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Managing stands

off

) oth natural and planted stands of
.\; ponderosa pine can be managed

# using thinning, pruning, and fertili-
zation, although little research has been
done on these practices for the Willamette
Valley race of ponderosa pine. What is
known has been gathered from general
observation, from small test plots, and
from a survey of native stands by OSU
Extension forester Max Bennett.
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Natural stand development

It is difficult to define what normal stand
development means for ponderosa pine in
the Willamette Valley.

Historical stands apparently were either
scattered groves of large trees in grassy
bottoms or mixed-species stands in the
foothills. In either case, the indigenous .-
tribes’ broad-scale burning shaped those
forests in ways not available today.

Current stands have come about
by colonizing neglected areas or
soils with severe limitations for
other tree species. The stands we
see today are much denser than
their counterparts in the past.
What this means for future
development and growth is
uncertain. However, because
ponderosa pine is a shade-
intolerant species, preferring
open spaces, it is likely that the
high stocking will be reduced over
time, either through insect and
disease outbreaks, or some
weather-related event, or by
selective thinning.

2 Yalley ponderosa pine

R. Fletcher
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Expected growth

of Valley ponderosa pine stands
Anderson’s 1938 study on central
Willamette Valley ponderosas reported
young ponderosas grew rapidly, but growth
rates peaked by about 30 years of age. The
small sample of trees had a 20-year-old tree
with a 15-inch diameter at breast height
(DBH), while a 100-year-old tree was only
34 inches in diameter. The pine races study
that Munger began in 1928 showed a height
growth spurt between 20 and 30 years of
age, but the trees from the best seed source
in the study have continued to grow well in
height up to their last measurement at .
65 years of age. Figure 13—
Regeneration of a
natural stand of
ponderosa pine

old growth on
Willamette National
Forest; near
Oakridge, OR.
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Max Bennett's recently completed study of
16 native Willamette Valley ponderosa
stands on 12 different soil types found a
wide variety of growth rates, depending on
soil type (Table 3, page 12). Site indexes
(estimates of site productivity based on
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Figure 14.—Native,
40-year-old ponderosa
Dpine stand on wet soil

- near Lacomb, OR.

how tall a tree of a given species will grow
on a site in a given number of years) for
each site were extrapolated from existing
site index curves from ponderosa pine in
southwest Oregon, based on expected total
height at 50 years.

On most sites, ponderosas are expected to
grow nearly 100 feet in the first 50 years.
Exceptions were on very severe sites where
the high water table and shallow soils
converged. When these trees will slow
down or stop growing taller is not known
and undoubtedly will vary widely by soil
type, butlarge specimen trees on suitable
soils have grown up to 150 feet tall.

Site

index
Soil type Height Age (50)
Bashaw silty clay loam .98 59 92
Dayton silt loam 84 42 98
Dixonville/Hazelair/Philomath 96 98 63
Dupee silt loam 110 56 101
Hazelair silty clayka loam 93 52 92
McBee silty clay loam 104 59 92
Philomath cobbly, silty clay* 87 42 104

Ritner cobbly, silty clay loam ~ 101 54 95 -
Salem gravelly loam 111 63 93
Waldo silty clay loam 83 41 96
Witzel very cobbly loam 92 98 59

* An average of more than one site

No studies of volume growth per acre
have been done. Currently, large
stands of ponderosa are few, but they
appear to have volumes similar to
local Douglas-fir stands of similar
ages. The exception may be on the
very severe (either wet or dry) sites,
where volumes per acre will be less.

Managing

natural stands

of Valley ponderosa pine
If you are oné of the lucky Willamette
Valley landowners with a natural
stand of ponderosas on your prop-
erty, your trees might benefit from
thinning or possibly pruning if they
are still pole size.

Thinning

Thinning spaces out trees and improves the
health and vigor of the overall stand. The
key feature is not what you cut but the
stand left behind after harvest. It is these
trees, generally referred to as crop trees,
that will determine future growth and
overall stand health. In deciding which will
be crop trees, and which ones you'll
remove, consider the following factors.

1. Overall stand age and stocking Stands
that respond best to thinning are young,
moderately stocked ones. Older stands

(50 years plus) likely have passed the time
when thinning will greatly benefit growth
rates, unless the stand was previously
thinned. Thinning an older stand still might
make sense, however, if you want to reduce
longer term competition for crop trees or to
remove unhealthy trees. Very dense stands
may need several light thinnings, spaced by
recovery periods, to move the stand gradu-
ally to a healthy density.

Possibly the most important thinning is a
very early one, while the trees are not yet of
merchantable size. This precommercial
thinning sets the growth curve for the
future stand and can have a dramatic,
positive impact on growth if done at the
right time.

2. Type of future stand desired If you want
an even-age stand, then it makes sense to
space crop trees evenly for maximum

1-3

12



growth. If you want to develop a.. uneven-
age stand, your selection may be more in
groups, to provide open areas for young
trees to establish.

3. Individual tree characteristics The
arboricultural principle of “right tree, right
place” works well for forest thinning, also.
If your need in a particular spot is high
growth, then leave the best growers. If you
want to leave a wildlife tree, look for one
with big branches and good nesting oppor-
tunities. Even trees with obvious defects
can be valuable in providing habitat for
cavity-nesting birds such as woodpeckers.
If you plan a continual-selection thinning
system to promote natural regeneration,
then you want to get rid of the super-
dominant trees and keep the vigorously
growing medium-size trees that have
narrow crowns and fine branches.

4. Individual tree spacing As trees get
larger, they need more room to grow.
Foresters’ rule of thumb for this size-space
relationship is based on diameter of the
tree at breast height (DBH).

" For example, a tree 12 inches in diameter
might need 16 feet of space to be happy,
while a 20-inch-diameter tree might need
24 feet. This often is referred to as the
“D+ rule.”

Although there is no known D+ relationship
for Valley ponderosa pine, they likely need
a bit more space than Douglas-fir because
of their intolerance of shade. Ponderosa
might be more comfortable at a minimum
spacing of D+2 or D+3. For a tree 12 inches
in diameter, this means the next closest
12-inch tree should be at least 14 or 15 feet
away. You might want to space your 12-inch
trees 18 to 20 feet apart (i.e., at D+6 or D+8),
‘anticipating that they will continue to grow
in diameter over time and eventually get
back to the minimum D+2 spacing.

Other ways to keep track of tree spacings:

* On a per-acre basis, either by total
number of trees, or

* Some other measure of density such as
basal area (the cross sectional area of a
tree, measured at breast height), or

¢ Relative density (the amount of basal
area on a given stand compared to the
maximum that can possibly grow)

For more information on measuring stand
density, refer to OSU Extension publication

EC 1190, “Stand Volume and Growth:
Getting the Numbers” (see page 39).

As more becomes known about the Valley
ponderosas, better per-acre guidelines will
be developed.

Managing plantations

of Valley ponderosa pine

During the past decade, thousands of acres
of Valley pine plantations have been
established in the Willamette Valley. These
represent a very different type of forest
stand than has ever existed naturally.

Historical records indicate that natural
stands were widely spaced groves of large
trees, intermixed with hardwood species
such as oak and ash. The pine plantations
of today represent fast-growing mono-
cultures whose growth far exceeds that of
their natural cousins. No management
history of similar stands exists, so only time
will reveal how these plantations will
develop. Experience to date, however,
suggests some practices that are useful in
tending young plantations.

Thinning
One genetic trait in the Valley pine popula-
tion is a wide variance in tree forms.

Progeny from various

Figure 15.—Five-year-
old pine plantation on
a good site near
Albany, OR.

parent trees differ
vastly in such charac-
teristics as forking,
branch angle, num-
ber of branches, and
growth rate. By years
5to 10, characteris-
tics of individual
trees in plantations
are easily distinguish-
able, and you can
favor trees with
characteristics suited .
to your objectives.
For example, if
timber production is
a primary goal, trees
with high wood-to-
branch ratios and
good growth can be
favored in thinning
programs. Likewise,
in riparian plantings
where lots of branch-
ing can be good for
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PURPOSE: This technical bulletin has
been developed to help landowners and
local governments when they must use an
alternative to the USDA Soil Survey to
determine the productivity of forestland.

“Under OAR 660-06-005 "where SCS

data are not available or are shown to be
inaccurate, an alternative method for
determining productivity may be used.

An alternative method must provide
equivalent data and be approved by the
Department of Forestry." This paper
describes the methodology that the
Department approves and provides
guidance and other information necessary
to use that methodology. We have also
included some background information to
answer some commonly asked questions
about the cubic foot productivity class

. System.

*STEWARDSHIP IN FORESTRY™

Why use the average annual cubic foot
production in land use decisions?

The Department of Forestry
advises using the USDA Cubic Foot
Productivity Class' system, as opposed to
other systems of measure, when making
land use planning decisions because it
measures the relative productivity of the
soil, it is not dependent upon the
condition of the forest or the species of
trees currently growing on the site, and it
is more consistent than other measures.

The cubic foot productivity class
system ranks soils based upon the mean
annual increment measured in cubic feet
at the point in time where the culmination
of mean annual increment (maximum
average annual growth) occurs. This is
the average growth rate of the timber
over the life of the stand measured at the
peak of that average growth rate. The
table below shows the potential timber
yields of productivity classes 1 - 5 in cubic
feet per acre per year (cuft/ac/yr).

'Field instructions for forest surveys in Washington, -
Oregon, and Northern California. USDA Forest
Service, PNW Range and Experiment Station.

Land Use Planning Notes-Page 1
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CUBIC FOOT PRODUCTIVITY
CLASSES

CODE ' POTENTIAL
YIELD-MEAN
ANNUAL
INCREMENT

225 or more cuft/ac/yr

165 to 224 cuft/ac/yr

120 to 164 cuft/ac/yr

85 to 119 cuft/ac/yr

50 to 84 cuft/ac/yr

B W N

Cubic foot productivity class was
~ developed to compare the relative
productivity of different soils. Other
measures which might be used to compare
different parcels, such as site class or site
index, are not consistent between species
and authors. Site class is commonly used
on the west side to describe the
productivity of Douglas-fir forests, but
site class is only used for Douglas-fir and
not for other species. Site index is
calculated as tree height divided by tree
age at a base age of 100 or 50. Since on
the same area, in the same length of time,
different species grow to different heights,
site index is not consistent between
species.

For example cubic foot
productivity class III can produce
between 120 and 164 cubic feet per acre
per year from a fully stocked natural
stand. In the next column is a comparison
with several species and site indexes.

CUBIC FOOT PRODUCTIVITY
CLASS 3
(120 - 164 cuft/ac/yr)

Site Index Equal to Productivity Class I

"Douglas-fir
(100 yr Site Index) 130 - 160
Western Hemlock
(100 yr Site Index) 100 - 110"
Ponderosa Pine

(100 yr Site Index) 120 - 130
White Fir
"~ (50 yr Site Index) 60 - 70
Engelmann Spruce -~
- (50 year Site Index) 80 - 90

Another advantage of using cubic
foot productivity class is that the ratings
are available for most forestland without
professional assistance. The published
soil surveys contain a rating which can be-
used by county planners or private
landowners to rate productivity and using
the information does not require visiting
the site or taking measurements.

Land Use Planning Notes-Page 2




Why don't we use board feet instead of
cubic feet?
Cubic foot volume is a form of

measurement commonly used in forestry
research and forest management planning.

It is a physical measurement based upon
the actual volume of wood. On the other
hand, board foot volume is based upon a
series of rules. The board foot rules were
developed to try to determine the amount
of lumber which could be sawed (at that
time) from a range of different diameter
logs. Although its predictive abilities are
out of date (1 board foot of log now
-produces from 1.7 - 2 board feet of
lumber), board foot rules continue to be
the most common measure used to buy
and sell logs in the Northwest. The
problem with converting cubic feet to
board feet is that the conversion factor is
not a constant. Because board foot
volume is determined by a rule, one cubic
foot of wood from a log with a scaling
diameter (small end diameter) of 6 inches
contains 3.32 board feet, while one cubic
foot of wood from a log with a scaling
diameter (small end diameter) of 30
inches contains 6.86 board feet.
Therefore as the average diameter of a
stand increases irn size, the board
foot/cubic foot ratio of the stand also
increases. To complicate matters further,
the length of the logs cut from the tree
effects the conversion from cubic feet to
board feet. Since trees are tapered and
board foot is measured from the small end
of the log, cutting the tree into different
length logs changes the number of board
feet contained in the tree. Because of this
difference, the exact number of board feet
contained in a stand of timber cannot be
determined without knowing how the
trees will be bucked into logs.

Land Use Planning Notes-Page 3

Because the board feet contained
in a stand of timber depends on the
average diameter of the stand and the way
the trees are bucked into logs, the ratio of
board feet to cubic feet is not constant,
Comparisons such as soil productivity are

- much easier to make based upon a

constant volume measure such as cubic
feet. That is why it is more commonly
used in the more technical forestry
applications.

General Procedures to Challenge the
Site Productivity Listed in the Soil
Survey

Before deciding to use an
alternative method of measuring the
productivity of forestland, documentation
should be produced showing that an
attempt has been made to use the soil
survey and either the soil(s) in question
have no rating, or reasons exist indicating
that the soil survey may be inaccurate.
Where either of these two circumstances
exist, a soil scientist from the USDA
Natural Resource Conservation Service
(NRCS, formerly: SCS) should be
contacted.

In many cases soils that are
primarily used for agriculture were not
given ratings for forestry. However, this
does not mean they are not capable of
growing trees. On the contrary, they may
be highly productive, and a NRCS soil
scientist may be able to provide a rating of
that soil's forest capability. An NRCS soil
scientist should also be able to advise you
about the procedures used to conduct the
soil survey and the accuracy of that
survey as it relates to the property and
soils in question. The advice received
may save both the land owner and local
official time and money.
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Because the soil survey is not site
specific information, The Department of
Forestry has agreed to approve methods
that would allow a land owner to use site
specific information to determine the
productivity of the land when applying for
a dwelling or other land use decision.

The process should work something like
this:

1. The Department of Forestry has
approved a methodology for
calculating site productivity (the
details are described below in this
document). When the landowner
contacts the county with concerns
about the productivity rating of
their property, they are provided
with information about the
required methodology.

2. The landowner must have an
independent, knowledgeable
person, like a consulting forester,
measure the trees on the property
and calculate the cubic foot site
class using the approved methods.
Plots must be taken to measure
the productivity of each different
soil type and aspect on the
property. The consultant must
use care when selecting site trees
to obtain  an  accurate
measurement, and the consultant's
report must provide adequate
detail to determine whether the
approved methods were followed.

3. The consultant shall provide a
copy of the report to the county
to use in making land use
decisions. If the county has

questions about whether the
consultant followed the
methodology, the Department of
Forestry may need to review the
report. However, because this is
a land use decision, the county
must make the final decision to
accept or reject the work of the
consultant.

Methodology Approved by the
Department of Forestry for Calculating
Site Productivity

The Department of Forestry does
not measure sites for landowners. The
landowner needs to have an independent
qualified person, such as a consulting
forester, take the measurements and
calculate the cubic foot site class. The
methodology the Department of Forestry
approves to determine the productivity of
an area is contained in the Field
instructions for forest surveys in
Washington, Oregon, and Northern
California. USDA Forest Service, PNW
Range and Experiment Station.
Equivalent published methodology is
more widely available from a
Weyerhaeuser research paper, by King’.
These papers describe how to select site-
trees and calculate site index. A second
paper, from the US Department of
Agriculture®, uses site index information

7'King, James E. 1966. Site index curves for
Douglas-fir in the Pacific Northwest.
Weyerhaeuser Forestry Paper No. 8.
Weyerhaeuser Forestry Research Center,
Centralia, WA

*USDA. 1986. Culmination of mean annual
increment for commercial forest trees of Oregon.

(continued on next page)

Land Use Planning Notes-Page 4
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as determined from on-site measurements
to reference a set of cubic foot
productivity tables. We approve this
method because it is based on site specific
measurements and it will produce results
that are consistent with the Soil Survey.

‘A summary of the methodology
and the necessary tables to calculate site
class for the three most common forest
types are included below. The methods
listed in this paper can be used in

combination with other published site

index and yield tables if the site is not
‘suited to one of these species. However,
the use of other tables or the use of other
species to determine site index must be
approved by the Department of Forestry
on a case by case basis.

Plots must be taken to measure
the productivity of each different soil type
~ and aspect on the property. Selection of
site-trees (trees selected to determine site
index) is a critical part of accurately
determining the productivity of the land.

To be wused, site-trees must have
remained in a dominant or co-dominant
position throughout their life. If the land
has been selectively harvested in the past,
most or all of the dominant trees in the
stand may have been removed. Basing
site index calculations on the remaining
_ trees, grown in lower crown positions,

Technical Note No. 2. USDA, Soil Conservation
Service, Portland, OR. (Note: the SCS - Soil
Conservation Service is now the NRCS - Natural
Resource Conservation Service)

Land Use Planning Notes-Page 5

will not accurately measure site
productivity. In some cases it may be
difficult to find enough site trees on the
property to accurately détermine
productivity. If insufficient dominant
trees exist on the property to determine
the site index, site-trees may be selected
from adjacent properties with the same .
aspect, elevation, and soil type,

If the parcel is a forest site and no
trees are available for site  index
calculations, or if the site index cannot be
determined accurately from the existing
timber in the area, then soil survey
methodology will be required to-
accurately assess the site productivity. To
map the area and provide site specific data
that is more accurate than the USDA Soil
Survey will require the landowner to
employ- a soil scientist to do a higher
intensity soil survey. The qualifications
and procedures for conducting such a
survey are contained in OAR 603-80-
0040 (3). This survey must provide
detailed information on the sail types
represented on the property.

General Rules for Selecting Site Trees

1. If possible, use the species that
dominates the area. Height from
15 to 20 dominant and co-
dominant trees and age counts on
about 10 trees should be sufficient
to determine site index if the area
is homogeneous. Additional plots
will need to be taken to represent
different soil types and aspects
across the property.

2. You may select site trees of
different species as long as they
use the same site table.

2-5



3. Site index should not vary by
more than 20 or 30 between site

trees (as indicated on each site -

table), unless the difference can be
explained by actual site variation.
Use the site index tables below to
compare site measurements.

4. If you select Douglas-fir or grand

' fir site trees use the site tree

selection method for King's

Douglas-fir table, outlined below.

For other site tree species, use the

site tree selection criteria for other
species.

Method for Selecting Site Trees for
King's Site Index Table
(Use for Douglas-fir and grand fir)

the same age.

If a 25-tree clump is not available,
a smaller clump may be used.
You should still limit the site tree
subsample to the 1/5 of the trees
in the clump with the largest dbh
unless this gives you less than
three site trees.

Method for Selecting Site Trees for Other
Site Index Tables

1.

* Select trees that are or have been

free from suppression for their

~ entire lives. A tree that has been

suppressed will have closely-
spaced annual growth rings on all
or part of its increment core.

1. Within the plot area, locate an 2. 'Select dominant trees.
approximately circular area that
encompasses 25 trees (the "site 3. Trees less than 50 years old are
index clump") and that is undesirable if older trees are
representative of the site being available. For ponderosa pine,
sampled. When there is a choice, “trees 60 to 120 years old are most
favor well-stocked areas over desirable.
sparse areas. When counting :
trees, include only Douglas-fir 4. Site trees should be evenly
with normally-formed tops; do not distributed across the plot area.
include understory trees that are
both younger and shorter than the 5. Select trees that show no signs of
general crown canopy. top-out, such as crooks or forks,

unless these trees are taller than

2. Of these 25 trees, select the 5 with no -formed trees of the same
the largest dbh as site trees. dbh.

3. Any site tree with a clear history 6. If no suitable site trees are
of suppression should be rejected, available from the property, select
and the next largest tree selected dominant trees from a nearby area
if it is suitable. However, you with the same general aspect,
may select a suppressed tree over elevation, and soil type. Note the
a shorter, suppression-free tree of location of the site trees in your report.

Land Use Planning Notes-Page 6
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Site Tables:

Depending on the species of site
tree selected, use the appropriate table to
determine site index.

1. King's Douglas-fir table. Use for
Douglas-fir and grand fir.

2. Barnes western hemlock table.
Use for western hemlock and
Sitka spruce.

3. Meyer's _ponderosa pine table.

Use for ponderosa pine and
Jeffrey pine. Use this table when
in stands that are predominantly
pine, or when pine site trees are
all that are available (except in the
Willamette Valley).

Published by:

Oregon Department of Forestry
Resource Planning Office

2600 State Street

Salem, Oregon 97310
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How to use site tables:

The following site index tables
are "upper limit tables." This means that
when a tree height indicates a site index
that falls between two site indices listed

“you should use the higher one. Example:

Site tree is Douglas-fir, 75 years old at
breast height, 115 feet tall. King's
Douglas-fir site index table indicates that
a height of 115 feet at age 75 falls
between site index 80 and 90. Site index
is therefore 90.

To Order Copies of This Publication
Call or Write:

Oregon Department of Forestry
Resources Planning

2600 State Street

Salem, Oregon 97310
503-945-7411
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CULMINATION OF MEAN ANNUAL INCREMENT FOR CO™MERCIAL FOREST TREES OF OREGON

The productivity of a partlcular soil is of considerable importance to land
managers. = The most common expression of productlvxty on forestland is site
index (total height of trees in the dominant crown canopy at a base age,
usually 50 or 100 years). Service employees recognize the significance of
site index in relative terms, that is, land with a site index of 160 is more
productive than site index 140, but less productive than site index 180.
However, most technical materials refer to site index without explaining
what it represents in terms of cubic feet or board feet volumes

The attached tables, express site index in such a way it can be related to
volumes. It is necessary, for comparative purposes, to use a method that
expresses one value for each site index. The méthod chosen is culmination
of mean annual increment (CMAI).

This age or p01nt may be thought of as the most efficient time to harvest as
far as tree growth is concerned. Other factors, such as stumpage values,
taxes, interest rates, and management objectives affect the "art' of choosing
when to harvest.

In the following tables, the culmination of mean annual increment (CMAI) and
the age when it occurs is shown for the corresponding site indices. For
example, using a site index of 156 for Douglas-fir, the following volumes °
can be expressed:

1. A 60 year old stand will produce 165 cubic feet volume per acre
-per year at CMAI, or 9,900 (60X165) total cubic feet volume.

2. A 100 year old stand will produce 780 board feet (Scribner) volume

per acre per year at CMAI or 78,000 (100x780) total board feet
volume.

Technical Note No. 2 USDA, Soil Conservation Service
Forestry ' ~ June 1986
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: : . 870 Fox Glenn Avenue
% A4 ' r : Ir Eugene, Oregon 97405
Marc L. Setc” ko L,L &”/F . Phone: (541) 344.0473

'CONSULTING FORESTER .
S FAX: (541) 344-7791

FOREST PRODUCTIVITY ANALYSIS . EXHIBIT P

for FORESTER’S REPORT

. Brad Ogle and Mark Childs ‘ 0 re " ’lC‘
SUBJECT PARCEL: ASSESSORS MAP NO. 18-04-11 fk_

Tax Lots 303 & 304, totalling +£113.76 acres.

I. INTRODUCTION

An evaluation of the site, as described above, from a timber productivity and income
producing standpoint is reviewed in this analysis. The analysis will determine if:

1) The subject property produces less than 85 cu. ft./ac./yr. of conifer timber volume.
This has been determnined by Lane County to be the measuring parameter for marginal
-soils. T :

2) The income generated averages less than $10,000/year, based on 1978 through 1983
log prices. If this is the case, the property meets the following statutory test for Marginal
Lands: ORS 197.247 (1)(a) "The proposed marginal land was not managed during three of
the five calendar years preceding January 1, 1983, as part of a ... forest operation capable
of producing an average, over the growth cycle, of $10,000 in annual 8r0ss income.”

The above figures can be calculated by:

1. Using actual cutout data from when any logging was done on the parcel.
2. Using a combination of the 1) Lanq County Soil Ratings for Fores}ry & Agriculture

the CMAI (Culmination of Mean Annual Increment) FOR DOUGLAS-FIR Table and the
Empirical Yield ‘Tables for the Douglas-fir Zone, Washington Department of Natural
Resources by Charles Chambers and Franklin Wilson.

II. SITE - INFORMATION

The subject parcel is 113.74 acres in size, with 11.8 acres in B.P.A. easement corridors .
(see Exhibit 1). The site aspect is south to southwest with slopes of 10-459%. Grasses,
blackberry, poison oak and scrub white oak cover most of the property, with exposed
bedrock, broken rock and cobbly soils prevalent throughout the parcel.” There are also
‘scattered Douglas-fir, ponderosa pine and incense cedar, left from previous logging
activities. An LCOG ‘soil survey confirms SCS map data, which shows the parcel is

and Ritner cobbly silty clay loam are good soils for growing conifer, and these particular
- soil types only cover approximately 19 acres of the entire parcel. ‘

\
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The Lane County Soil Ratings for Forestry and Agriculture (see Exhibit 4) show a 100.year

. site class rating for only two of these soil types, the McDuff clay loam and the Ritner

cobbly silty.clay loam. A cu.ft./ac./yr. figure is also shown for these two soil types; “only

. acu.ft/ac/yr. figure is shown for the Dixonville-Philomath-Hazélair complex, it doea not

- have.a site class rating. The remaining soil types are very poor conifer growing soils and

are not assigned any forestland site class rating, in the Lane County Soil Ratings. The

cu.ft./fac./yr. growth, for these soil types, was obtained from the soil ratings shown in the

Office of the State Forester Memorandum (see Exhibit 5). All of these soils are incapable

of producing 85 cu.ft./ac./yr., the parameter used by Lane County for. determining
marginal soils. - o S oo

L RESULTS OF PRODUCTIVITY AND INCOME CALCULATIONS
CUBIC FEET PER YEAR PER ACRE GROWTH '

The parcel was logged over the last ten years, before the current owners purchased the
property. They have no records of the amount of timber removed. Therefore, the
calculations of growth were taken from the tables cited above and the potential income
calculated from theseg figures. In order to obtain a yearly growth figure; in cu.ft/ac. for
the entire parcel, the production potential of the different soil types was first calculated for
the acres within each soil type. This will give a weighted figure for each soil type and can
-then be divided by the total acres for an overall average. These calculations are shown

below. . . E T T
Soil Type S : - -Acres CuFt/Ac/Yr. SCuFt

43C Dixonville-Philomath-Hazelair complex 6.64 54 CuFt/Ac. 358.56 Cu.Ft.

© 43E Dixonville-Philomath-Hazelair complex 44 63 CuFtJAc. - 2772 CuFt
81D McDuff ¢lay loam - © 5.60" 158 Cu.Fr/Ac. 884.80 CuFt.. -
102C Panther silty clay loam 14.68 45 CuFt/Ac. 660.60 Cu.Ft. E

107C Philomath silty clay 39.61 45 CuFt/Ac.1,782.45 CuFt.
108F Philomath cobbly silty clay - -30.20 45 Cu.Ft/Ac. 1,359.00 Cu.Ft. -
113C, E & G TRitnér cobbly silty clayloam  13.38 ' 149 CuFt/Ac. 1,993.62 Cu.Ft.
125C Steiwer loam : 3.19 30 Cu:Ft/Ac. - -95.7 Cu.Ft.
Totals o 113.74 o 716245 CuFt.

Average Growth Potential — 113.74 Acres + 7,162.45 CuFt. ‘= '62.2’_7 CuFt/Ac/Yr,
AVERAGE GROSS ANNUAL INCOME GENERATED PER YEAR THROUGH A
COMPLETE ROTATION T R o

Since no cutout records are available; the Empirical Yield Tables were used to obtain total
volume per acre in scribner board feet volume, the measurement needed in order to -
calculate income potential. These yield tables are calculated using King's 50 year site class
index. Since the Lane County Soil Ratings for Forestry and Agricultiire ‘are based on
McArdle's 100 year site index rating, these ratings must be converted first. Using the 50
year Site Index ratings, for each different soil type, the volume per acre for each soil type

_3-
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Once a total volume at harvest age has been calculated, the average gross annual income can
- be found by dividing the total revenue at the time of harvest by the number of years in the
rotation. Since the Empirical Yield Tables are based on Douglas-fir volumes, Douglas-fir
- log prices were used. This should also give the highest figure because Ponderosa pine has
never been worth as much as Douglas-fir and incense cedar has only recently approached -
Douglas-fir prices. :

- Using industry-recognized price information from the Oregon State Department of Forestry
Quarterly Report of Douglas-fir log prices for 1983, the gross worth of a fully stocked
stand on this parcel can be calculated, for the time period required by the Marginal Lands

~ Statute ORS 197.247 (1)(a). By calculating a gross worth based on a fully stocked stand
of Douglas-fir, a maximum gross worth scenario for the applicant can be shown. : ‘

CALCULATIONS:
Site Index Ratings from Tables (see Exhibits 6, 7 and 8)

' 100 Year 50 Year
. Site Index Site Index
McDuff clay loam v 112 | 98
‘Ritner cobbly silty clay loam ' 107. 95

Dixc;nvillc-Philomath-Hazelajr complex - no Site Index given due to multiple soil types.

Panther silty clay loam - poorly suited for conifer growth, no Site Index given
Philomath silty clay - poorly suited for conifer growth, no Site Index given
. Philomath cobbly silty clay - poorly suited for conifer growth, no Site Index given
Ritner cobbly silty clay loam - poorly suited for.conifer growth, no Site Index given - -
~ Steiwer loam - poorly suited for conifer growth, no Site Index given

The soil types above which have no Site Index given were assigned a Site Index in order to

. obtain a growth figure from the Empirical Yield Tables. This was accomplished by
comparing the Cu.Ft./Ac./Yr. figures shown in the Lane County Soil Ratings for Forestry. - .

- and Agriculture or the Lane County Soil Ratings taken from the Office of the State Forester

- Memorandum (see calculations shown in previous section) with the Cu.Ft./Ac./Yr. figures
shown in the CMAI (Culmination of Mean Annual Increment) FOR DOUGLAS-FIR
Tables. From these comparisons it can be seen that the Cu.Ft/Ac./Yr. figures, for the five
soil types not assigned a Site Index, do not even equal the figures shown for the lowest
site class shown on the tables. Therefore, for the purposes .of this analysis, the volume
figures from the lowest site class shown on the tables, Site Class 70, will be used for these .

five soil types. This will actually show a higher volume projection than could be expected

o}rll the site, but will serve the purpose needed for this analysis. These calculations are
shown below. ‘ ‘

McDuff clay loam - 5.6 acres @ 27,953 bd.ft./ac.* = 156,537 bd.ft.
_Ritner cobbly silty clay loam - 13.38 acres @ 26,012 bd.ft./ac.* = 348,041 bd.ft.
- Remaining soil types - 94.76 acres @ 12,572 bd.ft/ac.* = 1,191,323 bd.ft.
Total - | ' 1,695,901 bd.ft.
" *See Exhibit 9. ~ ' S
-3.
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A 60 year old stand on this site should have approximately 40% 2 SAW, 50% 3 SAWand . -
10% 4 SAW. If anything, these grade estimates err.on the high side. In all probability
there would be less 2 SAW and more 4 SAW. However, these. figures ‘are used to -
represent the highest possible log price scenario for the applicant. - T

Total Volume - 1,695.90 MBF (thousand board feet)

678.36 MBF of 2 SAW @ $255MBF** - $172,982

847.95 MBF of 3 SAW @ $215/MBF** 182,309

169.59 MBF-of 4 SAW @ $200/MBF** 33918
Total Projected Gross Revenue , ' $389,209

**See Exhibit 10.

AVERAGE GROSS INCOME — $389,209 + 60 YEARS = $6487/YEAR

IV. CONCLUSION

The analysis presented shows _conclusively - that this property will not 'suﬁportj a .
merchantable stand of timber, of sufficient production capability, to meet or exceed the. -
Marginal Lands Income test: _ - o

1) The subject property produces less than 85 cu. ft]ac./yr: of conifer timber volume; only :
62.97 cubic feet. The above mentioned fi gure has been detérmined by Lane County-to be -
~ measuring parameter for marginal soils. - . ' S S

2) The estimated gross income based on a 60 year 'roiatioﬁ for the 113.74 acre site would
have been $389,209 in 1983." The average annual gross income would have been .

$6,487/year. Because

$6,487 is less than $10,000/year, the property meets the following -

statutory-test for Marginal Lands: ORS '197.247 (1)(2) "The proposed marginal land was -
Dot managed during three of the five calendar years preceding January 1, 1983, as part of a

-.. forest operation cap
annual gross income.”

able of producing an average, over the growth cycle, of $10,000 m

In summary, I find from the speciﬁc site conditions present, empirical Yieid tableé, SCS =

data, Lane County D

ata and experience with similar lands, that this property is ill suited to

the production of timber and use as land for forestry puiposes. It is my opinion that this ..
parcel should be classified as marginal land. - _ : : o

Sincerely, _ - _-

-4.
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FOREST PRODUCTIVITY ANALYSIS l

for - . 4
- r
Brad Ogle and Mark Childs {d q L

SUBJECT PARCEL: ASSESSORS MAP NO. 18-04-11
Tax Lots 303 & 304, totalling +113.76 acres.

I. INTRODUCTION

An evaluation of the site, as described above, from a timber productivjty and income
producing standpoint is reviewed in this analysis. The analysis will determine if:

1) The subject property produces less than 85 cu. ft./ac./yr. of conifer timber volume.
This has been determined by Lane County to be the measuring parameter for marginal
soils.

2) The income generated averages less than $10,000/year; based on 1978 through 1983
log prices. If this is the case, the property meets the following statutory test for Marginal
Lands: ORS 197.247 (1)(a) "The proposed marginal land was not managed during three of
the five calendar years preceding January 1, 1983, as part of a ... forest operation capable
of producing an average, over the growth cycle, of $10,000 in annual gross income."

The above figures can be calculated by:

1. Using actual cutout data from when any logging was done on the parcel. :
2. Using a combination of the 1) Lane County Soil Ratings for Forestry & Agriculture
(August, 1997), 2) U.S. Dept. of Agriculture SCS Data, as presented in the Soil Survey
of Lane County Area, 3) Lane County Soil Ratings taken from the Office of the State
Forester Memorandum (Feb. 8, 1990 General File 7-1-1) and 4) estimates of growth from
the CMAI (Culmination of Mean Annual Increment) FOR DOUGLAS-FIR Table and the
Empirical Yield Tables for the Douglas-fir Zone, Washington Department of Natural
Resources by Charles Chambers and Franklin Wilson.

II. SITE INFORMATION

The subject parcel is 113.74 acres in size, with 11.8 acres in B.P.A. easement corridors
(see Exhibit 1). The site aspect is south to southwest with slopes of 10-45%. Grasses,
blackberry, poison oak and scrub white oak cover most of the property, with exposed
bedrock, broken rock and cobbly soils prevalent throughout the parcel. There are also
scattered Douglas-fir, ponderosa pine and incense cedar, left from previous logging
activities. An LCOG soil survey confirms SCS map data, which shows the parcel is
composed of seven different soil types (see Exhibits 2 and 3). Over half of the property
(=69.8 acres) is underlaid with Philomath silty clay (Soil Type 107C) and Philomath
cobbly silty clay (Soil Type 108F). These soil types are extremely poor for growing
conifers. The remaining portions of the parcel are underlaid with Dixonville-Philomath-
Hazelair complex (Soil Types 43C and E), McDuff clay loam (Soil Type 81D), Panther
silty clay loam (Soil Type 102C). Ritner cobbly silty clay loam (Soil Types 113C, E and
G) and Steiwer loam (Soil Type 125C). Of these soil types, only the McDuff clay loam
and Ritner cobbly silty clay loam are good soils for growing conifer, and these particular
soil types only cover approximately 19 acres of the enfire parcel.

<
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- The Lane County Soil Ratings for Forestry and Agriculture (see Exhibit 4) show a 100 year
- site class rating for only two of these soil types, the McDuff clay loam and the Ritner
~~ cobbly silty clay loam. A cu.ft./ac./yr. figure is also shown for these two soil types; only
~a cu.ft./ac./yr. figure is shown for the Dixonville-Philomath-Hazelair complex, itdoeanot -

have a site class rating. The remaining soil types are very poor conifer growing soils and

~ are not assigned any forestland site class rating, in the Lane County Soil Ratings. The

cu.ft./ac./yr. growth, for these soil types, was obtained from the soil ratings shown in the -
Office of the State Forester Memorandum (see Exhibit 5). All of these soils are incapable
of producing 85 cu.ft./ac./yr., the parameter used by Lane County for determining
marginal soils. '

1II. RESULTS OF PRODUCTIVITY AND INCOME CALCULATIONS

CUBIC FEET PER YEAR PER ACRE GROWTH

The parcel was logged over the last ten years, before the current owners. purchased the
property. They have no records of the amount of timber removed. Therefore, the.
calculations of growth were taken from the tables cited above and the potential income

“calculated from theses figures. In order to obtain a yearly growth figure, in cu.ft./ac. for
~ the entire parcel, the production potential of the different soil types was first calculated for
‘the acres within each soil type. This will give a weighted figure for each soil type and can

then be divided by the total acres for an overall average. These calcnlations are shown
below.

Soil Type Acres Cu.Ft./Ac./YT. > Cu.Ft.

43C Dixonville-Philomath-Hazelair complex ~ 6.64 54 Cu.Ft./Ac. 358.56 Cu.Ft.
43E Dixonville-Philomath-Hazelair complex 44 63 CuFt/Ac. 27.72 CuFt.

81D McDuff clay loam 5.60 158 Cu.Ft/Ac. 884.80 Cu.Ft
102C Panther silty clay loam "14.68 45 Cu.Ft./Ac. 660.60 Cu.Ft.
-107C Philomath silty clay 39.61 45 Cu.Ft./Ac.1,782.45 Cu.Ft.

~ 108F Philomath cobbly silty clay 30.20 45 Cu.Ft/Ac. 1,359.00 Cu.Ft
113C, E & G Ritner cobbly silty clay loam 13.38 149 Cu.Ft./Ac. 1,993.62 Cu.Ft.
125C Steiwer loam 3.19 30 CuFt/Ac. 95.7 Cu.Ft.
Totals 113.74 .1,162.45 Cu.Ft.

‘ '_A-verage Growth Potential -- 113.74 Acres + 7,162.45 Cu.Ft. = 62.97 Cli.Ft./Ac./Yr.

- AVERAGE GROSS ANNUAL INCOME GENERATED PE.R YEAR THROUGH A
COMPLETE ROTATION - : : o

Since no cutout records are available, the Empirical Yield Tables were used to obtain total

. volume per acre in scribner board feet volume, the measurement needed in order to

calculate income potential. These yield tables are calculated using King's 50 year site class
index. Since the Lane County Soil Ratings for Forestry and Agriculture are based on

-McArdle's 100 year site index rating, these ratings must be converted first. Using the 50

year Site Index ratings, for each different soil type, the volume per acre for ‘each soil type
can be calculated. Adding all the soil types together will give a total for the entire parcel.
A fifty year rotation (growth cycle to final harvest) was used. This time span was adopted
as the standard, by a consensus of the Board of Commissioners in March 1997, and is

included in the Supplement to the Marginal Lands Information Sheet. 6 L
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Once a total volume at harvest age has been calculated, the average gross annual income can
be found by dividing the total revenue at the time of harvest by the number of years in the
_ Jotation.. Since the Empirical Yield Tables are based on Douglas-fir volumes, Douglas-fir
log prices were used. This should also give the highest figure because Ponderosa pine has
never been worth as much as Douglas-fir and incense cedar has only recently approached
~ Douglas-fir prices. '

- ‘Using industry-recognized price information from the Oregon State Department of Forestry _
‘Quarterly Report of Douglas-fir log prices for 1983, the gross worth of a fully stocked
stand on this parcel can be calculated, for the time period required by the Marginal Lands
Statute ORS 197.247 (1)(a). By calculating a gross worth based on a fully stocked stand
‘of Douglas-fir, a maximum gross woith scenario for the applicant can be shown.

- CALCULATIONS:
- Site Index Ratings from Tables (see Exhibits 6,7 and 8)
100 Year 50 Year
Site Index Site Index
'McDuff clay loam , 112 98 R
Ritner cobbly silty clay loam 107 . 95 Vi

| Dixonville-Philomath-Hazelair complex - no Site Index givcn due to multiple soil types

Panther silty clay loam - poorly suited for conifer growth, no Site Index given
Philomath silty clay - poorly suited for conifer growth, no Site Index given
- Philomath cobbly silty clay - poorly suited for conifer growth, no Site Index given
Ritner cobbly silty clay loam - poorly suited for conifer growth, no Site Index given
‘Steiwer loam - poorly suited for conifer growth, no Site Index given

The soil types above which have no Site Index given were assigned a Site Index in order to
obtain a growth figure from the Empirical Yield Tables. This was accomplished by
comparing the Cu.Ft./Ac./Yr. figures shown in the Lane County Soil Ratings for Forestry
and Agriculture or the Lane County Soil Ratings taken from the Office of the State Forester
-Memorandum (see calculations shown in previous sectionl) with the Cu.Ft./Ac./Yr. figures
- shown in the CMAI (Culmination of Mean Annual Increment) FOR DOUGLAS-FIR
Tables. From these comparisons it can be seen that the Cu.Ft/Ac./Yr. figures, for the five
* - soil types not assigned a Site Index, do not even equal the figures shown for the lowest
~site class shown on the tables. Therefore, for the purposes of this analysis, the volume
.~ figures from the lowest site class shown on the tables, Site Class 70, will be used for these
- five soil types. This will actually show a higher volume projection than could be expected .
0}111 the Sl;itf’ but will serve the purpose needed for this analysis. These calculations are.
shown below. - - ' :

* McDuff clay loam - 5.6 acres @ 19,019 bd.ft./ac.* = 106,506 bd.ﬁ. '
~Ritner cobbly silty clay loam - 13.38 acres @ .17,591 bd.ft./ac.* = 235,368 bd.ft.
- Remaining soil types - 94.76 acres @ 8,115 bd ft./ac.* = . . 168.977 bd ft.

Total - - 1,110,851 bd.ft.
*See Exhibit 9. ' '
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SR

10% 4 SAW. If anything, these grade estimates err on the high side. In all probability

Total Volume - 1,110.85 MBF (thousand board feet)

444.34 MBF of 2 SAW @ $255/MBF** $113,307

555.43 MBF of 3 SAW @ $215/MBF** 119,417

_ 111.08 MBF of 4 SAW @ $200/MBE** 22216

- Total Projected Gross Revenue - $254,940

**See Exhibit 10.

AVERAGE GROSS INCOME -- $254,940 = 50 YEARS = $5,099/YEAR

IV. CONCLUSION

The analysis presented shows conclusively that this property will not support a
merchantable stand of timber, of sufficient production capability, to meet or exceed the
Marginal Lands Income test: - -

" AS0 year old stand on this site should have approximately 40% 2 SAW, 50% 3 SAW and
- there would be less 2 SAW and more 4 SAW. However, these figures are used to '
 tepresent the highest possible log price scenario for the applicant. '

1) The subject property produces less than 85 cu. ft./ac./yr. of conifer timber volume; only =

62.97 cubic feet. The above mentioned figure has been determined by Lane County to be

-measuring parameter for marginal soils. ‘

2) The estimated gross income based on a 50 year rotation for the 113.74 acre site would
have been $254,940 in 1983. The average annual gross income would have been
$5,099/year. Because $5,099 is less than $10,000/year, the property meets the following
statutory test for Marginal Lands: ORS 197.247 (1)(a) "The proposed marginal land was

~not managed during three of the five calendar years preceding January 1, 1983, as part of a

.. forest operation capable of producing an average, over the growth cycle, of $10,000 in

" annual gross income." . :

In suminary, I find from the specific site conditions present,.cmpin'cal yield tables, SCS
- data, Lane County Data and experience with similar lands, that this property is ill suited to

the production of timber and use as'land for forestry purposes. It is my opinion that this
parcel should be classified as marginal land. . . ‘

Sincerely, .

ew & At
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EXHIBIT &

THE VIELD TABLE
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Site Index 105

Douglas Fir

. Reﬂects ONR Qwnership

Base 50

Site Index 10S

Per Acre Data

Total BH Site Ave. | Basal Trees Gross Net4”™ Scrib6” Scrib6”
Age Age PNB Height DBH | Area /Acre Cu.FL  Cu.FtL Board Feet Board Feet

eet Inches\ sgrt 7"+ 7"+ 7"+ 16" foa 32" Joa
30 22 1.00 S6 10.0/1029 187 2352 - 1931 6,035 4,148
32 24 1.00 61 1031143 197 2769 2352 7,631 5,360
34 26 1.00 65 10.6]124.8 204 3182 2769 9,337 6,686
36 28 1.00 69 10.9(134S 209 3590 3182 11,139 8,113
38 30 1.00 73 11.1]143S 212 3994 3590 13,023 9,631
40 32 1.00 77 11.4]152.0 214 4395 3994 14,979 11,228
42 34 1.00 80 11.7{159.9 215 4791 4395 16,996 12,896
44 36 1.00 84 12.0]167.4 215 5183 4791 19,066 14,624
46 38 1.00 87 1221745 214 S370 S183 21,180 16,406
48 40 1.00 91 125]181.2 213 5954 = S570 . 23,331 18,233
SO 42 100 94 1271876 212 6333 5954 25,513 20,099
S2 44 1.00 97 13.04193.7 210 6708 6333 27,719 21,997
5S4 46 1.00 100 13.3|199.5 208 7080 ° 6708 29,945 23,922
S6 48 1.00 102 13.5]20S.1 206 7447 7080 32,185 25,869
S8 S0 1.00 105 13.8(210.4 203 7809 7447 34,435 27,832
60 52 1.00 108 14.0]21SS 201 -8168 7809 36,691 29,808
62 S4 1.00 110 1432205 198 8523 8168 38,949 31,792
64 .96 1.00 112 145(225.2 196 8873 3523 41,207 33,781
66 S8 .1.00 115 14.8]229.86 193 9219 8873 43,460 35,771
68 60 1.00 117 - 1502343 191 9561 9219 45,706 37,759
70 62 1.00 119 152(238.6 188 98399 9561 47,943 39,742
72 64 1.00 121 1S.5]|242.7 186 10233 9899 50,168 41,717
74 66 1.00 123 15.7]246.7 184 10563 10233 52,379 43,683
76 68 1.00 125 1592506 181 10888 10563 54,574 45,636
78 70 1.00 127 16.1]254.4 179 11209 10888 $6,752 47,574
80 72 1.00 129 16.4(258.1 177 11526 11209 58,910 49,497
82 74 1.00 131 16.6(261.7 1795 11840 11526 61,047 51,401
84 76 1.00 132 16.8]265.2 173 12148 11840 63,163 53,286
86 78 1.00 134 17.0|268.6 171 12453 12148 65,255 55,149
88 80 1.00 136 17.2{271.9 169 12754 12453 67,322 56,989
90 82 1.00 137 17.4]275.2 167 13050 12754 69,364 58,805
92 84 1.00 139 17.6[278.3 165 13342 13050 71,379 60,596
94 .86 1.00 140 17.8|281.4 163 13631 13342 73,367 62,361
96 -88 1.00 142 18.0|284.4 162 13914 13631 75,327 64,097
98 90 1.00 143 18.1(287.3 160 14194 13914 77,257 65,805
100 92 1.00 144 18.31290.2 159 14470 14194 79,158 67,484
Douglas fir Site Index 10S Douglas fir

DNR =L7 Base 50

41

Base 50

62



Douglas Fir ’ Base 50

Sitelndex 110 Reflects DNR Qwnership Site Index 110
Per. Acre_ Data

Total BH Site Ave. | Basal Trees Gross Net4” Scrib6” Scrib 67
Age Age PNB Height OBH | Area /Acre Cu. Ft.  Cu.Ft. BoardFeet Board Feet
et inches| sait 77 * Vaks 7" 16" loa 32 log
30 22 1.00 59 10.21108.9 191 2574 2133 6,854 4,745
32 24 1.00 63 1051120.3 199 3011 2574 8,613 6,097
34 26 1.00 638 10.8130.8 205 3444 3011 10,488 7,572
36 28 1.00 72 11.11140.5 209 3873 3444 12,463 9,154
g 30 1.00 76 11.4]149.5 211 4297 3873 14,525 10,832
40 32 1.00 80 11.71158.0 212 4718 4297 16,660 12,593
42 34 1.00 84 120 165.9 212 S134 4718 18,859 14,428
44 36 1.00 88 12.3]173.4 211 S546 S134 21,112 16,326
46 38 1.00 9l 12.51180.5 210 S954 5546 23,410 18,280
48 40 1.00 95 1238 187.2 209 6358 5954 25,746 20,280
50 42 1.00 98 13.1 193.6 207 6757 6358 28,113 22,321
s2 44 1.00 101 13.4 199.7 204 7153 6757 30,504 24,394
54 46 1.00 104 137 205.5 202 7544 7153 32,914 26,495
56 48 1.00 107 13.9 211.1 199 7931 7544 35,339 28,617
sg8 50 1.00 110 142 216.4 197 8314 7931 37,772 30,755
60 S2 1.00 113 145 2215 194 8693 8314 40,211 32,907
62 5S4 1.00 115 147 226.5 191 9068 8693 42,652 35,066
64 S6 1.00 118 1S.0 231.2 189 9433 90638 45,090 37.228
66 58 1.00 120 1532358 186 980S 9438 47,523 39,392
68 60 1.00 123 1S5 240.3 183 10167 3805 49,948 41,552
70 62 1.00 125 15.8 (2446 180 10525 10167 52,363 43,706
72 64 1.00 127 16.0 248.7 178 10879 10525 54,764 45,852
74 66 1.00 129 16.3(252.7 175 11229 10879 57,150 47 987
76 68 1.00 131 16.5]258.6 173 11575 11229 59,519 S0,109
78 70 1.00 133 16.7(260.4 170 11916 115875 61,869 52,215
80 72 1.00 135 17.0(264.1 168 12253 11916 64,199 54,304
82 74 1.00 137 17.2|267.7 166 12587 12253 66,507 $6,373
84 76 1.00 139 17.4]|271.2 164 12916 12587 68,791 58,422
86 78 1.00 141 17.7]274.6 162 13241 12916 71,051 60,448
88 80 1.00 142 17.91277.9 160 13561 13241 73,286 62,451
90 82 1.00 144 18.1 281.1 158 13878 133561 75,494 64,429
92 84 1.00 146 18312843 156 14190 13878 77,674 66,381
94 .86 1.00 147 185 287.4 154 14499 14190 79,827 68,305
96 88 1.00 149 18.71290.4 152 14803 14499 81,950 70,202
g8 90 1.00 150 18.9]293.3 151 15103 14803 84,045 72.069
100 92 1.00 152 19.11296.2 149 15399 15103 86,109 73,906
Douglas fir Site Index 110 Douglas fir
DNR =<4 Base 50 , : Base 50
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Ponderosa Pine Base 100

Site Index 105 _ Site Index 105
, Per Acre Datla

Total BH Site Ave. Basal Trees Gross Net 4" Scrib 6"

Age Age Norm. Height DBH Area  /Acre Cu.Ft. Cu.Ft. Bd Ft
18t menes sqrt

20 10 1.00 31 4.2 111 1,170 145S 486
25 1S 1.00 39 5.3 144 944 2242 1235
30 20 1.00 47 6.1 169 820 2983 1976
35 25 1.00 52 6.9 188 728 3670 2683 2,979
40 30 1.00 57 7.6 204 651 4304 3349 6,116
45 35 1.00 63 8.2 218 583 4891 3971 9,301
50 40 1.00 67 8.9 225 523 5434 4553 12,488
55 45 1.00 72 95 231 469 5938 5095 15,647
60 S0 1.00 76 10.1 236 422 6406 S601 18,760
65 SS 1.00 80 10.8 240 380 6841 6073 - 21,814
70 60 1.00 84 11.4 243 344 7246 6513 24,802
75 65 1.00 88 12.0 244 311 7624 6924 27,718
80 70 1.00 92 12.6 - 245 283 7978 7307 30,559
85 7S 1.00 95 13.2 24S 258_ 8308 7665 33,322
90 80 1.00 98 13.8 245 23S 8618 7998 36,008
95 85 1.00 102 14.4 245 216 8907 8310 38,616
100 90 1.00 105 15.0 244 199 9179 8601 41,146
10S 95 1.00 108 15.6. 243 183 9434 8873 43,600
110 100 1.00 111 16.2 242 170 9674 9126 45,977
11S 105 100 114 16.7 241 157 9899 9362 . 48,281
120 110 1.00 116 17.3 240 147 10111 9583 50,513
125 115 1.00 119 17.9 238 137 10310 9789 52,674
130 120 1.00 122 18.4 237 128 10498 39980 54,768
135 125 1.00 124 19.0 236 121 10675 10159 56,795
140 | 130 1.00 127 19.5 236 114 10843 10326 58,758
145 135 1.00 129 20.0 235 107 11000 10482 60,660
150 140 1.00 131 20.5 234 102 11150 10627 62,503
155 145 1.00 133 21.0 234 97 11291 10763 64,290
160 150 1.00 136 21.5 233 92 11426 10890 66,023

Ponderosa Pine Site Index 105 Pondercsa Pine

C7 FMSS 7974 Base 100

212
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Ponderosa Pine Base 100

Site Index 110 Sitelndex 110
Per Acre Data
Total BH Site Ave. Basal Trees Gross Net 4" Scrib 6
Age Age Norm. Height OBH Area /Acre Cu.Ft. Cu.Ft. Bd Ft
reel nches sqrt
20 10 1.00 33 4.6 116 1,026 1668 657
25 1S 1.00 41 S.7 149 847 2519 1476
30 20 1.00 49 6.6 175 744 3316 2277 1,291
- 35 25 1.00 54 7.3 194 665 4053 3037 4,669
40 30 1.00 60 8.0 210 597 4734 3750 8,147
45 35 1.00 66 8.7 222 537 5362 4416 11,651
S0 40 1.00 71 9.4 231 484 5944 5037 15,138
55 45 1.00 75 10.0 238 436 6483 5616 ‘18,582
60 S0 1.00 80 10.7 243 393 6984 6155 21,966
65 S5 1.00 84 11.3 247 355 7451 6658 25,279
70 60 1.00 88 11.9 250 321 7886 7127 28,515
75 65 1.00 92 12.6 251 292 8292 7565 31,670
80 70 1.00 96 132 252 266 8671 7973 34,740
85 75 1.00 100 13.8 253 242 9026 8355 37,726
90 80 1.00 103 14.4 252 222 9359 8711 40,626
95 85 1.00 107 1S.1 252 204 9671 9044 43,441
100 90 1.00 110 19.7 251 188 9964 9355 46,173
105 95 1.00 113 16.3 250 173 10240 9645 48,823
110 100 1.00 116 169 | 249 161 10499 9917  S1,391
115 105 1.00 119 17.5 248 149 10742 10170 53,880
120 110 1.00 122 18.0 247 139 10971 10406 56,293,
125 115 1.00 125 18.6 246 130 11188 10627 58,631
130 120 1.00 127 19.2 24S 122 11391 10834 60,896
135 125 1.00 130 19.8 244 118 11584 11026 63,092
140 130 1.00 133 20.3 243 108 11765 11206 65,220
145 135 1.00 135 20.9 242 102 11937 11374 67,283
1S5S0 140 1.00 137 21.4 242 97 12100 11532 69,283
155 145 1.00 140 '21.9 241 92 12254 11679 71,224
160 150 1.00 142 22.4 241 88 - 12401 11816 73,108
Ponderosa Pine Site Index 110 Panderasa Pine
CZ FMSS 71974 - Bagse 100
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Ponderosa Pine Base 100

Site Index 120 ' Site Index 120
Per Acre Data
Total BH Site Ave. Basal Trees Gross Net 4" Scrib 67
Age Age Norm. Height  DBH Area  /Acre Cu.Ft. Cu.Ft. Bd Ft
reet nches sg it
20 10 1.00 36 5.3 126 813 2126 1032
25 15 1.00 45 6.5 160 695 3110 1992 341
30 20 1.00 53 7.4 186 622 4024 2917 4,316
> 35 25 1.00 59 8.2 206 563 4865 3786 8,456
40 30 1.00 66 8.9 222 510 5640 4597 12,639
45 35 1.00 72 9.6 235 462 6356 5352 16,803
50 40 .'l .00 77 10.3 244 419 7018 6054 20,912
S5 45 1.00 82 11.0 252 379 7632 6707 24,945
60 S0 1.00 87 11.7 257 344 8202 7316 28,889
65 55 1.00 92 12.4 261 312 8734 7883 32,737
70 60 1.00 97 13.1 264 284 9230 8412 36,486
75 65 1.00 101 13.7 266 259 9694 8906 '40.,134
80 70 1.00 105 14.4 267 236 101 28 9367 43,680
85 - 75 1.00 109 15.1 267 216 10535 9798 47,124
90 80 1.00 113 157 267 199 10917 10201 50,468
95 85 1.00 116 16.4 267 183 11276 10578 53,714
100 90 1.00 120 17.0 266 169 11614 10931 56,862
105 95 1.00 123 17.6 265 156 11931 11260 59,917
110 100 1.00 127 18.3 264 145 12230 11569 62,880
115 105 1.00 130 18.9 263 135 12512 11858 65,753
120 110 1.00 133 19.5 262 126 12779 12128 68,540
125 115 1.00 136 20.1 261 118 13030 12381 71,243
130 120 t.00 139 20.8 260 111 13267 12617 73,864
135 125 1.00 142 21.4 259 104 13492 12839 76,408
140 130 1.00 145 - 21.9 258 98 13704 13047 78,877
145 135 1.00 147 22.5 257 93 13905 12241 81,273
1S5S0 140 1.00 1S0 23.1 257 88 14096 13423 83,600
155 145 1.00 153 23.7 256 84 14277 13594 85,860
160 150 1.00 135 24.2 256 80 14449 13755 88,058
Ponderosa Pine Site Index 120 Ponderosa Pine

CZ FI1S5 1974 : Base 7100
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REGION 1 - WESTERN OREGON UNIT

exuigiT 8

DOUGLAS FIR LOG PRICES 1978-1982, 1983

Reporting format: ODF reporting as of 4™ quarter 1981
Source: Oregon Department of Forestry Forest Management Division

http://www.odf state.or.us/divisions/management/asset_management/logprices/logP483. HTM

Domestically Processed Logs (Delivered to a mill; "Pond Value')

1978

Douglas-Fir Grade

#1p

#2p

#3p

SM

#28

$#3s

#43

SC
Utility

1979

Douglas-Fir Grade

#1P

#2p

#3pP

SM

$#28

#3s

#48

SC
Utility

1980

Douglas~Fir Grade

#1p

#2pP

#3p

SM

#4258

#3s

#4858

sC
Utility

RU2 IR IR O RSP AR R 5 BE O JE O V)] RO IRV BV 3R (IR IR 7 I 7

W »

Quarter
1st

460
415
358
283
242
191
161
125

70

Quarter
1st

531
476
425
385
322
282
256
160

90

Quarter
1st

584
523
467
423

354

310
281
176

99

2nd

475
435
389
338
287
250
200
157

80

2nd

531
476
425
385
322
282
256
160

90

2nd

584
523
467
423
354
310
281
176

99

3xrd

475
435
389
338
287
250
200
157

80

3rd

584
523
467
423
354
310
281
176

99

3rd

584
523
467
423
354
310
281
176

99

4th

475
435
389
338
287
250
200
157

80

4th

584
523
467
423
354
310
281
176

99

4th

584
523
467
423
354
310
281
176

99

Average

471
430
381
324
276
235
190
149

78

Average

555
500
446
404
338
296
269
168

95

Average

584
523
467
423
354
310
281
176

99

g-/



1981

Douglas-Fir Grade

#1pP
#2p

#3p

SM

#28

#3s

#48

sC
Utility

1982

Douglas-Fir Grade

1p

2P

3P

SM

28

38

48

SC

Utility

CR (28 & better)
CR (285, 38, and 485)

1983

Douglas-Fir Grade

1p

2P

3P

SM

25

3s

4S8

SC

Utility

CR (25 & better)
CR (2S, 38, and 485)

WO en

wmnnenhnnnnwnn

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

Quarter
1st

584
523
467
423
354
310
281
176

29

Quarter
1st

600
510
425
375
295
225
190
190

Quarterx
1st

512
439
370
316
258
202
169
164
123
303
243

2nd

584
523
467
423

354
310
281
176

99

2nd

512
439
370
316
258
202
169
164
123
303
243

2nd

505
410
325
275
250
210
195
130

75

240

3rd

584
523
467
423
354
310
281
176

99

3rd

512
439
370
316
258
202
169
164
123
303
243

3rd

505
425
340
285
255
215
200
140

75

240

4th

648
550
439
390
323
238
208
212
104

4th

512
439
370
316
258
202
169
164
123
303
243

4th

505
425
340
285
255
215
200
140

75

240

Average

648
550
439
415
346
292
263
185
100

Avarage

534
457
384
331
267
208
174
171
1156
303
243

Average

507
425
343
290
255
211
191
144

87
303
241



DF Grade 1978-1982 Average 1983 Average %+ % -

1p $ 558 507 - 9.1%
2P $ 492 425 -13.6%
3P $ 423 343 -18.9%
SM $ 379 290 -23.5%
2S $ 316 255 -19.3%
3s $ 268 211 -21.3%
43 $ 235 191 -18.7%
SC $ 170 144 -15.3%
Utility $ 97 87 -10.3%
CR (2S & better) $ 303 303 n/c
CR (2S5, 35, and 4S) $ 243 241 - 0.8%
Average* $ 326 273 19.4*%* -16.3

*In the absence of information concerning distribution of
grades, it is not possible to assign the different grades
their proper weight in calculating an overall average.
This calculation assigns each grade equal weight, with the
exception of the CR grades which were used only during the
years 1982 and 1983 years and are not included.

** § by which 1978-82 prices exceed 1983 prices



Reporting format: ODF reporting as of 4" quarter 1981

Source: Oregon Department of Forestry Forest Management Division
http://www.odf state.or.us/divisions/management/asset_management/logprices/logP483. HTM

EXNIBIT 9

PONDEROSA PINE LOG PRICES 1978-1982, 1983

Domestically Processed Logs (Delivered.-to a mill; "Pond

Value")

Roseburg prices used where available; otherwise, Grants

Pass prices

1978 (Grants Pass)

Grade

#1S

SM

#2s

#3S

#4S

#5S

#6S
Utility

1979 (Roseburg)

Grade

1s
SM
28
3S
4S
58
6S
Utility

1980 (Roseburg)

Grade

1s
SM
28
3s
48
58
6S
Otility

“»

B wvnanann

L A A 0 A Ay A

Quarter
1st

300

225
180
152
140
110

Quarter
1st

479
274
353
315
244
222
217
130

Quarter
1st

527
301
388
347
269
244
238
130

2nd

347
221
305
263
187
173
147

2nd

479
274
353
315
244
222
217
130

2nd

521
301
388
347
269
244
238
130

3rd

347
221
305
263
187
173
147

3rd

527
301
388
347
269
244
238
130

3rd

521
301
388
347
269
244
238
130

4th

347
221
305
263
187
173
147

4th

527
301
388
347
269
244
238
130

4th

521
301
388
347
269
244
238
130

Average

335
221
285
242
178
165
138

Average

503
288
371
331
257
233
228
130

Average

521
301
388
347
269
244
238
130



1981 (Roseburgq)

Grade

Peeler
1S

SM

2S

38

48

58

63

CR
Utility

LW w v

i\»

1982 (Roseburg)

Grade

Peeler
1S

SM

28

38

45

58

6S

CR
Utility

LWL

Quarter
1st

527
301
388
347
269
244
238

130

Quarter
1st

575
495
300
390
300
250
175
150
250
100

2nd

521
301
388
347
269
244
238

130

2nd

575
495
300
390
300
250
175
150
250
100

3rd

521
301
388
347
269
244
238

130

3rd

575
495
300
390
300
250
175
150
250
100

4th

610
500
275
430
300
275
250
210
315
115

4th

575
495
300
390
300
250
174
150
250
100

Average

610
516
295
399
335
271
246
231
315
126

Avarage

575
495
300
390
300
250
175
150
250
100

1983 Roseburg (1st quarter); Grants Pass (2nd-4th quarters)

Grade

Peeler
18
SM
28
38
45
58
63
CR
Utility $

Wy D

Quarter
1st

575
495
300
390
300
250
175
150
250

100

2nd

300
450
375
225
200
160
240
55

3rd

300
450
375
225
200
160
240

4th

300
450
375
225
200
160
240

Average

575
495
300
435
356
231
194
158
243
78



PP Grade

Peeler
1s

SM

28

3S

4s

58

6S

CR
Utility

Average*

v A 0

$

1978-1982 Average

593
474
281
366
311
245
213
197
283
122

309

1983 Average

575
495
300
435
356
231
194
158
243

78

307

%+ %ot/ -

- 3.0%
+ 4.4%
+ 6.7%
+18.9%
+14.5%
- 5.7%
- 8.9%
-19.8%
-14.1%
~-36.1%

0.065** ~.0065%

*In the absence of information concerning distribution of
grades, it is not possible to assign the different grades
their proper weight in calculating an overall average,
This calculation assigns each grade equal weight, with the
exception of the CR grades which were used only during the
years 1982 and 1983 years and are not included.

** % by which 1978-82 prices exceed 1983 prices
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temperature is 60 degrees at Canary and 64 degrees at
Detroit and Eugene. The average daily maximum
temperature is about 76. The highest recorded temperature,
which occurred at Detroit on June 17, 1961, is 107 degrees.

Growing degree days, shown in table 1, are equivalent to
*heat units.” During the month, growing degree days
accumulate by the amount that the average temperature each
day exceeds a base temperature (40 degrees F). The normal
monthly accumulation is used to schedule single or -
successive lglantings of a crop between the last freeze in
spring and the first freeze in {all.

The total annual precipitation is 84 inches at Canary and
Detroit and 46 inches at Eugene. Of this, about 20 percent
usually falls in April through September, which includes the
growing season for most crops. The heaviest 1-day rainfall
during the period of record was 5.37 inches at Detroit on
January 28, 1965. Thunderstorms occur on about 5 days
each year, and most occur in summer.

The average seasonal snowfall is 4 inches at Canary, 77
inches at Detroit, and 9 inches at Eugene. The greatest snow
depth at any one time during the period of record was 22
inches at Canary, 61 inches at Detroit, and 34 inches at
Eugene. On an average, Canary has 1 day, Detroit has 23
days, and Eugene has 2 days with at least 1 inch of snow on
the ground, but the number of such days varies greatly from
year to year. v

The average relative humidity in midafternoon is about 60
percent. Humidity Is higher at night, and the average at dawn
is about 90 percent. The percentage of possible sunshine is
60 percent in summer and 25 percent in winter. The prevailing
wind is from the west-northwest. Average windspeed is
highest, 8 miles per kour, in winter.

In most winters, one or two storms over the whole area
bring strong and sometimes damaging winds, and in some
years the accompanying heavy rains cause serious flooding.
Every few years, in winter or summer, a large invasion of a
continental airmass from the east causes abnormal
temperatures. In winter several consecutive days are well
below freezing; in summer a week or longer is sweltering.

How This Survey Was Made

This survey was made to provide information about the soils
and miscelfaneous areas in the survey area. The information
includes a description of the soils and miscellaneous areas
and their location and a discussion of their suitability,
limitations, and management for specified uses. Soil scientists
observed the steepness, length, and shape of the slopes; the
general pattern of drainage; the kinds of crops and native
plants; and the kinds of bedrock. They dug many holes to
study the soil profile, which is the sequence of natural layers,
or horizons, in a soll. The profile extends from the surface

down into the unconsolidated material in which the soil formed.
The unconsolidated material is devoid of roots and other fiving
ogﬁnnl;ms and has not been changed by other biologic

a :

The soils and miscellaneous areas in the survey area are in
an orderly pattem that is related to the geology, landforms,
relief, climate, and natural vegetation of the area. Each kind of
soil and miscellaneous area Is assoclated with a particular kind
or segment of the landscape. By observing the soils and
miscelianeous areas in the survey area and relating their
position to specific segments of the landscape, a soil scientist
develops a concept, or mode!, of how they were formed. Thus,
during mappling, this model enables the soil scientist to predict
with considerable accuracy the kind of soil or miscellaneous
area at a specific location on the landscape.

This survey area includes Beaches, Dune land, Pits,
Riverwash, and Rock outcrop, which have little or no natural
sail. For consistency and clarity, these miscellaneous areas
have been described in @ manner similar fo that of map units
that include soils. The areas may be part of a complex, such
as the Rock outcrop-Kilchis complex, 30 to 90 percent slopes.
Use of these miscellaneous areas for agriculture, as urban
land, or as woodland is very limited. Some of the more
feasible modifications or uses of these areas have been'
mentioned. Dune land is unstable drifting sand, but
beachgrass has been planted in some areas near roads and
buildings to reduce drifting. If other conditions are favorable,
areas so stebilized become suitable building sites in a few
years.

To show the detail significant to farm planning and to the
application of agricultural science to farms, the soils in the
survey area have been mapped at a scale of 4 inches to the
mile. At this scale, a map unit includes small areas of other
soils that must be included because of the limitations imposed
by this scale and by the number of points that can be
examined in the field.

The soil boundary lines delineated on the aerial
photographs encompass the soil identified by the map symbol
plus a small proportion of other soils-as much as about 15
percent of contrasting soils (no more than 10 percent of one
kind of soil) that cannot be excluded in practical soil
cartography. Similar soils that have essentially the same use
and management can occupy as much as 45 percent of a
delineation as long as no more than 20 percent is one kind of
soll. The ﬁublication scale of 3.168 inches per mile further
restricts the minimum size of any delineation; therefore, even
in intensively used and carefully mapped areas, roughly
circutar included areas as much as 2 acres in size and long,
narrow included areas as much as 4 acres in size are present
in some delineations because they are smaller than the
minimum size recommended at the publication scale.

lo-] ..



The total percentage given for included areas refers only
to contrasting inclusions that have significant differences in
use or management. _

Individual soils on the landscape commonly merge
gradually onto one another as their characteristics gradually
change. To construct an accurate map, however, soil
scientists must determine the boundaries between the soils.
They can observe only a limited number of sofl profiles.
Nevertheless, these observations, supplemented by an
understanding of the soil-vegetation-landscape relationship,
are sufficient to verify predictions of the kinds of soil in an
area and to determine the boundaries.

Soil scientists recorded the characteristics of the soil
profiles that they studied. They noted color, texture, size, and
shape of soil aggregates, kind and amount of rock fragments,
distribution of plant roots, reaction, and other features that
enable them to identify soils. After describing the soils in the
survey area and determining their properties, the soil
scientists assigned the soils to taxonomic classes {units).
Taxonomic classes are concepts. Each taxonomic class has a
set of soil characteristics with precisely defined limits. The
classes are used as a basis for comparison to classify soils
systematically. Soil taxonomy, the system of taxonomic
classification used in the United States, is based mainly on the
kind and character of soil properties and the arrangement of
horizons within the profile. After the soil scientists classified
and named the soils in the survey area, they compared the
individual solls with similar soils in the same taxonomic class
in other areas so that they could confirm data and assemble
additional data based on experience and research.

While the soil survey was in progress, samples of some of
the soils in the area were collected for laboratory analyses and
for engineering tests. Soll scientists interpreted the data from
these analyses and tests as well as the field-observed
characteristics and the soil properties to determine the
expected behavior of the soils under different uses,
Interpretations for all of the solls were field tested through
observation of the solls In different uses and under different
levels of management. Some interpretations were modified to
fit local conditions, and some new interpretations were
developed fo meet local needs. Data were assembled from
other sources, such as research information, production
records, and field experience of specialists. For example, data
on crop yields under defined levels of management were
assembled from farm records and from field or plot
experiments on the same kinds of soil.

Predictions about soil behavior are based not only on soil
properties but also on such variables as climate and biological
activity. Soif conditions are predictable over long periods of
time, but they are not predictable from year to year. For
example, soil scientists can state with a fairly high degree of
probability that a given soil will have a high water table within
certain depths in most years, but they cannot predict that a
high water table will always be at a specific level in the soil on
a specific date.

After soil scientists located and identified the significant
natural bodies of soil in the survey area, they drew the
boundaries of these bodies on aefial photographs and
identified each as a specific map unit. Aerial photographs
show trees, buildings, fields, roads, and rivers, all of which
help in locating boundaries accurately.

(0-2
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EnsIT |1

Table E1. - Forest Productivity - Continued
Lane County Area, Oregon

Map Symbol Potentlal Productivity
and Soil Name o p Trees to Manage
C T I olume 0
ommon Trees Site Index Wood Fiber
Cu FY/Acre
41F:
Dixonville Douglas Fir 109 152 Douglas Fir
Grand Fir — — Ponderosa Pine
Oregon White Oak —_ —_
Pacific Madrone - —
42E:
Dixonville Douglas Fir 109 152 Douglas Fir
Grand Fir —_ —_— Ponderosa Pine
Oregon White Oak - -
Pacific Madrone — -
Hazetalr — — — —
Urban Land - — - —
43C:
Dixonvifle Douglas Fir 109 152 Douglas Fir
Grand Fir — —_— Ponderosa Pine
Oregon White Oak - —_
Pacific Madrone - —
Philomath - -_ —_ -
Hazelair — — —_ .
43E:
Dixonville Douglas Fir 108 162 Douglas Fir
Grand Fir - — Ponderosa Pine
Oregon White Oak - —_
Pacific Madrone - -
Philomath — — — .
Hazelair —_— — — -
44;
Dune Land — - - -
45C:
Dupee — —_ - -
46:;
Eilertsen Bigleaf Maple - — Douglas Fir
Douglas Fir 133 199 Westemn Hemlock
Grand Fir - —_
Red Alder - —_
Westem Hemlock - -
Westem Redcedar - -

USDA Natural Resources
_7‘ Conservation Service

Distribution Generation Date: 5/22/02

Page 9 of 27



Date of Memo: March 28, 2006

To: Lane County Planning Commission
From: Jerry Kendall/Associate Planner !)/C'
Re: PA 05-5985/Plan Amendment /Zone Change for Ogle/Childs
LAND MANAGEMENT DIVISION
BACKGROUND: http/iwww.LaneCounty.org/PW_LMD/

The Planning Commission held a public hearing on this matter on February 21. At the
end of the hearing, the record was left open in the following manner:
e Until March 7 for any party to submit written materials on any aspect of the proposal.
e Until March 14 for any party to respond to materials that were submitted during the
period above.
Until March 21 for applicant's final rebuttal.
e The Planning Commission is to then deliberate and forward a recommendation to the
Board on April 4.

Comment:

At the end of the hearing on February 21, the Planning Commission (PC) asked staff to
research and respond to three items. Staff’s listing of those three items, as well as a
response to each, is found in Attachment #9.

The remainder of the attachments are either submittals by parties or supporting
documentation inserted into the record by staff concerning the three items.

ATTACHMENTS:

1. 2-22-06 Staff email, listing three items posed by the PC-1p.

2. 2-23-06 Email from Comm. Becker, clarifying his question on the 107C soils-
2pp.

3. 2-28-06 Staff memo concerning item #3 raised by Mr. Ulloa—5pp.

4. 2-28-06 Submittal from Mr. Ulloa on item #3—45pp.

S. 3-3-06 Submittal from J. & J. Ulloa, w/attachments—47pp.

6. 3-6-06 Memo, Kathi Wiederhold to Staff (JK)—2pp.

7. 3-7-06 Submittal from J. Just—13pp.

8. 3-7-06 Submittal from M. Farthing—13pp.

9. 3-7-06 Staff memo to PC on three items—2pp.

10. 3-13-06 Submittal from J. Just—d4pp.
11. 3-14-06 Submittal from M. Farthing—4pp.
12. 3-21-06 Final rebuttal, M. Farthing—S8pp.

LAND MANAGEMENT DIVISION / PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT / 125 EAST 8TH AVENUE / EUGENE, OREGON 97401 / FAX 541/682-3947
BUILDING (541) 682-3823 / PLANNING (541) 682-3807 / SURVEYORS (541)!682-4195 / COMPLIANCE (541) 682-3807 / ON-S!TE SEWAGE (541) 682-3754
&9 30% Post-Consumer Content
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KENDALL Jerry

From: KENDALL Jerry

Sent: Wednesday, February 22, 2006 12:31 PM
To: HOWE Kent

Cc: LAIRD Matt P

Subject: Ogle/PC

Re: last night's PC hearing on the Ogle Plan/zone change:

As the PC proceeded to ask me questions on the proposal | informed them of the direction | had received from you, that is,
after having made the original staff recommendation of approval based on the original submittal, that any additional
information would simply be presented to the PC without analysis by staff, and that the PC would have to reach their own
conclusions after listening/questioning all parties, taking benefit of the expert consultants to maintain and defend their
positions. There was no initial comments from the PC when so informed.

Later, as the hearing progressed, there were 3 items that the PC requested staff (via a motion) to research and respond
to. | told them that | would relay their request to you, and that if so authorized by you | will research and respond. Comm.
Becker added that if staff was not authorized to respond, that such be stated by email.

The three items items are:

1. The issue of the "grasslands" area which comprises approximately 1/3 (24 acres) of the proposed ML. Basically stated,
the applicant does not count this as productive land, whereas the opposition states it has to be counted. The forester noted
that these areas are south facing, with summer surface temperatures reaching 130 degrees. Although advised by Mr.
Farthing of the '97 BCC guideline favoring on-site analysis by a qualified forester, the PC wants to know if there any
legistative or court case rulings on this topic. | will ask Legal Counsel about this also.

2. Related to the above, Comm. Becker cited an apparent discrepancy in documentation provided by the Applicant's
agronomist (Mr. Caruana) and his forester (Mr. Setchko) in regards to the #107C Philomath soils in the area near the
juncture of the two powerline easements, known as the "Gumby" area because of its shape. On p.11, table 14 of his
submittal, the agronomist provides auger hole and back hoe pit test results. The agronomist notes that the 107C soils have
a published depth of 14", while the test samples range from 14" to 56". He states that the "...pattern of forest cover on the
property was found to follow closely the presence of deeper soils on the property" (p.12). The PC noted that such is not
necessarily reflected on table 14, as, for example, it notes grass present on 40" deep soil, and trees on 14" deep soils. Mr.
Caruana explained that the discrepancy was caused by localized inclusions. The forester, on the other hand, maintains
that the approximate 24 acres of 107C grasslands are not productive due to shallow soil depths and high summertime
temperatures. The PC requested staff to seperately advise them on this issue (in conjunction with soils scientist Kathi
Wiederhold of LCOG).

3. A neighbor in opposition, Mr. Ulloa, mentioned a statement made by (?) the former landowner or consultant to the effect
that after the north 40 acres was rezoned to ML in 1992, that no further rezones would occur. Staff was requested to
include that statement into the record and to comment on it. | anticipate this will only take 10 minutes.

So, please let me know asap as to whether to research & respond, as we have 2 weeks to turn in the materials, and Kathy

has her own schedule issues.
Valast - AR poAE %—a«. " Y i
procedd wfcepcqitt. — 5 p2-pp

Jerry Kendall, Associate Planner
541-682-4057 (desk)

fax: 541-682-3947
Jerry.Kendall@co.lane.or.us

Pc ®)-)p.
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KENDALL Jerry

From:  ebeckers\ iGN

Sent:  Thursday, February 23, 2006 5:15 PM
To: KENDALL Jerry
Subject: RE: staff items for Ogle

available water holding capacity--which is affected by soil depth, coarse fragment, soil texture and
structure, etc. Kathy will know what it is, and how it affects productivity of site.
Ed '

-------------- Original message --------------

From: "KENDALL Jerry" <Jerry KENDALL@co.lane.or.us>
OK. Kent and I will meet with Kathy W. on friday to discuss this. In case Kathy doesn't know, what does
"AWHC" stand for?

Jerry Kendall, Associate Planner
541-682-4057 (desk)

fax: 541-682-3947
Jerry.Kendali@co.lane.or.us

From: ebecke

Sent: Wednesday, February 22, 2006 5:22 PM
To: KENDALL Jerry

Subject: Re: staff items for Ogle

Jerry--My last message may have gotten cut off, so basically your description of question under
#2 is correct. My main concern is not with the grassland area but with 107¢c. As you note, the
soil scientist has site specific information which indicates that 107¢ is more productive than
what Setchko describes in his report. Setchko's calculations are based on the soil type limited to
a 14 inch depth, while the soil pits indicate that 70% of these pits are well deeper than 14inches-
thereby enhancing AWHC and other soil nutrient issues related to clay and clay loam soils--
greater cation exchange capacity, etc. So we need some good advice regarding how to handle
this discrepency--especially when 107c is about 40% of the parcel soils and certainly affects
productivity calculations. In my opinion the new info on soils really affects the overall
"marginality" of the parcel and you should take a look at staff recommendation with the new
info and validate your recommendation.

thanks , Ed

-------------- Original message --------------
From: "KENDALL Jerry" <Jerry. KENDALL(@co.lane.or.us>

Comm. Becker:

03/01/2006
peH2-24,.
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Here is my recollection on the 3 items the PC wanted staff assistance on , after last night's
hearing.

I am especially intergsied.ingetting #2 straight. If you have any edits/comments, please let me
know this week. Thank you.

1. The issue of the "grasslands" area which comprises approximately 1/3 (24 acres) of the
proposed ML. Basically stated, the applicant does not count this as productive land, whereas the
opposition states it has to be counted. The forester noted that these areas are south facing, with
summer surface temperatures reaching 130 degrees. Although advised by Mr. Farthing of the '97
BCC guideline favoring on-site analysis by a qualified forester, the PC wants to know if there
any legislative or court case rulings on this topic. | will ask Legal Counsel about this also.

2. Related to the above, Comm. Becker cited an apparent discrepancy in documentation
provided by the Applicant's agronomist (Mr. Caruana) and his forester (Mr. Setchko) in regards
to the #107C Philomath soils in the area near the juncture of the two powerline easements,
known as the "Gumby" area because of its shape. On p.11, table 14 of his submittal, the
agronomist provides auger hole and back hoe pit test results. The agronomist notes that the
107C soils have a published depth of 14", while the test samples range from 14" to 56". He
states that the "...pattern of forest cover on the property was found to follow closely the presence
of deeper soils on the property" (p.12). The PC noted that such is not necessarily reflected on
table 14, as, for example, it notes grass present on 40" deep soil, and trees on 14" deep soils.
Mr. Caruana explained that the discrepancy was caused by localized inclusions. The forester, on
the other hand, maintains that the approximate 24 acres of 107C grasslands are not productive
due to shallow soil depths and high summertime temperatures. The PC requested staff to
seperately advise them on this issue (in conjunction with soils scientist Kathi Wiederhold of
LCOG).

3. A neighbor in opposition, Mr. Ulloa, mentioned a statement made by (?) the former landowner
or consultant to the effect that after the north 40 acres was rezoned to ML in 1992, that no further
rezones woul?s?_gcu_g,ﬁt%@wa‘s requested to.include that statement into the record and to

) ate’th

comment on if¥T anficip is will only take 10 minufes ™ **

Jerry Kendall, Associate Planner
541-682-4057 (desk)

fax: 541-682-3947
Jerry.Kendall@co.lane.or.us

03/01/2006



Date: 2-28-06

To: File PA 05-5985/Ogle L
From: Jerry Kendall/LMD staff })
Re: Assertion by Mr. Ulloa

LAND MANAGEMENT DIVISION
http://www.LaneCounty.org/PW_{L MD/

At the public hearing on 2-21-06, a neighbor in opposition to the proposal, Mr.
Jesse Ulloa, made mention of a finding in a previous land use action which he
indicated precludes further division of the subject property in the current
application.

Mr. Ulloa provided me with a copy of the document. It is in the file record, two
pages of which are attached to this memo.

The document is partition file PA 3826-92, which created tax lots 303 and 304,
along with a 99.7 acre parcel that is within the city limits of Eugene.

The first reference is found in the Findings of 4-27-93 for the partition. See “VI.
Findings”, under B, page attached to this memo. Discussing the two parcels
(present day tax lots 303 & 304, portions of which are the subject of the current
application), the LMD planner states “Neither parcel has 40 acres within the
Exclusive Farm Use zone, so the applicant proposes a notation on the final plat
that will alert future owners that neither parcel can be redivided”.

The above finding was suggested by Jim Saul, agent for the partition applicant, in
his letter dated 4-19-93 (attached). In it, Mr. Saul states “It is understood that the
final partition plat will have a notation that neither parcel can be further divided”.

The final plat map is also attached. The aforementioned statement appears in the
upper right portion of the plat, Note #4, which states “Provisions of Section
16.214, Lane Code, in effect at the time this plat was approved prohibit the re-
division of Parcel 1 or Parcel 2.” A blow-up of the Notes is also attached. This
wording is the same as was imposed by the planner in condition #8 of the
preliminary partition approval. LC 16.214 is the Marginal Lands ordinance,
whereas LC 16.212 is the EFU ordinance.

Staff comment: Although it appears from the context of the findings and Mr.
Saul’s letter that the final plat note should have cited LC 16.212 instead of LC
16.214, in either event the statement is factual, that is, neither the ML or the EFU
ordinance would allow the 2 parcels to be further divided per the provisions found
in those ordinances. However, the statement makes no mention of precluding a
landowner's future right to apply for a Plan Amendment/Rezone to ML, and, if
successful, redividing the parcels.

PeH 2- Spp
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One result of this land partition is to authorize parcel 3 as a
potential building site for one residence until the land is
subdivided. The City of Eugene, rather than Lane County, would be
responsible. for issuing the building permit.

Another result would be to create two other parcels outside of the
Urban Growth Boundary that will be subject to the land use
requlations of Chapter 16 Lane Code. Both of these parcels will be
"wgplit =zoned", in the sense that the northern third is zoned
Marginal Lands and the remainder is zoned Exclusive Farm Use. The
applicant is aware that neither parcel can be redivided because
the agricultural portion of the parcels is less than the 40 acre
minimum of the E40 zone (see Exhibit 7). The final plat will
include a notation to that effect.

Tax lots 300/301 are within the Eugene School District and the
Bailey-Spencer Rural Fire Protection District.

VI. FINDINGS

..JEL_EEE_~E£929§9d partition of tax lots 300/301 complies with Lane

Code 13.050(1) because it fulfills the relevant policies of the
Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan and the Lane

.%%ﬁ,?%f; T_/qa; County Rural Comprehen51ve Plan.  The former pertalns to the

*JEEEE@EE_22e7 ‘acres Of the site, W whlch are_ 1nsrde the corporate_
Jlimits of Eugene and”fﬁ"Urban Growth BoundarmeQQELM The. Metro

Plan promotes development of Tand within the UGB where public
fa0111t1es S——a¥& " in place or can be prov1ded The Rural
Comprehen51ve Plan applies to unincorporated land beyond the
_ﬁGB where the policy is to prohibit expansion of wurban
“services. The publlc infrastructure necessary for the build-out

of parcel 3 will eventually be specified by the City of Eugene,

however it will not extend ontq parcels.l. . and 2 because to do
W
S0 would be contrary to Goal 11 of the Rural Comprehens1ve
B et S NN _'M b £ TR et e TG T L S e Ry,
Pla.rl Frma el s L gt i B T Lonindend
-‘@«

B. The proposal to partition tax lots 300/301 into 3 new parcels
complies with Lane Code 13.050(2) because each meets the
minimum area requirements specified by Eugene and Lane Code.
The nothern portion of parcels 1 and 2 are zoned Marginal
Lands, where the minimum area requirement for the creation of
new parcels is 20 acres. Both parcels contain at least 20 acres
within the Marginal Lands zone boundary. Neither parcel has 40

acres w1th1n the Exclusive Farm Use zone, SO the applicant

R o - - e

proposes a'notatlon on the final plat that w111 alert future

— A

3 Vtmnelther paxcel can be redivided.. Parcel 3 is a 99.7
acre site that will eventually ‘be developed as another phase of
the Somerset Hills subdivision.




] EXHIBIT "7"
Saul & Associates

* April 19, 1993

Mr. Harvey Hoglund

Land Management Division
125 East 8th Avenue
Eugene, OR 97401

SUBJECT: Somerset Property Partition - PA 3826-92

Dear Harvey:

I have reviewed the options you have proposed for the division of the subject
property with the owners. They wish to have the division line established as shown

in the most recent submittal from Donn Stemm. It is understood that the final parti-

tion plat will have a notation that neither parcel can be further divided. The
division line shown on Mr. Stemm’s submittal is based on the location of an existing

access road and other physical features of the property.

I have also attached a copy of a letter from the Eugene Planning & Development
Department indicating that it does not need a redevelopment plan for Parcel #3 of
the proposed partition. The letter also indicates the availability of water and
sanitary sewer service for the proposed Parcel #3. I believe that this letter should
allow you to remove two of the proposed conditions of tentative approval of this
partition.

Please let me know if you have any questions concerning either the owners’” wishes
with respect to configuration of this partition or the referral from the City of
Eugene.

Sincerely,

Jim Saul

Encl.

cc:  Mr. Jim Breeden [with encl.]

111 Seventh Avenue West, Suite 300 / Post Office Box 1650 / Eugene, Oregon 97440 / (503) 683-6331
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Lane

NOTICE OF ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION
BY THE COUNTY PLANNING DIRECTOR

Date: April 27, 1993 File No: PA 3826-92

Owner /Applicant: J.T. Breeden
Breeden Bros. Inc.
366 East 40th Avenue
Eugene OR 97405

Agent : Jim Saul
Saul & Associates
P.O. Box 1650
Eugene OR 97440

Location: Eugene UGB

Legal description: Tax lots 300/301, map 18-04-11

Proposal: Partition a 213.5 acre parcel into three parcels. Parcels 1
and 2 are outside of the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB), and
zoned Marginal Lands/Exclusive Farm Use. Parcel 1 1is 55.4
acres. Parcel 2 is 58.4 acres. Parcel 3, the residual 99.7
acres, is within the UGB and the corporate limits of Eugene.
It is zoned RAPD, Suburban Residential/Planned Development.

The preliminary plan to partition this site and a variance to allow
access by easement have been approved by the Planning Director, based
on findings in the enclosed staff report that explain how the relevant
criteria of Sections 13.050, 16.212 and 16.214 are met. The partition
is subject to nine conditions listed below. The approval will lapse if
the conditions have not been met and the final plat has not been
recorded by 5-7-95 .

1. The applicant shall obtain approval for subsurface sewerage disposal
for parcels 1 and 2 from the Lane County Sanitarian. Both homesites
shall be located within the ML zone.

2. The applicant shall prove that potable water is available for
parcels 1 & 2 by one of three methods described in Attachment "A". A
well log shall demonstrate that 80% of the wells in the area produce
at least 5 gallons per minute; or a 5 hour pump test shall
demonstrate a recovery rate of at least 200 gallons per day; or
transmissivity, permeability, storage coefficient, and specific
capacity shall be derived by accepted aquifer test procedures.
Chemical and bacteriological tests are X i i that
the water is safe for consumption. FILE # PA

FEB 2 8 2006 EXHIBIT & {= I\ 4.
frome A Mlon- (ipoa fs FEIE - S 0o,
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The applicants shall record the Statement of Water Rights identified
as Attachment "B" with the Lane County Department of Deeds and
Records. The recording information shall be noted on the final plat,
and a copy of the signed document shall be included with Attachment
wE" . The Water Master indicates that tax lbts 300/301, map 18-04-11,
have no recorded water rights.

A 60 foot wide easement shall be established from the southern
terminus of Timberline Drive to the junction of parcels 1, 2 and 3.
The applicant shall record an easement agreement patterned after
Attachment "C" with the Lane County Division of Deeds and Records.
The recording information shall be noted on the plat, and a copy of
the easement shall be included with Attachment "E" when the final
plat is presented for approval.

The access easement and the corporate boundary of Eugene shall be
surveyed. Monuments shall be placed at both ends of the easement and

enough intermediate points to assure that it can be relocated after
construction.

Road and drainage plans prepared by an engineer licensed in the
State of Oregon shall be submitted to Lane County Land Management
for review and approval. The road shall be graded and graveled to a
width of 16 feet as depicted on Attachment "D".

The final plat shall be prepared by a surveyor licensed in the State
of Oregon to comply with ORS Chapter 92 and meet the specifications
of Section 13.310 -listed in Attachment "E" of this report. The
southern boundary of parcel 3 shall coincide with the corporate
boundary of Eugene. The precise acreage of each parcel shall be
noted on the final plat, along with all other existing or proposed
easements. The easements shall be identified by recording reference
numbers.

The following notations shall be placed on the final plat:

Significant levels of arsenic have been detected in local
groundwater.

Provisions of Section 16.214 Lane Code in effect at the time
this plat was approved prohibit parcels 1 and 2 from being
redivided.

The National Wetlands Inventory indicates that wetlands are
present on parcel 3. Site alterations and/or new construction
may require permits from the US Army Corps of Engineers or the
Oregon Division of State Lands.

A subdivision guarantee report that confirms ownership and all
interests shall be prepared within 30 days of filing. The report
shall be included with Attachment "E" when the final plat is
presented for approval, and shall be updated by the applicant as
necessary prior to filing.



The decision for approval of the preliminary plan will become final at
5:00 P.M., May 7, 1993 , unless appealed to the Lane County
Hearings Official. Chapter 14 of the Lane Code specifies the following
requirements. for an appeal:

1. A completed Appeal Application form;

2. Payment of a $100 appeal fee payable to Lane County Land
Management Division; and

3. Timely filing of the Appeal Application and fee by the 5:00 P.M.
deadline.

Chapter 215, Oregon Revised Statutes, requires that mortgagees, lien
holders, vendors or sellers must inform purchasers of this notice. All
documents in the case file may be inspected at Lane County Land
Management, 125 East 8th Avenue, Eugene. Photocopies will be provided
at nominal cost. If you have questions or wish to offer comments,
contact Harvey Hoglund at 687-4103.

An important note: Failure to raise an issue in the appeal to the

Heagxings Official forecloses that issue in any subsequent appeal to the
Ofegon Use Board of Appeals.
oy

L
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LANE COUNTY PLANNING DIRECTOR
STAFF REPORT

Report Date: April 27, 1993 File No: PA 3826-92

I.

II.

PROPOSAL: DESCRTPTION

A. Owner/Applicant: J.T. Breeden
Breeden Bros. Inc.
366 East 40th Avenue
Eugene OR 97405

Agent: Jim Saul
Saul & Associates
P.O. Box 1650
FEugene OR 97440

B. Proposal:

Partition a 213.5 acre parcel into three parcels. Parcels 1 and
2 are outside of the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) , and zoned
Marginal Lands/Exclusive Farm Use. Parcel 1 is 55.4 acres.
Parcel 2 is 58.4 acres. Parcel 3, the residual 99.7 acres, is
within the UGB and the corporate limits of Eugene. It is zoned
RAPD, Suburban Residential/Planned Development.

DECISION

Approval of the preliminary plan identified as Exhibit "1" of this
report, which partitions tax lots 300 and 301, map 18-04-11, into
three parcels. Pursuant to Lane Code 13.130, the preliminary
approval will lapse if the following conditions have not been met
and the final plat has not been recorded by 5-7-95 . It
is the applicants’ responsibility to demonstrate that each of the
conditions has been met by submitting Attachment "gr» of this
report with the final plat.

1. The applicant shall obtain approval for subsurface sewerage
disposal for parcels 1 and 2 from the Lane County Sanitarian.
Both homesites shall be located within the ML zone.

2. The applicant shall prove that potable water is available for

' parcels 1 & 2 by one of three methods described in Attachment
wa" . A well log shall demonstrate that 80% of the wells in the
area produce at least 5 gallons per minute; or a 5 hour pump
test shall demonstrate a recovery rate of at least 200 gallons
per day; or transmissivity, permeability, storage coefficient,
and specific capacity shall be derived by accepted aquifer test
procedures. Chemical and bacteriological tests are required to
establish that the water is safe for consumption.



3.

The applicants shall record the Statement of Water Rights
identified as Attachment "B" with the Lane County Department of
Deeds and Records. The recording information shall be noted on
the final plat, and a copy of the signed document shall be
included with Attachment "E". The Water Master indicates that
tax lots 300/301, map 18-04-11, have no recorded water rights.

A 60 foot wide easement shall be established from the southern
terminus of Timberline Drive to the junction of parcels 1, 2
and 3. The applicant shall record an easement agreement
patterned after Attachment "C" with the Lane County Division of
Deeds and Records. The recording information shall be noted on
the plat, and a copy of the easement shall be included with
Attachment "E" when the final plat is presented for approval.

The access easement and the corporate boundary of Eugene shall
be surveyed. Monuments shall be placed at both ends of the
easement and enough intermediate points to assure that it can
be relocated after construction.

Road and drainage plans prepared by an engineer licensed in the
State of Oregon shall be submitted to Lane County Land
Management for review and approval. The road shall be graded
and graveled to a width of 16 feet as depicted on Attachment
IIDII .

The final plat shall be prepared by a surveyor licensed in the
State of Oregon to comply with ORS Chapter 92 and meet the
specifications of Section 13.310 listed in Attachment "E" of
this report. The southern boundary of parcel 3 shall coincide
with the corporate boundary of Eugene. The precise acreage of
each parcel shall be noted on the final plat, along with all
other existing or proposed easements. The easements shall be
identified by recording reference numbers.

The following notations shall be placed on the final plat:

Significant levels of arsenic have been detected in local
groundwater.

Provisions of Section 16.214 Lane Code in effect at the
time this plat was approved prohibit parcels 1 and 2 from
being redivided.

The National Wetlands Inventory indicates that wetlands
are present on parcel 3. Site alterations and/or new
construction may require permits from the US Army Corps
of Engineers or the Oregon Division of State Lands.

A subdivision guarantee report that confirms ownership and all
interests shall be prepared within 30 days of filing. The
report shall be included with Attachment "E" when the final
plat is presented for approval, and shall be updated by the
applicant as necessary prior to filing.



III.

Al

GENERAL INFORMATION

Site Description

Map 18-04-11, tax lots 300 and 301

The 213.5 acre site straddles the City Limits of Eugene south
of the Somerset Hills subdivision. The Urban Growth Boundary
(UGB) coincides with this segment of the corporate limits. Tax
lot 300, the northern half of the site, is within the UGB and
designated for .residential use by the Eugene-Springfield
Metropolitan Area General Plan. A narrovw strip ‘along the
northern boundary of tax lot 300 is also within the UGB,
however the rest of the site is unincorporated and subject to
the Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan. The northernmost 40
acres are designated Marginal Lands and zoned accordingly. The
rest of tax lot 300 is designated for agricultural use and
zoned E40. There are no existing structures on the site.

Surrounding Area and Zoning

Tax lot 301 is bounded on the north by the partially developed
Somerset Hills subdivision. Land to the east and west of tax
lot 301 is designated for residential use but is unplatted and
undeveloped. The unincorporated land that surrounds tax lot 300
is designated for agricultural and forest use by the Lane
County Rural Comprehensive Plan. The abutting property to the
west is zoned E30, Exclusive Farm Use. A parcel to the east is
zoned E40. The rest of the area is zoned F2, Impacted Forest.

Services

Service District 04-70

Eugene School District #4J

Bailey-Spencer Rural Fire Protection District

Access by way of an easement from Timberline Drive

public water and sewer to parcel 3 from EWEB/City of Eugene
Individual wells and septic systems for parcels 1 & 2
Electricity from EWEB

Referral Responses

The City of Eugene Planning Department advises that the
boundary between parcel 3 and the two parcels to the south

should coincide with the corporate 1limits of Eugene. City
sanitary sewers are available to serve parcel 3 and the Eugene
Water & Electric Board is the provider of public water service
in the area. The City of Eugene sees no need for a detailed
redevelopment plan for parcel 3 at the present time (see
Exhibit 6).



Lane County Transportation Planning notes that access to each
of the new parcels will be from an extension of Timberline
Drive, a city street platted as part of the Somerset Hills
subdivision.

Lane County Land Management states that the site is not within
the 100 vyear floodplain, however the National Wetlands
Inventory indicates that wetlands are present on tax lot 301
(see Exhibit S). The building division reminds the applicant
that ORS 455 and OAR 814-23 require permits prior to
construction on installation of water and sewer 1lines. The
building division also recommends that the applicant have the
Department of Assessment & Taxation assign separate tax lot
numbers to the new parcels prior to approval of the final plat.
Street addresses will be assigned when applications are made
for building permits.

Lane County Survevor states that tax lots 300/301 have not been
partitioned before. The preliminary plan indicates access to
the parcel 3 will be from Timberline Drive, a public road with
a 70 foot wide right-of-way. It also indicates access to the
other parcels will be by way of a 30 foot wide easement through
parcel 3. The easement should be surveyed, with monuments at
both ends and enough intermediate points to be able to relocate
the easement after construction.

The final plat must conform to all requirements of ORS Chapter

92 and Lane Code Chapter 13 and be prepared by a land surveyor
registered in the State of Oregon. All existing or proposed
easements shall be noted on the final plat.

The Watermaster states there are no recorded water rights for
tax lots 300/301.

Exhibits

1. Approved Preliminary Plan

2. Subdivision application (abridged)

3. Ordinance PA 1021

4., Plot map 319

5. National Wetlands Inventory map

6. City of Eugene referral, 16 April 1993
7. Hoglund/Saul letter, 19 April 1993

8. Attachments

Proof of Water Availability

Statement of Water Rights

Sample Easement Agreement

Typical Section of Road Improvement

Final Plat Requirements and Application Form

o an b



Iv.

APPROVAL CRITERIA

Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan

The Lane County Rural Comprehensive Plan was adopted by the Board
of County Commissioners and acknowledged by the Oregon Land
Conservation and Development Commission in 1984.

The Comprehensive Plan designates the southern portion of tax lot
300 for agricultural use. On 3 June 1992 the Board of
Commissioners adopted Ordinance PA 1021, which designated the
northern 40 acres of the unincorporated portion of tax lot 300 as
marginal lands (see Exhibits 3 & 4).

Goal 11 of the Rural Comprehensive Plan establishes the minimum
standards for public facilities and services for each land use.
There are no minimum service standards for agricultural lands
since they are intended for resource management. The standards for
marginal lands are the same as those for rural residential areas.
Residential districts are to be served with schools, on-site or
community sewerage disposal, individual or community water supply,
electrical service, telephone service, rural level of fire and
police protection, and reasonable access to a solid waste disposal
facility. Individual wells and septic disposal systems are the
norm.

Euqene-Springfield Metropolitan Area Genexal Plan

The Eugene-Springfield Metroplitan Area General Plan was adopted
in 1982, and amended in 1987. One of the goals of the Metro Plan
is to provide viable residential communities; "...so all residents
can choose sound, affordable housing that meets individual needs".
The first of 34 different policies pertaining to residential
districts is to "coordinate new residential development with the
provision of an adequate level of services and facilities, such as
sewers, water, transportation facilities, schools and parks".

Another goal of the Metro Plan is to provide and maintain public
utilities, services, and facilities in an orderly and efficient
manner. One of the implementing policies prevents the extension of
water and sewer service beyond the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) ;
another stipulates that the relevant sections of the Metropolitan
public Facilities Plan shall serve as the basis for guiding water,
sanitary and storm sewer improvements in the metropolitan region.

The Metropolitan Public Facilities Plan identifies a new reservoir
proposed near the western boundary of the Somerset Hills

- subdivision. It also indicates that the site of the proposed land

division is in the Amazon drainage basin. The Somerset Hill
stormwater system leads to a line in Warren Street that discharges
into the Amazon Canal. The Somerset Hills sanitary sewers connect
to the Bailey Hill Road trunk line.



C. Chapter 13 Lane_ Code

Chapter 13 governs land divisions. Section 13.050 specifies the
following standards for preliminary approval of partitions and
subdivisions:

1) Conformity with the Comprehensive Plan. All divisions shall
conform with the applicable Lane County Comprehensive Plan.

2) Conformity with the Zoning. All divisions shall comply with all
specifications of the applicable zoning requirements, including
uses of land, area and dimension requirements etc.

3) Relation to Adjoining Road System. A subdivision or partition
shall provide for the continuation of major and secondary roads
existing in adjoining subdivisions or partitions...

4) Redevelopment Plan. Redevelopment plans are required for
parcels which can be redivided.

5) Bccess:

a) Lots or parcels shall have verifiable access by way of a
county road, a public local access street or an easement.
Verifiable access shall meet the following criteria:

i) Rach lot or parcel abuts on the street for a distance of
at least 20 feet.
ii) There is a legal right appurtenant to the lots ox
parcels to use the road for ingress and egress...
iii) The street provides actual physical access to the
lots or parcels.

b) County and local access -- public streets used as access to
lots or parcels shall be designed and developed according to
the standard of Lane Code, Chapter 15 and Lane Manual,
Chapter 15.

c¢) Easements used as access to lots or parcels shall meet the
following criteria:

i) There shall be no more than four lots...

ii) Easements shall not be approved if a road is needed...
iii) The minimum width of easements shall be 20 feet.

iv) All approved documents creating a private access

easement shall provide for the installation,
construction maintenance thereof of all public
utilities...

v) The County may require such improvements as are
reasonably necessary to provide safe and adequate access
to the lot orx parcel.

vi) A 1lot or parcel abutting a railroad or limited access
road...



6)

7)

8)

9)

10)

11)

12)

vii) Any easement approved as a private access easement shall
be documented on a form acceptable to the Department...
viii) All approved easements shall be recorded.

ix) I1f the County determines that the access and
transportation needs of the public would be bettex
served if the private access easement being considered
would be established as a public road...

Control Strip: The County may require that a strip of 1land
contiguous to a road be dedicated or deeded to the public for
the purpose of controlling access to or the use of a lot orxr
parcel.

Utility and Watercourse Rasements. Utility easements (a) and
drainage easements (b) may be required where necessary...

Pedestrian and Bicycle Ways. When necessary for public
convenience, safety, or as may be designed on an adopted master
bike plan, the county may require that pedestrian or bicycle
ways be improved and dedicated to the public.

Dangerous Areas. Any area determined by the Director to be
dangerous for road or building development by reasons of
geological conditions, unstable subsurface conditions,
groundwater or seepage conditions, floodplain, inundation or
erosion or any other dangerous condition shall not be divided
or used for development except under special consideration and
restriction.

Grading, Excavation and Clearings. Grading and clearing of any
portion of a division by mechanical equipment for road and/or
development purposes may be restricted or regulated either at
the time of tentative plan approval or final approval if there
is a finding that such grading or clearing presents a real
threat of pollution, contamination, silting or water bodies or
water supplies, erosion and slide damage, or alteration of
patural drainage patterns in the area. :

L.and for Public Purposes. When a public agency has demonstrated
through a capital improvement program that it has definite
plans to acquire a specified portion of a proposed division...

Sewerage Facilities. Lots and parcels for which the applicable
zoning districts permit residences, or for which residences are
contemplated, shall be served by either an approved public or
community sewerage facility or be suitable for an approved
individual sewerage disposal facility...The establishment of
rural sewerage facilities must be consistant with RCP Goal 2
Policy #24 and RCP Goal 11 policies.




13) Water Supply. Lots and parcels shall be served by an approved
public, community  ox individual water system. . .The
establishment of rural water systems shall be consistant with
RCP Goal 2 policy #24 and RCP Goal 11 policies.

Section 13.120 states that the decision of the Director to approve
a land division is subject to the procedures specified by Lane
Code 14.100, which state that the Director shall determine if the
evidence supports findings that the required criteria have been
met.

Section 13.130 states that the preliminary plan is valid for two
years from the date of approval "...to the date of completion of
all requirements and filing with the County Recorder". Extensions
may be granted according to the provisions of Lane Code 16.200.

Section 13.310 states that the Director shall approve the final
plat if:

1) The final map or plat and any supporting documents are in
substantial conformity with the approved preliminary plan,

2) Any conditions imposed by the approval authority have been
met,

3) Final partition plan shall be considered fully approved
by the Director when the Director’s signature and dates
thereof have been writen on the face of the maps and plats
and when the maps or plats have been recoxrded.

4) npproval or denial of final partition or subdivision plans
shall be in writing to the applicant and/or the applicant’s
designated representative.

Section 13.320 lists the requirements for final partition plats
that are included as Attachment "E" of this report.

Chapter 16 Lane_ Code

Chapter 16 governs land use and zoning in unincorporated Lane
County. Section 16.212 pertains to the use of land within the E40,
Exclusive Farm Use zone. Subsection 16.211(7) (a) specifies a 40
acre minimum for the creation of new parcels in the E40 zone.

Subsection 16.212(2) lists a series of permitted uses that include
residences under certain circumstances. Subsection 16.212(7)
identifies the criteria that must be met to obtain a Special Use
Permit to reside on the property. In general, the Exclusive Farm
Use zone is designed to carry out policies of the Lane County
Rural Comprehensive Plan that severely restrict new residences.

Section 16.214 pertains to the ML, Marginal Lands zone. Subsection
16.214(6) states that land in the ML zone may be divided into 10
acre parcels if it is not adjacent to a farm or forest zone. If it
is adjacent to either zone the minimum area requirement is 20
acres. Residences are permitted on legal lots.



.

One result of this land partition is to authorize parcel 3 as a
potential building site for one residence until the land is
subdivided. The City of Eugene, rather than Lane County, would be
responsible. for issuing the building permit.

Another result would be to create two other parcels outside of the
Urban Growth Boundary that will be subject to the 1land use
requlations of Chapter 16 Lane Code. Both of these parcels will be

"ngplit zoned", in the sense that the northern third is zoned

Marginal Lands and the remainder is zoned Exclusive Farm Use. The
applicant is aware that neither parcel can be redivided because
the agricultural portion of the parcels is less than the 40 acre
minimum of the E40 zone (see Exhibit 7). The final plat will
include a notation to that effect.

Tax lots 300/301 are within the Eugene School District and the
Bailey-Spencer Rural Fire Protection District.

FINDINGS

A. The proposed partition of tax lots 300/301 complies w1th Lane

i

—F County Rural Comprehen51ve Plan

Code 13.050(1) because it ftulfills chems of the

Eugene Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan and the _Lane

Boundary (UGB) “The Metro
EVelopment of 1and w1th1n the UGB where .public

fac111t1es o in place or can be prov1ded The Rural
Comprehen51ve Plan applies to unjncorporated land beyond the
UGB, “where the policy is to prohibit expansion of urban
“services. The public _infrastructure necessary for the build-out
of parcel 3 will eventually be specified by the Clty of Eugene,
howeyggh it w111 not ex;_nd.“_g;g._,parcelsrl~ and 2 because to do

80 'would be contrary to Goal 11 of the Rural Comprehen51ve

e i G S R N S e A

are

B. The proposal to partition tax lots 300/301 into 3 new parcels
complies with Lane Code 13.050(2) because each meets the
minimum area requirements specified by Eugene and Lane Code.
The nothern portion of parcels 1 and 2 are zoned Marginal
Lands, where the minimum area requirement for the creation of
new parcels is 20 acres. Both parcels contain at least 20 acres
within the Marginal Lands zone boundary. Neither parcel has 40

Aacres within the_ Exclusive Farm Use zone, so the applicant_
proposes Aa notaE}“n the “flnal plat that w111 alext future
_Qﬁgz neither parcel can be redivided.. Parcel 3 is a 99.7

acre 31te that will eventually ‘be developed as another phase of
the Somerset Hills subdivision.




E. Chapter 9, Eugene Municipal Code

Chapter 9 governs land use and zoning within the corporate limits
of Eugene. Section 9.308 pertains to RA, Suburban Residential
districts, which are designed to create a semi-rural environment
with key urban serices and facilities. Section 9.060 specifies a
4,500 square foot minimum lot area.

Section 9.508 states several purposes for the PD zone, including
the need to T"encourage comprehensive planning in areas of
sufficient size to provide developments at least equal in the
quality of their environment to traditiomal 1lot by lot
development..." The project review process is administered by the
City of Eugene, pursuant to Sections 9.510-9.518 of the municipal
code.

FACTS RELIED UPON

Tax lots 300 and 301, map 18-04-11, form a 213.5 acre parcel that
straddles the City Limits of Eugene. The parcel was created by a
deed recorded in Book 403, Page 559, Lane County Deeds and
Records. It was executed in 1942, prior to the enactment of zoning
and land division regulations, therefore by definition tax lots
300/301 constitute a legal parcel.

Tax 1lot 301, immediately south of the Somerset Hills subdivision,
is within the corporate 1limits of Eugene and subject to the
Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan. A narrow strip
along the northern boundary of tax lot 300 is also within the city
limits, however the southernmost 113.8 acres are unincorporated.

The unincorporated portion of tax lot 300 was designated for
agricultural use and zoned E40 when the Lane County Rural
Comprehensive Plan was originally adopted in 1984. On 3 June 1992
the Board of Commissioners adopted Ordinance PA 1021, which
redesignated the northernmost 40 acres of the unincorporated
portion of tax lot 300 as marginal lands and zoned it accordingly.
The remaining 73.8 acres are zoned E40, Exclusive Farm Use (see
Exhibits 4 and 5).

Tax lots 300/301 are not within the 100 year flood hazard area,
however the National Wetlands Inventory indicates that wetlands
are present on tax lot 301 (see Exhibit 5). There are no existing
structures on either tax lot.

Access to each of the three new parcels will be by way of an
extension of Timberline Drive, a public street that was dedicated
as part of the Somerset Hills plat. The extension will be a
private easement across parcel 3 to parcels 1 and 2 until such
time that the public street is expanded as part of the next phase
of Somerset Hills. Future proposals regarding parcel 3 will be
processed by the City of Eugene, subject to the provisions of the
Eugene Municipal Code.
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C. The proposed partition of tax lots 300/301 complies with Lane

Code 13.050(3) because there is no need to extend the public
road system onto or through the site at the present time. The
road system for the Somerset Hills subdivision will expand onto
parcel 3 vwhen a development plan for the next phase is
submitted to the City of Eugene, however as stipulated by Goal
11 of the Lane County Rural Comprehensive plan, it will not
continue further south onto parcels 1 and 2.

D. The proposed partition of tax lots 300/301 complies with Lane

Code 13.050(4) because the City of Eugene sees no reason for a
redevelopment plan at the present time. Parcels 1 and 2 cannot
be redivided,a nd the final plat will include a notation to

that effect.

E. The proposed partition of tax lots 300/301 conforms with Lane

Code 13.050(5) because access to each of the new parcels would
be by way of an extension of Timberline Drive across parcel 3
to parcels 1 and 2. As a condition of approval, the applicant
will be required to furnish a copy of the recorded easement
that permanently guarantees access to each. The approved plan
also widens the proposed easement £from 30 to 60 feet, to
coincide with the standard width of a public right-of-way.

F. The proposed partition of tax lots 300/301 conforms with Lane

Code 13.050(6) because no control strip is necessary.

P

————

G. The proposed partition of tax lots 300/301 conforms with Lane

Code 13.050(7) because all existing or proposed easements will
be noted on the final plat..

lots 300/301 conforms with Lane
Code 13.050(8) because no need has been identified for
pedestrian or bicycle accessways across any of the new parcels.

I. The proposed partition of tax lots 300/301 conforms with Lane

Code 13.050(9)&(10) because neither parcel is within the 100
year floodplain, and the only other known hazard, the presense
of arsenic in local groundwater, will be noted on the £final
plat.

J. The proposed partition of tax lots 300/301 conforms with Lane

Code 13.050(11) because there is no need for additional public
right-of-way at the present time. Parcel 3 is located in the
City of Eugene, where the dedication of public roads is an
integral step in the land development process. The city will
obtain the dedications necessary to augment the street system
for the Somerset Hills subdivision when plans for the mnext
phase of that project are submitted for review.



K. The proposed partition of tax lots 300/301 conforms with Lahe\
Code 13.050(12) because the applicant will be required to show i

that sewerage disposal facilities are feasible for each of the
. new parcels. Parcels 1 and 2 are beyond the Springfield-Eugene

UGB, which means that they will not be served by a public sewer
; system. Therefore, as a condition of approval for the final
plat, the applicant must furnish evidence from the county
sanitarian that septic disposal systems will function properly.
\ Parcel 3 is within the UGB and corporate limits of Eugene, and

\ the city has verified that the municipal sewer system can be-

o e

,,,,,,,,,,,,, E\\\\?\ifiended for the next phase of‘Egehggmegseg,Hillswsubdivfsfon.

L} The proposed partltlon of tax lots 300/301 conforms with Lane
i Code 13.050(13) because another condition of approval will

! require the applicant to demongtate that water w1ll be
available for each of the new parcels. Parcels 1 and 2 Wthh?

aTe Gurtside the UGB, will be .served by 1nd1v1dual wells “Parcel

pn——— e

; ; e B
Mol s e R I AV e - g g RN 8 s et ol

~==-"" yII. CONCLUSIONS

{i} roval of a preliminary plan to partition tax lots 300/301, map
18-04-11, is supported by findings that demonstate how all
applicable standards have been met.

35 -wET T BE-ESTVed by the extension of publlc water llnes T
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EXHIBIT "2"

Minor Partition Application
Breeden Bros., Inc.

A. Introduction

This minor partition application involves approximately 213.46 acres of property
located in southwest Eugene that is identified as Tax Lots 300 and 301 of Assessor’s
Map 18-04-11. The following parcels are proposed:

1. Parcel #1 will contain 56.87 acres and is subject to Lane County juris-
diction because it is outside the urban growth boundary of the Eugene/
Springfield Metropolitan Plan. The northern portion of this parcel was
recently rezoned to a Marginal Land classification [Ordinance No. PA
1021, adopted June 3, 1992 (PA 0221-92)]. The southern portion of the
proposed parcel is zoned E-40/RCP.

2. Parcel #2 will contain 56.88 acres and is also outside the urban growth
boundary. Like Parcel #1, the northern portion was rezoned to a ML
classification through adoption of Ordinance No. PA 1021 and the
southern portion is zoned E-40/RCP.

3. Parcel #3 will contain 99.71 acres and encompasses that portion of the
property that is within the urban growth boundary and in the city limits
of Eugene. This portion of the property is zoned RA/PD.

The primary purpose of this partition is to create two legal parcels that are outside
the city limits and urban growth boundary. Because of the current status of the
property, a third parcel comprising land within the city is also being created.

B. Legal Lot Status

The property involved in this partition was originally described in a deed from C. D.
Johnson and Frankie S. Johnson to Joe Maughan and Lillian W. Maughan, executed
on October 16, 1942 (Book 403, Page 559, Lane County Deed Records). Joe and
Lillian W. Maughan in turn conveyed the property to Breeden Bros. on May 2, 1962
(Reel 194, Instrument # 69289, Lane County Deed Records). The configuration of
the property involved in this partition remains unchanged from that described in the
1942 deed, except that the northern portion of the property has been platted as
Somerset Hills %111 (File 73, Slides 78-80, Lane County Plat Records).

The 1942 deed conveying the property from the Johnsons to the Maughans was

executed at a time when Lane County had no land division regulations. Therefore,
that deed created a legal lot. The property is unchanged from that described in

Breeden Bros./Somerset Property - Minor Partition Application, Page 1 of 6



1942, except for the area that is part of a duly approved subdivision. Therefore, the
property that is included in this partition application remains a legal lot as that term
is defined in LC 16.090.

C. Land Division Criteria

Lane Code 13.050 sets forth the general requirements and standards for preliminary
partition approval. The following information is provided to address each of the
standards listed in that section of the Lane Code.

LC 13.050(1): All divisions shall conform with the Comprehensive Plan for Lane
County and any applicable City Comprehensive Plan.

Two comprehensive plans are applicable to this partition: (1) the Lane County
Rural Comprehensive Plan for that portion outside the urban growth boundary;
and (2) the Eugene-Springfield Metropolitan Area General Plan for that portion
inside the urban growth boundary and city limits of Eugene.

Two land use designations are applied to the portion of the property outside the
urban growth boundary. The northern portion of the property outside the city is
designated marginal land as a result of the adoption of Ordinance No. PA 1021,
while the southern portion of the property is designated agricultural land and zoned
E-40. It might be noted that the documentation submitted to justify a marginal land
designation on the northern portion of the property actually showed that the margi-
nal Iand designation was justified on the entire tract outside the city limits. How: *, ;\{%
ever, that designation was limited to the northern portion at the owners’ request.to
allay concern of residents to the south about the extent of development possible on
“the subject property. The “ombination of zoning applied and the proposed partition
~ i allow the establishment of one dwelling each on proposed Parcels #1 and #2.

Policy #14 of the Goal Three Element of the Rural Comprehensive Plan recognizes
that land may be designated as marginal land, provided it meets the requirements of
ORS 197.247 and certain designated policies in the comprehensive plan. The Plan-
ning Commission and Board of Commissioners has determined that the northern
portion of this property meets those requirements and designated the land accord-
ingly. The proposed partition merely carries out the intent of that recent plan
amendment and rezoning by dividing the part of the property outside the urban
growth boundary into two parcels.

The Metropolifan Plan designates the portion of the property included in proposed
Parcel #1 for low-density residential land use. The South Hills Study supplements
the Metropolitan Plan in this area and further requires that development be
reviewed through the planned unit development process. The proposed partition
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merely creates a tract containing nearly 100 acres that will be the subject of further
review through the planned unit process prior to development occurring. A tract of
100 acres is of sufficient size to allow further urban development, particularly in
view of the approvals already granted for prior phases of the Somerset development.

LC 13.050(2): Divisions shall comply with all specifications of the applicable
zoning requirements in Lane Code.

The E-40 zoning applied to Parcels #1 and #2 requires a minimum parcel size of 40
acres, while the ML Marginal Land classification requires a minimum parcel size of
20 acres. Both-of the.p osed parcels exceed those minimum area requirements,
containing 56.87.ard 56.88/acres respectively. Residences on the proposed parcels
will be sited on that portion zoned ML. The dimensions of the parcels are such that
all setback and other property development standards of the ML zone can be met.

Proposed Parcel #3 is zoned RA/PD by the City of Eugene. The minimum parcel
size in the RA zone is 4,500 square feet which the proposed parcel clearly exceeds.
However, as noted above, development of Parcel #3 is subject to review through the
planned unit development process which will separately ensure compliance with all

applicable city zoning regulations.

LC 13.050(3): Relation to adjoining Road System.

This criterion calls for the continuation of major and secondary roads existing in
adjoining subdivisions or partitions when a partition is approved. Access to the
proposed Parcels #1 and #2 is provided by means of an easement extending from
the termination of Timberline Drive through Parcel #1. Plans previously approved
by the City of Eugene for future phases of the Somerset Hills development antici-
pate that Timberline Drive will be extended as development occurs. The easement
through Parcel #1 will gradually be replaced by public right-of-way as future dedica-
tions occur. The exact alignment of the extension of Timberline Drive is subject to
review and approval by the City of Eugene through the planned unit development
process. Extension of Timberline Drive outside the urban growth boundary through
Parcels #1 and #2 is not required to serve any other properties.

LC 13.050(4): Redevelopment Plan.

This standard allows the county to require a redevelopment plan when large parcels
are created that may be subject to further division in the future. Proposed Parcel
#3 contains nearly 100 acres and, due to size and location within the city limits, will
obviously be subject to future development proposals. Both the zoning applied to

the property and the South Hills Study require that future development be reviewed
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through the planned unit development process. In view of that requirement, there is

no need to provide a redevelopgr_lgr};_l)lg_qn_f_qg proposed Pz}'r_tie‘l_j_éf__?{._w
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will not allow further division of those parcels in the future. Therefore, a redevelop-
ment plan is also not needed for Parcels #1 and #2.

S
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/ The combination of ML and E-40 zoning applied to proposed Parcels #1 and #2
N
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This standard requires that lots or parcels have verifiable access by means of a street

or easement.

It also establishes certain minimum requirements for access. The

proposed partition conforms with this standard as evidenced by the following:

1. Proposed parcel #3 has direct access to a public street in the form of
Timberline Drive. The parcel’s frontage on that street exceeds the
requirements of LC 13.050(5)(a)(i). The street provides actual physical

access to Parcel #3. e et o i i TR SRR
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2. Access to proposed Parcels #1 and #2 will be provided by a 30-foot

_easement extending from Timberline Drive to these parcels. The route
of the easement follows an existing gravel drive. As noted above, this
easement will gradually be supplanted by a full public street as future
phases of the Somerset Hills development are platted and improved.

__The easement will serve only two lots, thereby satisfying LC 13.050(5)(c)

().

The width of the proposed easement. also exceeds the minimum

width specified ini the Lane Code. A copy of the easement (unrecorded

a5 yet) s attached)

LC 13.050(6): Control Strip.

et vnererer
e it ™

There is no need to require a control strip at this time because none of the purposes
specified in LC 13.050(6)(a) through (e) are applicable. The City of Eugene may

decide at some

future time that a control strip is necessary when the ultimate exten-

sion of Timberline Drive has been reached; however, that possibility is not a factor
in this partition application.

| lLC 13. 05@( 7): Utility and Watercourse Easements.

The access easement for Parcels #1 and #2 will include provision for installation of
utilities. No other utility easements are required to serve either the subject property
or adjoining lands. There are no drainageways or channels on the property that

require a watercourse easement.
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LC 13.050(8): Pedestrian and Bicycle Ways.

This standard allows the county to require pedestrian or bicycle ways be dedicated
when necessary for public convenience or safety, or when designated on an adopted
master bicycle plan. There are no designated bicycle ways shown on any adopted
master plan that would affect this property. Consideration of either pedestrian or
bicycle ways is not relevant to proposed Parcels #1 and #2. If pedestrian or bicycle
ways are to be required in conjunction with proposed Parcel #3, those facilities
would appropriately be addressed at the time of planned unit development approval
when there are specific development plans for the property.

LC 13.050(9): Dangerous Areas.

None of the factors specified in this section such as unstable subsurface conditions,
floodplain, inundation or erosion, and similar conditions are found on the subject
property. Therefore, this standard is not applicable.

LC 13.050(10(: Grading, Excavation and Clearings

This standard provides for limitations on grading and clearing for either road or
development purposes if there is a finding that such grading or clearing presents a
real threat of pollution, contamination, silting of water bodies or water supplies,
erosion and slide damage, or alteration of natural drainage patterns in the area.
The subject property consists of a stable hillside with occasional rock outcroppings.
The existing gravel access road has not shown any indication of the problems
identified under this standard. The dimensions of the property are such that the
placement of a dwelling on Lots #1 and #2 will not result in silting of water bodies
or other threats to adjoining properties.

LC 13.050(11): Land for Public Purposes

No portions of the subject property are identified in any adopted capital improve-
ment program for acquisition by a public agency. Therefore, the period of delay
authorized under this criterion is not applicable.

LC ]3.0505(12): Sewerage Facilities

Development on proposed Parcel #3 will be served by sanitary sewers extended
from the existing Somerset Hills development. One residence each is planned for
proposed Parcels #1 and #2. Those residences will be served by individual sewage
disposal systems. '

Breeden Bros./Somerset Property - Minor Partition Application - Page 5 of 6



LC 13.050(13): Water Supply
Development on proposed Parcel #3 will be served by a public water supply system
(EWEB). Residences on Parcels #1 and #2 will be served by individual wells.

LC 13.050(14): Additional Cluster Subdivision Requirements

This partition involves the creation of three large parcels and does not result in a
cluster subdivision; consequently, this standard is not applicable.
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