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July 18, 2019

6:00 P.M.

Medford City Hall, Council Chambers
411 W. 8" Street, Medford, Oregon

10. Roll Call

20. Recognitions, Community Group Reports

30. Oral Requests and Communications from the Audience
COMMENTS WILL BE LIMITED TO 4 MINUTES PER INDIVIDUAL, GROUP OR ORGANIZATION. PLEASE SIGN IN.

40. Public Hearings
Comments are limited to a total of 30 minutes for applicants and/or their representatives. You
may request a 5-minute rebuttal time. Appellants and/or their representatives are limited to
a total of 30 minutes and if the applicant is not the appellant they will also be allowed a total
of 30 minutes. All others will be limited to 4 minutes. PLEASE SIGN IN.

40.1  Consideration of an appeal of an administrative decision regarding a defective sidewalk
at 711 W. Jackson Street.

40.2 COUNCIL BILL 2019-65
A resolution approving the appeal and reversing and modifying the decision of the Site
Plan and Architectural Commission to deny plans for the construction of a 370 square
foot coffee kiosk, a 3,300 square foot convenience store, and 1,304 square foot car
wash and gas pumps on approximately 2.5 acres located at 1380 Springbrook Road
within the C-C (Community Commercial) zoning district. AC-19-028 (Land Use, Appeal)

40.3 COUNCIL BILL 2019-66
An ordinance proclaiming annexation to the City of Medford, portions of the Lozier
Lane right-of-way from Stewart Avenue to West Main Street, and withdrawal of said
properties from Medford Rural Fire Protection District #2, effective pursuant to State
law. A-19-002 (Land Use, Quasi-Judicial)

50. Approval or Correction of the Minutes of the June 20, 2019 Reqgular Meeting

Meeting locations are generally accessible to persons with disabilities. To request interpreters for hearing impaired or other
accommodations for persons with disabilities, please contact the ADA Coordinator at (541)774-2074 or
ada@cityofmedford.org at least three business days prior to the meeting to ensure availability. For TTY, dial 711 or

(800) 735-1232. Page 1



Medford City Council Agenda
July 18, 2019

60. Consent Calendar

60.1

60.2

60.3

60.4

60.5

60.6

60.7

60.8

COUNCIL BILL 2019-67
An ordinance authorizing execution of a contract in an amount of $697,196.99 with

Emergency Communications of Southern Oregon to provide fire dispatch services for
fiscal year 2019-20.

COUNCIL BILL 2019-68
An ordinance authorizing execution of a contract in an amount of $1,441,482.79 with

Emergency Communications of Southern Oregon to provide police dispatch services
for fiscal year 2019-20.

COUNCIL BILL 2019-69
An ordinance awarding a two-year contract in an amount not to exceed $350,000.00 to
Butler Automotive Group to provide police fleet maintenance services.

COUNCIL BILL 2019-70

An ordinance authorizing execution of an Addendum to the Solid Waste Collection
Franchise Agreement with Rogue Disposal and Recycling, Inc., to continue leaf pickup
services from November 1, 2019 to January 20, 2023.

COUNCIL BILL 2019-71
An ordinance awarding a contract in an amount of $503,502.50 to JRT Construction,
LLC, for the Crater Lake Avenue and Owen Drive Intersection Improvements Project.

COUNCIL BILL 2019-72
An ordinance awarding a contract in an amount of $1,280,000.00 to Knife River
Materials for the purchase of bulk asphalt concrete supply through June 30, 2021.

COUNCIL BILL 2019-73

An ordinance authorizing payment in the amount of $550,888.00 to Rocky Knoll, LLC
for acquisition of real property between Hillcrest Road and McAndrews Road for street
improvements.

COUNCIL BILL 2019-74

An ordinance authorizing payment in the amount of $173,600.00 to Cogswell Limited
Partnership for acquisition of real property on Foothill Road between Hillcrest Road
and McAndrews Road for street improvements.

70. Items Removed from Consent Calendar

Page 2 of 3
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Medford City Council Agenda
July 18, 2019

80. Ordinances and Resolutions
80.1 COUNCIL BILL 2019-62
SECOND READING An ordinance authorizing the establishment of a 20 mph designated
speed for Valley View Drive, between Hillcrest Road and Capital Avenue.

80.2 COUNCIL BILL 2019-75
An ordinance ratifying a Purchase and Sale Agreement in the amount of $360,000.00
between Mark Wimmer and the City of Medford, to acquire the 1.44 acre parcel located
at 703 Central Avenue.

90. Council Business
90.1 Proclamations issued:
Ice Cream Month - July 2019
Parks and Recreation Month - July 2019
Smart Irrigation Month - July 2019

90.2 Committee Reports and Communications

100. City Manager and Staff Reports
100.1 Further reports from City Manager

110. Adjournment

Page 3 of 3
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DEPARTMENT: Public Works AGENDA SECTION: Public Hearings
PHONE: (541) 774-2100 MEETING DATE: July 18, 2019
STAFF CONTACT: Cory Crebbin, P.E., Public Works Director

Consideration of an appeal of an administrative decision regarding a defective sidewalk at 711 W.
Jackson Street.

SUMMARY AND BACKGROUND

Council is requested to consider the sidewalk appeal filed by the 711 W. Jackson Street property
owner. The property owner states that there are two large trees responsible for lifting the sidewalk
panels and removing and replanting trees would cause additional sidewalk issues. It is likely this is
accurate for a portion of the defective sidewalk, but there is no provision in the Medford Municipal
Code (MMC) which relieves abutting sidewalks in such a circumstance.

On May 23, 2019, a certified letter was mailed to 701 W. Jackson St. addressed to the property owner
of record. The letter provided information on how to contact the City Arborist if a tree in the public
right-of-way was related to the case. The City Arborist evaluated two sycamore trees in the public
right-of-way and because the street is an arterial, determined that the City was responsible for
removing and replanting the trees. A letter from the Parks Department was sent to the property
owner regarding both tree removals.

After inspection of the sidewalk, the City Inspector determined there are a total of 9 sidewalk panels
requiring attention. This property is on a corner and sidewalk repairs are required on Summit Avenue
and Jackson Street frontages. There are three sidewalk panels that need to be replaced; there is one
sidewalk panel that may need to be replaced depending on how well it holds up during the other
repairs; and there are 5 additional panels that can be ground down instead of replaced.

On June 27, 2019, the property owner was notified by Certified mail that the 60-day timeframe for
sidewalk repairs can be postponed on the W. Jackson Street portion of the sidewalk requiring tree
removal by the City. The 60-day timeframe for sidewalk repairs will begin the day following
completion of tree removal.

PREVIOUS COUNCIL ACTIONS
There are no prior council actions on this case.

ANALYSIS

The Engineering and Development Division receives defective sidewalk complaints from the City's
Code Enforcement Division, citizens, and others. Once the City inspector evaluates the sidewalk in
question, a notice of sidewalk repair is sent to the property owner of record to cure the sidewalk
condition in accordance with Medford Municipal Code 3.023.
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Section 3.010 of the Medford Municipal Code (MMC) requires property owners of property within the
City to inspect and maintain all sidewalks abutting their property in a condition safe for use by the
public at all times. The code further states that if any property owner, by his/her neglect to perform
any duty required by this section, causes injury or damage to any person or property, s/he shall be
liable to the person suffering such injury or damage and indemnify the City for all damages it has
been compelled to pay in such cases.

Section 3.030 of the MMC states if the defective sidewalk is not corrected within the time period
provided, the Public Works Director or designee may cause the defective sidewalk to be repaired and
shall cause a record to be kept of the cost incurred to repair the sidewalk.

The sidewalk portion along Summit Avenue can be repaired within the designated time frame. The
sidewalk portion along Jackson Street can be postponed until the Parks Department arranges for tree
removal.

FINANCIAL AND/OR RESOURCE CONSIDERATIONS

A repair estimate for $1,975.00 was provided by Tavin Jessen, a local contractor that has made
numerous sidewalk repairs for the City. This estimate is for the entire sidewalk project including the
portion requiring tree removal.

The City has not contracted with Tavin Jessen or any other Contractor for the work and is relying on
the property owner to make repairs at this time.

TIMING ISSUES
Initial notice was received by the Property Owner on May 24, 2019.

Property owners sent a letter requesting a Council hearing on June 6, 2019.

Per MMC 3.025, the property owner has 10 days from the date of receipt of the notification to request
an appeal in writing. The appeal was received by day 13.

The property owner has 60-days from the date of initial receipt to complete sidewalk repairs. A
property owner can request a 90-day extension to complete repairs. The property owners have not
submitted a 90-day extension request.

Since the City Parks & Recreation Department will be arranging for two street trees to be removed,

the sidewalk panels on that portion of the street can be replaced within 60 days following tree
removal.
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COUNCIL OPTIONS

Approve the appeal and provide staff direction on needed sidewalk repairs.
Modify and approve the appeal.

Deny the appeal.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends denial of the appeal.

SUGGESTED MOTION
I move to deny the appeal regarding the defective sidewalk at 701 w. Jackson Avenue.

EXHIBITS

Certified letter to property owner - From Public Works Engineering regarding sidewalk repairs
Applicant letter requesting public hearing

Appeal letter - From City Recorder

Certified letter to property owner - From Public Works Engineering regarding postponement due to
tree removal on Jackson Street side.

Letter to property owner - From Parks & Recreation Department regarding tree removal
Photographs from City Engineer

Map View of sidewalk panels

Repair Estimate - Tavin Jessen
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CITY OF MEDFORD

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 200 S. IVY STREET TELEPHONE (541) 774-2100
ENGINEERING & DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MEDFORD, OREGON 97501 FAX (541) 774-2552

www.ci.medford.or.us pworkseng@cityofmedford.org
May 22, 2019

JENSEN JORDAN S/CASSIE L
701 JACKSON ST
MEDFORD, OR 97501

Re: Unsafe Sidewalk at 701 W JACKSON ST & Case #CE19-01710

A section of sidewalk adjacent to this property has been identified as unsafe and requires your inmediate attention. A
Public Works Inspector has confirmed that sidewalk repairs are necessary and you must repair or replace the sidewalk in
question within 60 days of receipt of this letter per the City of Medford Municipal Code (MMC) Section 3.023.

It is extremely important that sidewalks be kept safe at all times. In the MMC 3.010, property owners are responsible for
maintaining all public sidewalks abutting their property. Any injuries sustained by the public as a result of this defective
condition are the liability of the property owner.

AT THIS POINT YOU HAVE THE FOLLOWING THREE OPTIONS:
1) Obtain a Sidewalk Repair Permit for the homeowner or qualified contractor to perform the work (MMC 3.020).
e Costis $48.00 and is required prior to performing any work
e Must be issued on or before day-30
e Can be completed in person or online (see address, phone number, and website information above)
e The Permit has a 30-day expiration once issued
2) Request a one-time 90-day extension from the Public Works Director (MMC 3.023).
e Use email address or physical address above to submit the request
e Must be in writing with basis for the request
3) Right to Appeal (MMC 3.025).
* If you disagree with the determination that the sidewalk is unsafe, you may appeal for a hearing before
the City Council. AWRITTEN REQUEST MUST BE MAILED to the City Recorder at 411 W. 8t St,
Medford, OR 97501 within ten (10) days of receipt of this letter.
e The request needs to include why the repair of the sidewalk is not required and a current contact number
for appeal date notification.

By day 60, if none of the above options have been exercised, the City will initiate hiring a contractor to perform the work.
At that time, the Medford Municipal Code requires that all costs related to the work performed be assessed to the property
owner. These costs will include payments to the contractor plus engineering'and administrative costs. Non-payment of
these costs will result in a lien being placed on the property at 18% interest per year. Please note that once the contractor
has been hired for a property the associated costs are realized and must be paid by the property owner.

This is the only notice you will receive.
Please call 541-774-2100 if you have any questions or would like a City inspector to contact you.

If a tree in the public right of way is related to your case, contact the City Arborist at 541-774-2690 to obtain a separate
permit (MMC 6.725 and 6.730).

Sincerely,
Digitally signed by Nepheli
M‘g“é Date: 2019.05.23 07:44:03 -07'00'

Nepheli Sparks
Public Works Business Manager
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City of Medford

Office of the City Recorder

Medford ~ A Fantastic Place to Live, Work & Play

June 11, 2019

Jordan and Cassie Jensen
701 W. Jackson Street
Medford, OR 97501

Re: Appeal of Unsafe Sidewalk

The Medford City Council will consider an appeal of the Public Works unsafe sidewalk
assessment concerning sidewalk repairs for 701 W. Jackson Street.

The public hearing on this matter will be scheduled for the regular City Council meeting
on July 18, 2019 at 6 p.m. at the Medford City Hall Council Chambers, 411 W. 8" Street.
The City Council will hear evidence on the appeal and your objection to the proposed
assessment.

You may contact the Recorder’s Office at 541-774-2017 with any questions regarding this
appeal hearing.

Sincerely,

W sl

Karen M. Spoonts, MMC
City Recorder

ccC: Mayor/Council
Public Works Department
Legal Department

411 West 8'" Street, Medford, OR 97501
Tel. 541.774.2017 - email: cityrecorder@cityofmedford.org * Fax 541.618.1700

www.cityofmedford.org
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CITY OF MEDFORD

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 200 S. IVY STREET TELEPHONE (541) 774-2100
ENGINEERING & DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MEDFORD, OREGON 97501 FAX (541) 774-2552
www.ci.medford.or.us pworkseng @cityofmedford.org

June 24, 2019

JENSEN JORDAN S/CASSIE L
701 JACKSON ST

MEDFORD, OR 97501

Re: Unsafe Sidewalk at 701 W JACKSON ST & Case #CE19-01710

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Jensen,

The City Parks Department informed us that they will be remediating the two large trees along the W. Jackson St. portion
of the sidewalk abutting your home. With this information, we would like to clarity the sidewalk repair requirements.

Per the ariginal letter that was sent on May 23, 2019, repairs are required within 60-days for all sidewalk panels deemed
unsafe along the Summit Avenue portion of sidewalk abutting your home.

Repairs along the W. Jackson Street sidewalk abutting your home can be delayed until the Parks Department removes
both trees. You will be sent a notification that the City repairs are complete and will have 60-days from that notification to
make the remaining sidewalk repairs along W. Jackson Street.

Please remember that you must obtain a Sidewalk Repair Permit prior to making any repairs in the public right-of-way,
either as the homeowner or qualified contractor performing work (MMC 3.020). The Permit cost is $48.00 and can be
obtained in person or online (see address, phone number, and website information above).

If this clarification of requirements affects your intent to appeal before the City Council, please contact me direclly; or if
you have any other questions, please don't hesitate to call 541-774-2100.

Sincerely,

Lk

Nepheli Sparks
Public Works Business Manager
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CITY OF MEDFORD

PARKS DEPARTMENT 301 Lowery Lane TELEPHONE (541) 774-2690
MEDFORD, OREGON 97501 Fax (541) 774-2658
www.ci.medford.or.us jdclarizio@cityofmedford.org

June 21, 2019

JENSEN JORDAN S/CASSIE L
701 JACKSON ST
MEDFORD, OR 97501

Re: Unsafe Sidewalk at 701 W JACKSON ST & Case #CE19-01710

Mr. and Mrs. Jensen,

This letter formally acknowledges that the City Parks Department is responsible for the removal of two large
trees abutting your property along W. Jackson St.

Per the Medford Municipal Code (MMC) 6.730,"The owners of property abutting streets other than arterial
and collector streets in residential zoning districts within the City shall be responsible for the care and
maintenance, including trimming, pruning and spraying of trees and shrubs or other landscapes”. As W.
Jackson Street is a Collector Street, the City Parks Department will incur the cost of the removal.

If you have any questions, please don't hesitate to contact us.

Thank you,
N

[

Clarizio
City of Medford
Parks Maintenance Supervisor
Phone: 541-292-6365
Email: jd.clarizio@cityofmedford.org
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701 W. Jackson Street

Sidewalk Photos

6-10-2019

701 W. Jackson St. - Sidewalk Photos Page 1 of 11
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701 W. Jackson St. — Sidewalk Photos Page 2 of 11
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701 W. Jackson St. — Sidewalk Photos
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701 W. Jackson St. — Sidewalk Photos
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701 W. Jackson, Medford OR

1 Panel — May need
to be replaced.
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July 18, 2019




TAVIN JESSEN

EREERe CONCRETES
Estimate EST0008

NAME The City Of Medford .

ADDRESS 200 S. Ivy Medford OR. 97501 Tavin Jessen Concrete LLC
EMAIL  ken.parducci@cityofmedford.org . gTa\g:
DATE June 11, 2019 75 Dahlia Ter. Eagle poin . 975

541-538-9112
tiessen1@outlook.com

DESCRIPTION UNIT PRICE QTY TOTAL

701 W Jackson st. $1,975.00
5 Grinds At $625. 3 panel replacement at $1300. Additional

$50 for contractors time of gathering permits and putting

together traffic plan.

SUBTOTAL  $1,975.00

TOTAL  $1,975.00
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DEPARTMENT: Planning AGENDA SECTION: Public Hearings
PHONE: (541) 774-2380 MEETING DATE: July 18,2019
STAFF CONTACT: Matt Brinkley, AICP, CFM, Planning Director

COUNCIL BILL 2019-65

A resolution approving the appeal and reversing and modifying the decision of the Site Plan and
Architectural Commission to deny plans for the construction of a 370 square foot coffee kiosk, a 3,300
square foot convenience store, and a 1,304 square foot car wash and gas pumps on approximately
2.5 acres located at 1380 Springbrook Road within the C-C (Community Commercial) zoning district.
AC-19-028 (Land Use, Appeal)

SUMMARY AND BACKGROUND

Council is requested to consider an appeal of the Site Plan and Architectural Commission decision to
deny plans for the construction of a 370 square foot coffee kiosk, a 3,300 square foot convenience
store, and 1,304 square foot car wash and gas pumps on approximately 2.5 acres located at 1380
Springbrook Road within the C-C (Community Commercial) zoning district (371W20AB3500). (File No.
AC-19-028)

The appellant contends that the Site Plan and Architectural Commission erred in its decision to deny
the proposal as: (1) SPAC erred by improperly applying the compatibility standard in MLDC 10.200;
(2) SPAC exceed its jurisdiction by interpreting MLDC 10.200 to allow it to deny a use allowed under
the zone; (3) SPAC's decision fails to include appropriate findings of fact and conclusions of law to
support its denial; and (4) there is not substantial evidence in the record to support the denial of AC-
19-028.

PREVIOUS COUNCIL ACTIONS

On December 4, 2014, the City Council adopted Ordinance 2015-154 changing the General Land Use
Plan (GLUP) Map designation of the subject property from UR (Urban Residential) to CM (Commercial).
The change was part of the City’s Urban Growth Boundary amendment project.

ANALYSIS

The appellant raised four allegations of error and has requested that the City Council either reverse
or remand the Site Plan and Architectural Commission decision to deny the proposal. The City Council
must decide if: (1) SPAC erred by improperly applying the compatibility standard in MLDC 10.200; (2)
SPAC exceed its jurisdiction by interpreting MLDC 10.200 to allow it to deny a use allowed under the
zone; (3) SPAC's decision fails to include appropriate findings of fact and conclusions of law to support
its denial; and (4) there is not substantial evidence in the record to support the denial of AC-19-028.

In the decision to deny the application, the Commission found the aesthetics and intensity of the use
incompatible with the neighborhood but did not identify persuasive evidence and explain how the
evidence in the record lead to the decision. Additionally, the Commission exceeded its authority and
disallowed permitted uses.

The Executive Summary contains a complete analysis of the allegations of error (Exhibit A).
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FINANCIAL AND/OR RESOURCE CONSIDERATIONS
None identified.

TIMING ISSUES

Under Medford Land Development Code (MLDC) Section 10.182(B)(1), the approving authority shall
take final action on an application within 120 days after the application is deemed complete. ORS
227.178(1) further requires that, “... the governing body of a city ... shall take final action on an
application ... including resolution of all appeals ... within 120 days after the application is deemed
complete.” The 120th day for this application is July 20, 2019. The City Council must render its decision
by that date.

COUNCIL OPTIONS

In an appeal of a land use decision, the City Council typically has the four options listed below.

1. Affirm the decision of the Site Plan and Architectural Commission.

2. Reverse the decision of the Site Plan and Architectural Commission. If the Council does this, the
Council must specify the reasons for reversal.

3. Modify the decision of the Site Plan and Architectural Commission and specify the reasons for
such modification.

4. Remand the decision back to the Site Plan and Architectural Commission with an explanation of
the error and the action necessary to rectify the error. Given the constraints of the 120-day rule,
this is not an option unless the applicant concurs and agrees to extend the 120-day limit.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends the Council approve the appeal and reverse the Site Plan and Architectural
Commission decision to deny AC-19-028.

SUGGESTED MOTION

I move to approve the resolution approving the appeal and reversing the Site Plan and Architectural
Commission decision to deny AC-19-028.

EXHIBITS
Resolution
Executive Summary dated July 11, 2019, including Exhibits 1 through 8.
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RESOLUTION NO. 2019-65

A RESOLUTION approving the appeal and reversing and modifying the decision of the
Site Plan and Architectural Commission to deny plans for the construction of a 370 square foot
coffee kiosk, a 3,300 square foot convenience store, and 1,304 square foot car wash and gas pumps
on approximately 2.5 acres located at 1380 Springbrook Road within the C-C (Community
Commercial) zoning district.

WHEREAS, on February 12, 2019, Double R Products (Applicant) submitted a Site Plan
and Architectural Review application to construct a 370 square foot coffee kiosk, a 3,300 square
foot convenience store, and 1,304 square foot car wash and gas pumps on approximately 2.5 acres
located at the northeasterly corner of Springbrook Road and E McAndrews Road (file no. AC-19-
028); and

WHEREAS, on May 3 and May 17, 2019, the Site Plan and Architectural Commission
held duly noticed public hearings and testimony was taken by the Commission on the application
AC-19-028; and

WHEREAS, on June 7, 2019, the Site Plan and Architectural Commission adopted the final
order for denial of the application AC-19-028; and

WHEREAS, the Site Plan and Architectural Commission decision to deny AC-19-028 was
appealed to the City Council by Springbrook Corners LLC, the property owner, on June 24, 2019.
The Appellant contends that the Site Plan and Architectural Commission erred by improperly
applying the compatibility standard, exceeding its authority, and failing to include appropriate
findings of fact, and that there is not substantial evidence to support the decision; and

WHEREAS, on July 18, 2019, the City Council reviewed the applicable criteria, heard
legal arguments, and considered appellant’s request to reverse and modify the decision of the Site
Plan and Architectural Commission; and now therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MEDFORD,
OREGON,

SECTION 1. The City Council finds that there is substantial evidence in the record of the
Site Plan and Architectural Commission to indicate that the Commission’s findings were improper
and inadequate to support the decision.

SECTION 2. The City Council further finds that there is substantial evidence in the record
to approve the decision of the Site Plan and Architectural Commission and apply the conditions of
approval contained in Exhibit A-1 dated May 10, 2019, with the following modifications:

a. The hours of operation are limited to 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.

b. Additional screening is required. The screening must include additional street
frontage landscaping and additional screening for any rooftop equipment.

Resolution No. 2019-65
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C. The requirement for a photometric analysis in Condition 11 is moved to the
Discretionary Condition section.

PASSED by the Council and signed by me in authentication of its passage this ___ day of
July, 2019.

ATTEST:
City Recorder Mayor

Resolution No. 2019-65
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Consideration of an appeal of the Site Plan and Architectural Commission decision to deny
plans for the construction of a 370 square foot coffee kiosk, a 3,300 square foot convenience
store, and 1,304 square foot car wash and gas pumps on approximately 2.5 acres located at
1380 Springbrook Road within the C-C (Community Commercial) zoning district
(371TW20AB3500).

The appellant contends that the Site Plan and Architectural Commission erred in its decision
to deny the proposal as: (1) SPAC erred by improperly applying the compatibility standard in
MLDC 10.200; (2) SPAC exceed its jurisdiction by interpreting MLDC 10.200 to allow it to deny
a use allowed under the zone; (3) SPAC's decision fails to include appropriate findings of fact
and conclusions of law to support its denial; and (4) there is not substantial evidence in the
record to support the denial of AC-19-028.

Dated: July 11,2019

VICINITY MAP

Page 1 of 14
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Executive Summary

Appeal of Site Plan and Architectural Commission Decision
AC-19-028

July 11,2019

WHAT ARE THE ISSUES BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL? (Notice of Appeal, Exhibit 1)

e Did the Site Plan and Architectural Commission err by improperly applying the
compatibility standard in Medford Land Development Code (MLDC) 10.200?

e Did the Site Plan and Architectural Commission exceed its jurisdiction by interpreting
MLDC 10.200 to allow it to deny a use allowed under the zone?

e Did the SPAC decision fail to include appropriate findings of fact and conclusions of
law to support its denial?

¢ |sthere substantial evidence in the record to support the denial of AC-19-028?

CITY COUNCIL SCOPE OF REVIEW

The City Council's scope of review is listed in Medford Land Development Code (MLDC)
10.140 and is summarized below.

(D) Scope of Appeal.

An appeal hearing shall be either ‘de novo; 7imited to issues, or ‘on the record” as
summarized below.

*AA

(2) On the record: Issues are limited to those raised in the appeal. New evidence may
not be presented. New arguments may be presented so long as they relate to issues
raised in the initial proceedings.

a. The appeal body shall not re-examine issues of fact and shall limit its review to
determining whether there is substantial evidence to support the findings of the
approving authority, or determining if errors in law were committed. The
appellant is also precluded from raising an issue on appeal to the appeal body
if they could have raised the issue with the approving authority but failed to do
so.

b. The record shall consist of the application and all materials submitted with it
documentary evidence, exhibits and materials submitted at the initial hearing;
recorded testimony; the decision of the approving authority, including the
findings and conclusions; and the notice of appeal.

CHRONOLOGY

1. On February 12, 2019, Double R Products (Applicant) submitted a Site Plan and
Architectural Review application to construct a 370 square foot coffee kiosk, a 3,300
square foot convenience store, and 1,304 square foot car wash and gas pumps on
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10.

11.

approximately 2.5 acres zoned C-C (Community Commercial). The site is located at the
northeasterly corner of Springbrook Road and E McAndrews Road (file no. AC-19-028).

On March 8, 2019, the application was deemed complete.

The application was scheduled for the public hearing of April 19, 2019. On March 29,
2019, public hearing notices were mailed to surrounding property owners. It was later
found that the mailing list was incomplete and did not include the owners of all
properties within 200 feet of the project boundaries as required in MLDC 10.124(C)(2)
et seq. The applicant requested that the hearing be continued 14 days to May 3, 2019,
so that the application could be properly noticed.

On April 12, 2019, public hearing notices were mailed to surrounding property owners.
The mailing list correctly included the owners of properties within 200 feet of the
subject site.

The Site Plan and Architectural Commission held a public hearing on May 3, 2019, heard
the staff report and received testimony from approximately 27 people. Immediately
after the public hearing was closed, a member of the audience requested that the
record be kept open. The Commission voted to reopen the hearing, took testimony,
and then continued the public hearing to May 17, 2019.

Written testimony from the property owner (now Appellant), Springbrook Corners, LLC,
was submitted on May 3, 2019, and attached to the Site Plan and Architectural
Commission Report dated May 17, 2019, as Exhibit DDD.

At the public hearing on May 17, 2019, the Commission again received a staff report
and additional public testimony. After a failed motion for approval, the oral decision of
the Commission was to deny AC-19-028.

On June 7, 2019, the Commission adopted the final order for denial of AC-19-028.

OnJune 11, 2019, the action letter was mailed, setting the final appeal date of June 25,
2019.

On June 24, 2019, the City received an appeal of the Site Plan and Architectural
Commission decision to deny application AC-19-028 from Springbrook Corners LLC, the
property owner, now Appellant (Exhibit 1). Appellant has standing in this matter.

Per MLDC 10.140(B)(2), the appeal hearing before the City Council must be set at its
next regular meeting that falls not less than 14 days after the date the appeal is filed.
The appeal hearing date has been appropriately scheduled for July 18, 2019. The 120"
day is July 20, 2019.
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MEDFORD LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE CRITERIA

Medford Land Development Code §10.200

(E) Site Plan and Architectural Review Approval Criteria.

(1) The Site Plan and Architectural Commission shall approve a site plan and architectural

review application for a commercial or industrial development, if it can find that the
proposed development conforms, or can be made to conform through the imposition
of conditions, with the following criteria.

(a) The proposed development is compatible with uses and development that exist
on adjacent land, and

(b) The proposed development complies with the applicable provisions of all city
ordinances or the Site Plan and Architectural Commission has approved (an)
exception(s) as provided in Section 10.186.

(F) Site Plan and Architectural Review Conditions of Approval. In approving a site plan and
architectural review application, the Site Plan and Architectural Commission may impose,
in addition to those standards expressly specified in this code, conditions determined to
be reasonably necessary to ensure compliance with the standards of the code and the
criteria in Subsection (E) above, and to otherwise protect the health, safety and general
welfare of the surrounding area and community as a whole. These condjtions may
include, but are not limited to the following:

(1)
2)

3)

4)

(5)

(€)

(7)

(&)
©)

Limiting the number, height, location and size of signs;

Requiring the installation of appropriate public facilities and services and dedication
of land to accommodate public facilities when needed);

Limiting the visibility of mechanical equijpment through screening or other
appropriate measures;

Requiring the installation or modiification of irrigated landscaping, walls, fences or
other methods of screening and buffering;

Limiting or altering the location, height bulk configuration or setback of
commercial and industrial buildings, structures and improvements.

Requiring the improvement of an existing, dedicated alley which will be used for
ingress or egress for a development;

Controlling the number and location of parking and loading facilities, points of
ingress and egress and providing for the internal circulation of motorized vehicles,

bicycles, public transit and pedestrians;

Requiring the retention of existing natural features;

Modifying architectural design elements of commercial and industrial buildings.

Such modifications may include, but are not necessarily limited to: exterior
construction materials and their colors, roofiine, and fenestration,; and, restricting
openings in the exterior walls of structures;
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(10) Modlifying architectural design elements of multiple-family dwelling buildings when
the applicant has affirmatively elected to request an adjustment from the Special
Development Standards in MLDC Sections 10.715A through 10.717. Such
modlifications may include but are not necessarily limited to: exterior construction
materials and their colors, roofline, and fenestration; anaq, restricting openings in
the exterior walls of structures;

(11) Restricting the height, directional orientation and intensity of exterior lighting.

AUTHORITY OF THE SITE PLAN AND ARCHITECTURAL COMMISSION

The Site Plan and Architectural Commission is the approving authority for Site Plan and
Architectural Review applications (MLDC 10.110[H]). The purpose of Site Plan and
Architectural Review is found in MLDC 10.200(A):

The Site Plan and Architectural Review process is established in order to provide for
review of the functional and aesthetic adequacy of commercial, industrial and multi-
family development and to assure compliance with the standards and criteria set
forth in this chapter for the development of property as applied to the improvement
of individual lots or parcels of land as required by this code. Site Plan and
Architectural Review considers consistency In the aesthetic design, site planning and
general placement of related facilities such as street improvements, off-street
parking, loading and unloading areas, points of ingress and egress as related to
bordering traffic flow patterns, the design, placement and arrangement of buildings
as well as any other subjects included in the code which are essential to the best
utifization of land in order to preserve the public safety and general welfare, which
will encourage development and use of lands in harmony with the character of the
nejghborhood within which the development is proposed,

PROJECT SUMMARY

The subject application is to authorize construction of a new drive-thru coffee kiosk,
convenience store, carwash and gas pumps. Phase Il (not part of this application) will consist
of a structure to be used for retail uses located along the easterly property line. The coffee
kiosk will be approximately 370 square feet in size and will be located at the northwest corner
of the lot. A carwash (+/-1,304 square feet) will be attached to the convenience store (+/-3,300
square feet) and the structure will be located towards the intersection of Springbrook Road
and E McAndrews Road. The gas pumps and gas pumps canopy are proposed to be located
towards the center of the site.
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Figure 1 - Site Plan

The site is located in an area largely zoned for single family residences. The Bonaventure
assisted living facility is located across E McAndrews Road to the south; Donahue
Frohnmayer park is to the southwest (shown in green below). North Medford High School is
to the northwest.
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Figure 2 — Current Zoning Map

NOTICE OF APPEAL (EXHIBIT 1)

Required Content

MLDC 10.140(B) lists the required content of a notice of appeal. The appeal contains all
required information.
(B) Notice of Appeal.

(1) A notice of appeal shall be signed by the appellant or their agent and shall contain:

(a) An identification of the decision sought to be reviewed, including the date of the
decision.
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(b) A statement demonstrating that the appellant has standing to appeal as required
by Subsection (A) above.

(c) A statement of the specific grounds which the appellant relies on as the basis for
the appeal. If the appellant contends that the findings of fact made by the
approving authority are incorrect or incomplete, the notice shall specify the
factual matters omitted or disputed. If the appellant contends that the decision
Is contrary to ordinance, statute or other law, such errors shall be specifically
identified in the notice along with the specific grounds relied upon for review.

Assignments of Error

1. The Appellant contends the Site Plan and Architectural Commission (SPAC)
erred by improperly applying the compatibility standard in MLDC 10.200.

Staff Response:

The Appellant uses this argument for the first and second assignments of error, but they are
two distinct issues - a finding of compatibility with surrounding development and disallowing
a permitted use. This discussion is focused on the issue of compatibility.

During the May 3 public hearing, the applicant’s agent stated that the compatibility issue had
been addressed by the City Council when the General Land Use Plan (GLUP) map designation
was changed in 2014 and again by the Planning Commission at the time of zone change in
2015. (SPAC Minutes, May 3, 2019, Exhibit 5 p. 7)

Staff disagreed because the first approval criterion for Site Plan and Architectural Review
requires a finding of whether a proposed use is, “..compatible with uses and development
that exist on adjacent land.” (MLDC 10.200[E]) In response, staff prepared the explanation
cited on p. 4 of the Notice of Appeal.

The Commission has authority to assign conditions of approval to mitigate impacts between
dissimilar uses in MLDC 10.200(F) (see language on p. 4 above). For example, the
Commissioners discussed additional screening and limiting hours of operation before voting
on the motion to approve (the applicant had stipulated to limiting hours of operation but did
not specify what those hours would be). These mitigation measures could be considered to
be ... reasonably necessary to ensure compliance with the standards of the code and criteria
.... (MLDC 10.200[F]) Ultimately, that motion failed.

When making a positive finding for the compatibility criterion in past decisions, the
Commission has relied on the purpose of the Site Plan and Architectural Review in MLDC
10.110(H) and the language in MLDC 10.200(F) for guidance. The Commission typically
contemplates similarities in the built environment, including architecture (building bulk,
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fenestration, materials, etc.) and site layout. Conditions of approval to mitigate impacts
between dissimilar uses, such as light trespass, noise, or access, are not uncommon.

In this case, the Applicant’s proposal is an appropriate scale for the neighborhood and uses
materials commonly found in residential applications. The building and fuel pumps are
oriented to E McAndrews Road and away from the residences across Springbrook Road and
the abutting residences to the north and east. Vehicular access is designed to be as far from
the intersection as possible, and additional turn lanes have been required to address traffic
safety concerns.

In its discussion, the Commission did not find that the design of the site or proposed
architecture were incompatible. In fact, the Commission’s initial motion was to approve and
add additional conditions to mitigate the impacts of the development.

Finally, the Appellant requests that the City Council:

1. Adopt the Planning Staff interpretation of MLDC 10.200 as the official interpretation
of the City;

2. Reverse the SPAC order denying the project on the grounds that SPAC incorrectly
applied MLDC 10.200 to the application; and

3. Issue an order of the City Council approving the application, or in the alternative,
remand the matter back to SPAC with instructions from the City Council to approve
the application as presented only with the conditions previously agreed to by the
applicant's agent at the second SPAC hearing.

Conclusion for Assignment of Error No. 1:

In the decision to deny the application, the Commission found the aesthetics (i.e., gas pumps)
and intensity of the use incompatible with the neighborhood (SPAC Minutes of May 17, 2019,
Exhibit 6 p. 7). The meaning of “aesthetics” is clear, but there was little discussion about what
“intensity” means in this context. There are several uses proposed. Was the number of uses
too much for the site? Was it the nature of the uses? Were the impacts from the proposed
uses too intense to be mitigated? That is unclear.

Staff agrees that the Site Plan and Architectural Commission erred in its finding on
compatibility.
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2. The Appellant contends that SPAC exceeded its jurisdiction by interpreting
MLDC 10.200 to allow it to deny a use allowed under the zone.

Staff Response:

As noted above, the Appellant relied on the argument for the first assignment of error for
the second, but they are two distinct though related issues. This discussion is focused on
the issue of disallowing a permitted use.

While SPAC has authority to assign conditions of approval (see discussion above), it has no
authority to determine whether a use is permitted or disallow uses expressly permitted in
MLDC 10.337. The purpose of Site Plan and Architectural Review is found in MLDC 10.200(A):

The Site Plan and Architectural Review process is established in order to provide for
review of the functional and aesthetic adequacy of commercial, industrial and multi-
family development and to assure compliance with the standards and criteria set
forth in this chapter for the development of property as applied to the improvement
of individual lots or parcels of land as required by this code. Site Plan and
Architectural Review considers consistency In the aesthetic design, site planning and
general placement of related facilities such as street improvements, off-street
parking, load and unloading areas, points of ingress and egress as related to
bordering traffic flow patterns, the design, p/lacement and arrangement of buildings
as well as any other subjects included in the code which are essential to the best
utilization of land in order to preserve the public safety and general welfare, which
will encourage development and use of lands in harmony with the character of the
neighborhood within which the development is proposed.

In MLDC 10.110(H), SPAC is delegated as the approving authority for Site Plan and
Architectural Review, including major modifications, and Exception applications. Other
duties include the power to adopt design guidelines. The Planning Commission has the
responsibility to “... study and report on all code amendments ... [and] submit its
recommendation and findings to the City Council.” (MLDC 10.110[E]); SPAC has no such
obligation. The City Council alone has the authority to amend the Land Development Code
and determine whether uses are permitted, conditional or not permitted (MLDC 10.110[C)).

In failing to provide findings that specify the nature of the land use incompatibility upon
which it relied to reach its decision, SPAC's decision amounts to a categorical prohibition of
the proposed development type in instances where this type of development is
geographically proximate to residential development. This conclusion could easily be
expressed in the Medford Land Development Code, but it is not. Instead, SPAC's
overreaching decision functions as a de facto legislative modification to the Medford Land
Development Code. It does so, moreover, in clear disregard for the legal processes governing
such land use actions that have been purposefully constructed in Article Il of the MLDC.
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Finally, the Appellant’s requests for City Council action are the same as Allegation 1 above.

Conclusion for Assignment of Error No. 2:

In the decision to deny the application, the Commission exceeded its authority in MLDC
10.110(H) and effectively disallowed permitted uses.

Staff agrees that the Site Plan and Architectural Commission erred.

3. The Appellant contends that SPAC's decision fails to include appropriate
findings of fact and conclusions of law to support its denial.

Staff Response:

In this assignment, the Appellant turns to the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) opinions
and the level of detail required in findings for denial. The Appellant references the
Commission's finding regarding the lack of adequate screening in this assignment, but its
finding regarding intensity of use may have been more appropriate here.

The Appellant cites /. Conser and Sons, LLC v. City of Millersburg, 65 Or LUBA 1 (2016), which
was remanded because the City of Millersburg's decision did not include sufficient findings
(Notice of Appeal, Exhibit 1, p. 7). However, at Conser, 65 Or LUBA at 7:

“Since Fasano v. Board of County Commissioners of Washington Co., 264 Or 574, 507
P2d 23 (1973), applicants in quasi-judicial land use proceedings have had the burden
of demonstrating that a proposal complies with relevant approval criteria. That
burden includes proposing any conditions of approval that might be necessary to
make a proposal comply with those approval criteria. While it is not unusual for local
governments to develop and impose conditions of approval that the /local
governments believe are necessary to allow the local governments to approve a
proposal that would otherwise have to be denied. Local governments do not have an
obligation to do so, and have no obligation to adopt findings that explain why they
cannot develop such conditions of approval for an applicant...”

The Conseropinion then clarified that “we do not agree with petitioner's suggestion that it is
the city’s obligation to shoulder the burden of independently developing conditions that
would effectively redesign the proposal and make it approvable. Neither is the city obligated
to tell petitioner exactly what must be changed to make the PD approvable.” Finally, in
Conser, the City of Millersburg's Land Use Development Code defines denial as, “Denial
means the review or hearings body found the approval [were] not satisfied by the presented
facts and could not be made to comply with attached conditions of approval.” (Conser, 65 Or
LUBA at 6). That particular code language helped create the requirement that Appellant relies
upon. However, the City of Medford Land Development Code contains no such requirement.
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Finally, the Appellant requests that the decision be remanded back to SPAC with instructions
to adopt the kind of findings required by the Conserdecision.

Conclusion for Assignment of Error No. 3:

On the specific issue of the specificity of the Commission’s findings as to intensity or
screening, staff does not agree that the Commission’s findings fail to meet the standard of
Conser, which is both minimal and malleable. Under staff's reading of Conser, the
Commission is not required to state exactly what hours or what screening is required before
denying a project based upon excessive hours or insufficient screening.

That said, given the malleable boundary set forth in Conser, staff is also understanding of
the position that the Commission's decision on intensity and screening were impermissibly
vague. Itis staff's position that Council may impose conditions as to hours of operation and
screening instead of remanding the matter.

4. The Appellant contends that there is not substantial evidence in the record to
support the denial of AC-19-028.

Staff Response:

The Appellant notes a conflict between the language in the Conclusion section of the
Commission Report and the Commission’s final Findings on the first criterion. This is a
structural conflict. The Commission Report is the third generation of the initial Staff Report
published for the May 3, 2019, public hearing and the Revised Staff Report published for the
May 17, 2019, public hearing. The changes from the prior iteration of the report are noted in
bold. The Conclusion was staff's conclusion and ultimately not the Commission'’s. The conflict
is unintended.

Finally, the applicant states that the findings are conclusory in nature and contradict the
conclusion that the project can be approved with appropriate conditions. In addition, the
above findings are not supported by substantial evidence in the record. For the above
reasons Appellant respectfully requests that SPAC's denial of AC-19-028 be reversed or
remanded.

Conclusion for Assignment of Error No. 4:

The Commission'’s findings are inadequate because they do not identify persuasive evidence
and explain how the evidence in the record lead to the decision.

Staff agrees that the Site Plan and Architectural Commission erred.
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SUMMARY

The appellant raised four allegations of error and has requested that the City Council either
reverse or remand the Site Plan and Architectural Commission decision to deny the proposal.
The City Council must decide if: (1) SPAC erred by improperly applying the compatibility
standard in MLDC 10.200; (2) SPAC exceed its jurisdiction by interpreting MLDC 10.200 to
allow it to deny a use allowed under the zone; (3) SPAC's decision fails to include appropriate
findings of fact and conclusions of law to support its denial; and (4) there is not substantial
evidence in the record to support the denial of AC-19-028.

In the decision to deny the application, the Commission found the aesthetics and intensity
of the use incompatible with the neighborhood but did not identify persuasive evidence and
explain how the evidence in the record lead to the decision. Additionally, the Commission
exceeded its authority and disallowed permitted uses.

CITY COUNCIL OPTIONS

MLDC 10.140(E) Decision Regarding Appeals.

(1) Upon review of the appeal, the appeal body may by order affirm, reverse or modify in
whole or in part a determination or requirement of the decision that is under review.

When the appeal body modifies or renders a decision that reverses a decision of the
approving authority, the appeal body, in its final order, shall set forth its finding and state
its reasons for taking the action encompassed in the order.

When the appeal body elects to remand the matter back to the approving authority for
such further consideration as it deems necessary, it shall include a statement explaining
the error to have materially affected the outcome of the original decision and the action
necessary to rectify such.

(2) Action by the appeal body shall be decided by a majority vote of its members present at
the meeting at which review was made and shall be taken either at that or any
subsequent meeting. The appeal body shall render its decision within the time limits
allowed by State law. Given the constraints of the 120-day rule, this is not an option
unless the Applicant concurs and agrees to extend the 120-day limit.

RECOMMENDATION

The City Council can find that the Site Plan and Architectural Commission did err in its
decision. Staff recommends that the City Council reverse the decision and modify the
conditions of approval to limit the hours of operation as stated in the SPAC motion to
approve (6 a.m. to 10 p.m.) and add additional screening. The basis for the modification is
weighing the articulated concerns about neighborhood compatibility and intensity of the
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use, while recognizing the fact that the use is a permitted use in the zone and the
compatibility criterion cannot be used to prohibit a permitted use.

EXHIBITS

1
2

I

00 N oy W»n

Notice of Appeal received June 24, 2019

Site Plan and Architectural Commission Final Order and Site Plan and Architectural
Commission Report dated May 17, 2019, with all exhibits

PowerPoint Presentation to the Site Plan and Architectural Commission dated May 3,
2019

PowerPoint Presentation to the Site Plan and Architectural Commission dated May
17,2019

Site Plan and Architectural Commission Minutes of May 3, 2019

Site Plan and Architectural Commission Minutes of May 17, 2019

Excerpt of the Site Plan and Architectural Commission Minutes of June 7, 2019
Action Letter dated June 11, 2019
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June 24, 2019 RECEIVED
JUN 2 4 2019
Via Hand Delivery PLANNING DEPT.

Mayor and City Council Members:

Mayor Gary Wheeler
Clay Bearnson

Kay Brooks

Tim D’Alessandro
Dick Gordon

Alex Poythress

Eric Stark

Kevin Stine
Michael Zarosinski
411 West 8™ Street
Medford, OR 97501

Re:  The City of Medford’s Site Plan and Architectural Commission Land Development Code

Relating to the Property Located at 1380 Springbrook, Medford, Oregon- File AC-19-028

WRITTEN NOTICE OF APPEAL OF SITE PLAN AND ARCHITECTURAL
COMMISSION DECISION ~- FILE NO. AC-19-028

Mayor and City Council Members:

This office represents Springbrook Corners LLC, the owner of the property located at
1380 Springbrook Road, Medford, Oregon.

IDENTIFICATION OF DECISION SOUGHT TO BE REVIEWED

The decision sought to be reviewed is the City of Medford Site Plan and Architectural
Commission’s final order dated June 7, 2019 denying the Site Plan Application #AC-19-028.

AC-19-028 was an application for approval to construct a 370 square foot coffee kiosk, a 3,300
square foot convenience store, and 1,304 square foot carwash and gas pumps on approximately

CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT #
Fet_&C-19-026
Aveac
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2.5 acres located at 1380 Springbrook Road within the C-C (Community Commercial) zoning
district (37W20AB3500). All of the requested improvements are permitted uses in the
Community Commercial zoning district. The City of Medford Planning Staff in its Staff Report
advised SPAC that the Application would meet the SPAC criteria and could be approved as
submitted or with conditions imposed. SPAC suggested a number of conditions, each of which
were accepted by the applicant’s agent. Transcript of Site Plan & Architectural Commission
Muy 17, 2019 Hearing (“Transcript”), Pg. 2, 4. In spite of the fact these uses are permitted in the
Community Commercial zone, and the City Staff’s favorable Staff Report, SPAC denied the
Application on the grounds it was not compatible with the neighboring property. In making this
denial, SPAC made a number of legal errors that are being raised to the City Council. The relief
sought is that the decision be reversed, or if the City Council decides not to reverse, then the
challenged decision should be remanded.

STATEMENT OF STANDING

Appellant is the owner of the property that is the subject of this Application. Appellant appeared
at the SPAC hearing in support of the Application. See Exhibit DDD attached to the May 17,
2019 Commission Report and the May 10, 2019 revised staff report, and attached hereto as
Appendix 1. For the above reason, Appellant has standing in this matter.

STANDARD OF REVIEW ON APPEAL

This is an appeal of a Type III Land Use Decision of the SPAC. Therefore, this is an on the
record appeal. MLDC § 10.140(H). As an on the record appeal, “[The City Council] shall not
re-examine issues of fact and shall limit its review to determining whether there is substantial
evidence to support the findings of the [SPAC], or if errors in law were committed”, MLDC §

10.140(D)(2)(a). <

The standard by which the Land Use Board of Appeals review land use decisions is found in
Chapter 661 of the Oregon Administrative Rules which provide:

1. [LUBA] shall reverse a land use decision when:
(a8  The governing body exceeded its jurisdiction;
(b)  The decision is unconstitutional; or

(c)  The decision violates a provision of applicable law and is prohibited as
a matter of law.

£ 3

2. [LUBA] shall remand a land use decision for further proceedings when:

(@  The findings are insufficient to support the decision, except as
provided in ORS 197.835(11)(b);

(b)  The decision is not supported by substantial evidence in the whole
record; '
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()
(d)
)

The City Council must reverse or remand a SPAC decision in the above listed circumstances.

The Appellant is herewith appealing the SPAC’s denial of AC-19-028 on the following grounds:
(1) SPAC violated a provision of the MLDC in denying the application; (2) SPAC exceeded its
Jurisdiction in denying the application; (3) SPAC’s findings are insufficient to support its

The decision is flawed by procedural errors that prejudice the
substantial rights of the petitioner(s);

The decision improperly construes the applicable law, but is not
prohibited as a matter of law; or

All parties stipulate in writing to remand. OAR 661-010-0071

decision; and (4) There is not substantial evidence in the record to support SPAC’s decision.

1. Assignment of Error Number 1; SPAC erred by improperly applying the compatibility

STATEMENT OF SPECIFIC GROUNDS FOR RELIEF

standard in MLDC § 10.200.

SPAC violated the Medford Land Development Code by misapplying the compatibility

standard set out in MLDC §10.200.

The scope of SPAC’s review under the Medford Land Development Code is clearly

delineated in the purpose statement for that body, which reads in whole:

“10.200 SITE PLAN AND ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW

(A)

Purpose of Site Plan and Architectural Review.

The Site Plan and Architectural Review process is established in
order to provide for review of the functional and aesthetic
adequacy of commercial, industrial and multi-family development
and to assure compliance with the standards and criteria set forth in
this chapter for the development of property as applied to the
improvement of individual Iots or parcels of land as required by
this code.  Site Plan and Architectural Review considers
consistency in the aesthetic design, site planning and general
placement of related facilities such as street improvements, off-
street parking, loading and unloading areas, points of ingress and
egress as related to bordering traffic flow patterns, the design,
placement and arrangement of buildings as well as any other
subjects included in the code which are essential to the best
utilization of land in order to preserve the public safety and general
welfare, and which will encourage development and use of lands in
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harmony with the character of the neighborhood within which the
development is proposed.”

The City of Medford Planning Staff properly interpreted MLDC § 10.200, both in its
oral advice to the SPAC and its staff reports. One example of that correct
interpretation is found on page 19 of 25 of the May 17, 2019 SPAC Commission
Report and is printed in full below:

The first criterion for site plan review requires a determination
that, “The proposed development is compatible with uses and
development that exist on adjacent land...” (MLDC
10.200[E][1][a]). One way to describe the process is that the City
Council sets the vision for how the City will grow via goals and
policies in the Comprehensive Plan and the illustrative GLUP
map — the 30,000-foot view of how the City should develop. The
Planning Commission implements the Council’s vision at the time
of zone change. It determines whether a zone is suitable in a
particular location and whether the permitted uses can be served by
appropriate levels of infrastructure — the 10,000-foot view. The
purpose of site plan review is to “.., provide for review of
functional and aesthetic adequacy of commercial, industrial and
multi-family development and assure compliance with the
standards ... for the development of property as applied to the
improvement of individual lots ... as required by this code.”
(MLDC 10.200[A]}). Site plan review is the boots-on-the-ground
review of development. The question of compatibility lies solely
with SPAC.

In MLDC 10.200[F], SPAC is granted authority to impose
conditions reasonably necessary to ensure compliance with the
criteria, Compatibility cannot be used to circumvent the Code
and disallow a permitted use. (Emphasis added).

The staff’s instructions made clear to the SPAC that the decision of whether or not a
particular use is allowed in a given place is determined by the Planning Commission
and the City Council at the time of zone change. It is not the function of SPAC to
determine which uses can be allowed in specific zones. Rather, it is the function of
SPAC to review individual applications on a site-specific level to ensure that the use
is compatible with a given location. This process can lead to reasonable conditions
being imposed but it cannot be used to deny a use permitted by the zone. In other
words, it is not the role of SPAC to say whether or not a use is appropriate for a
given neighborhood. Instead it is the role of SPAC to ensure approved uses are
designed in such a way to be compatible with the neighborhood in which it is
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located.  All but one of the SPAC commissioners either incorrectly applied the
correct legal standard or made a decision without regard to any approval standard.
SPAC’s deliberations are reflected on the Transcript attached hereto as Appendix 2.

At the hearing, Commission Bender stated “I don’t find that the intensity of the
proposed commercial use is indeed compatible with the surrounding area. I
understand that the City’s current criteria allow for uses such as this to be conducted
on properties like this. However, I am in disagreement with that particular aspect of
the application, so [ will be voting no.” Transcript, Pg. 4. From Commissioner
Bender’s statement, it is not clear what he meant when he said, “I am in
disagreement with that particular aspect of the application.” If he meant (o deny the
application on the grounds that he did not feel a gas station and car wash are
compatible uses with the surrounding area, then he misapplied the approval standard
because they are permitted uses under the Code. However, if Commissioner Bender
meant to deny the application based on the intensity of the use, then he also
committed legal error because reviewing an application based on the intensity of its
proposed permitted uses is not part of the SPAC approval criteria listed in the
Medford Land Development Code.

Commissioner Pierce explained that she was denying the application because in her
words “although 1 think the concept of bringing something in to add a different
vitality to the neighborhood is important, I don’t know if I feel that this is the right
choice.” Transcript, Pg. 5. It is clear that Commissioner Pierce believes it was
appropriate to deny a use if she felt such use itself did not fit the neighborhood,
Commissioner Pierce failed to recognize that her role was not to evaluate whether or
not the use was appropriate but rather how that allowed use as its applied to specific
site could be made to be compatible with the neighborhood. By incorrectly applying
the approval standard, she committed legal error.

Commissioner Smith stated reason for voting to deny the application was because
aesthetically he did not feel the application was compatible with the surrounding
neighborhood. It is clear from Commissioner Smith’s testimony during deliberation
that he understood that the Medford Land Development Code allows these kinds of
uses in the Community Commercial Zone and that the role of the SPAC is to review
and evaluate whether or not the site plan in question is designed to be compatible
with the neighborhood in question. See Transcript, pg. 3,5. Commissioner Smith
even proposed a condition that was acceptable to the Appellant for additional
screening on the project. However, even after proposing this condition, he still voted
to deny the application with such condition because it would “just be a compromise”
See Transcript, pg. 5. Commissioner Smith demonstrated that he understood the role
of the SPAC was to weigh differing approved uses on adjacent lands, and make
appropriate suggestions and findings as to how those differing uses can be made
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compatible. In spite of his demonstrated knowledge of the correct legal standard,
Commissioner Smith still voted no because he did not believe the use that is allowed
in this zone is right for the neighborhood. In so doing, Commissioner Smith
committed legal error.

Chair Quinn recognized the approval criteria and yet refused to apply it when he
decided to deny the application. In his statements during the hearing, Chair Quinn
explained that he decided to deny the application based on his own criteria. At no
point during his explanation did he refer to any specific approval criteria mentioned
in the Code. Therefore, Chair Quinn committed legal error because he refused to
apply the approval criteria.

SPAC committed legal error because it misapplied the approval criteria standards
when it rejected the application. City planning staff explained in the Commission
Report that the compatibility standard could not be used by SPAC the circumvent the
Code and deny an otherwise permitted use. Rather, to ensure that the application
complies with the code, SPAC was free to impose conditions that it deemed
reasonably necessary to ensure that the proposed use is compatible with the uses and
development that exist on adjacent land. SPAC’s misapplication of their approval
criteria standard led to the denial of the application on the grounds that the use is
incompatible with the surrounding area.

When analyzed under the correct legal standard, the SPAC Order denying this project
lacks substantial evidence. The Application, Staff Reports, and the applicant’s agent’s
consent to reasonable conditions supports an approval of this project.

Appellant respectfully requests that the City Council: (1) adopt the Medford Planning
Staff’s interpretation of MLDC §10.200 as the official interpretation of the City; (2)
reverse the SPAC Order denying the project on the grounds that SPAC incorrectly
applied MLDC §10.200 to the application; and (3) issue an order of the City Council
approving the Application; or in the alternative, remand the matter back to SPAC with
instructions from the City Council to approve the Application as presented only with the
conditions previously agreed to by the applicant’s agent at the second SPAC hearing.

2. Assignment of Error Number 2; SPAC exceeded its jurisdiction by interpreting MLDC

§ 10.200 to allow it to deny a use allowed under the zone.

Appellant incorporates all of its arguments in Assignment of Error Number 1 into this
assignment of error number. By improperly construing MLDC 10.200 to allow denials for
uses allowed in a given zone, SPAC exceeded its jurisdiction. Because SPAC exceeded its
jurisdiction for the reasons described in Assignment of Error Number 1, SPAC’s decision
should be reversed.
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If the City of Medford does not want these types of users in residential zones, the appropriate
course of action is to go through the proper goal one process and seek to have the zoning
ordinance changed prospectively. It is not appropriate for any part of the city to change an
ordinance retroactively in the middle of an application. This is especially true of SPAC
which has no jurisdiction in legislative matters within the city. The SPAC Chairman,
apparently acting on behalf of the entire commission concedes this point by the
memorandum he sent to the Planning Commission dated June 7, 2019 and attached hereto as
Appendix 3,

Appellant respectfully requests that the City Council: (1) adopt the Medford Planning Staff’s
interpretation of MLDC §10.200 as the official interpretation of the City; (2) reverse the
SPAC Order denying the project on the grounds that SPAC exceeded its jurisdiction; and (3)
issue an order of the City Council approving the Application; or in the alternative, remand
the matter back to SPAC with instructions from the City Council to approve the Application
as presented only with the conditions previously agreed to by the applicant’s agent at the
second SPAC hearing.

Assignment of Error Number 3; SPAC’s decision fails to include appropriate findings
of fact and conclusions of law to support its denial.

The SPAC decision purports to deny the Application on the grounds that the car wash and
gas station cannot be adequately screened to mitigate the impacts of dissimilar uses.
However, the SPAC provides no detail on how the applicant’s screening was inadequate.
There are a number of LUBA opinions that describe the level of detail that a City’s findings
must include to support a denial in this context. The most recent case on this topic was J.
Conser and Sons, LLC v. City of Millershurg, 65 Or LUBA 1 (2016).

In Conser, 65 Or LUBA at 17-19, LUBA remanded the City of Millersburg’s decision and
made the following observations:

“Although it is a fairly close question, we agree with petitioner that the city’s
decision must be remanded to provide additional guidance on the kinds of
changes that might lead to PD approval. As we explained in Bridge Street
Partners v. City of Lafayette, 56 Or LUBA 387, 394 (2008) (citing
Commonwealth Properties v. Washington County, 35 Or App 387, 400, 582
P2d 1384 (1978)), a ‘local government’s findings must be sufficient to
inform the applicant either what steps are necessary to obtain approval or that
it is unlikely that the application will be approved.”

“. .. But the city’s findings are almost entirely a critique and rebuttal of
arguments petitioner made in support of its application, rather than a
considered determination regarding the merits of the application and whether
it satisfies the applicable approval criteria. The city’s findings provide

Page 50




Page 8

June 24, 2019

Mayor Gary Wheeler and
Members of City Council

almost no guidance regarding the kinds of changes that might lead to an
approvable PD, . ..”

“But we agree with petitioner that the way the findings are written, petitioner
is largely left in the dark regarding the nature and extent of changes that must
be made to justify exceptions to the RR-10-UC minimum lot size, lot width
and rear yard setback requirements. And while it seems clear that approval
of exceptions for 136 of the proposed 138 lots is unlikely, at least for the
degree of reductions proposed, the city’s findings give no real indication
regarding the nature and extent of exceptions that might be acceptable.”

“. .. But Commonwealth Properties and Bridge Street Partners require that
the city give petitioner at least some minimal idea regarding what changes
might lead to such approval. The city’s findings in this case are not adequate
to provide that minimal idea.”

The Land Use Board of Appeals remanded the decision in Conser back to the City of
Millersburg because the City’s findings provided “almost no guidance regarding the changes
that might lead to an [approval project].” /d. at 18. The SPAC decision at issue in this appeal
provided no guidance whatsoever as to what changes could be made to the application to
make il approvable. For this reason, the decision denying AC-19-028 should be remanded
back to the SPAC with instructions that such body adopt the kind of findings required by the
Conser opinion.

4. Assignment of Error Number 4; There is substantial evidence in the record to support
the denial of AC-19-028.

The City Council should remand a decision of one of its Commissioner if it lacks substantial
evidence in the record MLDC § 10.140. Under ORS 227.173(3), a city must provide a
staternent that explains the criteria “. . . and standards considered relevant to the decision,
states the facts relied upon in rendering the decision and explains the jurisdiction for the
decision based on the criteria, standards and facts set forth.” SPAC’s findings of fact are
conclusive in nature and do not properly explain how SPAC came to the conclusion that the
project was aesthetically incompatible with the nei ghboring property. The conclusion in the
Commission Report reads as follows:

“CONCLUSION
Based on the applicant’s narrative, findings and exhibits, and the analysis of
the findings contained int his staff report, the Commission can find the

application meets Site Plan and Architectural Review criteria, or can be made
to conform with the imposition and satisfaction of conditions of approval.
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At the public hearing of May 17, 2019, the Commission concluded that the
project.did not meet Criterion 1 and voted to deny the project. See findings.”

The findings referenced above read as follows:

“The Site Plan and Architectural Commission finds that the car wash and gas
station cannot be adequately screened to mitigate the impacts of the
dissimilar uses. Aesthetically a gas pump is not something that matches the
residential housing across from the project. The Commission finds that the
intensity of the proposed uses is incompatible with uses on surrounding

property. The Commission finds that this proposal does not meet Criterion
l ’”

The above findings are conclusory in nature and contradict the conclusion that the project

can be approved with appropriate conditions. In addition, the above findings are not

supported by substantial evidence in the record. For the above reasons Appellant
© respectfully requests that SPAC’s denial of AC-19-028 be reversed or remanded.

CONCLUSION
SPAC incorrectly applied the compatibility standard contained in MLDC § 10.200E(1)(a).
SPAC’s decision also does not include the appropriate Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Lavw.
Finally, SPAC’s decision is not supported by substantial evidence in the record. For all of the
above reasons, the denial of AC-19-028 should be reversed or remanded.
Respectfully submitted,
FOSTER DENMAN, LLP

T

Stuart E. Foster, OSB 670365

SEF:cln
Appendices Enclosed:
Appendix 1 Exhibit DDD
Appendix 2:  Transcript
Appendix 3:  SPAC Memorandum dated June 7, 2019

cc: Client
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Springbrook Corners LLC
PO Box 970
Medford, Oregon 97501

May 3, 2019

Steffen Roennfeldt

Kelly Evans

Planning Department
City of Medford

200 lvy Street

Medford, Oregon 97501

Re: AC-19-028

Dear Steffen and Kelly:

APPENDIX 1

MAY 03 2019
PLANNING DEPT.

Springbrook Corners LLC owns the property at 1380 Springbrook which is the subject of this application

and is writing to vcjce its support of the applicant and its project.

We feel this development is appropriate and beneficial to this part of the city and that its developer and
end user of the property have given extensive consideration to minimize the impact on surrounding

neighborhoods.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Regards

ew ™

Swg rook Corners LLC
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CITY OF MEDFORD, OREGON

SITE PLAN & ARCHITECTURAL COMMISSION

(Regular Meeting — May 17, 2019)

Participants:

James Catt, Sr., SPAC Comumissioner

Marcy Pierce, SPAC Commissioner

Jeff Bender, SPAC Commissioner

Jim Quinn, Chairperson and SPAC Commissioner
Katie Zerkel, Attorney for City of Medford

Milo Smith, SPAC Commissioner

Kelly Evans, Assistant Planning Director

YV VVYYY

Agenda Item 20.1 / AC-19-028

Evans I had just a quick thing for you, I think before the last hearing I had reminded the
Commissioners that we would ask that you each state your opinion for the record
so that we understand the basis for your decision, if you would do that today before
you vote, thank you.

Chair Thank you. Is there a motion for consideration?

Bender Mr. Chair, if I may. I would like to move that the Commission adopt findings as
recommended by staff and direct staff to prepare the Final Order for Approval of
AC-19-028 per the Staff Report dated May 10, 2019, including removing Condition
11 regarding photometric analysis from code required to discretionary. Amending
Condition 3 the relocation of the trash enclosure currently on the North side of the
site to further South, and including Exhibits A-1 through BBBB with the added
discretionary condition that the hours of operation of the facility be limited from
6:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. on any given day and that operation of the car wash cease

at 8:00 p.m.
Chair Do we have a second?
Catt [ would like to amend that. I would like the hours of opening to be closing before
midnight.
Zerkel We have to have a second on the motion before it can be amended.
Catt I second the motion.
APPENDIX 2
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The motion has been made and seconded. Now do we have further discussion?

The hours of opening for the proposed project, [ think midnight is a later hour than
would be acceptable to me. So, I move that the hour be moved to 10:00 p.m.

So 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. is that your amendment?
That is my amendment.

So we have a friendly amendment?

So at this time I would like to add also

I think we need to address that. Make sure there is a second on that amendment
first.

Do I agree to the opposed amendment as to

We all vote on the amendment separately from the motion. Does that answer your
question?

So, we

So he made an amendment, it needs a second, if we get a second, we vote on his
amendment, then we discuss the main motion, then we vote on the main motion.

Ok, I'll second his amendment,
Ok, so if there is any discussion on the amendment

So, the second of the amendment has been amended and approved, so further
discussion.

[ have further discussion.

Is it on the main motion, Mr. Smith?

No, it would be on an amendment to the entire motion. [ would like to add

Ok, let’s just have any discussion on Mr. Catt’s amendment at this point. Any
discussion on changing the operation hours to 10:00 on the main motion. Ok, lets

vote on that amendment first, please.

Roll call.
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Roll Call Mr. Bender - yes, Mr. Catt - yes, Ms. Pierce — yes, Mr. Quinn - yes, Mr. Smith-
yes. We have five yes votes.

Zerkel Do you mind if [ clarify now, we’re moving to discussion on the main motion which
is for approval with the conditions listed on this on the screen, plus the hours of
operation from 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m., and this is probably an appropriate time if
your chair wants.

Smith In addition, on the subject property, we are proposing what I believe is an 8-foot
wall, cinder block wall to the East and to the North. So my concern is that vou have
a mechanical use in the car wash and the gas station that are unscreened to the West
and to the South, and I am wondering if it’s appropriate to add a condition that
would somehow screen the opening to the car wash to the houses that are across
Springbrook to the West, and the gas pumps to the South of Bonaventure. So, the
thinking being is that the main concern that I am getting from the neighbors is that
ok, we addressed the operation hours, right, when they are trying to get some sleep
that there is not noise being made. Also, the mechanical use which I don’t see asa
use that is the same a residential, and we are addressing that with this 8-foot wall
here but we are not addressing that going the other directions, and I don’t know if
that’s, maybe that is something, I don’t know if staff has dealt with that before, but
the way that I look at it is that you have a kind of an industrial use in a car wash
facing a residential, and the code is obviously saying “yeah, we agrce with you, you
can build an §-foot wall on these other sides here”, but because there are streets
over here, the houses they have a view of a car wash, these cars coming out with
the blower going on and the noise of that, so we addressed by saying that with you
can’t have this noise later than a certain time at night, which makes sense to me,
but there is also the visual aspect the code is addressing over here but not on the
other side of this project. And it’s unusual because there is residential on all four
sides of this project, normally you wouldn’t have that. So as this Board sits, I was
told that T could make a judgement on the aesthetics, and to me a gas pump
aesthetically is not something that matches with the residential houses across from
the project. (several thank yous from the audience)

Zerkel (in a whisper to Chair) They have an opportunity to speak.
Chair Is this a possible
Smith Also, I'm wondering if we could ask for, I don’t know if a wall is appropriate in

front of the gas station in this part of the car wash. 1 mean, the convenience store
to me is a compatible use, and aesthetically it looks like it fits in the neighborhood,
whereas the car wash doesn’t, and so I would like to propose some sort of screening
landscape, like an English laurel kind of hedge, or if the City allows, I’'m not sure
if they would in the right-of-way in that area, some sort of screen so that the
neighbors are not looking directly at that. Because in the other direction it’s
screened off.

APPENDIX 2
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If you could state the amendment as a question.

I would like to amend a screening, a barrier similar to the one that is proposed on
the Bast and

North and East,

Yeah, North and East sides in front of the gas station canopy and the exits to the
car wash, so that mechanical equipment is not right in front of someone’s front
yard.

Is that a motion?

I second that.

We have a second amendment that has been made and scconded. Any further
discussion on the second amendment?

Roll call on this second amendment please.

Mr. Bender — no, Mr. Catt — yes, Ms. Pierce — yes, Mr. Quinn - yes, Mr. Smith —
yes. We have four yes votes and one no vote.

Any further discussion on the motion itself? Then we will ask for another roll call
again for the entire motion. Sorry

We need to have each Commissioner talk.
And as we vote
We need to have discussion first, and then the vote. I’'m sorry.

Oh, we are going to discuss first, I’'m sorry. I didn’t understand that. Alright, so
we will start with whom? The motion maker will begin.

Alright, with the motion in hand, my vote will actually be no on the motion to
approve. I don’t find that the intensity of the proposed commercial use is indeed
compatible with the swrounding area. I understand that the City’s current criteria
allow for uses such as this to be conducted on properties like this. However, I am
in disagreement with that particular aspect of the application, so I will be voting no.

Commissioner Catl

My vote within the scope of this Commission, um, we have talked about the heart
felt emotions, right and wrong, I think the developer is going to make some minor
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changes, going to work with the planners. Within the scope of this Committee,
Commission, I have to vote yes.

Ms. Pierce

This is a very difficult thing to have to deal with. Hearing all of you and where you
are coming from and being a homeowner myself, I’'m understanding that but I in
the end echo a lot of Commissioner Bender’s views on this as far as compatibility
and that, although I think the concept of bringing something in to add a different
vitality to the neighborhood is important, I don’t know if I feel that this is the right
choice. So, I will be voting no.

Commissioner Smith

I would also vote no. It the scope of our commission and from aesthetics point of
view [ include the light pollution and the noise, and that in addition to the screening,
I ' know that T suggested that but I don’t really think that blocks it out, I think it
would be just a compromise. So aesthetically, I don’t think it meets the intent of
the code, and so I would be voting no on those grounds that it aesthetically doesn’t
match with the neighborhood.

So I guess it’s my turn, and I too will vote no and I will do so because in spite of
all the rules of the City and all the things we try to do to make laws and have rules
there are times when you just have to say “I don’t think so”, and that today is one
of those days. So, roll call, please.

Mr. Bender -- no, Mr. Catt — yes, Ms. Pierce — no, Mr. Quinn - no, Mr. Smith - no.
We have four no votes and one yes vote,

Mr. Chair, we have to have an affirmative motion on this application, so we ask if
there are any other motions for consideration from the Commission.

Commissioner, Chairman, if T may. I would like to move staff, move to direct staff
to prepare Final Order for Denial for Application No. AC-19-028 and providing the
finding by this Commission that the intensity of the proposed commercial use is
incompatible with uses on surrounding properties.

Motion has been made and stated. Do we have a second?

[ second.

. Motion has been seconded. Do we have any further discussion?

Yeah, I think it would be important to add that at least I don’t feel aesthetically it
also matches with the neighborhood, right? Because that is more within our realm,
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and for me my no vote is aesthetically I don’t think gas pumps and car washes are
meeting the code, and that is why I am voting no.

Chair Thank you. Any further discussion?

Bender In discussion, I would state that again that the reason for my motion as it stands and
my affirmation of the motion moving forward will be that despite the code in place,
I do not feel that the intensity of the proposed commercial use is compatible with
uses on the surrounding properties. 1 don’t feel that necessarily that commercial
use of any sort is incompatible with the surrounding area but certainly the proposed
use is incompatible.

Chair Any further discussion? Motion made and seconded. Discussion has ended, may
be have roll call?

Roll Call Mr. Bender ~ yes, Mr. Catt - yes, Ms. Pierce ~ yes, Mr. Quinn — yes, Mr. Smith —
yes. We have five yes votes.

Conclusion

This Transcript was prepared by Foster Denman LLP after viewing the video recording of the
May 17, 2019 SPAC hearing found at:

hitps://videoplayer.telvue.com/player/w9sPsSE7vna3 X TN _39bs1rEXiV WEOk{P/media/4803337
fullscreen=false&showtabssearch=true&autostart=truc
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Planning Department

Warking v the comaanity (0 shapz a wibiant gisd 2erzuicoal iy

MEMORANDUM

Subject Gas Stations and Permitted Use Status

To Planning Commission
From Site Plan and Architectural Cammission via Jim Quinn, Chair
Date June 7, 2019

The Site Plan and Architectural Commission recently heard an application to locate a
convenience store with a gas station and car wash in a commercial zone but within a
predominantly residential area. The use is permitted outright and not conditional. While
this commission has a great deal of latitude in determining compliance with our first
criterion — whether a proposed use is compatible with its neighboring uses and
development —we found that the conditions we are able to place on permitted uses
insufficient to mitigate anticipated impacts.

We request that the Planning Commission consider amending the use table and require
conditional use permits for gas stations in proximity to residential areas. Thank you for
your consideration.

ke
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BEFORE THE MEDFORD SITE PLAN AND ARCHITECTURAL COMMISSION

STATE OF OREGON, CITY OF MEDFORD

IN THE MATTER OF SITE PLAN AND ARCHITECTURAL COMMISSION )
FILE AC-19-028 APPLICATION FOR PROJECT REVIEW SUBMITTED ) ORDER
BY DOUBLE R PRODUCTS )

AN ORDER for denial of plans for the construction of a 370 square foot coffee kiosk, a 3,300 square foot
convenience store, and 1,304 square foot carwash and gas pumps on approximately 2.5 acres located at
1380 Springbrook Road within the C-C (Community Commercial) zoning district (371W20AB3500), as
provided for in the Medford Land Development Code.

WHEREAS:

1. TheSite Plan and Architectural Commission has duly denied the application filed in accordance with the
Medford Land Development Code, Section 10.200.

2. TheSite Plan and Architectural Commission has duly held public hearings on the matter of an application
for consideration of plans for the construction of a 370 square foot coffee kiosk, a 3,300 square foot
convenience store, and 1,304 square foot carwash and gas pumps on approximately 2.5 acres located at
1380 Springbrook Road within the C-C (Community Commercial) zoning district (371W20AB3500), with
public hearings a matter of record of the Site Plan and Architectural Commission on April 19, May 3, and May
17, 2019.

3. Atthe public hearings on said application, evidence and recommendations were received and presented
by Planning Department staff; and

4. At the conclusion of said public hearings, after consideration and discussion, the Site Plan and
Architectural Commission, upon a motion duly seconded, denied the application and directed staff to
prepare a final order with findings set forth for denial of the application.

THEREFORE LET IT BE HEREBY ORDERED that the application of Double R Products stands denied per the
Commission Report dated May 17, 2019.

AND LET IT FURTHER BE OF RECORD that the action of the Site Plan and Architectural Commission denying
this application is hereafter supported by the findings included in the Commission Report dated May 17,
2019.

BASED UPON THE ABOVE, it is the finding of the Medford Site Plan and Architectural Commission that the
project is not in compliance with the criteria of Section 10.200 of the Medford Land Development Code.

CITY OF MEDFORD

exxeTs 7
Fle# AC-[9-028

— At
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FINAL ORDER AC-19-028
Page 2 of 2

Accepted and approved this 7th day of june, 2019.

MEDFORD SITE PLAN AND ARCHITECTURAL COMMISSION

Gid
ATTEST:

Secretary U
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City of Medford

Planning Department

Working with the community to shape a vibrant and exceptional city

COMMISSION REPORT

for a Type Ill quasi-judicial decision: Site Plan and Architectural Review

Project Circle K Mini Store and Carwash
Applicant: Double R; Agent: KSW Architects

File no. AC-19-028

Date May 17, 2019
BACKGROUND
Proposal

Consideration of plans for the construction of a 370 square foot coffee kiosk, a 3,300
square foot convenience store, and 1,304 square foot carwash and gas pumps on
approximately 2.5 acres located at 1380 Springbrook Road within the C-C (Community
Commercial) zoning district (371W20AB3500).

Vicinity Map

Figure 1 - Vicinity Map
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Circle K Mini Store & Carwash Commission Report
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Subject Site Characteristics

Zoning C-C Community Commercial

GLUP ™M Commercial

Overlay(s) AC/RZ Airport Area of Concern/Restricted Zoning
Use Vacant

Surrounding Site Characteristics

North Zone: SFR-4 (Single Family Residential — 2.5 to 4 dwelling units per
gross acre)
Use: Low density residential
South Zone: C-S/P (Service Commercial and Professional Offices)
Use: Assisted Living Facility
East Zone: SFR-4
Use: Low density residential
West Zone: SFR-4
Use: Low density residential

Related Projects

ZC-12-059 Owens EA Zone Overlay Request (Voided)

CUP-12-060 Conditional Use Permit for Farm Stand (Voided)

CP-13-032 General Land Use Plan designation change from UR (Urban Residential) to
CM (Commercial)

ZC-15-126 Zone Change from SFR-4 to C-C

PA-18-177 Pre-Application for proposed gas station development

Applicable Criteria

Medford Municipal Code §10.200(E)(1) Site Plan and Architectural Review Approval
Criteria

(1) The Site Plan and Architectural Commission shall approve a site plan and architectural
review application for a commercial or industrial development, if it can find that the
proposed development conforms, or can be made to conform through the imposition of
conditions, with the following criteria:

(a) The proposed development is compatible with uses and development that exist on
adjacent land, and

(b)  The proposed development complies with the applicable provisions of all city
ordinances or the Site Plan and Architectural Commission has approved (an)
exception(s) as provided in Section 10.186.
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Medford Municipal Code §10.200(F) Site Plan and Architectural Review Conditions of
Approval

In approving a site plan and architectural review application, the Site Plan and
Architectural Commission may impose, in addition to those standards expressly specified
in this code, conditions determined to be reasonably necessary to ensure compliance with
the standards of the code and the criteria in Subsection (E) above, and to otherwise protect
the health, safety and general welfare of the surrounding area and community as a whole.
These conditions may include, but are not limited to the following:

(1) Limiting the number, height, location and size of signs;

(2) Requiring the installation of appropriate public facilities and services and
dedication of land to accommodate public facilities when needed;

(3) Limiting the visibility of mechanical equipment through screening or other
appropriate measures;

(4)  Requiring the installation or modification of irrigated landscaping, walls, fences or
other methods of screening and buffering;

(5) Limiting or altering the location, height, bulk, configuration or setback of
commercial and industrial buildings, structures and improvements.

(6)  Requiring the improvement of an existing, dedicated alley which will be used for
ingress or egress for a development;

(7) Controlling the number and location of parking and loading facilities, points of
ingress and egress and providing for the internal circulation of motorized vehicles,
bicycles, public transit and pedestrians;

(8)  Requiring the retention of existing natural features;

(9) Modifying architectural design elements of commercial and industrial buildings.
Such modifications may include, but are not necessarily limited to: exterior
construction materials and their colors, roofline, and fenestration, and, restricting
openings in the exterior walls of structures;

(10) Modifying architectural design elements of multiple-family dwelling buildings
when the applicant has affirmatively elected to request an adjustment from the
Special Development Standards in MLDC Sections 10.715A through 10.717. Such
modifications may include but are not necessarily limited to: exterior construction
materials and their colors, roofline, and fenestration; and, restricting openings in
the exterior walls of structures;

(11) Restricting the height, directional orientation and intensity of exterior lighting.
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Aerial Map

Bonaventure of Medfor
2O ey g 12

Figure 2 - Aerial View of Subject Area

These photos were taken by staff on April 26, 2019.
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Corporate Names

Franklin Price is the Authorized Representative for Double R Products according to the
Oregon Secretary of State Business Registry. Del-, Inc. is listed as the Registrant.

Kendall Ferguson is the Registered Agent for Del-J, Inc. according to the Oregon Secretary
of State Business Registry. Franklin Price is listed as the President and Secretary.

Jerome White is the Registered Agent for Kistler Small & White Architects LLC according
to the Oregon Secretary of State Business Registry. Jerome White, Raymond Kistler and
Matthew Small are listed as Managers.

ISSUES AND ANALYSIS

Scope of Project

The subject application is to authorize construction of a new drive-thru coffee kiosk,
convenience store, carwash and gas pumps. Phase Il (not part of this application) will
consist of a structure to be used for retail uses located along the easterly property line.
The coffee kiosk will be approximately 370 square feet in size and will be located at the
northwest corner of the lot. A carwash (+/-1,304 square feet) will be attached to the
convenience store (+/-3,300 square feet) and the structure will be located towards the
intersection of Springbrook Road and McAndrews Road. The gas pumps and gas pumps
canopy are proposed to be located towards the center of the site.

History & Background

Figure 3 - Previous Development, including Ruth, the donkey
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Existing Conditions

The subject lot consists of a single 2.5-acre parcel. The
parcel is relatively flat with existing elevations ranging
from 1,412 feet at the northwest corner to 1,422 feet
towards the easterly and southerly property line. The
parcel used to be home to one single-family dwelling at
the northwesterly corner of the property as well as
some smaller outbuildings. All previous development
has been demolished and the site is now vacant.

The parcel is surrounded by typical single family
development on three sides (north, east & west). The
adjacent development to the south consists of a ;
160,000 square foot, four-story congregate care living Figure 4 - Existing Bonaventure Building
facility on a 4.9 acre parcel which was approved by the

Site Plan and Architectural Review Commission (SPAC) in 2014 (File Number AC-14-080 &

E-14-081).

General Land Use Plan Map Amendment

On December 4, 2014, the City Council
adopted Ordinance 2015-154 changing the
General Land Use Plan (GLUP) designation of
the subject property from UR (Urban
Residential) to CM {Commercial). The change
was part of the City’s Urban Growth Boundary
(UGB) amendment project. Any UGB
amendment by an Oregon city requires
consideration of changes to existing land use
designations for the purpose of efficiently
utilizing land within the current urban area per
ORS 197.296(6)(b).

In 2013, the Planning Commission and

Planning Department staff developed a set of |

‘internal study areas’ (ISAs) to analyze
potential changes in land use designation
throughout the City. After a series of public
hearings, on March 13, 2014 the Planning
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Figure 5 - ISA Overview Map

Commission recommended changing designations of about 850 acres in various locations
throughout the City. The subject parcel was part of ISA #940 and was described in the

staff report as follows:

Page 6 of 25

Page 68




Circle K Mini Store & Carwash Commission Report
AC-19-028 May 17, 2019

Map3  SALs 250,840 estcenral  Much of the attraction of this area stems from
the opportunity to introduce CM (Commercial)
into an area that lacks commercial within
anything but automobile distance, but review of
the south lot makes the slope on it less suitable
for CM designation; therefore, staff proposes
moving the CM to the north lot and reducing the
CM on the south half to allow UR to build
toward the higher density.

After receiving public testimony, the Council
selected ISA locations which covered
approximately 500 acres. The GLUP designation
of the subject site was included in the final
Council decision and changed via Ordinance
2014-154. The change became effective on
December 4, 2014 and is reflected on the
current GLUP map as can be seen below in
Figure 7.
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Figure 6 - Subject Area ISA
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Figure 7 - Current General Land Use Map designations
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Zone Change (ZC-15-126)

In September 2015, planning staff received an application for zone change of the subject
property from SFR-4 to C-C. With the applicant’s stipulation regarding sanitary sewer (see
below), the conclusion was made that all of the criteria for a zone change were satisfied.
The Planning Commission approved the zone change on December 10, 2015. The decision
was not appealed..
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Figure 8 — Current Zoning Map

During the review process for the current application, it came to staff’s attention that the
applicant for the zone change ZC-15-126 provided an improper list of mailing addresses.
As a result, some property owners within the code required 200-foot radius did not
receive a public hearing notice via the US Postal Service. However, the improper notice
neither nullifies the zone change application nor invalidates the Planning Commission'’s
2015 decision.

It is important to point out that the GLUP map designation change described above was
noticed properly and not appealed. With the existing GLUP map designation of
Commercial, a commercial zoning of either Neighborhood Commercial or Community
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Commercial is required for the subject property. Both possible commercial zoning
districts allow for all proposed uses that are part of this application. The zoning may not
be returned to the SFR-4 designation as it is no longer consistent with the underlying GLUP
designation (MLDC 10.204(B)(1)).

Proposed Uses

The proposed development for Phase 1 consists of a gas station, a convenience store with
an attached carwash station, and a standalone, drive-through coffee kiosk. Per MLDC
10.337, Fueling Stations (including Gasoline Service Stations) are a permitted use in the
C-C zoning district. The same is true for the Convenience Store and the drive-through
coffee kiosk. The carwash can be classified as an accessory use as it is subordinate in area,
extent, and purpose to the principal structure or use.

Table 1 — Proposed Uses

SIC

Use SIC Name Code Size (Square Feet) Status
Gas Station Fueling Stations (including |~ ¢, 3,315 Permitted
Gasoline Service Stations)
. Grocery Store, less than or )
Convenience Store equal to 25,000 square feet 541 3,300 Permitted
Coffee Kiosk Eating and Drinking Places | oo, 370 Permitted

without entertainment

Permitted as
Carwash n/a n/a 1,304 Accessory Use
to Gas Station

Site Plan (Exhibit B)

The 2.5 acre parcel fronts on E McAndrews Road, which is classified in the Medford
Transportation System Plan as a Major Arterial street, and Springbrook Road, a Major
Collector street. The site frontage on Springbrook Road is approximately 295 feet; the
frontage on McAndrews Road is approximately 365 feet.

The site generally slopes downward toward the north and west. The maximum site
elevation of 1,422 feet is located in the southeast corner of the site on E McAndrews
Road. The lowest part of the site is situated along Springbrook Road with an elevation of
1,412 feet.

The convenience store is located at the southwesterly corner of the site and is oriented
toward the intersection. The building intervenes between the fuel pumps and
Springbrook Road, resolving impacts to these residences on the west side of Springbrook
Road.
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Most of the parking spaces needed for the development are located on the interior of the
development. A 10-foot landscape buffer, as required by the code, is included in the
design and, together with the also partially required bufferyard, encompasses the entire
development. Strategically placed shrubs help mitigate headlight glare for residences on
the west side of Springbrook Road.

In the northeast portion of the site, a significant area is shown as ‘future retail’ as part of
a second phase. This phase is not part of this application; however, the applicant is
proposing to install the necessary parking associated with the second phase at this time.
Site drainage will be achieved via an underground pipe network and directed to the
northwest corner of the site where an underground detention system will be installed.
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Figure 9 - Site Plan

Circulation and Parking

The site design prdvides two vehicular points of access, one off E McAndrews Road and
one from Springbrook Road. Both driveways will be situated furthest from the
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intersection of East McAndrews & Springbrook Road. The project will also include
improvements to the public right-of-way as shown in Figure 10. A right-turn lane will be
added for turning from E McAndrews Road onto Springbrook Road. In addition, a right-
turn lane will also be added at the proposed driveway from Springbrook Road. Center
turn lane striping is proposed on both E McAndrews Road and Springbrook Road. The
proposed improvements to the rights-of-way are in accordance with the TIA, the zone
change conditions of approval, and the Public Works staff report.
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Figure 10 - Right-of-way improvements

The project provides two points of pedestrian access to the public sidewalks. One
pedestrian access point is located at the intersection of E McAndrews Road and
Springbrook Road, the second pedestrian access point is located along E McAndrews Road
and provides a direct connection from the sidewalk to the convenience store.
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MLDC 10.773(1) through (3) requires new development to provide pedestrian walkways
to each street abutting the property, to connect with development on adjacent property
and to connect building entrances, bus stops, and the pedestrian circulation system to
other areas of the site such as parking lots. The proposed plan does not identify a
pedestrian connection from Springbrook Road to the proposed coffee kiosk and a direct
connection from the convenience store to the coffee kiosk. Also, the proposed parking lot
for Phase 2 of the development does not show a pedestrian connection to Phase 1.

The proposed internal crosswalks shall be separated from parking area by grade, different
paving materials, speed bumps or landscaping. This is not clearly shown on the site plan.
It will be a condition of approval for the internal pedestrian crosswalks to meet all
applicable pedestrian walkway design standards per MLDC 10.773 through 10.776.
Otherwise, the project complies with the pedestrian access requirements of the MLDC.

The site plan identifies 61 vehicular parking spaces serving both proposed phases. The
amount of provided parking stalls does provide sufficient parking for all Phase 1 uses as
well as a future (Phase 2) commercial/retail use of approximately 9,500 square feet. These
calculations are based on the following parking minimums: 4.5 spaces per 1,000 square
feet for commercial uses less than 25,000 square feet and three spaces for the drive-
through coffee kiosk.

The definition of ‘Small Food Vendors’, as found in MLDC 10.823, does limit food vendor
structures to a maximum of 128 square feet. However, staff believes that it is appropriate
to use the parking and vehicular stacking requirements associated with MLDC 10.823 for
the proposed coffee kiosk. Subsection (c) does requires a minimum of three paved off-
street parking spaces; Subsection (d)(i) requires a stacking distance minimum of 100 feet
from an arterial or collector street to service windows. According to the site plan, the
stacking distance requirement for the southerly drive-through window is met. The
stacking distance does not apply to service windows that are accessed via internal
driveways (northerly window).

Commercial development does require the installation of bicycle parking spaces of 10%
of the number of spaces provided for automobile. The installation of 61 vehicular spaces
equals six bicycle spaces. The applicant proposes the installation of four spaces at the
entrance to the convenience store. It will be a condition of approval for the applicant to
install two more bicycle parking spaces as part of the development of Phase 2.
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Landscape Plan (Exhibit F)
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Figure 11 - Landscape Plan

Perimeter Landscaping

MLDC Section 10.797 requires the planting of (at a minimum) four trees and 25 shrubs
per 100 feet of street frontage. Based on approximately 340 feet of street frontage along
E McAndrews Road and 280 feet along Springbrook Road, 25 trees and 155 shrubs are
required. The proposed landscape plan complies with all applicable requirements of
MLDC Section 10.797.

The site and landscape plans also provide for the required 10-foot landscape buffer
between all vehicular parking and maneuvering areas and the public right-of-way, as
required per MLDC 10.746(9).

Interior Landscaping and Parking Lot Landscaping

The landscape plan shows several parking bay planters and landscape projections. The
interior landscaped area encompasses 2,198 square feet dispersed throughout the
parking area. Based on MLDC 10.746(3), approximately 1,270 square feet of planter area
are required to be located throughout the parking lot. A total of eight trees and 16 shrubs
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are required for the parking lot to provide visual relief and surface shading. The applicant
has provided a total of 12 trees within the parking area and over 30 shrubs. The parking
lot landscaping requirement per MLDC 10.746(3) is met.

Elevations

The development encompasses approximately 5,000 square feet of new structures. Per
the applicant:

The project strives to be a good neighbor to existing development and fit within the
context of this surroundings. The architect’s goal is to deliver a design that breaks from
the traditional gas station/convenience store typology. The scale of the building’s form is
in line with the 1 to 2 story homes nearby. By limiting the scale of the building’s mass, the
store is more akin to the compact pre-war neighborhood service station style than today’s
prototypical travel center. The lap siding is a nod to the residential architecture found
nearby. Its linear form helps reduce the overall mass of the structure, bringing it more in
line with the human scale. Accent materials include painted metal panels, glazed
storefront with anodized metal frames, and painted metal parapet caps. Metal framed
awnings enclosing translucent panels will define building entrances, protect customers
from weather, and allow filtered daylight to flow into the building.

Figure 12 - Elevations
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Mitigation

The approval criterion at MLDC 10.200(E)(1) requires an analysis of compatibility between
the proposed development and uses and development that exist on adjacent land. In
MLDC 10.200(F) the Commission has authority to apply conditions of approval
..reasonably necessary to ensure compliance with the standards of the code and the
criteria in Subsection (E) above, and to otherwise protect the health, safety and general
welfare of the surrounding area and the community as a whole... The following items can
be considered mitigation measures, however, the Commission may wish to consider
additional mitigation.

Traffic Analysis

As part of the 2015 zone change application, the applicant submitted a traffic impact
analysis (Analysis of Category A facility adequacy, which includes transportation, sanitary
sewer, water and stormwater, is conducted at the time of zone change per MLDC 10.204).
The study analyzed the expected amount of traffic that a possible commercial use would
add to the existing street network including the intersection of E McAndrews Road and
Springbrook Road. The study (Exhibit V) showed that no existing intersections will be
significantly impacted by the potential trip generation of the site with the proposed zone
change. As a condition of approval, a left turn lane and a right turn lane were required. It
was also noted that at the time of future land division or development, Public Works may
require additional right-of-way and public utility easement dedications and may condition
the developer to improve the street frontage to the City’s standards. The Public Works
Department Staff Report (Exhibit K) includes conditions to install turn lanes per the TIA.

Sanitary Sewer System

The site lies within the Medford sewer service area. The Public Works report states that
the development shall comply with the sanitary sewer conditions of ZC-15-126. As part of
the zone change, it was established that the downstream sanitary sewer has a number of
constraints. As a condition of approval, the applicant shall either only develop so the total
sewer flows do not exceed the current zoning limitation of 12 units or the Developer shall
make improvements to the downstream sanitary sewer system (Exhibit Y). The developer
submitted calculations acceptable to the City (Exhibit L) stating that the proposed
development will not produce sewer flows in excess of 12 units.
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Bufferyard Landscaping
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Figure 13 - Landscape Plan

Bufferyards are utilized to minimize potential conflicts caused by different uses on
adjacent properties. Bufferyards are located along property lines between one zoning
district and another. As can be seen in Figure 8, above, the subject property is bordered

by residential properties on the north and east side.

Table 10.790-1 requires the installation of a ‘Type A’ bufferyard between the SFR and C-
C zoning districts. ‘Type A’ bufferyards consists of a 10-foot landscape buffer and a six-

foot concrete or masonry wall per Table 10.790-3.

At the public hearing of May 3, 2019, a property owner asked about the height of the
buffer wall as the adjacent property is higher than the subject site. MLDC 10.732(2)(b)
requires height to be measured from the highest adjacent ground level. In this case, the

result will be a six foot wall from the neighboring property elevation.

Page 16 of 25
Page 78




Circle K Mini Store & Carwash Commission Report
AC-19-028 May 17, 2019

Table 2 - Bufferyard Table
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The planting scheme for bufferyards is required to include a variety of plant sizes and
shapes to provide for an effective visual screening between the adjacent properties
having dissimilar land uses. The submitted landscape plan shows several species of trees
and shrubs to be planted in the bufferyard. The proposed species do seem to meet the
planting scheme standards per MLDC 10.790(E)(1)(a).

Migratory Bird Treaty Act

Several residents of the surrounding neighborhood
indicated to staff that a Red-tailed Hawk has been
calling the project site its home for several years.
Staff also observed what seemed to be a Red-tailed
Hawk with an associated nest in the crown of a tall
tree during a site visit. Red-tailed Hawks are
protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of
1918. The Migratory Bird Treaty Act is enforced by
the US Fish & Wildlife Service. However, at the time
this staff report was written, staff was unable to
contact the local office in Roseburg. A condition of
approval requiring coordination with the US Fish &
Wildlife Service is included. A condition of approval
for the applicant to coordinate with the appropriate
X department prior to any site disturbance taking
Figure 14 - Hawk in nest on  place has been attached to Exhibit A.
subject site (observed by
staff on April 26, 2019)
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Public Comments (Exhibits Y through SS)

Staff received several letters and phone calls regarding this proposed development.
Many, but not all, comments received were in opposition to the project. Comments range
from an expected increase in traffic,c a decrease in property values, expected
environmental impacts, noise, crime and trash to neighborhood compatibility of the
proposed uses.

Staff also received two petitions in opposition of the development (Exhibits PP & QQ). Al
written communication received prior to April 26, 2019, is attached to this staff report.

Additional materials submitted after April 26, 2019, and prior to publication of this report
are attached.

All written testimony and evidence received through the process and at the public
hearing on May 17, 2019, are attached. It should be noted that the Commission’s
motion included exhibits through BBBB, but should have reflected CCCC. All submittals
are referenced in the Exhibit list at the end of this report.

Agency Comments

Jackson County Airport Authority (Exhibit R)

Rogue Valley International Airport requests an Avigation, Noise and Hazard Easement to
be required as part of the permit process. In the 2010 LUBA decision on Michelle Barnes
vs. City of Hillsboro and the Port of Portland, Nollan/Dolan findings are required to
support the request (LUBA No. 2010-011). None were provided; therefore, a condition
requiring compliance with the airport’s request for an Avigation, Noise and Hazard
Easement has not been included.

In addition, the Airport also requires the applicant to contact the FAA regarding submittal
of a 7460-1 form. A condition of approval has been include to comply with any FAA
submittal requirements.

No other issues were identified by staff.
MEETING OF MAY 3, 2019

The Site Plan and Architectural Commission held a public hearing on May 3, 2019, and
heard testimony from approximately 27 people. Immediately after the public hearing was
closed, a member of the audience requested that the record be kept open. The
Commission voted to reopen the hearing, took testimony, and then continued the public
hearing to May 17, 2019.
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Circle K Mini Store & Carwash ~ Commission Report
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Seven additional pieces of written testimony were also submitted at the hearing (Exhibits
EEE through KKK). Additional written testimony received prior to publication of this report
are also included. Issues raised are addressed below.

Issue: Compatibility

Staff response: During the public hearing, the applicant’s agent stated that compatibility
is not in the purview of the Site Plan and Architectural Commission. He felt the question
of compatibility had already been addressed by the City Council when the GLUP map
designation was changed and again by the Planning Commission at the time of zone
change.

Staff disagrees.

The first criterion for site plan review requires a determination that, “The proposed
development is compatible with uses and development that exist on adjacent land...”
(MLDC 10.200[E]{1](a]) One way to describe the process is that the City Council sets the
vision for how the City will grow via goals and policies in the Comprehensive Plan and the
illustrative GLUP map —the 30,000 foot view of how the City should develop. The Planning
Commission implements the Council’s vision at the time of zone change. It determines
whether a zone is suitable in a particular location and whether the permitted uses can be
served by appropriate levels of infrastructure — the 10,000 foot view. The purpose of site
plan review is to “.. provide for review of functional and aesthetic adequacy of
commercial, industrial and multi-family development and assure compliance with the
standards ... for the development of property as applied to the improvement of individual
lots ... as required by this code.” (MLDC 10.200[A]) Site plan review is the boots-on-the-
ground review of development. The question of compatibility lies solely with SPAC.

In MLDC 10.200(F) SPAC is granted authority to impose conditions reasonably necessary
to ensure compliance with the criteria. Compatibility cannot be used to circumvent the
Code and disallow a permitted use.

Issue: Traffic

Staff response: In Siporen v City of Medford 349 Or. 247 (2010) the Oregon Supreme Court
found that MLDC 10.204 explicitly requires a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) at the time of
zone change and not at the time of site plan review. (At the time of the Wal-Mart
application - the subject of Siporen — the code reference for zone change was MLDC
10.227. The code has since been amended; the criteria are now found in MLDC 10.204.)
System wide traffic impacts are the under the purview of the Planning Commission. SPAC
must consider on site circulation and access to the site as provided in MLDC 10.200
(formerly 10.285).
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Circle K Mini Store & Carwash Commission Report
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The TIA submitted at the time of the 2015 zone change (ZC-15-126) addressed the site
frontage and access issues. The mitigation measures recommended by the TIA are now
beingimplemented. Public Works did not identify additional operational or safety impacts
that would require additional analysis under MLDC 10.461. The executive summary of the
TIA is included as Exhibit V.

Issue: Site Design — Vehicle Stacking

Staff response: One speaker identified a potential issue with the amount of vehicle
stacking provided for the proposed coffee kiosk. The speaker stated that cars will likely
spill onto Springbrook Road. Staff shares this concern and has discussed the matter with
the applicant. In MLDC 10.743-1, drive through restaurants require drive-thru queuing for
a minimum of five vehicles per window. The Commission has authority require the
applicant to provide additional stacking in MLDC 10.200(F)(7). Staff has recommended a
condition of approval to increase stacking for a minimum of seven cars for each window.

Issue: Property Values

Staff response: Several speakers claimed that the proposal will adversely affect property
values. There was no evidence submitted into the record to support the claim.
Additionally, there is no Code requirement to analyze property values nor is there an
approval criterion.

Issue: Crime

Staff response: Two sets of police calls for service from October 1, 2018, through April 22,
2019, were submitted at the public hearing (Exhibit FFF). One set was for Phoenix Police
Department calls to the Circle K in Phoenix; the other was for the Medford Police
Department calls to the 7-11 store at 1220 Crater Lake Avenue. The logs demonstrate that
there were calls to the facilities but there is no comparable data and no analytical
framework to determine if there are measurable negative impacts in adjacent residential
areas. Are 89 calls for the Phoenix store excessive for a six month period? As with the
property value analysis above, there is no Code requirement to analyze crime statistics
nor is there an approval criterion.

Issue: Environmental Impacts

Staff response: One speaker testified about health concerns related to chemicals and
fumes generated from fueling stations. She stated she had read several studies but did
not submit any evidence into the record. There is no code requirement to perform an
environmental impact analysis nor is there an approval criterion.
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At the public hearing on May 17, 2019, Ms. Geil submitted copies of the four studies
referenced in her prior testimony (Exhibit RRR). Ms. Dimick submitted additional
evidence addressing environmental concerns (Exhibit SSS).

Issue: Noise

Staff response: Noise may not exceed the standards in MLDC 10.752. The Commission
need not include a condition of approval as it is an ongoing standard.

Issue: Lighting/Glare

Staff response: Glare is addressed in MLDC 10.764. As noted during the public hearing,
the applicant did not submit a photometric analysis with the application; it is not a
requirement. Staff has recommended a condition of approval requiring such a study prior
to the issuance of building permits for vertical construction. Like noise, light trespass is an
existing standard.

Issue: Trash

Staff response: Testimony included complaints about the amount of trash that is currently
left by pedestrians and cars that travel in the area. The site plan shows a trash enclosure
consistent with the requirements of 10.781 on the west side of the mini-mart,
demonstrating compliance with Criterion 2. The trash enclosure near the northeast
corner of the site is intended to serve the future retail building and will be considered at
that time. A condition of approval to that effect has been included. There is no Code
requirement for off-site trash management.

Issue: Red-tailed Howk

Staff response: Staff communicated with the US Department of Fish and Wildlife (Exhibit
WW). A condition of approval is included requiring the applicant to coordinate with US
Fish and Wildlife and Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife.

Issue: Drainage/Wetlands/Creek

Staff response: The City’s Local Wetland Inventory identifies potential wetlands that are
one half acre or larger and/or meet other criteria that could, upon formal study and
delineation, qualify those lands for protection under existing local, state, and/or federal
regulatory protection. The subject site does not contain an identified locally significant
wetland; therefore, no comments were sought from the Oregon Department of State
Lands and no wetland delineation is required. Stormwater management has been
considered in this application by Medford’s Department of Public Works and was found
to meet standards (see Exhibit K).
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Circle K Mini Store & Carwash Commission Report
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Issue: Proximity to similar uses

Staff response: There is no Code requirement for spacing between similar uses—in this
case gas stations, convenience stores, car washes, etc. The placement of the facility is up
to the applicant and is presumably market driven. This comment is not criteria based.

PUBLIC HEARING OF MAY 17, 2019

The Commission heard testimony from 18 residents and the applicant’s team of
representatives. No new issues were raised.

After taking public testimony, the public hearing was closed. There were no requests to
keep the record open. There was a motion to approve, which received a second, and
two subsequent motions to amend the main motion, which were successful. The
motion to approve, however, failed by a vote of 1-4. A second motion to deny the
application, which also received a second, was successful by a vote of 5-0.

FINDINGS OF FACT

Pertaining to the applicant’s application for Site Plan and Architectural review, staff
recommends that the Commission adopt the applicant’s Findings (Exhibit I) as presented,
and the Findings provided by staff below.

At the public hearing of May 17, 2019, the Commission voted to deny the project. See
findings below.

Medford Municipal Code §10.200(E)(1). Site Plan and Architectural Review

The Site Plan and Architectural Commission shall approve a site plan and architectural
review application for a commercial or industrial development, if it can find that the
proposed development conforms, or can be made to conform through the imposition of
conditions, with the following criteria:

Approval Criterion 1

(a) The proposed development is compatible with uses and development that exist on
adjacent land, and

The Site Plan and Architectural Commission finds that the car wash and gas station
cannot be adequately screened to mitigate the impacts of the dissimilar uses.
Aesthetically a gas pump is not something that matches the residential housing across
from the project. The Commission finds that the intensity of the proposed uses is
incompatible with uses on surrounding property. The Commission finds that this
proposal does not meet Criterion 1.

Page 22 of 25

Page 84

Ve e



Circle K Mini Store & Carwash Commission Report
AC-19-028 May 17, 2019

Approval Criterion 2

(b) The proposed development complies with the applicable provisions of all city
ordinances or the Site Plan and Architectural Commission has approved (an) exception(s)
as provided in Section 10.186.

Exhibit A contains conditions of approval which the applicant is required to satisfy. No
exceptions are required. Subject to the adoption and satisfaction of the conditions of
approval provided in Exhibit A, the Site Plan and Architectural Commission can find that
this proposal meets Criterion 2.

CONCLUSION

Based on the applicant’s narrative, findings and exhibits, and the analysis of the findings
contained in this staff report, the Commission can find the application meets Site Plan
and Architectural Review criteria, or can be made to conform with the imposition and
satisfaction of conditions of approval.

At the public hearing of May 17, 2019, the Commission concluded that the project did
not meet Criterion 1 and voted to deny the project. See findings.

ACTION TAKEN

The Site Plan and Architectural Commission directed staff to prepare the final order for
denial of AC-19-028 and provided the findings by the Commission that the intensity of the
proposed commercial use is incompatible with uses on surrounding property per the
Commission Report dated May 17, 2019, including Exhibits A-1 through CCCC.

EXHIBITS

A-1  Conditions of Approval, dated May 10, 2019

Revised Site Plan, received April 2, 2019

Floor Plans A3.1 & 3.3, received March 12, 2019

Exterior Elevations A6.1, 6.2 & 6.3, received March 12, 2019
Revised Drainage Plan, received April 2, 2019

Revised Landscape Plan, received April 2, 2019

Assessor Map, received February 12, 2019

Legal Description, received February 12, 2019

Applicant’s Project Narrative, received March 12, 2019

Code Compliance - Criterion No. 2, received February 12 & April 2, 2019
Public Works Staff Report, dated March 27, 2019

E-Mail & Calculations re: Sewer Flows, dated January 24, 2019
Medford Water Commission Memo, dated March 27, 2019
Building Department Memo, dated March 27, 2019

ZIr AT T ITOTMMMmoOOm
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0 Medford Fire-Rescue Land Development Report, dated march 25, 2019

P Rogue Valley Transportation District Letter, dated march 27, 2019

Q Memo from City Surveyor, dated March 13, 2019

R E-Mail from Rogue Valley International Medford Airport, received March 22, 2019
S Letter from Medford Irrigation District, received March 21, 2019

T E-Mail from Avista Corp., received March 14, 2019

u General List of Permitted Uses in Community Commercial, dated 2019

\ Executive Summary of Traffic Impact Analysis for Zone Change to Community

=

2z
AAA
BBB

Commercial, dated August 26, 2015

Planning Commission Minutes for Zone Change to Community Commercial (ZC-
15-126), dated December 10, 2015

Recorded Covenant re: Sewer Flow, dated January 15, 2016

- Letter from Judy Farnsworth, received April 2, 2019

Letter from Angela Stephens, received April 9, 2019

Letter from Eli and Jennifer Clark & Avery and Mason Clark, received April 11, 2019
Letter from Jim Leavens & MT Dimick, received April 11, 2019

Letter from Gary Sumrak, received April 12, 2019

Letter from Nicole Milam, received April 15, 2019

Letter from Loy Charles, received April 15, 2019

Letter from Janice Sumrak, received April 15, 2019

E-Mail from Michael Palacios, received April 13, 2019

Letter from Samuel Berry, received April 18, 2019

Letter from Jack Shaffer, received April 20, 2019

Letter from Lindsey M. Geil, received April 22, 2019

Letter from Gary Sumrak, received April 22, 2019

Letter from Robin Lee, received April 24, 2019

Letter from Lois Malone, received April 24, 2019

Letter from Rebecca and John Hawkins, received April 23, 2019

Letter from Mark and Patsy Burton, received April 25, 2019

Signed Petitions, received April 22, 2019

Signed Petitions, received April 24, 2019

Signed Petitions, received April 25, 2019

Online Petition and Comments, received April 25, 2019

Letter from Janis Jackson and Sam Crocker, received April 30, 2019

Letter from Patricia Anderson, received April 30, 2019

E-Mail from Mr. & Mrs. Horton, received April 30, 2019

E-Mail from Michael Green, US F9sh & Wildlife, received April 30, 2019
Memorandum from US Department of the Interior, received April 30, 2019
Attachment A, Migratory Bird Nest Destruction and Relocation, received April 30,
2019

Letter from Marnee Widlund, received May 1, 2019

Letter from Kaaren M Jones, received May 1, 2019

Signed Petitions, received May 1, 2019
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CCC  E-Mail from Jim Ormand, received May 2, 2019

DDD  Letter from Springbrook Corners, LLC, received May 3, 2019

EEE  Online Petition submitted by Erica Hammericksen at hearing May 3, 2019

FFF  Police Reports submitted by Erica Hammericksen at hearing May 3, 2019

GGG  Letter submitted by Nicole Milam at hearing May 3, 2019

HHH  Letter submitted by Gary Sumrak at hearing May 3, 2019

i Photos of Red-tailed Hawk submitted by Dolly Behrens at hearing May 3, 2019

1) Letter submitted by Terry Jones, received May 6, 2019

KKK Wetland photos submitted by Jim Leavens at hearing May 3, 2019

LLL Letter from Frank Haviland, received May 9, 2019

MMM Petition from MT Dimick, received May 9, 2019

NNN  Email from J. Sherman, received May 15, 2019

000 Letter from B. and M. Horton, received May 17, 2019

PPP  Letter from D. Strejc, received May 17, 2019

QQQ K. Littlefield submitted email from L. Brown (ODSL), received May 17, 2019

RRR  Studies re: fuel station emissions submitted by L. Geil, received May 17, 2019

5SS Gas Stations are Toxic Neighbors! submitted by M.T. Dimick, received May 17,
2019

TTT  Petition submitted by M.T. Dimick, received May 17, 2019

UUU  Letter submitted by N. Milam, received May 17, 2019

VVV  Site plan submitted by J. Farnsworth, received May 17, 2019

WWW Photo from Bonaventure Retirement Center submitted by J. Farnsworth, received
May 17, 2019

XXX List of alternative site locations submitted by J. Farnsworth, received May 17, 2019

YYY  Letter submitted by J. Feyerharm, received May 17, 2019

ZZZ  Letter from Bonaventure residents submitted by J. Weber, received May 17, 2019

AAAA  Letter from G. Sumrak, received May 17, 2019

BBBB Letter from S. Reed, received May 17, 2019

CCCC Letter from C. Sparks, received May 17, 2019
Vicinity map

SITE PLAN AND ARCHITECTURAL COMMISSION

T

7
Z

“WN:CW

SITE PLAN AND ARCHITECTURAL COMMISSION AGENDA: APRIL 19, 2019
MAY 3, 2019

MAY 10, 2019

JUNE 7, 2019
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EXHIBIT A-1
Circle K Mini Store and Car Wash
AC-19-028
Conditions of Approval
May 10, 2019

DISCRETIONARY CONDITIONS

1.

2.

Prior to any site disturbance taking place, the applicant shall coordinate with the U.S. Fish
& Wildlife or Oregon Fish & Wildlife Department regarding the protection status of the
Red-tailed Hawk/Hawk Nest.

The applicant shall locate the coffee kiosk in a manner that will allow vehicle stacking for
a minimum of seven cars for each window.

Remove the trash enclosure on the northeasterly portion of the site. The enclosure
location will be considered with the final development plan for the future retail building.

CODE REQUIRED CONDITIONS

Prior to the issuance of the first building permit for vertical construction, the applicant shall:

4,

® N o v

Submit a revised site plan showing all required internal pedestrian connections and
crosswalks in compliance with MLDC 10.772 through 10.776.

Comply with all conditions stipulated by the Public Works Department (Exhibit K).
Comply with all conditions stipulated by the Medford Water Commission (Exhibit M).
Comply with all conditions stipulated by the Medford Fire Department (Exhibit O).

Comply with the comments received from the Rogue Valley Transportation District
(Exhibit P).

Comply with all applicable comments from the Rogue Valley International-Medford
Airport (Exhibit R).

10. Comply with the condition stipulated by the Medford Irrigation District (Exhibit S).

11. Submit a photometric analysis demonstrating compliance with MLDC 10.764 Glare.
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" | Exhibit "A" RECEI‘IED
X ) FEB
12 2019

Real property in the County of Jackson, State of Oregon, described as follows: pL

THE WEST 3 ACRES OF THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED TRACT OF LAND TO-WIT: COMMENCING AT QHQEPTI
SOUTHWEST CORNER OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 20
TOWNSHIP 37 SOUTH, RANGE 1 WEST OF THE WILLAMETTE MERIDIAN, JACKSON COUNTY, OREGON,

AND RUNNING THENCE EAST 10 CHAINS; THENCE NORTH 5 CHAINS; THENCE WEST 10 CHAINS;

THENCE SOUTH 5 CHAINS TO THE PLACE OF BEGINNING. EXCEPTING THEREFROM THAT PORTION
CONVEYED TO THE CITY OF MEDFORD AS DESCRIBED IN WARRANTY DEED RECORDED MAY 31, 1994

AS DOCUMENT NO. 94-20368.
NOTE: THIS LEGAL DESCRIPTION WAS CREATED PRIOR TO JANUARY 01, 2008.

GITY OF MEDFORD
EXAIBIT # 5
Fia ¥ Qc—( - 2
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kistle®-smarLL+white

architects

March 11, 2019
City of Medford
Planning Department RECEIVED
Lausmann Annex
200 South Ivy Street MAR 12 2019
Medford, OR 97501
PLANNING DEPT

Re:  Springbrook Development
Site Plan and Architectural Review Application

General Information:

 This project consists of a new +/- 370 square foot coffee kiosk, a +/- 3,300 square foot
convenience store, a +/- 1,304 square foot carwash and gas pumps located on the lot
bounded by Springbrook Road and East McAndrews Road.
Zoning: C-C, Community Commercial
Map + Tax Lot: 37 1W 20AB, T.L. 3500
Address: 1380 Springbrook Road
Site Area: 2.5 acres
Parking:

o Front Lot: Proposed (24).

o Back Lot (future development): Proposed (3¢).
¢ Project Consultants:

o Architect: Kistler Small + White, Architects

General Contractor: Double R Products
Structural Engineer: Allan Goffe of Ace Engineering, LLC
Civil Engineer: Todd Powel of Powell Engineering and Consulting, LLC
Landscape Design: TBD
Mechanical, Electrical and Plumbing Design: Design/Build by Double R
Products

O 0O 0O OO

Section 1 - PROJECT NARRATIVE:

This project consists of a new +/- 370 square foot coffee kiosk +/- 3,300 square foot
convenience store, a +/- 1,304 square foot carwash and gas pumps located on the lot
bounded by Springbrook Road and East McAndrews Road.

The intent for the site is to create a pedestrian friendly neighborhood amenity. To achieve
this, the proposed structures front the streets as much as practical while maintaining clear
and direct vehicular access to and through the vehicle circulation areas. The convenience
store is situated on the corner of the site with a south west exposed, paved sitting area
adjacent to, and accessible from, the sidewalks along East McAndrews and Springbrook
Roads. Itis anticipated that students from the nearby high school and residents from the
surrounding area will enjoy the opportunity to sit and enjoy their beverages/iead-efigred by
the convenience store. EXHIBIT #

Fle #_AC—(4- 0) &
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Additionally, a significant amount of new landscaping is proposed. This will soften the impact
of asphalt pavement and create a transitional buffer between the project and the
surrounding roads.

Section Il - COMPATIBILITY: CRITERION No. 1

A. Existing uses and developments adjacent to this project site are primarily residential in
nature. Developments includes single-family residential fract homes, an assisted living
multi-family residential facility, a community park, and a high school.

Architecturally, most of the existing structures adjacent to the project site are finished
with painted wood and composite materials. Existing structures in this area vary in age
and condition. Development appears to have spanned from the early post-war years
through to today.

B. This project strives to be a good neighbor to existing development and fit within the
context of its suroundings. The architect's goal is to deliver a design that breaks from
the traditional gas station / convenience store typology. Careful attention has been
given to site planning to create a development that is easily accessible by
pedestrians, cyclists and motorists. By situating the store on the corner of Springbrook
and McAndrews, rather than surrounding it with driveways and parking, the store is
easily accessed by foot or bike. The scale of the building's form is in line with the 1 to 2
story homes nearby. By limiting the scale of the building’s mass, the store is more akin
to the compact pre-war neighborhood service station style than to today’s
prototypical travel center. Unsightly elements including mechanical units and trash
facilities will be screened from view by landscaping and or metal screen panels.
Proposed materials include smooth Portland Cement Plaster (stucco) infilled with
wood-foned lap siding accented with painted metal elements. The lap siding is a nod
to the residential architecture found nearby. Its linear form helps reduce the overall
mass of the structure, bringing it more inline with the human scale. Accent materials
include painted metal panels, glazed storefront with anodized metal frames, and
painted metal parapet caps. Metal framed awnings enclosing translucent panels will
define building entrances, protect customers from weather, and allow filtered daylight
to flow info the building.

C. Inrecognition of nearby building scales and development types, attention is given to
break up large facades and give relief to the building’s mass. The simple material
palette proposed aims to be refined and subdued yet inviting. In contrast to today’s
prototypical convenience store model, the front entrances are not embellished with
large parapets that extend above the rest of the building’s mass. Rather, by taking
cues from residential architecture, the building steps down to the front door, creating
a more sheltered feel like that created by a front porch. Diagrammatically, the
building’s overall mass is defined by its stucco shell. This shell then steps down in scale
to wood-tone lap siding. The siding defines punched openings in the shell such as
doors and windows. To reduce the scale further, a simple metal framed awning is
introduced to define the front doors.

D. Situated at the corner of Springbrook Road and E. McAndrews Road, this project is
situated to promote frips by foot and by bike. In contrast to the typical convince store

2
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/ gas station typology, the store itself will not be an island surrounded by a sea of
asphalt. Rather, parking and vehicle circulation are provided behind the structure and
filtered from view at the street. Like corner stores found in historic developments, the
convenience store has an entrance facing the street corner. This invites passersby to
stop in, gives presence to the street and creates an inviting front door to the
development.

. A paved seating area easily visible and accessible from the sidewalk is provided along

Springbrook Road. This invites visitors to rest, gather, and enjoy their beverages/food
offered by the convenience store. The goal of this space is to provide an amenity that
gives life to the neighborhood by creating an energized presence on the street.
Additionally, in collabération with RVTD, (2) new bus stops are proposed adjacent to
this site. Both On stop will be located along Springbrook with the other on McAndrews.

. Vehicle access to the site will be limited to the farthest corners of the site, furthest

away from the infersection of Springbrook and McAndrews. This will enhance the
pedestrian experience by moving curb cuts away from the store. Site access for
pedestrians occurs at multiple locations throughout the site. A main pedestrian
corridor connects the store’s southwest entrance to the Springbrook/McAndrews
intersection.

. Currently the site lacks existing trees or significant native vegetation. The proposed

plan will introduce numerous trees and native landscaping - improving the site from its
current state.

. Stormwater detention on site will be handled with an underground system, allowing a

variety of landscape options above grade.

The proposed landscape plan will enhance the building's aesthetics by screening
unsightly elements including mechanical equipment, trash facilities and the few
unavoidable windowless facades. Ample shrub planting will screen the parking areas.
Buffer planting will create a vegetative barrier minimizing any negative impact to
neighboring properties. Large canopied trees will mitigate negative solar impact on
the building and paved areas. Ground cover and bark mulch will minimize the loss of
soil due to erosion while also helping to retain soil moisture.

. The design team strives to provide a safe and welcoming amenity that meets or

exceeds the intent of the code while protecting sumounding development from light
pollution. To preserve views of the night sky and avoid glare on adjacent properties, all
site lighting will be directed down and designed to not extend beyond the site's
property lines.

. Proposed signage includes illuminated brand logos inline with corporate standards

while also complying with City of Medford regulations. Careful attention is given to
create a coherent, uniform appearance on each building elevation.

Fencing in this project is used very sparingly. A wall will be erected to enclose trash
facilities and a 42" tall fence will be installed to further define the paved seating area.

3
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This fence will include the same wood-toned material used on the building's facades
to promote a uniform appearance throughout the project. For durability and
continued quality appearance, it will be framed with painted metal. To comply with
10.790, a 6-foot concrete or CMU wall will be erected along the north and east
property lines. It is envisioned that the wall will be screened with landscaping.

M. The physical location of the convenience store, landscaping, and buffer walls will
mitigate on-site sound generation from emitting beyond the site’s property lines.

N. The intent for the site is to create a pedestrian friendly neighborhood amenity. To
achieve this, the proposed structures front the streets as much as practical while
maintaining clear and direct vehicular access to and through the vehicle circulation
areas. The convenience store is situated on the corner of the site with a south west
exposed, paved sitting area adjacent to, and accessible from, the sidewalks along
East McAndrews and Springbrook Roads. It is anticipated that students from the
nearby high school and residents from the surrounding area will enjoy the opportunity
to sit and enjoy their beverages/food offered by the convenience store. Additionally,
a significant amount of new landscaping is proposed. This will soften the impact of
asphalt pavement and create a transitional buffer between the project and the
surrounding roads.

O. No exceptions or modifications are requested for this project.

P. No petition for relief of landscaping standards is requested for this project.

Attachments: Site Plan and Architectural Review Application Form, Site Plan, Floor Plan, $1,100.00
Check
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SITE PLAN AND ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW APPLICATION - Type Hll

T *

Section Il - Code Compliance: Criterion No. 2

RECEIVED
FEB 12 2019

Lol e i
PROPOSED REGOIRED

®  Zoning District Cc-C

®  Overlay District(s) Airport Area of Concern
® Proposed Use Commercial

®  Project Site Acreage 2.5 acres

®  Site Acreage (+ right-of-way) 3.06 acres

®  Proposed Density (10.708) N/A

e # Dwelling Units N/A

e  #Employees 10

Cc-C

Airport Area of Concern

Commercial

2.5 acres

3.06 acres

N/A

N/A

N/A

STRUCTURES

EXISTING
® j# Structures 0

®  Structure Square Footage
(10.710-10.721) 0

PROPOSED
3

4,974 SF

SITE DESIGN STANDARDS

PROPOSED
®  Front Yard Setback (10.710-721) 10’
® Side Yard Setback (10.710-721) {10’
® Side Yard Setback (10.710-721) ('
® Rear Yard Setback (10.710-721) Q'
e Lot Coverage (10.710-721) 4974, SF
PARKING
PROPOSED
® Regular Vehicular Spaces
(10.743) 23
e Disable Person Vehicular Spaces 1
(10.746[8])
e  Carpool/Vanpool Spaces (10.809) 1
e  Total Spaces (10.743) 24
® Bicycle Spaces (10.748) 4

e |oading Berths (10.742)

7/09/18 Page 10 of 19
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REQUIRED
10’

10'

ol

Ol

43,560 SF MAX

REQUIRED
22

1

1

23

3

Per Planning Dept.

CITY OF MEDFORD

EXHIBIT#_2
FILE # '




RECEIVED

SITE PLAN AND ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW APPLICATION — Type lli A pR 0 2 2019
U ~WA ’l .
T AR DEPT,
PROPOSED REQUIRED

Total Landscape Area (square feet) 24,764 SF

Total Landscape Area in High Water
Use Landscaping (square feet)

¢ Total Landscape Area in High Water
Use Landscaping (percentage) 0%

Total % Landscape Coverage 22.74%
Required Organic Content (cu.yd.) 74

o

® Frontage Landscaping (10.797)

® Street: Springbrook Road

® Feet: 215

® # Trees: 10 9
¢  # Shrubs: 81 54
® Street: E. McAndrews Road

® Feet: 278

® #Trees: 12 12
®  # Shrubs: 136 83

e Bufferyard Landscaping (10.790)

® Type: A A

® Distance (ft): 10t 10 ft

® # Canopy Trees: 6

®  # Shrubs: 94

® Fence/Wall: 6 ft Wall 6 ft Wall

® Parking Area Planter Bays (10.746)

®  Type: Planter Projections n/a

e  #Bays: 5 n/a

® Area: 1353 nfa

®  #Trees: 9 na

®  #Shrubs; 30 nla

PROPOSED

& Materials Portland Cement Plaster (Stucco) Wood-tone Composite Lap Siding
e Colors White, Black, Wood-tones

Please remember that the information you provide in response to the questionnaire must be
included with your SPAR application submittal. Remember to sign and date your written
response.

CITY OF MEDFORD

7109718 Page 11 of 19 Fm'ﬂ?“m"#
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Medford — A fantastic place to live, work and play

CITY OF MEDFORD

LD Date: 3/27/2019
File Number: AC-19-028

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT STAFF REPORT

1380 Springbrook Road (TL 3500)
Circle K Mini-Store/Car Wash and Coffee Kiosk

Project: Consideration of plans for the construction of a 370 square foot standalone
coffee kiosk, a 3,300 square foot convenience store, and a 1,304 square foot
car wash and gas pumps on approximately 2.5 acres.

Location: Located at 1380 Springbrook Road within the C-C (Community Commercial)
zoning district (371W20AB3500).

Applicant:  Applicant: Double R Products; Agent: KSW Architects; Planner: Steffen
Roennfeldt.

NOTE: The items listed here shall be completed and accepted prior to the respective
issuances of permits and certificates:

Prior to issue of the first building permit, the following items shall be completed and
accepted:
= Submittal and approval of plans for site grading and drainage, and detention.
= Completion of all public improvements, if required. The applicant may provide
security for 120% of the improvements prior to issuance of vertical building
permits. Construction plans for the improvements will need to be approved by
the Public Works Engineering Division prior to acceptance of security.
= |tems A- D, unless noted otherwise.

Prior to issue of Certificate-of-Occupancy for completed structures, the following items shall
be completed and accepted:
= Paving of all on-site parking and vehicle maneuvering areas.
= Certification by the design engineer that the stormwater quality and detention
system was constructed per the approved plan.

® Completion of all public improvements, if applicable.

P:\Staff Reports\AC\2019\AC-19-028 1380 Springbrook Rd (TL 3500) Circle K & Coffee Kiosk\AC-19-028 Staff Report-LD.docx Page1of8
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 200 S. IVY STREET TELERHO 4-2100
ENGINEERING & DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MEDFORD, OREGON 97501 74-2552
www.ci.medford.or.us EXHIBIT #
Fle# . =
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A. STREETS
1. Dedications

East McAndrews Road classified as a Major Arterial street within the Medford Land
Development Code (MLDC), Section 10.428. The Developer shall dedicate for public right-of-
way, sufficient width of land along the frontage to comply with the half width of right-of-way,
which is 50-feet. The Developer’s surveyor shall verify the amount of additional right-of-way
required.

Springbrook Road is classified as a Major Collector street within the MLDC 10.428. The
Developer shall dedicate for public right-of-way, sufficient width of land along the frontage to
comply with the half width of right-of-way, which is 37-feet or enough to accommodate a
curbtight 7-foot sidewalk, whichever is greater. The Developer’s surveyor shall verify the
amount of additional right-of-way required.

The Developer will receive SSDC (Street System Development Charge) credits for the public
right-of-way dedication on East McAndrews Road and Springbrook Road, per the methodology
established by the MLDC 3.815. Should the Developer elect to have the value of the land be
determined by an appraisal, a letter to that effect must be submitted to the City Engineer
within sixty (60) calendar days of the date of the Final Order of the Planning Commission. The
City will then select an appraiser, and a cash deposit will be required as stated in Section
3.815.

In accordance with MLDC 10.471, the property owner shall dedicate a 10-foot wide public
utility easement (PUE) adjacent to the right-of-way line along this Developments respective
frontages.

The right-of-way and easement dedications shall be submitted directly to the Engineering
Division of the Public Works Department. The submittal shall include: the easement dedication,
including an exhibit map; a copy of a current Lot Book Report, Preliminary Title Report, or Title
Policy; a mathematical closure report (if applicable), and the Planning Department File Number;
for review and City Engineer acceptance signature prior to recordation by the applicant.
Releases of interest shall be obtained by holders of trust deeds or mortgages on the PUE area.

2. Public Improvements
a. Public Streets

East McAndrews Road — All street section improvements, with the exception of a planter strip
and sidewalk, have been completed in close conformance with current standards, including
pavement, curb and gutter, and street lights (P974). No additional public improvements are
required, except for sidewalk with planter strip.

P:\Staff Reports\AC\2019\AC-19-028 1380 Springbrook Rd (TL 3500) Circle K & Coffee Kiosk\AC-19-028 Staif Report-LD.docx Page2 of 8
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 200 S. IVY STREET TELEPHONE (541) 774-2100
ENGINEERING & DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MEDFORD, OREGON 97501 FAX (541) 774-2552

www.ci.medford.or.us
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Springbrook Road — All street section improvements, with the exception of a planter strip and
sidewalk, have been completed in close conformance with current standards, including
pavement, curb and gutter, and street lights (P878). No additional public improvements are
required, except for sidewalk and as outlined under section A(4), “Transportation System”
below. Sidewalk shall be constructed curbtight along the north side of Springbrook Road and
shall be 7-feet wide.

Please Note — A detailed grading plan will be required to address Americans with Disabilities
Act (ADA) requirements for all public sidewalks, including crossings at the driveway locations.

b. Street Lights and Signing
No additional street lights or signs are required.

The Developer shall be responsible for the preservation and re-installation of all signs removed
during demolition and site preparation work. The Developer’s contractor shall coordinate with
the City of Medford Public Works, Maintenance and Operations Division to remove any existing
signs and place new signs provided by Medford Public Works Department and paid for by
Developer.

c. Pavement Moratoriums

There is no pavement cutting moratorium currently in effect along this frontage to East
McAndrews Road or Springbrook Road.

3. Access to Public Street System

The applicant proposes two driveway accesses; one on Springbrook Road at the north end of
the development and one on East McAndrews Road at the east end of the development. The
alternate access criteria was addressed in the Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) for ZC-15-
126. The TIA showed that allowing the two proposed accesses improves the operations of the
intersection of Springbrook Road and East McAndrews Road. Public Works supports the
proposed driveway locations as shown on the preliminary site plan.

The applicant shall restripe the center median on East McAndrews Road to provide MUTCD
compliant two-way-left-turn markings that provide at least 50 feet of storage for the eastbound
left turn into the development driveway.

In accordance with MLDC 10.550, the driveways shall both be built with radius approaches, and
have a maximum width of 36-feet.

A cross-access easement shall be required to be granted to tax lot 3600 in accordance with
MLDC 10.550, and in a form acceptable to the City of Medford. Site design shall accommodate
the future use of such accesses.
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Discretionary:

Both driveways shall be installed, with paved vehicle access to/from any buildings to both
driveways, prior to occupancy of the first building in any phase of the development.

The bus pad shown on East McAndrews Road shall be moved west, closer to the intersection, so
a bus can pull into the right hand lane and westbound traffic on East McAndrews Road can use
the other through lane to pass the bus if the signal is green. At the location shown, the bus
would block all westbound traffic because there is only one travel lane.

4, Transportation System

ZC-15-126 was conditioned to provide a southbound left turn lane on Springbrook Road. The
applicant shall provide said turn lane prior to occupancy of the first building in any phase of the
development. The turn lane shall be marked as a two-way-left-turn and provide at least 50 feet
of storage for the southbound left turn into the development driveway.

ZC-15-126 was conditioned to provide a northbound right turn lane on Springbrook Road. The
applicant shall provide said turn lane prior to occupancy of the first building in any phase of the
development.

5. Section 10.668 Analysis

To support a condition of development that an applicant dedicates land for public use or
provide a public improvement, the Medford Code requires a nexus and rough proportionality
analysis which is essentially a codification of the constitutional provisions in Nollan and Dolan
cases.

10.668 Limitation of Exactions

Notwithstanding any other provisions of this Chapter 10, an applicant for a development permit
shall not be required, as a condition of granting the application, to dedicate land for public use
or provide public improvements unless:

(1) the record shows that there is an essential nexus between the exaction and a legitimate
government purpose and that there is a rough proportionality between the burden of the
exaction on the developer and the burden of the development on public facilities and services so
that the exaction will not result in a taking of private property for public use, or

(2) a mechanism exists and funds are available to fairly compensate the applicant for the excess
burden of the exaction to the extent that it would be a taking.

1. Nexus to a legitimate government purpose
The purposes for these dedications and improvements are found throughout the Medford
Code, the Medford Transportation System Plan, and the Statewide Planning Rule, and
supported by sound public policy. Those purposes and policies include, but are not limited
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to: development of a balanced transportation system addressing all modes of travel,
including motor vehicles, transit, bicycles, emergency services and pedestrians. Further,
these rights-of-way are used to provide essential services such as sanitary sewer, domestic
water and storm drains to serve the developed parcels. It can be found that the listed right-
of-way dedications and improvements have a nexus to these purposes and policies.

2. Rough proportionality between the dedications and improvements, and the impacts of

development.
No mathematical formula is required to support the rough proportionality analysis.

Furthermore, benefits to the development resulting from the dedication and improvements
when determining “rough proportionality” have been considered, including but not limited
to: increased property values, intensification of use, as well as connections to municipal
services and the transportation network.

As set forth below, the dedications and improvements recommended herein can be found
to be roughly proportional to the impacts reasonably anticipated to be imposed by this
development. )

East McAndrews Road and Springbrook Road:

The additional right-of-way on East McAndrews Road and Springbrook Road will provide the
needed width for a future planter strip and sidewalk. East McAndrews Road is a 35 mile per
hour facility, which currently carries approximately 9,400 vehicles per day, and Springbrook
Road is a 35 mile per hour facility, which currently carries approximately 10,100 vehicles per
day. The 10-foot planter strip moves pedestrians a safe distance from the edge of the roadway.
East McAndrews Road and Springbrook Road will be a primary routes for pedestrians traveling
to and from this development. The development shall construct approximately 600 linear feet
of sidewalk along the frontage of the property. All developments in Medford are required to
construct frontage sidewalk.

The City assesses System Development Charges (SDCs) to help pay for acquisition of right-of-
way and construction of additional Arterial & Collector Street capacity required as a result of
new development. Because a mechanism exists in the form of SDC credit for right-of-way
dedication and street improvements in accordance with Medford Municipal Code (MMC) 3.815
and other applicable parts of the Code, to fairly compensate the applicant, the conditions of
MLDC, Section 10.668 are satisfied.

Dedication of the Public Utility Easement (PUE) will benefit development by providing public
utility services, which are out of the roadway and more readily available to each lot or building
being served. The additional traffic of all modes of travel generated by this proposed
development supports the dedication and improvements for all modes of travel and utilities.
As indicated above, the area required to be dedicated for this development is necessary and
roughly proportional to that required in similar developments to provide a transportation
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system that meets the needs for urban level services.

B. SANITARY SEWERS

Developer shall comply with the sanitary sewer conditions of ZC-15-126.

The proposed development is situated within the Medford sewer service area. The Developer
shall provide one separate individual service lateral to the site or ensure that the site is served
by an individual service lateral. All unused laterals adjacent and stubbed to the development
shall be capped at the main.

C. STORM DRAINAGE
1. Drainage Plan

A comprehensive drainage plan showing the entire project site with sufficient spot elevations to
determine direction of runoff to the proposed drainage system, and also showing elevations on
the proposed drainage system, shall be submitted with the first building permit application for
approval.

The Developer shall provide copies of either a Joint Use Maintenance Agreement or a private
stormdrain easement for any stormwater draining onto or from adjacent private property.

A Site/Utility Plan shall be submitted with the building permit application to show the location
of existing or proposed stormdrain lateral/s for the site.

All private storm drain lines shall be located outside of the public right-of-way and/or any public
utility easements (PUE).

2. Grading

A comprehensive grading plan showing the relationship between adjacent property and the
proposed development will be submitted with the improvement plans for approval. Grading on
this development shall not block drainage from an adjacent property or concentrate drainage
onto an adjacent property without an easement. The Developer shall be responsible that the
final grading of the development shall be in compliance with the approved grading plan.

3. Detention and Water Quality

Stormwater quality and detention facilities shall be required in accordance with MLDC Section
10.481 and 10.729.

4. Certification

Upon completion of the project, and prior to certificate of occupancy of the building, the
Developer’s design engineer shall certify that the construction of the stormwater quality and

oo L ]
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detention system was constructed per plan. Certification shall be in writing and submitted to
the Engineering Division of Public Works. Reference Rogue Valley Stormwater Quality Design
Manual, Appendix |, Technical Requirements.

5. Erosion Prevention and Sediment Control

All development that disturbs 5,000 square feet or greater shall require an Erosion Prevention
and Sediment Control Plan. Developments that disturb one acre and greater shall require a
1200C permit from the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ). Erosion Prevention and
Sediment Control Plans shall be submitted to the Building Department with the project plans
for development. All disturbed areas shall be covered with vegetation or properly stabilized
prior to certificate of occupancy.

D. GENERAL CONDITIONS
1. Construction and Inspection

The Developer or Developer’s contractor shall obtain appropriate right-of-way permits from the
Department of Public Works prior to commencing any work within the public right-of-way that
is not included within the scope of work described within approved public improvement plans.
Pre-qualification is required of all contractors prior to application for any permit to work in the
public right-of-way.

2. Site Improvements

All on-site parking and vehicle maneuvering areas related to this development shall be paved in
accordance with MLDC, Section 10.746, prior to issuance of certificate of occupancy for any
structures on the site. Curbs shall be constructed around the perimeter of all parking and
maneuvering areas that are adjacent to landscaping or unpaved areas related to this site. Curbs
may be deleted or curb cuts provided wherever pavement drains to a water quality facility.

3. System Development Charges (SDC)

Buildings in this development are subject to SDC fees. All SDC fees shall be paid at the time
individual building permits are issued.

Prepared by: Jodi K Cope
Reviewed by: Doug Burroughs

e - |
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SUMMARY CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
1380 Springbrook Road (TL 3500)
Circle K Mini-Store/Car Wash and Coffee Kiosk AC-19-028

A. Streets

1. Street Dedications to the Public:

=  East McAndrews Road & Springbrook Road ~ Dedicate additional right-of-way, as required.
= Dedicate 10-foot Public Utility Easement (PUE) along the developments respective frontages.

2. Improvements:

Public Streets

= East McAndrews Road & Springbrook Road improvements have been completed, aside from 5-foot wide sidewalk
and 10-foot planter strip and as outlined under “Transportation System”. Sidewalk shall be 7-feet wide, and curbtight
along the north side of Springbrook Road.

= Submittal of grading plan to address ADA requirements for public sidewalks.

Lighting and Signing
®  No additional street lights are required.

Access to Public Street System

= Public Works supports the proposed driveway locations as shown on the preliminary site plan.

o Both driveways shall be installed, with paved vehicle access to/from any buildings to both driveways, prior to occupancy of
the first building in any phase of the development.

The bus pad shown on McAndrews Rd shall be moved west, closer to the intersection.

Restripe the center median on East McAndrews Road.

Driveways shall both be built with radius approaches, and have a maximum width of 36-feet.

A cross-access easement granted to tax lot 3600. Site design shall accommodate the future use of such accesses.

- w = Q

Transportation System
= Comply with Transportation System conditions outlined above.

Other
= There is no pavement moratorium currently in effect on East McAndrews Road or Springbrook Road.

B. Sanitary Sewer:

= Ensure or construct separate individual sanitary sewer connection.
o Capremaining unused laterals at the main.

C. Storm Drainage:

= Provide a comprehensive grading and drainage plan.

= Provide water quality and detention facilities, calculations and O&M Manual.

= Provide engineers certification of stormwater facility construction.

= Provide copy of an approved Erosion Control Permit (1200C) from DEQ for this project.

- = City Code Requirement
o = Discretionary recommendations/comments

The above summary is for convenience only and does not supersede or negate the full report in any way. If there is any discrepancy between the above list and the full
report, the full report shall govern. Refer to the full report for details on each item as well as miscellaneous requirements for the project, including requirements for public

p plans (C ion Plans), design requirements, phasing, draft and final plat pr permits, syst, ges, p i and
construction inspection.
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Steffen K. Roennfeldt
“

From: Roger E. Thom

Sent: Thursday, January 24, 2019 1:42 PM

To: ‘Todd Powell'

Cc: matt@kistlersmallwhite.com; Steffen K. Roennfeldt; Butch Price; ‘Brandon Price’
Subject: RE: PA-18-177 Double R Springbrook Road Development - Sewer

Todd:

Calcs are acceptable.

Thanks,

Roger

From: Todd Powell [mailto:todd @powellengineeringconsulting.com]

Sent: Thursday, January 24, 2019 11:44 AM

To: Roger E. Thom <Roger.Thom@cityofmedford.org>

Cc: matt@kistlersmallwhite.com; Steffen K. Roennfeldt <Steffen.Roennfeldt@cityofmedford.org>; Butch Price
<butch@doublerproducts.com>; ‘Brandon Price' <brandon@doublerproducts.com>

Subject: PA-18-177 Double R Springbrook Road Development - Sewer

Hello Roger,

As you know, our Pre-Application for Double R Products Springbrook Road development listed a sewer capacity issue for
the downstream sewer system. Hence, our total sewer flows shall not exceed the previous zoning limitation of 12-
Units. | have researched the Uniform Plumbing Code and the Oregon Plumbing Specialty Code for information regarding
comparative sewage flow for different uses. You had also sent me DEQ’s OAR 340-071-0220 TABLE 2 Quantities of
Sewer Flow. This table is similar to what | found in the UPC. Both of these are attached.

Below, | have shown my sewer calculations. Note where the data is referenced from. For the car wash, | am using
industry standards based on conversations with Istobal, the supplier. Can you please review for concurrence of my
methodology and results? | will submit this in signed letter format during our application if acceptable. Thank you.

CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT #
File # -0
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ESTIMATED SEWAGE FLOWS
DOUBLE R PRODUCTS - SPRINGBROOK DEVELOPMENT

Propased Sewage Flow Rates

GALLONS PER
Praposed Building Area (SF) Use # Employees # Shifts GPD Unit
Convienent $tore 3300 Stores 1 per 10 sq.
Future Retail 12300 Stores 1 per 10 sq.
Coffee Kiosk 360 Restaurant 3 3 20 per emplo
" dato based o 2018 Uniform Plumbing Code Table H 201.1¢4) Estimoted Waoste/Sewoge Flow Rotes
Proposed Building Area Gallons Per Water Net Gallons # Cars Hours per # Cars
(SF) Car Reuse per Car per hour Day per Day
Car Wash*?* 1304 25 5 20 12 8 96
T dota bosed on converstations with fstobal Regional Soles Man oger
] __TOTAL PROPOSED SEWAGE FLOW (GBI
Allowed Sewage Flow Rates
No. Units #Bedrooms  Calculated  Min. GPD per |Total GPD
per Unit GPD per Unit Unit
Dwellings *** 12 3 375 450 5400
"7 " data from QAR 340-071-0220 Table 2 Quantities of Sewe ge Flow
| TOTALALLOWED SEWAGE FLOW (GPD) = 5400 |
Summary
Allowed Sewage GPD = 5400 > 3660 Proposed Sewage GPD

oK

Todd D. Powell, P.E.

POWELL engineering + consulting
541.613.0723
powellengineeringconsulting.com
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BOARD OF WATER COMMISSIONERS

Staff Memo

MEDFORD WATER COMMISSION

TO: Planning Department, City of Medford

FROM: Rodney Grehn P.E., Water Commission Staff Engineer
SUBJECT: AC-19-028

PARCEL ID:  371W20AB TL 3500

PROJECT: Consideration of plans for the construction of a 370 square foot standalone coffee
kiosk, a 3,300 square foot convenience store, and a 1,304 square foot car wash
and gas pumps on approximately 2.5 acres located at 1380 Springbrook Road
within the C-C (Community Commercial) zoning district (371W20AB3500).
Applicant: Double R Products; Agent. KSW Architects; Planner: Steffen
Roennfeldt.

DATE: March 27, 2019

I'have reviewed the above plan authorization application as requested. Conditions for approval
and comments are as follows:

CONDITIONS
1. The water facility planning/design/construction process will be done in accordance with the
Medford Water Commission (MWC) “Regulations Governing Water Service” and “Standards
For Water Facilities/Fire Protection Systems/Backflow Prevention Devices.”

2. All parcels/lots of proposed property divisions will be required to have metered water service
prior to recordation of final map, unless otherwise arranged with MWC.

3. The existing %-inch water meter located along the east side of Springbrook Road is required
to be abandoned. (See Comment 4 below).

4. Installation of “new” water meter(s) is required for the proposed Coffee Kiosk, and the
proposed Car Wash and Convenience store. The applicants civil engineer shall coordinate
with MWC engineering department for approved water meter locations for the Coffee Kiosk,
Car Wash, and Convenience Store.

5. Applicant shall coordinate with Medford Fire Department and Medford Water Commission
for approved fire hydrant locations.

COMMENTS
1. Off-site water line installation is not required.
2. On-site water facility construction is not required if Medford Fire Department does not

require “on-site” fire hydrants. CITY OF MEDFORD
Continued to Next Page EXHIBIT #_M :

File #_, —(1- 0928
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BOARD OF WATER COMMISSIONERS

Staff Memo

e
MEDFORD WATER COMMISSION

Continued from Previous Page

3. Static water pressure at this site is approximately 75 psi, pressure reducing valves (PRV's)
are not required.

4. The existing %-inch water meter located along the east side of Springbrook Road that once
served the old “on-site” house at 1380 Springbrook Road is required to be abandoned. Due
to the required right-of-way dedication on the east side of Springbrook Road; the existing
water service line and meter box will be unable to serve the proposed Coffee Kiosk as the
existing copper service line would require the installation of a “splice” to extend the line.
MWC no longer allows “splicing” of water service lines as it creates a potential leak under
the roadway. (See Condition 4 above)

5. Access to MWC water lines is available. There is an existing 6-inch water line on west side of
Springbrook Road, along with an 8-inch water line on the south side of E McAndrews Road.
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Memo

To:

Planner, Steffen Roennfeldt

From: Chad Wiltrout, Building Department (541) 774-2363

CC:

Applicant: Double R Products; Agent: KSW Architects

Date: March 27,2019

March 27, 2019 LDC Meeting: AC-19-028

Please Note:

This is not a plan review. Unless noted specifically as Conditions of Approval, general comments
are provided below based on the general information provided; these comments are based on the
2014 Oregon Structural Specialty Code (OSSC) unless noted otherwise. Plans need to be submitted
and will be reviewed by a commercial plans examiner, and there may be additional comments.

Fees are based on valuation. Please contact Building Department front counter for estimated fees

at (541) 774-2350 or building@cityofmedford.org.

For questions related to the Conditions or Comments, please contact me, Chad Wiltrout, directly at
(541) 774-2363 or chad.wiltrout @cityofmedford.org.

General Comments:

1.

For list of applicable Building Codes, please visit the City of Medford website: www.ci.medford.or.us Click
on “City Departments” at top of screen; click on “Building”; click on “Design Criteria” on left side of screen
and select the appropriate design criteria.

2. Allplans are to be submitted electronically. Information on the website: www.ci.medford.orus  Click
on “City Departments” at top of screen; click on “Building”; click on “Electronic Plan Review (ePlans)” for
information.

3. A site excavation and grading permit will be required if more than 50 cubic yards is disturbed.

4. A separate demolition permit will be required for demolition of any structures not shown on the plot
plan.

Comments:

5. The proposed building and site shall comply with all of the applicable ADA requirements scoped from

the 2014 OSSC and ANSI A117.1

The building and building appurtenances shall be designed by an Oregon licensed design professional
in accordance with 107.1 and 107.3.4 OSSC.

A code analysis providing the Fire Life Safety provisions of the code for the proposed applications such
as occupant loading, construction type, occupancy group, mixed use requirements, fire protection
systems, means of egress plan, fire separation distances etc... will be required.

CITY OF MEQFORD
EABIT # s
e #
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8. A geotechnical engineer shall provide a design for soils at building locations pursuant to 1803 of the
Oregon Structural Specialty Code.

9. Com-check forms are required for interior and exterior lighting, exterior envelope, mechanical
equipment and water heating equipment to show energy compliance with the 2014 OEESC.

10. Special inspections will be required for this project based on the type of construction and construction
methods based on chapter 17 of the OSSC.

11. The applicable code requirements for fuel dispensing facilities shall also comply with appendix “N" and
appendix “D” of the 2014 OSSC and OMSC.

Page 2
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Medford Fire-Rescue Land Development Report

Review/Project Information

£ v
S0,

Reviewed By: Kleinberg, Greg

LD File #: AC19028

Planner: Steffen Roennfeldt

Applicant: Double R Products

Review Date: 3/25/2019
Meeting Date: 3/27/2019

Project Location: 1380 Springbrook Road within the C-C (Community Commercial) zoning district

ProjectDescription: Consideration of plans for the construction of a 370 square foot standalone coffee kiosk, a 3,300
square foot convenience store, and a 1,304 square foot car wash and gas pumps on approximately 2.5

acres located

Specific Development Requirements for Access & Water Supply

Conditions

Reference
QFC508.5

OFC503.4

Comments

Three (3) fire hydrants will be required for this site
design: One fire hydrant near each driveway entrance
and one fire hydrant near the island across from the
northwest corner of the future retail building (Note:
The fire hydrant near the island across from the
northwest corner of the future retail building will not
be required if the future retail building is protected
throughout with a fire sprinkler system).

Curbs shall be painted red and stenciled along the fire
lanes.

Description

Fire hydrants with reflectors will be required for
this project.

The approved water supply for fire protection
(hydrants) is required to be installed prior to
construction when combustible material arrives at
the site.

Plans and specifications for fire hydrant system
shall be submitted to MedFford Fire-Rescue for
review and approval prior to construction.
Subm;ttal shall include a copy of this review (OFC
501.3).

Fire apparatus access roads 20-26' wide shall be
posted on both sides as a fire lane. Fire apparatus
access roads more than 26' to 32' wide shall be
posted on one side as a fire lane (OFC D103.6.1).

Where parking is prohibited for fire department
vehicle access purposes, NO PARKING-FIRE LANE
signs shall be spaced at minimum 50’ intervals
along the fire lane (minimum 75" intervalsin 1 & 2
Family residential areas) and at fire department
designated turn-around’s. The signs shall have red
letters on a white background stating "NO
PARKING-FIRE LANE" (See handout).

For privately owned properties, posting/marking of
fire lanes may be accomplished by any of the
following alternatives to the above requirement
(consult with the Fire Department for the best
option):

Alternative #1:
Curbs shall be painted red along the entire
distance of the fire department access. Minimum

4" white | EFFYW J ARKING-FIRE LANE"

shall be %t%nc‘élﬁd on thé€)curb at 25-foot intervals.
1807 #__ i 'E§___

Alérriative #2:

et -
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¢ S entire distance of the fire department access. The
stripes shall be at least 6" wide, be a minimum 24"
apart, be placed at a minimum 30-60 degree angle
to the perimeter stripes, and run parallel to each
other. Letters stating "NO PARKING-FIRE LANE"
shall be stenciled on the asphalt at 25-foot
intervals.

Fire apparatus access roads shall not be

obstructed in any manner, including the parking of
vehicles. The minimum widths (20" wide) and
clearances (13' 6" vertical) shall be maintained at all
times (OFC 503.4; ORS 98.810-12).

This restriction shall be recorded on the property
deed as a requirement for Future construction.

Abrochure is available on our website at:

http://www.ci.medford.or.us/Files/Fire%20Lane%2
OBrochure.pdf

Other Flammable liquid tank fire code construction permits
shall be obtained prior to installing the underground
fuel tanks.

Construction General Information/Requirements

Development shall comply with access and water supply requirements in accordance with the Oregon Fire Code in affect at
the time of development submittal. Fire apparatus access roads are required to be installed prior to the time of construction.
The approved water supply for fire protection (fire hydrants) is required to be installed prior to construction when
combustible material arrives at the site.

Specific fire protection systems may be required in accordance with the Oregon Fire Code.

This plan review shall not prevent the correction of errors or violations that are found to exist during construction. This plan
review is based on information provided only.

Design and installation shatl meet the Oregon requirements of the International Fire, Building, Mechanicial Codes and
applicable NFPA Standards.

Medford Fire-Rescue, 200 S lvy St. Rm 180, Medford OR 97501 541-774-2300

www.medfordfirerescue.org
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Rogue Valley Transportation District

From the Desk of Sean Eisma, Planning Technician
3200 Crater Lake Avenue » Medford, Oregon 97504-9075

Phone (541) 608-2421 e Fax (541) 773-2877
Visit our website at: www.rvtd.org

TO: Steffen Roenfeldt

FROM:  Sean Eisma

DATE:  March 27, 2019

RE: PA-18-177 (1380 Springbrook Road)

Rogue Valley Transportation submits the following updated comments:

Updated: 03-27-19

Rogue Valley Transportation no long seeks a passenger waiting area on the frontage of
Springbrook Road. This stop will be relocated south of McAndrew’s Road. We still desire
the waiting area along the frontage of McAndrews Road as per the comments below.

The McAndrews Road crosstown route will be a major connector to routes traveling to White
City, Central Point, West Medford, and Jacksonville. Based on the anticipated ridership
numbers, RVTD requests 2 1 passenger waiting area, measuring 8’ X 18 each, to
accommodate a passenger shelter; one along the south frontage of lot 1-ard-one-centered

aleng-the-western-frontage-effot-1. The stop location will need to be placed behind the

sidewalk. The location will include the install of a bus shelter, and trash receptacle.

RVTD would like to work with the property owner to get an easement for the private
property needed to accommodate the request.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. Please do not hesitate to contact me with
questions.

Sincerely,

Sean Eisma

CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT #
Fle# ___AC-(4- 032
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City of Medford

Planning Department

Working with the community to shape a vibront and exceptional city

MEMORANDUM

3

Subject Legal Description
File no. AC-19-028

To Jon Proud, Engineering
From Steffen Roennfeldt, Planning Department
Date March 13, 2019

Please verify the attached legal description covering the below subject at your earljest
convenience. See attached map.

1. AC-19-028
Applicant: Double R Products
Agent: Kistler Small + White

Steffen, the description matches the subject area depicted on the vicinity map.
Thanks, Jon 3/21/19

cp
Attachments:

Vicinity Map, Legal description

CITY OF MEDFORD

Flle #
ey —
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Exhibit "A” FEB 12 : ED
Real property In the County of Jackson, State of Oregon, described as follows: D, 0’9

THE WEST 3 ACRES OF THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED TRACT OF LAND TO-WIT: COMMENCING AT ?I’@EPZ'

SOUTHWEST CORNER OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 20
WNSHIP 37 SOUTH, RANGE 1 WEST OF THE WILLAMETTE MERIDIAN, JACKSON COUNTY, OREGON,

AND RUNNING THENCE EAST 10 CHAINS; THENCE NORTH § CHAINS; THENCE WEST 10 CHAINS;

THENCE SOUTH 5 CHAINS TO THE PLACE OF BEGINNING. EXCEPTING THEREFROM THAT PORTION

CONVEYED TO THE CITY OF MEDFORD AS DESCRIBED IN WARRANTY DEED RECORDED MAY 31, 1994

AS DOCUMENT NO. 54-20368.

NOTE: THIS LEGAL DESCRIPTION WAS CREATED PRIOR TO JANUARY 01, 2008.

CITY OF MEDFORD

Fisd QQ—( q:,o_.a_'ev
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City of Medford

Planning Department
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Project Name:

Circle K Mini Store &
Car Wash

Map/Taxlot:

371W20AB TL 3500
0 250 §00
————

Feet

Legend

I///A Subject Area

[ zoning Districts
:l Tax Lots

02/13/2019
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Steffen K. Roennfeldt

From: Amber Judd <JuddAJ@jacksoncounty.org>

Sent: Friday, March 22, 2019 12:37 PM

To: Steffen K. Roennfeldt

Subject: File No. AC-19-028 Project Name: Circle K Mini Storage & Car Wash
Steffen,

The Airport requests an Avigation, Noise and Hazard Easement be a requirement of this project. In addition, due to the
proximity to the Airport, the applicant needs to contact the FAA regarding filing a 7460-1 Notice of Proposed
Construction or Alteration. The FAA contact is: Paul Holmquist, phone (206) 231-2990.

I have inserted some information below from the FAA’s website:

The requirements for filing with the Federal Aviation Administration for proposed structures vary based on a number of factors:
height, proximity to an airport, location, and frequencies emitted from the structure, etc. For more details, please reference CFR
Title 14 Part 77.9.

You must file with the FAA at least 45 days prior to construction if:

®  Your structure will exceed 200 ft above ground level

®  Your structure will be in proximity to an airport and will exceed the slope ratio
Your structure involves construction of a traverseway (i.e. highway, railroad, waterway, etc...) and once adjusted upward
with the appropriate vertical distance would exceed a standard of 77.9(a) or (b)

*  Your structure will emit frequencies, and does not meet the conditions of the FAA Co-location Policy

®  Your structure will be in an instrument approach area and might exceed part 77 Subpart C

® Your proposed structure will be in proximity to a navigation facility and may impact the assurance of navigation signal
reception
Your structure will be on an airport or heliport
Filing has been requested by the FAA

If you require additional information regarding the filing requirements for your structure, please identify and contact the
appropriate FAA representative using the Air Traffic Areas of Responsibility map for Off Airport construction, or contact the FAA
Airport Region/District Office for On Airport construction.
Results
You exceed the following Notice Criteria:
Your proposed structure exceeds an instrument approach area by 7 feet and aeronautical study is needed to determine if it will

exceed a standard of subpart C of 14CFR Part 77. The FAA, in accordance with 77.9, requests that you file.

Your proposed structure is in proximity to a navigation facility and may impact the assurance of navigation signal reception. The FAA,
in accordance with 77.9, requests that you file.

77.9(b) by 14 ft. The nearest airport is MFR, and the nearest runway is 14LF/32RF.

The FAA requests that you file.

CiTY OF fEFORD
Thank you, EXHIBIT #

Fle #___, .
HAT-00Z
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Aber Jucdel

Deputy Director-Administration

Rogue Valley International-Medford Airport (MFR)
JACKSON
s

1000 Terminal Loop Parkway, Suite 201
Medford, Oregon 97504

541-776-7222
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PO Box 70,
Jacksonville OR 97530

LA Office (541)899-9913
- Fax (541)899-9968
City of Medford March 21, 2019
Planning Department
Lausmann Annex
200 South Ivy Street

Medford, OR 97501

ATTN: Steffen Roennfeldt

RE: FILE NO. AC-19-028

Project Name: Circle K Mini Store & Car Wash
371w20AB TL 3500

Medford Irrigation District holds a water right with 1 acre
appurtenant to the property within this project. Prior to development the
district requires the water right to be transferred off the property. You
can contact the district office to begin the transfer process or if you have
any questions.

Sincerely, ‘ / ﬂ z

Jack G. Friend
Manager
Medford Irrigation District

Medid@medfordid.org
541-899-9913
CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT #__ S
Fie #__AC—(%-02¢

|
i
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Steffen K. Roennfeldt

From: McFadden, David <David.McFadden@avistacorp.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 14, 2019 2:52 PM

To: Steffen K. Roennfeldt

Subject: RE: Review of File AC-19-028

To whom it may concern:

Avista Utilities, the natural gas provider in the Rogue Valley, sees no conflict with
this proposal and strongly supports CIRCLE K’s continued growth and service in
and to our community.

Avista would prefer to serve the proposed building from the natural gas distribution
main located on the east side of Springbrook Rd. A new service to the building can
be installed at no cost to the project. A recommended location for the meter set
would be about middle of the west side of the building, in the landscaping, north

of the shown entrance and concrete pad.

Also, any excavation planned into the Springbrook Road right of way should take into
consideration that Avista has a high pressure gas line within the right of way. Extreme
care should be exercised during any excavation. Please have your excavator call the
State of Oregon’s “811” ONE CALL LOCATING SYSTEM at least 36 hours before digging.

1 ISRy —

i ?- '- S AOMER

y

L

i§ I R "ﬂ :A
While not part of this project, it would appear that natural gas service to FUTURE building
would best be provided to the south side of southeast corner of the building, and from
E. McAndrews Rd.

Sincerely Yours

David McFadden
Gas Facility Designer

AwisTa

Post Office Box 1709 R
Medford, Oregon 97501 CITY OF MeprORD

580 Business Park Drive EXHIBIT #
Medford, OR. 97504 File # e ;:Lg
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Cell 541-941-4055
Office 541-858-4740
Fax 509-777-5584

For Information on Programs, Incentives and Cash

Rebates for your Home, Rental or Business, visit
httgs:[[www.avistautiIities.com(savings[rebates[Pages[default.asgx

Or call Energy Trust of Oregon @ 1-866-368-7878.

Avista Fuel Cost Calculator

httgs:[[www.avistautilities.com[savings[suite[Pages[fuelcalculator.asgx

This email (including any attachments) may contain confidential and privileged information, and unauthorized disclosure or use is prohibited. If you are not an intended
recipient, please nolify the sender and delete this email from your system. Thank you

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The contents of this email message and any attachments are intended solely for the addressee(s) and may contain
confidential and/or privileged infarmation and may be legally protected from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient of this message or an agent
of the intended recipient, or if this message has been addressed to you in error, please immediately alert the sender by reply email and then delete this
message and any attachments,
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CITY OF MEDFORD
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

10.328 Community Commercial, C-C.

The C-C district provides land for the development of commercial facilities servicing the
shopping needs of the community and is typically comprised of community shopping
centers. All uses, except as noted in section 10.337, do not exceed 50,000 square feet of
gross floor area.

SIC Code General List of Permitted Uses*

001 Business offices, not elsewhere classified

003 Marijuana related laboratory, dispensary and retail (special standards)

742 Small animal clinics non-livestock

75 Dog grooming only

271 Newspaper printing and publishing

40 Railroads

41 Local and interurban passenger transit, EXCEPT school bus service

42 US Postal Service

481 Telephone communication services

482 Telegraph communication services

52 Building materials and garden suppliers, EXCEPT 527 — mobile home dealers

53 General merchandise stores

54 Food stores

55 Automotive dealers and stations

56 Apparel and accessory stores

57 Furniture and home furnishing stores

58 Eating and drinking places (special standards — with outdoor eating)

59 Miscellaneous retailers, not elsewhere classified, EXCEPT 596 — non-store
retailers and 598 - fuel dealers

60 Banking establishments

61 Credit agencies other than banks

62 Security, commodity brokers and services

63 Insurance carriers

64 Insurance agents, brokers and services

65 Real estate operators, lessors, owners, agents, developers, buyers and sellers

67 Holding and other investment offices

70 Hotels and other lodging places, EXCEPT 703 - camps and recreational vehicle
parks

72 Personal services (special standards for funeral services and crematories)

73 Business services

75 Auto repair, services and garages

76 Miscellaneous repair services

78 Motion picture production, distribution, exhibition and rental

79 Amusement and recreation services

OVER

“Working with the Community to Shape a Vibrant and Exceptional City”

Lausmann Annex * 200 South Ivy Street * Medford QRy BEMbEorD
Phone (541)774-2380 < fax (541)618-1708 EXHIBIT # M
www.ci.medford.or.us File #__AC-(9-02¢
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10.328 Community Commercial, C-C.
General List of Permitted Uses
2019

SIC Code General List of Permitted Uses*

80 Health services, EXCEPT hospitals

81 Legal services

82 Educational services, EXCEPT elementary and secondary schools

83 Social services (special standards for child day care)

841 Museums and art galleries

86 Membership organizations

87 Engineering, accounting, and miscellaneous professional and management
services

881 Dwelling units (special standards)

899 Miscellaneous services, not elsewhere classified

91 Executive, legislative and general government offices

92 Justice, public order, and safety (government establishments)

93 Finance, taxation and monetary policy (government establishments)

94 Administration of human resources (government establishments)

95 Administration of environmental quality and housing (government
establishments)

96 Administration of economic programs (government establishments)

97 National security and international affairs (government establishments)

Conditional Uses

002 Public parks, recreation and leisure facilities
48] Wireless communication support structure
821 Elementary and secondary schools

842 Botanical and zoological gardens

*For a complete list of permitted uses, refer to Section 10.337 of the Medford Land Development
Code. Uses not specifically listed may be prohibited. The numbers and titles listed are based on
the (987 Standard Industrial Classification Manual (SIC).

Page 2 of 2
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Summary

Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering, LLC prepared a traffic impact analysis for a
proposed zone change from single family residential (SFR4) to community commercial (C-C) in
Medford, Oregon. The development is located on the northeast corner of McAndrews Road and
Springbrook Road on 2.50 acres (3.00 gross acres) at Township 37S Range |W Section 20AB, tax
lot 3500.

Access to the site is provided from both McAndrews Road and Springbrook Road. Under C-C
zoning the site has the potential to generate up to 3,750 average daily trips (ADT) using the City
of Medford’s 1500 ADT per acre estimation. Three hundred seventy five of the trips are
estimated to occur during the p.m. peak hour. The distribution of 375 p-m. peak hour trips to the
transportation system impacts 13 intersections involving collectors and arterials with 25 or more
peak hour trips. Refer to Figure 1 in Appendix A for a vicinity map outlining the study area.

Thirteen study area intersections were evaluated under existing year 2015, design year 2018, and
future year 2023 no build and build conditions to determine what impacts the proposed zone
change will have on the transportation system.

Conclusions

The findings of the traffic impact analysis conclude that the proposed zone change from SFR-4 to
C-C on 2.50 acres (3.00 gross acres) at Township 37S Range 1W Section 20AB, tax lot 3500 in
Medford, Oregon can be accommodated on the existing transportation system with a couple of
improvements and/or conditions without creating adverse impacts. Intersection operations and
safety was evaluated to address development impacts to the surrounding area. Results of the
analysis show the following:

1. All study area intersections operate acceptably under existing year 2015, design year 2018, and
future year 2023 no-build and build conditions during the p.m. peak hour.

2. There were no safety concerns as a result of 95% percentile queue lengths or crash histories.
pe q

3. Sight distance is unrestricted on Springbrook Road and McAndrews Road at proposed
development access points.

4. Left tum lane criterion is shown to be met southbound on Springbrook Road at the
development access under design year 2018 and future year 2023 build conditions. Right turn
lane criterion is shown to be met northbound on Springbrook Road at the development access
under the same conditions. Our recommendation is to include a requirement for both turn
lanes, but to provide the applicant an option to re-assess the need for turn lanes at the time of
development since the zone change analysis is based on a reasonable worst case condition.
Criterion for a northbound right turn lane is not met on Springbrook Road if the actual proposed
development generates less than 270 trips during the p.m. peak hour.

The proposed zone change is in compliance with the Medford Comprehensive Plan pursuant to
Medford Land Development Code 10.227(1) and Goal No. 3, Policy 1 of the Public Facilities
Element. Streets that serve the subject property will accommodate projected p.m. peak hour
traffic volumes within acceptable levels of service with identified improvements.
CITY OF MEDFORD
§.0. Taanspoararion Lnarnccam, LLC | August 26, 2015 | NE Springbrook-KASAIEET is| 8

File #
7;‘(—0
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Planning Commission Minutes December 10, 2015

Roll Call Vote: Motion passed, 9-0.

50.4 ZC-15-126 Consideration of a request for a zone change from SFR-4 (Single Family
Residential, four dwelling units per acre) to C-C {Community Commercial) on a 2.5 acre
parcel located at the northeast corner of East McAndrews Road and Springbrook Road.
(Thomas Fox Properties, LLC, Applicant; lan Foster, Agent)

Chair McFadden inquired whether any Commissioners have a conflict of interest or ex
parte communication they would like to disclose. Commissioner Pulver stated that he
has involvement with this application and recused himself. Commissioner McKechnie
stated the same goes for him and he recused himself.

Chair McFadden inquired whether anyone in attendance wishes to question the
Commission as to conflicts of interest or ex-parte contacts. None were disclosed.

Aaron Harris, Planner Il, read the zone change criteria and gave a staff report,
The public hearing was opened.

a. lan Foster, 2435 Lyman Avenue, Medford, Oregon, 97504. Mr. Foster reported that
the applicant requests a slight modification or amendment to the stipulation regarding
sewer outflows. The current condition as it is worded states that future development
on the site shall not exceed the output of what is currently allowed under the SFR-4
Zoning District until the developer makes improvements to the downstream sanitary
sewer system to alleviate the existing capacity constraints. The applicant requests that
instead of it requiring the developer make the improvements to the downstream
sanitary sewer system it should simply say “until the necessary improvements are made
to the downstream sanitary sewer system to alleviate the existing capacity constraints.”
They feel that the stipulation as is does not meet the proportionality test having a
developer for this site make the sewer improvements several miles downstream is a
balanced approach to alleviating the problem. It would be more of a collaborative effort
among more than one stakeholder in the City. The number they were given to fix the
sewer problem was approximately $600,000 which is more than twice the value of the
property they are discussing this evening.

b. Joan Baer, 2543 E. McAndrews, Medford, Oregon, 97504. Ms. Baer stated that her
concern is that this has been a residential area all this time. Supposedly a retirement
home is being built across the street and now a commercial on the other corner. Her
concern is that it would devalue her hame. She is also concerned with flooding of her
backyard field.

Mr. Georgevitch addressed the drainage issue stating that Public Works does not do a
detailed drainage analysis at time of zone change. They verify there is adequate
capacity. When a specific development plan comes in they will require hydrology
analysis to determine that they will not be impacting any adjoining property owners and

CITY OF MEDEORD

EXHBTAW
Page 5 of 16 File #n#:ﬂ:‘:.&t__
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" Planning Commission Minutes ) __ December 10, 2015

making sure it naturally flows through the site is adequately handled through this
development.

Mr. Georgevitch commented on the Public Works staff report stating that item |.
Sanitary Sewer Facilities states “..or the Developer make improvements to the
downstream sanitary sewer system to alleviate the capacity constraints”. Public works
has no problem striking “Developer” and adding “when there are adequate facilities to
the downstream sanitary sewer system to alleviate the capacity constraints”, which is
their normal process. It would be up to the applicant to be able to prove that and go
through Section 10.228 of the Code to have that removed through the Planning
Director.

Chair McFadden asked Mr. Foster if he wanted to exercise his rebuttal time. Mr. Foster
indicated that he did not need any rebuttal time.

The public hearing was closed.

Motion: The Planning Commission adopts the findings as recommended by staff and
adopts the Final Order for approval of ZC-15-126 per the staff report dated December 3,
2015, including Exhibits A through J and changing the wording on the Public Works staff
report, page 95, item I. Sanitary Sewer Facilities, by striking the word “Developer” and
adding “when there are adequate facilities to the downstream sanitary sewer system to
alleviate the capacity constraints”.

Moved by: Vice Chair Miranda Seconded by: Commissioner Fincher

Roll_Call Vote: Motion passed, 7-0-2, with Commissioner Pulver and Commissioner
McKechnie recusing themselves.

50.5 ZC-15-143 Consideration of a request for a change of zone from SFR-10 (Single
Family Residential, ten dwelling units per gross acre) to MFR-20 (Multiple-Family
Residential, 20 dwelling units per gross acre) on approximately 6.36 acres located on the
west side of North Ross Lane approximately 400’ south of West McAndrews Road.
(Housing Authority of Jackson County, Applicant; Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc., Agent)

Chair McFadden inquired whether any Commissioners have a conflict of interest or ex
parte communication they would like to disclose. Commissioner McKechnie disclosed
that Mr. Sinner is his neighbor but it would not affect his decision on this application.

Chair McFadden inquired whether anyone in attendance wishes to question the
Commission as to conflicts of interest or ex-parte contacts. None were disclosed.

Tracy Carter, Planner Il, stated that the zone change criteria was read in the previous
application and gave a staff report.

Page 6 of 16
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+ - RECORDING COVER PAGE PLEASE FiLL OUT

Jackson County Official Records 2016-00121 1
R-DR

Zni=1 SHINGLJS 01/15’201609.28:40AM
PER ORS 205.234 COMPLETE AND LEGIBLE D;’)g gg gf‘%gu $500830081100  Total:$73.00

THIS COVER PAGE HAS BEEN PREPARED BY THE PERSON
PRESENTING THE ATTACHED INSTRUMENT FOR RECORDING
ANY ERRORS IN THIS COVER PAGE DQ NOT AFFECT THE
017002

TRANSACT!ON(S) CONTAINED IN THE INSTRUMENT ITSELF, 17201600012110030031

i Cnistine Waler Court, Clerk for Jachson Courty, Oragon certify
that the mstrument identifled heren was recordad in the Clerk

AFTER RECORDING RETURN TO: receris
NAME AND ADDRESS OF THE PERSON AUTHORIZED TO RECEIVE THE Christine Waiker - County Clerk

INSTRUMENT AFTER RECORDING AS REQUIRED BY ORS 205.180{4}
AND ORS 205,238.

1. NAME OF THE TRANSACTION (S ), DESCRIBED IN THE ATTACHED INSTRUMENT(S) AND REQUIRED BY ORS 205.234(A),
NOTE: Transac on as de ned by ORS 205.010 "means any action required or permitted by state law or rule federal law or
regula on to be recorded including, but not limited to, any transfer encumbrance or release 3 ec ng tle to or aninterest in

real property”
L

[Lz stcicvive (pgemean ™
Mee Z7lw 2cde TL 350d

2. Grantor/Direct (s) as described in ORS 205.160.

e e T M S“‘:'ir L Teushee
&

3. Grantee/Indirect {s) as described in ORS 205.160.

'ﬂ\c C..’h\, nt Mc..kcovp'\_

4. TRUE AND ACTUAL CONSIDERATION PAID for instruments conveying or contrac ngto convey fee tle to any real
estate and all memoranda of such instruments, reference ORS 93.030.

5. UNTIL A CHANGE IS REQUESTED, All Tax Statements shall be sent to the following name and address:
for instruments conveying or contrac ngto convey fee tle to any real estate reference ORS 93.260

6. SATISFACTION OF ORDER OR WARRANT ORS 205.234 (1) {f).

FULL PARTIAL
7. LIEN DOCUMENTS: ORS 205.234 (1) (f}. Amount of Lien S
CITY OF MEDF
€ ec ve09/07/2012 EXHIBIT #
File # .,
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Restrictive Covenant
Map 371W 20 AB, Tax Lot 3500
Jeanette M Sieg, Successor Trustee of the Marion E. Owens Revocable Living Trust, being the
record owner of the real property located in Map 371W 20 AB, Tax Lot 3500, Jackson County,
State of Oregon described on the attached Exhibit “A”, does hereby make the following
restrictive covenant pursuant to the Medford Planning Commission’s approval on December 10,
2015 of a zone change (File ZC-1 5-126):

The foregoing property is subject to the following condition and restriction:

Development of the property is limited for sanitary sewer flows to the equivalent of 12
single family residential units until downstream improvements are made or capacity is
shown to allow additional development.

This covenant shall run with the land and be effective until an instrument changing or
terminating this covenant, signed by the duly authorized representative of the City of Medford,
has been recorded.

The foregoing covenant shall be enforceable by suit in equity or action at law by the City of
Medford. Failure by the City of Medford to enforce any violation of this covenant shall not be
deemed a waiver of the right to do so thereafter.

Dated this__/ % day g?f;Z,,, _ 2016,

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this 6 day ofMg%ZO 16

b§9mhm%A5{Q§¥K)

J A}
Notary Public for Orego;:: ’Q iA m% A~ 1 A Eg %Ci)

COMMISSION NO. 479291

" MY COMMISSION EXPIRES JUNE 23, 2017

My commission expires: "}i N 97) ,LEX) ‘/I
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Judy Farnsworth RECEIVED

1309 Springbrook Rd.* Medford, Oregon 97504
541-245-2600 (home) * 541-301-4580 (mobile) spousecare@gmail.conpp ) 2 9019

AN DYEPT

Matt Brinkley

Planning Director

City of Medford Planning Department
Lausmann Annex

200 South vy St.

Medford, Oregon 97501

Dear Matt Brinkley Tuesday, April 2, 2019

l am a long-time resident of our great city, and | am writing to express my concern about the proposed construction
at the address 1380 Springbrook Road, directly across the street from my home in Medford.

I understand that the addition of a coffee kiosk, a convenience store and a car wash with gas pumps would give a
boost to our city’s economy and provide much needed job opportunities, but it would also more than double the
traffic in an already high traffic area, not to mention adding more dangers to the increasing car and pedestrian foot
traffic. The proposed businesses would not only contribute to hazardous conditions, but would also cause an
increase of trash, air pollution, criminal activities, increased noise levels, as well as decrease residential property
values in our area.

North Medford High School is Just 2 blocks from the proposed address. Students going to and from school and
during lunch breaks, currently cause an unwanted accumulation of trash in our yards and streets as well as
trespassing, theft & vandalism; we don’t need an increase of it. The significant increase in air pollution to the ever-
growing poor air quality issues in our neighborhood would have, ill-effects. My husband suffers from a sever and
incurable respiratory disorder & would greatly suffer from the increased car exhaust/pollution. The Bonaventure
Senior Living Community is located on E. McAndrews, also across from the proposed property, is home to
numerous residents with a variety of health problems, including respiratory issues. They too could be jll-affected by
the addition of the proposed businesses. | believe that the significant increase in traffic could also hinder access for
emergency vehicles/personnel to surrounding neighborhood residents in a medical or emergency crisis.

There are already 8 convenience stores, 7 fuel stations, 5 car washes, and 9 coffee kiosks/coffee houses, all within
a 2-mile radius of the proposed address. Do we really need to add to the already over-abundance of these types of
businesses in such a small area? | would hope that a more suitable location could be found with less negative
repercussions. Out of all the possible uses for this recently re-zoned property, the current proposed businesses
have the most negative impact in our neighborhood.

Are these tradeoffs something that we really want to make? My neighbors and I, are against this proposed addition
to our neighborhood. | am filing to start a petition against the proposed construction at 1380 Springbrook Road.

Sincerely, CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT #,

Z
et AW

Judy Farnsworth
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Matt Brinkley Tuesday, April 2, 2019
April 2,2019

Page 2
NEIGHBORHOOD and COMMUNITY IMPACT
NEGATIVE IMPACT POSSITIVE IMPACT
o Increased traffic e Boost for the local economy
¢ Increase noise pollution e Increase in employment opportunities
e Increased poor local air quality ® Increase police patrol

¢ Increased trash in yards & streets

o Increased dangers to pedestrians

o Increased driving hazards

¢ Increase in possible traffic accidents

e Increased loitering

o Increased transients digging through trash
bins

¢ Increased property trespassers

® Increase of mischievous activity

¢ [ncreased vandalism

o |ncreased theft

® Increased available hub for drug activity

¢ Increased hinderance and obstruction to
emergency vehicles/personnel

e Increase need for police patrols resulting in
further stretching of our police force.
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.+ 1475 Ramada Ave RECEIVED

Medford, OR p7504 APR 09 2019
PLANNING DEPT,

Matt Brinkley/ Planning Director

City of Medford Planning Dept.

Matt Brinkley,

As the property owner of 1475 Ramada Ave and active voter in Medford and Jackson County elections, |
wholeheartedly oppose the proposal to allow a convenience store, gas station, and car wash down the
street from my house (Springbrook and McAndrews).

| am thoroughly disgusted with how with enough money or power, people seem to be able to push
through their agendas despite community outcry and disapproval by the citizens. We have had this
happen in our community before with the low income housing apartments that were put in off of Spring
and McAndrews. Despite complete opposition by the community, the project was pushed through.

It looks like the same thing is happening again with this new proposal. If a concerned neighbor hadn’t
been beating the streets to let as many people know about it as possible, | would have been completely
in the dark.

There are many reasons for concern about the proposed project. The decrease in home values is a major
concern, but the more disturbing thing is why those home values will be dropping. The biggest reason
for the home value drop and my biggest concern has to do with the increase in crime. Many of us have
worked very hard in order to purchase homes in safer areas of Medford. Medford doesn’t have a
particularly good crime rating when compared to other cities of the same population- actually 2.5 times
higher than the national average! Meth and other drug abuse, theft, burglary, assaults, etc are a very big
issue in Medford as | am sure you are aware. To purposely put a place where such activities are common
in the middle of a residential area with 2 schools very close in proximity seems not just foolish, but
destructive to the safety of the whole neighborhood.

Another concern has to do with the increase in traffic and noise pollution that would result. Again there
are 2 schools in very close proximity and | can attest to the number of children constantly walking and
biking in the surrounding areas. To increase traffic on an already congested road would add more
danger to the citizens both walking, biking, and driving.

I have little faith in the system as it stands especially after what happened with the low income
apartments. Despite environmental, safety, traffic and issues and community outcry, the powers that be
went ahead with their project. All | can do is make sure my vote will be heard next election time.

I've included a snippet from the article in the Mail Tribune in 2013 from the disputed “Cherry Creek”
apartment project that was met with much the same feelings from the community.

CITY OF MEDFORD

EXHIBIT #_» Z.
Fiet__ACA9-07%
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The Cherry Creek project faced criticism from neighbors because they
thought a high-density residential complex was out of character with the
neighborhood and would generate too much traffic.

The Medford City Council in September 2011 rejected the project. But the
Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals ruled that the city made mistakes in
denying the Housing Authority’s application.

The Housing Authority threatened a discrimination lawsuit against the city
last year, which led to a compromise over the project.

So even though everyone concerned agreed that it would not be a good thing for the neighborhood
even being denied by the city council, it still went through. Simply disgusting and a disappointing abuse
of power by those involved and the Housing Authority. There should be no reason that Circle K should
have that kind of authority except if it is purchased.

In the last several years since those apartments have gone in, the Donahue-Frohnmeyer park on Spring
St has gone from a great neighborhood park and a place | took my kids, to being a place that | refuse to
go to now. There are drug deals happening in the bathrooms and suspicious vehicles parked there all the
time now. | shudder to think the effect that a gas station and convenience store would have. No longer
will MY neighborhood be a safe place to walk or for my kids (or the hundreds of children at nearby
schools) to play outside and feel safe.

Should this project also continue despite absolute opposition by the community that lives here, it will
simply be another example of our local government failing to protect and serve the people that pay for
it with our taxes.

As you can tell, | feel very passionately about my opposition to this project because | care deeply about
the community and neighborhood that I live in. | beg you to take into consideration the many families
and people who live here who want to preserve our quality of life, home values, and above all our
safety.

Sincerely,

Angela Stephens

Property Owner at 1475 Ramada Ave
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RECEIVED

April 11, 2019 APR 112019
File No. AC-19-028 PLANNING DEPT.
Dear Matt Brinkley,

Our names are Eli and Jennifer Clark. We live with our family at 2457 Pinebrook Circle. A
culdesac street in East Medford near the intersection of McAndrews and Springbrook. It has
come to our attention that the big field at the northeast corner is putting in for a zoning change
and development of a fuel center, car wash. We are upset by the idea for a number of reasons.
Springbrook already is quickly becoming one of the busiest and backed up in east Medford.
Some mornings it can take a good 5-10 minutes or a good sumaritan to stop and let us out of
our street. If planning allows a Circle K to go at this intersection it will decrease our peace in a
number of ways. Traffic increase, noise increase, the lighting will glow around our
neighborhood. Long story short, if there was a Circle K there when we purchased 3 years ago
we would not have. Please consider the safety and peace of the neighborhood as important as
commerce and development.

Was there a study or environmental done for this use? If so when and how can we review it?
Not sure how else to oppose but please advise and | would love to be a “No” voice.

Eli and Jennifer Clark
Avery and Mason Clark
2457 Pinebrook Cir
Medford OR 97504

CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBITIAA 2

File # é(ﬁ"!ﬂ' oL8

Page 145

4




RECEIVED
April 10. 2019 APR 112019
PLANNING DEPT.

To: Steffen Roennfeldt, Planner ill, City of Medford Planning Department
From: Jim Leavens & MT Dimick
Subject: Springbrook Corners proposed commercial development

We are concerned about a proposed development that Springbrook Corners LLC is planning
adjacent to our property at 2542 Ashwood Court in Medford. Tax Lot 3500, on the corner of
Springbrook Road and E McAndrews, is rife with problems for us if this project comes to
fruition. Said project is to include a Circle K Mini-store, a car wash, fuel station and coffee
stand.

The following is a list of our concerns regarding this development:

1. NOISE - A 24 hour convenience store involves people and vehicles entering the location
all day and night long, which creates constant noise. A coffee stand which opens early in
the morning (5am-6am) creates additional noise. Garbage trucks coming and going in
the early morning will create noise. A gas station/car wash creates noise. The noise from
this development will cause many problems for my family, as you can imagine.

2. LIGHTS - 24 hours per day/night which are observable from our bedroom window.

3. SAFETY-Businesses to be located here are the type that characteristically, but not
always, bring individuals into the area who would not usually have a reason to be here. |
am questioning what actions the developer has planned that will protect our privacy
and safety? According to code, | expect we will see a 6’ sound barrier fence between our
home and the development? This lot sits 3’ below our (very small) backyard, which
would mean we would have a 3’ wall to block the noise and lights, as well as people who
will be wandering/hanging around the development.

4. WETLANDS - Currently, there are a small pond and creek located on this property. What
plans are being made to accommodate these? Mr. Roennfeldt did not know these were
located on this property, which leads me to believe the developer is unaware they exist.

5. DRAINAGE — When our home was built in 1996, we were required to create a drainage
system to accommodate both the pond and creek (ATTACHMENT 1). This drainage
system is NOT included on any site map. At the time this drain field was created it met
city code. What are the developer’s plans to replace/extend/modify the existing drain
field? Is there a plan to tie into the present drainage area? This is of great concern to me
as | am unsure who will be held financially responsible for modification of the current
drainage, which is located on my property.

6. DELIVERIES/GARBAGE TRUCKS — There will be various trucks entering and leaving the
property at all hours. Additionally, early morning garbage pickup is tremendously loud.

CITY OF MEDFORD

EXHBT# BYG .
Fie Al
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According to the site map, the dumpsters are to be located approximately 40 feet from
our master bedroom window.

7. TRAFFIC - Springbrook carries a tremendous volume of traffic, as does McAndrews.
With the present number of vehicles using these roads, it is currently very difficult for
the residents in this area to enter Springbrook. According to the site map, the proposed
changes to these streets to accommodate increased traffic generated by this
commercial growth, are adding turn lanes on both Springbrook and McAndrews.
Although these will help ingress and egress from these businesses, they will do nothing
to lessen the impact of the large increase of vehicles using these streets. This
development is one that will have traffic entering and leaving 24 hours a day, unlike
other types of commercial developments. If this were a different type of commercial
development, for example, a professional office plaza or bank, the traffic flow would be
affected but to a dramatically lesser degree.

8. PROPERTY VALUES — | believe the value of the residences located adjacent to this
development will undoubtedly be decreased due to the existence of this commerecial
development.

Unfortunately, we were unaware the zoning of this property was changed until we were told (in
2016) it had been rezoned. We NEVER received the letter for the rezoning hearing, although
our name/address is included on the list of people to be notified. We know a mini market/gas
station is one example of the type of establishment that could be built on this property. The
majority of residents living in a multi block area adjacent to this change are strongly opposed to
its existence in our neighborhoods. Since there are other currently approved
residential/business uses for this parcel, it seems it may be beneficial to explore an alternate
form of development, which may face much less opposition from those of us who will be
tremendously inconvenienced by this change.

Thank you very much for taking your time to read this. Hopefully, the investors/builders for this
project will be made aware of our concerns and attempt to treat everyone affected by the
expansion with fairness and respect.
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RECEIVED
APR 122019
Gary Sumrak
2485 Pinebrook Circle PLANNING DEPT.

Medford, OR 97504
4-12-2019

Matt Brinkley

Planning Director

City of Medford Planning Department
Lausmann Annex

200 South Ivy Street

Medford, OR 97501

Dear Matt Brinkley:

Upon reviewing the Planning Departments November 19, 2015 Public Notice (File No. ZC-15-
126) mailing list of the potential rezoning of tax lot 371W20AB-3500 from SFR-4 to
Community Commercial, it appears there are some items/short comings that need to be brought
to your attention in hope that future notifications would be less confusing. In addition, and to the
crux of this letter, there appears to have been three parties who were not notified of the potential
rezoning of said lot.

First, the letter indicated that the 2.5-acre parcel on the northeast corner of East McAndrews Rd
and Springbrook Rd was under consideration for rezoning. For the benefit of the letter’s
recipients and to be more specific, it would also be a good idea to notify them also of the address
(1380 Springbrook Rd) and tax lot number (37 IW20AB-3500) of said property.

Second, the notice does not indicate any established criteria as to why the recipient is getting the
letter. Ex: Residing within 200ft of the perimeter property lines of the property in question.

Third, in the case of this specific property, the effective notification area has been reduced by
approximately 75ft to the south and west due to the widths of McAndrews and Springbrook
Roads. Suggest streets, roads, etc. distances are not to be included in the calculation of the
notification zone. There’s nobody available to notify in the streets!

Forth, regarding sending out notices via the United States Mail. It would be beneficial to all if
there was some sort of verification process that the notices were actually sent out and received.
More importantly: some sort of an acknowledgement process/procedure to be instituted,
whereby, the planning department can ascertain that the recipient has actually received the
notice.

¢1TY OF MEDFORD

File #.._.A':-E'Ql‘g"“’
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Matt Brinkley
4-12-2019
Page 2

Finally, to the nuts and bolts and real justification of this letter. Below is the list of three
properties/parties within the 200ft notification area that did not receive the November 19, 2015
Public Notice.

I. Asof 11-19-2015, addressee: Steigleder, Phillip/Steigleder, Threasa at 2496 Pinebrook

Circle, Medford, OR no longer lived there. House was sold to Tod Morono and he was

the effective owner as of 8/24/2015. Tod did not receive the 11-19-2015 notification.

Address: 2445 E. McAndrews, Medford, OR 97504 was never notified and is well within

the 200ft notification area.

3. Tax Lot/Address: The owners of Tax 37 lW20AC-1700 now 2530 E. McAndrews Road,
Medford, OR 97504 (the Bonaventure Senior Living facility) were never notified.
Owners: MWSH McAndrew, Medford, LLC parcel #1.

R

Due to not fully complying with city code regarding the notification of parties within the defined
notification area, the rezoning of said lot from SFR-4 to Community Commercial after the
December 10, 2015 Public Hearing should be nullified and voided. The said lot shall be rezoned
back to its original zoning of SFR-4.

Sincerely,

Gary Sumrak
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April 8, 2019 RECEIVED
Matt Brinkley APR 15 2019

Planning Director P LANNING DEPT

City of Medford Planning Department
Lausmann Annex

200 South vy Street

Medford, OR 97504

Dear Mr. Brinkley,

I am writing to object to the proposed planning permission of a Circle K Convenience Store with Gas
Station and Carwash on the corner of Springbrook Road and East McAndrews. This objection is based
on several important factors that | hope the council and yourself will take into consideration.

Firstly, | would like to express that | am not opposed to urban growth as it does create jobs which in turn
helps our community. However:

1) Proximity to Other Gas Stations

I'am alarmed by the close proximity the proposed Circle K would be to other gas stations. We currently
have eight (8) gas stations that are less than two miles away from this location: Town Pump (.7 mi);
Safeway (1.1 mi); ARCO (1.3 mi); Fred Meyer Fuel Center (1.4 mi); Chevron (1.5 mi); Mobil (1.6 mi); Shell
(1.8 mi); and Spirit (1.8 mi).

2) Proximity to Other Carwashes:

For your information there are just as many car washes within a two (2) mile radius from the proposed
location: Lasota Mobile Pressure Wash (.6 mi); Delta Waters Carwash, DIY (1.2 mi); Crater Carwash (1.3
mi); Medford Center Carwash (1.3 mi); Yellow Submarine Carwash (1.7 mi); Shell/Astro Jet (1.8 mi) and
Miracle Shield of Medford (1.8 mi).

3) Traffic Issues

There already is a traffic issue during the peak hours, both in the morning, after school and school
events and evenings. This causes great inconvenience to passengers of buses, motor cars, taxis and also
to the pedestrians, which include school age children/teens. Sir, | like to draw your attention to the fact
that adding the Circle K would create safety issues for everyone in this area.

4) Increase Crime

I had a sad personal experience a while back, as | had to make an early run to 7-11 in the early morning
hours to purchase some cough medicine and witnessed a drug deal and a prostitution encounter all
within the timeframe | was there. Having a Convenience Store that is open 24/7 creates this
environment. Cause it is a convent place for these types of transactions to take place. Would you be
adding additional patrolman to monitor this area? | don't think so, as this would cause additional
hardship on our police force.

5) Noise Pollution and Bright Lights
I would like to draw your attention towards to the factors of noise pollution. Even nc“é erejse -~ —'e
control law, we all know this law is openly violated. If by allowing said law to be vibiated i# Wouuu cause
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AG Oy G bé

Page 151

TY OF MEDFORD
K QF. MEDFORD, D

SR NS VS S

R T AN RS EA T el

e e

R A T AT PRSP N T



irritation, loss of sleep, rest and peace. It is harmful to physical and mental health of people and
persistent noise pollution causes a loss of sense of hearing. Could you guarantee this law would be
strictly enforced? As for the bright lights it too will lead it irritability, loss of sleep and lack of rest in
peace for our neighborhood. We all need to function to perform our daily tasks and to be productive
citizens to our community.

6) Decrease in property value

Any conscious, concerned homeowner or potential buyer would definitely want to know the impact that
this project would have on their property value. Due to the proximity of this project to my property |
know it will have a negative impact on my property value. Plus make it harder to sell in the future.
Therefore, | will be losing money. My home is my pride and joy.

For the foregoing reasons, | strongly urge you to vote against this proposed planning permission of Circle
K Convenience Store with Gas Station and Carwash.

If you have any questions or would like to discuss this matter in further detail please contact me.

2482 Pinebrook Cir
Medford Oregon 97504
(541) 326-1772
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April 8, 2019 PLANNING pEpy

Matt Brinkley

Planning Director

City of Medford Planning Department
Lausmann Annex

200 South lvy Street

Medford, OR 97504

Dear Mr. Brinkley,

I am writing to object to the proposed planning permission of a Circle K Convenience Store with Gas
Station and Carwash on the corner of Springbrook Road and East McAndrews. This objection is based
on several important factors that | hope the council and yourself will take into consideration.

Firstly, | would like to express that | am not opposed to urban growth as it does create jobs which in turn
helps our community. However:

1) Proximity to Other Gas Stations

I am alarmed by the close proximity the proposed Circle K would be to other gas stations. We currently
have eight (8) gas stations that are less than two miles away from this location: Town Pump (.7 mi);
Safeway (1.1 mi); ARCO (1.3 mi); Fred Meyer Fuel Center (1.4 mi); Chevron (1.5 mi); Mobil (1.6 mi); Shell
(1.8 mi); and Spirit (1.8 mi).

2) Proximity to Other Carwashes:

For your information there are just as many car washes within a two (2) mile radius from the proposed

location: Lasota Mobile Pressure Wash (.6 mi); Delta Waters Carwash, DIY (1.2 mi); Crater Carwash (1.3
mi); Medford Center Carwash (1.3 mi); Yellow Submarine Carwash (1.7 mi); Shell/Astro Jet (1.8 mi) and

Miracle Shield of Medford (1.8 mi).

3) Traffic Issues

There already is a traffic issue during the peak hours, both in the morning, after school and school
events and evenings. This causes great inconvenience to passengers of buses, motor cars, taxis and also
to the pedestrians, which include school age children/teens. Sir, I like to draw your attention to the fact
that adding the Circle K would create safety issues for everyone in this area.

4) Increase Crime

I had a sad personal experience a while back, as | had to make an early run to 7-11 in the early morning
hours to purchase some cough medicine and witnessed a drug deal and a prostitution encounter all
within the timeframe | was there. Having a Convenience Store that is open 24/7 creates this
environment. Cause it is a convent place for these types of transactions to take place. Would you be
adding additional patrolman to monitor this area? | don’t think so, as this would cause additional
hardship on our police force.

5) Noise Pollution and Bright Lights CITY OF MEDFORD 'EE
I would like to draw your attention towards to the factors of noise pollution. Evendfitheness a set noise &=

control law, we all know this law is openly violated. If by allowing said law tgibe: violated it would cause ﬁ w
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irritation, loss of sleep, rest and peace. It is harmful to physical and mental health of people and
persistent noise pollution causes a loss of sense of hearing. Could you guarantee this law would be
strictly enforced? As for the bright lights it too will lead it irritability, loss of sleep and lack of rest in
peace for our neighborhood. We all need to function to perform our daily tasks and to be productive
citizens to our community.

6) Decrease in property value

Any conscious, concerned homeowner or potential buyer would definitely want to know the impact that
this project would have on their property value. Due to the proximity of this project to my property |
know it will have a negative impact on my property value. Plus make it harder to sell in the future.
Therefore, | will be losing money. My home is my pride and joy.

For the foregoing reasons, | strongly urge you to vote against this proposed planning permission of Circle
K Convenience Store with Gas Station and Carwash.

If you have any questions or would like to discuss this matter in further detail please contact me.
Sincerely,

Clicoe g

Loy Charles Milam
2482 Pinebrook Cir
Medford Oregon 97504
(541) 816-6461
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Janice Sumrak APR 1 5 2019
2485 Pinebrook Circle P

Medford, Oregon 97504 LANNING DEPT
541-772-7279 Cell 541-941-6273
sumpicjd@charter.net

April 8, 2019

Matt Brinkley, Planning Director

City of Medford Planning Department
Lausmann Annex

200 South lvy Street

Medford, Oregon 97501

Dear Mr. Brinkley,

I am writing to express my objection to the proposed construction of a convenience store, gas station and car
wash at 1380 Springbrook.

Our home is located across the street, about 300 feet from this proposed project.

This proposed business would more than double the traffic in an already high traffic area which will lead to more
vehicle accidents as well as an increase in danger to bicycle and foot traffic. In addition, we who live in the area
will have to deal with the increased trash, criminal activity, air and noise pollution and above all a decrease in
property value. There is a school zone just down the road from the proposed site. With the addition of a high
traffic commercial use there will be additional issues in the school zone with speeding and will require more
enforcement in an already difficult area to enforce. | understand that there will be turn lanes for ingress and
egress into this proposed gas station. With already high traffic flows and cars turning across traffic, this will not
bode well for safety.

This has always been a very nice residential area. We wish to keep it that way. There are many stores, gas
stations and car washes within a radius of 2 miles of the proposed business. We do not want or need another.

The only winners in this are the owners of the 1380 Springbrook. Several hundred home owners are the losers.

| urge you to deny this permit and encourage the owners of 1380 Springbrook to find a more suitable plan for
our neighborhood. Something that will improve the area and benefit us all.

Si ly, .

Janice Sumrak
CITY OF MEDFORD
exper e b
Flle # (A=
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4/25/2019 Cryoserver Emall

From: Planning Department <planning@cityofmedford.org>

To: "Matt H. Brinkley" <Matt.Brinkley@cityofmedford.org>, Kelly Evans
<Kelly.Evans@cityofmedford.org>

Ce: "Steffen K. Roennfeldt" <Steffen.Roennfeldt@cityofmedford.org>

Date Sent: Tuesday, April 16, 2019 10:55 PDT

Subject: FW: File: AC-19-028

From: Michael Palacios [mailto:palaciosmp1l6@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, April 13, 2019 1:33 PM

To: Planning Department <planning@cityofmedford.org>
Subject: File: AC-19-028

Attention: City of Medford Planning Department

It is my understanding after speaking to City of Medford Planning Department employee Steve Allen that the lot
on the corner of Springbrook Rd. and East McAndrews will soon be developed. I am not opposed to this
development per se, although I would like to see development that enhances Medford, rather than a gas station,
car wash, and convenience store.

The reason I feel it necessary to address the development of this corner is out of concern for a family of nesting
hawks that have made one of the large dead trees on this lot their home. This hawk's nest has been in that dead
tree for many years and seems to always be in use during the spring and early summer.

I drive by this lot almost daily as it is on my way to and from work. I have observed a hawk in this nest many
times recently and it appears she or he is sitting on eggs. I have often wondered when this property would be
developed and the thought was always in the back of my mind that I hoped the tree would either be taken down
in the fall or winter when the birds where not nesting. It would be such a terrible thing for these hawks to be
disturbed while the eggs or fledglings where still in the nest. This could kill the babies and I believe the
community would be outraged if these birds where not taken into consideration before development began.

I have done some reading up on the nesting habits of hawks recently, and from what I have read-hawks tend to
lay eggs in March, with eggs incubating between 28-35 days and sometimes as long as 40 or so days.Then, it
takes the babies about 50 days to leave the nest, but they still remain in the area and use the nest as a home base.
I have included a couple websites which were informative to me about the hawk's life cycle:

https:/sciencing.com/life-cycle-redtailed-hawk-6540201.html
bhttp://naturemappingfoundation.org/natmap/ca/facts/birds/red-tailed _hawk html

My recommendation would be for an employee do research as to when this development could begin without
harming these beautiful birds. Local organizations such as Wildlife Images could even be consulted in the
matter. If I bad my preference, I would recommend waiting until late fall when the nest will surely be empty
with no fledglings needing the tree for support. Medford has enough gas stations, car washes and convenience
stores and a delay in construction to enable these birds to establish themselves would be the most humane
course.

Thank you, Paula Palacios, City of Medford resident for about 22 years.

CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT #

File # _____AL—_;{;L:QLK;-‘-
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RECEIVED
APR 18 2019
PLANNING DEPT.

1170 Westview Court
Medford, OR 97504
April 18, 2019

City of Medford

Site Plan & Architectural Commission
200 South lvy Street

Medford, Oregon 97501

Meeting date: April 19, 2019
Agenda item: AC-19-028

Dear Commission Members:

I live on West View Court, near the site of this proposed development. | would like to express my
objection to the plan to construct a car wash and gas pumps at 1380 Springbrook Road. These uses
would produce such a level of noise and air pollution that they are not compatible with the
predominately residential character of the neighborhood in question. In my opinion, these uses
should instead be located in a heavy commercial zoning district.

Yours truly,

dosf

Samuel Berry

CITY OF MEDF
EXHIBIT #
Fle#___A€—14- oY
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RECEIVED

April 20,2019 APR 22 2018
Matt Brinkley PLANNING DEPT.

Planning Director

City of Medford planning Department

There are lots of specific reasons why | am writing this letter to oppose and ask that File No. AC
19-028 application be denied. I would like to dwell on all those reasons, but feel the decay to
our quality of life is priority number one. From this location it does not take much to reach
existing gas stations, convenience stores or car wash. A convenience store is already up Spring
a couple of blocks. Who needs the issues brought on by crime, noise and traffic. When 1 think
about all the issues involved in this matter, the one that jumps out at me is “kids”. Living within
eyesight of Springbrook, | daily watch the North Medford school kids make their way to and
from school. Crossing McAndrews is a daily challenge. Now, will even be more so. Kids being
kids will also find the Circle K convenience store a place to hang out.

Well, I hope the Planning Commission thinks about the quality of Medford life and makes the
right decision on this matter.

Ja%lihaﬂ:er .

1750 Evan Circle

Medford OR 97504 _
() /é

o S ARTTER [ 77
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CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT #_ l i .
File # -0
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From: Jack Shafter <jcshaff@aol.com>
To: letters <letters@rosebudmedia.com>
Subject: Quality of Life
Date: Sat, Apr 20, 2019 10:29 am

Some twenty-five years, ago, when we became part of Medford, we came here because of
the quality of life. We enjoyed having folks visit from other parts of the country. We laughed
when we told them we lived on Buckshot Hill. We could take them to the Frohnmeyer Park
to check out the old barn and give them carrots to feed the horses and donkey that resided
along Springbrook. | would kid them our street was so quiet, they could take a nap on it.
What has become of this quality of life? The history of Buckshot Hill is only a memory. The
barn, horses and donkey are no longer there. Oh, and a nap on Springbrook, that's only a
dream. Traffic now backs from the corner of Spring and Springbrook to McAndrews. Check
it out during the work hour rush. Our quality of life has been lost to the likes of a retirement
center. To add insult to injury, Springbrook Corners LLC wants to add a convenience store
with gas station and car wash. Hmmm. Wonder how many folks will use the parking lot at
this operation to beat the light at Springbrook and McAndrews.

Jack Shaffer

1750 Evan Circle
Medford OR 97504
541-858-7925

CITY OF M=NFORD
EXHBT
File #__{ o

e

--—‘""L—'
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Lindsey M. Geil

1428 Matthews PI

Medford OR 97504

541-499-9306 RECEIVED
15 April 2019 APR 22 2019
Matt Brinkley, Planning Director PLANNING DEPT,

City of Medford Planning Department
Lausmann Annex

20 S. vy St

Medford OR 97501

Dear Mr. Brinkley,

I am writing to you regarding the proposed project for tax lot #371W20AB-3500 (1380 Springbrook
Rd, Medford). | have substantial concerns regarding a gas station in a primarily residential area due
to the negative health impacts that such a structure would have on its immediate community. | would
like to know what the City of Medford has in mind to prevent, or mitigate the following issues:

» Vent piping is the largest source of emissions at gas stations. Recorded vent emission factors
are more than 10 times higher than the current estimates used to determine setback distances

(e.g. minimum distances away from other buildings) for gas stations.
Reference: Hilpert et al. “Vent pipe emissions from storage tanks at gas stations: Implications for setback
distances.” Science of the Total Environment. 650 (2019) 2239-2250

e There is a significant relationship between childhood leukemia and living near a gas station.
“Acute childhood leukaemia and residence next to petrol stations and automotive repair garages: the
ESCALE study (SFCE).” Occup Environ Med. 2009 Sep;66(9):598-606. doi: 10.1136/oem. 2008.042432.
Epub 2009 Feb 12.

* Documented elevated air pollution at least to 100 meters (328) feet) of a gas station
“Assessing the impact of petrol stations on their immediate surroundings.”
J Environ Manage. 2010 Dec;91(12):2754-62. doi: 10.1016/j.jenvman. 2010.08.009.

Sergio M.Correa'GracielaArbilla?Monica R.C.Marques®Katia M.P.G.Oliveira* “The impact of BTEX emissions
from gas stations into the atmosphere”
Atmospheric Pollution Research Volume 3, Issue 2, April 2012, Pages 163-169

Per the plans shared thus far, | see no evidence that will sufficiently prevent the considerable amount
of emissions from harming the health of the neighbors of this proposed project. | have also noted,
that no one on the city council has proposed that such a project be placed in THEIR neighborhood.
Given the negative health ramifications of a gas station, it would be significantly safer to have a gas
station in a strictly and wholly commercially zoned area (rather than surrounded by residential zoning)
and therefore in an area which would receive significantly less negative health impact from these high
doses of carcinogenic (and dangerous) emissions.

Sincerely,
A / -
ey 71 e T o uEgEchD
EXHBT#_ J3 _
Lindsey M. Geil ik W19 038
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RECEIVgy,
Gary Sumrak AP,
2:?51 Pﬁrook Circle R 22 0 19

Medford, OR 97504 GDEpy
4-19-2019 :

Matt Brinkley

Planning Director

City of Medford Planning Department
Lausmann Annex

200 South Ivy Street

Medford, OR 97501

Dear Matt Brinkley:

I’m writing this letter to present my thoughts as to why File No. AC-19-028 application to build
a Circle K convenience store with Gas Station and Car Wash should be denied.

First off, the area around the proposed site is almost exclusively residential. You can just about
drive a mile in either direction of the intersection of E. McAndrews Avenue and Springbrook
Road and not run into another business. I question how an SFR-4 lot got rezoned to Community-
Commercial lot primarily due to its located smack dab in the center of a residential neighborhood
which includes a high school, elementary school, pre-school learning center and four care
facilities and a city park. Even though the Bonaventure Senior Living facility is a business, it’s a
home to the senior tenants living there. Unlike the high traffic volume and noise created by a
convenience store with a gas station and car wash, the Bonaventure is a peaceful and safe
environment. It is very hard for me to picture gasoline tankers traveling back and forth through
our residential neighborhood to deliver gas — very scary.

anw'm P

Secondly, this is going to be a big time “quality of life” issue for our neighbdﬂi’d‘“oﬂ.l'lhis
proposed project will introduce a new whole slew of issues for us to deal with: 1) Increase in
crime, 2) increase in traffic congestion and therefore accidents, 3) increase in noise pollution, 4)
increase in lighting pollution, 5) increase in air pollution, 6) increase in safety concerns and 7)
most likely degradation of our neighborhood and ultimately a decrease in our property values.
Not too much good to look forward to here.

Thirdly, a follow up by the planning department may be required. A neighbor here told me he
heard a grandson of the late Mrs. Marion Owens (1380 Springbrook Road) request that she never
wanted her property developed. She may have applied to an Indian organization to get part or the
whole property registered as a Cultural Resource. Apparently on the eastern perimeter of the
property where a small creek runs through, is where the Latgawa (Takelma) dndignsyusedte

exuipT KK

. cLor A
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Matt Brinkley
4-19-2019
Page 2

gather to make arrowheads a process called “flint knapping.” I'm sure a locally recognized
Indian Tribe organization would like to investigate this property.

Fourthly, there are plans underway to demolish the existing 711 convenience store and outlying
buildings at Crater Corners and construct a new 711 with a gas station and a restaurant on said
property. This is appropriate use of this property since it is located within in an area of multiple
commercial buildings and businesses. Do we really need to build another convenience store with
a gas station, in a residential neighborhood, within a mile of the 711 project?

Finally, looking at the bigger picture: I would like to appeal to applicants of the proposed project
to “withdraw” their application. I foresee, if this project goes through, a steady decline in our
neighborhood and our lives within it. I would appeal to the applicants, if in fact the lot retains its
commercial zoning status; to create a mix of friendly retail, businesses and restaurants (No fast
food) or a cafe that would complement and enhance our neighborhood. The current proposed
project would ultimately be a detriment to our current environment and way of living; it is not
either a good or common-sense answer as to how this valuable plot of land should be utilized. I
can’t understand why anyone would want to put a convenience store with a gas station and
carwash next to a major senior living and care facility that is a place of peace and tranquility for
those in the final stages of their respective lives.

Sincerely,

o

Gary Sumrak
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RECEIVED 415 Sunrise Av.
Medford, OR 97504

APR 24 w19 April 24, 2019

Matt Brinkley

Planning Director

City of Medford Planning Dept
200 S. vy St., Lausmann Annex
Medford, OR 97501

Ref: Application to build a Circle K convenience store with gas station and car wash at
Springbrook & McAndrews

Dear Mr. Brinkley,

I write to ask that this application be denied. My reasons are numerous:

1. It would add great congestion to an already very busy intersection, entering/leaving site. It could
possibly add more traffic, and increase the hours of that heavy traffic. There would certainly be
heavier vehicles drawn to the location for deliveries: fuel tankers, grocery & other supplies,
chemicals for car wash, etc.

Risk of pollution from fuel leaks, tainted water leaks. Pollution, too, from extra lighting.

Attractive nuisance to North High students who may want to leave campus for snacks, etc.
Attractive nuisance to thieves, or just loiterers. Increased risk of graffiti, commotions.

This type commercial venture very much out of place in a residential neighborhood! There is a
convenience store at Spring St. and Valley View, within a half-mile. There’s a convenience store
and gas station within a half-mile at McAndrews and Crater Lake Av. No, there’s no car wash that
close by, but I've lived on Sunrise for 15 years and within a mile either direction of that
intersection for another 15 years. It has never bothered me to drive over to Court St., or wash my
car myself.

vhRhwnN

Sunrise is already a very busy street. Travel is allowed at 35 MPH instead of standard residential limit
of 25 MPH. Noise is already an issue. But at least traffic volume ebbs after the workday and on weekends

Expanding on my reason #2, | draw your attention to the intersection of East Main St. and Hawthorne
Av,, site of a former gas station. My memory may be off a few years, but | recall my mother going there
for car repairs after we moved here over 30 years ago. They had a fuel leak problem. Dirt dug up and
covered for years. Your records would show how long it was in transition and finally closed. That site is
only now becoming viable (a coffee venue coming ‘soon’). Please consider very carefully the risks of
pollution

Thank you, one and all. See you at the hearing May 3%,

4

Robin Lee

CITY OF M_E_QF_ORD
EXHIBIT#® L&
File #
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RECEIVED

Matt Brinkley APR 24 2019
Planning Director .

City of Medford Planning Department
Lausmann Annex

200 South lvy St

Medford OR 97501

4/20119

To Whom It May Concern:

This letter is in regards to the Circle K convenience store that is
proposed for the corner of Springbrook and McAndrews.

I am in the neighborhood where this is proposed and am very much
against this. Not only will this negatively affect our quiet
neighborhoods, but the traffic that this will create will be a negative
impact on our lives. The noise will increase, we will see an increase
in crime, due to numerous reasons - the increase in activity 24 hours a
day, is a huge concern.

The quality of life that will impact us will not be a positive effect on
our neighborhoods that we so love.

The environmental impact of the chemicals that will be put in the
ground near us is not something we envision and would expect to he
around us while we enjoy our daily lives.

We feel that the building of Circle K would be a horrible impact to us
and will make our neigborhoods less appealing to those moving here.

We strongly urge you to disapprove of this.
Lois Malone ) ;0 mm
1545 N Modoc Av

Medford OR 97504

CITY OF MEDPORD
exurT #_ MM
Flle # A‘g-('t-_gt;
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REBECCA L. AND JOHN D. HAWKINS
2431 Greenridge Drive, Medford, OR 97504 | 541-951-6856 | rebeccahawkins@mac.com

April 22, 2019

Matt Brinkley, Planning Director CEIVED
City of Medford Planning Department APR 23 2019
Lausmann Annex, 200 South lvy Street

Medford, OR 97501 PLANNING DEPT.

Dear Mr. Brinkley:

We are writing to request that the Medford Planning Department deny the File No. AC-19-028
application to build a Circle K Convenience Store, gas station and car wash on the corner of
McAndrews and Springbrook Drive. To rezone Tax Lot 371W20-3500 as commercial and allow
this type of business into a long-time, well-established residential area is unprecedented and
unnecessary.

Mr. Brinkley, this tox lot and the entire area must remain residential; there is absolutely no
justification for this infrusive and unnecessary rezoning. Commercial areas (including
convenience stores and gas stations) already exist in abundance on McAndrews from Crater
Lake Avenue westward, as well as in the Lone Pine/North Phoenix Road area.

We are concerned Medford residents and taxpayers who live very close to the proposed
building site. Our nearest cross streets are McAndrews and Brookdale (one block east), and
our property backs directly to McAndrews. Despite our proximity, we were NOT nofified of this
rezoning proposal and only learned about it from signs posted on the empty lot.

As Medford residents since 2012 and recent retirees, we purchased our home one year ago,
in the good faith that we were buying our “forever home" in a safe residential neighborhood
of East Medford. Outside of commuter hours, McAndrews is relatively quiet despite its size and
traffic load. Had we known such a radical rezoning would happen, we would NOT have
purchased here.

We genuinely believe this proposed business and rezoning will:

e Decrease safety for both traffic and pedestrians on already very congested streets

* Lower the quality of life and property values of homes in the area—who wants to live
near commercial lighting, underground gas tanks, air-borne petroleum fumes, noise
and business traffic at all hours of the day, seven days a week, 365 days a vear?

* Increase crime, noise and light pollution for the nearby homes and for the elderly
residents of the Bonaventure retirement community that directly faces the site

We are counting on your support to retain the peace, quiet, beauty and safety of this
wonderful area. Please do the right thing and deny File No. AC-19-028 application.

Sincerely,

. - + + CITY OF MEDFORD
W & m bo—0u %/ ' ﬁfﬂ//lz S

Rebecca L. and John D. Hawkins File # "
M0
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RECEIVED
April 11,2019 APR 25 2019

RE: Proposed Gas Station, Convenience Store and Car Wash on the Corner of EP 1&%@ DEPT.
and Springbrook Roads.

Dear Alex Poythress:

We are Mark and Patsy Burton, who live at 2500 Bethany Court, Medford, OR 97504. We
selected our lot in 2004 and our house was completed and we moved in in April 2005. While our
house has a Bethany Court address our backyard is located on Springbrook Rd. Since we first
moved in, the traffic on Springbrook Rd. has measurably increased, to the point that our
backyard is nearly unusable due to the noise.

We are writing to voice our opposition to the proposed commercial development for the corner
of Springbrook and E. McAndrews Roads. While we recognize that the lot is zoned for
community-commercial, we have two concerns if the proposed gas station, convenience store
and car wash use is approved. The first is how such a development will increase and worsen the
flow of traffic in that intersection, which we drive multiple times per day. The traffic can already
be quite difficult, with traffic backed up in all directions, with multiple side streets and

driveways that open on to Springbrook Rd. It seems that adding a high traffic business, with cars
trying to enter and exit the lot onto already busy streets might cause the intersection to fail for the
residents that already live in the neighborhood who rely on it every day and that would not
enhance the livability of our community.

Our second concern regarding this development is the viability of such business usage in this
residential location. We realize no one can predict the success or failure of a new business, but
given that all of the proposed services are already available within a short drive and with easier
lot access, we wonder how the proposed business usage, with limited lot access, will be able to
attract the customers it needs to succeed. And then, if it doesn’t succeed, the neighborhood could
be blighted with infrastructure and abandoned buildings that are not easily converted for other
use.

Thank you for your time and we hope that you will give serious consideration to the negative
impact a high traffic business can have on the livability of our neighborhood and not give
approval for the proposed gas station, convenience store and car wash being considered for the
corner of McAndrews and Springbrook Roads.

Sincerely,
7ok @ M
ark and Patsy Burton

2500 Bethany Court, Medford, OR 97504
541-772-4018

CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT # 90
Fle #__AC—A4- OV P

e
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We the undersigned respectfully request that you consider our position AGAINST

the Convenience Store — Gas Station —Car Wash at the corner of East MARREEBIVED

Road and Springbrook Road Proposal. Tax Lol 371020 As-3500 APR 22 2019
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RECEIVED
APR 2 4 2019
PLANNING D

Grvuete 0 By Sany Sunkak, 1485 Pororkre K.ZIIZCLE

Petition to Deny Springbrook Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500

Petition Summary

To deny File No. AC-19-028 application to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Station & Car Wash

Action Petition for:

We, the undersigned concerned residents of the proposed project, request the City of Medford Planning
Commission members DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our neighborhood.

0/1 abed

Print Name ] Signature Address Comment Date
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Petition to Deny Springbrook Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500

Petition Summary

To deny File No. AC-19-028 application to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Station & Car Wash

Action Petition for:

We, the undersigned concerned residents of the proposed project, request the City of Medford Planning
Commission members DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our neighborhood.

Print Name Signature Address Comment Date
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Petition to Deny Springbrook Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500

Petition Summary

To deny File No. AC-19-028 application to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Station & Car Wash

Action Petition for:

We, the undersigned concerned residents of the proposed project, request the City of Medford Planning
Commission members DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our neighborhood.

Print Name Signature Address Comment Date
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Petition to Deny Springbrook Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500

Petition Summary To deny File No. AC-19-028 application to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Station & Car Wash
Action Petition for: We, the undersigned concerned residents of the proposed project, request the City of Medford Planning
Commission members DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our neighborhood.
Print Name Signature Address Comment Date
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Petition to Deny Springbrook Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500

Petition Summary

To deny File No. AC-19-028 application to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Station & Car Wash

Action Petition for:

We, the undersigned concerned residents of the proposed project, request the City of Medford Planning
Commission members DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our neighborhood.

Print Name Signature Address Comment Date
%«,MSZ/;/ _/4,445,.4@/ 105 Aévfzisrfa %w A2 77 Sy ”47 %/ 7
Gorld Mmerdold IR R A Sy Prbeosle cicele Weltd oR | Sley Comuurciad o on s 413]1 4
L dee Morfald |oFengpR Mengett | 2454 Prpebrook Cirele Medford a¢] No Commorcial Bu iag | ¥/

§ ' ')/wdar'} na Owers W/ 2929 A oelbrpr (ic-Medfodd  0)] W Cormmmaceial By cg, ‘// 5-/ 19
Pl OLqa’ \o}nmon ﬁ,ﬂm) wor| 2410 Fnebvook 1 r Med. | To s ok Trabf i ¢ 4/?/14
N (aecte oyl B4Ss P bimale Cicke 58| Foo arudy 1omc |4)3[1
Jeldr ) MW]WJ( Ay @M ,&// 24946 Ponebvork civele pedfadoa | po commetes s £onpms | 4/5)4
) T4 el Wﬁ 0 L&j}}t/m AL L Do LS (. Teallo | Pl

| MM\N\S\J-\/\ /——:: ot X dndo rosk QMM VI Rt 2|2
Nichle Milaw Wé//ui o WAt O Moo |t commarziad busldey 9/ 70
Cleie A+ O et o= 2 &l Qlher s o f it fords Ty e /7/,7
L SvBlesy  OLEme o |90 Bumeancr Ce }'%?%”W%EW ROVEAd) 9
EG Oact [ L2 12957 Posocak Cr. | afley Tale |4l
\%‘H AP »Kﬁl’gﬁ e P Fsgaans. S \TPJM/Q\’Q—' ‘” [ (3
Neg lewyn | (20 N [ 740 oebone ey | Tudie | 4((4f14

=3




Petition to Deny Springbrook Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500

Petition Summary

To deny File No. AC-19-028 application to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Station & Car Wash

Action Petition for:

We, the undersigned concerned residents of the proposed project, request the City of Medford Planning

Commyissiop-nmembers DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our neighborhood.
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Petition to Deny Springbrook Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500
Petition Summary To deny File No. AC-19-028 application to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Station & Car Wash
Action Petition for: We, the undersigned concerned residents of the proposed project, request the City of Medford Planning
Commission members DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our neighborhood.

Print Name ) Signature Address Comment - Date
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Petition to Deny Springbrook Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500

Petition Summary

To deny File No. AC-19-028 application to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Station & Car Wash

Action Petition for:

We, the undersigned concerned residents of the proposed project, request the City of Medford Planning
Commission members DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our neighborhood.
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Print Name Signature Address Comment Date
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Petition to Deny Springbrook Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500

Petition Summary

To deny File No. AC-19-028 application to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Station & Car Wash

Action Petition for:

We, the undersigned concerned residents of the proposed project, request the City of Medford Planning
Commission members DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our neighborhood.
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Petition to Deny Springbrook Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500
Petition Summary To deny File No. AC-19-028 application to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Station & Car Wash
Action Petition for: We, the undersigned concerned residents of the proposed project, request the City of Medford Planning
Commission members DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our neighborhood.
R Print Name Signature Address Comment Date
L Debea KUSS L mm L o120 Prar b\ 1 SEMEOR [ Pleaar- o K30
Lt/av 0096« Y @JL ) S 2o f\[ jh/ OA/O( Q‘U@ A’E%@‘u‘(\ecy NO /-{7/{3//’7
AR\ }CE A |28 (e b, (A d12.19
Lors Dioline. 160 VI¥0Die | 545 1dipe av P 70 374
Lo Motove Ve pz7 |/ cn pafoe e Lo &y 1247
(Y\Jw\ceam/@mmr% \7@@»\0&%@10 (5577 Sf)m\m\\nwmzﬂ Rd. W) 4/’3//(/’
Sallistat {\S,Dﬂ\e\b( d Preoso Mo C/I/ lighg
s WW
3 ggg i 3’%,/}/—75/% / 750 Lyanes (7068 Hshsa o Y ~]F5
(Aeos SHAES % @;7@,,, (750 EVgus </IRCe e A0 Y~
Fronces Lac N 174 Evans Lorcle NO “(19/19
ol stapie 176G L v Lireth I alg
IQRK’ JunkEy . 73] Lvans Crrers N*’f’fﬂ it pran, /1319
e Lo A53 SV ASe g NV Yl20]1
M% A9 Sun S Wua o Qi




s

oF L&

/1l

Petition to Deny Springbrook Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500

Petition Summary

To deny File No. AC-19-028 application to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Station & Car Wash

Action Petition for:

We, the undersigned concerned residents of the proposed project, request the City of Medford Planning
Commission members DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our neighborhood.

Print Name Signature Address Comment Date
OIS AU o |50 praoore oy [ T S (o]
odr( @Vu-ﬁsb/, Z//D&A 209~ Syuvis @ A%’ %F’\/‘ﬂ ‘ch(ﬂe’? fe/ %ﬁoj/y
éwe;m %%%3):/\/2; & ﬂ\ : .00 Ty paise Aus //}zgz)% 7/ @//7

Sl Zar 7] %%ZMM Bt St 22 el
® | Kobun Lee BAce | HE Sumvise Ay gmow | GafliomiSie near s Ja/=o/ 2
2| DianeLiles | fin 2~ | 435 Sonene oo 97504_|TPapp PR Kot Yo/

ﬁi@%ﬂ;é_%%dau () fgﬁ’%)
CxtYy ﬁ(’%l‘ 2 Aty i/r/’?/

‘7/5? o ‘g}{, apise GA7e 97505/

naapropriats Paidle g

YY5 Spunae R 77504

Fosoe NETQ BTP 250,

?f/za//?

Mary Gira Polty| Jestadmh © a3 Sunrise g Midfgd Jeae " WGl 4(% 1
L\r,ck‘f\ Tﬂ]\ﬂ/}’ /ﬂ%ﬂ" 530 «&Vu,\r\f/( Ay(: m"’(}’wu 6}‘1 Hg m\ﬁ\auc/e = 20/(&?
'/,, P ¢ 7 Crhonm %%, [419 //(wauaz[c_w %" mdlod | not pedid c//o?ﬂ//“f
:&/77 7%&;&5 o /\/ 5W bil Stnprisg AVE - WS%%)ZF?WZ %Zi?lﬁ, %A‘]
,rrlf&ﬁ{d S/-d.ci T"?%@/Q/b (f/‘ 9/ ‘é‘é//u)ﬂf\ﬁ )ﬁf 7& M”\ ﬁm!“"ﬁ@ﬁd&p 4&0 /7

4@05/1/’0_ £iA9

i Sumrise 4/e Mej/fc?d

54//&(;{7%\/&%&727#&

‘f/}{%’

TR Bedls
=

A A N R R E AR SO

3 Savimg A Yudea

Nt (0 (IS heatigl

4120/

O Y Y T A R TV S TR =

rergr o




18| abed

@w

Petition to Deny Springbrook Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500

Petition Summary

To deny File No. AC-19-028 application to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Station & Car Wash

Action Petition for:

We, the undersigned concerned residents of the proposed project, request the City of Medford Planning
Commnssuon members DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our neighborhood.
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Petition to Deny Springbrook Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500

Petition Summary

To deny File No. AC-19-028 application to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Station & Car Wash

Action Petition for:

We, the undersigned concerned residents of the proposed project, request the City of Medford Planning
Commission members DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our neighborhood.
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Petition to Deny Springbrook Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500

Petition Summary To deny File No. AC-19-028 application to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Station & Car Wash

Action Petition for: We, the undersigned concerned residents of the proposed project, request the City of Medford Planning
Commission members DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our neighborhood.

Print Name Signature Address Comment Date
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Petition to Deny Springbrook Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500
Petition Summary To deny File No. AC-19-028 application to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Station & Car Wash
Action Petition for: We, the undersigned concerned residents of the proposed project, request the City of Medford Planning
Commission members DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our neighborhood.
Print Name Signature Address Comment Date
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Petition to Deny Springbrook Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500

Petition Summary

To deny File No. AC-19-028 application to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Station & Car Wash

Action Petition for:

We, the undersigned concerned residents of the proposed project, request the City of Medford Planning
Commission members DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our neighborhood.

Print Name

Signature Address Comment Date
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Petition to Deny Springbrook Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500

Petition Summary

To deny File No. AC-19-028 application to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Station & Car Wash

Action Petition for:

We, the undersigned concerned residents of the proposed project, request the City of Medford Planning
Commission members DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our neighborhood.

Print Name ,  Signature Address Comment Date
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Petition to Deny Springbrook Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500

Petition Summary

To deny File No. AC-19-028 application to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Station & Car Wash

Action Petition for:

We, the undersigned concerned residents of the proposed project, request the City of Medford Planning
Commission members DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our neighborhood.
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Petition to Deny Springbrook Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500

Petition Summary

To deny File No. AC-19-028 application to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Station & Car Wash

Action Petition for:

We, the undersigned concerned residents of the proposed project, request the City of Medford Planning
Commission members DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our neighborhood.
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Petition to Deny Springbrook Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500

Petition Summary

To deny File No. AC-19-028 application to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Station & Car Wash

Action Petition for:

We, the undersigned concerned residents of the proposed project, request the City of Medford Planning
Commission members DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our neighborhood.

Print Name P igfiature Address Comment Date
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Petition to Deny Springbrook Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500

Petition Summary

To deny File No. AC-19-028 application to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Station & Car Wash

Action Petition for:

We, the undersigned concerned residents of the proposed project, request the City of Medford Planning
Commission members DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our neighborhood.

Print Name Signature Address Comment Date
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Petition to Deny Springbrook Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500
Petition Summary To deny File No. AC-19-028 application to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Station & Car Wash
Action Petition for: We, the undersigned concerned residents of the proposed project, request the City of Medford Planning
Commission members DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our neighborhood.
Print Name Signature Address Comment Date
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RECEIVED
APR 25 2019

PLANNING DEPT.

To:  MATT BRINKLEY, AICP CFM, Planning Director
STEFFEN ROENNFELDT, Planner
File No.: AC-19-028
City of Medford, OR.

From: M.T.Dimick \/M/mdz—
The following pages are signed by 2#9 citizens in opposition to the
construction of SPRINGBROOK CORNERS, 1380 Springbrook Road.

Thank you for allowing me to present these petitions.

CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBT#. P& e
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Petition to Deny Springbrook Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500

Petition Summary

To deny File No. AC-19-028 application to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Station & Car Wash

Action Petition for:

We, the undersigned concerned residents of the proposed project, request the City of Medford Planning
Commission members DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our neighborhood.

Print Name Signature Address Comment Date
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Petition to Deny Springbrook Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500

Petition Summary

To deny File No. AC-19-028 application to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Station & Car Wash

Action Petition for:

We, the undersigned concerned residents of the proposed project, request the City of Medford Planning

Commission members DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our neighborhood.
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Petition to Deny Springbrook Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500

Petition Summary

To deny File No. AC-19-028 application to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Station & Car Wash

Action Petition for:

We, the undersigned concerned residents of the proposed project, request the City of Medford Planning
Commission members DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our neighborhood.

Print Name

: Signature Address Comment Date
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Petition to Deny Springbrook Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500

Petition Summary

To deny File No. AC-19-028 application to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Station & Car Wash

Action Petition for:

We, the undersigned concerned residents of the proposed project, request the City of Medford Planning
Commission members DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our neighborhood.

Print Name Signature Address Comment Date
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Petition to Deny Springbrook Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500

Petition Summary

To deny File No. AC-19-028 application to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Station & Car Wash

Action Petition for:

We, the undersigned concerned residents of the proposed project, request the City of Medford Planning
Commission members DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our neighborhood.

Print Name {_§ignature Address Comment Date
SIS0 Blawn L [hatwd Hrafic, PoISE ¢f-22:F
[0 (MA.[CQ/\ Kure Woddbe! | s dbce. ¢ Z2e(G
Clo \eew e [ Aenracp| WE e o STieed o- 22/7
250 whithy die moolﬁn/ e 12214
22492 Sunbv-oe o1 Zoite o _g_ém,j /{/Z{///
1204/ % Lt ~E : 7
Y8es Loprteitgo L0 W,,,%/ !’/r> ef) LoveT T4t “;’/.22—7(&
W Moo (&0 —
£1G Whitren p] Tl LA

| B X oan —f@}a/ &
2020 BaoWu b = f//as/q
s Loders YA v Y25/

Jorred Evon, S

L Ko Moo |

)

(9SS AP e ConlT

b0 DO

Trethe. W




Petition to Deny Springbrook Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500

Petition Summary

To deny File No. AC-19-028 application to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Station & Car Wash

'86L obed

Action Petition for:

We, the undersigned concerned residents of the proposed project, request the City of Medford Planning
Commission members DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our neighborhood.

Print Name Signature Address Comment Date
Acan Compn WA Crr<ha | TraFRc Yrs/iq
NavtegA Quuhell LETSAL 149+ (gmmr\da{ St e/ C m@ésbw G
Nekg (V\o{\‘\ x — 109 Valley o w D{ T (c ﬂ:\g "///}’//‘,
Y\RWW 07 5{‘00/40& & T 7o 1 1'///5//‘7
\ser B AL 2t (?// &’awa@wa/z Tt )
e Clazaf Ry AW)D N e O Dsiudeare o |41
% Y 7pA0ns| %/@/ ///5/ ﬂ//"{/ f//%/bw 8 s4 a%>w LZ//W(
i /’“ '4’/6’/5 ! FZ%‘///L’/ 35029 Ga:w'% r"HfE' TEAFK L/’/g/?
£d Stewert YA, A = 2087 Sycaice Yoy [ -<FFic £ ~Ery
m Sty %ff\/ 570 VMq A’ on ' & ra 4 z#/ “.- )
Pravmon_Canud [M/ slf | SHT M “Jé;én[ Trod, [ newhbo cheool 159
Vol Shaulen W S0 \me <‘J? ~ Hu( IP’ & /S
E e Do londlen //75'&(% 2200 Concthorctelo Cor (on /A:W -1
M’W\%W W/Zﬂ/izw"’" 2240 (Cocurdernddlpboe (s (’a»;wgg;«m 4-(s /A
b\/ u[tzr\?‘” < Q(fvym ~/7/\/\4____‘\ 226 C Corcere, Cos Tfa/fﬁc /L"./anﬁf Faust pood by /1



e —t

Petition to Deny Springbrook Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500

Petition Summary

To deny File No. AC-19-028 application to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Statiop & Car Wash

Action Petitionifér:

We, the undersigned concerned residents of the proposed project, request the City of Medford Planning
Commission members DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our neighborhood.

Print Name Signature Address Comment Date
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Petition to Deny Springbrook Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500

Petition Summary

To deny File No. AC-19-028 application to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Station & Car Wash

Action Petition for:

We, the undersigned concerned residents of the prbposed project, request the City of Medford Planning
Commission members DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our neighborhood.

Print Name Signature Address Comment Date
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Petition to Deny Springbrook Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500

Petition Summary

To deny File No. AC-19-028 application to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Station & Car Wash

Action Petition for:

We, the undersigned concerned residents of the proposed project, request the City of Medford Planning

Commission members DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our neighborhood.

Print Name Stgndtyre— _Address Comment Date
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Petition to Deny Springbraok Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500

Petition Summary

To deny File No. AC-19-028 application to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Station & Car Wash

Action Petition for:

We, the undersigned concerned residents of the proposed project, request the City of Medford Planning
Commission members DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our neighborhood.

Print Name , Sigphatyre Address Comment Date
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Petition to Deny Springbrook Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500
Petition Summary To deny File No. AC-19-028 application to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Station & Car Wash
Action Petition for: We, the undersigned concerned residents of the proposed project, request the City of Medford Planning
Commission members DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our.neighborhood.
Print Name Sighature Address Comment Date
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Petition to Deny Springbrook Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500

Petition Summary To deny File No. AC-19-028 application to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Station & Car Wash

Action Petition for: We, the undersigned concerned residents of the proposed project, request the City of Medford Planning

Commission members DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our neighborhood.

Print Name __,Signature Address Comment Date
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Petition to Deny Springbrook Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500

Petition Summary

To deny File No. AC-19-028 applicatian to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Station & Car Wash

Action Petition for:

We, the undersigned concerned residents of the proposed project, request the City of Medford Planning
Commission members DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our neighborhood.

Print Name Signatgre Address Comment Date
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Petition to Deny Springbrook Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500

Petition Summary

To deny File No. AC-19-028 application to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Station & Car Wash

Action Petition for:

We, the undersigned concerned residents of the proposed project, request the City of Medford Planning
Commission members DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our neighborhood.

Print Name , Signature Address Comment Date
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Petition to Deny Springbrook Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500

Petition Summary

To deny File No. AC-19-028 application to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Station & Car Wash

Action Petition for:

We, the undersigned concerned residents of the proposed project, request the City of Medford Planning
Commission members DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our neighborhood.

Print Na

Signature

Address

Comment

Date
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Petition to Deny Springbrook Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500

Petition Summary

To deny File No. AC-19-028 application to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Station & Car Wash

Action Petition for:

We, the undersigned concerned residents of the proposed project, request the City of Medford Planning
Commission members DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our neighborhood.

Print Name

Signature Address Comment

Date
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Petition to Deny Springbrook Corners Project File No. AC-19-028 for Tax Lot 371W20 AB-3500

Petition Summary To deny File No. AC-19-028 application to build a Circle K Conveince Store w/Gas Station & Car Wash

We, the undersigned concerned residents of the proposed project, request the City of Medford Planning

Action Petition for:
Commission members DENY this application due to it's determental impact on our neighborhood.

602 8bed

Print Name Signature Address G | C