applicant’s TIA did not identify any operational concerns or safety issues with the proposed
street network. The current mobility standard for intersections is for the intersection to operate
at a level of service (LOS) E or better. According to the applicant’s TIA, all study intersections in
both the future build and no-build scenarios will operate at a worst-case scenario of LOS D.
Therefore, the applicant has demonstrated compliance with the City of Eugene’s current
mobility standards, and no mitigation measures are required. Public Works staff concurs with
the applicant’s submitted TIA. Based on the TIA review, and what would be considered typical
residential traffic served by the existing and proposed street system, the PUD is expected to
have minimal off-site traffic impact.
Noise – As the proposal is for a residential development, there do not appear to be any
potential noise sources associated with the proposal that are not also typical for other
residential developments.
Stormwater – As discussed previously, Public Works staff notes that several of the proposed
basin boundaries in the applicant’s stormwater analysis do not appear to be accurate and need
to be updated to properly reflect the resulting drainage patterns, before a positive
recommendation can be made under EC 9.6791 Stormwater Flood Control. As also discussed in
the following Standards Review evaluation in Section 3 of this staff report, the applicant has not
specifically addressed the criteria for allowing runoff into protected Goal 5 (/WR Water
Resource) areas, so staff cannot conclude the proposal will have minimal impacts without more
information.
Off-Site Impacts – As noted at EC 9.8320(2), the applicant’s submitted GER does not address
off-site impacts, either in this report or by the more recently submitted Technical
Memorandum from Branch Engineering (dated July 30, 2019). The GER has not addressed
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possible geotechnical issues regarding the construction of the Frontage Street and the slope
stability along 30th Avenue which is a concern raised by Lane County Transportation Planning
staff. The necessary evidence has not been provided that the construction of this road will
minimize off-site impacts. Also, no conclusive information is provided regarding potential
impacts from this development in relation to any existing or future nearby off-site residential
developments to the north of this site.
Based on the above findings, this criterion has not been met.
EC 9.8320(12): The proposed development shall be reasonably compatible and
harmonious with adjacent and nearby land uses.
Nearby and adjacent land uses include low-density single-family neighborhoods to the north, City
park properties to the west, east and northeast, and Parks, Recreation and Open Space and
undeveloped single-family residential to the south. Since the proposed development is a residential
land use, within a residential area, there do not appear to be any inherent conflicts that would
keep the development from being at least reasonably compatible and harmonious with nearby
residential areas. The proposed gross density at approximately 1.6 units per acre is on the low side
of the density range but would be consistent with the developed surrounding area.
EC 9.8320(13): If the tentative PUD application proposes a land division, nothing in
the approval of the tentative application exempts future land divisions from
compliance with state or local surveying requirements.
Future land division applications are not exempt from compliance with state and local surveying
requirements. As required by tentative subdivision criteria at EC 9.8515(12), subsequent land
division applications shall be consistent with any approved PUD.
EC 9.8320(14): If the proposed PUD is located within a special area zone, the
applicant shall demonstrate that the proposal is consistent with the purpose(s) of the
special area zone.
The subject property is not located within any of the special area zones as listed in the Eugene
Code. As such, this criterion is not applicable.
EC 9.8320(15): For property with the /SR Site Review Overly Zone the PUD complies
with any additional site-specific criteria that were specified at the time the /SR
designation was applied to the property.
The subject property is not located in nor has a /SR overlay; therefore, this criterion is not
applicable.
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Section 2 – Traffic Impact Analysis Review (TIA 18-4)
The following evaluation addresses the applicant’s concurrent Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA). The
application and TIA review is required when one of the conditions or “triggers” at EC 9.8670
exists in a development proposal. In this case, subsection (1) applies to the subject proposal:
EC 9.8670(1): The development will generate 100 or more vehicle trips during any
peak hour as determined by using the most recent edition of the Institute of
Transportation Engineer’s Trip Generation Manual. In developments involving a land
division, the peak hour trips shall be calculated based on the likely development that
will occur on all lots resulting from the land division.
The proposed development will generate 93 AM Peak hour trips and 124 PM Peak hour trips
according to the applicant’s TIA. The applicant’s engineer determined trip generation rates
using the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual (9th Edition). The
proposed PM Peak hour trip generation exceeds the 100-trip threshold established by EC
9.8670(1). Therefore, the Traffic Impact Analysis review is required.
EC 9.8680(1): Traffic control devices and public or private improvements as necessary
to achieve the purposes listed in this section will be implemented. These
improvements may include, but are not limited to, street and intersection
improvements, sidewalks, bike lanes, traffic control signs and signals, parking
regulation, driveway location, and street lighting.
The site is bounded by 30th Avenue on the southwest corner, Hendricks Hill development, East
Ridge Village PUD, and Moon Mountain Park to the north, Coryell Ridge Park to the east, the
Ribbon Trail to the west, and undeveloped lands to the south. There is currently an unimproved
right of way that terminates on the west side of the north boundary (Everglade) and two
proposed rights of way that will terminate further to the east on the north boundary (Rockrose
and Brackenfern Road). The two proposed rights of way are part of the East Ridge
Development. They are currently planned but not dedicated or improved.
30th Avenue, which borders the subject site on its south side, is an arterial street under the
jurisdiction of Lane County. It is a vital transportation facility that serves the southern portion of
Eugene and surrounding areas as it provides a direct connection from Interstate 5 to South
Eugene. 30th Avenue is currently developed with four travel lanes (two each direction), wide
striped shoulders and drainage controls. Spring Boulevard takes access from 30th Avenue in a
grade separated diamond interchange configuration. It will be the primary point of access to
the PUD by means of a proposed frontage road.
To the north, Rockrose Lane and Brackenfern Road are local streets and are proposed to be
developed to local street standards including sidewalks and formal drainage controls. The
Laurel Ridge PUD is proposing to connect public streets to each of these proposed street
extensions. These connections will be necessary for the PUD to be fully built-out, as they will
contain essential utility services, such as wastewater, required for development. The applicant’s
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TIA also shows these street connections as being corridors where approximately 25% of the
site-generated trips will be distributed under the full build-out scenario. The PUD has no
planned arterial or collector streets within the project boundary. All proposed streets are
proposed to be constructed to the City of Eugene’s local street standards, with curb and gutter,
drainage controls, sidewalk, and street lights. The applicant’s TIA did not identify any
operational concerns or safety issues with the proposed street network. Public Works staff
concurs with the analysis and recommendation for the proposed local street network.
The applicant’s TIA identified that all major intersections within the study area are anticipated
to meet the City of Eugene’s mobility standards in both the full build-out and future build-out
scenarios. Per Administrative Order R-9.8650-F (8), the applicant is to perform a roadway and
intersection capacity analysis on all streets and intersections that are expected to receive 50 or
more additional peak-hour vehicular trips as a result of the development. Based on the site’s
trip generation and trip distribution, no intersection outside of the Spring Boulevard/E. 30th
Avenue westbound ramp intersection will receive 50 or more additional peak hour vehicle trips.
However, it was agreed upon that the intersection of 30th Avenue and Hilyard Street should be
analyzed as well based on previous traffic concerns. The current mobility standard for
intersections is for the intersection to operate at a level of service (LOS) E. According to the
applicant’s TIA, all study intersections in both the future build and no-build scenarios will
operate at a worst-case scenario of LOS D. Therefore, the applicant has demonstrated
compliance with the City of Eugene’s current mobility standards, and no mitigation measures
have been proposed or are required. Queuing analysis was performed according to City of
Eugene standards.
The City of Eugene recently adopted a Transportation System Plan through the year 2035
planning horizon and did not identify any intersections within the study area as needing
additional mitigation or improvements. However, the 2035 Transportation System Plan
determined that a shared-use path should be constructed beginning at the 30th Avenue and
Hilyard Street intersection, through the development site. Consistent with this, the
development includes the construction of facilities that will accommodate pedestrian and
bicycle users.
The applicant’s engineer provided analysis in accordance with the standards of Traffic Impact
Analysis. Traffic counts, trip generation, distribution and assignment were all preformed in
accordance with project scoping, Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) standards and
industry standards. The applicant’s most recent materials (see revised TIA dated July 26, 2019)
identify this project as being constructed in three phases with phase completion years of 2022,
2024, and 2026. Analysis was performed for build and no-build scenarios for each phase’s
completion year in addition to the five-year planning horizon, which is the year 2031. This
analysis is consistent with Administrative Order R-9.8650-F (3.2). The applicant considered
traffic distribution for each phase based on roadways that will be constructed in each phase.
100% of the development trips from Phase 1 will be distributed to Spring Boulevard. Since there
is no connection to Brackenfern Road, nor is a connection necessary for the development of
Phase 1, no trips are shown as being distributed north of the site. Since the development of
Phases 2 and 3 are dependent on the extension of essential utilities that are located in
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Brackenfern Road, it is assumed that Brackenfern Road will be extended to the site prior to the
development of Phases 2 and 3. Because of this, the application has shown 25% of the site trips
from these future phases traveling north along Brackenfern Road. Public Works agrees with the
proposed trip distribution and phasing of the project.
Lane County has provided comments on the traffic analysis and is requesting that the
intersection of 30th Avenue and Eldon Schaffer Drive (to the east, near Interstate 5 and the Lane
Community College campus) be analyzed to ensure compliance with their TIA requirements.
The applicant will need to coordinate with Lane County separately to address any TIA
requirements or necessary approvals for facilities under County jurisdiction. Public Works staff
also notes that other Lane County requirements, such as for the proposed secondary
emergency access road to 30th Avenue, have been addressed separately in the context of
specific PUD criteria and related standards for street connectivity.
Eugene Public Works staff recommends approval of the TIA application, but notes that a variety
of additional information is needed from the applicant to otherwise recommend approval of
the concurrent PUD.
EC 9.8680(2): Public improvements shall be designed and constructed to the
standards specified in EC 9.6505 Improvements - Specifications. The requirement of
improvements based on a traffic impact analysis does not negate the ability of the city
traffic engineer to require improvements by other means specified in this code or
rules or regulations adopted thereunder.
No mitigation measures have been proposed or are required based on the City of Eugene’s
current mobility standards. The applicant has proposed Eugene-specific public improvements
within the development site in accordance with City Standards and Specifications. Therefore,
this criterion is satisfied.
EC 9.8680(3): In addition to the above criteria, if the Traffic Impact Analysis was
required based on EC 9.8670(4), the improvements shall also address the structural
capacity of the street in the County’s jurisdiction and address identified structural
deficiencies, or reduction in the useful life of existing street structures related to the
proposed development. Improvements may be needed to eliminate the identified
structural deficiencies and to accommodate vehicle impacts to structures.
The development abuts transportation facilities under the jurisdiction of Lane County.
However, heavy truck traffic is not anticipated due the proposed use and zoning. The criterion
of EC 9.8670(4) does not apply.
EC 9.8680(4): In addition to the above criteria, if the development is located within
the S-WS Walnut Station Special Area Zone, any increased traffic the development
would generate on streets within the Fairmount neighborhood to the south of the
Walnut Station Special Area Zone shall be mitigated through the use of traffic calming
strategies or other mechanisms designed to discourage such traffic.
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The development is not located within the S-WS Walnut Station Special Area Zone. Therefore,
this criterion does not apply.

Section 3 – Standards Review (SDR 18-3)
EC 9.4930(3) identifies the uses that are permitted within the /WR conservation areas, subject
to Standards Review. In this case, the applicant’s Standards Review application was prepared by
Rick Satre, a licensed Landscape Architect, and Brian Meiering, an Environmental Specialist
from Wetlands and Wildlife LLC. As summarized in the application materials, Standards Review
approval is sought for several uses and impacts areas within protection /WR conservation areas
on the site including the construction of public improvements (e.g. new public street crossings),
new underground utility lines, storm water facilities (including discharging into a wetland),
private access roads, and wetland/riparian restoration.
The applicant’s written statement and site plans summarize the specific instances and locations
where Standards Review is required according to EC 9.4930(3)(b), (e), (f), (h), and (j). Each of
these is reviewed with staff’s findings provided below.
Public Improvements
For public improvements subject to approval under EC 9.4930(3)(b), including public streets,
bridges, bikeways and pedestrian paths the use is required to comply with development
standards (1) through (11) at EC 9.4980 /WR Water Resources Conservation Overlay Zone
Development Standards. These development standards constitute the relevant approval
criteria for the Standards Review.
Based on the available information in the application, the proposed public improvements can
be summarized as “Impact Areas #1, 2, 3, 5 and 6” which are depicted on site plan Sheet 10.0
with the Standards Review materials. These include two street crossings (#1 and 2) and three
other linear/parallel impact areas involving grade disturbance and vegetation removal within
the /WR conservation areas. Findings of compliance the applicable standards are included
below:
EC 9.4980(1): Enhancement. Where the /WR conservation area is reduced, or uses are
approved within the /WR conservation area, the remaining /WR conservation area
shall be enhanced consistent with this subsection and by removing non-native plant
species and planting native plant species consistent with subsections (2) and (3)
below.
(a) All refuse, toxic materials and any fill that limits or decreases the capacity of the
conservation setback area to filter pollutants from runoff that flows across the
conservation setback area shall be removed (not including stormwater collected
and discharged from impervious surfaces).
(b) Where practicable, finished grades shall encourage sheet flow of runoff across
conservation setback areas to maximize filtering and infiltration of precipitation
and runoff within conservation setback areas (not including stormwater collected
and discharged from impervious surfaces).
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(c) On sites where the slope within the conservation setback area exceeds 15 percent,
measures (e.g., planting and contouring) shall be taken to slow the flow of runoff
to the maximum extent practicable (not including stormwater collected and
discharged from impervious surfaces).
(d) Non-native plants shall be permanently removed to the maximum extent
practicable and replaced with native plant species in accordance with subsection
(3) below.
(e) Except as required by EC 9.4980(2)(c), EC 9.4980(3)(d) and EC 9.4980(3)(e), site
work to enhance the conservation setback area shall be completed prior to or
concurrent with other site development, unless appropriate native plant species
are not available within that time frame.
The applicant’s written narrative addresses the requirements of subsections (a) – (e) in a very
general manner. Based on the available information in the application, staff concludes that:
(a) No known toxic materials are present on-site, and the proposed project will mimic
natural conditions to the greatest extent feasible. Therefore, no aspects of the project
would limit the filtering of pollutants within the conservation area.
(b) The applicant states that all grades will be replaced to the pre-existing conditions and
blend in with adjacent non-impacted areas and all finished grades will allow the preexisting sheet flows to occur.
(c) Steep slopes do exist within the project area, particularly in areas adjacent to the Goal 5
and proposed conservation areas. The applicant states in their written statement that all
finished grades will allow the pre-existing sheet flows to occur. However, staff requires
more information to ensure that measures (e.g., planting and contouring) will be taken
to slow the flow of runoff to the maximum extent practicable. The applicant’s planting
plan is so general on Sheet 10.0 that it is not clear how this standard will be met.
(d) Non-native plants will be removed within the restoration areas and replaced with native
plant species, but no inventory was presented, just a general list of non-natives that
may or may not exist in the conversation areas and a list of vegetation that would be
randomly installed. Staff requires more information on what will be removed and a
more specific planting layout within individual mitigation areas to show the proposed
replacement vegetation (also to confirm that all replanting will be from the City’s
adopted Goal5 plants list).
(e) The applicant proposes that site restoration work will take place concurrently with site
development. An individual inventory of all impacted areas is required to establish what
is being removed and any mitigation required. Based in this lack of information
combined with the incomplete tree preservation report and the incomplete site plans
concludes that the proposal does not meet this standard.
The application materials are insufficient to conclude that these standards will be met, and that
sufficient mitigation of impacted areas (i.e. enhancement) will be provided.
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EC 9.4980(2): Vegetation Removal. Vegetation removal within the /WR conservation
area and within areas removed from the /WR conservation area shall comply with the
following standards:
(a) Vegetation removal shall be limited to:
1. Plant species that are non-native and invasive;
2. Dead or dried native plants or grasses only when they constitute an imminent
fire hazard;
3. Living native or non-native vegetation, when its removal is necessary to
facilitate or encourage the growth of other native species (e.g., native wet
prairie plant species) consistent with adopted plans or policies; or
4. The minimum area of native vegetation removal necessary to accommodate
uses approved in accordance with EC 9.4930(3)(a) through EC 9.4930(3)(k), and
uses approved through an adjustment approved in accordance with EC
9.8030(21).
(b) Clearing of more than 500 square feet of vegetation must comply with Erosion
Prevention regulations for sensitive areas in EC 6.645.
(c) Any clearing of vegetation that is not within the footprint of uses approved in
accordance with EC 9.4930(3)(a) through EC 9.4930(3)(k), or uses approved
through an adjustment approved under EC 9.8030(21), must be followed by
replanting in accordance with the requirements of subsection (3) below.
The applicant’s written narrative states that non-native vegetation will be removed and that
native plant materials “will be removed only to the extent necessary to facilitate the scheduled
construction.” Staff cannot make findings of approval, or conditions, if the inventory and plant
species, native or non-native, are not provided. An individual inventory of all impacted areas is
required to establish what is being removed and any mitigation required. Based in this lack of
information combined with the incomplete tree preservation report and the incomplete site
plans, staff concludes that the proposal does not meet this standard.
EC 9.4980(3): Planting and Replanting. Planting or replanting within the /WR
conservation area shall comply with the following standards:
(a) Areas of existing bare soil and areas which have been cleared or graded in
accordance with subsection EC 9.4980(2) or EC 9.4980(5) shall be planted with
native plant species. Except as required in (b) and (c) below, plant species and
plant spacing used for such plantings shall be appropriate to increasing to the
greatest extent practicable the capacity of the conservation setback area to filter
pollutants from runoff that flows across the conservation setback area (not
including stormwater collected and discharged from impervious surfaces). Where
existing native vegetation already serves this function to some extent, additional
native plants shall be planted in order to augment native vegetation already
existing. Plant species selected for all plantings shall be appropriate to the site
given its topography, hydrology, soil, and existing native plant species.
(b) Planting or replanting within 25 feet of a Category B, C, or D stream within the
/WR conservation area shall include native tree or large shrub species and located
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so as to provide substantial shading of the channel during times of peak solar
input.
(c) Where non-native or damaged trees are removed within 25 feet of a Category B, C,
or D stream within the /WR conservation area, they shall be replaced with native
tree or large shrub species and located so as to achieve equal or greater shading of
the channel during times of peak solar input as the trees removed.
(d) Replanting of areas cleared of existing vegetation must be completed within 90
days following the removal or clearing, unless otherwise approved by the planning
director.
(e) Plantings shall not adversely affect adjacent protected water resources or existing
native vegetation through shading or invasion by plant species introduced into the
setback.
The applicant’s written narrative and site plans provided indicate that areas being impacted and
cleared in the scope of the proposed work will be re-planted with native plant species selected
from the pre-determined plant list. While stating that the non-native and native plants on-site
to be impacted are a certain species, no site plan or inventory listing where or what quantity
are being impacted was given to staff. Given that the tree preservation plan is incomplete and
not inventoried, especially in areas that are being impacted in these protected conservation
areas, and that the vegetation, non-native or native is also not inventoried or more specifically
identified, staff cannot make findings of approval or conditions for the project at this time. This
standard is not met.
EC 9.4980(4): Construction Practices. Construction within the /WR conservation area,
and within areas removed from the /WR conservation area shall comply with the
following standards:
(a) For purposes of this subsection, heavy machinery is defined as motorized or
mechanized machinery or equipment capable of deliberately or inadvertently
damaging vegetation, or damaging or compacting soil. The following standards
shall apply to use of heavy machinery within the /WR conservation area:
1. On sites where soils are susceptible to severe compaction or structural damage
when wet or saturated, use of heavy machinery shall be limited to the period
between June 15 and September 30, unless otherwise approved by the
planning director.
2. Use of heavy machinery shall be the minimum necessary for the use or activity
and shall be restricted to those areas where its use is necessary.
(b) Petroleum products, chemicals, or other deleterious materials used in the
construction process shall not be allowed to enter a stream or wetland that is
within a /WR conservation area.
The applicant ‘s written statement mistakenly cites May 15 to October 15 for the period
identified in this standard. All use of heavy machinery should occur within the period of June
15th to September 30th. Typically, this could be conditioned for approval because these
applicable /WR standards identify performance related construction and landscaping practices
to be incorporated with any approval. As addressed in the related PUD evaluation, the
proposal does not meet several other PUD criteria and it appears that additional evidence and
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possible changes to the plans would be required to the proposed layout. The result is that the
applicant’s Standards Review application cannot be reviewed in any meaningful way or
conditioned for compliance with all applicable requirements due to the incomplete nature of
the application.
EC 9.4980(5): Filling, Grading and Excavating. Filling, grading and excavating within the
/WR conservation area and within areas removed from the /WR conservation area
shall comply with the following standards:
(a) Filling, grading or excavating of more than 500 square feet must comply with
Erosion Prevention regulations for sensitive areas in EC 6.645.
(b) Grading and excavating conducted as part of restoration or enhancement projects,
and bank and channel reconfiguration shall result in topography that resembles
landscapes shaped only by natural processes, for example, incorporating the
undulations, meanders and slopes found in such landscapes. For purposes of this
standard, straight lines and geometric or angular shapes are not acceptable.
Channel and stream bank slopes shall not exceed 25 percent at elevations of 500
feet or less.
Typically, subsection (a) above would be conditioned for an erosion prevention permit before
any ground-disturbing activities occur on the site. These applicable /WR standards identify
performance related construction and landscaping practices to be incorporated with any
approval. As addressed in the related PUD evaluation, the proposal does not meet several
other PUD criteria and it appears that additional evidence and possible changes to the plans
would be required to the proposed layout. The result is that the applicant’s Standards Review
application cannot be reviewed in any meaningful way or conditioned for compliance with all
applicable requirements due to the incomplete nature of the application.
Regarding subsection (b), the applicant states that all grades will be replaced to the pre-existing
conditions and blend in with adjacent non-impacted areas and all finished grades will allow the
pre-existing sheet flows to occur. Steep slopes do exist within the project area, particularly in
areas adjacent to protected conservation areas. Staff requires more information to ensure that
measures (e.g., planting and contouring) will be taken to slow the flow of runoff to the
maximum extent practicable.
EC 9.4980(6): Impervious Surfaces. Within the /WR conservation area, construction of
new impervious surfaces shall comply with the following standards:
(a) Impervious surfaces are prohibited within the /WR conservation area unless they
are part of a use approved in accordance with EC 9.4930(3).
(b) Impervious surfaces that are part of a use approved in accordance with EC
9.4930(3) shall be no larger than the minimum necessary for the approved use.
For sites with wetlands, impervious surfaces shall be located as far from the
boundaries of locally significant wetlands as practicable. For riparian and upland
wildlife habitat sites, impervious surfaces shall be located as far from the line of
ordinary high water as practicable.
(c) Durable porous paving treatments or other infiltration devices approved by the
planning director or decision-maker shall be used in lieu of standard impervious
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paving surfaces to increase infiltration of stormwater where practicable. This
standard shall apply only to low volume parking areas, foot paths or lightly used
access roads, where porous soils and flat topography will facilitate infiltration of
runoff. For the purposes of this subsection, gravel surfaces are not acceptable as
porous paving or as an infiltration device.
The applicant states that “impervious surfaces will be installed only where approved and be no
greater than the minimum necessary.” Without the proper site plans showing more detail of
the work in the conservation areas, staff cannot assess the impacts of impervious surfaces or
more specifically how these standards will be met.
EC 9.4980(7): Site Layout. On sites where the /WR conservation area is reduced, high
intensity uses within the entire development site, including high volume traffic lanes
and truck loading docks, shall be designed and located so that adverse impacts to
wetland and riparian habitats within the /WR conservation area are minimized to the
greatest extent practicable.
The applicant’s written statement states that the specific design and layout of the proposed
impacts will be the minimum necessary and located as far from the resource area as
practicable. What is unclear to staff, is whether the project could have been designed in a
manner to avoid these impact areas or to provide less impact. While staff may agree that the
proposed public street crossings appear to be required by the land use code to gain access to
the site for residential development, and to otherwise meet street connectivity standards (e.g.
to the north, connecting with Rockrose Lane and Brackenfern Road), it is not clear that the
linear or parallel impact areas are either necessary, minimized, or otherwise unavoidable.
However, there appear to be no “high intensity uses” that would be located within any reduced
/WR conservation areas.
EC 9.4980(8): Lighting. Within the /WR conservation area, and within areas removed
from the /WR conservation area, outdoor area lighting shall be prohibited, except to
illuminate walkways, bike paths, pedestrian gathering areas, and parking areas, where
these facilities are intended to be used after dark. Outdoor area lighting is lighting
designed to illuminate an outdoor activity area, trail or bicycle path. Where lighting is
to be provided within the /WR conservation area and within areas removed from the
/WR conservation area, the following standards shall apply:
(a) Illumination for walkways, pathways or pedestrian gathering areas shall be no
more than an average maintained luminance of 0.5 foot-candle at grade.
(b) Output from all other light sources shall be no more than an average maintained
luminance of 0.9 foot-candle at grade.
(c) All lighting fixtures shall be designed to direct light downward to areas intended
for human use after dark, and shall be shielded such that light shining toward /WR
conservation areas is minimized to the maximum extent practicable.
The applicant states that lighting will be provided only where required to meet other standards,
which does not address the requirements of this standard. With the proposed street crossings
and construction impacts within several of the conservation areas, the applicant has not given
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staff any lighting details. Without more information, staff cannot confirm compliance with this
standard.
EC 9.4980(9) Trails: Within the /WR conservation area, trails shall be constructed of
gravel, wood chips or other pervious material, unless otherwise approved by the city
manager or decision-maker. Trail construction shall involve the least removal of native
vegetation practicable for the area and the minimum amount of fill or excavation
practicable.
There are no proposed trails with the proposed public improvements; therefore, this standard
is not applicable.
EC 9.4980(10) Stream and Channel Crossings: Bridges or other structures that cross
streams or wetlands within the /WR conservation area or areas removed from the
/WR conservation area shall be constructed so that water flow, vegetation growth and
movement of aquatic animals and water dependent wildlife are impeded to the least
extent practicable. To meet this standard, bridges and crossings shall include, but are
not limited to, applicable items from the following list:
(a) Bridges across Category A or Category B streams as identified in the Goal 5 Water
Resources Conservation Plan shall, where practicable, be designed to avoid
channel constriction when flows reach the top of high bank. Where practicable,
bridges shall span a distance 1.2 times the width of the stream channel from top of
high bank to top of high bank to help prevent scouring within the structure or at
the outlet during less frequent floods.
(b) Crossings over Category A or Category B streams as identified in the Goal 5 Water
Resources Conservation Plan shall utilize bridges or natural substrate culverts
where possible. Where practicable, the lower lip of any natural substrate culvert
shall be embedded at least 1 foot for box culverts and pipe arches, and at least
25% of the pipe diameter for pipe culverts. The substrate within the structure shall
match the composition of the substrate in the natural stream channel at the time
of construction. The substrate shall either resist displacement during flood events
or the structure shall be designed to maintain an appropriate bottom through
natural bed load transport.
(c) Bridges and culverts on Category A or Category B streams as identified in the Goal
5 Water Resources Conservation Plan shall be constructed so that the “openness
ratio” of the structure is equal to or greater than 0.25. The “openness ratio” is the
cross-sectional area of the passage area under or within the structure divided by
the length of the stream segment it crosses over. For a box culvert, the openness
ratio shall be (height x width)/length.
(d) Culverts shall not substantially increase or decrease water depth or flow rate
conditions upstream or downstream from the culvert.
(e) The lower lip of all culverts shall meet the stream or channel bed at or below
grade.
(f) Culverts shall be the minimum length practicable, and fill on top of the culvert
shall have the minimum footprint practicable.
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The applicant states that the two proposed riparian crossings will be designed and constructed
so that water flows, vegetation grows, and movement of aquatic animals and water dependent
wildlife are impeded to the least extent practicable. That said, no detail is provided about about
the type of crossing such as with a culvert or bridge design. Without the proper site plans
showing more detail of the work in the conservation areas, staff cannot confirm compliance.
EC 9.4980(11): Interpretive Facilities. Within the /WR conservation area, boardwalks,
viewing platforms, interpretive information kiosks, trail and interpretive signs shall be
constructed in a manner that involves the least removal of native vegetation
practicable. Signs shall be no more than 5 feet tall, and 16 square feet per face in
surface area, except for signs intended to be read from moving automobiles, such as
site entrance signs, which shall be no more than 8 feet tall and 32 square feet per face
in surface area. Kiosks shall be no more than 8 feet tall and 16 square feet per face in
surface area. The number of signs shall be the minimum necessary to accomplish
project objectives.
There are no proposed interpretive facilities with the proposed public improvements;
therefore, this standard is not applicable.
New Underground Utility Lines
For construction of new underground utility lines subject to Standards Review under EC
9.4930(3)(e), the use is required to comply with development standards (2) through (5) at EC
9.4980 /WR Water Resources Conservation Overlay Zone Development Standards and with an
additional five standards as listed in subsection (3)(e). These development standards constitute
the relevant approval criteria for the Standards Review.
Based on the available information in the application, the proposed new underground utility
line subject to standards review is identified as “Impact Area #4” which is depicted on site plan
Sheet 10.0 with the Standards Review materials. What remains unclear to staff, is what type of
utility is proposed here, as the site plans are so general. The applicant’s statements in the
associated narrative are only conclusory, lack sufficient detail, and generally fail to demonstrate
compliance so no benefit would come from further staff analysis under EC 9.4980(2) though (5).
Wetland or Riparian Area Enhancement
For wetland or riparian area enhancement subject to Standards Review under EC 9.4930(3)(f),
the use is required to comply with development standards (2) through (5) at EC 9.4980 /WR
Water Resources Conservation Overlay Zone Development Standards. These development
standards constitute the relevant approval criteria for the Standards Review.
Based on the available information in the application, the proposed enhancement area is
identified as “Impact Area #8” but is not located within a /WR conservation area. As such, it is
not subject to Standards Review approval and no further analysis is necessary.
Stormwater Discharge
For discharge of stormwater runoff from imperious surfaces into a /WR conservation area,
subject to Standards Review under EC 9.4930(3)(h), the use is required to comply with four
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specific standards as listed at (1) through (4). These development standards constitute the
relevant approval criteria for the Standards Review.
Based on the available information in the application, there are both piped and detention
systems which discharge into /WR conservation areas, however, there appears to be no
identification in the narrative or on the associated site plans with the Standards Review
application as to where these systems are located. No information is provided to address how
these specific standards are met other than a general reference to the stormwater analysis
provided with the PUD application (and which only appears to address unrelated standards at
EC 9.6971-EC 9.6797).
The following standards at EC 9.4930(3)(h), (1) through (4), are specific to discharge within /WR
conservation areas, and do not appear to have been addressed by the applicant.
1. No other gravity-based stormwater discharge options are available
for the site.
2. All of the stormwater runoff from the development site that will
result from the water quality design storm will be treated by a privately constructed
and maintained stormwater management facility prior to discharge. For purposes of
this subsection, the term “water quality design storm” means a theoretical storm for
estimating the amount of stormwater runoff to be treated, and is different for
volume-based facilities and flow-through facilities as follows:
a. Facilities designed to store and treat a volume of stormwater shall be sized using
a water quality design storm of 1.4 inches of rainfall in 24-hours using Soil
Conservation Service (SCS now the Natural Resources Conservation Service)
methodology.
b. Facilities designed to treat a rate of flow draining through them shall be sized
using a rainfall intensity of 0.12 inches per hour for facilities off-line from the
conveyance system, or 0.21 inches per hour for on-line facilities, and using the
rational equation.
3. The stormwater is treated prior to discharge utilizing one or more of the following
stormwater management facilities: eco-roof, stormwater planter, swale, filter,
infiltration basin, and manufactured treatment facility.
4. Design and construction of the stormwater management facility is subject to EC
9.4980 /WR Water Resources Conservation Overlay Zone Development Standards (2)
through (5).
With no clear evidence to address the standards above, staff cannot find compliance or
recommend approval.
Construction of Private Access Road
For the construction of a private access road where no other point of access is available except
through the /WR conservation area (emphasis added), subject to Standards Review under EC
9.4930(3)(j), the use must comply with EC 9.4980 /WR Water Resources Conservation Overlay
Zone Development Standards (2) through (6) and (10). The applicant must also show that the
number of stream or wetland crossings is the minimum necessary for the approved use.
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Based on the information in the application, the only private access road requested for
approval under these provisions is identified as “Impact Area #7” which appears to be a shared
driveway serving several lots near the northeast corner of the subject site. The applicant states
that this will be a narrow, linear impact at the toe of a fill slope.
While the applicant does list conclusory responses to the standards at EC 9.4980(2) through (6)
and (10), there appears to be no information or explanation to demonstrate that no other point
of access is available or why it would not be possible to locate the impacts slightly farther east
and avoid the /WR conservation area entirely. Without addressing this threshold question
required by the standard, there is no point to further analysis of the applicable standards. The
applicant’s information addressing those standards is so generalized and conclusory, staff could
not recommend approval even if it was demonstrated there was no other point of access
available and why.
Staff Recommendation:
Based on the available information and materials, and the findings above, staff recommends denial
of the applicant’s tentative PUD related Standards Review.
Consistent with EC 9.7330, unless the applicant agrees to a longer time period, the Eugene
Hearings Official shall approve, approve with conditions, or deny this Type III application within
15 days following close of the public record. The decision shall be based upon and be
accompanied by findings that explain the criteria and standards considered relevant to the
decision, stating the facts relied upon in rendering a decision and explaining the justification for
the decision based upon the criteria, standards, and facts set forth. Notice of the written
decision will be mailed in accordance with EC 9.7335. Within 12 days of the date the decision is
mailed, it may be appealed to the Eugene Planning Commission as set forth at EC 9.7650
through EC 9.7685.
Attachments:
It was not feasible to reprint all the written materials, full-sized site plans, and other items
included in the public record for this application as part of the attachments to the staff report.
Several relevant items are attached to this report for ease of reference, however, the balance
of the other materials listed below are available for review at the Planning Division or upon
request. Copies of these additional materials can also be provided upon request, for a fee.
As a courtesy, portions of the available material are also available online and can be accessed
using the file number at http://pdd.eugene-or.gov/LandUse/ApplicationSearch. The Hearings
Official will be provided a full set of the record materials for review, and the full application file
will be made available at the public hearing.
Attachment A –
Attachment B –
Attachment C –
Attachment D –

Vicinity Map
Site Plan (Reduced Version)
Public Testimony
Referral Comments:
 Lane County Transportation Planning comments (June 6, 2019)
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 Lane County Transportation Memorandum (September 20, 2012
 Lane County Transportation Planning comments (October 7, 2019)
 EWEB Referral Comments (October 3, 2019)
Attachment E – Memo by Teragan & Associates, Inc., Arboricultural Consultant (June 5, 2019)
For More Information:
Please contact Nicholas Gioello, Associate Planner, Eugene Planning Division, by phone at (541)
682-5453, or by e-mail, at ngioello@eugene-or.gov
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PROPOSED ROADWAY SLOPES
EXCEEDING 15%

PROPOSED TAX LOT LINE

WETLANDS
FIELD MAPPED EXTENTS

RIPARIAN CORRIDOR
FIELD MAPPED TOP OF BANK

REVISIONS
# Date

RIPARIAN/WETLAND SETBACK AREA
(WITHIN LOT CONSERVATION AREA)

LOT CONSERVATION AREA
WITHIN INDIVIDUAL LOTS
(24.09 AC, 24.50% OF SITE)

RIDGELINE OPEN SPACE AREA
DEDICATION AS TRACT A
(19.48 AC, 19.81% OF SITE)

RIPARIAN/WETLAND RESOURCE AREA
DEDICATION AS TRACTS B, C, D, E, F, G, H
(11.38 AC, 11.57% OF SITE)

LOT: 121
38,737 SF

N
OU
TB
LO

LOT: 120
36,837 SF

LOT: 119
33,042 SF

LOT: 118
18,324 SF

LOT 200
(CITY OF EUGENE)

70.00' EWEB ELECTRIC
EASEMENT (118D/44673(?))

THE PROJECT IS EXEMPT FROM SOLAR LOT STANDARDS:
a. SIGNIFICANT NATURAL FEATURES THAT WILL CONTINUE
TO EXIST (EC 9.2790(3)(b)3).
b. THE PROPERTY IS SLOPED 20% OR GREATER IN A
DIRECTION GREATER THAN 45° EAST OR WEST OF TRUE
SOUTH (EC 9.2790(4)(a)).
c. THE PROPERTY CONTAINS EXISTING OFF-SITE AND
ON-SITE SHADE (TOPOGRAPHY AND TREES) THAT WILL
REMAIN AFTER DEVELOPMENT (EC 9.2790 (4)(b) AND (c)).
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Phase

Date

TENTATIVE PUD

4-30-19
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Drawn By
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SHEET NO.

4/30/19









DENSITY (BASED ON GROSS DENSITY DEFINITION):
R-1 ZONE:
74.76 AC
GROSS PERMITTED DENSITY/UNITS:
5/374 DU
PROPOSED DENSITY/UNITS:
1.64/122 DU
ADJACENT HENDRICKS HILL:
5.71 DU/AC
AVE SOUTH HILLS PUD:
2.4-2.7 DU/AC

4.

98.31 AC
54.95 AC
43.36 AC

11.38 AC
19.48 AC
24.09 AC
54.95 AC
DEVELOPABLE AREA:
SUBJECT PROPERTY:
PROTECTED AREA:
NET DEVELOPABLE AREA:

PROTECTED AREA:
RESOURCE AREA (TRACTS B-H):
OPEN SPACE AREA (TRACT A):
LOT CONSERVATION AREA:
TOTAL PROTECTED AREA:

2.

74.76 AC
23.55 AC
98.31 AC

3.

SUBJECT PROPERTY:
R-1 ZONING:
PRO ZONING:
TOTAL PROPERTY:

1.

Subject Property, Protected Area, Developable
Area, and Density

EXISTING CONDITIONS BASED ON SURVEY BY BRANCH
ENGINEERING (DATED 4.23.12) AND LIDAR DATA RECEIVED
FROM LCOG (DATED 7.5.11). ZONE BOUNDARY SURVEY
INFORMATION PROVIDED BY BRANCH ENGINEERING
(DATED 1.10.17).

SUBJECT SITE: MAP: 18-03-10-00 TAX LOT: 701

ELECTRIC TRANSMISSION LINES.
NOT AVAILABLE FOR CONNECTION
TO SITE.

Project #1719
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200.00' PP&L
TRANSMISSION LINE
EASEMENT (193D/67418)

LOT: 122
24,538 SF

LOT: 117
18,181 SF

PROPERTY LINE

POTENTIAL ELECTRIC VAULT
LOCATION TO BE USED FOR SITE

LOT 5
(CITY OF EUGENE
MOON MOUNTAIN PARK)

2.

1.

Notes

Description

PROPOSED PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY CENTERLINE

PROPOSED WATER LINE

PROPOSED WASTE WATER LINE

PROPOSED 10 FOOT CONTOURS

PROPOSED 2 FOOT CONTOURS
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200'

Z1

ACCESS AND UTILITY EASEMENT BOUNDARY

EXISTING ELECTRIC EASEMENT
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LOT: 112
15,253 SF

A

POTENTIAL ELECTIC VAULT
LOCATION TO BE USED FOR SITE

PROPOSED NATURAL FEATURES PRESERVATION:
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NATURAL GAS TRANSMISSION LINE.
NOT AVAILABLE FOR SERVICE TO THIS
SITE.

EXISTING NATURAL FEATURES:

50' 100'

N
OU

SUBJECT SITE PROPERTY LINE

PROPOSED BASE DATA:

W

LOT: 109
34,736 SF

LOT: 110
22,393 SF

TRACT H

LOT: 113
21,688 SF

LOT: 114
20,401 SF

LOT: 111
20,622 SF

LOT: 115
22,560 SF

60.00' WILLIAMS GAS PIPELINE
EASEMENT (?/93249)

LOT: 108
24,511 SF

LOT: 94
16,635 SF

LOT: 95
11,983 SF

EXISTING BASE DATA:

Scale: 1" = 100'

0

LOT: 92
11,135 SF

LANE

LOT 703
(BETZEVANS
ASSOCIATES)

LOT: 91
24,288 SF

LOT: 90
11,442 SF

LOT: 96
11,993 SF

ROCKROSE

LOT: 106
23,109 SF

LOT: 116
31,508 SF

320'

LOT 3400 PUBLIC ACCESSWAY
(CITY OF EUGENE
FUTURE PARK)
EXISTING UTILITY
EASEMENT CORRIDOR

PROPERTY LINE

STORM SEWER FUTURE
CONNECTION TO SITE

RIGHT OF WAY DEDICATION
TO PROPERTY LINE

LOT: 105
16,301 SF

LOT: 103
14,020 SF

LOT: 97
11,961 SF

LOT: 104
17,160 SF

OPEN SPACE. DEDICATION AS PRIVATE PROPERTY.

LOT BOUNDARY

ZONING BOUND
ARY Z 15-5

LOT: 84
31,364 SF

TRACT G

LOT: 83
26,646 SF

LOT: 78
33,714 SF

LOT: 80
24,720 SF

LOT: 82
27,104 SF

LOT: 77
24,537 SF

LOT: 79
29,602 SF

LOT: 81
39,147 SF

TRACT F

LOT: 101
14,082 SF

APPROVED BUT NOT YET
DEDICATED OR
CONSTRUCTED

BROOKFERN WAY

STORM SEWER FUTURE
CONNECTION TO SITE

EASTRIDGE VILLAGE PUD
(FUTURE)

(PHASE 4)

(PHASE 3)
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LOT 801
LOT 500 EXISTING UNIMPROVED
(RUFF) PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY (CARROL TRUST)
LOT 303
12" WATER LINE AVAILABLE
(CITY OF EUGENE)
FOR CONNECTION TO SITE
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30'
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Attachment C
GIOELLO Nick R
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Stan Dura <standura@hotmail.com>
Friday, May 31, 2019 12:14 PM
GIOELLO Nick R
Tom Bruno; WOSTMANN Jan (SMTP)
PDT-18-0003

Hello Nick!
I hope this finds you doing well! FYI ‐ I’m cc’ing Tom and Jan on this as they are advising/mentoring me on this.
I have been reviewing the documents for PDT‐18‐0003, and I have a few questions that I am hoping you can help with. If
this needs to be added to the record, I am fine with that. Specific questions are in BLUE and key points are UNDERLINED
for convenience.
1. It looks like within the Supplemental Materials added 5/3/19, the applicant resubmitted parts of their original
application.
a. Am I correct to assume that the most recent documents, even though labeled Supplemental Documents,
are the official versions that we should work from?
b. Within the 5/3/19 Supplemental Materials added, there are updated and/or resubmitted application
documents, but several of the site plan drawings (9‐12) are missing from the resubmitted materials.
i. How should we proceed in reviewing those?
1. Were they just not uploaded and can be added immediately?
2. Are the ones originally uploaded considered still the official ones and we should work
from them?
3. If the answer is “No” to both those questions, is the resubmitted application then
incomplete in the absence of those documents?
nd
c. There is a 2 entry under Laurel Ridge PDT 18‐0003 in the Document Search feature for this
application. In that set, there are also Supplemental Materials that were added at a later date
(5/6/2019), yet they are less complete than the set of Supplemental Materials added 5/3/19. Can you
confirm whether the material added on 5/3/19 or 5/6/19 are the official copies we should be using?
d. Items resubmitted on 5/3/19 include or are missing:
i. Cover/Cover letter
ii. TOC
iii. Application Form
iv. Written statement
v. Applicant Response to Completeness Review
vi. Exhibits A‐G
vii. Wetlands Delineation
viii. Tree Preservation plan
ix. GeoTech Report
x. Stormwater plan
xi. Ops & Maintenance Plan
xii. Traffic Impact Analysis
xiii. Schedule of Drawings 1‐8.2
xiv. MISSING – Drawings 9‐12
2. In the Written Statement, where the applicant is articulating how they meet each approval criteria, the applicant
doesn’t seem to have articulated how they meet 3 criteria that appear to be applicable. It actually appears the
plan directly violates one of these policies.
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a. Do you see any error(s) in my understanding of these policies and their applicability? I wouldn’t want
my error to waste your time or that of the planning commission, applicant, etc.
i. Laurel Hill Plan Section 1 Policy 6a – “If, in the opinion of the responsible City official, an adverse
conservation or geological condition exists upon a parcel of land proposed for a subdivision, or
before any major hillside clearing, excavation, filling or construction is contemplated, the
requirements of the Uniform Building Code, Chapter 70, Excavation and Grading and those
sections of the code relative to foundation design may be invoked.”
1. The plot of land involved in this project has a number of existing or proposed slopes that
appear to be 15 degrees or more, but this criteria is not addressed specifically.
2. This policy is included in the Eugene Code, specifically 9.9590 (1c).
ii. Laurel Hill Plan Section 2 Policy 6 – “Traffic patterns generated in the southern part of the Valley
will be extremely important to the remainder of the Valley and, therefore, careful attention will
be paid to the movement of that traffic to areas outside the Valley.”
1. The Traffic Analysis focuses exclusively on the 30th Ave and Glenwood Ave. offramp
areas, not the neighborhood traffic within the plot boundaries, which Section 2 Policy 6
specifically references. In the traffic analysis they indicate it is assumed that through‐
traffic would be minimal, however there is no analysis of such traffic to support an
assumption either way. It’s not unreasonable to anticipate the desire of some citizens
to use the new connections to cut through the neighborhood (instead of the long way
around), particularly at peak hours when the long way around takes longer than normal,
thus some degree of analysis and estimation of through‐traffic seems reasonable and
warranted.
2. While this policy is not present in the Eugene Code under the Laurel Hill Plan, it was
adopted by the City in Resolution 3700 in 1982 and remains a part of the Laurel Hill
Plan.
iii. East Laurel Hill Policy 2 – “The Glenwood collector shall be designed to avoid breaking up large
and existing properties, improve the intersection alignment of the Laurel Hill‐Glenwood
overpass, and maintain safe sight distance. It shall serve as the primary access to future
residential development south of the floating node, but terminate and diffuse into other roads
serving the area. No connection to 30th Avenue shall be made.”
1. There is no discussion of how this plan adheres to this policy. In fact, without an
explanation and given that the plan includes connecting local roads in this plan to local
roads approved in East Ridge Village Phase 2 and Phase 4, and given those Laurel Ridge
connections are in turn connected to 30th Ave., it appears this plan specifically and
directly violates this policy.
a. Upon completion this plan will connect 30th Ave to Brackenfern Blvd. (a.k.a.
Glenwood Connector) via local roads.
b. It establishes 30th Ave. as the primary access to Laurel Ridge instead of
Brackenfern Blvd. (a.k.a. Glenwood Connector).
2. This policy is adopted into the Eugene Code 9.9590, specifically 9.9590 (3).

Thanks in advance for your time and attention to this. I know you are busy, and I am grateful for your effort!
Sincerely,
Stan
Stan Dura
2669 Augusta Street
Eugene, OR 97403
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781-707-8090
“Lest I continue my complacent way, help me to remember that somewhere, somehow out there a man [or woman]

died for me today. As long as there be war, I then must ask and answer, am I worth dying for?”
Eleanor Roosevelt
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June 9, 2019
Hearing Official
c/o Mr. Nick Gioello
Associate Planner
City of Eugene
99 West 10th Ave.
Eugene OR 97401
NGioello@eugene-or.gov
Re: PDT-18-0003 - Laurel Hill Valley Citizens Response
To whom it may concern:
Please accept this document as the formal response from the Laurel Hill Valley Citizens
(LHVC) Neighborhood Association to the proposed PUD, PDT 18-0003. It has been
prepared by the response committee formed by the LHVC.
The purpose of this document is to communicate our assessment of the degree to
which PDT 18-0003 complies with Chapter 9 of the Eugene Code (EC), inclusive of the
Laurel Hill Plan (the local Refinement plan), the South Hills Study, and codes
referenced within Chapter 9.
The applicant seeks approval to develop Tax Lot 701, involving 98.31 acres zoned R1/PD/WR and PRO/PD/WR, with appx. 14,000 mature trees in addition to a dense
regrowth of younger trees, along with a variety of smaller vegetation. The majority of
the land exists on north facing slopes between 5 and 50%, with mostly thin soil, and at
elevations between 500ft and 900ft.
The land in and surrounding the property is also designated a Natural Site of Visual
Prominence and Prominent and Plentiful Vegetation (according to the 1978 Scenic Sites
Working Paper) and a “Moderate” to “High” value habitat area, specifically for the
Northern Red-legged Frog (according to the 2005 South Ridgeline Habitat Study).
As part of the development the applicant proposes to build 122 lots across
approximately 67 acres. Approximately 31 acres is designated as commonly owned
protected land, while about 25 acres is designated as conservation land on individual
residential plots, leaving only appx. 43 acres developable. In total, approximately 56
1

acres is designated in some way as protected land (including riparian, wetlands, and
open space) across both commonly-owned and privately-owned land. Thus, in several
lots, the developable land is smaller than the total acreage. In several of these cases,
less than 1/2 of the lot is developable, and the overall Net Density is appx. 2.8 dwellings
per acre of developable land.
To the north of the proposed development, a current and active residential community,
Hendricks Hill, exists, as well as the approved and ongoing development of the East
Ridge Village. West of the proposed development is protected open space with
recreational features, including the Ribbon and Ridgeline Trails, and to the south is 30th
Ave. To the northeast is Moon Mountain Park. This PUD is of significant interest to the
safety of current and future residents north of the lot, pedestrians and cyclists traveling
through the lot, those who eventually reside within the lot, and the city, which represents
the interests of the citizens, wildlife, and the natural environment affected by the
proposed development.
This document specifically addresses numerous concerns with the proposed PUD,
including non-compliance with various requirements of the Eugene Code (EC) designed
to facilitate responsible development while ensuring compatibility between the
development, the surrounding neighborhood and existing developments, and the natural
environment. We believe this proposal fails to achieve compliance with several PUD
approval criteria related to the local refinement plan, preservation of natural resources,
and negative environmental impacts. Below we will articulate each issue, in order
corresponding to EC 9.8300, and we will discuss each in relationship to the criteria,
code, and our reasoning. For the sake of brevity, we will only include the criteria we
believe the proposal does not sufficiently comply with.
Ultimately, we believe the PUD should be rejected, due to several issues of
noncompliance, including:
•
•

•

Laurel Hill Plan’s prohibition on any road or street connecting to 30th Ave.
Exacerbation of flood and landslide risk resulting from:
o stormwater runoff
o significant loss of sloped vegetation
o building upon, adjacent to, and general disturbance of landslide and
drainage features
Absence of recreational areas and pedestrian and bicycle transit systems
between areas of interest within the property

The above issues constitute irreversible and deleterious impacts upon the integrity of
the natural environment (slope stability, habitat disruption), and the safety of residents
and their properties (landslide and flood risk, increased traffic). In particular, two distinct
routes connecting both Franklin Blvd. and the Glenwood interchange with 30th Ave. will
significantly alter the traffic patterns and livability within the neighborhood, likely
exacerbating existing issues (traffic, vehicle speed, petty crime, noise, etc.). Given its
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inclusion in the original Laurel Hill Plan, the East Laurel Hill Development Node Plan
Diagram, the 1982 update to the Laurel Hill Plan, and the Eugene Code, we hold this
policy as inviolable and requiring strict compliance.
Nonetheless, we recognize that it’s possible some issues might be resolved with
modifications or conditions, and we acknowledge the need of the Eugene-Springfield
communities to decrease urban sprawl in favor of compact urban development, as
communicated in the Eugene-Springfield Metro Plan. In the spirit of cooperation, we
are more than willing to discuss options and negotiate with the applicant and the City to
achieve a compliant plan. Our focus here is on accountable development.
9.8300 Purpose of Planned Unit Development. The planned unit development (PUD)
provisions are designed to provide a high degree of flexibility in the design of the site
and the mix of land uses, potential environmental impacts, and are intended to:
9.8300 (1) Create a sustainable environment that includes:
(b) A compatible mix of land uses that encourages alternatives to use of
the automobile.
LHVC Response: As explained in more detail below, the applicants’ plan does not
adequately provide alternatives, nor does it account for a planned shared use path for
bicycles found in the Eugene Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan.
(d) Preservation of existing natural resources and the opportunity to
enhance habitat areas.
LHVC Response: We contend that the intentions of this policy are unmet in the proposed
development. While the applicant clearly has provided for the protection of riparian and
wetland areas, the remaining natural resources are not effectively preserved, particularly
the majority of trees and sloped vegetation, which are open to destruction on individual
lots. The applicant is unable to replant trees on individual lots as their removal will occur
long after the applicant is done with the property; in reality they will not be replacing lost
trees at a ratio of 1:1, as the majority of the 47% of all trees impacted in the plan are on
individual lots. Thus, rather than preserving trees and sloped vegetation, the applicant is
largely deferring the responsibility and increasing the burden on the planning department
and neighborhood association to scrutinize individual lot plans for years to come.
9.8300 (2) Create comprehensive site plans for` geographic areas of sufficient size
to provide developments at least equal in quality to those that are achieved through
the traditional lot by lot development and that are reasonably compatible with the
surrounding area.
LHVC Response: Additionally, the Plan is not entirely compatible with the surrounding
area. It is designated a Natural Site of Visual Prominence and Prominent and Plentiful
Vegetation, yet close to 40% of trees on the property, mostly in the interior region, are
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either impacted or deferred to the building permit level for individual lots. In the South
Ridgeline Study, the entirety of the site was designated as having a weighted habitat
value of “Moderate” to “High” and noted that the area is a “Moderate” to “High” feeding
habitat for the Northern Red-legged Frog (Rana aurora, also referred to as the
California Red-legged Frog), which is recognized as an IUCN “vulnerable species”,
“Threatened” by the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, and as “Sensitive” in Oregon due to
habitat loss and invasive species. While neither zoned “NR” nor adopted as policy
within the Eugene Code, development of this area should still involve mitigating the
substantial loss of habitat in order to be compatible with surrounding areas. However,
the applicant contends there are no wildlife habitat issues requiring restoration and does
not address this particular habitat issue in any way. Thus, we believe this development
plan is insufficiently compatible with the surrounding area.
9.8320 Tentative Planned Unit Development Approval Criteria- General. The
hearings official shall approve, approve with conditions, or deny a tentative PUD
application with findings and conclusions. Decisions approving an application, or
approving with conditions shall be based on compliance with the following
criteria:
9.8320 (1) The PUD is consistent with applicable adopted policies of the Metro
Plan.
LHVC Response: We believe that this application is mostly consistent with the Metro
Plan; however, it fails to achieve compliance in a couple of key aspects and thus should
be Rejected, Modified, or Approved with conditions.
•
•
•
•
•
•

Land Use – Policy F.4 - Require improvements that encourage transit,
bicycles, and pedestrians in new commercial, public, mixed use, and multiunit residential development.
Land Use – Policy F.11 – Develop or promote intermodal linkages for
connectivity and ease of transfer among all transportation nodes.
Land Use – Policy F.22 - Construct and improve the region’s bikeway
system and provide bicycle system support facilities for both new
development and redevelopment/expansion.
Land Use – Policy F.23 – Require bikeways along new and reconstructed
arterial and major collector streets.
Land Use – Policy F.24 – Require bikeways to connect new development
with nearby neighborhood activity centers and major destinations.
Land Use – Policy F26 – Provide for a pedestrian environment that is well
integrated with adjacent land uses and is designed to enhance the safety,
comfort, and convenience of walking.

LHVC Response: With only one minimal exception, the application does not designate
pathway routes, particularly to nearby commonly-owned areas, nearby bikeways and
trails, and parks in the neighborhood. The application does include a very minor
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accessway from Road A to Moon Mountain Park. Primarily it claims that sidewalks
accompanying the roadways satisfy these criteria; however, sidewalks and roadways
are not considered shared use paths, as noted in Map 7 of the Proposed Bicycle
Network – South Hills and on page 48 of the Eugene Pedestrian and Bicycle Master
Plan of 2012. This Master Plan defines shared use paths as “paved paths separate
from the roadway network that are designed for both walking and bicycling” (p.11).
Given its designation as a Natural Site of Visual Prominence and Prominent and
Plentiful Vegetation, such pathways would seem to be an ideal design element to help
facilitate a pedestrian environment, intermodal linkages, and improved bikeways.
In fact, the identified private lots and commonly-owned areas (which are community
owned and as such accessible to residents of the HOA, not the community as a whole)
would prevent the completion of a “shared use trail” (Trail 21) connecting East 30th Ave.
to Moon Mountain Park (according to the 2015 Eugene Pedestrian and Bicycle Master
Plan and the 2015 Eugene Trails Plan). The applicants may be unaware that the
intended shared use trail would cut across private and commonly-owned land as
designated in the application. While sidewalks are outlined in the plan, “shared use
paths” and other pathways and trails are separate from roadways and sidewalks
according to the Eugene Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan.
The application does not identify any intermodal linkages within the residential areas,
but references some that occur adjacent to the lot and the opportunity to connect to
them. There are no bikeways or other pathways, other than sidewalks, identified in the
development plan along Road A (the main collector street in site) that connects the new
development to nearby activity centers and major destinations, such as the commonlyowned areas, existing or planned nearby bike and hiking trails, the Northwest Youth
Corps, or the Laurel Hill park. The sole linkage is a minor one with Moon Mountain
Park. Furthermore, the application doesn’t provide sufficient intermediate access points
to the parks and open spaces of the southern ridgeline, including the location of Trail 21
(as noted above).
9.8320 (2) The PUD is consistent with applicable adopted refinement plan
policies.
LHVC Response: While this application does comply with the Laurel Hill Plan and the
South Hills Study (SHS)in many ways, it does not achieve compliance in a few critical
aspects.
•

South Hills Study (SHS) Development Standards – Specific
Recommendations
1. To encourage clustering of development in areas characterized
by:
a. Shallowest of slopes
b. Lowest of elevations
c. Least amount of vegetation
5

d. Least amount of visual impact
2. To encourage preservation as open space those areas
characterized by:
a. Intermediate and steep slopes
b. High elevations
c. Significant amounts of vegetation
d. Significant visual impact
•

That planned unit development shall be based on upon a recognition of
both public and private interest. In areas of significant conflict (e.g.
locating development in a highly visible area as opposed to a less visible
area or in an area of significant vegetation as opposed to a relatively open
area) which could be resolved through the use of an alternative
development plan, primacy shall be given to the public interest in any
determinations.

•

Laurel Hill Plan (LHP) – Land Use and Future Urban Design
C.6. The Laurel Hill Plan supports the South Hills Study standards.
In general, alteration of land contours shall be minimized to retain
views of natural features and retain as much of the forested
atmosphere as possible. Aside from purely aesthetic considerations,
these hillsides demand care in development because the topsoil is
thin and the water runoff is rapid. Proposed developments shall
respect the above considerations. The Valley hillside policy applies
to all land with an average slope, from toe to crest, of 15 percent or
greater.

LHVC Response: This development plan proposes developing 98.31 acres involving
north facing slopes from 5% to 50%, mostly thin soil, appx. 14,000 mature trees, with an
additional dense regrowth of younger trees.
The applicant argues that it attempts to develop the shallower slopes and at the lower
elevations of the specific property and thus is compatible; however, the SHS
Development Standards do not stipulate that the frame of reference is solely the
individual lot. Rather the frame of reference is the South Hills, as the report title implies,
and it encourages development in areas of the South Hills that have the shallowest of
slopes, lowest elevations, etc. This particular area is not among the South Hills’
shallowest slopes or lowest elevations.
Furthermore, the application indicates that the preservation of close to 40% of the trees
on the property will be up to the developers of the individual lots. However, there is little
oversight of that process, and in effect, it transfers the responsibility of environmental
safety and preservation (soil stability and tress preservation) to the Planning
Department and Neighborhood Association, requiring them to monitor and scrutinize
individual building permit projects as lots are developed.
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The development of the North facing slope drastically and negatively alters the natural
views and forested atmosphere of the area. While tree removal on these lots are left up
to decisions at the building permit level, it is quite reasonable to presume a majority of
the existing trees will be removed, along with much of the young tree regrowth and
ground vegetation, unless the Planning Department and/or Neighborhood Association
scrutinize every individual building plan for each lot in the years to come. In addition to
the loss of forested atmosphere, the loss of ground vegetation and the increase in runoff
will likely exacerbate soil stability risks and flooding risks, which are considerable and
discussed later in this response. The contouring planned around the proposed roads is
also excessive and incongruent with the policies and protections set forth in the South
Hills Study and the Laurel Hill Plan.
Considering that it (a) proposes developing some of the steeper slopes and higher
elevations of the South Hills, (b) it allows for the removal of significant sloped vegetation
including a dense regrowth of young trees, (c) it defers significant responsibility of
preservation, and (d) it does not adequately respect considerations for the forested
atmosphere or thin soil of the area, it is noncompliant with the Laurel Hill Plan, as well
as the SHS Development Standards. An alternative development plan is warranted,
and per the South Hills Study Development Standards, we assert primacy is to be
afforded to the public interest in this case. Thus, the application should be rejected in
favor of an alternative plan.
•

Laurel Hill Plan (LHP) Transportation – Policy 1 – No arterial or limited
access road will be allowed within the boundaries of the Valley which
would connect the Glenwood interchange (a.k.a. Brackenfern Blvd.) on
Interstate 5 to 30th Avenue or Spring Boulevard (see goal #1). Goal 1 is
provided below for convenience.
Goal #1 – To allow no connector street linking major roads at either
end of the Valley to run through the Valley. The objection is based
on the additional noise generated from such roads, aggravating the
documented high noise levels already created at Interstate 5 freeway.
A convenient interchange already links 30th Avenue to the freewal
[sic] near Lane Community College. Two minutes of traveling time
saved would not offset the environmental damage done along the full
length of the Valley.
LHP Transportation – Policy 6 – Traffic patterns generated in the
southern part of the valley will be extremely important to the
remainder of the valley and, therefore, careful attention will be paid
to the movement of that traffic to areas outside of the valley.

•

East Laurel Hill Area (ELH) Transportation – Policy – The Glenwood
collector (a.k.a. Brackenfern Blvd.)… shall serve as the primary access to
future residential development south of the floating node, but terminate
and diffuse into other roads serving the area. No connection to 30th
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Avenue shall be made.
LHVC Response: Given the plans call for the connection of Brackenfern Blvd and
Rockrose Lane to 30th Avenue via “Road A”, the Frontage road, and Spring Blvd., which
results in the creation of two distinct shortcuts through the valley, we contend that this is
not compliant with the ELH Transportation Policy, which states, “No connection to 30th
Avenue shall be made.” It is also incongruent with Goal 1, specifically referenced in
Transportation Policy 1. In addition, the East Laurel Hill Development Node Plan
Diagram illustrates this by noting “No connection to 30th Ave.” where it references the
future (at the time) Glenwood Collector (now known as Brackenfern Blvd.).
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The two routes effectively created by this development are:
•

•

Route 1 – Franklin Blvd. to Riverview St. to Watercress Rd. (East Ridge Village,
Phase 2) to Brackenfern Blvd. to Road A (Laurel Ridge PUD) to Frontage Rd. to
Spring Blvd. to 30th.
o This route is appx. 1.6-1.8 miles and appx. a 6-7 minute ride.
Route 2 – Glenwood Blvd./Dr. to Brackenfern to Road A to Frontage Rd. to
Spring Blvd. to 30th.
o This route is appx. 1.8-2.0 miles and appx. a 6-8-minute ride.

While no single map in either the East Ridge Village or Laurel Ridge PUDs shows all
the roads or connections, the image below illustrates the two distinct routes. Blue lines
represent the relevant planned roadways from the two PUDs, and red lines show the
two shortcut routes.
Franklin Blvd.

Brackenfern Blvd.
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We include Transportation Policy 1 and Goal 1 above because they are applicable and
also provide helpful context related to the ELH Transportation Policy. Goal 1 is
specifically mentioned in LHP Policy 1, thus per EC 9.0050, Goal 1 can be considered
in the interpretation of the policy. In that manner, and in combination with the East
Laurel Hill Update and the East Laurel Hill Development Node Plan Diagram, it provides
additional clarification of the neighborhood’s position that there be no connection to 30th
Ave. through the neighborhood.
Historically, Policy 1 was written when the more obvious development issue was a
major high-speed road connecting disparate parts of the city that were experiencing
considerable development, and thus the language of the policy is influenced by that
context. This is why LHP Policy 1 and 2 refer to an arterial or limited access road. Goal
1 though, directly referenced in Policy 1, reflects the broader intent, which was to
prevent any connections to 30th Avenue so as to avoid additional traffic issue. Later,
when the East Laurel Hill part of the Refinement Plan was adopted and the community
had witnessed significant development, the community thought to be clearer and more
precise regarding the intent of the policies. Thus, the ELH Transportation Policy clearly
states “No connection to 30th Avenue shall be made” and the East Laurel Hill
Development Node Plan Diagram notes “No connection to 30th Ave.” as well.
Taken in their entirety, the ELH Transportation Policy, along with Policy 1, Goal 1, and
the aforementioned Plan Diagram make it unequivocal and clear that the Laurel Hill
Plan prohibits any connection to 30th Avenue, regardless of road size or classification,
street name, speed limit, etc. This plan effectively establishes not one but two distinct
routes through the valley connecting Franklin Blvd. and the Glenwood interchange with
30th Ave. Thus, this application is noncompliant with the Laurel Hill Plan.
Furthermore, the ELH Transportation Policy states that the Glenwood connector (a.k.a.
Brackenfern Blvd.) “shall serve as the primary access to future residential development”
to the south. This application calls for a Frontage road stemming from the Spring Blvd.
and 30th Avenue interchange to be the primary access point for this development. This
makes Brackenfern Blvd. a secondary access, and thus incongruent with the Laurel Hill
Plan. Additionally, Phase 1 of this development is solely serviced by the Spring
Blvd./30th Ave. access point.
Lastly, Transportation Policy 6 requires careful consideration of the traffic patterns in the
southern part of the valley. The provided Traffic Analysis does not consider any traffic
originating from Franklin Blvd. or the Glenwood interchange and the subsequent
through-traffic along the local roads established in the development site. It also ignores
traffic generated by residents within the northern or southern areas of development site
traveling to the opposite end through the valley. Thus, the Traffic Analysis is not
compliant with this Policy as the analysis is incomplete and does not constitute “careful
attention” to the movement of traffic to areas outside of the valley.
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9.8320 (3) The PUD will provide adequate screening from surrounding properties
including, but not limited to, anticipated building locations, bulk, and height.
LHVC Response: The application falls shy of complying with this policy. While there is
conservation land identified on individual private lots that might serve as buffer, there
are fewer trees in these designated lands than in other parts of the site. In the area
between Rockrose Lane and the East Ridge Village Phase 4, there are less than 10
trees identified according to the Tree Preservation Plan Map 9.1.
The fact that once the individual lots are developed the only way to enforce the
protection of this conservation land is if neighbors file a complaint. Instead of providing
for the preservation of trees, it transfers the responsibility primarily to future neighbors
who may be indifferent, unknowledgeable, hesitant, or otherwise uncomfortable or
unable to file a formal complaint. And even if a formal complaint is filed, the
consequences are traditionally minimal if not inconsequential.
This deferment does not constitute provision of adequate screening, as the policy
states, rather it only allows for it. In effect, it transfers this responsibility to others,
including future neighbors and the Neighborhood Association, as well as the Planning
Dept., to monitor and scrutinize projects on individual lots. This is impractical and
inconsistent with the intent of these policies related to the expectations and
accountability of land development applicants. Thus, this application does not fully
comply with this policy.
Compliance with this specific policy may be achieved by a more deliberate plan that
establishes the screen portions as commonly owned land and supplements areas of
sparse growth with additional trees and vegetation.
9.8320 (4) The PUD is designed and sited to minimize impacts to the natural
environment by addressing the following:
LHVC Response: The application does not comply with this criterion.
•
•

9.8320 (4a) Protection of Natural Features.
1. For areas not included on the City’s acknowledged Goal 5 inventory, the
preservation of significant natural features to the greatest degree attainable
or feasible, including:
a. Significant on-site vegetation, including rare plants (those that are
proposed for listing or are listed under State or Federal law), and
native plant communities.
b. All documented habitat for all rare animal species (those that are
proposed for listing or are listed under State or Federal law).

LHVC Response: The application calls for or allows for the removal of a significant
portion of vegetation from the development site. Since the removal of most vegetation
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and trees is left to the individual building permit level, this application does not actually
preserve said vegetation and tress. It merely passes on the responsibility and
subsequently requires future neighbors, the planning department, and the neighborhood
association to monitor and scrutinize the lots and future building permit plans to ensure
overall preservation. This is not reasonable and it strains the definition and intent of the
policy to preserve these natural features.
It also calls for significant development over the feeding habitat of the Northern Redlegged Frog (Rana aurora, also referred to as the California Red-legged Frog), which is
recognized as an IUCN “vulnerable species”, “Threatened” by the U.S. Fish & Wildlife
Service, and as “Sensitive” in Oregon due to habitat loss and invasive species. The
South Ridgeline Study, although not adopted as policy, did document that the area
within this development site is a “Moderate” to “High” feeding habitat of Rana aurora. It
also found the weighted Habitat value for this area was “moderate” to “high”. There is
no element of this application that specifically addresses the need to preserve or
otherwise mitigate impacts to this habitat. For these reasons, this application is not
compliant with this policy and should be rejected.
9.8320 (4a) Protection of Natural Features.
2. For areas included on the City’s acknowledged Goal 5 inventory:
a. The proposed development's general design and character,
including but not limited to anticipated building locations, bulk and
height, location and distribution of recreation space, parking, roads,
access and other uses, will:
(1) Avoid unnecessary disruption or removal of attractive
natural features and vegetation, and
(2) Avoid conversion of natural resource areas designated in
the comprehensive plan to urban uses when alternative
locations on the property are suitable for development as
otherwise permitted. Eugene Code
b. Proposed buildings, road, and other uses are designed and sited
to assure preservation of significant on-site vegetation, topographic
features, and other unique and worthwhile natural features, and to
prevent soil erosion or flood hazard.
LHVC Response: The developers have obviously attempted to care for the riparian
and wetland areas subject to Goal 5. However, we contend that the application is not
entirely compliant with this policy and unnecessarily disrupts and converts part of the
protected area. According to the application, Road A crosses over 2 stretches of
riparian corridors. It appears that this is done to maximize the number of lots available
for sale. However, it is possible to connect Road A (after its first crossing near Lot 13)
to Road D, and terminate Road A where it meets Road C near Lot 40. This option
indicates the second crossing over a riparian corridor unnecessarily disrupts and
converts the riparian corridor and risks the preservation of this significant natural
feature. Thus, it is incongruent with this policy, and requires either rejection or
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modification/condition.
There is some conversation land across Lots 20-23 that appear to preclude Road A
continuing into Road D (as described above) and thus requires the second riparian
corridor crossing to avoid this conservation land. However, it appears this stretch of
conservation land is designated arbitrarily without sufficient justification and poses no
legitimate hinderance to the above objection and suggestion. Furthermore, near Lot
113, Road A crosses over conservation land about 8 times the length. Thus, the
objection and above suggestion appear quite reasonable.
In addition, the development plan protects appx. 53% of the trees, the vast majority of
which circle the outer edges of the property, leaving close to 47% in the center and
interior open to removal, mostly by deferring the decision to keep or remove to the
building permit level. As a designated Natural Site of Visual Prominence and Prominent
and Plentiful Vegetation, the applicants cannot ensure that any of deferred trees will
remain, and thus does not sufficiently avoid unnecessary disruption of a significant
portion of natural resources on the property. This, too, requires rejection or
modification/conditions.
9.8320 (4b) Tree Preservation. The proposed project shall be designed and sited
to preserve significant trees to the greatest degree attainable or feasible, with
trees having the following characteristics given the highest priority for
preservation:
1. Healthy trees that have a reasonable chance of survival considering the
base zone or special area zone designation and other applicable approval
criteria;
2. Trees located within vegetated corridors and stands rather than
individual isolated trees subject to windthrow;
LHVC Response: The application does not sufficiently comply with this policy. The
applicant indicates that “The entire 98.31-acre site has been field-explored” yet it relied
on LiDAR data from 2012/2013 to count and identify the appx. 14,700 trees. This is
relying on outdated data, as 6 years of varied weather, new growth, etc. is unaccounted
for. Also unaccounted for is the “dense regeneration of young trees” in the development
area as noted by the applicants. Ultimately, only 2% of trees were physically assessed
for health, despite the entire area being field explored, and the vast majority of those are
on individual lots and conservation areas, not the areas where the developers will be
removing trees.
The old data shows that there was considerable variance in tree health across areas, as
the Tress Preservation Field Plots indicate. Three of the five plots showed about 2/3
were healthy at the time and 1/3 as unhealthy, while the other two were the exact
opposite, about 2/3 unhealthy and 1/3 healthy.
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Field Plot 1
Field Plot 2
Field Plot 3
Field Plot 4
Field Plot 5
Total

Total
84
49
44
60
61
298

Dead
1
0
2
3
0
6

Poor
24
15
12
36
37
124

Fair
36
17
12
12
11
88

Good
23
17
18
9
13
80

%
Healthy
70%
69%
68%
35%
39%
56%

%
Unhealthy
30%
31%
32%
65%
61%
44%

Thus, it’s not reasonable to assume this extremely small sample is representative of
every area. It’s also clear that the applicant has not designed the project giving the
highest priority for preservation to the healthiest of trees. Indeed, the applicant states in
the Tree Preservation Report that ‘design of the project was not driven by individual tree
size, health, or location, but by the goal of designing the roadway and lots…” Again,
this is despite the entire area being field explored, which would provide ample
opportunity to assess the health of trees in a more accurate and representative manner.
Furthermore, the 53% of trees protected are primarily circling the outside of the
property, with the 47% that are almost entirely on the inside of the property either
impacted or deferred to the building permit level. While the applicant assumes many if
not most of the trees on individual lots will remain, such an assumption is inconsistent
with the applicant’s own statements and common practice. The applicant has said that
many if not most of the trees were of poor health 6 years ago; however, there is no
current data to evaluate their current health. Additionally, while their old data doesn’t
support that claim entirely either, if most of the trees are in poor health, why would the
applicant assume most of them will remain after construction on it? In reality, most of
the trees on individual lots will be removed or damaged during construction, likely
without care or oversight to protect healthy trees, unless the Planning Department and
Neighborhood Association monitor and scrutinize projects on individual lots in the years
to come. The few trees that remain will most likely be somewhat solitary and vulnerable
to windthrow.
9.8320 (4c) Restoration or Replacement.
1. For areas not included on the city’s acknowledged Goal 5 inventory, the
proposal mitigates, to the greatest degree attainable or feasible, the loss of
significant natural features described in criteria (a) and (b) above, through
the restoration or replacement of natural features such as:
a. Planting of replacement trees within common areas; or
b. Re-vegetation of slopes, ridgelines, and stream corridors; or
c. Restoration of fish and wildlife habitat, native plant habitat,
wetland areas, and riparian vegetation.
To the extent applicable, restoration or replacement shall be in compliance
with the planting and replacement standards of EC 6.320.
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LHVC Response: The applicant claims this policy is not applicable; however, given
some areas within this property do not fall within the Goal 5 inventory (e.g. wetland
areas identified by the applicant, areas beyond the setback of the Goal 5 protected
areas, etc.), this policy may still apply and the application is not entirely compliant with
it. (NOTE: It is unclear to the LHVC whether the entire lot is designated Goal 5
inventory, or just the riparian corridors and their setbacks specifically identified in the
Goal 5 inventory.)
The development plan preserves trees on the outer perimeter of the property and
extremely few along the interior and center of the property, the majority of which is
sloped. Additionally, the application ignores both BEI’s recommendation that the sloped
areas be reforested, as well as any kind of preservation or replacement of the “dense
regeneration of young trees” across the property. The number of trees deferred in this
way constitute close to 40% of trees on the property, not including the dense
regeneration of younger trees. While the applicant has indicated the intent to plant
replacement trees on a 1:1 basis, this assurance is misleading. The vast majority of the
interior trees are deferred to the individual lots and building permit level, and there is no
restoration plan related to the dense young tree growth. The developers cannot then
ensure that impacted trees or young trees are replaced at a 1:1 ratio or that the slopes
are revegetated. This means that between 30% and 40% of the identified trees (and
the uncounted dense regrowth) impacted on this property may not be replaced. This
loss of significant tree cover and vegetation within the center and interior of the sloped
property constitutes unnecessary and significant loss of natural resources and is
inadequate in terms of EC 6.320(1f) and may significantly impact the environmental
quality of said interior region related to EC 6.320(1c).
9.8320 (4c) Restoration or Replacement.
2. For areas included on the city’s acknowledged Goal 5 inventory, any loss
of significant natural features described in criteria (a) and (b) above shall
be consistent with the acknowledged level of protection for the features.
LHVC Response: As noted above, the deferment of appx. 40% of the trees and
interior vegetation, particularly the dense regrowth of young trees and those on sloped
land, to the building permit level means that the developer cannot ensure those trees
are replaced or the slopes are revegetated. Even with deed restrictions, enforcement is
only triggered by neighborhood complaint, and thus transfers this responsibility of
monitoring and enforcing it upon future neighbors, who may be indifferent,
unknowledgeable, hesitant, or otherwise uncomfortable or unable to file a formal
complaint. And even if a formal complaint is filed, the consequences are traditionally
minimal if not inconsequential.
Again, this means that between 30% and 40% of the identified trees (in addition to the
uncounted dense regrowth) impacted on this sloped property may not be replaced. This
loss of significant tree cover and vegetation within the center and interior of the sloped
property is contrary to the geotechnical analysis recommendations, constitutes
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unnecessary and significant loss of natural resources, and is inadequate in terms of EC
6.320(1f) and may significantly impact the environmental quality of said interior region
related to EC 6.320(1c).
9.8320 (5) The PUD provides safe and adequate transportation systems through
compliance with the following:
LHVC Response: The application is mostly compliant with this policy, with the
exception of a few key elements.
•

(a) EC 9.6800 through EC 9.6875 Standards for Streets, Alleys, and Other
Public Ways (not subject to modifications set forth in subsection (10)
below).
o 9.6815 Connectivity for Streets.
(1) Purpose and Intent. (g) Street design is responsive to
topography and other natural features and avoids or
minimizes impacts to water-related resources and wildlife
corridors.
(2) Street Connectivity Standards. (e) Except for applications
proposing needed housing, all applicants shall show that the
proposed street alignment shall minimize excavation and
embankment and avoid impacts to natural resources,
including water-related features.
o 9.6845 Special Safety Requirements. Except for applications
proposing needed housing, where necessary to insure safety, reduce
traffic hazards and promote the welfare of the general public,
pedestrians, bicyclists and residents of the subject area, the
planning director or public works director may require that local
streets and alleys be designed to discourage their use by non-local
motor vehicle traffic and encourage their use by local motor vehicle
traffic, pedestrians, bicyclists, and residents of the area.

LHVC Response: As noted above under 9.8320 (4a), Road A unnecessarily disrupts
and converts a portion of one of the natural water features, a riparian corridor, thus
failing to avoid impacts to natural, water-related resources.
Also, given that Road A extends more than a mile, both to the Frontage road and via its
connection to Road D, this road is likely to tempt drivers to drive at higher speeds,
which creates safety issues for pedestrian and bicycle traffic. Adjacent neighborhoods
have had to work with the City to install speed bumps to decrease speeds along
similarly lengthy streets. This development plan does not address that need. Thus, the
application would need some modifications or conditions before approval regarding this
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particular criterion.
•

(b) Pedestrian, bicycle and transit circulation, including related facilities, as
needed among buildings and related uses on the development site, as well
as to adjacent and nearby residential areas, transit stops, neighborhood
activity centers, office parks, and industrial parks, provided the city makes
findings to demonstrate consistency with constitutional requirements.
“Nearby” means uses within 1/4 mile that can reasonably be expected to be
used by pedestrians, and uses within 2 miles that can reasonably be
expected to be used by bicyclists.

LHVC Response: As noted above under 9.8320 (1), the development plan does not
provide sufficient bikeways and pedestrian ways, other than sidewalks, to connect
bicycle and pedestrian traffic to nearby bikeways, trails, neighborhood activity centers,
or parks. For this reason, it is non-compliant with this criterion.
•

(c) The provisions of the Traffic Impact Analysis Review of EC 9.8650
through 9.8680 where applicable.
o 9.8650 Purpose of Traffic Impact Analysis Review. The purpose of
Traffic Impact Analysis Review is to ensure that developments which
will generate a significant amount of traffic, cause an increase in
traffic that will contribute to traffic problems in the area, or result in
levels of service of the roadway system in the vicinity of the development
that do not meet adopted level of service standards provide the facilities
necessary to accommodate the traffic impact of the proposed
development. In addition, any Traffic Impact Analysis Review addressing
streets in the jurisdiction of Lane County is also designed to ensure that
cross sectional elements of streets, such as the wearing coarse or
pavement, base material, soils, or storm water structures (bridges or
culverts) have the adequate capacity to accommodate developments that
utilize vehicles of heavy weight and associated vehicle traffic as part of
their activity.

LHVC Response: The Traffic Impact Analysis does not sufficiently address the
purpose under 9.8650, namely that it assess traffic problems development may create
“in the area” not just “in the vicinity of the development”. The Analysis evaluated traffic
around 30th and Hilyard and 30th and Spring Blvd. As mentioned earlier however, the
development plan creates two de-facto connections between 30th Ave. and Franklin
Blvd. and the Glenwood interchange. The Traffic Analysis included with the
development plan specifically ignores the through-traffic these two connections would
generate. It ignores entirely the Franklin Blvd. connection, never even mentioning it.
"The new street connections that will provide access to Brackenfern Blvd.
and Rockrose Lane will connect to the Spring Blvd interchange, but will
not provide significant through street connectivity between E.30th
Ave/Spring Blvd and the Glenwood Interchange."
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"significant through street connectivity between the Glenwood I-5
Interchange and the Spring Blvd/East 30th Avenue interchange will not be
feasible, since the extension of those streets will not offer a shortened
route or reduced travel time when compared to an alternate higher speed
route."
However, the applicant’s conclusion that a shortened route will not be created appears
to be more of an opinion or speculation than an analysis. In effect, the development
facilitates two distinct north-south shortcuts through the valley.
•

•

Route 1 – Franklin Blvd. to Riverview St. to Watercress Rd. (East Ridge Village,
Phase 2) to Brackenfern Blvd. to Road A (Laurel Ridge PUD) to Frontage Rd. to
Spring Blvd. to 30th.
o This route is appx. 1.5-1.7 miles and appx. 6 minutes ride.
Route 2 – Glenwood Blvd./Dr. to Brackenfern to Road A to Frontage Rd. to
Spring Blvd. to 30th.
o This route is appx. 1.8-2.0 miles and appx. a 6-8-minute ride.

Using Google Maps to compare and estimate the routes during light traffic, their
distances and times are noted below.
Route

Distance

Time

Hilyard and 30th to the I-5 Interchange at Glenwood (via 30th and I-5)

5.5 miles

9 min.

30th and Spring Blvd. to the I-5 Interchange at Glenwood

4.4 miles

8 min.

30th and Spring Blvd. to the I-5 Interchange at Glenwood (via Road A and
Brackenfern Blvd.)

Estimated
1.8 - 2 miles

6-8 min.

Franklin Blvd. at Sylvan and Riverview to 30th and Spring Blvd. (via I-5)

5 miles

8 min.

Estimated
1.6-1.8 miles

6-7 min.

th

Franklin Blvd. at Sylvan and Riverview to 30 and Spring Blvd. via
Watercress Rd, Brackenfern, and Road A)

The travel times are nearly the same, with the routes through Laurel Ridge PUD
possibly a bit quicker. This increases the likelihood that drivers, who perceive cutting
through the neighborhood is faster at peak traffic times, will be more likely to do so
rather than travel all the way around. Furthermore, residents who live at either end of
that route will also be more likely to cut through the neighborhood rather than travel all
the way around. Additionally, the Analysis did not consider any traffic impact at the
Glenwood interchange or Franklin connection at Sylvan and Riverview, which are also
necessary due to the through-traffic. For this reason, the Traffic Analysis is at best
incomplete, and possibly even invalid, without these aspects factored into it.
Thus, the development plan is not entirely compliant with this criterion, and the Traffic
Analysis should be considered inaccurate and insufficient.
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9.8320 (6) The PUD will not be a significant risk to public health and safety,
including but not limited to soil erosion, slope failure, stormwater or flood hazard,
or an impediment to emergency response.
LHVC Response: While the applicants did conduct Geotech and Stormwater analyses,
their conclusions regarding safety may be premature or inaccurate. There exists a
number of potential and concerning risks to the health and safety of future residents as
well as current residents of the Valley, the gravest of which involve the slope stability
and stormwater runoff related to the development area.
According to the Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral Industries (DOGAMI),
between 1964 and 2017, there have been 15 declared flood or landslide related
disasters affecting Lane County, over half of which have occurred in the past 20 years.
One specific landslide occurred along the southern boundary of the development site
prior to 1996. These incidents are still fresh in the minds of many of our residents, and
it is no surprise to the that DOGAMI has identified the development area as one being
quasi-stable and susceptible to landslides (noted in more detail below).
The Stormwater analysis provided by the applicant relied on old data from 2012 and
2013, even though they claim within the report that it was based on the current site
conditions. In actuality, the data is at least 6 years old and conducted during the drier
season (May and June), leading to soil data that is neither current nor quite
representative of the average soil conditions for the area. As noted earlier, the area sits
mostly on north-facing slopes and has thin soil over much of the area, and during the
rainy season, that soil is usually saturated. Residents who live just north of the site
property are very concerned about additional runoff.
As the runoff from the site area generally drains north towards the lower elevation
properties at the southern part of the Valley (drawn in blue below), it interacts with the
drainage from the Fairmont area that travels west. This interaction and its overall
impact to the properties just north of the Laurel Ridge PUD (a) is not considered in the
analysis, and (b) it is deferred to the individual building permit process to take that into
account, which is highly unlikely. The image below illustrates the general drainage flow
(red arrows) and the low basin (blue circle) where it tends to collect.
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Many of our residents living around this area have reported near constant soggy yards
and repeated yard flooding during wet seasons, foundation damage (and subsequent
damage to walls, floors, windows, etc.), soil movement, and even basement flooding in
a few instances. During the rainy seasons, yards in this area can flood with several
inches of water and seep streams can rise a foot or more. Resident images below
illustrate this.

There is also considerable risk of landslides and soil movement. According to the
Oregon Dept. of Geology and Mineral Industries (DOGAMI), the quasi-stable site area is
designated as susceptible to landslides, including shallow landslides (moderate to high
susceptibility) and deep landslides (moderate susceptibility). As noted above, the site
experienced a significant landslide prior to 1996.
As noted earlier, the current stormwater runoff already saturates and partially floods
lower elevations north of the development site, and when this runoff is amplified due to
the construction of impervious surfaces (roads, homes, driveways, etc.) will produce
more runoff along the remaining soils. The thin soil, likely lessened and disturbed by
the process of construction, and the added water content will reduce the friction that
holds the soil in place on the slopes. Greater force (extra runoff) and less resistance
(less friction), provides the ideal context for flooding and landslides.
These concerns may appear in contrast to the applicant’s reports, however, the authors
of those reports actually shared some of these concerns. In the Stormwater report,
Sandstrom noted specifically that the soil infiltration of the area is low due to fine
grained soils, steep slopes, and relatively shallow bedrock in some areas. Thus, the
typical runoff coefficient may underestimate runoff in this area. Branch Engineering’s
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conclusions were not quite as positive as the applicant’s summary suggests. BEI noted
the following cautions to the developer:
•
•
•
•
•

Locating residences in or immediately upslope of landslide channels or on
landslide debris is risky due to likely continued head-ward erosion.
The greatest geologic hazard in this ridge area is likely related to landslide debris
from the steep slopes to the south and west
Areas with greater slopes and the north facing slopes needed more site-specific
evaluations
Additional site analyses, including slope stability analyses in the eastern and
northern parts of the site, are required to mitigate potential impacts to soil erosion
and slope stabilization
Reforestation of sloped areas is advisable

When examining the site plans with these studies, several concerns are evident:
•
•

•

•

According to the Natural Resources Conservation Service’s Web Soil Survey, the
areas with the greatest slopes in the development site (those that need additional
analyses) involve appx. 30 lots, about 25% of the total number of lots.
Despite the BEI cautions, their report and maps show the following:
o 25% of the lots in the development area (2, 3, 8-10, 31, 36, 39, 41, 42, 5159, 65, 73, 74, 76, 78-81,117-122) appear to be on or adjacent to
landslide and drainage channels, and thus, at greater risk of landslides
o Lots 1-6 and 8-10 are located within an historic landslide area (where
landslides have occurred within last 150 years)
o BEI noted that lower elevations to the north of the channel west of the
ridgeline slope (near the west site margin) are likely to be filled with loose
debris and were never explored using a test pit.
▪ This includes a part of Road A and Lots 13-16
Several properties are planned on lots that, according to the Geotech report have
shallow or perched water tables and seep springs
o Appx. 15 properties and part of Road A may be at risk of being built on
these less stable/high water table areas
▪ TP1 (Lots 1-5)
▪ TP5
▪ TP6 (Lots 45-48)
▪ TP7 (Lots 43, 44, 49, 50)
▪ Seep Springs (Lots 46,47, Road A near Lot 13)
Stormwater runoff analysis noted that runoff generally runs South to North, but
the report doesn’t fully take into account the drainage from appx. 49 downslope
properties into the existing properties and homes to the north, which are among
the lowest elevations in the valley and have the most saturated soil.
o The applicant proposes to defer safety designs for stormwater runoff to
the building permit process, virtually ensuring the larger ecosystem will not

21

•
•

be considered, thus plans may actually exacerbate current flooding issues
and landslide risks.
There is nothing in the application that addresses reforestation as BEI advised.
Instead, developers defer that responsibility.
Soil test data was old and biased towards more favorable readings for
development.

Given the significance and potentially life-threatening consequence of these concerns,
particularly to the areas north of the site and the future residents living on or near
landslide channels, this proposal should be rejected or postponed so that a more
comprehensive, up-to-date, and inclusive study of the runoff and slope stability can be
conducted by both the applicant and the neighborhood association.
9.8320 (8) Residents of the PUD will have sufficient usable recreation area and
open space that is convenient and safely accessible.
LHVC Response: While the applicant argues, after being challenged by the Planning
Department, that there are ample parks and recreational space elsewhere that is
accessible via the roadways and sidewalks, such is not convenient in every case and
(as noted previously) excludes a variety of intermodal points of access. Also, as noted
earlier, the current design effectively blocks development of Trail 21. Thus, this
application is noncompliant with this policy.
For example, according to EC 9.2620, Neighborhood parks primarily serve residents
living within ½ mile of it. Residents living near the southwest corner of the development
site, their nearest accessible neighborhood park (Moon Mountain Park) is about a 2-3
mile walk along the roadways, and Laurel Hill Park is even further. For those living in
the northwest area of the property, the Ribbon Trail is similarly about 2 miles away and
only accessible via the roadway and sidewalk. The further residents have to travel,
particularly by foot or bike, the less safe and accessible it becomes, particularly along
lengthy roads with no speed-reduction measures besides posted speed limits.
Prohibiting residents from accessing and using some of the open space and
conservation land represents considerable missed opportunities to achieve compliance
in this context.
Reasonable options to better approach compliance could include a bikeway, trail, or
shared use path connecting to the Ribbon and Ridgeline trails, instead of relying on the
sidewalk and roadway. There are also several potential areas of open space and
conservation land that could be amenable to limited public uses and could be
designated as such (e.g. nature interpretive center, wetland or neighborhood garden or
arboretum, viewing platforms, trails, neighborhood orchard, etc.), and still be commonly
owned and relatively protected. There are numerous possibilities listed under EC
9.2630, yet the developers seem to willfully ignore this criterion, and thus the application
should be rejected.
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9.8320 (10) The PUD complies with all of the following:
(d) EC 9.6710 Geological and Geotechnical Analysis
9.6710 (1) Purpose of Geological and Geotechnical Analysis. The
purpose of geological and geotechnical analyses is to ensure that
public and private facilities in developments in areas of known or
potential unstable soil conditions are located, designed, and
constructed in a manner that provides for public health, safety, and
welfare.
LHVC Response: As noted earlier, the data that serves as the foundation of the
Geotech analysis was outdated and biased towards data more supportive of
development. Additionally, and contrary to the Geotech recommendations and
comments, 41% of the lots (as identified on the development plan) are either on/near
landslide or drainage features, high or perched water tables, or on historic landslide
area. Given this area is listed by DOGAMI as susceptible to landslides and flooding,
and the significant and potentially life-threatening consequences involved in such, this
proposal should be rejected or postponed so that a more comprehensive, up-to-date,
and inclusive study of the runoff and slope stability can be conducted by both the
applicant and the neighborhood association.
(j) EC 9.6791 through 9.6797 regarding stormwater flood control, quality,
flow control for headwaters area, oil control, source control, easements,
and operation and maintenance.
9.6791 Stormwater Flood Control. (1) Purpose. The purpose of EC
9.6791 is to protect life and property from flood and drainage hazards
by maintaining the capacity of the city’s stormwater conveyance
system through the establishment of flood control regulations for
stormwater runoff. These standards are also intended to ensure that
urban stormwater discharged into Junction City Water Control
District’s flood control system meets the assigned downstream
capacity of the District’s system.
LHVC Response: As noted earlier, the site plan ignores the runoff of 49 downslope
properties that shed runoff to the vulnerable and lower elevated homes and properties
to the north. Instead it defers this responsibility to the building permit level, requiring the
Planning Department and Neighborhood Association to monitor and scrutinize individual
building projects in the years to come. Thus, this application is noncompliant.
9.8320 (11) The proposed development shall have minimal off-site impacts,
including such impacts as traffic, noise, stormwater runoff and environmental
quality.
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LHVC Response: As noted under 9.8320 (6), this development plan allows for several
off-site impacts, some of which may be life-threatening:
•

•
•

It establishes two prohibited connections through the valley connecting Franklin
Blvd. and the Glenwood interchange with 30th Ave., which will increase noise and
traffic through the community.
o The corresponding analysis ignored this through-traffic claiming it did not
create a shorter/faster route, which isn’t supported by the objective
evidence provided.
The stormwater plan ignores the runoff from 49 properties that traffic runoff to the
homes and properties at lower elevations to the north. This will exacerbate the
soil saturation and flooding issues in that area.
As noted earlier, the current stormwater runoff already saturates and partially
floods lower elevations north of the development site, and when this runoff is
amplified due to the construction of impervious surfaces (roads, homes,
driveways, etc.) will produce more runoff along the remaining soils. The thin soil,
likely lessened and disturbed by the process of construction, and the added
water content will reduce the friction that holds the soil in place on the slopes.
Greater force (extra runoff) and less resistance (less friction), provides the ideal
context for flooding and landslides.

The significance and potentially life-threatening consequence of these concerns,
constitute significantly more than minimal off-site impacts; thus, the application is
noncompliant.
9.8320 (12) The proposed development shall be reasonably compatible and
harmonious with adjacent and nearby land uses.
LHVC Response: Given the potential impacts noted under 9.8300 (1), (2), and 9.8320
(1), (2), (4), (5), (6), (10), and (11), this proposal, is noncompliant with this policy and
should be rejected.
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This response was prepared by the Laurel Hill Valley Citizens’ Laurel Ridge PUD
Response Sub-committee made up of the following

Name
Stan Dura (Chair)
Tim Bradshaw
Tom Bruno (Advisor)
Al Coddington
Edel Davenport
Jerry Kalina
Paul Orum
Jessica Swain-Bradway
Jan Wostmann (Advisor)

Address
2269 Augusta Street
2663 Moon Mountain Dr
2716 Brackenfern Blvd.
2720 Riverview St.
2395 Riverview St.
2506 Moon Mtn. Dr.
2389 Floral Hill Drive
2912 Riverview St.
2645 Riverview St.
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Attachment D

June 6, 2019
CITY FILE:
APPLICANT/OWNER:
LOCATION:
MAP & TAX LOTS:
PROPOSAL:

PDT-18-3
Eviron-Metal Properties LLC
East of Hendricks Hill Drive
18-03-10-00-00701
REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF 124 SINGLE FAMILY LOT SUBDIVISION WITH 7
TRACTS.

COMMENTS FROM LANE COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING (TP)

The proposed Laurel Ridge PUD (Map and Tax Lot Number 18-03-10-00701) is a 124-unit Planned Unit
Development (PUD) having frontage along 30th Avenue right of way. The subject property is not directly
accessible to 30th Avenue due to the elevation difference and steep embankment slope. The applicant
proposes to develop the property taking primary access from Spring Blvd via a new frontage road along
the north side of 30th Avenue right of way. An emergency access is also proposed from 30th Avenue that
connects at MP 1.7. Spring Blvd, at the proposed access location, is a County Road functionally classified
as an Urban Local Road and 30th Avenue is a limited access Lane County Road functionally classified an
Urban Minor Arterial Road in the Lane County Transportation System Plan.
Spring Blvd at this location serves as a ramp intersection connection for traffic entering and exiting from
the County operated urban arterial road. 30th Avenue is a high speed, multi-lane facility with a 5 footwide shoulder on both sides. Existing right of way varies along 30th Avenue; based on the map study, the
north side right of way width ranges from 238 to 107 feet near Spring Blvd. The right of way is currently
used as a haul road/ service road by local utility companies.
Reviewing the submitted plans, TP notes the following major impacts to the County right of way.
(1) Approximately 850 feet of new urban street is proposed within the north side 30th Avenue right
of way beginning from the Spring Blvd intersection. The plans show it as a future City Street.
(2) A new intersection is proposed at the Spring Blvd ramp junction, part of which falls in the
County right of way and part of which falls within City-owned public land.
(3) An emergency access road, estimated to be 1,400 feet long, connects to 30th Avenue at MP 1.7.
The plan shows it as a Frontage Road that is 28 feet wide, curved and paved with 5 foot wide
sidewalks within a 50 foot right of way.
The subject property is entirely located inside the city limits while the proposed primary access roads
are entirely within the County public right of way. The County records show the right of way having
recurring landslide issues.
Known Issues at 30th Avenue and Spring Blvd Ramp
Lane County records show the County repaired recurring landslides around the Spring Blvd off-ramp.
The first slide repair project was completed in 1985, which addressed slide damage at the north side
embankment of the roadway system. The 1985 repair project installed the following geotechnical
treatments within the County right of way.
a. Constructed about a 600-foot long temporary haul road on the north side 30th Avenue right of
way beginning at Spring Blvd.
b. Installed a 100 foot long 8” subgrade drain.
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c. Installed about 250 feet long 18” CCP cross drainage across Spring Blvd Off-ramp that connect to
a 250-foot long drainage riprap ditch.
d. Constructed 80 feet long stone embankment and rock buttress about 110-120 feet north from
the Spring Blvd Off-ramp centerline.
County records also indicate the same area experienced another landslide affecting part of the first
repair works and extending further east. The roadway damage was repaired and enforced with 70 feet
high stone buttresses and drainage systems in 1996 1. As part of this the repair project, a haul road was
also built.
In 2013, Lane County TP provided comments in response to a 204-unit PUD proposal on the subject
property. Similar to this proposal, the applicant proposed utilizing the existing haul road as the main
access as well as connecting to 30th Avenue for an emergency access. The TP comments at that time
include the descriptions of existing drainage facilities within the proposed access road and in the vicinity,
as follows.
The western most stone buttress constructed in 1996 has its toe approximately 110 to 120 feet north of
the northeast Spring Boulevard Ramp centerline and is approximately 20 feet below the existing ground
surface. The outfall for the buttress drain is roughly perpendicular to the buttress and is located
approximately 580 feet from the end of Spring Boulevard (as measured along the haul road centerline
from the end of pavement).
2. The old stone buttress constructed prior to 1996. This structure abuts the eastern side of the 1996
buttress noted above. Information on the actual location of the toe of this buttress is limited and will
need to be identified as part of the development plan.
3. The eastern most stone buttress constructed in 1996 has its toe approximately 130 feet north of the
30th Avenue centerline. The toe of the buttress is higher than the current haul road grade by
approximately 10 feet. The outfall for the toe drain is located approximately 170 feet north of the 30th
Avenue centerline and is 3 to 5 feet above the haul road ditch flow line approximately 1150 feet from the
end of Spring Boulevard (as measured along the haul road centerline from the end of pavement).
4. The storm system outfall for the 30th Avenue and NE Ramp gore area is located approximately 50 to 70
feet east of Spring Boulevard and 70 to 80 feet north of the NE Ramp.
5. The haul road cross culvert is located approximately 250 feet from the end of Spring Boulevard (as
measured along the haul road centerline from the end of pavement).
6. A surface drainage inlet and cross culvert is located approximately 640 feet from the end of Spring
Boulevard (as measured along the haul road centerline from the end of pavement).
7. Another surface drainage inlet cross culvert and ½ round culvert drain from 30th Ave is located
approximately 1260 feet from the end of Spring Boulevard (as measured along the haul road centerline
from the end of pavement).
8. A third surface drainage cross culvert is located approximately 1650 feet from the end of Spring
Boulevard (as measured along the haul road centerline from the end of pavement).
The following Lane Code requirements typically apply to development proposals affecting a County right
of way.

1

As described in a memo submitted to the City of Eugene on 9/20/2012
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LANE CODE 15.070: BUILDING SETBACK REQUIREMENTS FOR LOCAL ACCESS ROADS, PUBLIC ROADS,
COUNTY ROADS, AND STATE ROADS OR HIGHWAYS.
(1) A lot or parcel of land adjoining a road designated as a Local Access road, Public Road, County
Road, or State Road or Highway shall have a building setback line which conforms to the
following requirements:
c. Setbacks shall be measured at right angles to the centerline of a straight road or as
radials on a curved road to the nearest point of the front wall of the building. Setbacks
shall be taken from the minimum right-of-way width specified as follows:
i. For County Roads as defined in LC 15.010(35), the minimum right-of-way width
for development setback purposes shall be based upon the functional class of
the road as follows:
(bb) Urban Minor Arterial – 80 feet
d. When a road has an existing right-of-way width greater than the minimum right-of-way
specified in LC 15.070(1)(c), the building setback line shall be measured from said
existing right-of-way line rather than the minimum right-of-way line.
LANE CODE 15.105 Dedication and Improvement Requirements
(1) When a land division or other development is proposed, the County may require dedications of
right of way or easements and improvements necessary to meet the applicable road design
standards of LC 15.700 through 15.708 and other requirements of this Chapter.
(2) When a traffic impact analysis is required pursuant to LC 15.197, the County may require Public
Right or County Road dedications and improvements consistent with the County-approved
traffic impact analysis.
LANE CODE 15.137: Access Management Requirements
(1) Access decisions will be made in a manner consistent with the functional classification of the
roadway.
(3) Where a right of access to a collector or arterial road exist, the maximum number of approaches
to the road from land within one contiguous ownership shall be one irrespective of whether the
land may be divided into two or more lots or parcels or whether property frontage and spacing
standards of LC15.138 would allow additional access points. More than one approach may be
considered if, in the judgement of the County Engineer or designee additional approaches are
necessary to accommodate and service traffic to and from a property, and additional
approaches will not interfere with driver expectancy and the safety through traffic on the road.
(5) Driveway and road approaches on County Roads shall be located where they do not create
undue interference or hazard to the free movement of highway and pedestrian traffic.
Locations on sharp curves, steep grades, areas of restricted sight distance or at points that
interfere with the placement and proper functioning of signs, lighting, guardrail, or other traffic
control devices shall not be permitted.
(6) Driveway and road approach spacing on County Roads shall comply with the spacing standards
in LC 15.138, subject to the following:
a. Within urban growth boundaries, block length and connectivity policies and standards
specified in city transportation system plans and city development codes shall apply.
LANE CODE 15.139 Standards for Culverts and Private Approaches on County Roads
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The following standards apply to private access easement road approaches and driveway approaches
within County Road right of way.
(1) The minimum and maximum approach and culvert sizing requirements are as follows:
a. The minimum approach width at the intersection of the approach with the County Road
Right of way as defines in LC 15.010(34)(a) shall be 16 feet for Rural Arterials and
Collectors and
c. The maximum approach shall be 30 feet for residential use and 35 feet for other uses.
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 from
roadways themselves.
LANE CODE 15.205: Facility Permits
Lane County’s approval of a Facility Permit is required for the placement of facilities and development
within Lane County right-of-way. Facilities and development include, but are not limited to: road
improvements; sidewalks; new or reconstructed driveway or road approach intersections; utility
placements; excavation; clearing; grading; culvert placement or replacement; stormwater facilities; or
any other facility, thing, or appurtenance (LC 15.205[1]).
15.697 Traffic Impact Analysis Requirements
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:
(a) any development proposal that if approved, will result in an increase of peak hour traffic flow of 50
or more automobile trips outside an urban growth boundary, or 100 or more automobile trips inside an
urban growth boundary. The increase in number of trips shall be calculated based upon the
methodology in the Institute of Traffic Engineers’ Trip Generation manual for the year of publication
specified in LM Chapter 15.450 and associated handbook and user's guide; or
(b) development proposals that will affect county roads where congestion or safety problems have been
identified by previous traffic engineering analysis; or
(e) the location of an existing or proposed access driveway does not meet minimum spacing or sight
distance requirements, where vehicles are expected to queue or hesitate at an approach or access
connection, thereby creating a safety hazard; or
(f) potential impacts to pedestrian and bicycle routes, including, but not limited to school routes and
multimodal roadway improvements identified in the TSP; or
(g) project development would increase intersection or driveway volumes by 25 peak hour vehicles trips
or greater on roadways classified as minor collector, major collector, minor arterial or principal arterial;
A Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) prepared by Branch Engineering is attached with the proposal. Staff notes
that the Traffic Impact Analysis is not reviewed and approved by the County prior to this application. For
the County facility review purpose, the attached TIA is incomplete. An analysis of the County operated
intersection at 30th Avenue and Eldon Schaffer Dr and bike and pedestrian traffic generation on 30th
Avenue must be included in the TIA scope.
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In addition to potential vehicular traffic impacts, TP finds that roadway safety and connectivity are major
concerns for connecting to 30th Avenue. TP staff visited the site on May 28, 2019. The proposed
connection at 30th Avenue MP 1.7 raised some safety concerns, which will need to be addressed in a
detailed study.
The following comments are concerning construction of a new facility within existing County right of
way, particularly for providing access to a private development.
Main Access Frontage Road Proposal
TP notes that the proposed Frontage Road is not the only viable access for the proposed development
but recognizes that it would provide the development a convenient access. Due to the site’s topological
constraints, direct access to 30th Avenue is not practical. Access to Spring Blvd is closer than access to
30th Avenue. However, both access proposals are feasible only with the construction of Frontage Roads
within the County Road right of way. Typically, the developer is required to dedicate right of way for
providing Frontage Road. In this proposal, the developer is proposing to utilize part of an existing right of
way for providing the Frontage Road and an Emergency Access (commented below). Lane Code
15.010(35)(e)(iv) defines a Frontage Road as “a road that is parallel and adjacent to an arterial or other
limited access road or railroad right of way and which provides access to abutting properties”. Lane
Code Chapter 15 does not have a code provision for reviewing a collocation proposal of this nature,
essentially establishing a new Frontage Road (Public Road) within an existing platted right of way. Unlike
a driveway access or road intersection proposal, establishing a Public Road invokes the provisions of
Lane Manual 15 Public Road Dedications and Acceptance procedure and review of Public Road and Right
of Way Policies.
TP is aware of the 1996 agreement between the former owner of the property (McDougal Brothers
Investments) and the County in which Lane County agreed to issue a facility permit for the construction
of a public street within existing right of way of 30th Avenue. The agreement further clarifies that the
newly constructed street will be maintained by the party until the street becomes a County Road or City
Street. However, the agreement does not stipulate how the right of way will be transferred. If the right
of way were intended to be maintained within the County jurisdiction (County Road or Public Road), it
would require initiation of a public process for accepting a Public Road consistent with applicable Lane
County right of way related policies. If the new frontage road is intended to be a City Street as depicted
on the plan, the City should annex and request for surrender of the impacted right of way.
It should be noted that allowing a frontage road within the landslide-affected 30th Avenue right of way
section might pose unintended consequences. As described before, the road embankment at the NE offramp was repaired twice in the last 33 years. Although the repairs have apparently rendered stable
slope embankment, Lane County cannot assert the embankment would remain stable in the future.
Should a future repair be needed in the event of a slope failure, the repair limits are likely to extend
beyond the present slope embankment footprint, impacting the proposed access road.
In order to review the Frontage Road proposal, Lane County will need the following additional
information.
1. Horizontal alignment of the proposed roadway.
2. The desired minimum right of way limits needed for the proposed alignment.
3. Clarity on jurisdiction and maintenance responsibilities.
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4. Vertical alignment of the propose roadway in particular as it relates to the present
ground surface.
5. Limits of slope modifications such as cuts and fills.
6. General location of all surface and subsurface drainage systems, including how existing
drainages from 30th Avenue are to be incorporated into the development.
7. Geotechnical analysis showing that the stability of the 30th Avenue embankment will
not be negatively impacted.
Emergency Access Road
TP recognizes that an alternative access is desirable for the proposed site development given that the
proposed main access road is in a geologically unstable area. TP also notes that alternative accesses are
available through existing or future City planned streets and that an additional emergency access is not
warranted. In addition to the right of way management complexities described earlier, TP is concerned
that the emergency access will attract bike and pedestrian users to 30th Avenue, which is a limited
access Road without sidewalk and bike facilities. The proposed connection at MP 1.7 has the following
concerns.
(1) The proposed intersection location has limited visibility due to existing horizontal and vertical
road alignment conditions. The location is not safe for bike and pedestrian activities.
(2) The connection site is currently used as a maintenance yard by EWEB, NW Natural, and Lane
County maintenance crews and it must remain fully accessible and useable.
In summary, the application is incomplete for providing comprehensive review impacts to 30th Avenue
right of way. The applicant is essentially proposing two Public Roads within the County jurisdiction. The
applicant should initiate a Public Road Acceptance process with the County if the proposed roads are
intended to remain with County jurisdiction. In addition, the applicant will need to submit
documentation addressing road constructability, safety, and geotechnical concerns, and its ownership.
TP recommends the City annex and request surrender of the impacted portion of 30th Avenue and
Spring Blvd right of way for expedited review and approval of this proposal.
Conditions of Approval
TP requests the following conditions of approval.
1. The applicant initiate and obtain approval for establishing new Public Road or Local Access Road
status for the proposed access roads within County right of way through a separate approval
process.
2. Demonstrate that the 30th Avenue road embankments are stable through a geological study.
3. Demonstrate the proposed Frontage Road incorporates the drainage needs of the existing slide
support system.
4. Redesign emergency access road for vehicular access during emergency use only without
sidewalk or bike access.
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Submitted 9/20/2012

MEMORANDUM
Protection of the 30th Avenue roadway embankment from potential destabilization by construction of
a new frontage road at the toe of the embankment.
Construction of a new frontage road is being proposed to provide access for a Planned Unit
Development on the old McDougal property on the north side of 30th Avenue near Spring Boulevard. In
order for the construction to proceed, it has been proposed that Lane County return a portion of the
right of way procured in 1996 for repair of an embankment failure to the developer or to the City.
Lane County is concerned that the frontage road construction could cause instability in the 30th Avenue
roadway embankment if steps are not taken to protect past repairs. Any new road embankments or
slope modification work will also have to address the effect this work will have on the overall stability of
the area involving both the new frontage road and the 30th Avenue embankment system.
Since the 1996 repairs were constructed, there have been no signs of instability noted in the 30th
Avenue embankment. Some minor settlement has occurred on the NE Ramp to Spring Boulevard near
the western end of the repair. The settlement occurred in the first two years after construction and was
expected considering the process by which material was delivered and placed in the repair.
Provisions for sale or exchange of existing right of way should have the following conditions:
1. Lane County to retain the right to reject any or all of the proposed frontage road construction
that they believe will jeopardize the integrity of the 30th Avenue embankments or past repairs.
2. The portions of the right of way currently occupied by the three known stone buttress repairs
will remain with the County.
3. The County shall retain construction and maintenance easements for the stone buttress
subsurface drainage systems: however, development shall mitigate any and all drainage
features related to the 30th Avenue embankment.
In order for Lane County to establish the new right of way limits and approve said roadway, it will be
necessary for the developer to provide more detailed information on the geometry and limits of the
proposed frontage road. As a minimum these details should include the following:
1. Horizontal alignment of the proposed roadway, location of sidewalks and all associated
structures.
2. The desired minimum right of way limits needed for the proposed alignment.
3. Vertical alignment of the propose roadway in particular as it relates to the present ground
surface.
4. Limits of slope modifications such as cuts and fills.
5. General location of all existing and proposed surface and subsurface drainage systems, including
how existing drainages from 30th Avenue are to be incorporated into the development.
6. Geotechnical analysis showing that the stability of the 30th Avenue embankment will not be
negatively impacted.

In general the stone buttress and drainage features of concern to Lane County are located as follows:
1. The western most stone buttress constructed in 1996 has its toe approximately 110 to 120 feet
north of the northeast Spring Boulevard Ramp centerline and is approximately 20 feet below the
existing ground surface. The outfall for the buttress drain is roughly perpendicular to the
buttress and is located approximately 580 feet from the end of Spring Boulevard (as measured
along the haul road centerline from the end of pavement).
2. The old stone buttress constructed prior to 1996. This structure abuts the eastern side of the
1996 buttress noted above. Information on the actual location of the toe of this buttress is
limited and will need to be identified as part of the development plan.
3. The eastern most stone buttress constructed in 1996 has its toe approximately 130 feet north of
the 30th Avenue centerline. The toe of the buttress is higher than the current haul road grade by
approximately 10 feet. The outfall for the toe drain is located approximately 170 feet north of
the 30th Avenue centerline and is 3 to 5 feet above the haul road ditch flow line approximately
1150 feet from the end of Spring Boulevard (as measured along the haul road centerline from
the end of pavement).
4. The storm system outfall for the 30th Avenue and NE Ramp gore area is located approximately
50 to 70 feet east of Spring Boulevard and 70 to 80 feet north of the NE Ramp.
5. The haul road cross culvert is located approximately 250 feet from the end of Spring Boulevard
(as measured along the haul road centerline from the end of pavement).
6. A surface drainage inlet and cross culvert is located approximately 640 feet from the end of
Spring Boulevard (as measured along the haul road centerline from the end of pavement).
7. Another surface drainage inlet cross culvert and ½ round culvert drain from 30th Ave is located
approximately 1260 feet from the end of Spring Boulevard (as measured along the haul road
centerline from the end of pavement).
8. A third surface drainage cross culvert is located approximately 1650 feet from the end of Spring
Boulevard (as measured along the haul road centerline from the end of pavement).
Detailed information as to the location of the stone buttresses and current drainage systems are
available on request. The above descriptions are intended to outline the basic features of the
embankment system and additional study and field investigation are needed by the applicant.

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT | TRANSPORTATION PLANNING
3040 N DELTA HIGHWAY | EUGENE, OR 97408
P: 541.682.6996 | F: 541.682.8554

October 7, 2019
CITY FILE:
APPLICANT/OWNER:
LOCATION:
MAP & TAX LOTS:
PROPOSAL:

PDT-18-3
Eviron-Metal Properties LLC
East of Hendricks Hill Drive
18-03-10-00-00701
REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF 124 SINGLE FAMILY LOT SUBDIVISION WITH 7
TRACTS.

COMMENTS FROM LANE COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING (TP)

Lane County Transportation Planning has provided detailed comments concerning proposed access via
Spring Boulevard and 30th Avenue. This supplementary comment is provided to stress that any Planned
Unit Development (PUD) approval decisions must be based on considerations for access viability. At this
time Lane County cannot approve the proposed accesses from Spring Boulevard (frontage road) and
from 30th Avenue (emergency access road). The following are the unresolved issues that the impacted
parties need to work on prior to making a decision on the development proposal.
•

Geological Concerns
Earlier Transportation Planning comments detailed the past land slide repair works and the
importance of keeping the area undisturbed and well drained. The County is concerned that
proposed street construction would impact the operation of 30th Avenue and the off ramp to
Spring Boulevard.

•

1996 Agreement
Transportation Planning is aware of the 1996 agreement between the former owner of the
property (McDougal Brothers Investments) and the County regarding taking access to Spring
Boulevard via the existing 30th Avenue right-of-way. The Agreement owner of the property has
changed. Environ-Metal Properties LLC now owns the property. The 1996 agreement may not
be valid with the change in property ownership. Lane County Legal Counsel is reviewing the
transferability of the agreement.

•

Lane County Review Process
Should the Lane County Legal Counsel determine the 1996 agreement is transferrable to the
new owner, the impacted right-of-way would need to be transferred to the developer or the
City for maintenance. Transportation Planning anticipates the right-of-way transfer process will
be elevate to the Board of County Commissioners, as Lane Code, Chapter 15 does not have a
code provision for transferring the public right-of-way to a private development. The planning
action should not consider the proposed access (es) being available to serve the proposed
development until a formal decision on the right-of-way transfer issue is made by the County.

•

Jurisdictional Transfer to the City
Should the land use decision be made prior to resolving the aforementioned issues, Lane County
Transportation Planning recommends the City of Eugene annex and request surrender from
Lane County of the impacted portion of 30th Avenue and Spring Boulevard right-of-way to
expedite the process so that the applicant does not have a need to go through the Lane County
review process.
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Eugene Water & Electric Board
4200 Roosevelt Blvd.
P.O. Box 10148
Eugene, OR 97440-2148

October 2, 2019
City of Eugene Planning Division
Attn: Nick Gioello
99 W 10th Ave.
Eugene, OR 97401
Re: PDT-18-3 East of Hendricks Hill Dr.
Dear Nick,
EWEB staff has reviewed the Land Use Referral: PDT-18-3 East of Hendricks Hill Dr. Map: 18-03-10-00, TL 00701, and have no objections to the proposed land-use action assuming the
following comments and conditions are required to be addressed by the applicant prior to
obtaining electric, water, and/or Fiber services from EWEB.
General Comments:
Utility services for development are provided in accordance with EWEB policies and procedures
which are available at our main office or online at http://www.eweb.org/policies.
Electric Comments:
EWEB electric has a transmission line that runs through this property and also on the east side
of the property.. There is a distribution underground feeder line that runs on the east side of the
property. An electric service extension is required to serve the new lots. Extension of electric
facilities will be designed to meet the City of Eugene Utility Permitting ordinances, land use
ordinances, EWEB standards, and other applicable codes. The cost of facility extensions will be
borne by the requesting customer and executed under EWEB policies and procedures at the
time request for electric service is made.
Electric facilities extending across tax lots to serve adjacent properties require easement. The
PUE will need to include “bump-outs” at the proposed transformer locations as well as at all
EWEB street crossings. The applicant shall initiate an extension design with EWEB to confirm
the specific locations and sizes of PUEs and or EWEB Utility Easements within the private
street. The applicant can contact EWEB Electric Distribution Engineering at 541-685-7521 or
email at DistributionEngineering@eweb.org to start this process. Easements required to serve
these properties must be noted on the plat prior to EWEB’s approval of the Final subdivision.
Information about the steps needed to extend service is available on EWEB’s website at
http://www.eweb.org/contractors-and-developers/building-and-renovations/facility-extension
Electric comments or questions can be directed to:
Brad Rudler
Distribution Engineering Technician III
Eugene Water & Electric Board
Office/fax 541-685-7334; brad.rudler@eweb.org
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Water Comments:
The current water infrastructure cannot serve much of the proposed subdivision. Additionally
other development must occur to provide necessary water infrastructure from the north.
EWEB water engineering personnel have been working with the developer's consulting
engineer to develop a plan to serve the proposed subdivision with an adequate distribution
system.
Water comments or questions can be directed to:
Bill Johnson
Water Engineering Technician IV
Eugene Water & Electric Board
Office/Fax 541-685-7377; bill.johnson@eweb.org

Right-of-Way Comments:
The proposed site plan depicts a private wastewater line easement within the 50’ wide EWEB
easement over the northwestern portion of property (recorded December 6, 1955, instrument
number 71D/72229, EWEB Doc 1690-002). EWEB does not typically allow private utilities
within its easements. EWEB may be able to accommodate perpendicular crossings, but EWEB
does not support the proposed approximately 400-foot linear encroachment within the 50-foot
wide easement.
If Public Utility Easements (PUEs) are designated on the plat, the plat should include the
customary Note for PUEs: “No building, structure, trees, shrubbery or other obstruction shall be
placed or located on or in a public utility easement.”
Because EWEB Easements are designated on the plat, EWEB requests that a Note be added
to the plat stating: “EWEB easements shall include EWEB and its joint users with whom it may
contract. At no time shall any building, structure, sign or other obstruction be erected or placed
or located within an EWEB utility easement area without prior written consent of EWEB.” If new
EWEB Easements are required, a separate EWEB Easement document will need to be created
by EWEB Property Management. This document will be recorded with the Plat.
As indicated in previous comments, EWEB has three easements across the subject property.
There is a 50’ wide easement over the northwestern portion of property, recorded December 6,
1955, at instrument number 71D/72229 (EWEB Doc 1690-002). There is a 70’ wide easement
over the eastern portion of property, recorded July 31, 1958, at instrument number 118D/44673
(EWEB Doc 1895-11). There is an easement over the eastern portion of the property, recorded
January 14, 1949, at Book 388 Page 619 (EWEB Doc 2119-6-79).
Right-of-Way comments or questions can be directed to:
Rafael Sebba
Right-of-Way Agent
Eugene Water & Electric Board
Office/Fax 541-685-7710; rafael.sebba@eweb.org
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As always, EWEB recommends property owners and contractors call for locates before digging
for installation of any underground supports to verify that no utility facilities will be affected by
this construction.
Sincerely,

Rich Fatooh
Distribution Engineering Supervisor
Eugene Water & Electric Board
(541) 685-7596
richard.fatooh@eweb.org
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Wallace McCullough
Water Engineering Supervisor
Eugene Water & Electric Board
(541) 685-7435
wallace.mccullough@eweb.org

MEMORANDUM
DATE:

June 5, 2019

TO:

Nicholas R. Gioello (City of Eugene)

FROM:

Todd Prager, RCA #597, ISA Board Certified Master Arborist

RE:

Laurel Ridge Subdivision Tree Preservation Peer Review

Summary
This memorandum is a peer review of the proposed Laurel Ridge Subdivision tree
preservation plan. While the plan provides high level information such as the
approximate number and locations of trees, it does not provide more detailed
information including tree species, sizes, conditions, and trunk locations that is
required to made a final determination as to whether the tree preservation criteria in
Eugene Code Section 9.8320(4)(b) are met.
Background
The City of Eugene is reviewing a land use application for a Planned Unit
Development known as the Laurel Ridge Subdivision. The proposed development
includes 122 lots for single-family residential development and associated
infrastructure improvements including new streets and underground utilities.
The development site is 98.31 acres and is heavily forested across most of the site.
According to the applicant, the site was logged in the 1940s with additional logging
events in subsequent years. The applicant's materials describe a mix of native and
non-native trees species in various health conditions.
The tree survey method provided in the submittal has not been done for a
development in Eugene. The applicant utilized Lidar, which is a remote sensing
method that uses lasers from airplanes or satellites to create 3D images of tree
canopies, landforms, and other objects. The applicant extrapolated the canopy data to
provide an approximation of individual tree locations and whether the trees were
coniferous (cone bearing, typically evergreen) or deciduous (shed leaves each fall).
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The applicant then ground-truthed their data using four sample areas from a
individual tree inventory completed by a certified arborist in 2013. Additional
ground-truthing was completed in 2019 using five additional field plots with an
individual tree inventory completed by a certified arborist. An individual tree
inventory is the typical method used to create a tree preservation plan in Eugene,
with individual tree trunks
located by a professional land
surveyor, followed by an
arborist collecting data for each
tree point including trunk size
(diameter at 4.5 feet above
ground, DBH), species,
condition, and other relevant
data.
Figure 1 from the applicant's
submittal sheet EX0 shows the
locations of the field and sample
plots. Note that most of field
plot 2 and all of field plots 3 and
4 are not within the proposed
development. Field plot 1 and
sample plots 1 through 5 are all
within the development site.

Figure 1: Field and Sample Plots

After comparing the Lidar data with the sample and field plot data, the applicant
determined that the variation in tree numbers was 5.95 percent for the sample plots
and 1.62 percent for the field plots. In other words, the tree counts from the Lidar
data varied from the sample and field plot data by 5.95 and 1.62 percent respectively.
The accuracy of Lidar in determining whether a tree was coniferous or deciduous
was not presented. The accuracy of the Lidar tree points compared with the trunk
locations from the ground survey was also not presented. Tree species, DBH, and
health condition data was not collected using Lidar.
Using the Lidar data, the applicant provided an estimate of the total number of trees
at the site, and the number of trees that will be protected, impacted (removed), and
deferred until building permit submittal for individual lots. Table 1 below from the
applicant's submittal is a summary of the proposed status of the 14,723 trees
estimated at the site.
Table 1: Summary of Estimated Tree Status by Applicant

Teragan & Associates, Inc.
3145 Westview Circle  Lake Oswego, OR 97034
Phone: 971.295.4835  Fax: 503.697.1976
Email: todd@teragan.com  Website: teragan.com

Figure 2 from the applicant's
submittal sheet 9.1 is a graphic
depiction of the trees in Table 1.
Trees in green are to be protected,
trees in red are to be removed,
and trees in purple are to be
deferred until building permit
submittal.
The City of Eugene reviewed the
applicant's proposed tree
preservation plan and requested
our firm to conduct a third party
review due to the novel approach
to the tree survey and complexity
of the information that was
provided.
Figure 2: Tree Preservation Plan
The assignment requested of our
firm was to determine the veracity and effectiveness of the applicant’s evidence in
the context of Eugene Code (EC) Section 9.8320(4)(b).
Discussion
This section of the report includes a discussion of the veracity and effectiveness of
the applicant’s evidence in the context of EC Section 9.8320(4)(b). The overall
standard in this Code Section is to preserve significant trees1 to the greatest degree
attainable or feasible. Ten priorities for meeting this standard are provided. The
approval criteria for EC Section 9.8320(4)(b) are listed in italics followed by my
findings.
(b) Tree Preservation. The proposed project shall be designed and sited to preserve
significant trees to the greatest degree attainable or feasible, with trees having the
following characteristics given the highest priority for preservation:
1. Healthy trees that have a reasonable chance of survival considering the base
zone or special area zone designation and other applicable approval criteria;
This criterion involves preserving healthy trees that have a reasonable chance of
survival. Meeting this criterion represents the primary challenge of using a Lidar
based tree survey for a tree preservation plan.

1

Note: A significant tree is defined in the EC as "A living, standing tree having a trunk with a
minimum cumulative diameter breast height of 8 inches, or, when there are multiple trunks, having a
minimum cumulative diameter breast height of 8 inches, considering the 2 largest trunks measured at
4.5 feet above mean ground level at the base of the trunk or trunks." Although the Lidar data does not
include the diameter at breast height (DBH, trunk diameter at 4.5 feet above ground), for the purposes
of this analysis I will assume that all trees over 8-inch DBH have been captured by Lidar since the
applicant stated that 15-foot tall minimum trees were included in the survey.
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The main issues with using Lidar in meeting this standard are:
 No information on the health or structural conditions of individual trees is
provided by the Lidar survey. An individual tree inventory and assessment is
the typical method used to create a tree preservation plan for development. It
involves a professional land surveyor locating individual tree trunks,
followed by an arborist assessing each tree. The typical data collected for
each tree point includes DBH, species, and condition. This data is essential
for creating a tree preservation for the following reasons:
o DBH: DBH is the typical measure used to create a tree protection
zone or critical root protection zone around a tree to be retained.
Typical ratios range from a 6- to 18-inch radius of protection zone per
inch of DBH.2 The EC defines the critical root zone as follows:
"Critical Root Zone (CRZ). That area surrounding a tree that: (A)
Has a radius of 18 inches times the diameter breast height expressed
in inches of the tree trunk or trunks; or (B) Encompasses an area
determined for an individual tree to be the necessary root area for the
tree’s continued normal growth as demonstrated in a written report
by a certified arborist and based on documented field investigation
and non-destructive physical testing, including, but not limited to nondestructive excavation to delineate the root system to a minimum
depth of 24 inches" Without basic information on the DBH of each
tree, a critical root zone or alternative root protection cannot be
determined.
o Species: Certain species are more resilient to the impacts from
development than others. For example, certain species at this
particular site such as oaks (Quercus sp.) are generally more resilient
to disturbances than other species at the site such as madrone (Arbutus
menziesii). Therefore, tree species needs to be considered when
making a determination on whether trees will survive the proposed
development impacts. The Lidar information does not include species
data.
o Condition: Tree condition may involve a rating of both health and
structural condition. The ratings typically range from good, fair, poor,
to very poor/dead. Condition is an essential attribute since trees in
good health condition are more resilient to development impacts than
trees in poor condition. Structural condition is also an essential
attribute, particularly for trees that were once growing in a protected
stand but are now exposed along a new edge due to clearing from
development. Trees with poor structural condition such as those with
most of the live crown clustered toward the top the tree (low live
crown ratio) are more susceptible to breakage or uprooting from wind
exposure. This is an important consideration for the subject site since
a new development is proposed to be integrated into an existing stand
of trees. Although the submittal includes general statements such as
2

Matheny N., and Clark J., 1998. Trees and Development: A Technical Guide to the preservation of
Trees During Land Development. International Society of Arboriculture, Champaign, IL.
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"Site reconnaissance visits have confirmed that many of the trees are
not of high quality.", the
individual tree data from
sample plots includes many
trees in good condition (see
sample plot tree inventory
snapshot, Figure 3). Also, dead
trees and trees in poor
condition are proposed to be
retained in some cases, but it
does not appear that a
thorough analysis regarding
the potential risks associated
with these types of trees has
been completed. Because the
Lidar data does not include
information on tree condition, it
Figure 3: Sample Plot Tree Data Example
is not known whether healthy
trees have been prioritized for preservation with the development.
Since the Lidar data provided by the applicant does not include information on the
DBH, species, or condition of the trees, it is not possible to determine whether
"healthy trees that have a reasonable chance of survival" have been prioritized for
preservation.
2. Trees located within vegetated corridors and stands rather than individual
isolated trees subject to windthrow;
Plan Sheet 9.0 (Figure 4) provides a general
description of the stands of trees that are present
at the site. However, there is not a delineation or
further description of these stands in the tree
preservation plan or other materials that I
reviewed. A delineation and qualitative
description of the dominant tree species, sizes,
conditions, and understory of each stand would
aid in identifying preservation opportunities for
meeting this criterion.
Once this higher level planning effort is
completed, a more refined level of tree
Figure 4: Sheet 9.0 with Stand Descriptions
preservation and protection should occur when
siting roadways, sidewalks, utilities, houses, and driveways. It may not be necessary
to assess every tree within portions of a stand identified for preservation that will not
be impacted by development. However, trees that are preserved along a newly
exposed edge of a stand should be individually inventoried and assessed to ensure
they are not subject to windthrow in accordance with this standard.
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As shown in the snapshot from Plan Sheet 9.1 in
Figure 5, there are proposed remnants of larger
stands adjacent to proposed lots throughout the
site. These areas will need to be assessed to
ensure they are viable and to demonstrate that
individual trees are not subject to windthrow.
Therefore, a more detailed delineation and
description of the existing stands of trees at the
site should be provided along with an assessment
of the viability of the stands from the proposed
development impacts.
3. Trees that fulfill a screening function, provide
relief from glare, or shade expansive areas of
pavement;

Figure 5: Sheet 9.1 Snapshot with Remnant
Stands Adjacent to Proposed Lots

Trees are proposed to be preserved along all
edges of the site and will fulfill a screening function. However, in many of these
areas, the proposed tree preservation is directly adjacent to proposed lots and/or
within a narrow strip of trees that were previously part of a larger stand of trees.
Therefore, the trees along these edges with critical root zones that could be impacted
by the proposed development or are within striking distance of improvements should
be individually assessed through a ground level survey and tree assessment. The
purpose is to ensure that the trees are viable, will be adequately protected, and do not
pose an unreasonable risk to the proposed development.
4. Trees that provide a buffer between potentially incompatible land uses;
This criterion does not appear to be applicable
since the proposed residential development appears
to be compatible with the adjacent land uses.
5. Trees located along the perimeter of the lot(s)
and within building setback areas;
The applicant has proposed tree preservation
within lot conservation overlay areas on individual
lots (see snapshot from Plan Sheet 9.1 in Figure 6).
These trees with critical root zones that could be
impacted by the proposed development or are
within striking distance of improvements should be
individually assessed through a ground level
survey and tree assessment. The purpose is to
ensure that the trees are viable, will be adequately
protected, and do not pose an unreasonable risk to

Figure 6: Sheet 9.1 Snapshot with Tree
Preservation at Lot Perimeters
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the proposed development.
In addition, the applicant has proposed to defer the preservation of additional trees
along the perimeter of lots within building setback areas until the time of building
permit submittal. These additional trees will also need to be individually assessed
through a ground level survey and tree assessment either now or prior to building
permit submittal. The size, species, condition, and precise trunk location of each tree
will need to be assessed in relation to the proposed lot construction to determine
whether preservation is feasible.
Therefore, additional information is required to determine whether this standard is
met.
6. Trees and stands of trees located along ridgelines and within view corridors;
The ridgelines and view corridors at the site were not clearly identified in the
materials that I reviewed. Therefore, I can't determine whether trees and stands of
trees are proposed to be retained along ridgelines and within view corridors.
The applicant has proposed a Ridgeline Open Space Area and adjacent Lot
Conservation Area that will be protected from development. Since this area will not
be developed, existing trees will be retained in these areas. At a minimum, the trees
along these areas with critical root zones that could be impacted by the proposed
development or are within striking distance of improvements should be individually
assessed through a ground level survey and tree assessment for the reasons described
in the previous criteria. Areas that will not be impacted by development may not
need an individual tree assessment.
Therefore, additional information regarding the ridgeline and view corridor locations
is required to assess whether trees are proposed for preservation in those areas in
accordance with this standard. Also, an individual inventory and assessment of edge
trees is required to ensure the trees are viable, will be adequately protected, and do
not pose an unreasonable risk to the proposed development.
7. Trees with significant habitat value;
As noted in the applicant's submittal, "significant habitat value" is not a defined term
in the EC. The assumption could be made that trees within the City's mapped Goal 5
resources and associated setbacks represent the trees with significant habitat value at
the site. Therefore, this criterion would be met through the preservation and
protection of trees within those resources areas.
Alternatively, habitat trees have been defined as “...standing live or dead trees
providing ecological niches (microhabitats) such as cavities, bark pockets, large dead
branches, epiphytes, cracks, sap runs, or trunk rot.”3 These types of attributes could
3

Bütler, R., Lachat, T., Larrieu, L., & Paillet, Y. (2013). Habitat trees: key elements for forest
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be noted through a ground level survey and tree inventory with corresponding trees
noted as "trees with significant habitat value."
Another approach could be to note, estimate, and describe the presence of habitat
trees on a qualitative level if a stand delineation is completed as described in
criterion 2. If stands containing trees with significant habitat value are retained, a
determination could be made as to whether this criterion is met.
The applicant defines trees with significant habitat value as either "endangered or
threatened tree species" or "contiguous areas of natural resource protection". Since
no endangered or threatened species are present at the site and contiguous areas of
natural resources are proposed to be protected, the applicant concludes that this
criterion is met. However, these definitions appear somewhat arbitrary since the
criterion is specific to "trees with significant habitat value" and the applicant does
not specify how certain trees may or may not provide habitat value.
In summary, due to the lack of definition for this criterion and lack of information
regarding how the applicant evaluated "trees with significant habitat value" it is
unclear how this criterion is met by the proposal.
8. Trees adjacent to public parks, open space and streets;
The proposed tree preservation at the edges of the site are adjacent to offsite public
parks and open space. However, in many of these areas, the proposed tree
preservation is directly adjacent to proposed lots or within a narrow strip of trees that
were previously part of a larger stand of trees. Therefore, the trees along these edges
with critical root zones that could be impacted by the proposed development or are
within striking distance of improvements should be individually assessed through a
ground level survey and tree assessment for the reasons described in the previous
criteria.
In addition, trees adjacent to proposed streets and outside of
proposed street grading areas may be preserved as part of the
building permit submittal (see snapshot from Plan Sheet 9.1 in
Figure 7). These additional trees will also need to be
individually assessed through a ground level survey and tree
inventory either now or prior to building permit submittal. The
size, species, condition, and precise trunk location of each tree
will need to be assessed in relation to the proposed street and lot
construction to determine whether preservation is feasible.
Therefore, additional information is required to determine
whether this standard is met.
Figure 7: Sheet 9.1 Snapshot with
Tree Preservation along Streets
biodiversity. In In Focus—Managing Forest in Europe (2.1).
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9. Trees located along a water feature;
The water features at the site include streams and
wetlands. These resources are required to
protected with a setback by other code standards.
The existing trees and other vegetation within
these setback will also be protected as a result.
However, at a minimum, the trees along the edges
of the stream and wetland setbacks with critical
root zones that could be impacted by the proposed
development or are within striking distance of
improvements should be individually assessed
through a ground level survey and tree inventory
for the reasons described in the previous criteria
(see snapshot from Plan Sheet 9.1 in Figure 8).
10. Heritage trees.

Figure 8: Sheet 9.1 Snapshot with Tree
Preservation in Riparian Areas Adjacent to Lots

If no heritage trees are present at the site, this criterion is not applicable.
Conclusion
The Lidar data provided by the applicant includes high level information such as the
approximate number and locations of trees, but does not provide more detailed
information including tree species, sizes, conditions, and trunk locations that is
required to made a final determination as to whether the tree preservation criteria in
Eugene Code Section 9.8320(4)(b) are met.
Please contact me if you have questions, concerns, or need any additional
information.
Sincerely,

Todd Prager
ASCA Registered Consulting Arborist #597
ISA Board Certified Master Arborist, WE-6723B
ISA Qualified Tree Risk Assessor
AICP, American Planning Association
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