PLANNING COMMISSION

AGENDA
DECEMBER 14, 2017

Commission Members Regular Planning Commission meetings
David Culbertson are held on the second and fourth
Thursdays of every month

Joe Foley
Bill Mansfield
David McFadden
Mark McKechnie City of Medford

Meetings begin at 5:30 Pm

E. J. McManus City Council Chambers
Patrick Miranda 411 W. Eighth Street, Third Floor
Alex Poythress Medford, OR 97501

Jared Pulver 541-774-2380
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Public Hearing
December 14, 2017
5:30 PM
Council Chambers, City Hall, Room 300
411 West Eighth Street, Medford, Oregon

10. Roll Call
20. Consent Calendar/Written Communications (voice vote)
20.1 GF-17-149 Consideration of a citizen initiated request to amend the Land Development

Code to allow residential care facilities with more than 15 residents in all of
the Multi-Family Residential (MFR) zoning districts. (John Chmelir, P.E,,
Cameo Care Management, Applicant; Carla Paladino, Planner).

20.2 LDS-15-118/ Consideration of request to authorize the maximum five year approval period
E-16-001 for West Meadows Village, a 15 lot subdivision on 9.14 acres within the SFR-
10 (Single-Family Residential, 10 dwelling units per gross acre) and MFR-20
(Muitiple-Family Residential, 20 dwelling units per gross acre) zone districts,
with the PUD (Planned Unit Development) Zoning Overlay, and associated
exception application requesting reduced right-of-way dedication and
reduced landscape planter strip for the north side of Lozier Court. Subject
plat consists of 5 single-family lots, 5 duplex lots, 2 commercial lots and 3
multi-family lots; generally located on the east side of Lozier Lane, on the
north and south sides of Meadows Lane. (Young Family Trust; David F. Young,
Trustee, Applicant; Richard Stevens and Associates, Inc., Agent; Kelly Akin,
Planner).

30. Minutes
30.1  Consideration for approval of minutes from the November 9, 2017, hearing.

40. Oral and Written Requests and Communications
Comments will be limited to 3 minutes per individual or 5 minutes if representing an
organization. PLEASE SIGN IN.

50. Public Hearings
Comments are limited to a total of 10 minutes for applicants and/or their representatives.
You may request a 5-minute rebuttal time. All others will be limited to 3 minutes per
individual or 5 minutes if representing a group or organization. PLEASE SIGN IN.

Continuance Request

50.1 CUP-17-116 Consideration of a request for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for a proposed
Bed & Breakfast to be located at 15 Geneva Street in the SFR-6 (Single-Family

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.
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50.1

50.3

50.4

50.5

50.6

50.7

Old Business

CUP-17-101

New Business

Sv-17-084

2C-17-128

ZC-17-112/
LDS-17-113

LDP-17-121/
E-17-120

PUD-17-082
/ LDS-17-088

Residential — 6 dwelling units per gross acre) zoning district, and within the
Historic Preservation Overlay District (371W30AB TL 16400). (Gloria Thomas
& Cecil de Hass, Applicants; Julie Krason, Agent; Dustin Severs, Planner). The
applicants have requested to continue this item to the Thursday, January
11, 2018, Planning Commission meeting.

Consideration of a request for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to develop a
new 5.42 acre neighborhood park located on the north side of Cedar Links
Drive approximately 140 feet east of Rosewood Street within the SFR-4
(Single-Family Residential, 4 dwelling units per gross acre) (371W16BC Tax Lot
300) zoning district. (Medford Parks and Recreation Department, Applicant;
CSA Planning, Ltd., Agent; Steffen Roennfeldt, Planner).

Consideration of a request for the vacation of a portion of an existing 35-foot
wide Public Utility Easement (PUE) located at 1528 Biddle Road, and
contained within a three-lot land partition plat, reducing the PUE bordering
the property’s northerly boundary along Progress Drive from 15 feet to 10
feet. (ORW Architecture, Applicant/Agent; Dustin Severs, Planner).

Consideration of a zone change from SFR-00 (Single Family Residential — one
dwelling unit per existing lot) to SFR-10 (Single Family Residential — ten
dwelling units per gross acre) on a 1.61 acre lot located on the corner of
Lozier Lane and Lozier Court in southwest Medford (372wW26DD Tax Lot
1100). (PDK Properties LLC, Applicant; Scott Sinner Consulting, Agent; Liz
Conner, Planner).

Consideration of a zone change and tentative plat for Phases 23-29 plus
Reserve Acreage, totaling 168 residential lots on approximately 42 acres in
the Southeast Overlay with a combination of SFR-4, SFR-10 and MFR-20
zoning districts, located between E Barnett Road and Cherry Lane at the
terminus of Shamrock Drive. (371W27 TL 1000, 1001, 1200, 1202). (Crystal
Springs Development Group, Applicant; Neathamer Surveying, Inc., Agent; Liz
Conner, Planner).

Consideration of a request for a one-lot partition to legalize the existing lot
and a request for an Exception to lot standard requirements regarding lot
frontage on a public street on a 1.34 acre parcel located at East McAndrews
Road approximately 340 feet southwest of the intersection of E McAndrews
Road and Springbrook Road within the SFR-4 zoning district (371W20BD TL
800). (Medford Parks and Recreation Foundation, Applicant; Dan O’Connor,
Agent; Steffen Roennfeldt, Planner).

Consideration of a request for a revision to the Mountain Top Village area of
the Vista Pointe Planned Unit Development (PUD) and for a tentative plat to
create 41 single family residential lots, 39 multi-family residential lots and
common areas on approximately 25.05 acres zoned SFR-4/PD (Single Family
Residential/Planned Development Overlay). The PUD revision includes
changing the approved 132 condominium units to 132 townhouse style units
and adding a clubhouse and pool. Mountain Top Village is generally located
north of Vista Pointe Drive, northeast of Park Ridge Drive and west of
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60.
60.1
60.2
60.3
70.
80.
90.
100.

Bordeaux Avenue at the termini of Whitney Terrace, Evening Ridge Terrace
and Deer Ridge Drive. (Ron Deluca Revocable Trust, Applicant; Mark
McKechnie, Oregon Architecture, Agent; Kelly Akin, Planner).

Reports

Site Plan and Architectural Commission

Joint Transportation Subcommittee

Planning Department

Messages and Papers from the Chair

Remarks from the City Attorney

Propositions and Remarks from the Commission

Adjournment
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City of Medford

Planning Department

Working with the community to shape a vibrant and exceptional city

MEMORANDUM

Subject Consideration of a citizen initiated request to amend the Land Development
Code to permit residential care facilities of all sizes in the multi-family
residential zoning districts.

File no. GF-17-149

To Planning Commission

From Carla Angeli Paladino CFM, Principal Planner

Date November 27, 2017 for December 14, 2017 meeting
BACKGROUND

On September 27, 2017, a letter was received from John Chmelir, representing Cameo
Care Management, requesting a Development Code amendment to allow residential
facilities of any size within the Multi-Family Residential zoning district. Mr. Chmelir
provides management services to Heirloom Living Centers, LLC (HLC) and Ashland Care
Associates, LLC (ACA). Both companies operate Residential Care Facilities/Memory Care
Communities in Grants Pass and Ashland respectfully.

Residential Facilities are identified in the code as permitted in the Single-Family
Residential (SFR) and Multi-Family Residential (MFR) zoning districts but are limited to a
minimum of 6 and a maximum of 15 residents. Facilities accommodating more than 15
residents are permitted in all of the Commercial zoning districts except Neighborhood
Commercial (C-N).

The request was discussed at the November 13, 2017, Planning Commission study
session. During that discussion, it was identified that the code does allow for residential
care facilities over 15 residents in the multi-family zoning districts under the definition
of the term Nursing Home/Long Term Care Facility. Although the code language
regarding residential care facilities could be better clarified, a property owner seeking to
build a facility for more than 15 residents would be permitted to do so currently in the
multi-family zoning district under the Nursing Home/Long Term Care Facility use.

As mentioned during the study session, Mr. Chmelir is a member of the Housing
Advisory Committee (HAC) currently working on making regulatory reform
recommendations to the City Council that will aid in construction of additional housing
in Medford. Since the Planning Commission’s study session, this amendment has been
placed on the HAC's list of potential code changes under consideration.

Page 5



Residential Facilities
GF-17-149
November 27, 2017

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends the Planning Commission does not initiate this text amendment
based on the following:

In 2014, the Planning Commission wrote a policy on how to handle citizen initiated code
amendment requests. The policy contains a general rule that the Planning Commission
will not initiate more than two private-party petitions in a calendar year. The Planning
Commission has already voted to initiate two amendments in 2017:

* Marijuana production in the C-H zoning district initiated on January 26, 2017

* Lone Oak reclassification initiated on February 23, 2017

In addition, this code amendment has been identified as a regulatory change under
consideration by the Housing Advisory Committee.

OPTIONS

Do not initiate the code amendment. Adoption of the consent calendar without
removing this item indicates the Planning Commission will not initiate the code
amendment and this request will be closed. Staff will inform the citizen requesting the
amendment and City Council about the Commission’s decision.

Initiate the code amendment. If the Commission pulls the item from the consent
calendar and votes to initiate the code amendment, staff will add this request to our
work tasks for 2018.

ATTACHMENTS

*= Planning Commission study session minutes from November 13, 2017

Page 2 of 2
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%2/ Minutes

From Study Session on November 13, 2017

The study session of the Medford Planning Commission was called to order at 12:00
p.m. in the Lausmann Annex Room 151-157 on the above date with the following
members and staff in attendance:

Commissioners Present Staff Present

Patrick Miranda, Chair Kelly Akin, Assistant Planning Director
David McFadden, Vice Chair Carla Paladino, Principal Planner
David Culbertson Eric Mitton, Deputy City Attorney

Joe Foley

Bill Mansfield

Mark McKechnie

E. J. McManus

Alex Poythress
Jared Pulver

Guests
John Chmelir
Bill Chmelir

Subject:
20.1 GF-17-149 Citizen Initiated Request — Residential Care Facilities

Carla Paladino, Principal Planner, stated that a letter was received from John Chmelir
requesting a Development Code amendment to allow residential care facilities of any
size with the Multi-Family Residential zoning districts. Mr. Chmelir has built and
operated several facilities in Grants Pass and Ashland.

Residential facility in the Medford Code is defined as a licensed residential care, training,
or treatment facility that provides, in one or more buildings on contiguous properties,
residential care alone, or in conjunction with treatment or training or a combination
thereof, for six to fifteen individuals who need not be related. Six to fifteen individuals
is not referenced in the State statute.

The State Administrative Rule and Oregon Revised Statute defines residential care
facility as a building, complex, or distinct part thereof, consisting of shared or individual
living units in a homelike surrounding, where six or more seniors or adult individuals
with disabilities may reside. Residential Care Facility offers and coordinates a range of
supportive services available on a 24-hour basis to meet the activities of daily living,
health, and social needs of the residents as described in these rules.
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Planning Commission Study Session Minutes November 13, 2017

In the Rogue Valley the population is aging and living longer. Alzheimer’s disease is the
sixth leading cause of death in the United States. Over five million Americans are living
with the disease; potentially sixteen million by 2050.

The residential care facilities provide bedrooms and shared dining and living rooms.
Parking is needed for staff and visitors. They are low traffic and noise generators.

The current allowance in the Code is residential facilities are allowed in all residential
zones. The size is limited to a maximum of fifteen residents. They are also allowed in
commercial zones, except Neighborhood Commercial (C-N), for facilities with over
fifteen residents.

Similar uses are retirement or congregate living facilities and nursing home or long term
care facilities. Nursing home or long term care facilities are broken down as follows:

* Permanent facility with inpatient beds that provides medical services and/or
treatment for two or more unrelated patients;

* Includes skilled nursing facilities, which primarily provide skilled nursing care
and related services for patients who require medical or nursing care or
rehabilitation;

* Intermediate care facilities, which provide health related care and services to
individuals who do not require the degree of care and treatment that a
hospital or skilled nursing facility is designed to provide, but require care and
services above the level of room and board;

® Adult foster care homes with resident over sixty years of age;

® Residential Care Facilities with over fifteen residents.

The changes to the current Code would be to revise definitions to align with State
definitions. Clarify residential care facility over fifteen residents are allowed in the
Multi-Family Residential zoning districts. Retain the fifteen or less residents in Single-
Family Residential zoning districts.

The amendment would be presented to the Planning Commission on December 14,
2017, on the consent calendar to decide if they want to initiate the amendment now.
Staff is currently working with the Housing Advisory Committee to identify regulatory
reform that will aid in the construction of more housing in Medford. Mr. Chmelir is a
member of the committee and has identified this type of housing as being needed in the
valley. Staff would prefer to have the Housing Advisory Committee include this code
amendment in their list of changes but is not opposed to having the Planning
Commission initiate the amendment ahead of the recommendations from the Housing
Advisory Committee.

The amendment work would not begin until 2018.

Page 2 of 5
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Planning Commission Study Session Minutes November 13, 2017

Commissioner Mansfield asked, is there a good reason this should not happen? Ms.
Paladino reported that there is a need for more of these types of facilities in the Rogue
Valley. The Code does allow for what Mr. Chmelir wants to do now. It can be cleaned
up so that it is very clear.

Commissioner McKechnie asked, is there were any residential care facilities specifically
limited to Alzheimer’s or is it residential care that allows for other things? Ms. Paladino
stated that it allows for other things like addiction and other things. She does not know
if the large ones are.

Commissioner McKechnie stated that it seems to him that for Alzheimer’s, fifteen or
more is one thing but for addiction and treatment, fifteen or more is different. Ms.
Paladino reported that she does not know what that specific type of use is; if it is
residential care facilities under a different need, that part she does not know but she
can find out. Commissioner McKechnie stated that should be part of the research. The
Planning Commission is being presented with Alzheimer’s but it seems to him the
residential care facilities could be something broader than that.

Eric Mitton, Deputy City Attorney, stated that in the City’s Code, residential care is a
broad definition. It does look like to him that residential treatment includes, among
other things, treatments not just for physical disabilities but also for alcohol and drug
addiction issues.

Kelly Akin, Assistant Planning Director, reported that they are broken out in the Code.
Currently, residential facilities up to fifteen beds then sixteen or more there is a
separate class for residential alcohol and drug treatment. It is already separated once
you reach fifteen beds. The Statute may have changed. The current code was updated
in 2012 to reflect the Statute. When they are sixteen or more beds they are conditional
for drug and alcohol treatment in multi-family residential zoning districts. Over sixteen
beds are not permitted in single-family residential zoning districts.

Commissioner Foley is trying to understand the difference between the categories. Are
there differences without a distinction or is there a real distinction among them that is
important? Ms. Paladino reported that these definitions were written for long term
care. They are slightly different. Congregate care facilities are specific for elderly or
disabled.

Ms. Akin reported that the long term care provides skilled nursing. Congregate living
does not. Thatis the distinction between the two.

Commissioner Mansfield stated that the bottom line is that none of these people will
create trouble for the neighborhoods.

Page 3 of 5
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Planning Commission Study Session Minutes November 13, 2017

Commissioner Pulver reported that a concern he has heard is that someone converted a
house in the Arnold Palmer Way arena into an Alzheimer’s care facility. Some of the
neighbors were upset that all of a sudden a residential neighborhood that a house is
being used for a higher intensity use.

Commissioner Pulver stated that he thought at last Thursday’s Planning Commission
meeting there was a citizen request of a like process. He thought some of the
justification for not initiating it was the limit of so many per year and the work load. It
seems that this issue can be handled based on staff’s presentation of cleaning up the
Code and make it clearer. He is floating the idea it would be safer dealt with in 2018.
Ms. Paladino reported that in recommending the initiation is that this is part of the
potential changes that the Housing Advisory Committee will be working on and part of
long range workload anyway. Commissioner Pulver stated that further supports his
comment that the Planning Commission does not need to initiate it because the
applicants request can be handled with the existing code.

John Chmelir stated that they have just opened a facility in Ashland and they have two
facilities in Grants Pass. Their study in Ashland was from the southern border of
Medford south to California. There were 120 beds needed. They did a study for
Medford, Central Point and the rest of the county that showed over 1400 beds needed.
There is a huge need and it is getting bigger. He thinks the reason for the break at
fifteen is that federal law across the country states every jurisdiction has to allow a
residential care facility up to fifteen people in any zone that allows residential. They had
the same issue with Grants Pass that their code broke at fifteen. The County’s code did
not address above fifteen because nobody thought about it when they were writing the
code. He does not think it would go wrong to make the Medford Code definition
consistent with the State definition because there is a difference between a nursing
facility, residential care facility and assisted living. It would be great if it was clarified in
the code so that a logical decision could be made.

Mr. Chmelir thinks that in the State Statute drug and alcohol treatment centers are a
separate facility from a residential care facility. Mr. Chmelir's license is through DHS for
the elderly and people with disabilities. They take care of people with brain trauma and
all kinds of dementia.

In assisted living facilities the residents can have a vehicle. Residential care facilities that
is also a memory care community is the only facility in Oregon where people are locked
in. They do not drive.

Commissioner McKechnie stated that it would also be nice to have the code keep up
with state and federal law. Chair Miranda and Commissioner Foley concurred.

Page 4 of 5

Page 10



Planning Commission Study Session Minutes November 13, 2017

30. Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned at 12:20 p.m.

\&Mui(3£,§N3=s§¥lf€g
(SlEmitted by: —
Terri L. Rozzana

Recording Secretary

Page 5 of 5

Page 11



City of Medford

o AV 2

OREGON |

e

Planning Department

Working with the community to shape a vibrant and exceptional city

STAFF REPORT — EXTENSION OF TIME

PROJECT West Meadows Village Subdivision
Applicant: Young Family Trust; David F. Young, Trustee
Agent: Richard Stevens & Associates, Inc.

FILE NO. LDS-15-118/ E-16-001

To Planning Commission for meeting of December 14, 2017
From Kelly Akin, Assistant Planning Director lk *

Date December 7, 2017

Request

Consideration of request to authorize the maximum five year approval period for West
Meadows Village, a 15 lot subdivision on 9.14 acres within the SFR-10 (Single-Family Residential,
10 dwelling units per gross acre) and MFR-20 (Multiple-Family Residential, 20 dwelling units per
gross acre) zone districts, with the PUD (Planned Unit Development) Zoning Overlay, and
associated exception application requesting reduced right-of-way dedication and reduced
landscape planter strip for the north side of Lozier Court. Subject plat consists of 5 single-family
lots, 5 duplex lots, 2 commercial lots and 3 multi-family lots; generally located on the east side
of Lozier Lane, on the north and south sides of Meadows Lane.

Background

The Planning Commission adopted the Final Order granting approval of the project on February
11, 2016. The project was approved in phases; however, the applicant did not request the
maximum five year approval period as authorized in Medford Land Development Code (MLDC)
Section 10.269(2). The applicant is now making that request. It should be noted that, if
approved, the associated Exception application would expire concurrently with the land division.

Recommended Action

Approve the five year approval period and establish an expiration date of February 11, 2021, for
tDS-15-118 and E-16-001 per the Staff Report dated December 7, 2017.

Exhibits
A Letter requesting extension received November 10, 2017
B Approved tentative plat

Vicinity Map
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RICHARD STEVENS & ASSOCIATES, INC.

P.O. Box 4368 100 E. Main St., Suite O E-mail: rsco@mind.net
Medford, OR 97501 Phone: (541) 773-2646 Website: rsaoregon.com

Fax: (541) 858-8947

November 10, 2017 RECEIVED

NOV 10 2017
Matt Brinkley, Planning Director PLANNING DEPT
City of Medford Planning Department ’
200 S Ivy

Medford, OR 97501

Re: LDS-15-118/E-16-001

Dear Mr. Brinkley,

On behalf of the property owner, Dr. David Young, regarding the above referenced project,
West View Village PUD, which is a multiphase project and land division, we are requesting an
extension for the approved tentative plat. We would like to request an extension of the two
year approval to 5 years total for being a phased land division. This is due to the complexity of
the project and current improvements for Lozier Lane. Approval of this request would extend
the expiration date of the plat to February 11, 2021.

The final order for the approved tentative plat was signed by Chairman Mr. McFadden, on
February 11, 2016.

In the event the extension request for a 5 year expiration is not possible, we would like to
request a 1 year extension for the tentative plat.

We thank you in advance for your consideration in this matter.
Sincerely,

Richard Stevens & Associates, Inc.
Clark Stevens

CATY OF MEDFORD

EXHIBIT #_mﬂc_

File # LS~ 15113/ £ -le -CO!
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TENTATIVE PLAT
WEST MEADOWS VILLAGE
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

Mu|4sm%.§.uvs.mu
COUNTY, OREQON

CITY OF MEDFORD

exHiBIT B

FILE # LDS-15-118 /216 00
S 1"




City of Medford File Number:

Vicinity LDS'15-118

Planning Department
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Project Name:

Medford UGB with Wards
West Meadows Village

D Medford Zoning N
Map /Taxlot:
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Planning Commission

Minutes

From Public Hearing on November 9, 2017

The regular meeting of the Planning Commission was called to order at 5:31 PM in the
City Hall Council Chambers on the above date with the following members and staff in
attendance:

Commissioners Present Staff Present

Patrick Miranda, Chair Kelly Akin, Assistant Planning Director
David McFadden, Vice Chair Eric Mitton, Deputy City Attorney
David Culbertson Terri Rozzana, Recording Secretary
Joe Foley

Mark McKechnie

E.J. McManus

Alex Poythress

Commissioner Absent
Jared Pulver, Excused Absence
Bill Mansfield, Unexcused Absence

10. Roll Call

20. Consent Calendar/Written Communications.

20.1 GF-17-122 Consideration of a citizen initiated request to amend the Land
Development Code to allow the wholesale trade of marijuana in the C-C (Community
Commercial) zone district. (James Scott, Oregon Grown Cannabis, Inc., Applicant)

Chair Miranda inquired if staff had additional information to disclose. None was
disclosed.

Motion: The Planning Commission accepted staff’s recommendation of GF-17-122.
Moved by: Vice Chair McFadden Seconded by: Commissioner Foley
Voice Vote: Motion passed, 7-0.

30. Minutes
30.1. The minutes for September 28, 2017, were approved as submitted.

40. Oral and Written Requests and Communications. None.

Due to no public hearings the Quasi-Judicial statement was not read.
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Plammiing Commission Minutes November 9, 20]17_

50. Public Hearings — Continuance Requests

50.1 CUP-17-116 Consideration of a request for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for a
proposed Bed & Breakfast to be located at 15 Geneva Street in the SFR-6 (Single-Family
Residential — 6 dwelling units per gross acre) zoning district, and within the Historic
Preservation Overlay District (371W30AB TL 16400). (Gloria Thomas & Cecil de Hass,
Applicants; Julie Krason, Agent; Dustin Severs, Planner). The applicants have requested
to continue this item to the Thursday, December 14, 2017, Planning Commission
meeting.

Chair Miranda inquired if staff had additional information to disclose. None was
disclosed.

Motion: The Planning Commission continued CUP-17-117, per the applicant’s request to
the Thursday, December 14, 2017, Planning Commission meeting.

Moved by: Vice Chair McFadden Seconded by: Commissioner Foley
Roll Call Vote: Motion passed, 7-0.

50.2 CUP-17-101 Consideration of a request for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to
develop a new 5.42 acre neighborhood park located on the north side of Cedar Links
Drive approximately 140 feet east of Rosewood Street within the SFR-4 (Single-Family
Residential, 4 dwelling units per gross acre) (371W16BC Tax Lots 300) zoning district.
(Medford Parks and Recreation Department, Applicant; CSA Planning, Ltd., Agent;
Steffen Roennfeldt, Planner). The applicant has requested to continue this item to the
Thursday, December 14, 2017, Planning Commission meeting.

Chair Miranda inquired if staff had additional information to disclose. None was
disclosed.

Motion: The Planning Commission continued CUP-17-101, per the applicant’s request to
the Thursday, December 14, 2017, Planning Commission meeting.

Moved by: Vice Chair McFadden Seconded by: Commissioner McKechnie
Roll Call Vote: Motion passed, 7-0

60. Reports

60.1 Site Plan and Architectural Commission.

Commissioner Culbertson reported that the Site Plan and Architectural Commission had
two meetings since the Planning Commission last met. On Friday, October 20, 2017,
there were two agenda items that were approved. One was a 14 dwelling unit on
Beekman south of Stewart Avenue next to a rental facility. The other application was

Page 2 of 4

Page 17



Plamning Commission Minutes November 9, 2017

for a Wash ‘N’ Go on south Pacific Highway across from Les Schwab. At the Friday,
November 3, 2017, meeting there was one continuance request to the Friday,
December 15, 2017, Site Plan and Architectural Commission meeting.

60.2 Report of the Joint Transportation Subcommittee, also known as the Citizen
Advisory Committee. Chair Miranda was unable to attend. Kelly Akin, Assistant
Planning Director, reported that the Super Citizen Advisory Committee has been
working on vision and goal statements. Those will be presented to the City Council at a
study session by the end of the year. Staff is hoping to have design guidelines in
December. Staff has been having meetings with City Councilors from the various Wards
and will continue to the first of December.

60.3 Planning Department

Kelly Akin, Assistant Planning Director, reported that the Housing Advisory Committee is
working on policy issues. Staff plans to have goals and policies to the City Council by the
end of the year. Staff will be asking the Planning Commission and Site Plan and
Architectural Commission for their help in developing design guidelines.

Carla Paladino, Principal Planner, has been working putting together the record for the
Urban Growth Boundary amendment to send to the State.

There is a Planning Commission study session scheduled for Monday, November 13,
2017. Discussion will be on a citizen request for Residential Care Facilities.

The next Planning Commission meeting will fall on Thanksgiving. The meeting will be
cancelled.

The Planning Commission meeting on Thursday, December 14, 2017 has nine business
items.

The City Council has discussed chickens and marijuana indoor grow; what does indoor
grow mean and indoors versus outdoors in residential areas. The City Council approved
to vacate Myers Lane within the Stewart Meadows project.

70. Messages and Papers from the Chair.

70.1 Chair Miranda stated there is one vacancy on the Joint Transportation
Subcommittee. Currently, they are meeting monthly on the last Wednesday of the
month. Since the Super Citizen Advisory Committee has a lot of members they are
having the next three meetings held at the Jackson County Health Services building.

80. Remarks from the City Attorney. None.

90. Propositions and Remarks from the Commission. None.

Page 3 of4
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Plamnimg Commission Minutes Novemiber 9, 2017

100. Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned at 5:43 p.m. The proceedings of this meeting were digitally

recorded and are filed in the City Recorder’s office.

Submitted by:

Terri L. Rozzana Patrick Miranda
Recording Secretary Planning Commission Chair

Approved: December 14, 2017

Page 4 of 4
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City of Medford

%=/ Planning Department

Working with the community to shape o vibrant and exceptionm] oity

STAFF REPORT — CONTINUANCE REQUEST

for a Type-C quasi-judicial decision: Conditional Use Permit

PROJECT Lady Geneva Bed & Breakfast
Applicant: Gloria Thomas & Cecil Thomas de Haas
Agent: Julie Krason

FILE NO. CUP-17-116
TO Planning Commission for December 14, 2017 hearing
FROM Dustin Severs, Planner |

REVIEWER  Kelly Akin, Assistant Director

DATE December 7, 2017
BACKGROUND
Proposal

Consideration of a request for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for a proposed Bed & Breakfast
to be located at 15 Geneva Street in the SFR-6 (Single-Family Residential — 6 dwelling units per
gross acre) zoning district, and within the Historic Preservation Overlay District (371W30AB TL
16400).

Reguest

The applicant has requested that the item be continued to January 11, 2018, in order to allow
additional time to obtain a parking agreement with the adjoining property.

EXHIBITS

A Continuance request, received December 5, 2017.
Vicinity Map

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA: DECEMBER 14, 2017
JANUARY 11, 2017
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Dustin J. Severs

From: Gloria Thomas <ladygenevabb@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 05, 2017 9:27 AM

To: Dustin J. Severs

Cc: Julie Krason

Subject: Request for Postponement of Public Hearing
Good Moming Dustin,

Per our earlier conversation i am requesting to postpone the public hearing scheduled for Dec. 14th. I thought
after if i can let you know when i am ready and then schedule or just continue to schedule for the next one?

If i need to provide a date then Dec. 28th will be fine and i will notify you again if i need another postponement.
Regards,

Gloria
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BEFORE THE MEDFORD PLANNING COMMISSION
STATE OF OREGON, CITY OF MEDFORD

IN THE MATTER OF PLANNING COMMISSION FILE CUP-17-101 )
APPLICATION FOR A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT SUBMTTED BY ) ORDER
MEDFORD PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT )

ORDER granting approval of a request for a conditional use permit for Medford Parks and Recreation
Department, described as follows:

To develop a new 5.42 acre neighborhood park located on the north side of Cedar Links Drive approximately
140 feet east of Rosewood Street within the SFR-4 (Single-Family Residential, 4 dwelling units per gross acre)
(371W16BC Tax Lot 300) zoning district.

WHEREAS:

1. The Planning Commission has duly accepted the application filed in accordance with the Land
Development Code, Section 10.246 and 10.247; and,

2. The Medford Planning Commission has duly held a public hearing on the matter of an application for a
conditional use permit for Medford Parks and Recreation Department, as described above, with a public
hearing a matter of record of the Planning Commission on December 14, 2017.

3. At the public hearing on said application, evidence and recommendations were received and presented by
the applicant's representative and Planning Department staff; and,

4. At the conclusion of said public hearing, after consideration and discussion, the Medford Planning
Commission, upon a motion duly seconded, granted a conditional use permit for Medford Parks and

Recreation Department, as described above.

THEREFORE LET IT BE HEREBY ORDERED that the application for Medford Parks and Recreation Department,
as described above, stands approved in accordance per the Staff Report dated December 6, 2017.

AND LET IT FURTHER BE OF RECORD that the action of the Planning Commission in approving this request for
Medford Parks and Recreation Department, as described above, is hereafter supported by the findings
referenced in the Staff Report dated December 6, 2017.

Accepted and approved this 14th day of December, 2017.

CITY OF MEDFORD PLANNING COMMISSION

Planning Commission Chair
ATTEST:

Planning Department Representative
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City of Medford

Planning Department

Working with the community to shape a vibrant and exceptional city

STAFF REPORT

for a Type-C quasi-judicial decision: Conditional Use Permit

Project Cedar Links Park
Applicant: Parks Department; Agent: CSA Planning

File no. CUP-17-101
To Planning Commission for 12/14/2017 hearing
From Steffen Roennfeldt, Planner Iil

Reviewer Kelly Akin, Assistant Planning Director

Date December 6, 2017
BACKGROUND
Proposal

Consideration of a request for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to develop a new 5.42 acre
neighborhood park located on the north side of Cedar Links Drive approximately 140 feet
east of Rosewood Street within the SFR-4 (Single-Family Residential, 4 dwelling units per
gross acre) zoning district.

Vicinity Map
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Cedar Links Park
File no. CUP-17-101

Staff Report
December 6, 2017

Subject Site Characteristics

Zoning SFR-4
GLUP UR
Use Vacant

Single-Family Residential, 4 dwelling units per gross acre
Urban Residential

Surrounding Site Characteristics

North Zone:
Use:
South Zone:
Use:
East Zone:
Use:
West Zone:
Use:

Related Projects

PUD-05-035

LDS-05-036

PUD-05-035

SFR-4
Vacant

SFR-4
Low Density Residential

SFR-4
Vacant

SFR-4
Low Density Residential

Overall Cedar Landing PUD master plan redevelopment of
former Cedar Links golf course. Approval of Preliminary Plan of
Cedar Landing, a mixed-use development combining 496
dwelling units with commercial uses and a congregate care
facility on five parcels totaling 122.12 acre located on the north
and south side of Cedar Links Drive approximately 1,400 feet
southwest of Foothill Road, within a SFR-4 (Single-Family
Residential, 4 dwelling units per gross acre) zoning district.
Approved April 27, 2006

Cascade Terrace Subdivision Plan approval which included the
subject property: Consideration of a tentative plat for Cascade
Terrace Subdivision, a 71-lot sub-development area within the
Cedar Landing Planned Unit Development on parcel(s) totaling
15.4 acres located on the north side of Cedar Links Drive,
approximately 3,000 feet west of Foothill Road, within SFR-4
zoning district. Approved April 27, 2006

Terminated PUD overlay on the subject property: Consideration
of a request to terminate a portion of the Cedar Landing PUD;
specifically, portions of Phases 1 and 2 of Cascade Terrace, and
a portion of Phase 1 of Sky Lakes Village. The subject area is
approximately 5.47 acres zoned SFR-4/PD located on the north
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Cedar Links Park Staff Report
File no. CUP-17-101 December 6, 2017

side of Cedar Links Drive at the northerly terminus of Lexington
Drive. Approved April 14, 2011

Applicable Criteria

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT APPROVAL CRITERIA — MEDFORD LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE
SECTION 10.248 & 10.249

The approving authority (Planning Commission) must determine that the development
proposal complies with either of the following criteria before approval can be granted.

(1) The development proposal will cause no significant adverse impact on the
livability, value, or appropriate development of abutting property, or the
surrounding area when compared to the impacts of permitted development that
is not classified as conditional.

(2) The development proposal is in the public interest, and although the development
proposal may cause some adverse impacts, conditions have been imposed by the
approving authority (Planning Commission) to produce a balance between the
conflicting interests.

In authorizing a conditional use permit the approving authority (Planning Commission)
may impose any of the following conditions:

(1) Limit the manner in which the use is conducted, including restricting the time an
activity may take place, and restraints to minimize such environmental effects as
noise, vibration, air pollution, glare and odor.

(2) Establish a special yard or other open space or lot area or dimension requirement.

(3) Limit the height, size, or location of a building or other structure.

(4) Designate the size, number, location, or nature of vehicle access points.

(5) Increase the amount of street dedication, roadway width, or improvements within
the street right-of-way.

(6) Designate the size, location, screening, drainage, surfacing, or other improvement
of parking or truck loading area.

(7) Limit or otherwise designate the number, size, location, height, or lighting of signs.

(8) Limit the location and intensity of outdoor lighting, or require its shielding.

(9) Require screening, landscaping, or other facilities to protect adjacent or nearby
property, and designate standards for installation or maintenance thereof.

(10) Designate the size, height, location, or materials for a fence.
(11) Protect existing trees, vegetation, water resources, wildlife habitat, or other
significant natural resources.

Development requiring the mitigation of impacts under Section 10.248(2), Conditional
Use Permit Criteria, must do one (1) of the following:
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Cedar Links Park Staff Report
File no. CUP-17-101 December 6, 2017

(1) Preserve unique assets of interest to the community.

(2) Provide a public facility or public nonprofit service to the immediate area or
community.

(3) Otherwise provide a use or improvement that is consistent with the overall needs
of the community in a location that is reasonably suitable for its purpose.

ISSUES AND ANALYSIS
Background

As can be seen above (“Related Projects”) the property was originally part of the Cedar
Landing masterplan, a redevelopment plan for the former Cedar Links Golf Course. In
2010, following negotiations between the property owner and the City, the subject
property was selected to be acquired for a new city park. The 5.42 acres parcel was
removed from the PUD in April of 2011 and subsequently sold to the City of Medford.

Park Master Plan

The subject property (371W16BC300) is located in northeast Medford. The property’s
southern boundary fronts on Cedar Links Drive between Springbrook and Foothill Road.
A new residential street, Longstone Drive, is planned to be constructed on the east
boundary as part of the newly approved Cascade Terrace Subdivision. Per the applicant,
portions of the proposed design and proposed uses are dependent on the construction of
Longstone Drive. The Parks and Recreation Department has an agreement with the private
developer of that project to share the costs of the construction of Longstone Drive along
the park frontage. The street is currently being engineered and it is expected that the
street will be constructed early in the 2018 construction season. However, the applicant
recognizes that private land development markets fluctuate and it is possible that
construction of Longstone Drive could be delayed, in which case some beneficial use of the
park would be desirable as an interim use until such time as the planned Longstone Drive
is constructed.

The master plan is the result of a series of public meetings, interaction with neighboring
subdivision owners, and input ensuring that the identity of the Cedar Links neighborhood
will be maintained and enhanced. The submitted Site Plan (Exhibit B) includes some minor
changes to the layout of the Master Plan based on on-site conditions. The proposed
changes are explained in a letter by Rich Rosenthal, Parks Department Director (Exhibit
G).

The site retains portions of the asphalt golf cart path which extends north and south along
the west side of the site and east and west along the south side of the site parallel to
Cedar Links Drive. This path is planned to be used as a base for the future pathway system
which will connect the park to the surrounding neighborhoods.

Page 4 of 10

Page 27



Cedar Links Park Staff Report
File no. CUP-17-101 December 6, 2017

Parking

As mentioned above, a parking lot is included in this development proposal. Proposed
plans call for one vehicular access point to the park which will be on the east side from
Longstone Drive, a standard residential street yet to be constructed as part of the new
Cascade Terrace subdivision. In the interim development phase (if necessary), access to
the park would be provided by using the existing access and parking lot which formerly
served the golf course clubhouse (Exhibit E).

There are no specific parking requirements for parks listed in the Medford Land
Development Code. The Medford Parks and Recreation provided a list for existing parking
standards for similar existing uses. The table below shows provided parking in Medford’s
various existing neighborhood parks.

EXISTING PARK PARKTYPE ACRES PARKING PARKING NOTES FROM PARKS
SPACES SPACES/ACRE & REC. DEPT.
DONAHUE Neighborhood  9.59 44 4.59 Parking substantially
FROHNMEYER underused
EARHART PARK Mini-Park 1.60 0 0.00 On-Street Parking
Only
LEWIS PARK Neighborhood  8.56 21 2.45 Parking underused
LONE PINE PARK | Neighborhood 4.30 9 2.05 Community request

restricted spaces

UNION PARK Neighborhood  2.16 12 5.56 Parking substantially
underused
RUHL PARK Mini-Park 1.15 0 0.00 On-Street Parking only
OREGON HILLS Neighborhood 6.15 11 2.41 64 On-Street Parking
PARK spaces
TOTAL 335 97 2.9 Average parking spaces per acre

On average, 2.9 parking spaces per acre are available for similar parks in the City of
Medford. The proposed parking area has a total of 12 parking spaces (including one
handicap parking space). This is slightly below the average for parks in the City. If one
were to use the above calculated average, 15 stalls would be required for a park this size.
However, in addition to the proposed on-site parking spaces, there are also approximately
23 on-street spaces within half a block of the park on (future) Longstone Drive available.
Eight of those spaces will be abutting the park frontage. It is staff’s opinion that the
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Cedar Links Park Staff Report
File no. CUP-17-101 December 6, 2017

proposed amount of on-site parking spaces and off-site parking spaces are adequate to
serve this proposed neighborhood park.

The Applicant’s Findings provides a discussion on bicycle parking. MLDC 10.748 prescribes
the amounts of bicycle parking required. Similar to automobile parking, parks are not
among the listed categories of land use. The applicant proposes that at least six bicycle
parking spaces be provided at an unspecified location. it will be a condition of approval
that “bicycle parking will be provided in time, numbers and locations consistent with the
MLDC as later approved by the Planning Director or designee.”

Streets

Cedar Links Drive

Cedar Links Drive, a major collector street, is improved with curb and gutter along the
subject property. The Public Works Staff Report discusses right-of-way dedications and
width, at length. Dedications will include approximately 8 feet of additional public right-
of-way on Cedar Links Drive, and a 10-foot Public Utilities Easement (PUE) along all
frontages.

Longstone Drive

Longstone Drive will be a new Standard Residential street that is proposed to be
constructed as part of the new adjacent subdivision. Portions of the proposed park design
& uses are dependent on the construction of Longstone Drive. As it is possible that
construction of Longstone Drive could be delayed, the applicant requests the Planning
Commission approve an interim phase which would not require public improvements at
the time the park opens to the public (see ‘interim Development Phase’ below).

Sidewalks

Instead of installing a 5-foot sidewalk and 10-foot planter strip, the applicant proposes to
have an existing 10-foot multi-use path paralleling Cedar Links Drive to provide for bike
travel to the west, along with pedestrian travel both directions. The retained existing
trees between the path and the street will function as a planter strip in this area.

MLDC Section 10.501(5) states that the approving authority may approve curvelinear or
meandering sidewalks for aesthetic purposes or for other reasons such as topography or
to avoid existing trees. Where approved, such sidewalks shall tie to adjacent property lines
in such a manner as to allow standard sidewalk construction on that property.

The multi-use path will tie into the existing sidewalk to the west and the proposed
sidewalk along Longstone Drive, respectively. The developer shall provide a pedestrian
easement for any portion of that pathway that is located outside of the public right-of-
way.
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Cedar Links Park Staff Report
File no. CUP-17-101 December 6, 2017

ADA Compliance

An Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant ramp will be required at the
intersection of Lexington Drive and Cedar Links Drive to provide for access to the park. A
single crossing with a striped crosswalk will be required with the public frontage
improvements along Cedar Link Drive per the Public Works Staff Report (Exhibit H).

Storm Drainage, Public Facilities and Services

The Public Works Staff Report (Exhibit H) states that stormwater quality and detention
facilities shall be required in accordance with MLDC Section 10.481 and 10.729. Per the
applicant, the Parks Department is coordinating with the owners of the new Cascade
Terrace subdivision for connections to handle water, storm and sanitary sewer facilities.
The Park water system will be connected to the higher pressure zone available in this area
which will support irrigation and park facilities.

Wetlands

Several small wetland areas have been identified by the applicant on the subject property.
The applicant will be installing piping to connect the existing storm outflow pipe to the
new storm system in the subdivision to the north. The park design proposes to
incorporate the remaining wetland into a natural play area.

Per the Public Works Staff Report, the developer shall contact the Division of State Lands
(DSL) for the approval or clearance of the subject property with regards to wetlands
and/or waterways.

Landscaping and Buffering

MLDC Section 10.780 —~ Landscape and Irrigation Requirements does not apply to Parks.
Per Section 10.780(C)(1), the provision of this section are applicable to all landscaping
areas within commercial, industrial, institutional, or multiple-family developments and
open space/landscaping tracts within all subdivisions, including single family residential.

Per Section 10.012 - Definitions, Specific, Parks are defined as Community Service
Facilities (facilities providing public or private community services, such as meeting halls,
telecommuting centers, playgrounds, golf courses, indoor recycling collection facilities,
tennis or swimming clubs, adult day care, private or public recreational facilities, or similar
uses) and are therefore exempt from Landscaping and Irrigation requirements listed in
Section 10.780.

Per the applicant, the existing trees in the park will be preserved and the existing irrigation
system will be maintained where feasible to reduce costs and additional trenching. There
used to be a full row of trees along the proposed park frontage on Cedar Link Drive.
However, during a recent site visit, it was discovered that several of those trees were cut
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Cedar Links Park Staff Report
File no. CUP-17-101 December 6, 2017

down. Approximately 20 trees were preserved. Six trees are proposed to be planted in
the planters strip along Longstone Drive.

A 10-foot wide landscaping buffer is required where a parking or vehicle maneuvering
area is abutting Longstone Drive.

In addition, there will be a three foot high cedar fence along Cedar Links Drive and a
boundary fence along the north property line.

Structures

There are four small structures proposed as part of this application: Two shelter buildings,
distributed along the pathways of the park; one restroom facility near the parking area;
and one garden tool shed next to the proposed community garden area. All proposed
structures will be similar in style to other city park facilities.

Lighting

New lighting is proposed along all walkways in the park and the new parking area. Lighting
details were not included in the application for this Conditional Use Permit, but will be
required when building permits are applied for. The applicant stated that “the public’s
focus on safety concerns ensured that lighting will meet the preferences of the
neighborhood for a comfortable level of security while not overpowering the night sky
with artificial lighting, minimizing light pollution. City Park Use hours are from 6 am to
10.30 pm. The basketball lights will be turned off at closing time, while other lights may
remain on all night for safety. Some area near existing residences will have bollard type
security lighting along the pathways.”

Interim Development Phase

As previously stated, the applicant is concerned that Longstone Drive will not be installed
by the time the park is ready to open to the public. Therefore, the applicant proposes an
‘Interim Development Phase’ that does not require any new public improvements and
that would allow the following uses and improvements:

- Portions of the pathway that could be constructed now that would not require
any reconstruction in the future, including both asphaltic sections and gravel
pathways.

- Community Garden (no tool shed)

- Natural Playground

- The fenced dog runs with large and small dog areas

- Installation of any of the approved landscaping and irrigation.

Access to the park would use the existing access and parking lot which formerly served
the golf course and clubhouse. The applicant provided a letter from the property owner
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Cedar Links Park Staff Report
File no. CUP-17-101 December 6, 2017

authorizing the applicant to temporarily use the existing facilities for access to the park
and parking {Exhibit S). The applicant also provided an Interim Site Plan (Exhibit E).

MLDC 10.250 requires substantial construction of the development to occur within one
year following the final order date, or if a use, the use shall have commenced operation.
Since it is not readily determined when a park use has commenced operation, staff
recommends that at least three of the five interim uses listed above are to be
implemented within one year following the date of the final order. If the use has not
commenced operation within one year following the date of the final order and upon
written request by the applicant, the Planning Commission may grant a single extension
of the expiration date for a period not to exceed one year from the expiration of the final
order.

Once the use has been established, the CUP can be considered to be implemented and
will not expire under Section 10.250.

Aviation

The property is located within the Airport Area of Concern, various aviation agencies have
commented. Oregon Department of Aviation (Exhibit M) stated that the proposed park
will not pose a hazard to air navigation. Jackson County Airport Authority requests that
the applicant file a Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration — FAA Form 7460, which
is related to construction and not the land use application (Exhibit N).

Also submitted were comments requesting that an Avigation, Noise & Hazard easement
be required as a condition of approval (Exhibit N). 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 email has not been included.

Public Comment

Staff received one e-mail and one letter at the time this staff report was written. Both
were generally in support of the proposed park. However, both documents (Exhibits Q &
R) also pointed out that they would like the Commission to impose a condition on the
application that would prohibit people from flying unmanned aerial vehicles (UAV) or
“drones” inside the park.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

The applicant has sufficiently addressed both, criterion (1) and (2), and the Planning
Commission can find that the proposed conditional use permit is consistent with both of
the alternative approval criteria in MLDC 10.248 because the park and its proposed
improvements (1) will cause no significant adverse impact on the livability, value, or
appropriate development of abutting property, or the surrounding area when compared
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Cedar Links Park Staff Report
File no. CUP-17-101 December 6, 2017

to the impacts of permitted development that is not classified as conditional and,
alternatively, (2) the park s in the publicinterest, and although it may cause some adverse
impacts, conditions have been imposed by the Commission to produce a balance between
the conflicting interests.

Staff has reviewed the applicant’s findings and conclusions (Exhibit F) and recommends
the Commission adopt the findings for Criterion 2 as presented.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Adopt the findings as recommended by staff and adopt the final order for CUP-17-101 per
the staff report dated December 6, 2017, including Exhibits A through S.

EXHIBITS

A Conditions of Approval, dated November 22, 2017

B Site Plan, received November 17, 2017

C Parks Master Plan received September 20, 2017

D Conceptual Stormwater Facility Plan received September 20, 2017
E Interim Site Plan, received December 1, 2017

F Applicants findings and conclusions received December 1, 2017

G Letter from Rich Rosenthal, Parks Department Director,

received December 1, 2017

H Public Works Department Staff Report received December 5, 2017
i Medford Water Commission Memo & Facilities Map received October 4, 2017
J Building Department Memo received October 4, 2017
K Jackson County Roads Memo received October 4, 2017
L Medford Fire Department Report received October 4, 2017
M Oregon Department of Aviation E-Mail received September 26, 2017
N Jackson County Airport E-Mail received October 3, 2017
0 Address Technician E-Mail received October 4, 2017
P Medford Water Commission Conservation Coordinator E-Mail,
received October 3, 2017
Q Letter from Alicia Lorange, 2973 Rosewood Street, received October 30, 2017
R E-Mail from Mark Gustafson, 3111 Westminster Drive,
received October 31, 2017
S Letter from Galpin & Associates, received November 17, 2017
Vicinity map
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA: NOVEMBER 9, 2017
DECEMBER 14, 2017
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EXHIBIT A
Conditions of Approval

CUP-17-101
Cedar Links Park
December 6, 2017

DISCRETIONARY CONDITIONS
1. The Planning Commission accepts the stipulations for the following:

a. Bicycle parking will be provided in time, numbers, and locations
consistent with the MLDC as later approved by the Planning Director or
designee.

b. Best Management Practices for mosquito control will also be practiced by
applicant, Parks & Recreation Department.

c. The approved application with respect to the various park amenities and
improvements may be permissibly altered from the sized and locations
shown on Applicant’s plans in Exhibit B to accommodate additional or
different park and recreation features, trails, plantings or other typical
park enhancements and additional off-street parking, should the need
arise and without need for additional/future conditional use permit
authorization. Any such changes shall remain consistent with the Master
Plan (as adopted by the Parks Commission at the time of this permit)
from a use and function standpoint as a neighborhood park.

CODE-REQUIRED CONDITIONS

2. The Developer shall provide a pedestrian easement for any portion of the public
sidewalk or pathway located outside of the public right-of-way.

3. Prior to issuance of the first building permit the applicant shall:

a. Comply with the report from the Public Works Department received
December 5, 2017 (Exhibit H);

b. Comply with the Medford Water Commission Memo received October 4,
2017 (Exhibit I);

c. Comply with the Building Department Memo received October 4, 2017
(Exhibit J).
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RECEIVED
BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION DEC 01 2017

FOR THE CITY OF MEDFORD PLANNING DEPT.

JACKSON COUNTY, OREGON

IN THE MATTER OF AN APPLICATION
FOR A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT TO
DEVELOP A NEW MUNICIPAL
NEIGHBORHOOD PARK LOCATED ON
CEDAR LINKS DRIVE WITHIN THE
CORPORATE CITY LIMITS OF
MEDFORD.

PROPOSED FINDINGS OF FACT
AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Applicant’s Exhibit 1
Applicant: Medford Parks, Recreation and
Facilities Management Department

Agent: CSA Planning, Ltd.

N N s s s amtt st St st gt “mgt “ga? “mmsP “wm®

i
NATURE AND SCOPE OF APPLICATION

Through this application, Applicant City of Medford Parks, Recrcation and Facilities
Management Department (the “Parks Department”) seeks approval of a conditional use permit
(CUP) for the purpose of developing a new 5.42 acre Neighborhood Park on land owned by
the City of Medford. The subject property is located within incorporated Medford. The
property is located on Cedar Links Drive at the northwest corner of the approved, but not yet
constructed Longstone Drive. The subject property is abutted by single family residential
properties in the Cedar Hills subdivision on the West, and the Cascade Terrace subdivision on
the North and East.

The submitted park master plan is the result of a series of public meetings, interaction with
neighboring subdivision owners, and input ensuring that the identity of the Cedar Links
neighborhood will be maintained and enhanced. Following the guidelines for the City of
Medford Leisure Services plan “Neighborhood Parks”, the Master Plan design incorporates
the public’s input and integrates important family activity needs with the character and
opportunities of the site. Public interest in the project was demonstrated by the public
participation throughout the design process.

The contemplated physical improvements to the site are graphically illustrated on plans
prepared by Applicant, which are attached and made a part of the record. The design plans
submitted include some minor changes to the layout of the Master Plan based on on-site
conditions. See, Exhibit 7. The various park uses (and anticipated activities) are described in
Section IV. The project also proposes an Phase 1 interim use in the event Longstone Drive
construction is delayed.

N CITY-OF MEDFORD—
EXHIBIT#;: =, ¢ 15
File # CUP-17-101




Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Cedar Links Park Conditional Use Permit
City of Medford Parks and Recreation Department: Applicant

Applicant has submitted the following evidence with its conditional use permit and exception
applications and the same have been incorporated and made a part of the record:

Exhibit 1. The proposed findings of fact and conclusions of law, demonstrating how the
conditional use permit application complies with the applicable substantive
criteria

Exhibit 2. Current Medford General Land Use Plan depicting location of subject property

Exhibit 3. Aerial photo with Current Medford Zoning Map overlain depicting location of
the subject property

Exhibit4.  Jackson County Assessor’s Map
Exhibit 5. Cedar Links Park Master Plan Report

Exhibit 6. Subject Property Photographs and Photo Key Map

Exhibit 7. Park Design
A. Cedar Links Park Master Plan

B. Park element examples - Playground Elements, Picnic Shelter,
Prefabricated Restroom Building, Park furnishings

C. Cedar Links Park Proposed Site Plan
D. Cedar Links Park Interim Site Plan

Exhibit 8. Park Proximity Value Research

A. Do Parks Make Cents? An Analysis of the Economic Value of Parks in San
Francisco (Karin Marie Edwards, Richard and Rhoda School of Public
Policy, UC Berkley, May 2007).

B. The Impact of Parks on Property Values: A Review of the Empirical
Evidence (Journal of Leisure Research, 2001, Vol. 33, No. 1, planning
period 1-31)

C. The Impact of Parks On Property Values: Empirical Evidence From The
Past Two Decades In The United States (John L. Crompton, Managing
Leisure 10, 203-218, October 2005)

Exhibit 9. Board of Water Commissioners Staff Memo- April 21, 2005. From PUD-05-
035 PUD Approval record.

Exhibit 10.  City of Medford Public Works Department Memo- July 16, 2014. Regarding
street adequacy. From E-14-059 Street width exception approval for adjacent
parcel.
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Exhibit 11.  Wetlands Memo and map, August 23, 2017, Schott & Associates
Exhibit 12.  Conceptual Stormwater Facility Plan

Exhibit 13. A completed application form for Conditional Use Permit and selected contract
information demonstrating that CSA Planning Ltd. has been engaged to
represent the City of Medford Parks and Recreation Department in this land
use proceeding.

Exhibit 14.  Letter of Authorization for Interim Driveway and Parking Lot Use from Chris
Galpin

Exhibit 15.  Minutes from Meford Parks and Recreation Commission Study Session,
February 4, 2014

Exhibit 16.  Minutes from Meford Parks and Recreation Commission Study Session,
February 18, 2014

Exhibit 17.  Letter from Parks, Recreation and Project Management Director Rich
Rosenstein regarding need for added elements to park plan, November 30,
2017

RELEVANT SUBSTANTIVE APPROVAL CRITERIA
This application involves requests for the approval of a conditional use permit. The Medford
Planning Commission (“the Commission™) concludes that the criteria governing the approval
of conditional use permits are in Medford Land Development Code (MLDC) 10.248. The
relevant municipal criteria are recited verbatim below and again in Sections V and VI where
each is followed by the conclusions of law of the Commission:

Conditional Use Permit

MLDC 10.248: The approving authority (Planning Commission) must determine that the development
proposal complies with either of the following criteria before approval can be granted.

(1) The development proposal will cause no significant adverse impact on the livability, value, or appropriate
development of abutting property, or the surrounding area when compared to the impacts of permitted
development that is not classified as conditional.

(2) The development proposal is in the public interest, and although the development proposal may cause
some adverse impacts, conditions have been imposed by the approving authority (Planning
Commission) to produce a balance between the conflicting interests.
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v

FINDINGS OF FACT MATERIAL TO THE APPLICATION

The Planning Commission reaches the following facts and finds them to be true with respect
to this matter:

1.

Description, Size, Ownership: The subject property is a single 5.42 acre parcel owned in
fee simple by the City of Medford. The property is managed by Applicant Medford Parks
and Recreation Department. The property is described in the records of the Jackson
County Assessor as Tax Lot 300 on its map 37-1W-16BC. See, Exhibit 4.

Property Location: As described in Section L, the subject property is located in northeast
Medford. The property’s southern boundary fronts on Cedar Links Drive and is between
Springbrook and Foothill Road. A new residential street, Longstone Drive, is planned to
be constructed on the east boundary as part of the newly approved Cascade Terrace
Subdivision. See, Exhibit 3. This land is within the corporate limits of the City of Medford
and its urban growth boundary.

Comprehensive Plan; Zoning; Permissible/Conditional Use: The property is covered
by and subject to the Urban Residential comprehensive plan map designation.' The
property is zoned SFR-4. Pursuant to the table in MLDC 10.314, “Community Services
Facilities (Parks, Recreation, etc.)” are conditional uses in a SFR-4 zoning district. See,
Exhibits 2 and 3.

Previous Planning Actions:

PUD-05-035 Approved April 27, 2006. Overall Cedar Landing Planned Unit
Development a master plan redevelopment of the 122.12 acre site that was previously the
Cedar Links golf course.

LDS-05-036- Approved April 27, 2006. Cascade Terrace Subdivision Plan approval
which included the subject property.

PUD-05-035 Approved April 14, 2011- Terminated the PUD overlay on the 5.47 acre
subject property in order for it to be sold to the City of Medford for use as a park.

Municipal Acquisition of the Property: In 2010, following negotiations between the
property owners and the City, the southwest corner fronting on Cedar Links Drive of the
Cedar Landing PUD was selected to be acquired for a new city park. The property owners
were required to terminate the PUD on the 5.47 acre portion where the park was planned,
thus removing it from the PUD. They received approval April 14, 2011. The subject
property was then acquired by the City of Medford in 2011. Cedar Links Park is listed in
the Medford Leisure Services Plan as an Undeveloped Neighborhood Park

Existing Conditions, Vegetation and Topography on the Subject Property: The
surface of the site is irregular and undulating with slopes toward the north/northwest.
These slopes range from 2% -13%, with the steepest portions abutting Cedar Links

' Medford refers to its comprehensive plan map as the GLUP (General Land Use Plan) Map.

Page 4 of 19

Page 42



Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Cedar Links Park Conditional Use Permit
City of Medford Parks and Recreation Department: Applicant

Drive. The prior use of this property was a golf course. The site still retains portions of
the asphalt golf cart path which extends north and south along the west side of the site
and east and west along the south side of the site parallel to Cedar Links Drive. This path
is planned to be used as a base for the future pathway system which will connect the park
to the surrounding neighborhoods. Reusing portions of the existing path can help to
reduce grading impact to existing root systems and help preserve trees.

There are significant plantings of trees on the site as a result of its previous use as a golf
course. These include Morus alba (Fruitless Mulberry), Cedrus deodara (Deodar Cedar),
Calocedrus decurrens, (Incense Cedar), Quercus coccinea (Scarlet Oak), Sequoiadendron
giganteum (Giant Sequoia), and several Maples (Acer species). The park design has
incorporated these trees into the Master Plan and the trees which are preserved in the
Master Plan will be protected during construction.

7. Wetlands on Subject Property: Several wetland areas, identified as Wetlands#6-8 and
#10 were delineated on the site in 2006 by Schott and Associates, as well as Ditch #18
that carries outflow from a storm pipe that daylights on the subject property. In 2014 the
wetlands were again assessed and it was found that none of the three small wetlands #6-8
met the criteria for wetlands and longer. Wetland #10 remains a wetland and the narrow
drainage ditch #18 continues to carry stormwater from the subdivision across Cedar
Links Drive to the south during storms. See, Exhibit 11. The Applicant will be installing
piping to connect the existing storm outflow pipe that daylights into the ditch to the new
storm system in the new subdivision to the north. The ditch will then be filled. The park
design proposes to incorporate the remaining wetland into a natural play area. See,
Exhibit 7.

8. Surrounding Land Uses and Development: The park land is surrounded by suburban
single family neighborhoods. The Cedar Hills Subdivision to the east has homes that were
constructed in the late 1980°s. The Amblegreen Estates subdivision across Cedar Links
Drive to the south was built out during the early 1990°’s. The land to the east and north
was part of the closed Cedar Links Golf Course. That land has the newly approved
Cascade Terrace single-family residential subdivision which is part of the larger Cedar
Landings PUD. Construction and build-out of the subdivision is expected to occur during
the next year and may continue for another six to seven years before all the homes
constructed.

9. Appropriate Development & Proposed Park Type: Cedar Links Park is proposed as a
Neighborhood Park. As evidenced by Exhibit 3 the area surrounding the subject property
has been or will be developed as a single family residential area. The purpose of
Neighborhood Parks is to provide open space and recreational area for just this type of
area. The design is consistent with the description from the City of Medford’s Leisure
Services Plan:

Neighborhood Parks

Neighborhood parks are generally considered the basic unit of traditional park systems.
They are small park areas designed for unstructured, non-organized play and limited
active and passive recreation. They are generally 2-5 acres in size, depending on a
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10.

11.

variety of factors including neighborhood need, physical location and opportunity, and
should meet a minimum size of 3 acres in size when possible.

Neighborhood parks are intended to serve residential areas within close proximity (up to
¥z -mile walking or biking distance) of the park and should be geographically distributed
throughout the community. Access to neighborhood parks is mostly pedestrian, and park
sites should be located such that people living within the service area can reach the park
safely and conveniently. Neighborhood parks should be located along road frontages to
improve visual access and community awareness of the sites. Connecting and frontage
streets should include sidewalks or other safe pedestrian access. Additionally, street
plans should encourage maximum connectivity and public access to park sites.

Generally, developed neighborhood parks typically include amenities such as pedestrian
paths, picnic tables, benches, play equipment, open field area for informal play, sport
courts or multi-purpose paved areas and landscaping. When neighborhood parks are
designed in conjunction with school sites, these sites typically include multi-use sport
fields. Restrooms and parking are generally provided. Donahue-Frohnmayer Park and
Lone Pine School Park are examples of neighborhood parks.

Community/Neighborhood Outreach: The Applicant engaged Landscape Architecture
consulting firm Galbraith and Associates in 2013 to undertake community involvement
and master planning for Cedar Links Park with the goal of obtaining advice and input on
proposed park improvements, design and amenities. Nearby property owners and
interested parties throughout the community were invited to participate. The efforts were
carried out over several months and consisted of two public meetings held on November
5,2013 and January 14, 2014, during which design alternatives were presented, vetted and
refined. A PUD Neighborhood meeting was held on January 17, 2014. This was followed
up with a study session of the Parks Commissioners on February 4, 2014. The public
involvement approach and alternative park designs are explained in the Exhibit 6 booklet
entitled, Cedar Links Park Master Plan Report. Based on these meetings revisions were
made and a final plan developed. The Medford Parks and Recreation Commission on
February 18", 2014 endorsed the final master plan design. The same plan is now before
the Planning Commission for consideration in the context of the land use permit necessary
to construct the park.

Park Design (from Master Plan summary):

The approved master plan was the result of a series of public meetings, interaction with
neighboring subdivision owners, and input ensuring that the identity of the Cedar Links
neighborhood will be maintained and enhanced. Following the guidelines for the City of
Medford Leisure Services plan “Neighborhood Parks”, the final Master Plan design
incorporates the public’s input and integrates important family activity needs with the
character and opportunities of the site. Authentic public interest was demonstrated
through the enthusiastic participation of the public throughout the design process.

Amenities: Site amenities are provided throughout the park and include:
= A sweeping pathway system
* Picnic pavilions

* A two-part playground designed to provide both a conventional playground area
with play equipment as well as a natural play area with boulders and logs.
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» Two basketball half courts

* A fenced dog run

*  Parking lot on the east side of the park.
» Restroom facilities

Additional Elements in final Site Plan: Since the approval of the Master Plan in 2014,
there have been requests to include a couple of new elements which have gained
popularity and are compatible with the other elements in the park. See, Exhibit 17. The
additions and changes include:

= The location of the basketball courts has been adjusted and one of the
basketball half courts has been changed to provide two pickle ball courts.

= A community garden with a garden tool shed

*» The fenced dog run has been split into two allowing for separate small dog
and large dog areas.

Lighting: The public’s focus on safety concerns ensured that lighting will meet the
preferences of the neighborhood for a comfortable level of security while not
overpowering the night sky with artificial lighting, minimizing light pollution. City Park
Use hours are from 6:00 am to 10:30 pm. The basketball lights will be turned off at
closing time, while other lights may remain on all night for safety. Some areas near
existing residences will have bollard type security lighting along the pathways.

Sustainability: Concepts of sustainability were adhered to throughout the design
process. Preserving the undulating open space and characteristics of the current site was a
priority for the design team. The resulting design worked with the existing grades as
much as possible and avoided solutions which required major grade changes. The new
parking lot area is a good example of this. It is located on the footprint of the current
parking lot for the golf course. This worked well with the design, reduced grading and
provided a hub for other family activities, while allowing for a restroom to be located
away from the faster traffic flows. Sustainability also led to incorporating the majority of
the existing asphalt path into new circulation patterns, while avoiding excess grading and
protecting adjacent tree roots from damage. The use of two basketball half courts will
provide adequate recreation opportunities, while also reducing the amount of grading
required for one full court.

Trees: Protecting the existing trees was very important. The existing trees give the park
an established look and provide a welcome relief with cooling shade and year round
interest. The existing irrigation system will be maintained where feasible to reduce costs
and additional trenching.

Drainage: The existing site drainage also led to opportunities for enhanced plantings of
wetland and native plants. The location of a more natural planting area, where nature can
be observed and appreciated, reduces lawn maintenance costs.

Interim Development Phase: Portions of the proposed design and proposed uses are
dependent on the construction of Longstone Drive. The Parks and Recreation
Department has an agreement with the private developer of that project to share in the
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12.

costs of the construction of Longstone Drive along the park frontage. The street is being
engineered currently and it is expected that the street will be constructed early in the
2018 construction season. However, the Applicant recognizes that private land
development markets fluctuate and it is possible that construction of Longstone Drive
could be delayed, in which case some beneficial use of the park would be desirable as an
interim use until such time as the planned Longstone Drive is constructed. Therefore, the
Applicant requests the Planning Commission approve an interim phase that does not
require any new public improvements that would allow the following uses and
improvements:

* Portions of the pathway that could be constructed now that would not require any
reconstruction in the future- including both asphaltic sections and gravel
pathways.

Community Garden

Natural Playground

The fenced dog runs with large and small dog areas

Installation of any of the approved landscaping and irrigation.

The existing Cedar Links golf course access and existing parking lot would be used for
access to the park— authorization of the same has been provided with this application.

This interim development phase approval would allow the park to have utility to the
neighborhood during an interim period in the unlikely event that Longstone Drive is not
constructed in the immediate future. The proposed interim development and uses would
forego some of the more intensive park improvements and uses until such time as the
long-term street configuration is completed. The interim uses and development will
result in a very small change in impervious surface area, no demand for sewer, and will
deliver water to ensure survival of trees planned to be retained for the park. This
approach balances public improvement obligations of the Parks Department as
“developers”, coordination for infrastructure development in the area, and the objective
to provide some useable park-space to the neighborhood in a timely manner.

If the interim development phase must be implemented by the Parks and Recreation
Department due to unforeseen circumstances, the Department will undertake an active
communication process with the neighborhood on construction activity when it is
underway. The Department will communicate key issues through the seasonal program
guides, website, e-mails, and on-site signage. This communication effort would explain
options for park access, portions of the park that are open, and dates of completion of key
park elements.

Public Facilities and Services: The Parks Department is coordinating with the owners of
the new Cascade Terrace subdivision for connections to handle water, storm and sanitary
sewer facilities. The Park water system will be connected to the higher pressure zone
available in this area which will will support irrigation and park facilities. The property
also has immediate access to a full range of urban utilities including, electricity, natural
gas and communications infrastructure. Exhibit 9 is a memo from the Medford Water
Commission from the original PUD approval recognizing that MWC does have adequate
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capacity to serve the entire PUD property, which includes the subject property. See,
Exhibit 9. The Public Works memo similarly confirmed the adequacy of the storm and
sanitary sewer for this area. See, Exhibit 10.

13. Transportation Facilities and Services; Traffic: The subject property and existing park
use is served by the following transportation facilities:

A. Streets Serving/Abutting the Subject Property and Surrounding Area; Street
Classification.”

* Cedar Links Drive. Cedar Links is a designated Major Collector in the TSP and
is constructed to two lanes. Currently along the park frontage there is only a curb
and gutter in place and no parking or bike lanes are striped. On the south side of
the street the sidewalk is at the curb and there is no park strip. This condition is
unlikely to ever change as the street is fully built out across from the the subject
park property.

On the north side, to the east, the approved Cascade Terrace subdivision has an
approved Exception substituting a curving multi-use path away from the curb to
support the retention of existing mature trees. This also includes leaving the
existing curb in place to avoid damage to the roots. As the curb location is fixed to
the east and west of the this site, we envision that the curb along the park frontage
will remain in its current location as well. As noted by the City of Medford Public
Works Deparment in their July 16, 2014 memorandum for the exception states, the
existing width is “substantially adequate for provision of the standard lane
components.” See, Exhibit 10. Like the property to the east, a 10-foot multi-use
path is proposed within the park paralleling Cedar Links Drive to provide for bike
travel to the west, along with pedestrian travel both directions. The retained
existing tree areas between the path and the street will function as a planter strip in
this area. Additional landscaping will be installed wherever existing trees are not
present.

The Public Works Staff Report, dated October 4, 2017, includes a requirement for
a “sidewalk”™ on Cedar Links Drive. Applicant’s design proposes an “Other
Material” sidewalk being the Asphaltic Concrete Path pursuant to MLDC
10.501(2) shown on the plans and be approved as curvelinear and meandering
sidewalk designed for aesthetic benefit pursuant to MLDC 10.501(5). The
meandering sidewalk connects to sidewalks east and west of the site. The design
proposes a sidewalk consistent with requirements of MLDC 10.500 and 10.501

» Longstone Drive. Longstone Drive will be a new Standard Residential street that
is proposed to be constructed as part of the new Cascade Terrace subdivision. The
street is curved to accommodate retention of notable existing trees.

The Public Works Staff Report, dated October 4, 2017, makes provision for
improvements to Longstone Drive as a responsibility of the park development

? The functional classification of streets is based upon the City of Medford’s adopted Transportation System
Plan. See, TSP Figure 3-1.
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project if the park development were to occur before development of the adjacent
subdivision. The Applicant agrees that there is a potential timing issue regarding
Longstone Drive, but seeks a development phasing alternative to address the issue
(see above Interim Development Phasing findings).

* Springbrook Road. Cedar Links Drive terminates to the west at Springbrook
Road which is designated a Major Collector in the TSP and is constructed to two
lanes plus parking and bike lanes.

* Foothill Road. Cedar Links Drive connects at its eastern terminus to Foothill
Road which is a designated a Major Arterial in the TSP. Foothill Road is a
heavily used county-owned, 2-lane rural road which is planned to eventually be
widened to meet arterial standards. A new traffic signal was installed recently at
the intersection with Cedar Links Drive.

* Other Streets in the Surrounding Area. Other than the above named streets
which are adjacent to the subject property, nearby local residential streets which
intersect with Cedar Links Drive also provide indirect access to the park.

Vehicular Access. Proposed plans call for only one point of vehicular access to the
park which will on the east side from the Longstone Drive.

Pedestrian Facilities and Access; Pathways/Trails: Access to the park will be by
sidewalk from Cedar Links Drive and Longstone Drive. In addition, an accessway has
been included in the approved Cascade Terrace subdivision plan to the north,
connecting the park to the future Deschutes Drive.

Expected Vehicular Traffic: The park is expected to generate approximately 9
weekday trips or approximately 1 to 2 PM peak hour trips on average.

Permissible Traffic: Medford has established standards which govern when formal
traffic analysis must be undertaken, and thresholds under which traffic impacts are not
deemed significant. (See, MLDC 10.460 through 10.462.) Notwithstanding, a
demonstration of compliance with Medford’s traffic and traffic analysis standards is
not required of conditional use permits. This interpretation, made by the Medford City
Council, was recently upheld by the Oregon Supreme Court in Siporen v. City of
Medford (Wal-Mart), 2310r App 585, (2009). Even if the city’s standards in MLDC
10.460 through 10.462 were to apply, the threshold for even having to undertake a

* To quantify traffic the park might be expected to generate, the standard source reference was consulted: Trip
Generation, Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) 7" Edition, also referred to as the “Trip Generation
Manual.” In it there is a listing for “City Park™ — ITE Category 411. Trip Generation cautions: “The city parks
vary widely as to location, type and number of facilities, including boating or swimming facilities, ball fields,
campsites and picnic facilities.” Nevertheless, Trip Generation reports that city parks produce an average 1.59
vehicle trips per acre per average weekday. With 5.42 acres, this park can be expected to produce 9 vehicle trips
per weekday (5.42 x 1.59 = 8.6). No data exists for weekends nor during peak hours. However, Medford has
consistently estimated p.m. peak hour trips to equal ten (10) percent of average total weekday trips. In
comparison, Trip Generation estimates traffic for single family dwellings at a rate between 9 and 10 trips per
average weekday. As such, this park will produce the equivalent of about one dwelling.
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traffic analysis is 250 net average daily trips (ADT). Given that this park already
exists within a central part of Medford and that no new significant amenities are being
added, it is unlikely that the contemplated park improvements will produce any
significant increases in traffic.

14. Off-Street Parking; Bicycle Parking:

Requirements in the MLDC for supplying off-street parking for parks is unclear because
parks are not among the listed uses for which required numbers of parking is stated.
Therefore, Applicant’s agent consulted with representatives of the Medford Parks and
Recreation Department who have extensive experience with parking demand for Medford
parks of all kinds, including Neighborhood Parks which have park uses that are similar to
the ones proposed in this application.

Below Table 1 shows provided parking in Medford’s various Neighborhood Parks and
reports acreage, the number of existing provided parking stalls, and the mean average
amount of number of spaces. It is observed that lots in those parks with parking lots that
exceeds the 2.44 per acre tend to be notably underused, raising the question as to whether
those additional spaces are warranted for daily use.

Table 1

Community Parks in Medford and Supplied Numbers of Parking
Sources: City of Medford Parks and Recreation Department; CSA Planning, Ltd

l CITY OF MEDFORD PARKS - PARKING !
Spaces/

Existing Park Park Type | Acres| Spaces Acre| Notes

Donahue Frohnmeyer Neighborhood | 9.59 44 | = 4.59 Parking substantially underused

Earhart Park l Mini-pa?k' o _‘r_ o 1.60 - 0 | = - 0._(5 “-On-street }Sarking only .
Lewis Park | Neighborhood 8.56 21 2.45 | Parking underused

Community request résl-ricté_d_sp_aceg i

soreiiinelRark Eag_h?ﬂocf ; ] 4_:_30_ ___9 = __2'29___ _Ne_ed exceeds available spaces.
Union Park Neighborhood 2.16 12 | = 5.56 Parking substantially underused
Ruhl Park Mini-park 115 0 | = 0.00 On-street Parking only e
Oregon Hills Park Neighborhood 5 6.15 11 = 1.79 28 On-street spaces. Need
(developed area) E often exceeds available spaces.
Average Spaces/Acre = 2.35

Average Projected |7 Plus

Spaces/ Spaces Adjacent
New Park Acres Acre Needed Provided | On-street
Cedar Links Park Neighborhood 5.26 235 | = 12.4 12 23

| E— — —_— S e —

The proposed park will be served by one off-street parking area. The proposed parking
area has total of 12 parking stalls (including 1 handicap parking space). There will also be
approximately 23 on-street spaces within a half block of the park on Longstone Drive,
with approximately 8 of those abutting the park frontage.
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15.

16.

17.

As to bicycle parking, MLDC 10.748 prescribes the amounts of bicycle parking required
for various categories of land use. Like off-street automobile parking, parks are not
among the named land use categories for which numbers of bicycle parking spaces are
regulated. Construing parks to be an “institutional” use (which is specifically regulated)
would be provided at the rate equal to 10 percent of the number of spaces provided for
automobiles (rounded up). If 12 off-street automobile parking spaces are required, there is
a requirement to accommodate only 2 bicycle parking spaces which Applicant believes
would be inadequate as nearby residents are likely to bike to the park. Therefore, we
propose that at least 6 bicycle parking spaces will be provided by Applicant Parks
Department. The locations of bicycle parking have not been specified in Applicant’s plans
(Exhibit 7) and will be determined at a later time, a matter to which Applicant has agreed
to stipulate. See, Section VII.

Park Operations: The park will be fully improved with turf grass, shrubs, trees and
various park amenities as shown in Exhibit 7 and described herein above. Routine
maintenance will include mowing improved turf areas, the occasional pruning of shrubs
and trees, litter control including the emptying garbage receptacles, maintenance of off-
street parking and restroom facilities, the Park’s Department’s exercise of best
management mosquito/vector control practices to minimize the occurrence of standing
water (where mosquitoes breed), general and specialized repairs and upkeep. The subject
property and surrounding area also receives police patrols conducted by the Medford
Police Department. City Park Use hours are from 6:00 am to 10:30 pm per City of
Medford Administrative Regulation No. 00-7-R11.

Surrounding Area: Pursuant to MLDC 10.158, public notice for hearings prerequisite to
the approval of conditional use permits is sent to the owners of property located within
200 feet of a subject property. Photographs in Exhibit 5 and the aerial photo map in
Exhibit 3 depict the nature and location of surrounding land uses.

Property Value Impacts: Exhibit 8 contains three academic studies which go to the issue
of property value impacts (or enhancements) to other lands in relation to the existence and
proximity to public parks. One of these is an analysis of the economic value of parks in
San Francisco, entitled, Do Parks Make Cents? An Analysis of the Economic Value of
Parks in San Francisco (Karin Marie Edwards, Richard and Rhoda School of Public
Policy, UC Berkley, May 2007). (Exhibit 8A) The two other research papers constitute a
review of other studies which have examined the issue of whether (or not) proximity to
parks produces a greater value for surrounding residential properties. The issue is not
unstudied nor are the results of numerous studies ambiguous. The paper entitled, The
Impact of Parks on Property Values: A Review of the Empirical Evidence (Journal of
Leisure Research, 2001, Vol. 33, No. 1, pp 1-31) reviews approximately 30 studies and
contains the following summary of findings on its first page which states:

“The real estate market consistently demonstrates that many people are willing to pay a
larger amount for a property located close to a park than for a house that does not offer
this amenity. The higher value of these residences means that their owners pay higher
property taxes. In many instances, if the incremental amount of taxes paid by each
property which is attributable to the presence of a nearby park is aggregated, it is
sufficient to pay the annual debt charges required to retire the bonds used to acquire and
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develop the park. This process of capitalization of park land into the value of nearby
properties is termed the "proximate principle.”

“Results of approximately 30 studies which have empirically investigated the extent and
legitimacy of the proximate principle are reported, Starting with Frederick Law Olmsted's
Study of the impact of New York's Central Park. Only five studies were not supportive of
the proximate principle and analysis of them suggested these atypical results may be
attributable to methodological deficiencies.

“As a point of departure, the studies' results suggest that a positive impact of 20% on
property values abutting or fronting a passive park area is a reasonable starting point. If it
is a heavily used park catering to large numbers of active recreation users, then the
proximate value increment may be minimal on abutting properties, but may reach 10% on
properties two or three blocks away.”

The third paper entitled, The impact of parks on property values: empirical evidence from
the past two decades in the United States (John L. Crompton, Managing Leisure 10, 203-
218, October 2005) states in its first paragraph:
“The notion that parks have a positive impact on proximate property values was
recognized in the debates surrounding the pioneering of large urban parks in England in
the first half of the nineteenth century, and subsequently in the spread of this movement
to the US in the latter half of that century. The empirical basis for these early assertions
was rudimentary and naive. This paper reviews contemporary research using the more
advanced analytical procedures now available to social scientists that has examined this
issue. The findings confirm the initial rationale and suggest that a positive impact of 20%
on property values abutting or fronting a passive park is a reasonable starting point
guideline for estimating such a park's impact.”

The second and third academic papers (Exhibits 8B and 8C) similarly conclude that there
is a positive impact of about 20 percent on property values for abutting property with the
positive influence on property values diminishing with distance from the park. The
empirical evidence clearly supports the conclusion that the value of properties abutting
and near parks is positive and significant. The positive influence of parks on property
values is well recognized by park and recreation professionals such that it has its own
name which is commonly referred to in the literature as the, “Proximity Principle” or
“Proximate Principle.”
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Cedar Links Park Conditional Use Permit
City of Medford Parks and Recreation Department: Applicant

v

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT
The Planning Commission reaches the following conclusions of law and ultimate conclusions
for each of the relevant substantive criteria prerequisite to the granting of a conditional use
permit:

Criterion 1

While the approval criteria for conditional use permits is in MLDC 10.248, the threshold
determination before reaching these, is whether a proposed use is permissible in the zone in
which it is to be located. In this instance, the proposed Neighborhood Park is proposed
within a SFR-4 zoning district. The table of permissible uses in MLDC 10.314, “Community
Services Facilities (Parks, Recreation, etc.)” are conditional uses in a SFR-4 zone. Therefore,
the Planning Commission concludes that the proposed improvements to Cedar Links Park are
permissible, subject to the approval of a conditional use permit which is now properly before
the Planning Commission.

H ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ko % %

Criterion 2

MLDC 10.248: The approving authority (Planning Commission) must determine that the development proposal
complies with either of the following criteria before approval can be granted.

(1) The development proposal will cause no significant adverse impact on the livability, value, or appropriate
development of abutting property, or the surrounding area when compared to the impacts of permitted
development that is not classified as conditional.

(2) The development proposal is in the public interest, and although the development proposal may cause some
adverse impacts, conditions have been imposed by the approving authority (Planning Commission) to
produce a balance between the conflicting interests.

Discussion; Conclusions of Law: The above MLDC 10.248 contains two options that

operate as alternative criteria, the meeting of any one of which is sufficient to establish

compliance and permit approval of a conditional use permit application. Nothing in the

MLDC requires the selection of an alternative and applicants may proceed under either or

both alternative criteria. The Planning Commission reaches the following conclusions of law

and ultimate conclusions on both MLDC 10.248(1) and (2):

The Commission concludes that before it can properly address potential impacts to livability,
value and appropriate development, it must first determine what constitutes the: “abutting
properties and surrounding area,” “appropriate development” and “permitted development
that is not classified as conditional.” The Commission reaches the following conclusions of
law with respect to these terms:
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Cedar Links Park Conditional Use Permit
City of Medford Parks and Recreation Department: Applicant

Abutting Properties or Surrounding Area: Abutting’ properties are those which
touch or are located directly across the streets which adjoin subject property. The term
“surrounding area” is undefined in the comprehensive plan or MLDC. The Planning
Commission concludes that the proposed park (including its proposed improvements)
will produce impacts as identified and considered below, but in no instance will the
impacts exceed in geographic scope, an area which is two times the size of the area
entitled to notice of the conditional use permit proceedings pursuant to ORS 197.763
and the MLDC — a distance of 400 feet from the exterior boundaries of the subject
property. In this instance, the Commission believes and concludes that lands beyond
400 feet are not generally within sight nor sound of the subject property. While the
Commission also finds that it may be possible for people living or working beyond
400 feet of the property to see the park or to occasionally hear activities occurring
therein, beyond this distance the Commission concludes that the potential impacts to
liveability, value and appropriate development will be minor and not rise to the level
of “significant.” The Commission bases this conclusion on its belief that merely being
able to see the park from distances beyond 400 feet does not produce impacts of any
kind.

Permitted Development Not Classified As Conditional: The area surrounding the
subject property is zoned for residential purposes and, as mentioned, half of it is fully
developed and the other half has approvals for similar new residential subdivisions.
The permitted development not classified as conditional is single family residential
development at an approximate density of 3.4 units to the gross acre’. This density
equates to approximately 18 dwelling units in total if the property were developed as
single family dwellings.

Based upon the foregoing conclusions of law with respect to what constitutes abutting
properties and/or the surrounding area, and permitted development not classified as
conditional, the Planning Commission now addresses below the issues of livability, value and
appropriate development with respect to MLDC 10.248(1).

MLDC 10.248(1): Pursuant to the first alternative criterion in MLDC 10.248(1), the Planning
Commission concludes that in McCoy v. Linn County, 16 Or LUBA 295, 301-302 (1987),
aff'd 90 Or App 271 (1988), it was held that a similar standard required the fact finder to
identify the qualities and characteristics which constitute “livability” and determine whether
the proposed use will cause more than a minimal adverse impact upon those. Therefore and
pursuant to McCoy, the Commission reaches the following conclusions of law:

Liveability: Based upon the evidence, the Planning Commission concludes that the
qualities and characteristics that constitute liveability, in this instance, consist of the
following:

* The MLDC defines the term abutting to mean: “Having a common border with, or being separated from such
common border by, an alley, easement, or right-of-way.”

> This density is based upon the analyzed delivered densities of SFR-4 zoned land, see Housing Element Tables
I5 (net density by zone) and 36 measured typical net-to-gross factor.
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Cedar Links Park Conditional Use Permit
City of Medford Parks and Recreation Department: Applicant

Noise: Some of the activities provided for and anticipated at this park will sometimes
result in noise produced by court sports and young children’s play as well as dogs
barking at the dog run. There may also be periodic noise produced by people using
the planned picnic pavilions. The Commission concludes that although there will be
some noise in connection with existing and planned park amenities and activities,
noise levels will not be significant in relation to the ambient levels produced by
municipal traffic on the abutting major collector street, and the noise that would
ordinarily be expected to be generated by the 18 dwelling units that would be allowed
on the property such as landscape maintenance equipment, private courts, and private
outdoor living activities such as music, private recreation, and pets in private
backyards.

Traffic: Based upon the findings of fact regarding traffic loading (and according to the
standard source reference, Trip Generation by the Institute of Transportation
Engineers) this park will generate average daily traffic on the order of one to two
single family dwellings. This trip generation is projected to be 1/9" to 1/18" the
traffic generation potential of 18 single family dwellings that would be the permissible
use of the property. As such, the Commission concludes that traffic impacts in
connection with the planned park improvements will be minor and not significant.
The Commission also observes that the planned improvements for off-street parking
will reduce rather than create traffic/access impacts.

Visuai Impacts; Lighting: The proposed physical park improvements are depicted in
Exhibit 7(A). The Planning Commission concludes that none of the planned park
features produce visual impacts worthy of consideration because the planned features
will be attractive and the remainder will be open green space. The one area of visual
impact consideration confronting the Commission is the installation of artificial
lighting. On this, the Commission concludes that planned pedestrian lighting will
produce slight potential impacts that are outweighed by the enhanced security the
lights provide. While the Commission acknowledges that sports (and pedestrian)
lighting will be visible from various parts of Medford, the Commission concludes that
the adverse impacts from artificial lighting will not be significant in relation to
existing and permitted uses that occur surrounding Cedar Links Park and that would
result from development of approximately 18 homes on the site which would require
public street lighting that would be expected to have comparable or greater impact on
surrounding properties.

Off-Street Parking: The park’s plan includes a total of 12 spaces. Therefore, the
Commission concludes that based on the findings in Section IV, impacts related to
parking will be minimal and not significant.

Value: Exhibit 8 is academic research study that addresses the economic value of
parks in San Francisco, entitled, Do Parks Make Cents? An Analysis of the Economic
Value of Parks in San Francisco (Karin Marie Edwards, Richard and Rhoda School of
Public Policy, UC Berkley, May 2007). This and other academic research papers
surveyed by Applicant’s representatives unanimously conclude that proximity to a
public park produces positive value enhancements.
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Cedar Links Park Conditional Use Permit
City of Medford Parks and Recreation Department: Applicant

Based upon the evidence in the Findings of Fact in Section IV and the evidence, the
Planning Commission concludes that impacts (if any) to the value of abutting
properties and properties in the surrounding area will not be significant and are likely
to be positive.

Appropriate Development: As described in the Findings of Fact, the Exhibit 3 Aerial
Photograph and Zoning Map, evidences existing land parcelization and development
which surrounds the subject property. Therefore and based upon the evidence, the
Commission concludes there is nothing to suggest that the location or design of this
park will significantly impact appropriate development that now exists in the
surrounding area. Moreover, the vacant land under development now has been
planned in coordination with the Parks Department and the developers are proceeding
with full knowledge of the proposed park project.

Summary Conclusion of Law for MLDC 10.248(1): Based upon the foregoing Findings of
Fact and Conclusions of Law, the Planning Commission concludes that the application is
consistent with the requirements of MLDC 10.248(1) because this Neighborhood Park
development proposal will cause no significant adverse impacts upon the livability, value, or
appropriate development of abutting property, or the surrounding area when compared to the
impacts of permitted development that is not classified as conditional.

MLDC 10.248(2): The Planning Commission understands MLDC 10.248(2) to require the
Commission to first assess the potential impacts a subject conditional use may produce in
order to access the conflicting interests. The potential impacts have been properly assessed in
the Commission’s consideration of MLDC 10.248(1) above.

While the Applicant believes the Planning Commission can and should reach the conclusion
under MLDC 10.248(1), that significant impacts are not expected the Applicant also offers the
following findings with respect to 10.248(2):

* The Planning Commission concludes that the park and its various facilities and
anticipated/planned activities (as set forth in the Findings of Fact in Section IV and in
Exhibit 7) are in the public interest because the park will serve the public who reside
in the surrounding Medford community. The Leisure Services Plan recognizes the
public benefit of neighborhood parks and the proposed park is appropriate in terms of
scale, amenities and uses to serve the neighborhood park needs identified in the
Leisure Services Plan.

* As such, the Commission concludes that this proposed park use is clearly in the public
interest, and the conditions imposed by the Commission (including the agreed to
stipulations of Applicant) are sufficient to produce a reasonable balance between the
conflicting interests. Therefore, the Commission concludes that compliance with
MLDC 10.248(2) has been properly established.
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Cedar Links Park Conditional Use Permit
City of Medford Parks and Recreation Department: Applicant

\

STIPULATIONS AND APPLICANTS REQUESTS

Applicant Parks and Recreation Department herewith agrees to stipulate to the following
matters to which it will comply if made conditions attached to the approval of this application:

* Stipulation 1. Bicycle parking will be provided in time, numbers and locations consistent
with the MLDC as later approved by the Planning Director or designee.

* Stipulation 2. Best Management Practices for mosquito control will also be practiced by
Applicant Parks and Recreation Department.

Applicant Parks and Recreation Department herewith requests that this application be
approved in a way that honors the following requests:

* Request 1. The approved application with respect to the various park amenities and
improvements may be permissibly altered from the sizes and locations shown on
Applicant’s plans in Exhibit 7 to accommodate additional or different park and recreation
features, trails, plantings or other typical park enhancements and additional off-street
parking, should the need arise and without need for additional/future conditional use
permit authorization. Any such changes shall remain consistent with the Master Plan (as
adopted by the Parks Commission at the time of this permit) from a use and function
standpoint as a neighborhood park.

vi
ULTIMATE CONCLUSIONS; DECISION

Based upon the evidence and foregoing findings of fact and conclusions of law, the Planning
Commission concludes:

1. Pursuant to the table that is MLDC 10.337, the proposed park is a permissible conditional
use in an SFR-4 zone.

2. The proposed conditional use permit is consistent with both of the alternative approval
criteria in MLDC 10.248 because the park and its proposed improvements: 1) will cause
no significant adverse impact on the livability, value, or appropriate development of
abutting property, or the surrounding area when compared to the impacts of permitted
development that is not classified as conditional, and, alternatively, 2) the park is in the
public interest, and although it may cause some adverse impacts, conditions have been
imposed by the Commission to produce a balance between the conflicting interests.

LI

. The proposed park and improvements can be physically accommodated within the
regulations of the MLDC.

Therefore and based upon the foregoing, the Planning Commission concludes that all of the
relevant substantive criteria prerequisite to approval of a public park and related
improvements within a SFR-4 zoning district, have been satisfied in full with respect to the
application now before the City of Medford. For these reasons, the Commission concludes
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Cedar Links Park Conditional Use Permit
City of Medford Parks and Recreation Department: Applicant

that the application for a conditional use permit can, and the same hereby is, approved, and
made subject to the conditions enumerated in the Planning Commission Report on this
matter, along with Applicant’s specific requests and the agreed to stipulations of Applicant,
both as set forth in Section VL.

Respectfully submitted on behalf of Applicant Medford Parks and Recreation Department,

CSA PLANNING,W

JayHarladd

Principal

Dated: November 30, 2017
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INTRODUCTION

The Cedar Links Park site is a portion of the former Cedar Links Golf Course located in northeast
Medford, along Cedar Links Drive across from Lexington Drive. The proposed park site is 5.5 acres.
The City of Medford acquired the property in March 2011, for the purpose of creating a neighborhood
park. The City’s commitment to creating healthy and successful communities with the guidance of
the City of Medford’s Medford Leisure Services plan has resulted in the preparation of a Master Plan
Report and Design Concept.

The Master Plan report provides a record of the design process. It reflects the involvement of the
public through a series of community meetings and the results of a Public Survey. The Master Plan
Concept will help to guide the development of this park and ensure the best possible outcome of this
public effort.

The following is an excerpt from the Medford Leisure Services Plan Guidelines for “Neighborhood
Parks”.

City of Medford Leisure Services plan
“Neighborhood Parks”

* Provide nearby residents with access to basic recreation opportunities

* Enhance neighborhood identity

= Provide neighborhood open space

* Improve quality of life of nearby residents.

* Designed for passive and unstructured activities

* Typical user of a neighborhood park
— Arrives by foot or by bicycle
— Visits the park on a short time basis W
— Comes from within a 1/2 mile of the park "\ |

N

N
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This % mile radius diagram shows the neighborhoods and location of the typical users for Cedar Links
Park.

Public Process

The first step in the park design development process is to create a master plan. This is a public

process. It serves as a vehicle to determine the program goals for the site and reflects local desires
and concerns.

During the course of this master planning process, three public meetings and multiple meetings with
Parks and Recreations staff, Public Works, Planning and the PUD owners were held. The public was
able to participate with an internet survey as well. All parties contributed in the master plan
development. Their suggestions and ideas, as well as site conditions and maintenance constraints,
have been considered and incorporated into the final plan. The completed master plan reflects the
public process and serves as a guide for the development of the park.
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FIRST PUBLIC MEETING

The first public meeting was held on November 5, 2013, at the Carnegie Building in Medford.
Galbraith and Associates provided a Powerpoint presentation of the site as well as an exhibit of
display boards showing photos of the existing site, proposed play equipment, standard park shelters
and a standard restroom building. The site’s opportunities and constraints were studied by the
design team prior to the meeting and the existing site conditions and opportunities were reviewed.

Existing Site Conditions and Opportunities

There are significant plantings of trees on the site as a result of its previous use as a golf course. These
include Morus alba (Fruitless Mulberry), Cedrus deodara (Deodar Cedar), Calocedrus decurrens,
(Incense Cedar), Quercus coccinea, (Scarlet Oak-verify), Sequoiadendron giganteum (Giant Sequoia),
and several Maples (Acer species). The park design will make every effort to incorporate these trees
into the Master Plan and the trees which are preserved will be protected during construction.

The site still retains portions of the asphalt golf cart path which extends north and south along the
west side of the site and east and west along the south side of the site parallel Cedar Links Drive. This
path can be used as a base for the future pathway system which will connect the park to the
surrounding neighborhoods. Reusing portions of the existing path can help to reduce grading impact
to existing root systems and help preserve trees.

The surface of the site is irregular and undulating with slopes toward the north /northwest. These
slopes range from 2% -13%. There are several wetland areas delineated on the site from prior
delineations. At this time the wetland report has expired. That report indicated three small wetlands
and one main wetland. The main one is fed with a drainpipe which flows into a drainage ditch. It may
be possible to eliminate the smaller wetlands and use their combined areas to mitigate the main
wetland area.

Currently the west boundary of the park is the backyard fences of the existing residential tract along
Rosewood. The North and East sides of the site will be part of a future PUD. These homes will be
adjoining the north property line; the homes on the east side will be separated from the park by a
new street with parallel parking.

Public Access

There will be automobile access into the parking lot off the new street on the east side of the park.
The majority of visitors will arrive by foot or bicycle. These visitors will enter the park at the
extensions of the existing golf cart pathway.

Pedestrian access to the park along Cedar Links Drive will occur at the east and west extensions of the
golf cart path. Access on the north side of the park will occur at the north/west corner of the site at
the extension of the golf cart path and at the north east corner of the site by way of the proposed
new sidewalk. There are a significant number of park users living on the south side of Cedar Links
Drive and approaching the park from Lexington Drive.
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North and East View

South and West Views

A feel for the site was created with the help of photo display boards showing the trees, slopes and the
general character of the site.
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Drainage ditch extends past existing trees. .

An existing drainage ditch in the northern central part of the site extends through existing trees. This
area can be enhanced with wetland plantings and a boardwalk. This allows for on-site drainage and

creates a richer landscape texture, while providing exploratory and educational opportunities for
children. Park maintenance expenses are also reduced.

An enhanced natural planting area with boardwalk creates more interest and diversity within the park environment.
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Play areas are also enriched with the inclu

i -

sion of natural play materials such as boulders and logs
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Natural play areas can include a wide variety of play surfaces increasing the opportunities for creative play
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Discussion Group Summaries

Following the Power Point presentation the design team and the community members divided into 5
groups to discuss the various park design options. The following is a summary of their discussions.

Group #1:

o Preserve existing trees

) Tables and benches with BBQ’s and electrical outlets

) Natural picnic areas underneath existing mature trees. They should be located with 40%
in the shade and 60% in the sun.

] Sidewalks to park. Address safety concerns.

o Senior Accessibility

) Outdoor movie area

. Fenced dog park for off leash dogs

o Play Structures with swings and slides

. Splash pads

o Gazebo (shelter) covered area(s). One large or multiple smaller ones. Income from rental
with available electricity and water.

. Running water for sanitation area in covered area

. Volleyball area

. Basketball

) Frisbee golf

. Horseshoes

) Adult and children activities — mix

Group #2:

. N/S golf cart — loud foot traffic, in bad shape (torn up)

) If dogs are allowed, dog cleanup receptacles. Free reign area.

. Path looping around park — Keep buffer

) Vector control on wetland areas

] Keeping picnic tables close to covered areas

o BBQ

. Access road or not?

. Be cognizant of the difficulty site visibility when turning onto Cedar Links from Rosewood as
it relates to on-street parking and Park entry drive access

o Parking should be on one side of Cedar Links not both

) Parking buffer east of Rosewood to park for safe entry and exit

. Benches near walking paths picnic benches, trash cans

o Natural rocks in play areas

] Interactive play structure less slides and swings

. No lighting

11
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Group #3:

Concern about location of bathroom...don't want it next to houses

Like covered pavilion idea

If path is concrete, could there be a border around the path that would facilitate running?

In favor of community garden located where current parking is. Parking area could also
become a play area or picnic area.

Next meeting should clarify the emergency vehicle easement location

Would like a grassy open area like Holmes Park (1 Acre+) for all-purpose use (Frishee, football,
etc.)

2 people against a splash pad

Dog poop bag dispensary needed

Movie area using natural slope of grass for amphitheater-like grass seating

Keep it natural

2 people want path that loops around park

2 people voted against play structure recommended it be more “challenging” if incorporated
Put temporary pavilion where existing parking is, that can be set up and removed

Security lighting needed

Will solar powered lighting be explored, and could enviro-friendly materials be used in park?
Path width 3 to 3.5 feet

What is budget for park?

LED and motion lighting desired

Path should be a material softer than concrete

Use riparian area as educational opportunities

Group #4:

Access road should be directed around the side and take up as little room as possible and the
surface could be made of concrete blocks with grass planted in them

Small fenced area for dogs and dog “poop” bags

Design with the intent of discouraging over-night “guests”

Children play area with natural elements like rocks and wood

Sense of community

Scatter benches throughout and picnic tables

Small pavilion

Small parking lot possibly near Cedar Links Drive

No spray park feature

Bench in the natural area

Play structure should be close to parking

Separate the different uses if they conflict with each other — play area, dog park, neighbors’
back yards, etc.

Walking trails throughout the park and around the perimeter

Amphitheatre

Place the restrooms away from the existing houses

Will the proposed zero lot line homes require recreation areas?

12
Page 73



Group #5:

. Walking path to be big loop in park to accommodate walking, biking (children) etc.
) Multiple points of pedestrian access
. Lighting for security
. Open and natural play areas
o Swings
) Picnic pavilion
) Year-round bathrooms
. Drinking fountain(s) on path
o Play area far from street — closer to parking lot
o Natural pond
o Merry-go-round
] Flat area for pick-up sports games
. No rubber fill
o Spinning cups
] Zip Line - low profile along slope
. Tree house
o Holmes Park was liked by this group
. Easy for children
. Loop inside park
. Traditional play equipment for young families like swings and slides and placed near parking
] Natural play area located by the former green and traditional by the parking lot
. Flat area for throwing a football or frisbee
o Pond located in wetland area with a bridge
J Concrete walls/benches like the new park on off of East McAndrews
13
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SECOND PUBLIC MEETING

The second public meeting was held at the Carnegie Building on January 14, 2014. In preparation for
this meeting Galbraith’s design team evaluated the results of the first public meeting discussions and
combined those preferences with the results of the public survey. Three concept plans were

presented reflecting the public’s preferences within the existing conditions of the site.

The following survey results and discussion meeting summary were shared with attendees prior to

the meeting.

Survey Results

87 households responded.
Total # of people in households responding is approximately 275;
32 have no children fiving im their homes or skipped that question.

 Children’s Ages:

0-5 31%

6-10 44%

116-18 16%

11-15 27% E

Use When?

Morning 40% | Afternoon 71%

Evening 53%

How Often?

Daily 21%

|Weeldy 54%

'Monthly 25%

Walk 64%

Bike/skate 31%

Lights?

No 10%

Set Hours 38%

E_ Drive 36%

All Night 52%

Activity Type:

Passive 24%

Active + Passive 51%

Indude Developed Play Area 59%

‘;"Wemldusethepatltfor...":

4. Unstructured Play 54%

1. Walking 82%

5. Pick-up/Unorganized Games 33%

2. Family Time 73%

6. Meditation 26%

3. Picnics 63%

7. Skating 11%
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Discussion and Survey Summary

Many people said they would like:
e A park very much like Holmes Park
® Restroom—year round if possible, or Porta-Potty
e Drinking fountains and trash cans
e Perimeter pathway
e Shaded benches—plenty near little-kid play area
® Picnic areas, pavilions, large group area
* Non-wooden play structure with lots of swings
e Natural play area
e Larger bark chips—cleaner in play areas
® Grassy area to run and play on/kick and throw balls
® Retain natural look with pastoral feeling including wetlands
® Asmall, enclosed off-leash dog area
e BBQs
e Basketball

A few people asked for:
e Horseshoes
e Community garden
e Merry-go-round
e Spinning cups
e Discgolf
e Spray park/ Water feature .
e Tennis Court
e Swimming pool
e Fishing pond
e Botanical garden or zoo
¢ To play fetch with their dogs
e Bike park with jumps and pump track
e Community Center/ events, concerts, “Summer in the Park” series
e Amphitheaterin lawn area
e Passive use only
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The Concept Plans

The park design concepts developed to include:

° A sweeping path system with neighborhood connections

° Pavilions, each with a BBQ and picnic tables

° A restroom facility located near the parking lot

° Park benches located throughout the park along the pathway system
° A natural play area for children

° A play structure for children

° Open space for free play

o A fenced dog area

All three concepts included the preservation of as many existing trees as possible. Every effort
was made to minimize major impacts to the site and preserve the natural undulating character
of the land. The existing golf cart path locations were integrated into the pathway system,
minimizing additional grading. The existing drainage ditch/wetland area was enhanced to
improve site health and provide an educational drainage/wetland condition.

k]

As part of the effort to preserve significant trees, the existing oak tree on Cedar Links rive will be brotected by
adjusting the alignment of the new access road to the park around the existing critical root zone.
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The following three concept plans were presented. The attendees reviewed the plans and selected

the elements they preferred from each design to incorporate into a consensus plan which would be
prepared for the next meeting.

Concept #1

& dl 'j

/
)

Qa3

o

Concept #1 provides:

Sweeping pathway system
Future street access and the parking lot on the east side of the park

* One large and two smaller pavilions, each with a BBQ, located along the pathways
around the park with

® The restroom adjacent to the parking lot

A play structure located near the parking lot

A natural play area located near the parking lot

A single wetland with a board walk pathway through it
Two open play areas

A fenced dog run near the parking lot
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Concept #2

Yo

Concept #2 provides:

Sweeping pathway system

Future street access and the parking lot on the east side of the park off a new
street

The parking lot combined with a roundabout to simplify access and increase the
safety of offloading children and supplies

One large pavilion with a BBQ and numerous tables distributed in the sun and
shade

The restroom adjacent to the parking lot

® The play structure and natural play areas located on level land adjacent to the

path system and each other. They can be combined into one large play area.
A single wetland with a boardwalk pathway through it
Several open play areas
A fenced dog run near the parking lot
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Concept #3

!
i
il
i
D F

T R e
. e : l s ; J

2

Concept #3 provides:

o Sweeping pathway system

° Future street access and the parking lot on the south side of the park off Cedar
Links

o One large pavilion with BBQ and numerous picnic tables distributed in the sun
and shade

° The restroom adjacent to the parking lot

° The play structure and natural play areas located on different elevations and
separated with a path

° A single wetland with a boardwalk pathway through it

° Several open play areas

° A fenced dog run near the parking lot

4
<
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Summary of Second Public Meeting

Cedar Links Park Public Meeting #2 held at Carnegie Building
Present at Meeting: John Galbraith, Jim Love, Barb Galbraith, Brian Sjothun, Pete Young,
City Council Members, Parks Commission Members, Public; 20 signed in (32 in attendance)

The majority of potential park-users felt similarly about the following items:

o Locate the parking lot off of the new street east of the park
. Locate the majority of the structured elements near the parking area
Restroom

Play structure
Natural play area
Largest of the three pavilions

Basketball
) Locate enclosed dog area as shown on plans near proposed street
o Include plenty of benches throughout the park—and specifically some under the large trees
and plenty by the play areas for grandparents supervising children
o Include lighting for safety and security
o Include power and (1) grill at each pavilion

There was preference expressed by some for the following:

) Locate one of the two smaller pavilions on the flat area in the SW quadrant
“It would be a nice, quiet place to relax or to hold a book club meeting.”

) Basketball for the older kids—some did not want it at all because of the noise factor, but it
was agreed upon by a hands-up vote.

. Make the parking lot rectangular with head-in parking

o A short fence along Cedar Links Dr. to prevent little kids from wandering into the street

. Maintain access at southwest corner of the park

o Include a few pieces of agility equipment in the dog area

Comment Cards

o Three of four cards stated preferences for items already agreed upon or listed above.

o The author of the fourth card requested he be contacted by email. His comment reads, “The
plan should incorporate the possibility of the city acquiring the tract to the east. The Leisure
Services Plan shows a multi-use path along the east-west Cedar Links. It would be great to be
able to plan for this trail on public property; otherwise it will probably be impossible to
complete the trail. Also, with the PUD planning for a series of trails, it is imperative for this
connection with the PUD trails and the East-West Trail.” He also likes the idea of

-a tennis court
-an amphitheater
-a mini Frisbee golf course (3 holes)

Concerns:

] Much conversation about access issues and noise adjacent to homes on Rosewood

) Many living nearby felt the path should be moved farther away from Rosewood backyards

o A fence was suggested along the north park boundary and a gate at northwest corner to
prevent loitering behind backyards. This would also block access by neighbors to the north.

. Concerns about vagrants were expressed. Brian encouraged the residents to use the park,

which would discourage misuse of the park.
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PUD NEIGHBOORHOOD MEETING

A Cedar Landing PUD Neighborhood Meeting was held January 17, 2014. The following is a
summary of the discussion:

. The three main entities for this project are Wes Norton — in charge of site development, Eric
Artner — Project Manager and Jack Keese the main financial backer.
) Eric Artner ran the meeting and basically said the subdivision is not being changed much from

the original accepted design. The only changes would be the dividing of the site into nine
tracts and the adjustment being made now with the park occupying the southwest corner.

o Eric said they are going to develop phase two of Skylakes and see how that works out. They
have no set plans as to what tract will be developed afterwards. He expects that some of the
tracts will be sold to someone else, but they would like to develop most of these themselves.
They are leaning toward developing the area at the southeast corner (south of Cedar Links
Drive) first, but don’t know for certain.

o Someone in the audience said they thought the city was seeking only one entry to Foothill in
that location when the original package was approved but the new package has two. Eric said
that it must have changed because the city was accepting what was submitted this time and,
as far as he knows, it was what was approved the last time.

Security was a major concern:

o One of the audience members who was at the park meeting said that the Parks Department
was not interested in putting up a fence, and Galbraith clarified that the Parks Department is
going to consider fencing because the Park will be the first to be developed. They will be
talking to the PUD owners about it as well.

. Artner said they will be hiring a security firm to patrol the site
. Lighting is called for in the pathway areas
o All of the pathways will remain as originally designed

Water concerns:

) The ponds on the site will be reduced in depth to 18” in order to conform to safety regulations
enforced by the building department. All ponds will remain.

o Someone asked if the site will be maintained and irrigated. Artner said his group will conform
to city requirements, but will not be irrigating the site.

. After the meeting, Galbraith gave Artner the latest park concepts and suggested it would be

good for the development to keep the existing trees on the site watered, especially since this
will be a drought year. Eric was under the impression that the existing trees would survive
without water because of their maturity. He does not want them damaged, and he and
Galbraith will meet to discuss watering.

Overall, not a lot of controversy was observed. People were mainly concerned about security and
clarifying ownership.
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MASTERPLAN DEVELOPMENT

Based on the input from the previous meetings Galbraith’s office prepared a Preliminary Master Plan,
and presented it for the Commissioners and public to review.

Parks Commissioner Study Session Meeting

A study session was held at Carnegie Building at 5:30 on February 4, 2014 with the Parks and
Recreation Commission to review the developing Master Plan. There was some public attendance.

2 |
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The preliminary Master Plan Concept included:
o Sweeping pathway system
o Future street access and the parking lot on the east side of the park.
° Three pavilions, one large and two small ones, each with a BBQ unit distributed along the
pathways of the park
° A restroom adjacent to the parking lot
° A play structure located near the parking lot
° A natural play area located near the parking lot
° A single wetland with a board walk pathway through it
o One open play area
° A fenced dog run near the parking lot
o A basketball half court
o Existing trees and new tree placement shown
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Summary of Discussion

Galbraith explained the process to get to the latest plan. It showed a conventional parking lot
at northeast corner and most of the activity areas in the eastern side of the park. The
exception was a pavilion in the fruitless Mulberry area near the southwest. This area was
given a pavilion so that a quiet group could have a place to be away from active areas.
Placards displaying tree names were requested

One of the commissioners wanted to know why there wasn’t a full basketball court. Galbraith
said the grades were such that there would have to be a lot of ground manipulated to achieve
a flat, full court on the site. It was decided there should be another half court placed near the
dog area. Having two different places that could be used would allow two groups a chance to
play at the same time. Another man and his sons came in late and, after the meeting, brought
up the same question.

Lighting in the basketball areas was requested. Brian said that lights at the courts would go
off at park closing time (like other parks). Lights elsewhere in the park may remain on all night
for safety.

Water needs to be available in the dog area

Samples of the lights were in the package handed out by Galbraith. They will be lights that will
minimize light pollution.

Galbraith said that some of the darker areas near existing residences will have bollard type
lighting.

Large trees were desired. Galbraith said all the trees were going to be large in stature except
for some of the riparian trees in the natural area (like Serviceberry trees). There may be a
need for some evergreen trees near the residences to the west. Galbraith will keep the
symbols on the plan as a place holder until he hears from or contacts the owners. Galbraith
said that neighbors near other parks he has worked on have not wanted to screen the parks.
The Parks Department will prune up the lower branches of the existing trees near Cedar Links
Drive and selectively remove a few existing trees so there will be better visibility into the park.
Some of the commissioners questioned the accuracy of the wetland designation because the
plant communities did not look like wetland types. John explained that he met with the
wetland specialist that day and was told the only area that may be a wetland was isolated and
had Hydric soils — which is an indicator of wetlands. The wetland at the drain pipe may go
away because of the new manual guidelines.

Galbraith said he went to the neighborhood meeting held by the new owners of the proposed
PUD and the main concern was safety. The PUD owners have hired a security company to
patrol the site. The neighbors were concerned that fencing wasn’t going to be put in, but it
was explained to them that fencing would be installed at the same time as the Park would be
built. This is because the park will most likely be built before the PUD is developed near the
park.
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MASTER PLAN CONCEPT

In preparation for the Park Commission’s presentation and formal recommendation to the City
Council on the 18th of February, Galbraith’s office made adjustments to the plans and Master Plan
Report based on the results of the study session. Two significant changes included adding an
additional basketball half court to provide more opportunities for groups to play at the same time and
a quiet pavilion area in the southwest corner of the site near the Mulberry trees and away from active
areas to provide a more passive use area for small groups.
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Summary

This final master plan is the result of a series of public meetings, interaction with neighboring
subdivision Owner, and input ensuring that the identity of the Cedar Links neighborhood will be
maintained and enhanced. Following the guidelines for the City of Medford Leisure Services plan
“Neighborhood Parks”, the final Master Plan design incorporates the public’s input and integrates
important family activity needs with the character and opportunities of the site. Authentic public
interest was demonstrated through the enthusiastic participation of the public throughout the design
process.

The public’s focus on safety concerns ensured that lighting will meet the preferences of the
neighborhood for a comfortable level of security while not overpowering the night sky with artificial
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lighting, minimizing light pollution. The basketball lights will be turned off at closing time while other
lights may remain on all night for safety. Some areas near existing residences will have bollard type
security lighting along the pathways.

Concepts of sustainability were adhered to throughout the design process. Preserving the undulating
open space and characteristics of the current site was a priority for the design team. The resulting
design worked with the existing grades as much as possible and avoided solutions which required
major grade changes. The new parking lot area is a good example of this. It is located on the footprint
of the current parking lot for the golf course. This worked well with the design, reduced grading and
provided a hub for other family activities, while allowing for a restroom to be located away from the
faster traffic flows. Sustainability also led to incorporating the majority of the existing asphalt path
into new circulation patterns, while avoiding excess grading and protecting adjacent tree roots from
damage. The use of two basketball half courts will provide adequate recreation opportunities, while
also reducing the amount of grading required for one full court.

Protecting the existing trees was very important. The existing trees give the park an established look
and provide a welcome relief with cooling shade and year round interest. The existing irrigation
system will be maintained where feasible to reduce costs and additional trenching.

The existing site drainage also led to opportunities for enhanced plantings of wetland and native
plants. The location of a more natural planting area, to include a boardwalk, where nature can be
observed and appreciated, reduces lawn maintenance costs.

Site amenities are provided throughout the park with benches, picnic tables and grills. Three pavilions
will provide gathering areas for various sized groups. The dog area offers options for people with
pets.

Open play areas and playgrounds are designed to provide both a conventional playground area with
play equipment as well as a natural play area with boulders and logs.

This type of park design and development ensures the long term health of our neighborhoods and our
local families while it strengthens our communities with a balanced and healthy environment to be
enjoyed by all.

FINAL DESIGN
See Appendix A
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CedarLinks Park Mastar Plan
Probable Construction Cost Estimate -
February, 2014

SITEDEMOLITION. 520 o Qar COSTAUNIT | EXTENDED COS' | m
Remove A.C. paving (existg parking) 23600 SF $ 055 § 12.880.00
Sawcut asphalt pavement 300 LF $ 300 $ 900.00 Esimap
Removal of Structures and Obstructions 1 LS $ 1,00000 § 1,000.00 Esfmate for Road
SUB TOTAL $ 14 880.00
1 , I |
1 . Whale Project
1 LS $ 500000 $ 5,000.00 Whdle Project
1 LS $ 126000 $ 1,280.00 Road
SUB TOTAL $ 8.060.00
il [ GV [ UNT_ ] _COBTION 08 [ . ]
ree Canopy Cleaning 1 LS $ 150000 $ 1,500.00 Allowance
Tree removal (8™ 127) wf stump grind 4 EA $ 100000 $ 4,000.00 Esimate
Tree removal (12'+) wf stump grind 2 EA $ 450000 $ 9,000.00 Esimate
Cilearing and Grubbing 1 EA $ 350000 $ 3,500.00 Esimats for Road
SUB TOTAL $ 18,000.00
CORRETERANG Gy [ ORI | COSTANT] EXTBVGEDCGAT] | ]
B 3 read 160 L $ 1500 $ 2.400.00
Concrete sidewalk 1250 SF $ 500 $ 6,250.00
Concrete Mowstrip - 6" wide 725 LF $ 1500 $ 10,875.00 {@ natural area)
SUB TOTAL $ 18.525.00
AVGROUI [ Q7Y T UNT | _COSTANT | EXTENDEDCOBT | | ]
Play structure(s) 1 LS $ 7500000 $ 75,000.00 Allowance
Climbing rock 1 Ls $ 300000 $ 3,000.00 Allowance
Cancrete curb, 18" h {playground edge) 160 LF $ 1400 $ 2,240.00
Engineered wood fiber 350 CY $ 3500 $ 12,250.00
Natural play boulders 10 EA $ 100000 $ 10,000.00 Allowance
SUB TOTAL $ 102 490.00
T VT ___ oI [ UNT T I ]
Underground power drop (w/Transformer) 1 Ls $ $
3" Electrical Conduit 80 LF $ 1800 $ 1,620.00 Inchudes Trenching
2" Electrical Conduit 265 LF $ 1300 $ 12,545.00 Incudes Trenching
2" Wafer Service 1 EA $ 200000 $ 2,000.00
1-1/2' Water Line - PVC 3s5 LF $ 1300 $ 4,615.00 Includes Trenching
Sewer Pump System $ 6,500.00 6,500.00 Pump & Grinder S

1 $
Cedar Links Schematic Estimate (2-18-14).xis
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2" Sewer Pipe - Force Main 347 LF $ 2500 $ 8,675.00
4" Sewer Pipe - Gravily 45 LF $ N33 8 1,489.85
15" HDPE Pipe 288 LF $ 400 $ 12,672.00
12" HDPE Pipe 110 LF $ 3800 $ 4,180.00
8" HDPE Pipe 308 LF $ 000 $ $,240.00
4" Trench Drain wiF abric & Drain rock 55 LF 3 2000 $ 1,100.00 Inchudes Drain rocd
Detention Pond wiStrucure 1 LS $ 300000 $ 3,000.00
Detention Pond Excavation 25 cY s 1300 $ 325.00
Concrete Curb Irfet Type "B" 1 EA $ 150000 $ 1,500.00
Concrete inlet Type "D" 1 EA $ 140000 $ 1,400.00
Concrete Catch Basin 1 EA 8 140000 $ 1,400.00
12" Nyioplast Catch Basin 3 EA $ 100000 $ 3.000.00
SUB TOTAL $ 90271.85
—r— _ e -
2100 SF$ 410 $ 8,610.00
Concrete Curbs, Type A 420 LF $ 1300 $ 5,480.00
Excavation 790 CcY $ 1300 $ 10,270.00
Subgrade Gectextile 1400 SY $ 100 §$ 1,400.00
“-0' Aggregate Subbase 817 TON $ 16850 $ 13,480.50
3/4"-0" Aggregate Base 312 TON $ 2300 §$ 7,176.00
Trench Patching 77 sY $ 4000 $ 3,080.00
Level 2, 1/2" Dense, MHMAC 202 TON $ 8000 $ 18,180.00
4" White Striping {Bike Lane) 420 LF $ 125 § 525.00
4" Yellow Dotted Striping 420 LF $ 125 % 525.00
SUB TOTAL $ 68,708.50
m—s | - ]
oncraie , 1ype 321 LF 1800 $ 5,778.00
Level 2, /2" Dense, MHMAC 80 TON $ 2000 $ 7.200.00 3" AC section
3/4"0" Aggregate Base 320 TON $ 2200 $ 7,360.00 12' Base secion
Subgrade Geotextile 480 SY $ 100 ¢ 480,00
4" Parking Space Striping 160 LF $ 125 ¢ 200.00
SUB TOTAL $ 21018.00
[ oV [ UNT ] _cm:m]?‘éﬁ_Ecm'r'l i ]
t, 8 1350 LF $ 2500 33,750.00 Inchxies base
Boarxdwak @ natural are. 75 LF $ 15000 ¢ 11,250.00 8" width
Subgrade Geotextile 1200 SY $ 100 $ 1,200.00 8" width
General Excavation 520 CcY $ 1300 $ 6,890.00 b-ball courts
SUBTOTAL §  53,000.00
: S . ONT 1 ]
Medium system (heads, lines, valves installed) 1556820 SF $ 100 $ 155,620.00

Cedar Links Schematic Estimate {2-18-14).ds
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42 staion controller 1 EA $ 242000 $ 2.420.00
Electrical Servica for controlier 1 LS $ 100000 $ 1,000.00 instalied
back flow prevention device 1 EA $ 1,00000 $ 1,000,00 Instaled
Waler Meter (inst. +S0OC)-2" meter, paved 1 Ls $ 1830000 $ 18,300.00
SUB TOTAL $ 17934000
%ﬁ . T [CGIV_ [ UNIT [ COSTARMNT| EXTENDEDCOBT ] I ]
: coa -I N 530 LF $ 1000 $ 5,300.00
Chain link, vinyl biack coated - 4 ht. 400 LF $ 1425 §$ 5,700.00 {dog run)
Chain link, galvanized - 8 ht. 570 LF $ 2800 $ 15,860.00
Ga, 3 wide x 4 ht. 2 EA $ 15000 $ 300.00
SUB TOTAL $ 27260.00
: | 1
Basketball, half court
Retaining Wall
SUB TOTAL $ 50,375.00
(STTE AND STREET FURNISHINGS _ [Qv T T ¢ [ [ ]
Picnic Tables 12 EA $ 150000 $ 18,000.00
inerpreive Stafons 1 EA $ 250000 $ 2,500.00 {@ natural ereq)
Bench Seating 8 EA $ 90000 ¢ 7.200.00
Bike rack - small 1 EA $ 40000 $ 400.00
Trash Receptacie 10 EA 3 50000 $ 5,000,00
SUB TOTAL $ 33,100.00
[EOLPREFARATON [Ty [ ORI | _COSTANT | EXTENDEDTOAT T |
apsal, mported 1120 CcYy $ 000 $ 33,600.00 12’ depth
SUB TOTAL $ 33600.00
. \SSES S I aTty UNIT || COSTAUNIT | E COBT | | ==
Allowancs to repair exdsting lawn 1 LS $ 400000 $ 4,000.00
Lawn (hywdroseed - inchides sol prep) 30200 SF $ 050 $ 15,100.00
SUB TOTAL $ 19,100.00
; I UNIT. d I |
Trees - 2' cal. EA $ 34500 § 18,975.00
Coniferous tree, 8- 10 ht $ 35000 § 5,250.00
Shnibs & groundeover ¢ parking 3800 SF s 200 3 7.600.00
Organic bark mulch - 4" dapth 580 Cy $ 3500 $ 20,300.00
Natural area 20,500 SF $ 200 $ 41,000.00 plants @3’ o.c.
Swale Boulders 20 EA 3 30000 $ 6,000.00 Allowance
SUB TOTAL s 99,125.00
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Ramp/stair handrail, pipe 975 LF $ 1800 §$ 17,550.00
SUB TOTAL $ 17,550.00

w __[WQTY | OWT_[ COSTAMT | EXTENDEDGO8T | o P ]
rect burial 1700 LF $ 600 $ 10,200.00 Estimate

Pedesfrian, 12 poles 18 EA $ 170000 $ 30,600.00 LEDlamp
Bo#llard, matal w/ light 12 EA $ 80000 $ 8,600.00 LEDlamp
SUBTOTAL 3 50400.00

[PARK BARLDINGS . ] | [ | | N 1

Pemanent Restrooms with exterior drinking

fountain 1 Ls $ 4200000 $ 42,000.00

Picnic Shelter - 1616 square, instaled 2 EA $ 17,0200 $ 34,080.00 includes 4" siab

Picnic Shelter - 20NQ0" square, instalad 1 EA $ 2040000 $ 20,400.00 includes 4" slab

SUB TOTAL $ 96 .460.00

ADODITIONAL COST FACTORS

Estimating Contingency {4%) $ 3,858.40

TOTAL ESTIMATED DIRECT CONSTRUCTION

COSTS $ 1,005,209.75

CONTIGENCY ALLOWANCE

Recommended Construction contingency

allowance / {Esfmating Contingency - 10%) 3 100,620.98

TOTAL WITH CONTINGENCY $ 1,106830.73

[OPTIONAL EXTRA GURB RELOCATION ]GV | _OWT| , s |
am [] '] 1 LS $ 100000 $ 1,000.00

Sawout 543 LF $ 300 $ 1,629.00

Concrete Curb, Type A 543 LF $ 1300 $ 7,059.00

Subgrade Geotextile 60 Sy $ 100 $ 60.00

3/4"-0" Aggregate Base 40 TON $ 2300 $ 920,00

Level 2, 1/2" Dense, MHMAC 27 TON $ 11000 $ 2870.00

Traffic Control 1 LS $ 250000 $ 2,500.00

SUB TOTAL $ 12,168.00

Cedar Lirks Schematic Estimate {2-18-14).ds
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* Disclaimer: The above estima® is for the Direct Construction Costs Only. it does notinclude fumishing and equipment, consultant fees, plan check
fees, financing costs, nor any other normally associated development costs. The above estimates assume a bid twe of project, with atleast three
qualified bidders in each of the mgjor subtrades. The cumrent market is exdremely wlatle, with shamp increases in costs and shortage in materisls
such as sieel, copper, cement and drywall. We have atiempted to reflact these factorsin the above esimate and will continue o monitor hem as the
project progresses. The above estimate assumes a consruction start dale of - I the start of construction is delayed beyond he date
above, the estimates must be indexed at a rate of 4-8% per year compounded.

OPTIONAL ASSUMPTIONS: Prewafing wage rates apply, No donated material or labor.

Cedar Lirks Schematic Estimate (2-18-14).xds
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@ Looking East down Cedar Link Drive

@ Looking Southwest toward subject property

@ Looking Northeast toward subject property

@ Looking West up Cedar Links Dr.

Legend

Photo ID
Number

Site Photos

Cedar Links Park
Conditional Use Permit
37-1W-16BC tax lot 300

MY CsA Planning, Ltd.
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@ Curb to sidewalk at Western boundary @ Southwest corner of subject property.
Shows existing golf cart path.

Looking North across subject property Looking Northeast across subject
Shows existing golf cart path. property Shows existing golf cart path.
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Play areas are also enriched with theiclusion of natural play materials such as boulders and logs
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Natural play areas can inc
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Section 4: The Impact of Parks on Property Values

4.1 SUMMARY

Prices are a means, although imperfect, of quantifying the value of public goods such as
open space, clean air, community, and safety. In most cases, attaching a price tag is the
only way of comparing these nonmarket goods to goods traded in the market. Ina city
such as San Francisco where many other priarities exist, the ability to demonstrate the
economic value of parks in monetary terms is particularly crucial. Unless an attempt to
quantify the benefit of parks — both intangible and tangible ~ is made, it is unlikely that
park investment will be prioritized to the requisite level.

This section explores a smal| yet significant segment of the economic value of parks: the
impact parks have on property values. Asa public good, parks are not generally
traded in the market. Because of the lack of direct information to calculate the value of
nonmarket goods, economists have developed indirect methods to measure the value of
nonmarket goods. The hedonic pricing model is one of these methods. The hedonic
pricing method is typically used to estimate the value of nonmarket goods such as parks
and open space, as well as air pollution and proximity to hazardous waste facilities.

This analysis measures the impact parks have on property values in two ways:

1) A holistic hedonic pricing model is used to measure the capitalization of park land
into property value for residential homes in San Francisco. Because distance to the
nearest park does not have a market price, a hedonic pricing model is the only way to
estimate the relationship between property values and proximity to parks. This particular
model is designed to measure the proximity principle.

2) The total property tax generated by parks that the city is not accruing by not
including the green premium in their assessment of properties was calculated. This
approach assumes that the assessed value of residential properties does not include the
green premium.

4.2 THE HEDONIC PRICING MODEL

Hedonic Pricing

Hedonic pricing models express the price of a good as a function of its characteristics or
attributes. The model then econometrically estimates the implicit price of all the included
attributes. For example, a house is a bundle of structural characteristics such as square
footage, age of house, number of bedrooms, and so on. The house “bundle” can also
include neighborhood amenities, community conditions, locational factors,
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environmental factors, and macro-market conditions.® These different attribute
categories are demonstrated in Figure 2.

Figure 2: Diagram of the Hedonic Pricing Model®

© .. <Propéry Valug L
(approximated Using assessed value) |
o

~

Structural Attributes
(UNITS, BEDS, BATHS, SQFT, AGE, STORY) |

The hedonic pricing model is able to explain the variation home prices by attributing the
variation to these different attributes included in the bundle. The price of a house is
therefore the sum of the value of all of its attributes. This is expressed as:

e Equation One > Ill= flx1,x2,%3 ... xn)],
where P, the market price, is a function of the set of attributes (x1, x2, x3 and so on).

A hedonic variable can then be added to the equation. A hedonic variable is an attribute
that does not have a market price. In this case, the hedonic variable is distance to the
nearest park. The funetion can now be expressed as the following:

* EquationTwo >  [P=1f(x1, %2, %3, ... x, 2)|;

where z is the hedonic variable.

* Nicholls, Sarah and John Cromptan. (2005). “The Impact of Greenways on Property Values: Evidence
from Austin, Texas". Jowrnal of Leisure Research 37(3), 321-341
¥ Nicholls, Sarah (2005)
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The regression model used to estimate the hedonic price is expressed as:

® Equation Three 3 [P =BI + B2X2 + B3X3 + B4X4.. BnXa.. BxXx+ ul;

where P is the observed property value; X2 - Xn represent the structural attributes; Xx
represents the hedonic attributes; u represents the error; and B represents the estimate of
the relevant attributes implicit marginal price after differentiation. The regression
coefficients, Bs, can also be interpreted as marginal prices homebuyers are willing to pay
for each of the attributes.

There are many assumptions associated with the hedonic pricing mode!. First, the market
must be at equilibrium and homebuyers are expected to maximize their utility subject to
budgetary constraint. Second, homebuyers must have the ability to choose among all
available properties in the area. And finally, homebuyers must have perfect knowledge.*

Table 4: Description of Variables and Expected Sign on Coefficient"! j

Variable Name Variable Description Expected Sign

on Coefficient
ASSESS V Total Assessed Value n/a
- (land+structure+improvements = assess_v)

SQFT Size of property (in square feet) +
AGE Age of property _
UNITS Number of units )
BED Number of bedrooms 4+
BATH Number of bathrooms +
STORY Number of stories )
DIST Distance to Nearest Park _

* Boardman, Anthany E. et al. (2006). Cost Benefit Analysis: Concepts and Practice (Third Edition).

Pearson Prentice Hall: New Jersey. pp. 349-352.
*! Nicholls, Sarah (2005)
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Methods

Study Area

As requested by the Neighborhood Parks Council, the City of San Francisco was selected
as the area of study. The data set includes 13,472 single-family residential units** that are
located within 1000 feet of a park under RPD jurisdiction. The purpose of only including
RPD-owned park land in the study area is so that, if desired, a comparative analysis could
be made between the annual benefits and costs of RPD parks.

Methods

Through geocoded site location*, residential properties within 1000 feet of every
significant park in San Francisco were identified (See Figure 3). A significant park is
defined as a park that is more than one acre.** Next, two zones were created: Zone 1
includes all properties within 500 feet of a park; Zone 2, the ‘control group’, includes all
properties between 500 and 1000 feet of a park. The selected distances were based on the
following baseline assumption: although it has been shown that effects from the

proximity principle can be measured up to 2000 feet from a park, almost al] of the

premium generated from a small neighborhood is captured in the first 500 feet, and 75%

of this added value is captured within 500 feet of a large park.” Only properties that
were completely contained Zones 1 and 2 were included. This was done to avoid double-
counting.

Figure 3: Hedonic Pricing Model -- Zones

PARK
(>1acre)

ZONE 1
(0-500 fesl)

ZONE 2
(500-1000feal)

“* RH-1 and RH-1(D)
* GIS software used: ArcView 9.1
“ Harnik, Peter (TPL). Phone Interview. 13 February 2007

45 Crompton, John. (2004) The Proximate Principle.
25
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Variables

Assessed property value was used as the dependant variable. This data set was obtained
from the City Assessor’s Office. 6 Although sales price data more accurately depicts true
market value, due to the high cost of accessing this information, assessed value was used
as a proxy.

[ndependent variables fall into two groups; structural and hedonic. Though many other
variables categories exist (see Fignre 2), this study was limited by the availability of
data. Independent variables used in this analysis include: the square footage of property
(SQFT), the age of the property (AGE), number of bedrooms (BED), number of.
bathrooms (BATH), number of units (UNITS), number of stories (STORY), and the
distance from the nearest park (ZDIST). Table 4 illustrates the variables used in this
study and includes the expected sign of the coefficients.

Sample size was dependant on the reliability of the data set. Reasonable parameters were
set for the following variables:

1) only properties with an assessed value between $200,000 and $5 million were
included,

2) only properties with BEDS<20 were included:;

3) only properties with BATHS<40 were included;

4) only properties with UNITS<10 were included;

5) only properties with STORY<10 were included.

This was done first, to clean up the data of suspicious outliers; and second, to limit the
scope of the study to smaller residential properties instead of including large apartment
buildings. Distance to the nearest park, or ZDIST, is a dummy variable that categorizes
properties as being in either Zone 1 or Zone 2 (see Figure 3).

Regression dnalysis
This study uses a standard multiple regression. Cropper et al. show that a simple linear
form produces less of an omitted variable bias than more complicated versions.”’

Results

Figure 5 shows the results of the hedonic pricing model. The set of explanatory variables
included in the model accounts for 19% of the variance in the assessed property value
(R2=0.19). The t-score for distance from a park had a t-score of 21 .5, which was the
second highest, after the number of bathrooms.

“ This study used the 2006 Secure Role
# Cropper, M.L., Deck, L.B., McConell, K., 1988. “On the choice of functional forms for hedonic price
functions”. Rev. Econ. Stat. 70, 668-675.
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Ideally, this study would have used sales price as its data set. However, the actual sales
price data is not easily accessible and is Multiple Listing Service (MLS) data can be
prohibitively expensive for non-profits and government agencies.

Itis also important to note the disparity between the median price of a home in San
Francisco, which is approximately $800,000, and the mean assessed value, which is
approximately $400,000.”" Again, the economic value estimated for San Francisco’s
parks system, in terms of positive impact on property values, may be substantially larger
than suggested.

4.3 AGGREGATING THE GREEN PREMIUM

To Be or Not to Be?

There is a debate to whether or not the assessed value of a property includes the
proximity principle. This debate is not only between academics, it also occurs at the city
level. Interviewing a handful of city appraisers exposed the lack of a standardized
approach for property assessment in San Francisco.

Calculating the Green Premium

Assuming that the City Assessor’s Office does not take the proximity principle into
account when assessing the value of properties in San Francisco, and assuming that there
is an average premium of 5-20% within 500 feet of an urban park, property values for
residential homes in Zone 1 were aggregated. The sum of all property values was $11
billion. Next, a 5% to 20% premium were added to this dollar amount. This range
represents an estimate of the overall change in property value attributed to the proximity
principle. Aggregated property values increase from $11 billion to $11.6 — 13.3 billion
when the proximity principle is accounted for. Finally, this new aggregate total was
multiplied by local property tax rate® to estimate the total positive impact of parks on the
property tax base. When accounting for the green premium, property taxes jumped from
$125 million to $132 - $150.4 million.

This calculation is important because it estimates the amount of property taxes generated
by the green premium that the City is not taking advantage of. By not including the
proximity principle in assessed property values, the City is missing out on $6.3 — 25.1
million in property taxes. This number only reflects the impact of RPD-owned parks and
open space. It does not include other parks and open space in San Francisco.

Conclusion
An important next step would be to compare the aggregated green premium with the
annual cost to RPD to acquire, develop, and maintain parks and open space. Howeuver, it

*! California Home Sale Price Medians by City: Home Sales Recorded in March 2007: Dataquick real

estate news. Website: hitp./www.dqnews.com/ZIPCAR shim . Access Date: 25 April 2007

* Local Property Tax Rate = 1.135%
28
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is again important to note that calculating the green premium is only a partial indicator of
the revenue parks generate for the city.

Figure 4: Cycle of Investing in a Park

City Is fully
raimbursed
by tha property tax

SAN

Annusl propenty taxes Incramenially Ciy invasts SX¥X XXX
increass paryearin a park

Property
values
increasa
by 5-20%
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The Impact of Parks on Property Values: A Review of the
Empirical Evidence

John L. Crompion
Deparunent of Recreation, Park and Tourism Seiences, Texas ASM University

The real estate market consistently demonstrares that inany prople are willing
o pay a Brger smount fur a property located close 1o a park than for a house
that does nor offer this amenity, The higher value of these residences means
that their owoers pay higher property taxes. Inomany instances, it the incere-
mental amount of axes paid by cach property which is attributable 1o the pres-
cnce of o nearby park s aggregated, it is sufficient w pay the snnual deln
charges required to retire the bonds used 1o acquire and develop the park. This
process of capitalization of park Lnd into the value of nearby properties is
termed the “proximate principle.”

Resulis of approximately 30 studies which have empirically investigated the
estent and legitimaey of e proximate principle are reported, sarting with
Frederiek Law Ohnsted's stiely of the impact of New Yorks Central Park Only
five studies were not supportive of the proximate principle and analysis of them
suggested these atypical resnlis may be antribwitable 1o methodological dehcien-
C1es,

Asa point of departure, the stidies” resulis suggest that a positive impact
ol 20% on property values abatting o fronting i passive park ared s o reason-
able starting poine, 1 it is a Neavily nsed park catering (o Luge numbers of
active recreation users, then the proximdte vidne incremeni may be minimal
an abutting praperties. but mav reach 10% on properties wo or three blocks
away.

KEYWORDS:  Parks, open space, fnaerty wulies

Introduction

The dilicult fiscal environment tha prevails in many cities, and the
escalation of urban lund values, have made the economic justilication of park
lind and open space increasingly necessary in order 1o rebut the persuasive
rhetoric of thase who say: 1 am in favor of parks and open space but we
cannot alford the caphal costs ol acquisition and development because of
more pressing priorities, or the loss of operational revenue that will acerue
il the land is removed from the ax rolls.” Government officials often seck
to enhance the tax bases of their communides by encouraging development.
There is a widespread belief that this strategy raises additional revenues from
property taxes, which then can be used 1o Improve community services with-
out increasing the taxes of existing residents. The notion that development
brings prosperity is deeply embedded in the American psyche. In contrast

CITY OF MEDFORD
| EXHIBIT #

File # CUP-17-101
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9 CROMPTON

to the enhanced tax revenues aceruing [rom development, contemporary
conventional wisdom among many elected officials and decision makers is
that open space and park land is a cosdy investment from which a community
receives no economic return. The social merit of such invesunent is widely
accepted, but social merit amenities frequendy are regarded as being of sec-
ondary importance when budget priorities are established.

Advocates of park and open space provision view this cconomic concep-
tualization of parks as flawed. They exhort the adage that much of the value
of properties on the ax roll is acquired from amenities that are off the tax
roll, and that the contributions of these amenities (o the tax base are likely
to be at least as substantial as those forthcoming from residential real estale
developments. This paper reviews empirical evidence in the literature relat
ing 10 three key questions: (1) Do parks and open spaces contribute o in-
creasing property values (the proximate principle)? (2) What is the magni-
cle of this effect? and (3) How daes distance effect the proximate principle?

The Basic Principle

The premise that parks and open space have a positive impact on prop-
erty values derives from the observation tha people frequenty are willing 1o
pay a larger amount of money for a home located close 10 these types of
areas, thau they are for a comparable home further away. Il this observation
is empirically verified; then owners of the enhanced property are likely 1o
pay higher propery taxes 10 governments because of the increase in the
property’s appraised value, In effect, this represents a “capitalization™ of park
land into increased property values for proximate land owners, Conceptually,
itis argued that the competitive market will bid up the value of property just
equal to the capitalized value of the benefits that property owners perceive
they receive from the presence of the park or open space. Economists refer
to this approach as “hedonic pricing.” It is a means of inferring the value
of a non-market resource (a park) from the prices ol goods actually traded
in the market place (surrounding residential properties).

In some instances il the incremental amount of taxes paid by each prop-
crty that is awribntable o the presence of the park or open space is aggre-
gated, it will be sufficient (o pay the annual debt charges required to retire
the bonds used to acquire and develop the park. In these circumstances, the
park is obuined at no long-term cost to the jurisdiction.

This principle is illustrated by the hypothetical 50 acre park shown in
Figure 1. It is a natural, resource oriented park with some appealing topog-
raphy and vegetation. The cost of acquiring and developing it (fencing, trails,
supplemeniary planting, some landscaping) is $20,000 an acre, so the total
capital cost is $1 million. The annual debt charges for a 20 year general
obligation bond on $1 million at 5% are approximately $90,000.

A projected annual income stream to service the bond debt was calcu-
lated using the following assumptions:
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THE IMPALT OF PARKS ON PROPERTY VALUES 3

Zone C

Zone B
Zone A
| [ 5
i 1210 wids

S0-acre Park

............

Figure 1. Layont of a 50 acre Namrd Park and the Proximate Neighiborhood Arean
4 ) f

® I properties around the park are 2,000 sq It homes on half-acre los (40
vd X 60 yd) with 40 yd frontages on the park, then there would be 70 lois
in Zone A (30 lots along cach of the 1,210 yd perimeters and 5 loss along
each of the 200 yd perimerers),

® Assume otal property laxes pavable to city, county, and school district are
2% of the market value of the property.

® Assume the market value of similar properties elsewhere in the jurisdiction
beyond the immediate influence of this park is $200,000.

® Assume the desire o live close to a large natural park creates a willingness
to pay a premium of 20% for properties in Zone A; 10% in Zone B: and
5%, in Zone C, and that there are also 70 lots in Zones B and C.

Table | shows that, given the above assumptions, the annual incremenial
property tax payments in the three zones from the premiums attributable (o
the presence of the park amount 1o $98,000, This is suflicient to pay the
$90,000 annual bond deln charges.

The flows of this invesument cycle are shown in Figure 2: (i) the council
invests $90,000 a year for 20 years (annual debt charges on a $1 million
hond) to construct or renovate a park; (ii) which causes the values of prop-
eriies proximate to the park 1o increase; (iii) leading to higher waxes paid
by the proximate property owners to the council: (iv) that are sufficient o
fully reimburse the $90,000 annual inancial invesument made by the council.

There are five additional points worth noting which may flurther
suengthen the economic case. First, this illustration assumes no stte or fed-
eral grants are available 10 aid in the park's acquisition and development. If
they were available to reduce the community's capital outlay, then the incre-
mental property tx income stream would greatdy exceed that required Lo
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Tuble 1
Property Taxes Pay the Annnal Debt for A cquisitions and
the Developonent of the Park

Aggregue
Amount ol
Incremental Incrementl  Property Tax
Markat Vadue Towl Property Taxes  Incremenis
Vialie of Auributed o Propermy Antributed 10 Given 70
Zone Fach Home the Park Taxes w27, the Park Huome Sites
Ouwside the park’s  $200,000 $0 $4,000 $0 fo
intHuence
A (20% premium) $240,000 $40,000 F4.400 SR 56,000
B (1% premium) Se2am00n S20,0400) §4,400 3400 $28.000
C % premmnm) H210.000 S10.480 S4.200) 200 14,000
$938,000

CITY COUNCIL

Ve

S

7

/

Council is fully reimbursed its
$90.000 apnual financial
invesiment by the incremental
increases

Council invests $90,000 per
year 1o service construction or
renovation of a park

Annual property taxes paid by
proximate properties to the council
incrementally increase

*,

\.\
\\_——’
Figaar 2. The Invesiment Cyele Associated with a Local Government's Investment
in a Park

Values of properties proximate 1o
the park increase
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THE IMPAUCT OF PARKS ON PROPERTY VALLUES 5

service the debt pavments. Second, the incremenial property tax income will
continue 10 accrue to the community after the 20-year period during which
the debt charges will be repaid. s which time the net return to the com-
munity will be substantially enhanced.

Third, there is evidence o suggest that invesunent in parks affects the
comparative advantage of a comimunity in attracting future businesses and
desirable vesidential relocators such as retirees (Crompton et al, 1997). How-
ever, the proximate capitalization approach does not capture the secondary
economic benehits awtributable o park provision that accrue from such
sources.

Fourth, a park of the size shown in Figure 1 is likely 1o improve the
quality of life und, thus, have some economic value to urban residents living
beyond Zone C. In all the studies reviewed in this paper, the capitalization
of benefits ceased at a selected distance. usually somewhere berween 500 feet
and 3000 feer away from the park perimeter in urban comexts. However, i
is unlikely that park users and beneficiaries will be restricted only o those
individuals located within such a narrowly delined service area (l.ynn, 1972y,

Finally, there is convincing evidence that the public costs associated with
residential development exceed 1he public revenues that acerue from it by,
on average. approximately 15% (Crompton, in press). Thus, if the annual
tax yield (o a commumity was $1 million from » residential development, the
merclian cost of servicing it is likely to be $1.15 million. In this case, if the
operation and maintenance costs associated with using the land as a park or
open space were less than $150,000, then it would be a more cost effective
use ol the land for the community than residential development.

A determining facior of the magnitude of a park’s impact on 1he prop-
ery 1ax base is the extent of the park’s circumference or edge (Little, 1990),
I a 100 acre park is circular in shape. then it has a relatively small circum-
ference. Il the 100 acres is disrributed more linearly, then the amount of
edge increases substantially, The principle is illustrated by the caleulations
in Figure 8. The increased amount of edge means that more property can
be sited adjacent o the park and the aggregate enhancement value of the
property tax base is fikely to be larger. This edge principle has been widely

A circular park that is 100 acres in area will have o radins of 1,177.8 feet. Given
that the circumference of a ciiele is two times pi, tmes the radios {2971, the amount
of edge will be 7.396.7 feet.

Assume this park is nnpeeled into a long strip of green which is one square acre
wirde (209 feet)—in effect, laying one acre next to another in a line. To hnd the
length of the edge of 100 acres in this confliguration 209 feet is multiplied by 100
times two, since there are two sides to this strip. The result is 41,800 linear leet, 5.65
times as much edge compared with a circular park of the same number of acres. Tha
is the edge effect.

Source: Litde, € FE. (1090
Figure 3. Mustrating the Edge Effect
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embraced in the design of golf courses which are mcorporated into residen-
tial real estate developmenis.

It is important to recognize that some types of parks are more desirable
than others as places to live nearby. For example, there is convincing evi-
dence that large flat open spaces which are used primarily for athletic activ-
ities and large social gatherings, are much less preferred than natural areas
containing woods, hills, ponds or marsh (Kaplan & Kaplan, 1990). Further,
it must be recognized that there are contexts in which parks exert a negative
image on property values. A useful analogy is with a well-groomed front lawn
which is likely 1o increase the value of a home, but if it is overgrown with
weeds then the property value is likely to be diminished (Fox, 1990).

This point was made by the depury director of the Parks Council, a
nonprofit advocacy organization in New York City when she observed: “We
have many poor neighborhoods in the South Bronx near parks. Bui the parks
are not helping them. If you put money into a park, chances are that you
will improve one portion of the neighborhood. But if the park does not have
proper security and maintenance, it becomes a liability for nearby homes”
(Tibbets, 1998, p. 9). Adverse impacts may result from nuisances such as:
congestion, streer parking, litter and vandalism which may accompany an
influx of people coming into a neighborhood to use a park; noise and hall-
field lights inuuding into adjacent residences; poorly maintained, or
blighted derelict facilities: or undesirable groups congregating in a park en-
gaging in morally offensive activities.

In rural contexts, the proximate presence of undeveloped public park
or open space is likely to be regarded by many landowners as an asset. How-
ever, in some contexts it may be viewed negatively because of trespass con-
cerns. Hence, many proximate landowners in rural areas post and fence their
land against trespassing (Gartner, Chappelle & Giraud, 1996).

A final negative impact is that appreciation of property values results in
higher property axes. Residents who have lived in a location for a long time
and have no interest in selling their property, may sce no personal benefits
accruing 1o them from development or major renovation of a nearby park.
Nevertheless, they are required to pay higher taxes because the appraised
value of their property has increased.

The conceptual outcomes discussed in the previous paragraphs are sum-
marized in Figure 4 which recognizes that both positive and negative impacts
on property values are possible. The top half of Figure 4 suggests that prop-
erty value benefit increments associated with proximity and accessibility will
decay as distance from the park increases. The lower half of Figure 4 suggests
that any negaltive values are likely to be limited to properties in close prox-
imity to the park and these will decay more rapidly than positive impacts as
distance from the park increases—that is, the positive curve is likely to be
flatter than the negative curve (Li & Brown, 1980). Thus, in the negative
scenario property in the park's service area but beyond (say) 500 feet is sl
likely to experience an increase in value, since some benefits of access to the
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Figure 4. The Positive and Negative Impacts ol Parks on Residential Property Values.
Source: Li, No M. and Brown, H. |. (1980,

park’s amenities accrue to these homeowners but they avoid the nuisance
costs inflicted on those who live close 10 it

The Early Empincal Swudices

The legitimacy of the proximate principle was conventional wisdom that
prevailed among park professionals, landscape architects and urban planners
in the early years of the twentieth century. Given his legendary, inspirational
role in the architecture, design and popularizadon of parks in the United
States, it should come as no surprise that this conventional wisdom emerged
from the work of Frederick Law Olmsted.

Before funding for Central Park was committed, Olmsted explained how
the proximate principle would result in the park being self-financing and his
argument convinced key decision-makers. Thus, the New York City Comp-
roller, writing in 1856 shortly after the city acquired tite to the land for
Central Park, said, “the increase in taxes by reason of the enhancement of
values attributable to the park would afford more than sufficient means for
the interest incurred for its purchase and improvement without any increase
in the general rate of taxation™ (Mewropolitan Conference of City and State
Park Authorites, 1926, p. 12).

Olmsted consolidated the initial conceptual acceptance of the proxi-
male principle for Central Park by subsequently providing empirical verifi-
cation of it. He was responsible for the earliest documentation of the reks-
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tonship between public parks and real estate values (Fox, 1990). His daw
are summarized in Table 2. This documentation was widely disseminated and
was a4 powerful weapon in the armory of early public and open space advo-
cates seeking to persuade communities 1o commit new invesunents into these
amenities.

Soon after Central Park was completed. the New York Parks Commission
was able to assert that before the park was developed, the three wards adja-
cent 1o the park paid one dollar in every thirteen the city received in 1axes;
but after its development they paid one-third of the entire expenses of the
city, even though acquiring the land for Gentral Park removed 10,000 lots
from the city’s wx roll (Metropolitan Conference of City and Sute Park
Authorities, 1926).

Attributing all the high increase in the property values in these three
wards to the park, as Olmsted and the New York Parks Commission claimed,
was probably inappropriate and an exaggeration of the park's influence. It
is likely that natural growth in the city's population which caused a northerly
movement of people would have created inereased property values in these
wards without the park. Indeed, the average values in other paris of the city
increased approximately 100% during this time period. However, if this aw-
erage rate of increase had been applied 10 the three wards contiguous 1o
Central Park then their property value would have been about B3 million;

Table 2
Fredevick Law Obmsted’s Documentation of the Impact of Central Pavk on the
Property Tax Base of the Three Proximate Wardy

Assessed value in 1873 $2:36,081,515.00
Assessed yalue in 1856 206,429 565,00
Showing an increased valintion of $209,651,950,00
The wal expenditure tor construction, from May 1%,

[B57 to January 1", 1R74, is F8.873,671.50
The cost of tand ol the Park 1o the city is H.028 444,10
The cost of the Park 1o the city s H13.902 515,00

The nate of tax for the vear 1873 45 2.50, yielding on the
increase of wluation as above stated. increase of 1ax
amounting 1o $5,241 998,75,

Totd increase of ux in three wards £5,241,298.75
The anmual interest on the cost of L and improvement
of the Park, up 1o this time, 31 Sis percent $R34. 150,44
Deduct one percent, on $399,300 of stock, issued at five
percent 3.4933.00
R30,157.94
Excess of increase ol 1ax, in three wards, over interest on FLATLTA0.8]

cost of land and improvemnents

Sottree: Fox, T (1990,
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whereas it was actually $236 million. Thus, even when this is considered, the
park’s influence remained considerable.

The highly publicized financial success of Gentral Park generated calls
for the scenario to be replicated elsewhere in the New York City area. For
example, in a letter to the New York Times in 1882 a correspondent noted
that Central Park “has not only paid, but it has been a most profiable in-
vesunent, and regarded in the light of a real estate transaction alone, it has
been a great success” (New York Times, 1882, Jan. 9, p. 3). He went on 10
observe that “thase who want a reduction in the tax rate and those who favor
the movement for its effect on real estate™ were now “certain” Lo support
development of future parks. As a result of the Central Park success, the
letter writer advocated a proposal to acquire and develop two new 2,000 acre
parks on the periphery of the city before its expanding population reached
those areas. He argued:

Four or five millions of dollars at the uumost will be sufficient and, as experience
has proved, the City will not only be reimbursed for the outlay, bt will receive in
the increased tax income collected on the enhanced value of land contiguous 1o
the proposed parks much more than will he required for maintenauce and other
accounts, leaving, as in the case of Cenual Park, a handsome profit on the invest-
ment (p. 3).

Similar arguments were used in many other locales, as local govern-
ments realized that large public parks encouraged new residential develop-
ment on the periphery of a city which they believed expanded and strength-
ened the tax base (Fox, 1990). The documented evidence from Central Park
established the proximity principle as conventional wisdom among planners
and park advocates, and resulted in it being used 1o justify major park in-
vestments in many other communities. most notably in nearby Brooklyn, in
Boston and in Kansas City. In Brooklyn, for example, it was a prime [actor
in stimulating development of the 596 acre Prospect Park, which Olmsted
and his partner Calvert Vaux also designed and built, since one of the main
purposes of that park was to stimulate new real estate development (Fox,
1990).

The first county park system in the U.S. was the Essex County Park
Commission in New Jersey which was estblished in 1895, Much of its early
Justification for park investment was based on the proximate property prin-
ciple. In 1915, the Commission engaged a consultant to assess the impact on
land values of four Newark parks—Easiside, Westside, Weequahic, and
Branch Braok (Weir, 1928). The results are summarized in Table 3. They
showed that over a 12 year period, the increased wxes p4id to the county by
adjacent property owners, which were anrbutable (o the four parks, werc
sufficient to pay all debt charges and almost all of the mainteniance costs.

Similar results were reported in a study undertaken by a frm of ac-
countants for the neighboring Union County Park System in New Jersey in
1928 (The Playground, 1928), The study focused on property adjacent 1o
Warinanco Park in both the City of Elizabeth and the Borough of Roselle,
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Table 3
The Inpact of Four Newark Parks on Adjacent Property Values

Rate of Increase in Property Values

Property Adjacem Rest of Same Adjacent Taxing
Park to Parks Taxing District Districiy
Easiside 4 times 24 tmes 2% times
Westside 15 dmes 3 times 3 Hmes
Weequahic 14 times 7 tmes 3 times
Branch Braook 5 times 2% tmes 3% times

{part adjoins park)

Source: Weir, L. H. (1928).

for the years 1922 and 1927. For comparative purposes, the study reported
assessed values of the City of Elizabeth; the Tenth Ward of that city in which
the park was located; and of the balance of the taxing district of Roselle, for
the same years. Results of the study are summarized in Table 4.

The consultants reported that the increase in assessed values in the Eliz-
abeth Tenth Ward outside the area adjoining the park in this period was
64.1%. II' the area adjoining the park had increased in value at that rate
since 1922, then its assessed value would have increased by only $450,000,
giving a total for 1927 of $1.15 million instead of the $3.77 million shown
in Table 4. The difference of $2.62 million they believed was attriburable
directly to the influence of the park.

A similar situation was evident on the Roselle side of the park where
the rate of increase for the Borough property beyond the park area was

Table 4
The Influence of Warinanco Park on Adjacent Land Values in the City of Flizabeth
and the Borough of Roselle 1922-1927

Adjacent 1o Adjacent 1o

Ciry of Tenth Wurd Park on Borough of Park in

Elizabeth o Elizabeth  Elizabeth Side Roselle Roselle

1922 Assessed 83.90 16.10 0.703 710 1.07
Value*®

1927 Assessed 125.13 29.05 3.770 11.57 2.65
Value*

% Increase 49.1% 80.4% 436.1% 62 8% 147.0%

*Values are in $ millions.
Source: County parks increase property values. The Playground, March 1928: 633-634
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34.5%. If this rate were applied to the park area property, then the increase
in assessment values from 1922 10 1927 would have been $370,000 giving a
total of only $1.44 million instead of the actual total of $2.65 million shown
in Table 4. Again, the difference of $1.21 million was auributed by the con-
sultants to the influence of the park.

A subsequem updare of this study reviewed the 17 year period from
1922 10 1939 (Herrick, 1939). It reported that there was a 632% increase in
assessed valuations on properties adjacent 0 Warinanco Park during this
period. This was nearly 14 times the average increase of 46% for the entire
city during the same period of years. The property in Elizabeth adjacent 1o
the park which was assessed at $703,000 in 1922, rose to $5.1 million in 1939,
A similar, though less spectacular, increase was shown on lands adjacent to
the park in Roselle where valuations on land adjacent 1o the park increased
by 257%.

In the first third of the twentieth cenuiry, developments of parkways and
playgrounds were considered to be as central economic, social, and political
issues, as the development of parks. Development and maintenance of park-
ways was a major responsibility of some urban park departments, and their
positive impact on proximate land values was a primary justificadon lor their
development. The prevailing mind-set was thar parkways were analogous 1o
lincar parks and, thus, a similar premium attributable to their aesthetic ap-
peal would be present. Empirical studies appeared to confirm this premium
(Nolen & Hubbard, 1937). However, it was not possible to untangle the
myriad of influences accounting for the increases, and historical perspective
suggests that much of the value increase was attribuwmble to more effective
and efficient access for traffic and transit, rather than (o the parkways' aes-
thetics.

In most communities today, the distinction berween parks and play-
grounds has disappeared. Typically, playground equipment js one of multiple
features incorporated into the design of parks, Playgrounds as independent
entities are confined primarily to inner city neighborhoods where they are
vestiges of a previous planning era. However, in the first third of the twen-
tieth century, independent playgrounds were a common feature in the urban
landscape. These entities were defined as, “spaces wholly designed for play,
and having litle or no park-like qualities™ (Stoney, 1927, p. 324).

It had been claimed that playgrounds were likely to depreciate land
values in their vicinity, but the empirical evidence suggested this concern was
generally unfounded, especially in proximate rather than abutting properties
(Stoney, 1927; Feldman, 1929). The cases investigated indicated that, for the
most part, playgrounds did not retard the natural rise of land values. In
residential neighborhoods, playgrounds tended 1o increase the value of prox-
imate property at a greater rate than in neighborhoods where business and
industry were present. These conclusions were based on the results from only
two studies. However, both studies were carefully executed and were com-
prehensive involving 22 different sites in three different communities, and
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they reached similar conclusions. These charucteristics suggested that a rea-
sonable level of confidence could be placed in the generalizability of their
lindings.

The velatively small number ol early studies relating 1o the impact of
parks on property values was supplemented by many subsequent studies in
later years. These reflected the continued central role of nurban parks in
communities throughout the century. In contrast, the role of parkways and
stand-alone playgrounds diminished considerably in later years, which ex-
plains the subsequent absence of swudies measuring their impact.

Throughoue the tme period of the studies reviewed here—from the
sarliest days of urban park development in the 1850, through the 1930s—
there was an insistent, almost inviolate conviction among park and open
space advocates of the legitimacy of the proximate principle. It was conven-
tional wisdom among them and was also espoused by elected officials. How-
ever, in many ways, these early studies creating this conventional wisdom were
naive, reflecting he underdeveloped nawre of the statistical 100ls and re-
search designs in the early years of the field. They were limited 10 simple
calculations of increased tax receipts accriing from properties in proximity
to parks, parkways and playgrounds (Fox, 1990). This approach ignored the
necessity of unraveling the complicated plexus of factors that may influence
property values in addition to parks. It was noted that these “upe not merely
additive, but react on cach other and may react in opposite directions in
different cases™ (Nolen & Hubbard, 1937, P 124).

In subsequent eras, substantial improvements were made in methocds
used for quantifying the impact of parks and open space on real estate values.
Statistical techniques, such as regression analysis, made it possible w identify
the relative influence on property values of factors other than parks. The
emergence ol these analytical wols defined the end of the em of “early”
empirical studies rather than any specific date, but this wended 1o occur in
the 1930s.

The Later Empirical Suidies

The review of later empirical studies is divided into three main sections.
The first section chronologically reviews studies reporting resulls in urban
arcas. With the exception of a pioneering, pathfinding study completed in
the late 1930s (Herrick. 1989), these studies were all undertaken after 1960.
The growth in their number afier this time was coincident with the increas-
ing capability of computing. Almost all of the later studies used least squares
regression analysis as their primary statistical 1o0l. Typically, property prices
or assessed valuations werce regressed against a measure of distance and a set
of control variables which measured the conwibutions of other potendal
influences on property value as well as parks and open space. The increased
sophistication of computing made (easible more complex anulyses conuin-
mg a greater number of conwrol variables. The key questions these analyses
addressed were:
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(i) Did parks and open space contribute 1o increasing property values
when other potential influences on those values were also taken
into account?

(i1) How large was the proximate effect?

(iif) Over what distance does the eflect extend?

A sub-section reviews studies that did not treat parks and open spaces as
being homogencous, but which recognized there are qualitative differences
among them that are likely to result in different impacts on proximate prop-
erty values,

Findings emerging from studics of parks and open spaces in urban areas
may not be generalizable to non-urban or 10 large state and national level
parks because of differences in context, scale or mission. For this reason,
results from studies undertaken in those contexts also are reviewed in sep-
arate subsections. Results from water based parks are not reviewed here
because they add a level of complexity to the discussion that was deemed o
be outside the scope of this paper. In the final section, studies are reviewed
whose findings did not endorse the proximate principle.

Results from the Urban Studies

The shift from the rudimentary carly empirical studies to stronger meth-
edological approaches was initiated by Herrick (1939). His primary purpose
was “to show the possibilities of a simple method of analysis applied to avail-
able daw” (Herrick, 1940, p. 96). It was 25 years before others emulated his
approach which highlighted the pioneering nawure of the siudy. Pioneers of
new methods by definition expose themselves to eriticism. Colleagues iden-
tifieed what they believed to be significant weaknesses in the mathematical
modlels he developed, but at the same tme they :1cknawlcdg’ed, “Mr. Her-
rick’s paper is an interesting first approach” (Ackerman & Goodrich, 1940,
p. 56).

He was the first to use statistical techniques to try and isolate the unique
contribution of parks o property valuc increases vis-ivis other factors. It was
an attempt to rectify the fundamental weakness inherent in the early studies
of ascribing all increases to the existence of a park and disregarding the
array of other factors that may have contributed 1o the increases, such as
differences in the size, age and quality of residences erccted on lots; lot size:
proximity to a Cenual Business District, schools, or shopping centers; and
access to other facilities and amenities which generate real estate value, Her-
rick (1939) used regression analysis to identfy the impact of park acreage
and population density on real estate value in Washingion, DC for the 1011-
1937 period.

Herrick concluded that his analyses suggested: "Most cities could afford
to have twenty to thirty percent of their areas in parks. The ten percent rule,
which has been suggested, is much wo low" (p. 92). However, the dramatic
findings and conclusions of this study have to be tempered by the reserva-
tions expressed by critics about the application of the regression analysis
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(Ackerman & Goodrich, 1940). In the long term, the study's main contiri-
bution was its pioneering illustration of the role of siatistical tools in inves-
tigating this issue.

Although no additional work evaluating the proximate principle was
reported after Herrick's study for 25 years, the principle retined its status
as the prevailing conventional wisdom through the 1940s and 50s. For ex-
ample, in their Home Builders’ Manual for Land Develepment, the National As-
sociation of Home Builders noted: “In the vicinity of park and recreation
areas, enhanced values of building sites up 10 15% 10 20%, with a high level
of sustained value over the years, are not uncommon experiences” (Litde,
1960, p. 85). However, in 1961 the lack of convincing scientific evidence to
support such anecdoial and experiential conclusions caused William Penn
Mou Jr., who at that time was Superintendent of Parks for the city of Oak-
land, to write a letter to the Caro Foundation in San Francisco stating the
“need for concrete evidence 10 indicate that parks are good business and
that the purchase of park lands for future use is good business for a city”
(Wonder, 1965, p. 3).

As a result of that letter, the Caro Foundaton sponsored a swdy focused
on two parks in Qakland (Wonder, 1965). The samples were relatively small,
but they confirmed the positive impact of parks on the assessed values of
proximate properties. The results are summarized in Table 5.

Clinton Park was in a rvelatively affluent area, while the San Antonio
Park neighborhood property values were subsianiially lower. In both loca-
tons, the mean assessed values (which were supplied by the Tax Collector's
Office) of properties fronting the park were dramatically higher than those
ol properties located one or two blocks away from the parks. A third neigh-
borhood relatively close to the San Antonio Park was used as a control area.
It mirrored the San Antonio neighborhood in size, type of dwelling units,
ethnic composition, median family income. and education level, but was not
subject to the influence of a park. Thus, its first zone fronted on 1o other

Table 5
The Impact of Two Parks in Oakland on the Assessed Values of Properties in the
Surrounding Neighborhoods

Propertes Fronting Properties One Block Properties Two Blocks

Name of Park the Park from the Park from the Park
Clinton Park $3.416 52,300 $2,355
San Anmtonio Park $1.,489 $940 $932
Conurol Area* 8876 $932 $1,195

*In the control arez, the first zone fronted on to other houses rather than a park, so these
values were not subject to the influence of a park.
Source: Wonder, R. L. (1965)
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houses rather than a park. Iis aggregate assessed values were substantially
lower than those of the San Antonio neighborhood. but all the difference
was atiributed 1o properties on the block that immediately fronted the San
Antonio Park.

The wider availability and greater capacity of computing in the 1970s
and 1980s stimulated an increase in the number of empirical studies inves-
tigating the issue. A Philadelphia study focused on seven sites, at three parks,
three schools, and one school-park combination { Lyon, 1972). During the
sample years of the study, 1,725 property sales were recorded in the neigh-
borhoods around the sites. As a percentage of total housing units in each
area, the sumple size ranged from 12% to 25.5%. In all seven neighborhoods
regression analyses indicated that distance from the site had an impact on
property values, enabling the author to conclude, “there appear to be lo-
cational advantages 1o school and park facilities, and these advantages have
been capitalized in the sale price of nearby property” (p. 126).

Another Philadelphia study in 1974 analyzed the impact on sales price
of 336 properties in the vicinity of Pennypack Park (Hammer, Coughlin &
Horn, 1974). This 1,294 acre stream-valley park is in north-cast Philadelphia
and was surrounded by residential arcas developed at a density of approxi-
mately ten dwelling units per acre. The area around the park was comprisedd
of “unimaginative housing, heavy in scale with natural landscaping losing
out to concrete and stone™ (p. 275). Based on their subjective evaluation of
the area, the researchers hypothesized that “the residents do not consider
natural amenity 1o be very important” so “public open space would he ex-
pected to have a relatively low effect on land values compared to other neigh-
borhoods” (p. 275).

Despite the authors’ pessimistic prognosis, regression analysis indicated
that the park accounted for 33% of land value at 40 feet. This dropped o
9% at 1,000 feet and 4.2% at 2,500 feet which was the peripheral limit set
for the study. From these data, the authors concluded that a net increasc in
real estate value of $3.3 million was directly attributable to the park.

The most frequently cited study in this literature examined the effect of
greenbelts on property values in three different areas of Boulder, Colorado
(Correll, Lillydahl & Singell, 1978). A total of 1,382 acres of greenbelr had
been purchased adjacent to residential developments in the 10 years prior
to the 1978 study. The sample consisted of properties from each area that
sold in a selected calendar year which were located within 8,200 {eet of the
greenbelt (n = 82),

Variables in the regression model that were believed likely to influence
the sales price of these single family homes were: (i) walking distance in feet
to the greenbelt; (ii) age of each house; ( iit) number of rooms in each house;
(iv) square footage of each house; (v) lot size; (vi) distance to the city center;
and (vii) distance to the nearest major shopping center. The regression re-
sults showed that, other things being equal, there was a $4.20 decrease in
the price of residential property for every foor one moved away from the
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greenbelt. This suggested that if other variables were held constant. the av-
crage value of propertes adjacent to the greenbelt was 32% higher than
those located 3.200 walking feet away. These results are shown in Table 6.
One of the three neighborhoods had been able to ke much greater
advantage of the open space amenity in its planning than the other two
neighborhoods, so the authors initiated further analyses on it. In this neigh-
borhood, price decreased $10.20 for every fool one moved away from the
greenbelt. This resutted in:
the aggregate property value for the neighborhoud being approximately $5.4 mil-
lion preater than it would have been in the absence of greenbelt. This increment
resulted in an annual addition of approximately $500,000 ty the potential neigh-
borhood property tax revenue. The purchase price of this greenbelt for the city
was approximately $1.5 million, and thus, the potential property tax revenue alone
would allow a recovery of initial costs in only three years (p. 215).

There is an important caveat to these positive resubis in that 86% of the
$500,000 proximate increment of property tax revenue accrued to taxing
entities other than the city, i.e. county, school district, and other indepenclent
districts. Thus, the incremental return to the city alone was not sufficient to
pay the costs incurred by the ciry in purchasing the greenbell. This creates
1 major policy issue. However, it should not inhibit the purchase of park and
open space areas because overall economic benefits accrue 10 Laxpayers
whose revenues fund all the governmental entities. Resohution of this co-
nundrum requires one of two actions. The first requires a city to be prepared
to accept the inevitable criticism that is likely 1o occur when it raises taxes
to purchase the land, knowing that its axpayers indeed will benelit when
return on the investment is viewed in the broader context of total 1ax pay-
ments to all governmental entities. The alternative strategy is to persuade
the other wxing entities 1o joinuy fund purchase of the open space areas,
since all will reap proximate tax revenue increments deriving from them,

A study undertaken in Worcester, Massachuseuts, in the early 1980s ex-
amined the relationship berween four parks and the values of all properties
sold within a 4,000 foot radius of each park during the preceding five years
(n = 170) (Hagerty, Stevens, Allen & More. 1982; More, Stevens & Allen,

Tuble 6
Value of the Average House and Greenbelt Proximity

Walking Distance from Greenbelt Average Value of House
30 $51,379
140 50,318
1,283 9,172
2.000) 16,192
3,200 41,206

Source: Correll, M. R, Lillydahl, J. H., & Singell, L. D. (1978).
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1982; More, Stevens & Allen, 1988). The multiple listing service from which
the study's data were derived recorded actual sale price of a house, along
with information on other characteristics tha might eftect the sale price
including lot size, number of rooms, age, garage, taxes paid and condition.
Distance w the park in feet was added 1o this set of variables. The results
showed that, on average, a house located 20 feet from a park sold for $2,675
more than a house located 2,000 fect away. However, 80% of the aggregate
increase in value derived from properties located within 500 feet of the parks.
Effects could not be traced beyond 2,000 feer from the parks. Using these
data, it was estimated that the RgEregate property value increase atributable
to these parks was $3.5 million.

The impact of two parks on the values of proximate residential devel-
opments in Dayton and in Columbus, Ohio was reported in 1985 (Kimmel,
1985). The 170 acre Gox Arboretum in Dayton was a wooded open space
containing specialized herb, ormamental and other plant gardens. Iis impact
on an adjacent fairly new sub-division of 300 properties was assessed, The
152 acre Whewstone Park in Columbus, contained ball-fields, trails, natural
areas and i 13 acre rose garden, and it was adjacent 1o an older resiclential
area, In both cases, samples of approximately 100 residences were used in
the study.

The regression analyses indicated that for ¢very additional foot of dis-
tance a property was located away from Gox Arboretum and Whetstone Park,
the selling price decreased $3.83 and $41.87, respeciively. The average dis-
tance of properties in the study areas were 814 feer und 973 feer from Cox
Arburetnm and Whetstone Park, respectively, and these properties yielded
proximate preminms of $3,100 and $4,700. Given the average selling prices
ol properties in the residential arcas were $58,800 and $64,000, the park
premium represented 5.18% in the Gox Arboretun subdivision and 7.35%
at the Whertstone Park residential area. In neither case was an assessment
made of how this average premium varied between properties immediately
abutting the parks and those located (say) 2,000 feer away, which presumably
were much less impacted by the parks.

An empirical investigation in Salem, Oregon, in 1986 reported that open
space in the Torm of greenbelt ar the fringe of the urban area exerted an
influence on urban land values that extended inward from the urban bound-
ary about 5,000 feet (Nelson, 1986). The researcher concluded that urban
land adjoining farmland zoned exclusively for agriculture was worth $1.200
per acre more than similar land 1,000 feet away,

The ufluence of Different Park Design and Use Characteristics

While the above siudies consisiently reported that parks and open space
had a substantial positive impact on proximate property values, other studies
have refined this conclusion by identifying differences in the magnitude of
this impact based on a park's atributes. These differences pertained 1o (i)
whether a park was designed 10 service active recreation users or to offer
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Lusers a more passive, contemplative experience: and (ii) whether a park was
easily visible from adjacent streets or was sufficiently obscured from public
view that it encouraged anti-social behavior.

Results from an early study undertaken in the city of Spokane, Wash-
ington, are shown in Table 7 (Sainsbury, 1964). This was a relatively naive
study devord of sophisticaled statstical controls, but it was the first to em-
pirically verify a continuum of effect between active and passive parks. Parks
were classified into the three categories of active, combined active and pas-
sive, and passive. The values of residental properties adjacent to or su-
rounding parks were positively impacted regardless of the 1ype of park, and
magnitude of the impact dedined with distance from the parks. However,
there were subsiantial differences in impact along the active/ passive conlin-
uum with active parks exercising the least positive impact and passive parks
the most positive impact.

A more detailed study with betier controls pertaining 1o this issue was
undertaken soon after in Dallas (Hendon, Kitchen & Pringle, 1967). Ten
parks were selected for study. The impact on properties within 500 feet of
cach park was compared with that on properties which were beyond 500 fect
but still within the park’s service area and zone of influence. In hall of the
parks the main feature was a playground, while the other five parks were
larger and featured community playing fields.

The data in Table 8 show that properties within 500 feet of a playground
park were of lesser value than other properties beyond 500 but within the
park’s service area. However, the inner area values were higher than those
ol properties that were outside the playground parks' service areas. In con-
trast, properties around the larger playing field parks were of higher value
than properties that were more distant in the service area. The authors of
the study stated: “In conclusion, it appears that the community playfield

Table 7
The Impact of Different Types of Parks on Residential Property Values

Combined Acuve

Active Recreation and Passive Passive Recrention
Arvas Ruereation Areas Arcas
% rhange in adjoining + 10% +33%, +70%,
lots relative 1o averuge
alue of their census
tracts
% change in residential +7% 4% +h3%

blacks surrounding the
parks relatve 1o the
average value of their
Census tracts

Sonree: Sainsbury, C. (1964).
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Table 8
A Comparison of Mean Assessed Valurs of Properties Within 500 feet and Beyond
00 feet of 10 Parks in Dallas, Texas

Properies Within 600) Properties Over 500
Feet Fueer
Ratio:
Maean Mean Linder i)
Assessed Number of Assessed Numbrer of
Type of Park Vilue ($) Properties Value ($) Propertics Over 5O
Playground Parks
Casa View 3.637.00 128 3.778.00 485 46
Beckley Heights 3,340.00 141 £, 197,04 760 81
Hattie Rankin Moore 1372.00 179 1.528.00 301 A0
Sleepy Hollow 2.683.00 LY 2.556.01) 55 105
Preston Hollow U,0349.00 1] 11.207.00 516 R
Mayficld Parks
H.ur}I Stone R.058.00 195 5,040.00 07 1.00
Pleasam Qaks H,O80.00 171 5.879.00 55 1.19
BeckleySuner 3.436.00 250 2,742.00 HO 1.25
Martun Weiss 3.485.00 2062 3.258.00n 741 1.02
Exline 2.3K52.00 R 2.254.00) 54 1.06

Source: Hendon, W. S, Kitchen, J. W, & Pringle, B (1967).

park, because of its Jarge size, generally acts 1o increase property values of
properties inmediately adjacent to it while the playground generally de-
creases the values of similar properties™ (p. 74).

The authors auributed the reasons for the adverse impact on nearby
property of the playground parks not only 1o noise and the flow of additonzl
people into the area, but to their quality. For example, in the Preston Hollow
neighborhood, the park's adverse impact was relatively strong (20%). In this
area property values were high, $9,039 within 500 feet compared to $11,207
in the rest of the service area (Table 8). The authors offered the lollowing
explanation for the adverse effect:

The detrimental character of the park appears 1o lie in it appearance relative 1o
the rest of the neighborhood. Prabably if the appearance were improved, by plant
ings or some form of redesign, the adverse effect would be diminished.

It seemed to be true in all cases, that the aesthetically pleasing park (one
which had an awractive design, was well maintained, and highly landscaped)
caused an increase in property values of properties around the park, relative to
other properties... The parks which were well shaded, well designed and were of
pleasing appearance had a positive impact, while those which were poorly designed
had an adverse effect upon property values (p. 74).

Added dimensions 1o these findings were reported in a study which
employed sophisticated statistical controls (Weicher & Zerbst, 1973). It fo-
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cused on five purks in Columbus, Ohio: Aucubon, Kenlawn and Linden
parks were on the north side of the city, while Haunz and Wesyrate were
on the west side. All were located in neighborhoods comprised predomi-
nately of single family homes. However, the spatial relationships between the
parks and adjacemt residential properties differed in two ways. First, at
Haunt, Linden and Westigate, houses faced the park with a street between
them; while at Audubon and Kenlawn, houses backed on 1o the parks sep-
arated from them only by a fence. Second, most houses had a view of open
space, wrees, grass etc., but those around Linden Park, and part of Audubon
Park looked out on intensively used recreation facilites,

Prices of properties which had been sold in the previous five years thai
were immediately adjacent to these neighborhood parks constitied the de-
pendent variable. The regression analysis conwrolled for house age, number
of rooms, year of sale and lot size. The study differentiated between property
(1) facing a park across a strect; (ii) backing on to a park: and (iii) facing
a heavy recreation use arca or park building. The first CULEegory was com-
prised of properties facing Wesiygate and Hanntz Parks. These homes sold
for approximately 7% more than identical properties located away rom the
park.

In contrast, there was no proximate premium associated with homes in
the second category around Audubon and Kenlawn which backed on to the
parks, since they sold for a similar price 10 those beyond the parks' view
zones. Further investigation secking an explanation of this linding revealed
that the city’s parks deparunent received frequent complaints from neigh-
borhood residents of drinking and other disturbing acuivities at night in Ken-
lawn and Audubon Parks. Kenlawn Park was almost completely surrounded
by private residences, so it was almost invisible from the sureet. Therefore, il
was an excellent gathering place for people who wanted to be undisturbed
whether for legal or illegal purposes. Audubon Park contained a heavily-used
baseball diamond, which meant that homeowners had strangers very close
to their backyard for substamial time periods. This lack of privacy may have
accounted for the lack of positive impact on property values.

Properties around Linden Park fell inta the third category since the
park consisted mainly of heavily used recreation facilities, such as baselball
diamonds and a children’s playground, rather than of passive open vistas.
These homes sold for approximately 8% less than identical properues away
from the park.

Another study veported in 1973 soughi to identify the differendal effects
of four kinds of open space on property values: (1) public open space with
recreation facilities (e.g. playgrounds, athletic fields; (2) public open space
without recreational facilities (e.g. parks, arboretums, cemeteries); (3) pri-
vale openl space (e.g. large estates); and (4) institutional open space (e.g.
colleges, private schools, country clubs) (Coughlin & Kawashima, 1973). The
analysis was undertaken in a large area of northwest Philadelphia. The study
compared the value of properties in census blocks that adjoined one of these
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upen space categories with other census blocks. A ol of 1.955 censnus blocks
were included in the analysis and they contained 300,000 inhabitans,

The regression analysis included a farge number of other variables (ha
could inllnence property values, and it identified separately the park impacts
on blocks comprised mainly of homeowners and those on which renters
predominated. Among hoth of these Rroups, access 1o public open space
without recreation facilities was important. Accessibility to private and insti-
tutional open space impacted homeowner blocks but not rental blocks, while
there was a positive relationship with open space containing recreation fa-
cilities and renal blocks but not homeowner blocks.

Table 9 summarizes 1the implications of the study's findings relating 10
public open space with no recreation facilitics. Based on the average number
of dwelling units per acre and the average housing unit value given in the
table footnote, the incremental value attributable to three hypothetical dif-
ferent sized open space parks is computed using the analysis results, Com-
putations are made for both individual dwelling units and lor their aggre-
gation in the four distance zones,

The percentage increment anribuable 1o the park, increases markedly
with the size of the park. Thus, in the case of & 25 acre park, increments
ange from an average ol 9.9% within 1,000 feet of the park, down 10 0.17%,
i the 5,000 10 10,000 feet radius. Despite the low percentage increment in
the outer bands, their aggregate incremental contribution io the 1ax base js
substantial because the larger vadi and greater widith of the ourer distance
bands means that they embrace a quaniumly greater number of properties
than the closer bands.

The overall findings strongly supported the proximate principle, bu
there was one exception in that an anomalous negative impact occurred on
propertics which backed directly on 1o the park. The authors auribuied this

Tahlr 4
Lifject on Property Value of Public Open Space with No Recreation Fucilines*

Tara) Per Dwelling Unit
Size of Park Size of Park
hstince 1o —_—
Ressideyice I-Acre 5Arre 25%Acre -Acre Acie 2-Acre
tHeet) Pk Parl Park Park Park Park
O-1.000 $ol.amy $205,78% SHUK.A14 $83.31 34004 $L207.05
10002 500 43,057 215,258 11176990 12.497 LRI H9.0.28
2.500-5,00) 37,148 1R5, 748 Y8609 314 15.67 78.34
A000-10,001) 39,2046 196,258 981,24 (1,83 414 20,64

§171.355 SEN3.k4- B3.184, 704

"Assuming KH dwelling unin pevacre. and buse vilue of average housing unicis $12,185
Soutee: Coughlin, RE.& Kawashinma, T {1073
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10t “abutting owners feeling vulnerable from park users, who may cross over
their land and cause annoyance o the owners or even physical damage 1o
their properties. In an auitude survey carried out concurrenty with this
study, 21% of respondents rated the park poor or bad from the point of view
of safety from crime, and an additional 45% rated it only fair” (p. 277).

Finally, results from the study of four parks in Worcester, Massachusetts
discussed earlier strongly supported the proximate principle (Hagerty et al,
1985; More et al, 1982; More et al, 1988). However, the authors also reported
that parks with natural landscapes created the highest values in adjacent
property, while property next to active recreation facilities had slightly lower
values which were attributed 1o noise and pedestrian traffic. Following the
models described in Figure 4, these negative influences quickly dissipated
and property values one block away from the active parks showed a positive
proximate increment.

The empirical literawre reviewed in this section offers evidence 1o sup-
port the proximate value curves shown in Figure 4. Properties that face or
directly abut parks which primarily serve active recreation users are likely at
best 1o show only a small positive value increment auributable to the park,
This is auributable 10 the noise, nuisance and congestion emanating from
the influx and egress of traffic and people. However, values are likely to rise
substantially, and negative amounts are unlikely to be present, on properties
located beyond the first block adjacent to the park. In contrast, the value of
properties close to parks offering users a passive experience generally follow
a classic distance decay curve with those closest to the park exhibiting the
highest increments of value.

There is some evidence in these studies that parks in which there is anti-
social behavior may create a negative impact on properties facing or abutting
them. The probability of this type of behavior increases if parks are not easily
visible from nearby streets. Again, however, any negative impact is likely to
dissipate beyond the first block.

Findings from Non-Urban Studies

Most studies measuring impact of the proximate principle have been
undertaken in urban settungs. Their findings may not be useful for those
whose focus is at the state or national level. For this reason, studies that have
been undertaken in those contexts are discussed in this and the following
sub-sections of the paper. State and national parks typically are not estab-
lished and operated primarily to provide benefits 1o local residents. Their
mandate is much broader so their economic contributions are likely to arise
from visitor expenditures in the area, rather than be captured in proximate
real estate values. Nevertheless, it seems likely that the proximate principle
will apply, at least in some cases, even though such an impact may be per-
ceived as incidental to the mission of these parks.
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An empirical analysis of determinants of land values in the Adirondack
Forest Preserve in New York State was reported in 1978 (Vrooman, 1978).
The Preserve is a region within which privately-owned land and state-owned
tand are interspersed. Of its 6 million acres. 42% are owned publicly and
one purpose of this study was o test whether the stae-owned land which
will remain undeveloped impacted the price of privately-owned land that was
adjacent to it. The data consisted of the sale prices of 284 vacant land parcels
during a three year period which did not contain buildings and were nol
waterlront properties. The regression analysis indicated that being adjacent
to state land had a large positive impact on price. The price of such parcels
was about $20 per acre higher than similar parcels that were not adjacent 10
state land. Given that the mean price for all sites in the sample was $114 per
acre, this represented a 17.5% incremental increase in value,

A 1983 study of the impact of six New York State parks ou surrounding
property values reported that in four cases there was no impact (Brown &
Connelly, 1983). The authors suggested two reasons which may explain these
findings. First the arcas lacked intense development and were characterized
by predominanily mixed rural land uses, so proximate open space had little
additional appeal. Second, in areas that were developed around these four
parks, the lows were large incorporating backyard pools and other amenities
which cffectively discounted or nullified the importance of recreational op-
portunities offered by a nearby state park when the houses were sold.

At the remaining two parks, the analyses showed there was an impact.
Al Watkins Glen State Park for cach 100 feet closer 1o the park a residence
was located, its selling price increased by $50, while a1 Keewaydin Stare Park
the increase was $72 per 100 feet. The authors used Reewaydin State Park
to illustrate the magnitudes of these ineremental increases on properties in
the three local communities of Town of Alexandria Bay, Village of Alexandria
Bay and Town of Orleans where the increments represented 4%, 16% and
16% of the tax base respectivelv. Table 10 shows the impact of these incre-
mental increases on the 1ax revenues accruing to the three communities (in
1983 dollars).

A Maryland study reported in 1998 that the preservadon of a significam
tract of forest land accounted for at least 10% of the value of a house within
onc mile of the site in Baliimore County: at least 8% in Garroll County; and
at least 4% in Howard County (Curtis, 1993). When the radius was reduced
1o & quarter mile, open space fam land accounted for a minimum of 15%
of the value of a house in Baltimore County and 6% in Carroll Counry, but
it depressed home values by at least 7% in Howard Gounty.

Generally, findings from the non-urban studies mirror those from the
urban studies in supporting the proximate principle. Despite the concerns
of rural landowners relating o adjacent public lands facilitating access to
wespassers (Gartner et al, 1996), these findings suggest that properties prox-
imatte to public park, forest or open-space land are likely to receive positive
increments of value.
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Table 10
The Influence of Keewaydin State Park on the Property Tax Base and the Property
Tux Revenue of Three Local Communities*

Town of Village ol
Alexandria Bay Alexandria Bay Town of Orleans
Averuge sale price of $4.272 $41.257 §410,296
prupertics
Number of propertics 67 GO0 476
Average enhanced assessed 81,703 $6,781 S6,302
vilue of each property
attributable 10 Keewaydin
Stae Park
Tota) eohanced assessed SUI8, AR 4067 820 SRR SRR
value
Taxes paid atributable 1o $17.951 $653,257 870,011

incremental park vilues
(rtown, village, fire/ ligh
district, school district, ciwe)

#1088 dollar values
Source: Brown, T 1., & Connelly, N, AL (1983},

The Impacet of Large Federal or State Pavk or Open Space Aveas on the Local Tax
Base

The conventional wisdom among many elected officials, especially in
rural areas, is that public acquisiton of land for owdoor recreation adversely
eflects the revenue generating capacity of local jurisdictions. The beliel is
that since publicly owned land is exempt from taxation, its removal from the
tax rolls increases the burden on other wxpayers, and in some instances may
lead to the demise of communities. A conmmon context in which controversy
on this issue arises is the acquisition and development of new state park sites.

The cumulative research findings of the studies reported in this paper
to this point suggest that developing outdoor recreation amenitics is likely
to lead 10 a rise in proximate property values which will generate more rey-
enue than is lost by removing the land from the tax base. Two empirical
studies were identified which specifically addressed this controversial issue.
In both cases, the findings offered support for the proximate principle and
did not support the conventional wisdom.

A 1971 study reporied the impact of 15 park land acquisitions made in
Pennsylvania by the U.S. Corps of Engineers or Pennsylvania State Parks
(Epp, 1971). The aggregate property values of the township in which cach
park was located were compared with the values of the vest of the county
which were not subject 1o the park’s immediate influence. Data were derived
from assessed values. The values for both areas were tracked for an 11-year
period, starting five years before acquisition of park land began. It was as-
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sumed that the control sites, comprised of the rest of the county, gave u good
approximation of the land values thar wonld have prevailed if the park sites
had not been acqnired.

In 12 of the 15 park sites the 1ol value of each township’s taxable real
estate was higher the year alter acquisition began than it was in the previous
year. At the other three sites. township land values recovered in the second,
fourth and fifth yeurs. The author concuded that these results indicated the
increase in the value of lund remaining on the tax rolls more than offset the
loss of taxable land cansed by acquisition, so the revenne base of school
districts and other local government entities was not adversely alfected.

To facilite comparison between the park sites and the conirol areas, a
dollar valne index was developed which established the market value in the
yvear the Jand was acquired at 100, In the five years belore acquisition com-
menced the value index of land on ave aage across the 15 park site townships
was 84, while the vidue in the rest of the counties was 90, For the five years
alter acquisition the average values for the park townships and control areas
were TS and 108, respectively, Thus, as a group, the 15 park townships
moved from 6% below the control areas values before acquisition, 1o 7%
above them afier acquisition. The study's author concluded, “It seems likely
that public acquisition of recreational land in amounts up 1o 60,000 acres
does not reduce the real property tax base” (p. 26).

Results of this sindy suggested that the proximate principle is likely 1o
apply to state and federal parks, even though much of the evidence reviewed
in this paper refers 1o municipal parks. However, in addition 1o proximate
principle benefits, federal and state lands often bring additional revenue
benehits o local governments because in some cases they receive paviments
m licu of txes from the federal and state governments,

The compensatory impacts of such payments on local governimment rev-
enues were believed to explain the findings reported in a 1970 study (Barron
& Jansmia, 1970). The authors used multiple regression analysis 1o 1est the
hypothesis that state or federal and ownership in a forested three county
area of north-western Pennsylvania adversely affected the fiscal capacity of
local government throngh removal of part of the property tax base. The
hypothesis was rejected because it was found that neither higher wax rates
on private lands, nor reduced levels of per capita local government expen-
ditures (i.e. counties, townships and school district) were associated with
large amounts of public land, indicating that local governmenis were no
placed ar an economic disacdvantage by public Jand programs. Indecd, the
data “appeared to indicate the reverse” (p. 370).

In the three counties comprising the study area, the proportions of state
and lederal land were 51%, 48% and 17%. The consequences of the loss ol
local tax base were recognized by the federal government and the Pennsyl-
vania Staate government which both provided payments in lieu of taxes on
these lands to local jurisdictions. The authors believed these payments ex-
plained their results, concluding that “the payments in licu of taxes effec-
uvely substitute for foregone 1ax revenues” (p. 370).
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Table 11
Comparison of Mean Value of Properties within 500 Feet and Quver 500 Feet at
Tiree Fort Worth Parks

Mean Value  Number of  Mean Vidue 300 Number of Dillerence
Over 500 Feet Properties  Feet and Under Properties Significany a1 0]

Rosemaont Park $5.729 184 B6.562 %] Yes
Marne Park 4,505 162 5,671 48 Yes
Fastover Park 7,358 165 6,419 2 Yo

Source: Hendon, WL 8, (19723,

These detailed findings were consistent with those reported by the Na-
tional Park Service on the impact of two of its facilities (National Park Ser-
vice, 1961). In Dare County, North Carolina, near Cape Haueras National
Seashore Area, the National Park Service reported that total assessed valua-
tion within the county more than doubled soon after the area was opened.
Al the same time, 1ax rates were reduced from $1.00 1o 80 cents per $100.
Similar conclusions were reported alter the expansion of Grand Teion Na-
tional Park in Teton County, Wyoming,

Findings Not Supportive of the Proximate Principle

Five studies werce located which reported findings that did not unequiv-
ocally support the proximate principle. A 1966 study used multiple regres-
sion to evaluate the relative influence of a combination of 14 independent
variables on urban growth pauerns, including distance 10 a playground or
recreation arca. However, this was not one of the four variables that had a
signilicant influence on land values (Weiss, Donnelly & Kaiser, 1966).

Two studies undertaken in the late 1960s that were directed by the same
researcher (Hendon) reported mixed resulis in that they offered only partial
support for the proximate principle. The first site was a two and a half block
area of housing (which equated to a depth of five lois) around a 10 acre
park in Lubbock, Texas (Kitchen & Hendon, 1967). The area was character-
ized as "homogeneous” so the influence of other potential influencing var-
iables was not measured. There were B50 properties within this zone of in-
fluence of the park, and data were available for 480 of them. Correlation
analysis explained their relationship between distance from the park and (i)
assessed value of the property; (ii) sale price of properties that had been
sold in the previous five years; and (iii) assessed value of the land. There was
a significant correlaton only with the last of these three measures, and it
was a fairly small correlation (-.17).

The second study focused on three parks in the city of Forth Worth
(Hendon, 1972). They were: (i) Eastover Park, which was 18.5 acres sur-
rounded by low 1o middle income residential property primarily occupied
by African-Americans; (i) Marine Park, which was 12 acres with a surround-

Page 137



ne
~J

THE IMPAMTY QOF PARKS ON PROPERTY VALUES

mg population characterized as low 1o middle income and predominantly
white; and (iii) Rosemont Park, » community park of 30 acres bordering a
large boulevard. Results are summarized in Table 11, In Marine and Rose-
mont Parks, the mean values of properiies within 500 feet of the parks were
of significantly greater value than properties more distant {rom the park.
However, this support for the proximaie principle was parially offser by 1he
findings at Eastover Park where the direction of the significant relationship
was the amtithesis of that which was anticipated.

Findings from a large scale study involving 18 park sites in 13 munici-
palities in Westchester Gounty, New York were reparted in 1986, Community
parks of 25 acres or more were selected through a systematic process based
an g number of pre-established criteria (Yoegel, 1986), The neighborhoods
around the selected parks were charcterized as being relaively homoge-
neous, The 18 sires generated approximately 2,500 individual house price/
park relationship quantifiable dar points. The impact of the park on hree
zomes (termed tiers) was evaluated. Residential properties in Tier | were
immediately adjacent w a park. Tier 2 comprised the nexi two rows of res
idential properties direetly behind Tier 1. Tier 3 consisted of the two rows
of residential home plots ling behind Tier 2, thatis, four and five rows from
the park. Tiers 2 and 3 were pereeived 1o be “control areas.”

It was anticipated that the findings would endorse 1he proximate prin-
aple, but the regression analyses showed no difference in value henween
those properties adjacent o a community park and similar properties located
in the other two tiers. The study’s design may account for the unexpectedd
result becanse it was different from the design used in most of the other
studies reviewed, Given thag lairly large communiy parks (at least 23 aeres
in siz¢) were used in the study, the lack of a |'claI,iunship may have reflected
the proximity of all three tiers 1o the park. It scems possible that the adjacent
properties of Tier I may have experienced a nuisance factor which depressed
any incremental value increase to the level of that ACCTUINgG 10 properties
located 2-5 blocks away in Tiers 2 and 3. This would be consistent with the
lower curve in Figure 4. There was no measure of how well the prices of
propertes in these three tiers compared 1o those a greater distance away.
Thus, it scems reasonable 1o postulate that if' a conwrol area had been estab-
lished 6-10 blocks away from the parks, instead of 2-5 blocks away, then a
distance decay impact on residential properties may have emerged.

Methodological limitations may also have accounted for the findings of
a 1982 study which failed to validare the proximate principle (Schroeder.
1982). Using 566 randomly selected residential properties located in several
communities in Du Page County, Winois, the study’s objectives were Lo test
lor a significant relationship berween the value of residential property and
(i) per capita expenditures for parks and recreation in those communities:
and (ii) the acreage of land per 1,000 population. The regression analysis
indicated no evidence of a relationship in either case. It was subsequenty
suggested that inappropriate statistical procedures may have contributed o
the findings of no relationship (Arthur, 1983), hut the author rejected this
criticism (Schroeder, 1983),

Page 138



28 CROMPTON

Both variables used in this study are inadequate surrogaies for capturing
the value of parks in residential property values. The failure of any other
researchers working in this area to adopt these operationalizations suggesis
their fundamental weakness. Per capita expenditure is an input measure not
an owput measure, whereas the proximate principle relates to quantity and
quality of output in the form of parks and open space. It is the tangible
oulput assets which influence the sale price of proximate properties, not
dollar inputs.

Both per capita expenditures and acres per 1,000 population are gross
aggregate measures which do not relate proximity of residence and park.
Any evaluation of the effect of the proximate principle must by definition
include a measure of distance decay between park and residence, and ihis
is absent when these gross measures are used.

In conclusion, one of the five studies reviewed in this seciion reported
mixed results, but in two of the three parks which were investigated in it the
proximale principle was supported. In three of the remaining studies, faihire
to verify the proximate principle may be auwributed 10 unorthodox and
flawed measurement measures that were used. These involved failure to con-
trol for other influencing variahles, an inappropriate control area against
which proximate value increments could he measured, and measures which
failed 1o embrace the contral element of distance decay.

Conclusions

Three key questions were posed in the introduciion o the review of the
later empirical studies. The first question asked whether parks and open
space contributed to increasing proximate property values. Results from 925
studies that investigated this issue were reviewed and in 20 of them the em-
pivical evidence was supportive. Examination of the five studies thar did no
support the proximate principle suggested that in four of those cases the
ambivalent findings may be attributable to methodological imitations,

The support extended beyond urban areas to include properties thal
were proximale to large state parks, forests and open space in rural areas,
The rural studies offered empirical evidence to support not only the proxi-
mate principle, but also to refute the conventional wisdom that creating large
state oy federal park or forest areas results in a net reduction in the value
of an area's tax base.

Six of the supportive studies further investigated whether there were
differences in the magnitude of impact among parks with different design
feawres and different types of uses. The findings demonstrated thal parks
serving primarily active recreation areas were likely to show much smaller
proximate value increases than those accommaodating only passive use. How-
ever, even with the noise, nuisance and congestion emanating from active
users, in most cases proximate properties tended to show increases in value
when compared to properties outside a park’s service zone. Impacts on prox-
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imate values were not likely o be positive in those cases where (1) a park
was not well maintined; (i) a park was not casily visible from nearby streets
and, thus, provided opportunities for antisocial behavior; and (1) the pn-
acy of properties backing on 1o a linear park was compromised by park
users,

The seeond question posed related o the magnitude of the proximate
effect. A definitive generalizable answer is not feasible given the substantial
variation in both the size, usage and design of park lands in the studies, and
the disparity in the residential arcas around them which were investigated.
However, some point of departure based on the findings reported here is
needed for decision-makers in communities that try 1o adapt these results o
their local context. To meet this need, it is suggested that a positive impact
of 20% on property values abutting or fronting a passive park area is a rea-
sonable starting point guideline. If the park is large (say over 25 acres), well-
maintained, attractive, and its use is mainly passive, then this figure is likely
Lo be low. If it is small and embraces some active use, then this guideline is
likely to be high. If it is a heavily used park incorporating such recreation
facilities as athletic ficlds or a swimming pool. then the proximate value
increment may be minimal on abutting properties but may reach 10% on
properties two or three blocks away.

The diversity of the study contexts alse makes it nonleasible (0 offer a
generalizable definitive answer 1o the final question posed in the introduc-
tion concerned with the distance over which the proximate impact of park
land and open space extends. However, there appeared 10 be wide agree-
ment that it had substantial impact up to 500 feet and that in the case of
community sized parks it extended ont 1o 2,000 feet. Few studies tried 10
identily impacts beyond that distance because of the compounding com-
plexity created by other potentially influencing variables, which increases as
distance from a park increases. Nevertheless, in the case of these larger parks
there was evidence to suggest impact beyond this artificial peripheral hound-
ary, since the catchment area from which users came extended heyond it
(Allen et al, 1985).
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The notion that parks have a positive impact on proximate property values was recognized in the
debates surrounding the pioneering of large urban parks in England in the first half of the nineteenth
century, and subsequently in the spread of this movement to the US in the latter half of that century.
The empirical basis for these early assertions was rudimentary and naive. This paper reviews con-
temporary research using the more advanced analytical procedures now available to social scientists

that has exomined this issue. The findings confirm the initial rationale and suggest that a positive
impact of 20% on property values abutting or fronting a passive park is a reasonable starting
point guldeline for estimating such a park’s impact.

INTRODUCTION

The premise that parks have a positive
Impact on proximate property values
derives from the observation that people
frequently are willing to pay a larger
amount of money for a home located
close to a park, than they are for a compar-
able home. In effect, this represents a ‘capi-
talizaton’ of park land into increased
property values of proximate land owners.
The increments of enhanced value attribu-
tablé to a park were used to fund- early
parks; just as such increments are used to
fund golf courses in community golf devel-
opments in contemporary US soclety. The
premise of the proximate principle under-
girded the earliest parlks in England. It
was the central principle in John Nash's
development of London's Regent's Park
which was commenced in 1812; it was the
core rationale for Richard Vaughan Yates’
investment in Prince's Park, Liverpool, in
1842; and it provided the rationale for

i

investment of tax funds in the world’s first
publicly funded park in Birkenhead - in
1847 (Crompton, 2004).

After touring Birkenhead Park in 1850,
Frederick Law Olmsted was responsible for
transitioning both its picturesque design
principles. and its proximate principle
funding rationale to Ceatral Park in
New York City, and from there to urban
park systems across the US. Thus, from the
earliest days of urban park development in
the United States ffoth” the 1850s through
the 1930s, there was an insistent, almost
inviolate conviction among parlk advocates
of the legitimacy of the proximate principle.
It was conventional wisdom among them,
but it was also espoused by city planners
and elected officials.

Olmsted and others undertook studies
that appeared to confirm the intuitive val-
idity of the proximate principle. Thus, for
example, his studies at Central Park con-
cluded that the annual debt charges incurred
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by New York City for acquisition and devel-
opment of the park were $834,000 annually;
the increase in property tax revenue
recelved by the city as a result of the
enhanced value of properties around the.
park amounted to $5.24 million annually; so
the net annual Income accruing to the city
from its investment in the park was $4.4
million (Fox, 1990).

This study and others like it were fairly
rudimentary and naive, reflecting the under-
developed nature of the statistical tools and
research designs available at the time. All
property value increases were attributed to
the proximity of a park and the potential of
other factors were ignored. As new tools
evolved, the quality of the studies investi-
gating this issue improved.

During the past couple of decades, there
have been three developments that have
facilitated the emergence of studies which
are much stronger from a science perspective
that have addressed the impact of parks on
property values. First, the increased sophisti-
cation of hedonic analysis and the statistical
tools associated ‘with it have enabled the
array of other factors that may contribute to
changes in property values to be considered.
These factors are identified in Figure 1. '

The second development was the evol-
ution In the 1980s of Multiple Listing Services
in electronic form. In the US, it Is standard
practice for all real estate agents in a city
to report the sales price of each transaction
to a central data base that is accessible to
all of them with detalls of the structural
and physical attributes of the property.
This data base is called the Multiple Listing
Service. Now these data are available in elec-
tronic form. They can be transposed on to
maps that are formulated as part of a city’s
geographic information system and spatially
integrated with the location of parks.

Geographic information systems consti-
tute the third development that has
enhanced the quality of the science investi-
gating the impact of parks on property

Crompion

Structural Attribotes

E.g., members or bedrooms, batt

fireplaces, pamges; square foatage of house; lot
sizz; oge of structure; exisience of pasl

Neighbourhood Ateributes

E g., saclo-cconomic charaeterinfes of
neighbaring residents; quallty of neighbaring
stuctures; awnership/rentl; ethnle
compesfiion

Community Antributes
E.g., school and tax districts

Property Value

AV

Locational Attributes

E.g., proximity and nzcessibllty ta various
(dIs)amenities including wastc siles, power
lines, hink e, ohyreh

Y pping centers, ,
schoaly, culture] oppartamhiles, alrport, publis .
transportation

Exvironmental Atirbutes
E.g., view from property, nolsa evels, polfuti
lavels, starmwater

Time-Related Attributes
Eg., month and yearaf sale, number of deys cn
market

Fig. 1. Factors Influencing property value. Source:
Nicholls (2002)

values. A GIS is a computer-based system

that stores and facilitates manipulation of -

geographic information. GIS enables Multiple
Listing Service data to be mapped by individ-
ual street addresses. It permits accurate cal-
culation of distances between locations such
as a house and a park and can delineate
areas within which affected properties are
located. ... e L

These three developments have facilitated
the efficient use of hedonic price modelling.
The theoretical foundation of hedonic
pricing techniques was laid down by
Lancaster (1966) who proposed that utility
was derived from the characteristics or attri-
butes of goods. For example, the character-
istics of a car from which utility is derived
may include engine size, speed and acce-
leration, fuel economy, number of seats,
comfort, luxury, colour, style and status. By
estimating the contribution of each charac®
teristic to the purchase decision, its-relative
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The impact of parks on property values

impartance can be identified. Thus, the role
of the factors shown in Figure 1 in the deci-
sion to pay a given price for a home can be
identified through the use of regression
models.

REVIEW OF 'MODERN’ STUDIES-

The era of ‘modem’ studies for the purposes
of this review commenced in the 1970s and
early 1980s, when the availability and
greater capacity of computing stimulated an
increased interest in Investigating the issue.
Early studies in the 1970s were conducted
in Philadelphia, and in Boulder, Colorado.

A 1972 study in Philadelphia focused on
Seven sites, at three parks, three schaols,
and one school-park combination (Lyon,
1972). During the sample years of  the
study, 1,725 property sales were recorded
in the neighbourhoods around the sites. As
a percentage of total housing units in
each area, the sample slze ranged from
12% to 25.5%. In all seven neighbourhoods
regression analyses indicated that distance
from the site had an impact on property
values, enabling the author to conclude,
‘there appear to be locational advantages
to school and park facilities, and these
advantages have been capitalized in
the sale price of nearby property’ (Lyon,
1972, p. 126). ' :

The Philadelphia study was one of the few
to test for a ‘net effects’ curve which postu-
lates that while there is a Ppositive impact
on the value of properties abutting a park,
it may be lower than the impact on proper-
ties a block or two away which are not sub-
jected to any nuisance created by access
and egress. The polynomial equation used
to test for this effect was found to be a
good fit on one site — a Junior high school
site with an athletic field — with the
maximum Impact on property ocewrring
600 to 800 feet from the site. :

Another Philadelphia study in 1974 ana-
lysed the impact on sales price of 336

205

Properties in the vicinity of Pennypack Park
(Hammer et al, 1974). This 1,294-acre
stream-valley park is in northeast Philadel-
phia. It was surrounded by résidential areas
developed at a density of approximately ten
dwelling units per acre. The area around
the park was comprised of ‘unimaginative
housing, heavy inscale with natural land-
scaping losing out to concrete and stome’
(p. 275). Based on their subjective evaluation
of the area, the researchers hypothesized
that ‘the residents do not consider natural
amenity to be very important’ so ‘public
open space would be expected to have arela-

tively low effect on land values compared to-

other neighborhoods’ (p: 275).

Despite the authors’ pessimistic. progno-
sis, regression analysis indicated that the
park accounted for 33% of land value at 40
feet.- This dropped to 9% at 1,000 feet and
4.2% at 2,500 feet which was the Deripheral
limit set for the study. From these data, the
authors concluded that a pet increase in
real estate value of almost $3.4 million
(1974 values) was directly attributable to
the park. e T

The most frequently cited study in the
literature of this €ra examined the effect of
greenbelts on property values in three differ-
ent areas of Boulder, Coloradp (Correll et al,
1978). A total 'of 1,382 acres of greenbelt had
been purchased adjacent - to - ‘residential
developments In ‘the.10 years prior to the
1978 study. The sample consisted of proper-
ties from--each-area-that soldin- a selected
calendar year which were located within
3,200 feet of the greenbelt (n=282).

Variables in the regression mode! that
were believed likely to Inflience the sales
price of these single family homes were: 0]
walking distance in feet to the greenbelt;
(i) age of each house; (i) number of
rooms in each house; (V) square footage of

each house; (v) lot size; (vi) distance to the-

clty centre; and (vif) distance to'the nearest
major shopping centre. The- regression
results showed that, other things being

L
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equal, there was a $4.20 decrease In the price
of residentlal property for every foot one
moved away from the greenbelt. This
suggested that if other variables were held
constant, the average value of properties
adjacent to the greenbelt was 32% higher
than those located 3,200 walking feet away.
These results are shown in Table 1.

One of the three neighbourhoods had been
able to take much greater advantage of the
open space amenity in its planning than the
other two neighbourhoods, so the authors
Initiated further analyses on it. In this neigh-
bourhood, price decreased $10.20 for every
foot one moved away from the greenbelt.
This resulted in: -

the aggregate property value for the neigh-
borhood being approximately $5.4 million
greater than it would have been in the
absence of greenbelt, This increment
resulted in an annual addition of approxi-
mately $500,000 to the potential neighbor-
hood property tax revenue. The purchase
price of this greenbelt for the city was
approximately $1.5 million and thus, the
Dotential property tax revenue alone would
allow a recovery of initlal costs in only
three years. (p. 215)

There is an important caveat to these posi-
tive results in that 86% of the $500,000 prox-
imate (ncrement of property tax revenue
accrued to taxing emtities other than the

- clty, i.e., county, school district and other

independent districts. Thus, the incremental
return to the city alone was not sufficient to

Table 1 Value of the average house related 1o
greenbelt proximity

Walking distance Average value

from greenbelt of house

30 $54,379
1,000 50,348
1,283 49,172
2,000 46,192
3,200 © 41,208

Crompton

pay the costs incurred by the city in purchas-
ing the greenbelt. This Creates a major policy
issue. However, it should not inhibit the pur-
chase of park and open space areas because
overall economic benefits accrue to tax-
payers whose revenues fund all the govern-
mental entities.

Resolution of this conundrum requires one
of two actions. The first requires that a city’s
elected officials be prepared to accept the
inevitable criticism that is likely to occur
when it raises taxes to purchase the Jand.
This selfless, ‘statesman-like’ position is
adopted because they recognize that in the
long-term the city’s taxpayers will benefit
when return on the investment is viewed in
the broader context of total tax paymeunts
to all governmental entities. The alternative
strategy Is to persuade the other taxding enti-
ties to jointly fund purchase of the open
Space areas, since all will reap proximate
tax revenue increments deriving from them.

A study undertaken'in Worcester, Massa-
chusetts, in the early 1980s examined the
relationship between four parks and the
values of all properties sold within a 4,000
foot radius of each park during the preceding
5 years (n=170) (More et al, 1982, 1988;
Hagerty et al, 1982). The multiple listing
service from which the study’s data- were
derived recorded actual sale price of a
house, along with information og other charac-
teristics that might affect the sale price includ-
ing lot size, number of rooms, age, garage,
taxes paid and condition. Distance to the
paric in feet was added to this set ofvariables,

The results showed that, on average, a
house located 20 feet from a park sold for
$2,675 more than a house located 2,000 feet
away. However, 80% of the aggregate
increase in value was derived from proper-
ties located within 500 feet of the parks.
Effects could not be traced beyond 2,000
feet from the parks: Using these data, it was
estimated that the aggregate property value
increase attrtbutable to these parks was
$3.5 million. - :

-~
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The impact of parks on property values

The impact of two parks on the values of
proximate residential developments in
Dayton and in Columbus, Ohio, was reported
In 1985 (Kimmel, 1985). The 170-acre Cox
Arboretum in Dayton was a wooded open
space containing specialized herb, ornamen-
tal and other plant gardens. Its impact on an
adjacent fairly new sub-division of 300 prop-
erties was assessed. The 152-acre Whetstone
Park in Columbus, contained ballfelds,
trails, natural areas and a 13-acre rose
garden, and it was adjacent to an older resi-
dential area. In both cases, samples of
approximately 100 residences were used in
the study.

The regression analyses indicated that for
every additional foot of distance a property
was located away from Cox Arboretum and
Whetstone Park, the selling price decreased
$3.83 and $4.87, respectively. The average
distance of properties In the study areas
were B14 feet and 973 feet from Cox Arbore-
tum and Whetstone Park, respectively, and
these properties yielded proximate pre-
miums of $3,100 and $4,700. Given the
average selling prices of properties in the
residential areas were $58,800 and $64,000
respectively, the park premivm represented
5.1% in the Cox Arboretum subdivision and
7.3% at the Whetstone Park residential area.
In neither case was an assessment made of
how this average premium varied between
properties immediately. abutting the parks
and those located (say) 2,000 feet away,
which presumably were much less impacted
by the parks. ' )

An empirical investigation in Salem,
Oregon, in 1986 reported that open space
in the form of greenbelt at the fringe of
the urban area exerted an Influence on
urban land values that extended inward
from the urban boundary about 5,000 feet
(Nelson, 1986). The researcher concluded
that urban land adjoining farmland zoned
exclusively for agriculture was worth
$1,200 per acre more than similar land
1,000 feet away.
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Washington County, Wisconsin, is located
40 minutes northwest of Milwaukee and is
growing rapidly. The impact of two parks in
the county on property values was studied
(Sielskd, 2002). Jackson Park is a 25-acre
park located in the Village of Germantown.

The study was provoked by two common
concerns: (i) property owners adjacent to a
proposed county park were concerned it
would have a negative impact on their prop-
erty value; and (ii) taking the property off the
tax roles would put an undue burden on the
rest of the residents.

The study used assessed values and
measured the parks’ impacts within a half-
mile (2,640 feet) radius. It controlled for'
structural variables. The results for Jackson
Park are illustrated in Figure 2. Properties
within 200 feet increased by $113.36 In
assessed value for each foot a property was
closer to the park. Aggregated incremental
assessed valuation attributable to the park
was $1.58 million which generated $30,128
in annual taxreveaues. 19.2% of the assessed
value of propertles within 200 feet of the park
was attributable to the park. For example, if a
property located outside the influence of the
park was valued at $120,000, it would have a
value of $143,000 if it were located within 200
feet of Jackson Park.

At Homestead Hollow County Park,
assessed value decreased by $4.96 for each
foot of distance from the park up to the
half-mile radius. These results were similar
to the Boulder gieenbelts study reported
earlier in.theé paper. Aggiegate Value attribu-
table to the parks was $880,000, generating
annual tax revenues of $18,100.

A county-wide analysis of 6,898 single
family residences sold in a 2-year period in
Leon County, Florida, reported that homes
within 200 feet of the nearest park were
worth an extra $6,015, while the premium

-for those between 200 feet and 1,320 feet

(0.25 mile) was $1,773 (Cape Ann Economics,
2003). There was some evidence of the
impact of a restricted supply since when

b
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Fig. 2. Decrease of total assessed value per foot {Jackson Park)

the analysis focused on the most densely
populated parts of the county (over 2,500
Deople per square mile, primarily within the
city of Tal]ahassee), the premlums for
parcels within 200 feet of a park rose to
approximately $14,000.

In addition. to the county-wide analysis,
studies were undertaken on the specific
Impact of two parks. Myers Park in Tallahas-
see is a 47-acre natural area park. Data from
58 single family home sales In the previous
2 years were used in the analysts, which con-
cluded that those within 200 feet of.the park
soldfor $24,600 more than they would have
brought had they not been close to the
park. Since there were 75 Properties within
this 200-foot zone, the enhanced value
attributable to the park was $1.845 million.

Maclay State Gardens on the fringe of Tal-
lahassee is a Florida State Park embracing
rolling hills, a picturesque lake and spectacu-
lar and extensive floral gardens featuring
both native plants and exotic flora. It
includes the 877 acre Lake Overstreet
addition which also features a lake and

surrounding woodlands. Over the 2-year
period 442 single-family restdentia) proper-
tes were sold in the censys blocks Immed;-
ately Swrounding the gardens. Regression
analyses indicated that properties physically
abutting the park had a premium of $47,000
(n=104), while for thase Dot abutting but
within 200 feet the premium was $21,000
(n=170). These premiums when applied to
all properties within the 200-foot  zone,
added $6.3 million to the Property tax base.

A study of the impact of 14 neighbourhood
parks on.suburban- areas-of-the Dallas-Fort
Worth metroplex was based op 3,200 resi-
dential sales transactions recorded over a 2
4 year period (Miller, 2001). The parks were
all between 2.5 acres and 7.3 acres in size
except for two which were 05 and 0.3 of an
acre. They were ‘intermittently maintaiged’
and were selected because of their ordinari-
ness rather than their excellence. The
author described them as ‘a ‘standard of
park quality well withig the range of an
evenly marginally committed developer,
National monuments these are not’ (p. 169).
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The impact of parks on property values

The selected parks were in neighbourhoods
of single-family houses. As far as possible,
parks near arterial or collector streets, shop-
ping or commercial centres, or abrupt
changes in demographic characteristics
were excluded from the study to clarify the
effect of the park. The comprehensive
regression model incorporated 29 variables
that could potentially influence sales price.
Travel distances using a GIS program were
used as the distance variable.

The price effects compared against home
values a half-mile from the parks are shown
in Figure 3. Homes adjacent to parks
received an approximate price premium of
22% relative to properties a half-mile away.
Approximately, 75% of the value associated
with parks occurred within 600 feet of a
park and 85% within 800 feet. This distance
approximates a two to three minute walk
and delineated the parks’ principal areas of
influence. The price effects of the parks
were insignificant ‘at a distance of approxi-
mately 1,300 feet (a quarter mile), the con-
ventional'estimate of a 5 minute wallk,

This study also found that while large parks
add morevaluable to residents’ property than
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small parks, the premium is small relative to
that of proximity. All else equal, then, more
value will be created by a series of small
parles, which permit more total houses in
their vicinity, than by a single large park of
equivalent area.

Figure 4 demonstrates the outcome if this
principle is applied to a 50 acre park illus-
tration. It suggests that the tax base enhance-
ment emanating from six 8.33 acre parks with
dimensions of 400 yards x 100 yards, and
non-overlapping impact zones, will be sub-
stantially greater in aggregate than the
premium generated by the 1210 yards x 200
yards, 50 acre park. However, such a
revenue benefit is likely to be partially
offset by higher initial development and
construction costs, and more expensive
operations costs over time. Nevertheless,
the scenario of a set of smaller parks rather
than one large park may be appealing to
developers because they do not have to
incur the’ additional ongoing maintenance
costs whereas governmental entities do.

A large data set to measure the impact of
the proximate principle was assembled for
the city of Portland, Oregon. It was comprised
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Fig. 4. Impllcations for proximate preminus of distributing 50 acres of parkland amang six smaller parks

rather than allocating it to a single large park

of 16,636 single family home sales during a
three year time period. The miean home
sale price was $66,198 (1990 dollars) and
the average size was 1,396 square feet. The
impact of parks on property within a 1,500-
foot radius was measured. It was estimated
that a block was 200 feet, so the 1,500 foot
(0.28 mile) radius reflected an average dis-
tance of approximately 7.5 blocks.

Results from these analyses were reported
in two different papers. In the first paper the
193 public parks wére not differeritiated by
type (Bolitzer and Netusil, 2000). Twao stat-
istical models were applied to the data set,
The authors concluded that homes within
1,500 feet of a public park increased in

value by $2,262 (3.5%) or $845 (1.2%)
depending on the model used, compared to
property outside the 1,500 foot area. When
the impact of. different. distances within the
1,500 foot radius was evaluated by the two
models, the premium values ranged from
$5,023 (7.6%) and $3,527 (5.3%) for proper-
tes: within 100 feet of a park, to $2,109
(3.8%) and $1,004 (1.5%) for properties that
were located 1,301 to 1,500 feet away.

In the second paper using this same data
set, the authors classified the public parks
into three different categories: urban parks,
natural area parks, and specialty parks/
facilities (Lutzenhiser and Netusll, 20012.
These are defined in Table 2. The results

-
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The impact of parks on property values

Table 2 Definition of open space categories

211

Open space type

Definition

Urban Park

More than 50% of the park is manicured or landsceped and developed for

nonnatural resource dependent recreation (a.g., swimming podls, ballflelds,

sporls courts).
Natural area park

Mora than 50% of the park Is preserved In native and/or natural vegstation.

Park use is balanced betwesn preservation of natural habitat and natural
resource-based racreation (.g., hiking, wildiife viswing, boating, camping).
This definition Includes parcels managed for habitat protection only with no
public access or improvements).

Specialty park/facility

Primary use at the park and everything in the park ls'related 1o the specialty

category (e.g., boat ramp facllities).

showed that being within 1,500 feet of a
natural area park accounted for $10,648
(16.1%) of a home's sale price halding all
other factors constant. The impacts of
urban parks and specialty parks/facilities
were $1,214 (1.8%) and $5,657 (8.5%),
respectively. The relatively low premium
for the urban parks may be attributable in
part to urban parks often having greater
variations in quality.

The impact of distance from each of the
three types of area on home values Is
reported in Table 3. This shows, for
example, that a home located 401-600 feet
away from a natural area park on average
had a $12,621 premium (19.1%), while the

average premium for a house adjacent to an”

urban park was $1,926 (2.9%). These data

do suggest there are relative disadvantages
to being located next to the facilities, since
the largest premiums for the urban park,
natural area park and specialty park/facili-
tles were in the 201-400, 401-600, and
401-600 foot distance bands, respectively.
Another technically strong study was
reported on the impact of the Barton Creek
Greenbelt and Wilderness Park in Austin,
Texas (Nicholls and Crompton, 2005). This
Is a linear 171-acre natural area to the west
of downtown that includes 7.5 miles of
multi-use trails. The authors examined its
impact on three neighbourhoods that bor-
dered this amenity: Barton, Lost Creek and
Travis. Singlefamily home sales over a
three. year period constituted the data
source. The sample sizes of home sales for

Table 3 Varations in proximate vaiues at different distances for edch open space'type (1990 dollars)

Variable Urban Park Natural Park Specialty Park/facility
Distance <200 $1,926 $11,210 $7,396
Distance 201-400 2,061 10,216 5,744
Distance 401~ 600 1,193 12,621 10,283
Distance 601-800 817 11,268 5,661
Distance 801-1,000 943 8,981 4,972
Distangce 1,001-1,200 1,691 B,126 4,561
Distance 1,201-1,500 342 9,980 3,839

Number of observations 16,747
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the Barton, Lost Creek ang Travis neighbour-
hoods were 224, 240 anqg 236, respectively.

Results of the study are summarize(! n
Table 4. The table shows that the premium
for adjacency to the greenbelt was highest in
the Barton neighbourhood and that it rep-
resented 20% of the average price of all homes
in that neighbourhood. The comparison cri-
terion is important because all the homes
impacted by the greenbelt are included in the
average price. If the comparison criterion had
been with houses beyond the direct impact of
the greenbelt (say 1,500 feet or mare away),
then it s likely that the premiums shown in
Table 4 would have been substantially longer.

The last columnn In Table 4 shows the decline
in value with each foot of distance away from
the greenbelt. These figures are substantially
higher than those reported earlier in the
paper for the greenbelts in Boulder, Colorado,
the two parks in Dayton, and for the parks in
Washington County, Wisconsin, although in
the first two cases the different values may
be attributable to inflation in the two decade
tme difference between the two studies.

The lack of positive impact in the Lost
Creek area was attributed to the different
character of the greenway at that point,
Homes directly adjacent to the greenway in
Lost Creek were located on the edge of
deep, thickly vegetated ravines which
offered neither recreational access nor
attractive views. The vegetation inhibited
recreational access and the views were of
other properties across the ravines rather

- Crompton

than of the greenspace. In the Travis area
wiiere the proximate premium was relatively
low, the topography of the land did not allow
for non-adjacent Properties to enjoy a green-
belt vista, so the premium was primarily a
reflection of the value accorded proximate
access.

A study conducted in a 1,350 square mile
suburban and efurban region in central
Maryland used a sample of 55,799 arms-
length single transactions of owner-occupied
residential properties that occurred in a 5
year time period (frwin, 2002). It measured
the proportions of areas within 400 meters
of houses that were In differelgt land uses.
The study recognized that open space is het-
erogeneous and measured the impact on
house sales price of different categories of
open space. The author reported that in con-
trast to residential, commercial or industrial
uses, open space had a positive impact on a
residential property's value. However, the
premium fpr proximity to privately owned
open space protected by a perpetnal ease-
ment was $4,503 or 2.6%, while that on prop-
ertles close to government purchased open
space was $2,038 or 1.2%. It was suggested
that the privately protected land yielded a
higher premium than ‘the publicly owned
land because the latter is available to
people from. outside the local area. They
may generate a spillover nuisance cost by
reducing privacy. and Increasing congestion
which is not present at privately .owned
open space.,

e R R b Tt ST

Table 4 Fiesults from three Austin neighborhoods proximate to the Barton Cregk greenbelt and Wildemess

Area
) Declline In value
Home sales prices (3's) Adjacency AdJacency per foot from
premium .Premium the Greenbelt
Nelghborhood  High Low Mean %'s) percentage (8's)
Barton 550,000 105,000 220,000 44,000 . 20% 13.51
Lost Creek 895,000 173,000 356,000 0 0% 3.97
Travis 382,000 130,000 233,000 16,000 6% 10.61
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The impact of parks on property values

- A similar study was undertaken in Berks
County in southeastern Pennsylvania
(Ready and Abdalla, 2003). The data base
was 8,090 residences sold over a 4 year
period in the suburban/exurban areas of
the county. Again, the amount of land that
was in open space, residential, commercial
and industrial use’ within 400 meters of
each house was measured. The authors con-
cluded that within the 400-meter area, open
space was the most desirable Jand use but
the premiums on house prices were very
small, even lower than those in the Maryland
study.

The relatively low premium values
reported in these two studies may be a func-
tion of three factors: (i) the self-cancelling
effect of aggregating open space because
both high quality amenity open space and
dispirited open space that leads to
decreased proximate property values are
included in the mean averages; (if) avéraging
the proximate premium over 400 meters
because most proximate value is likely to
be captured within 150 metérs and the
value decay beyond that distance is substan-
tal so that at 400 metets it is likely to be zero:
and (iif) some parts of the study areas were
rural with zoning ranging from 1 to 5 acte
minimum lot size; so the supply of private
open space was reldtively plentiful.

In 2003, comprehensive detailed studies of
the impact .of major renovations in five
selected parks in New York City were under-
taken (Ernst and Young, 2003). The authors
did npt use hedonic analysis. Ratlier, they
compared the values of property sales trans-
actions within Park Impacted Areas (PIAs),
which consisted of 1-2 blocks immedlately
adjacent to the parks, with associated
Control Areas (CAs) comprising the next 3—
4 blocks beyond the PIAs. The CAs were
used to hold constant the influence of the
other factors that might impact real estate
values. The comparisons were made over
the time period from 1992 to 2001. All of
the five parks selected for the case studies
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had benefited from substantial capital
investment in renovation during this time
period. )

The five parks were Prospect (Brooklyn),
Crotona (Bronx), Clove Lakes (Staten
Island), St. Albans (Queens), and Serrano
(Bronx). The graphs In Figure 5 compare
the sales prices Dper square foot for single
family homes and multi-family units (where
these were present) over the 1992-2001
period. The sample sizes (n) of sales trans-
actions from which the value data are
derived are shown underneath each graph.
The results show that the positive Impacts
of renovation at the first two parks were sub-
stantial; for the other three parks the results
showed moderaite enhancement of property
values.

Olmsted and Vaux considered Prospect
Park to be their masterpiece. In the 1992-
2001 period, $103 million worth of capital
renovation was undertaken in the 526 acre
park, restoring it to its status as a first-
class, signature park. The PIA and CA zonpes
selected for comparison were in the Park
Slope neighbourhood. In the most recent 4
year perlod, single family-homes sold for
between 32% and 153% more per square
foot in the PIA than in the CA (Figure 5a).
The same trend was apparent in the compari-
son of multi-udit properties but the differ-
ence was not as dramatic, ranging from 20%
to 84% over the most recent four years
Figure 5b). In the case of multi-unit pro-
perties, the prices were similar before the
renovations ~ comimeiiced and as more
improvements were made the value gap
between the PIA and CA zones became
more accentuated. However, the per square
foot values of both the PIA and CA properties
increased markedly. Some of this may be
attributable to inflation and the vibrant
economy at that time, but it is likely that
some of the CA added value also is atiribu~
table to the renovations since being 3-6
blocks away from the park suggests the
park exercises some proximate impact,
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Prospect Parlc (526 acres), $103 million, 1993-2001
(a) Single Family Homes (b) Multi-unit Dwellings
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Fig.5. Comparison of the sales price per squara foot of propertles within the Impact area (PIA) of five parks
with those of their controls areas (CA)
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The impact of parks on property values

Renovatlon of Crotona Park took place
from 1993 to 2001 at a cost of $12 million.
During the 1970s and 1980s, the 128 acre
park was situated within a decaying urban
neighbourhood in the South Bronx, charac-
terized by burned-out vacant buildings,
drug dealers and crime. Efforts were made
to upgrade the neighbourhood, but invest-
ment in the park only came later. However,
in a few years it was transformed from a
place to be ignored and avoided, to an attrac-
tive asset. Figure 5¢ shows that values in the
PIA for the most part are higher for single
family homes than in the CA, but the rela-
tively small number of sales transactions
means there is some volatility in the graph.
Among multi-unit dwellings, the CA values
were substantially higher than those in the
PIA in the early years reflecting the blighted
status of the park, but in the later years the
situation was reversed (Figure 5d). There
was a trend showing an increase in PIA
values after the renovation work com-
menced in 1995. ‘ )

Clove Lakes Park is a 198 acre natural area
surrounded almost exclusively by single
family homes. Between 1993 and 1996, $5.6
million was invested in renovating it. Since
that time, it has become a weekend destna-
tion for Staten Island’s residents as well as
a staple of the community. Single family
house prices in the PIA were higher than
those in the CA before the renovation and
that trend subsequently continued.
Figure 5e shows that in the last 3 years of
the' study’s™ time ‘peridd, the value gap
ranged from 36% to 80%. Although the gap
has generally not widened, the values of
properties in both the PIA and CA Increased
markedly, as they did in Prospect Park; again
suggesting the CA experienced some positive
Proximate increment. The variability of the
PIA sales price across years may be attribu-
table to the relatively small sample size.

St. Albans Park (11 acres) was renovated in
1959 and 2000 at a cost of $1.7 million. Two
PIAs were used to measure the proximate
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impact of the park. Data from its east side,
summarized in Figure 5f, show no substantial
difference between the sales value of proper-
ties in the two areas. The second PIA was on
the park's northwest side. This Is a more
extensive residential area so the sample
size was larger. The PIA values historically
were slightly higher than the CA values, but
this gap increased dramatically to 19% in
2001 after the improvements were com-
pleted (Figure 5g). Since the renovation
took place in 1999 and 2000, if there is
impact on the market price of properties, it
was likely to become more obvious in the
period beyond the timeframe’ of the study.
Again, both the PIA and CA values increased
substantially from the time the renovations
commenced in 1999. .

Serrano Park Is a 2.5 acre playground and
park located in the Castle Hill section of-the
Bronx in a densely populated area. Although
$650,000 was invested in 1998 to renovate its
structures; it remains aesthetically unap-
pealing since the majority of it is 'a vast con-
crete field'. It is heavily used, so there |s
noise and congesdon. The graph in
Figure 5h and 51 reflect these unattractive
qualities in that the facility appears to have
Do proximate impact on property values.

In addition to the proximate value data
reported in Figure 5, the authors empirically
addressed other impacts in their case
studies. Thus, they were able to conclude:
‘Single family turnover rate was generally
lower near well improved parks as compared
to adjoiring Shes. Quallty parks serve to
stabilize local communities and are a cata-
lyst for the redevelopment of adjacent real
estate’ (p. 10).

CONCLUDING COMMENTS

The evidence that has emerged from rela-

. tively sophisticated analyses in° the past

two decades, essentially endorses the legiti-
macy of the proximate principle which was
demonstrated in the early "English. urban
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parks and later disseminated in the US by
Olmsted in the nineteenth century. The
evidence from these studies unequivocally
supports the contention that parks and
open space contributes to increasing proxi-
mate property values.

It is not possible to discern a generalizable
answer with regards to the magnitude of the
proximate effect, given the substantial vari-
ation in the size, usage and design of park
lands in the studies, and disparities in the
residential areas around them. However,
sqmne point of deéparture based on the find-
ings reported here is needed for decision-
makers in communities who try to adapt
these results to their local context. To meet
this need, it is suggested that a positive
Impact of 20% on property values abutting
or fronting a passive park area is a reason-
able starting point guideline.

The diversity of the study contexts makes
it feasible to offer a tentative generalizable
answer regarding the distance over which
the proximate impact of park land and open
space extends. There was consensus among
the studles that {t has substantial impact
up to 500~ 600 feet. In the case of comumunity
sized parks it tended to extend out to 1,500~
2,000 feet, but after 500-600 feet the
premium was small. Few studies tried to
identify impacts beyond that distance
because of the compounding complexity
created by other potentially influencing vari-

.ables, which increases as distance from a

park increases. However, especially in the
case of larger parks, it is likely there are
additional economic benefits not captured
by capitallzation into increased property
values beyond this peripheral boundary,
since the catchment area from which users
come frequently extends beyond it.

This type of work is useful in that. it pro-
vides a measure of the value of parks,
whereas elected officials tend to thirik only
of thelr cost. However, the focus is myopic
since the value of parks to a community
involves many factors other than proximity
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such as level of maintenance, maturation
level of the park, ratio of supply and
demand and type of use.

Level of maintenance relates to quality. A
usefu] analogy is with a well-groomed front
garden which is likely to increase the value
of a home, whereas if it is overgrown with
weeds and littered with trash then the prop-
erty value is likely to be diminished. Adverse
impacts also may emanate from ruisances
such as congestion, street parking, litter
and vandalism, noise and ballfield lights
intruding into adjacent residences, poorly
maintained  facllities, - or  anti-social
behaviours.

Maturation level recognizes that it may
take 30 to 40 years for new or renovated
parks to mature. In the béginning trees are
small and spindly, plantings are scattered
and immature, shade is scarce, and the land-
scaping often is not aesthetically pleasing.
Thus, the premium in the early years is
likely to be less than in later years. .

Like all other goods, the premiums that
people are prepared to pay to be proximate
to a park or open-space are influenced by’
the available supply. If such amenities are
relatively abundant, then the Ppremiums will
likely be relatively small Or non-existent
(MNicholls, 2002). Similarly, if houses in an
area have large private gardens, then it is
likely that premiums will be lower than in
areas with little private space because pri-
vately owned space may act as a partial sub-

usets are hkeiy to show much smaller proxi-
mate value increases, than those accommo-
dating only passive use (Sainsbury, 1964;
Hendon et al., 1967; More et al., 1982). The
superlority of passive parks in enhancing
the tax.base presents local governments
with a conundrum because frequently they
are under considerable pressure to give
priority to creating facilities for active rec-
reational use. This is often the more attrac-
tive option to conventional leisure services
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The impact of parks on property values

agency thinking in that it responds to an
overt and highly visible user need, accom-
modates a relatively large number of partici-
pants and generates revenues. Organized
recreational sports groups are especially
effective In politically lobbying for facilities.
In contrast, users of passive parks,
occasional users, and noo-users of parks
who are the primary beneficiaries of
passive facilities rarely offer a counterorga-
nized lobbying force.

Finally, it should be unoted that appre-
ciation of property values is not always
perceived by homeowners to be positive.
Its corollary is that their property taxes are
higher. Some residents who have lived ina
location for a l6ng time and have no interest
in selling their property, may see no personal
benefits accruing to them from development
or major renovation of a nearby park, Never-
theless, they are required to pay higher taxes
because the appraised value of their prop-
erty has Increased. ' : .

In a broader context than a local neigh-
bourhood, it should be noted that these
types of analysis fall to capture the, ‘public’
benefits of parks beyond those that accrue
to proximate properties through the ‘capita-
lization’ captured by hedonic techniques.
These public benefits include such factors
as reduced soil erosion, water supply protec-
tion, wildlife habitat etc., and secondary
benefits that may be attributed to parks’
role In attracting visitors, businesses or
retirees to a community.

A furthér limitation of the'studies reported
to this point is that they are confined to
single family homes and do not address the
impact of parks on proximate retail or
other commercial properties. These proper-
ties often constitute the major elements
around downtown parks. The lack of good
empirical work in this context is attributable
to three factors. First, hedonic. analysis
requires a threshold number of.property
sales to have occurred around a park to gen-
erate the market data needed to undertake
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the analyses. Business property tends to
turn-over less frequently than residential
property so this threshold is rarely available,
Second, business properties often are not
entered into the Multiple Listing Service
data bases used for the analyses. Third,
changes in annual rents, rather than prop-
erty sales, could be used, but this infor-
mation tends to be proprietary ard not
accessible to researchers.

There is a growing recognition among
developers of the legitimacy of the proxi-
mate principle and of its utility for develo-
pers. Thus, in a careful, comprehensive and
technically strong study that was commis-
sioned by a developér the author concluded:

Parks have traditionally been considered a
cost center in nelghborhood planning, an
amenity that must be provided by local gov-
ernment or required of private developers by
statute in order to be feasible. This research
in contrast, suggests that providing parks in
néw neighborhoods offers clear fnancial
benefits to developers, that those benefits
are predictable - using objective research
methods, and that they can be captured
through careful design and development
practice. (Miller, 2001, p. 101)

Despite its limitations, the empirical findings
reviewed in this paper are important
because they provide park advocates with
legitimate monetary indicators of value.
Such indicators appear to be central in the
decision-making paradigms used by many
senior Buréancrats) dnd to be demanded by
elected officials anxious to demonstrate
‘accountability’ for public expenditures.

In contemporary times, the power of the
proximate principle appears to have been
overlooked by park advocates since it has
rarely been part of the political debate. The
evidence reported here suggests that the
priaciple should be resurrected. There are
encouraging signs that this is occurring. For
example, the city of Houston recently
announced the construction of a 13 acre
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downtown park to be completed by 2007 for
$40 million. Mayor Bill White stated, ‘Much of
the city's investment will be recouped over
time by increased tax revenues from the
enhanced value of property around the
park that the park will create’.
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BOARD OF WATER COMMISSIONERS EXHIBIT 9

Staff Memo

A
OMMISSION

_RTECEIVED

TO: Planning Department, City of Medford AUg R5 2017
FROM: Rodney Grehn, Water Commission Staff Engineer PLANMNG DE
SUBJECT:  File No. PUD-05-35: Land Development Committee Meeting P

Developer/L.ocation: Consideration of a preliminary PUD pian for Cedar Landing, a
mixed use development combining 488 dwelling units with
commercial uses and a congregate care facility on five parcels
totaling 122.12 acres located on the north and south side of
Cedar Links Drive approximately 1,400 feet southwest of
Foothill Road, within a SFR-4 (Single Family Residential — 4
units per acre) zoning district; Cedar Landing, LLC, Applicant
(Hoffbuhr & Associates, Agent). George Rubaloff, Planner

DATE: April 21, 2005

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.”

A

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. A meeting with MWC engineering staff is required to discuss master planning of proposed on site
improvements prior to the design process beginning.

4. A utility pre-design meeting with MWC engineering staff IS REQUIRED for on-site infrastructure
development.

5. Easements will be required over all proposed Medford Water Commission water facilities located
in private streets and across any private properties.

COMMENTS
1. The MWC system DOES have adequate capacity to serve this property.
2. Off-site water line installation IS NOT required.
3. On-site water facility construction IS required.
4. MWC-metered water service DOES NOT exist to this property.
5. Access to MWC water lines for connection IS available,
6. This development resides in two pressure zones, the gravity zone & zone 1 (See Condition 3)
iYL MEGHORD gy I
EXHB s
7 P e
H:\Planning\pud0535 doc CITY OF MEDFORD

EXHIBIT #__|
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{ XHIBIT 10

Ciry oF MEpFORD JuL
INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM P N,NG DEPT

DATE: July 16, 2014

TO: Planning Department

FROM: Public Works Department
SUBJECT: E-14-059 Exception to the Major Collector Standards for right-of-way dedication on

Cedar Links Drive, adjacent to Cedar Landing Planned Unit Development RECEIVED
APPLICANT: Cedar Investment Group L.L.C.
PREPARED BY: E.Lighthill, Engr. Tech. 3 AUG 25 2017

APPROVED BY: Larry Beskow, P.E., City Engineer
PLANNING DEPT,
The Department of Public Works conditionally supports the applicant’s request for Exception to
the Planning Commission’s subject requirement for right-of-way dedication as it pertains to
LDS-13-121. The condition of support by Public Works is that the final plat for Sky Lakes
Village, Phase 7A, shows the granting of a public pedestrian/sidewalk easement along an
approved alignment along the north side of the subject cedar trees. The said easement shall be
five feet wide, and accommodate smooth transition to the existing and proposed sidewalk
alignments at both ends.

As Public Works has previously recommended in its staff report dated 1/3/14 (PUD-13-119),
additional right-of-way is not needed along this 570 foot portion of Tracts “A” and “D”, as the
existing 30 foot wide northerly portion of right-of-way, as measured north of the right-of-way
centerline, is adequate for the existing half-street width of twenty-one (21) feet through this
section.

The Planning Commission requirement originated from a recommendation by Public Works, and
is based on the standard right-of-way width for a major collector street classification in
accordance with the adopted Transportation System Plan. The standard major collector right-of-
" way width is intended to accommodate one travel lane in each direction, a center turn refuge
lane, a bicycle lane for each direction, sidewalks on both sides, and a planter strip between curb
and sidewalk along each side of the street.

The existing street is approximately 42 feet wide, and while this is two feet narrower than the
standard width for a major collector street, it is substantially adequate for the provision of the
standard lane components. Reconstruction of the existing street section to provide the additional
two feet of pavement width would be injurious to the established root system of the trees that are
desired to be saved.

As referenced by the applicant, an alternative sidewalk route is proposed for the purpose of
eliminating the necessity of clearing the existing cedar trees. The alternative route is intended to
run along a course that that is generally situated north of the existing trees, and would parallel the
segment of Cedar Links Drive fronting the applicant’s proposed development site. The proposed
alternative alignment is sufficient to provide for pedestrian travel consistent with the intent of the
standards for a major collector street section.
CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT#__D
“HEY OF!
EXHIBIT # -
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EXHIBIT 11

SCHOTT & ASSOCIATES
Ecologists & Wetlands Specialists

21018 NE Hwy 99E * P.O. Box 589 * Aurora, OR 97002 * (503) 678-6007 * FAX: (503) 678-6011
RECEIVED

MEMO AUG 25 2017

Project Name: Cedar Links Park PLANNING DEPT.
Date: 8/23/17

The original wetland delineation for Cedar Links Golf Course was over 5 years old, and a new
wetland delineation was prepared in 2014. During the time between the two delineations the Army
Corps of Engineers came out with a supplement to the wetland delineation manual, The supplement
made significant changes on what were hydric soils. When the site was redelineated Wetland 6-8 no
longer had hydric soils, which meant they ware no longer wetlands. Wetland 10 still had hydric soils,
and is still a jurisdictional wetland.

The drainage ditch which starts on the park property starts from a culvert outlet. The source of water
for the culvert was not determined, and was believed to carry stormwater from the subdivision to the
south. The drainage is very narrow, and shallow. It has several culverted sections downstream. The
drainage is not natural, and was constructed when the golf course was constructed. It does have flows
most of the year.

CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT #
Page 161 File # CUP-17-101
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EXHIBIT 14

GALPIN & ASSOCIATES
744 CARDLEY AVE, STE 100
MEDFORD OR 97504

November 17, 2017

Dear Medford Planning Commissioners,

We understand the Medford Parks and Recreation Department is going through the Conditional Use
Permit process for Cedar Links Park. We understand one of the issues that has come up concerns
requirements for improvements to Longstone Drive. We have a cost-sharing agreement with Parks and
Rec on the construction of Longstone Drive which will occur in the near future. We have also provided
an area for storm water purification & detention, and easements with no cost to the Parks Department.
Our plans to commence construction of Longstone Drive is for this coming summer. However, we also
understand Parks and Rec is seeking an interim park use plan approval in the unlikely event that
Longstone Drive construction were delayed for any reason.

Part of this interim plan would be to use the existing access and driveway from Cedar Links Drive to the
existing parking lot. The existing driveway is located on our property. We are aware of this concept and
have no objections to it. If construction of Longstone Drive were ultimately delayed and the interim
plan were actually utilized, a formal use agreement would be given to the Parks Department. For this

reason, we have no objection to a land use approval for an interim park use that would utilize the
existing access.

Thank You,

Respectfully yours,

Cris Galpin

Page 164



EXHIBIT 15

PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISISION
MINUTES

FEBRUARY 18, 2014

The meeting was called to order at 5:28 p.m.
10. ROLL CALL
Members Present: Cody Holliday, Marie Cabler, Julian Cordle, Kevin Keating, Frank Hoeper, Dan
Ratty, Jerry Macleod and Mujahid Rizvi (late arrival at 5:45pm)
Members Absent: Cheryl Breeden and Rich Hansen
Council Liaison:

Guests: Greg Applen

Staff:  Brian Sjothun, Rich Rosenthal, Anne Gordon, Greg McKown, Adam Airoldi and Sandi
Sherman

Chairman ~ Nominations were opened for the position of chairman.

MOTION:
It was moved by Jerry MacLeod and seconded by Marie Cabler that Dan Ratty be
nominated for the position of Chairman of the Parks and Recreation Commission.

There being no further nominations, nominations were closed and Rich Hansen was
elected Chair by a vote of 7-0, with Dan Ratty abstaining.

Vice Chairman - Nominations were opened for the position of vice chairman.

MOTION:
It was moved by Jerry MacLeod and seconded by Frank Hoeper that Marie Cabler be
nominated for the position of Vice Chairman of the Parks and Recreation Commission.

There being no further nominations, nominations were closed and Marie Cabler was
Elected vice-chair by vote of 7-0, with Marie Cabler abstaining.

MOTION:
Pro Tem — Nominations were opened for the position of Pro Tem.

It was moved by Jerry Macleod and seconded by Kevin Keating that Frank Hoeper be
nominated for the position of Pro Tem of the Parks and Recreation Commission.

There being no further nominations, nominations were closed and Frank Hoeper was
Elected Pro Tem by vote of 7-0, with Frank Hoeper abstaining.
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20. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
The minutes of the January 21, 2014 Parks and Recreation Commission were approved as submitted.

30. ORAL REQUESTS FROM THE AUDIENCE
There were none.

40. NEW AND CONTINUED BUSINESS

40.1 Cedar Links Park Master Plan ~ Brian Sjothun & John Galbraith
Study Session went well. All was left the same on plan except the addition of 2 % basketball courts.
Things discussed during study session; placecards, water for dogs, lights, trees and fencing.

MOTION:

It was moved by Jerry Macleod and seconded by Marie Cabler that the Commission accept Cedar
Links Master Plan as submitted by Galbraith & Assoc. and to move to the next step. — The motion
carried by a vote of 8-0.

50. COMMITTEE REPORTS

50.1 Tree Committee

Neighborhood Street Tree Partnership Report. 11th St. and Pennsylvania Ave/Peach Street were
selected as target neighborhoods for 2014. 112 Trees were planted. Tree Committee and volunteers
from St. Mary’s School were involved in planting activities. 40% of neighborhood households
participating.

50.2 Prescott Park

Brian discussed trail project. Lard use issues are being dealt with now. Adam discussed fuels
reduction by country crew. Prescott Park is a multi-use park ; bikes, walking, hiking. PR was discussed
for project and a mountain bike group is going to hold a public meeting.

50.3 Arts Commission
There will be a meeting to discuss the art at Hawthorne Park for the Hawthorne Park Arts Project on
March 10, 2014, 5:30 at the Santo Community Center.

50.4 Bear Creek Greenway Joint Powers Board
Looking at Master Plan for Bear Creek Park Greenway scenic byway. March 27, 2014 will be a noon
Council Study session.

50.5 Medford Parks & Recreation Foundation

Rack cards and brochures have been printed and starting to be handed out. They are updated the
strategic plan. Parks Uncorked planning has begun, the event this year is on June 27, 2014, 6:30 and
USCCP.

50.6 Mayor’s Youth Advisory Commission
There was no report.

50.7 Cemetery Commission
There was no report.

60. STAFF REPORTS
60.1 Projects Update
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A packet was handed out; City of Medford Capital Improvement Projects Update. The goal is to have
one packet of information to hand out to council as well as placed on the web-site for the public.
Every city project is listed in the packet except public works projects.

70. MESSAGES, PAPERS, JPROPOSALS AND REMARKS FROM COMMISSION MEMBERS:
Marie Cabler thanked the staff of Parks & Recreation for all their help with the Polar Plunge event
that is going to be held on February 22, 2014 at Jackson Agquatic Center.

80. ADJOURNMENT
The meeting was adjourned at 6:27 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

ANNE L. GORDON
Recording Secretary
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EXHIBIT 16

MEDFORD PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION
STUDY SESSION MINUTES
February 4, 2014

The meeting was called to order at 5:33 p.m. at the Carnegie Building

Members Present: Marie Cabler, Julian Cordle, Rich Hansen, Frank Hoeper,
Jerry Macleod, Dan Ratty and Mujahid Rizvi*

Members Absent: Cheryl Breeden and Kevin Keating

Council Liaison: John Michaels

Guests: John Galbraith and citizen as per attached sign in sheets
Staff: Brian Sjothun and Anne Gordon

*Arrived late
TOPIC: Cedar Links Park Master Plan

John Galbraith and Associates presented their master plan proposal for Cedar Links Park. The
meeting was open to the public; however, it was noted that the members of the Commission
would discuss the proposed master plan first and then allow members of the public to ask
questions and provide input.

The major components of the new park are: (1) a conventional and natural play area, (2)
basketball courts, (3) several pavilions, (4) a restroom off the parking lot on the east side of the
park and close to the play area, (5) a dog park, (6) a path system that circles the park, (7)
benches along the path system, (8) park lighting and (9) the addition of many new trees.

Members of the Commission and the public provided their input on the proposed Master Plan.
The Plan will be brought back to the February 18, 2014 regular meeting of the Parks and
Recreation Commission for their consideration. It will then go to the City Council in late March
for their consideration.

Respectfully submitted,

ANNE L. GORDON
Recording Secretary
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EXHIBIT 17 |

ECREATION

FACILITIES MANAGEMENT

MEDFORD

PARK

HEALTHY LIVES | HAPPY PEOPLE | STRONG COMMUNITY
TO: Steffen Roennfeldt- Planning Department RECEIVED
. . DEC 01 2017
FROM: Rich Rosenthal- Parks Department Director
Haley Cox- Parks Planner PL ANN]NG DEPT

SUBJECT:  Cedar Links Park CUP

DATE: November 30th, 2017

The following items were added to the Cedar Links Park Plan that were not originally proposed
in the Park Master Plan: two pickleball courts, a community garden, and separated areas for large
and small dogs within the dog run area.

The Master Plan for Cedar Links Park was developed in late 2013 and adopted in early 2014.
Since that time, the local pickleball community has argued that it is the fastest growing sport for
elderly Americans in the country, and they would like to see pickleball courts included in new
park developments. Thus, we have proposed developing two pickleball courts and one basketball
court at Cedar Links Park, instead of two basketball courts as originally planned.

Additionally, the Parks Department has had multiple requests for community garden spaces
across the city, and we have seen successful implementation and management of a community
garden at Union Park in West Medford. The nature of the development surrounding Cedar Links
Park, which will include a number of high density residential units, makes this site particularly
appropriate for a community garden. It is fitting with our Leisure Services Plan to propose this
amenity in new park developments, and we anticipate a high demand for gardening spaces in this
area.

Lastly, there was a dog run included as part of the Cedar Links Park Master Plan, and we are
simply proposing to designate separate areas for large and small dogs. This is being proposed
due to positive feedback received by the Parks Department from users of the dog runs at
Hawthorne Park, which are separated for dogs of different sizes.

CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT | CUSTOMER SERVICE /EAP :\
701 N COLUMBUS AVE. | MEDFORD. OR 97501 | 54| 77QIPY.0B MEDw'
WWW PLAYMEDFORD.COM | PARKS@CITYOFMEDFORD ORGEXHIBIT # G o
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age




Medford — A fantastic blaée to live, work and play

CITY OF MEDFORD

Revised Date; 12/5/2017
File Number: CUP-17-101

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT STAFF REPORT
Cedar Links Park

Project: Consideration of a request for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to develop a
new 5.42 acre neighborhood park.

Location: Located on the north side of Cedar Links Drive approximately 140 feet east
of Rosewood Street within the SFR-4 (Single-Family Residential, 4 dwelling
units per gross acre) (371W16BC Tax Lots 300) zoning district.

Applicant: Medford Parks and Recreation Department, Applicant; CSA Planning, Ltd.,
Agent; Steffen Roennfeldt, Planner.

Applicability: The Medford Public Works Department’s conditions of Preliminary Plan
Approval for Cedar Landing PUD were adopted by Order of the Medford Planning Commission
on April 27, 2006 (PUD-05-035). The park property that was originally part of the PUD was
terminated (removed) by the Planning Commission on April 14,2011. An exception for reduced
right-of-way along the northerly section of Cedar Links Drive was approved on February 12,
2015 (E-14-059). However, this did not include the park property as it was no longer part of the
PUD.

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 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.
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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.

A. STREETS
1. Dedications

Cedar Links Drive is classified as a Major Collector street, and in accordance with Medford
Land Development Code (MLDC) Section 10.428(3), it requires a total right-of-way width of
74-feet. The developer shall dedicate for public right-of-way, sufficient width of land along the
frontage of this development to comply with the half width of right-of-way, which is 37-feet.
The Developer’s surveyor shall verify the amount of additional right-of-way required.

The Developer shall receive Street System Development Charge (SSDC) credits for the public
right-of-way dedications on Cedar Links Drive, per the value established by the Medford
Municipal Code (MMC), Section 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.

Longstone Drive is classified as a Standard Residential street, and in accordance with MLDC
Section 10.430, it requires a total right-of-way width of 63-feet. The proposed plan shows
significant portions of Longstone Drive on the adjacent development to the east (Cascade
Terrace Phase 5). If Cascade Terrace Ph. 5 is developed first then all of the right-of-way shall
be dedicated at that time including the portions on this developments parcel, as noted in the
Public Works Staff Report for LDS-14-136. Alternatively, if the Park is developed first, then all
of the right-of-way shall be dedicated at that time including the portions on the adjacent
developments parcel (Cascade Terrace Phase 5). Otherwise, prior to issuance of any permit for
construction, the developer shall dedicate for public right-of-way, sufficient width of land along
the frontage of this development to comply with the half width of right-of-way plus 13-feet,
which is 44.5-feet, which will require Longstone Drive to be realigned from what is currently
proposed.

Streets, as shown on the Tentative Plat, in which any portion terminates to a boundary line of the
subdivision shall be dedicated to within one foot of the boundary line, and the remaining one
foot shall be granted in fee, as a non-access reserve strip to the City of Medford. Upon approved
dedication of the extension of said streets, the one-foot reserve strip shall automatically be
dedicated to the public use as part of said street without any further action by the City of
Medford (MLDC 10.439).
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Corner radii shall be provided at the right-of-way lines of all intersecting streets in accordance
with MLDC 10.445.

In accordance with MLDC 10.471, the property owner shall dedicate a 10-foot wide public
utility easement (PUE) adjacent to the proposed right-of-way line along this Developments
frontage to Cedar Links Drive and Longstone Drive.

The Developer shall provide a pedestrian easement for any portion of a public sidewalk or
pathway located outside of the public right-of-way.

The right-of-way and PUE dedications shall be submitted directly to the Engineering Division of
the Public Works Department. The submittal shall include: the right-of-way and 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 right-of-way and PUE area.

2. Public Improvements
a. Public Streets

Standard street section improvements have been completed on Cedar Links Drive, including
pavement and curb and gutter as part of the Cedar Links Drive Paving project (P844)
improvements. However, 5-foot wide sidewalk with a 10-foot planter strip will be required
along this developments frontage, unless an alternate location and/or alignment is approved by
the Commission.

If Longstone Drive is only partially constructed with the adjacent development to the east, then
the Developer shall construct any remaining portions of Longstone Drive to Standard Residential
street standards in accordance with the MLDC, Section 10.430 and 10.442.

That said, the Applicant has chosen to phase the project based on vehicle impacts according to
their Findings of Fact. This is to allow for the Parks Department to negotiate the construction of
Longstone Drive with the adjoining Developer. Public Works supports their request to defer the
street improvements, but requires a financial guarantee of 125% of an Engineer’s estimate to
construct said street. If, at the time the Parks Department decides to construct the second phase,
which includes the parking lot, and said street isn’t constructed by others then they will need to
construct the west half plus 12-feet east of centerline along their frontage.

b. Street Lights and Signing

The developer shall provide and install in compliance with Section 10.495 of the Medford
Municipal Code (MMC). Based on the preliminary plan submitted, the following number of
street lights and signage will be required:

NOTE: Please reference Staff Report for Cascade Terrace at Cedar Landing Phase I through 5
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(LDS-16-025/LDS-14-138) as the proposed Park abuts this development.

Street Lighting — Developer Provided & Installed:
A. 2 -Type R-100
B. 3 - Type C-250
C. 1-BMC
a. May tie into existing BMC at Wilkshire Drive (If voltage drop allows).

Traffic Signs and Devices — City Installed. paid by the Developer:
A. 2 - Street Name Signs
B. 1 —Stop Sign

NOTE — Remove existing 100w on Cedar Links Drive as 100w are not to specification for a
Major Collector street.

Numbers are subject to change if changes are made to the plans. All street lights shall be
installed per City standards and be shown on the public improvement plans. Public Works will
provide preliminary street light locations upon request. All street lights shall be operating and
turned on at the time of the final “walk through” inspection by the Public Works Department.

The Developer shall pay for City installed signage required by the development. City installed
signs include, but are not limited to, street name signs, stop signs, speed signs, school signs, dead
end signs, and dead end barricades. Sign design and placement shall be per the Manual on
Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD). All signs shall be shown on the public
improvement plans and labeled as City installed.

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 the Developer.

¢. Pavement Moratoriums

There is no pavement cutting moratorium currently in effect along this frontage to Cedar Links
Drive.

The developer shall be responsible for notifying by certified letter all utility companies, as well
as all current property owners of parcels which are adjacent to any Public Street being
constructed or paved as part of this project. The letter shall inform the utility companies and
property owners of the City's street moratorium policy with respect to pavement cutting for
future utility services. The utility companies and property owners shall be given the opportunity
to install utility services within the right-of-way prior to paving and the subsequent moratorium.
Notifications shall be mailed by the Developer at least 6 months before a street is resurfaced or
rebuilt per Medford Municipal Code (MMC), Section 3.070. Copies of the certifications shall be
submitted to the City Engineer with the submittal of the preliminary construction drawings.

d. Soils Report
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The Developer’s Engineer shall obtain a soils report to determine if there is shrink-swell
potential in the underlying soils in this development. If they are present, they shall be accounted
for in the roadway and sidewalk design within this Development.

e. Access to Public Street System
Driveway access to the proposed development site shall comply with MLDC 10.550.

An Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant ramp is required on the north side of
Cedar Links Drive at the intersection with Lexington Drive.

3. 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 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
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values, intensification of use, as well as connections to municipal services and the transportation
network.

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

Cedar Links Drive:

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.

Longstone Drive

Local street right-of-way dedication and construction requirements identified by the Public
Works Department and required by the City are the minimum required to protect the public
interest and are necessary for additional or densification of development in the City without
detracting from the common good enjoyed by existing properties. Developments are required to
provide all internal local streets and half-street improvements to abutting streets, including
associated right-of-way dedications, to ensure that new development and density intensification
provides the current level of urban services and adequate street circulation is maintained.

Dedication of the Public Utility Easements (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 system that
meets the needs for urban level services.

B. SANITARY SEWERS

The proposed development is situated within the Medford sewer service area. It is unclear where
the existing or any proposed sanitary sewer laterals are located. 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 project’s impacted site with sufficient information
to determine the direction of runoff to the existing or proposed drainage system, and also
showing elevations of the proposed drainage system (if applicable), shall be submitted with the
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first building permit application for approval. Any new or reconstructed area catch basins shall
meet Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) requirements, which include a down-turned
elbow and sump.

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.

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

2. Storm Drainage Conditions

There is an existing 12-inch culvert that conveys public stormwater from Cedar Links Drive, to
approximately 300-feet north of Cedar Links Drive. This culvert was not installed to city
standards, constituting a need for replacement by the Developer if it is desired to maintain a
piped drainage at this location. Public Works would be supportive of removing the existing
culvert and see the drainage returned to a more natural state. Public Works is planning to replace
the portion of the culvert under Cedar Links Drive, extending to the edge of the property of the
proposed Park. It would be good for the Developer to discuss with Public Works our pipe
termination at the south side of the property so as to accommodate the development. The open
drainage could be designed as a meandering swale, or just a depression (as the surface appears
now) to allow stormwater to infiltrate or sheet flow across the property to the drainage system on
the north side of the property. Developer shall provide a 15-foot drainage easement from Cedar
Links Drive through the proposed Park.

3. 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.

4. Detention and Water Quality

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

5. 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
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 I, Technical Requirements.

6. Wetlands
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The Developer shall contact the Division of State Lands (DSL) for the approval or clearance of
the subject property with regards to wetlands and/or waterways.

7. 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. Design Requirements and Construction Drawings

All public improvements shall be constructed in accordance with the “Engineering Design
Standards for Public Improvements”, adopted by the Medford City Council. Copies of this
document are available in the Public Works Engineering office.

2. Construction Plans

Construction drawings for any public improvements for this project shall be prepared by a
professional engineer currently licensed in the State of Oregon, and submitted to the Engineering
Division of Medford Public Works Department for approval. Construction drawings for public
improvements shall be submitted only for the improvements to be constructed with each phase.
Approval shall be obtained prior to beginning construction. Only a complete set of construction
drawings (3 copies) shall be accepted for review, including plans and profiles for all streets,
minimum access drives, sanitary sewers, storm drains, and street lights as required by the
governing commission’s Final Order, together with all pertinent details and calculations. A
checklist for public improvement plan submittal can be found on the City of Medford, Public
Works web site (http://www.ci.medford.or.us/Page.asp?NavID=3103). The Developer shall pay
a deposit for plan review and construction inspection prior to final plan approval. Public Works
will keep track of all costs associated with the project and, upon our acceptance of the completed
project, will reconcile the accounting and either reimburse the Developer any excess deposit or
bill the Developer for any additional amount not covered by the deposit. The Developer shall pay
Public Works within 60 days of the billing date or will be automatically turned over for
collections.

In order to properly maintain an updated infrastructure data base, the Surveyor of Record shall
submit an as-built survey prior to the Final Inspection and, the Engineer of Record shall submit
mylar “as-constructed” drawings to the Engineering Division within sixty (60) calendar days of
the Final Inspection (walk through). Also, the engineer shall coordinate with the utility
companies, and show all final utility locations on the "as built" drawings.

3. Construction and Inspection
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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.

4. 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.

5. System Development Charges (SDC)

New buildings in this development are subject to street, sanitary sewer treatment, collection and
stormdrain system development charges (SDC). All SDC fees shall be paid at the time
individual building permits are issued.

Prepared by: Doug Burroughs
Revised by: Jodi K Cope
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SUMMARY CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
Cedar Links Park — CUP-17-101

A. Streets:
1. Street Dedications to the Public:

® Dedicate additional right-of-way on Cedar Links Drive.

*  Dedicate right-of-way for Longstone Drive, if this Development commences first.

* Dedicate 10-foot Public Utility Easement (PUE) along the frontage to Cedar Links Drive and Longstone
Drive.

*  Provide pedestrian easement if needed.

2. Improvements:

Public Streets

*  Cedar Links Drive — No improvements are required aside from 5-foot wide sidewalk and 10-foot planter
strip, unless otherwise approved by the Commission.

® Applicant has requested to defer the street improvements for Longstone Drive, which will require a
financial guarantee of 125% of an Engineer’s estimate to construct said street.

o If Longstone Drive is only partially constructed with the adjacent development to the east. then the
Developer shall construct any remaining portions of Longstone Drive to Standard Residential street
standards, or improve Longstone Drive to Standard Residential street standards (half street plus 12-feet), if
this Development commences first.

Lighting and Signing
*  Developer supplies and installs all street lights at own expense.
*  City installs traffic signs and devices at Developer’s expense.

Access to Public Street System
*  Driveway access to the proposed development shall comply with MLDC 10.550.
* Install ADA compliant ramp across from Lexington Drive.

Other

*  No pavement moratorium currently in effect along this frontage to Cedar Links Drive.
*  Provide pavement moratorium letters.

o Provide soils report.

B. Sanitary Sewer:

*  Ensure or construct separate individual sanitary sewer connection.
o Cap remaining unused laterals at the main.

C. Storm Drainage:

*  Provide a comprehensive grading and drainage plan.

* Provide a 15-foot drainage easement and consult with Public Works regarding existing culvert.
* Provide water quality and detention facilities, calculations and O&M Manual.

*  Provide Engineers certification of stormwater facility construction.

*  Provide DSL signoff.

®  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 improvement plans (Construction Plans), design
requirements, phasing, draft and final plat processes, permits, system development charges, pavement moratoriums and construction
inspection.
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TO:

BOARD OF WATER COMMISSIONERS

Staff Memo

Planning Department, City of Medford

FROM: Rodney Grehn P.E., Water Commission Staff Engineer

SUBJECT: CUP-17-101

PARCEL ID: 371W16BC TL 300

PROJECT: Consideration of a request for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to develop a

new 5.42 acre neighborhood park located on the north side of Cedar Links
Drive approximately 140 feet east of Rosewood Street within the SFR-4
(Single-Family Residential, 4 dwelling units per gross acre) (371W16BC
Tax Lots 300) zoning district; Medford Parks and Recreation Department,
Applicant; CSA Planning, Ltd., Agent; Steffen Roennfeldt, Planner.

DATE: October 4, 2017

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

CONDITIONS

1.

2.

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.”

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.

The installation of a landscape irrigation water meter is required. Water meter is required to be
located along north side of Cedar Links Drive. The Applicant or their civil engineer shall
coordinate with MWC engineering staff for proposed location landscape water meter.

COMMENTS

1.

Off-site water line installation is not required.

On-site water facility construction is not required.

MWC-metered water service does not exist to this property. (See Condition 3 above)
Static water pressure expected to be near 60 psi.

Access to MWC water lines is available. There is an existing 8-inch water line located on south
side of Cedar Links Drive.
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Memo —

To: Steffen Roennfeldt, Planning Department

From: Chad Wiltrout, Building Department (541) 774-2363
cc: CSA Planning, Ltd., Agent, Jay Harland

Date: October4, 2017

Re: Cedar Links Park; CUP-17-101

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.or.us  Click
on “City Departments” at top of screen:; click on “Building”; click on “Electronic Plan Review (ePlans)” for
information.

3. Asite excavation and grading permit will be required if more than 50 cubic yards is disturbed and for
any utilities installed on site. Including parking lot.

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

Comments:

5. Proposed construction in proximity to property fines shall comply with table 602 and code section 705
of the Oregon Structural Specialty Code.

6. ADA parking spaces shall be required in accordance with code section 1106 of the Oregon Structural
Specialty Code. Provide at least one accessible route for ADA connecting accessible facilities per
Section 1104.2

7. Wil need permits for all structures and electrical work being done on site.

CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT # _
File # CUP-17-101



Roads

Enginecring

Kevin Christiansen

Comstruction Manaser
”—— ~— I 200 Antelope Road

White City OR 97503

Phone’ (541) 774-6255

Fax (541) 774-6295
R 0 a s christke@jacksoncounty arg

www jacksoncounly crg

October 4, 2017

Attention: Steffen Roennfeldt

Planning Department

City of Medford

200 South vy Street, Lausmann Annex, Room 240
Medford, OR 97501

RE: Consideration of a request to develop a neighborhood park on Cedar Links Drive— a
city maintained road.
Planning File: CUP-17-101

Dear Steffen:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the consideration of a request for a
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to develop a new 5.42 acre neighborhood park located on the
north side of Cedar Links Drive approximately 140 feet east of Rosewood Street within the
SFR-4 (Single-Family Residential, 4 dwelling units per gross acre) Zoning District (37-1W-
16BC Tax Lot 300). Jackson County Roads has no comments.

If you have any questions or need further information feel free to call me at 774-6255.

Sincerely,

Kt
¢ A

Kevin Christiansen
Construction Manager

CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT #_[(
File # CUP-17-101

[ \Engineering\DeveIopment\ClTIES\MEDFORD\ZO17\CUP-17-101 docx
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Medford Fire Department

200 S. Ivy Street, Room £180
Medford, OR 97501
Phone: 774-2300; Fax: 541-774-2514;
E-mail www.fire2ci.msdford.or.us

LAND DEVELOPMENT REPORT - PLANNING

To: Steffen Roennfeldt LD Meeting Date: 10/04/2017

From: Fire Marshal Kleinberg Report Prepared: 10/04/2017

File#: CUP -17 - 101

Site Name/Description: Cedar Links Park

Consideration of a request for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to develop a new 5.42 acre neighborhood park located
on the north side of Cedar Links Drive approximately 140 feet east of Rosewood Street within the SFR-4 (Single-Family
Residential, 4 dwelling units per gross acre) (371W16BC Tax Lots 300) zoning district; Medford Parks and Recreation
Department, Applicant; CSA Planning, Ltd., Agent; Steffen Roennfeldt, Planner.

DESCRIPTION OF CORRECTIONS REFERENCE

Approved as Submitted
Meets Requirement: No Additional Requirements

Development shall comply with access and water supply requirements in accordance with the 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 (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 the information provided only.

Design and installation shall meet the Oregon requirements of the IBC, IFC, IMC and NFPA standards.

CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT #_
File # CUP-17-101
10/04/2017 08:08 Pag
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Steffen K. Roennfeldt

From: CAINES Jeff <Jeff. CAINES@aviation.state.or.us>
Sent: Tuesday, September 26, 2017 2:46 PM

To: Steffen K. Roennfeldt

Subject: File # CUP-17-101 - ODA Comments

Steffen:

Thank you for allowing ODA to comment in the proposed park located on TL 371W16BC 300). ODA
has reviewed the proposal and have the following comments: The site is approximately 1.75 miles SE
of the Rogue Valley Int'l airport. Due to the distance and proposed use in addition to the existing
development between the site and the airport, ODA finds that the development will not pose a
hazard to air navigation. Therefore, no FAA form 7460-1 will be required.

Thank you again. Please feel free to contact me if you or the applicant have any questions.

Jeft

Jeff Caines, AICP

Oregon Department of Aviation
Aviation Planner / SCIP Coordinator
3040 25th St. SE | Salem, OR 97302
Office: 503.378.2529

Cell/ Text: 503.507.6965
Email: Jeff.Caines @aviation.state.or.us

oo CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE*#*#*

This e-mail may contain information that is privileged, confidential, or otherwise exempt from disclosure under
applicable law. If you are not the addressee or it appears from the context or otherwise that you have received this e-mail
in error, please advise me immediately by reply e-mail, keep the contents confidential, and immediately delete the
message and any attachments from your system.

CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT #_
) File # CUP-17:101
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Steffen K. Roennfeldt

\

From: Marcy Black <BlackMA®jacksoncounty.org>

Sent: Tuesday, October 3, 2017 2:11 PM

To: Steffen K. Roennfeldt

Subject: File No. CUP-17-101 - Project Name: Cedar Links Park
Steffen:

The Airport requests an Avigation, Noise & Hazard easement be required as part of the CUP process. In addition, the
FAA requests that a 7460-1 be filed for the project. See the online criteria tool comments below.

Thanks,
Marcy Black

Deputy Director-Administration

https://oeaaa.faa.gov/oeaaa/externaI/gisTooIs/gisAction.jsp

Notice Criteria Tool &h Print this page

Notice Criteria Tool - Desk Reference Guide V 2014.2.0

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 Pan
77.9.

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

e your structure will exceed 200ft 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 Go-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

e 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 Airports Region /
District Office for On Airport construction.

The tool below will assist in applying Part 77 Notice Criteria.

Latitude: Deg M S
Longitude: Deg M S CITY OF MEDFORD
‘ EXHIBIT#_ N _
File # CUP-17-101
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Horizontal Datum:

Site Elevation (SE): (nearest foot)
Unadjusted Structure Height : Structure Height : (nearest foot)
Height Adjustment: (nearest foot)

Total Structure Height (AGL): (nearest foot)

Traverseway:
(Additional height is added to certain structures under 77.9(c))
User can increase the default height adjustment for
Traverseway, Private Roadway and Waterway

Is structure on airport: No

Yes

Resulits

You exceed the following Notice Criteria:

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 64 ft. The nearest airport is MFR, and the nearest runway is 14LF/32RF.

The FAA requests that you file

-
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Steffen K. Roennfeldt
\

From: Jennifer L. Ingram

Sent: Wednesday, October 4, 2017 9:13 AM
To: Steffen K. Roennfeldt

Subject: CUP-17-101

Hi Steffen,

I won't be attending this morning's LDC meeting. | don't have any comments other than the existing address of
3101 Cedar Links Dr will be the address of the proposed park.

Thank you,

Jeanifer Ingram
Address / Database Technician
City of Medford

541-774-2069

CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT #

: File #. CUP-17.101
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Steffen K. Roennfeldt
\

From: David I. Searcy

Sent: Tuesday, October 3, 2017 4:59 PM
To: Steffen K. Roennfeldt

Cc: Kelly A. Akin

Subject: CUP-17-101 Cedar Links Park

Hi Steffen-

I'hope all is well. What | don’t know regarding the park is if a CUP falls under the same code
requirements as everything else, which would mean Parks needs to request an exception to the 30%
High Water Use Landscape Element Limitations 10.780 G (5) a.(4). Of course it's a no brainer they’ll
get it, but this issue came up on Kennedy Park, if my memory is correct. Kelly knows best.

David Searcy

Conservation Coordinator
Medford Water Commission

200 S. lvy St. Room 177
Medford OR 97501

Cell 541.292.0755

Desk 541.774.2435
http://www.medfordwater.org/

https://www.facebook.com/medfordwater/

Yesterday is not ours to recover, but tomorrow is ours to win or lose.

~Lyndon B. Johnson

ALWAYS erase e-mail addresses included in messages before you forward them to your friends...
Also, use the Bcc format (blind carbon copy) when you send out messages to multiple addressees

Stomp out SPAM! Thank you. /f you wish to be dropped from my email list, please inform me.,

CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT #
: File # CUP-17-101
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RECEIVED
0CT 30 2017

PLANNING DEPT,
City of Medford, Planning Dept., Lausmann Annex Oct. 28,2017

200 S. Ivy Street, Medford, OR 97501
Attn: Steffen Roennfeldt (Page 1 of 3, plus page 4 attachment)

RE: File No.: CUP-17-101 Cedar Links Park Proposal, Gailbraith & Assoc.(Developer?)

Thank you for the Public Notice letter (dated 10-19-2017) from Matt Brinkley,
AICP, Planning Director and for the proposed park design requested by developers.
It looks nice. Herein are a few questions, comments, and then an idea to specialize it.
Reproduced below are each of your “imposed conditions” that are followed by specific
questions or comments (in italics):

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT APPROVAL CRITERIA
FROM SECTION 10.248 OF THE MEDFORD LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE

In authorizing a conditional use permit the approving authority (Planning Commission)
may impose any of the following conditions:

)] Limit the manner in which the use is conducted, including restricting the time an

activity may take place, and restraints to minimize such environmental effects as
noise, vibration, air poliution, glare and odor.
a. Drones and electronic planes should not be allowed in the park. It’s too small and too
close to the houses. Should a device fly into a yard, onto a roof, or into a tree, retrieving
it is not the homeowner's problem. Nor should the device operator be allowed to contact
the homeowner in person or any other way. The same rule applies to kites and balls.

b. Laser devices should not be allowed in the park.

c. Flying camera or video surveillance devices should not be allowed.

(2) Establish a special yard or other open space or lot area or dimension
requirement.

a. That's a vague generality. Be specific about all proposed details and changes.
(3) Limit the height, size, or location of a building or other structure.
a. Again, be more specific about any proposed details and changes.
(4) Designate the size, number, location, or nature of vehicle access points.
a. The one vehicle access in the design proposed is sufficient. No more should be added.

b. Just wondering. The future Delorraine Drive: Who decides the name of the streets?

CITY OF MED™IRD
EXHIBIT#_Q
File # CUP-17-101
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()

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

(11)

Increase the amount of street dedication, roadway width, or improvements
within the street right-of-way.

a. Please don't widen Cedar Links Drive or Rosewood Street because that would
disrupt the balance of things. There is no room to do that.

b. What improvements within the street right-of-way do you intend? The proposed
“roundabout” at the corner of Cedar Links Drive, or a traffic light there?
Designate the size, location, screening, drainage, surfacing, or other

improvement of parking or truck loading area.

a. We would object to putting a truck loading access road off of Cedar Links Drive
located directly behind our homes on Rosewood St., or associated screening there.

Limit or otherwise designate the number, size, location, height, or lighting of
signs.

a. Please don’t install “bug zapper” lights behind our homes on Rosewood Street.
Limit the location and intensity of outdoor lighting, or require its shielding.
a. Lighting that is too intense near our houses would keep us from sleeping.

Require screening, landscaping, or other facilities to protect adjacent or nearby
property, and designate standards for installation or maintenance thereof.

a. What kind of screening? What would it look like? What are “other Jfacilities?”

b. The “maintenance” should include the permanent removal of all the invasive ivy now
climbing onto the high cinderblock wall from the park and up into our yards, and also up
several lovely trees in the park (which could kill them). Also remove blackberry bushes.

Designate the size, height, location, or materials for a fence.

a. How will this affect my existing fence on my property at 2973 Rosewood Street?
Will it have to be changed to the proposed park standards, or not?

b. If so, are the developers willing to pay for it, since they initiated the proposal?
c. What kind of fence, what materials, would they install?
d. Would such fence be upon, and drilled into, the existing cinderblock wall?

e. Wil the existing cinderblock wall be sufficient? Or will it have to be reworked? Mine
has several terraced layers. Will lower layers need to be built up? Or are they fine?

Protect existing trees, vegetation, water resources, wildlife habitat, or other
significant natural resources. a. Save existing trees. b. Bring back Canadian Geese.
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Just a few other questions or comments:

a. The fenced Dog Run should be the only place dogs are allowed in the park.
That would be safer for people, and more sanitary.

b. Overnight parking should not be allowed.

c. Overnight sleeping or camping should not be allowed.

d. No tents should be allowed. No barbeque pits.

€. No bounce houses should be allowed because the park is too small for that.

f. What does Interpretive Station mean? Is that signage? Have a coffee stand?

Closing Comment: Why not make this an exclusive Senior Citizen Park?

The park plan is lovely, as it is, and simple. It would be a nice asset to the
community. And yet, there is an opportunity here to tweak this park to accommodate
members of our community that are overlooked. Senior citizens in wheelchairs, the
elderly with walkers, and special needs disabled people in wheelchairs, don’t have a
designated park of their own. Why not? Kids have parks. Dogs have parks. Here is an
opportunity to give them a park of their own. (There’s a new Senior Housing
development on E. McAndrews near Springbrook.) Seniors need a safe park of their own,
where they can gather outside, and maybe be with youngsters (maybe just toddlers
through age five). In the winter months only, (when seniors would use it less), perhaps
the rule could be loosened to include others. It just might work.

Attached is my park idea for them that would fit into your exact planned park
area. It is to-scale. Please look it over, if you haven’t already. I gave it to someone at the
meeting at North this October. It would be very progressive for Medford to have a special
park designated just for this group. I called it “Cedar Links Very First Senior Park (with
Toddler/Preschool Modification). After all, Cedar Links Golf course was Medford’s very
first public golf course. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

: ol
g%%;sewood Street -- Medford, OR 97504-5151

Attachment: one park sketch to-scale (page 4)
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Steffen K. Roennfeldt

From: Planning Department RECEIVED
Sent: Tuesday, October 31, 2017 10:04 AM

To: Steffen K. Roennfeldt 0CT31 2017
Subject: FW: Cedar Links Neighborhood Park Questions PLANNING DEPT.

From: Mark Gustafson [mailto:magustafsoncl@gmail.com]

Sent: Monday, October 30, 2017 8:21 PM 4
To: Planning Department

Subject: Cedar Links Neighborhood Park Questions

This is in regards to File No: CUP-17-101
Contact: Steffen Roennfeldt

Greetings,
My name is Mark Gustafson. | live at 3111 Westminster Drive which is one block south of the proposed Cedar Link park.

First | want to let you know I'm glad to see plans to complete the park. We moved to our house in Medford four years
ago, right after the golf course closed down, and it will be good to see the park become a reality.

A couple of weeks ago we received a notice in the mail for the planning commission public hearing to be held on
November 9. I am planning to attend that meeting and would like to ask a couple of questions beforehand.

1) Will the park grounds be irrigated? | see the criteria included with the mailing says the existing irrigation will be
maintained where feasible but since the golf course closed | do not believe it has been irrigated so the grass
becomes brown very early in the summer. This reduces the usability of the park and becomes something of an
eye sore.

Willirrigation be repaired or installed if the existing system is inadequate?

2) Will people be allowed to fly drones in the park? Currently people fly drones there two or three days a week, or
more - someone was flying one this afternoon (Monday). A year or so ago | placed a couple of calls to the police
and after talking to the city attorney | learned that it is not illegal for people to fly them there. Will that change
when the space becomes a maintained public park? | have enjoyed model aviation in the past but | believe
there is a proper place for this to take place and I find the high-pitch whine from the drones to be bothersome.

If drones are allowed, then are other forms or model aviation also permissible such as model rockets and
remote controlled model airplanes — both gas and electric powered?

Feel free to respond to this email if you'd like or | can ask the questions at the public meeting on the 9t.

Thanks,
Mark

CITY OF MEDFORD
. EXHIBIT#_ R _

File # CUP-17-101
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RECEIVED

NOV1 72017
GALPIN & ASSOCIATES PLANNING DEPT.
744 CARDLEY AVE, STE 100
MEDFORD OR 97504

November 17, 2017

Dear Medford Planning Commissioners,

We understand the Medford Parks and Recreation Department is going through the Conditional Use
Permit process for Cedar Links Park. We understand one of the issues that has come up concerns
requirements for improvements to Longstone Drive. We have a cost-sharing agreement with Parks and
Rec on the construction of Longstone Drive which will occur in the near future. We have also provided
an area for storm water purification & detention, and easements with no cost to the Parks Department.
Our plans to commence construction of Longstone Drive is for this coming summer. However, we also
understand Parks and Rec is seeking an interim park use plan approval in the unlikely event that
Longstone Drive construction were delayed for any reason.

Part of this interim plan would be to use the existing access and driveway from Cedar Links Drive to the
existing parking lot. The existing driveway is located on our property. We are aware of this concept and
have no objections to it. If construction of Longstone Drive were ultimately delayed and the interim
plan were actually utilized, a formal use agreement would be given to the Parks Department. For this
reason, we have no objection to a land use approval for an interim park use that would utilize the
existing access.

Thank You,

Respectfully yours,

Cris Galpin

CITY OF MEDFORD
FI_EXHIBIT #15
ile #ﬂm
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> City of Medford

= Planning Department
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STAFF REPORT

for a Class-B decision: Vacation

Project Progress Drive Vacation
Applicant: ORW Architecture

File no. SV-17-084

To Planning Commission for December 14, 2017 hearing
From Dustin Severs, Planner i1l

Reviewer  Kelly Akin, Assistant Planning Director

Date December 7, 2017
BACKGROUND
Proposal

Consideration of a request for the vacation of a portion of an existing 35-foot wide Public Utility
Easement (PUE) located at 1528 Biddle Road, and contained within a three-lot land partition
plat, reducing the PUE bordering the property’s northerly boundary along Progress Drive from
15 feet to 10 feet.

Vicinity Map
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Progress Drive Vacation Staff Report
SV-17-084 December 7, 2017

History

On March 17, 2017, the Site Plan and Architectural Commission (SPAC) approved the
construction of a 20,000 square foot, three story building as the future home of People’s Bank
of Commerce. (AC-16-153)

Later, on July 12, 2017, the applicant submitted the subject application requesting to vacate a
portion of the existing Public Utility Easement (PUE) in order to maximize the available
development area and provide sufficient parking.

A resolution setting the City Council hearing date of January 18, 2017, was approved by City
Council on November 16, 2017.

Authority

This proposal is a Class-B application for vacation of public right-of-way. The Planning
Commission is authorized to act as the advisory agency to the City Council for vacations,
providing a recommendation to the City Council, and with the City Council serving as the
approving authority under Medford Municipal Code Sections 10.102-122, 10.165, and 10.185.

ISSUES AND ANALYSIS

Background

The request is being made for the reduction of a portion of the existing Public Utility Easement
(PUE) bordering the property’s northerly boundary along Progress drive from its current depth
of 15 feet, to 10 feet, which is the standard requirement per MLDC 10.471.

The City Attorney’s office determined that the vacation process for a Public Utility Easement is
not required per ORS Chapter 271; however, Section 10.200 of the Medford Land Development
Code (MLDC) does state that a request to vacate an “easement” be subject to the vacation
provisions of the Code, which the City’s legal counsel interpreted as including a PUE. Counsel’s
advisement to staff that the PUE be extinguished in accordance with the City’s vacation
procedures was also compounded by the fact that the PUE is identified within a recorded
subdivision plat, requiring that its removal be recorded into the public record in accordance
with ORS procedures.

MLDC 10.200 further states that such vacation, in addition to the requirements of the Code, be
subject to the vacation procedures outlined in ORS Chapter 271. The property is located within
a three lot partition plat; pursuant to ORS 271.080, the consent of the owners of two-thirds in
area of the property embraced within such plat is required. The applicant has provided the
written consent of all three property owners within the subject plat, along with written
approval from all affected utility providers.

Agency Comments

Per the agency comments submitted to staff (Exhibits C-F), it can be found that the submitted
legal description accurately describes the area to be vacated, and that public facilities will not
be impacted by the proposed vacation.

Page 2 of 4
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Progress Drive Vacation Staff Report
SV-17-084 December 7, 2017

Other Agency Comments

None

Committee Comments

No comments were received from committees such as BPAC.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

The criteria that apply to vacations are in Medford Municipal Code Section 10.202.

Vacation Criteria. A request to vacate shall be approved by the approving authority (City
Council) when the following criteria have been met:

Criterion (1):  Compliance with the Public Facilities Element of the Comprehensive Plan,
including the Transportation System Plan.

Findings

A review of the goals and policies in the Comprehensive Plan that relate to public facilities,
transportation and the Transportation System Plan (TSP) do not apply to Public Utility
Easements (PUE).

Conclusion

This criterion is not applicable to the project.

Criterion (2): If initiated by petition under ORS 271.080, the findings required by ORS 271.120.
Findings
The application was initiated by petition per the requirements in ORS 271.080(2).
Conclusion

The submitted application contains the requisite material and provides a petition conforming
to the standards of ORS 271.080, including the written consent of all three property owners
within the subject plat, and written approval from all affected utility providers. This criterion
is satisfied.

Criterion (3): If initiated by the Council, the applicable criteria found in ORS 271.130.

Findings
The applicant has chosen to initiate the vacation by submitting a petition as allowed per ORS
271.080; therefore, initiation by the Council is not requested.

Conclusion

This criterion is not applicable to the project.

Page 3 of 4
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Progress Drive Vacation
SV-17-084

Staff Report
December 7, 2017

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Based on the findings and conclusions that all of the approval criteria are met or are not
applicable, forward a favorable recommendation to the City Council for approval of the
vacation per the staff report dated December 7, 2017, including Exhibits A through J.

EXHIBITS
A Legal description and Exhibit Map of vacation area, received July 29, 2017.
B Applicant’s Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, received July 12, 2017.
C Medford Public Works Department Staff Report, received November 22, 2017.
D Medford Fire Department Report, received November 13, 2017.
E Medford Water Commission Memo and Facility Map, received November 21, 2017.
F City Surveyor comments, received October 18, 2017.
G Partition Plat, created December 1998.
H Assessor’s Map, received July 12, 2017.
I Consent to Vacation (1 of 2), received July 12, 2017.
J Utility company sign offs (1 of 4), received July 12, 2017.
Vicinity map
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA DECEMBER 14, 2017
Page 4 of 4

Page 201



Legal Description and Exhibit Map

Located In:
T '\llwm/:?? Nsvc\>’1u4ﬁ %f Secgkw 1% WM
ownship , Range 1 West, WM.,
Medford, Jackson County, Oregon RECEIVED

JUL 29 2017
Progress Drive PLANNING DEPT
Radius=10.00", Length=18.23' Northeast corner of Parcel 1 °
LC=N38"30°48"E, 15.81" S4415'40"W, 7.07' per Filed Survey 16033
— _— _— — = —
e S8915'40"E, 124.84' 2/ n $02°02°00"W, 15.00'
© NB9IS4OW, 12533 J 33.00
Point of Beginning , Legal Description of easement vacation area:
, , Beginning ot the northeast
Radius=12.50", Length=22.79 corner of Parcel 1, filed survey
: LC=S3830°48"W, 19.76° number 16033, Jackson County

—
/

oy
ﬂdﬂz/

Surveyor's office; thence S02°02'00”W,
l along the east line of said Parcel 1, 15.00
feet; thence N89'15'40"W, 33.00 feet to the
point of beginning; thence NB89'15°40"W,
K 125.33 feet; thence dlong the arc of a

oV

12.50 foot radius curve to the left (the
long chord of which bears S38°30'48"W,
19.76 feet) 22.79 feet; thence N13°42'45™W,
8.39 feet; thence dlong the arc of @ 10.00
foot radius curve to the right (the long
chord of which bears N38°30'48"E, 15.81
feet) 18.23 feet; thence $89'15'407E,

(1375, RIW, S1g9bb TL 7504[) 124.84 feet; thence S44'15°40"E, 7.07 feet
Owner: J and B Investments to the point of beginning. Vacated area

\ is shown cross hatched.

N13'42'45"W, 8,39

a
e
—
e

—
—

ooow 2PP
— - —
—
|

0 2% s Legal Description and Exhibit Map
REGISTERED N
PROFESSIONAL . . .
., Lumsaeron | | Pariani Land Surveying
a 10558 Highway 62, Suite B—1
© Vigp~— g Y ’
g U OREGON Eagle Point, OR 97524
JOHr\JIUI)i?l.s' I;?AQ?QIANI 541-890~11 31 ParianiLS@yahoo.com
o #51382 J Date: Scale: Job No.: [Sheet:

Renews: Dec. 31, 2018 July 29, 2017 1" = 50° 2016~
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RECEIVED
JUL 12 2017

26 lune, 2017

PLANNING DEPT.
Praline McCormack
Planner |l
Cify Of Medford :Askzé-ﬁsﬁrz-EtT-Unﬁ.E
Planning Department Wew.ORW aRCHITEC TURE . can
200 S. vy St. A A - L
Medford, OR 97501 A

Re: People’s Bank of Commerce ~ Biddle Road Building — Partial vacation of PUE

Section | — Narrative & Finding of Facts:

This request is being made for a reduction of a portion of an existing 15-foot wide Public Utility
Easement (PUE). The Owner is requesting that the existing PUE bordering the property’s north
boundary, along Progress Drive, be reduced to 10 feet as is standard for the City of Medford per
section 10.471 of the city Municipal Code.

As you will see from the Exhibit Sketch Map attached, the reduction in width is requested of a
portion of the PUE that extends from Biddle Road, east to a point roughly 35 feet from the east
property line. From the point, roughly 35 feet from the east property line, to the east property line
shall remain as the existing 15-foot wide PUE.

The only property directly adjacent to this requested easement vacation area is the Owner (filing
this request) of Parcel No.1, filed survey number 16033, Jackson County Surveyor’s office. We
have also provided (attached) letters of concurrence from the utilities that may be effected by this
PUE modification, and the City of Medford Traffic Engineering department has relocated traffic
signal power lines into the area of the proposed PUE as well.

The staff for the City of Medford Public Works requested a 10-foot wide PUE be provided along
Progress Drive. It is the Owner’s desire to comply with requirement while also maximizing the
available site area for development, thus ensuring the ability to provide the required amount of
parking for their needs.

Sincerely,

Andrew Owen
ORW Architecture

CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT #

Page 203 File # SV-17-084



Medford — A fantastic place to live, work and play

CITY OF MEDFORD

LD Date: 11/22/2017
File Number: SV-17-084

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT STAFF REPORT
People’s Bank of Commerce
Public Utility Easement Vacation

Project: Consideration of a request for the vacation of a portion of an existing 35-foot
wide Public Utility Easement (PUE) located at 1528 Biddle Road, and contained
within a three-lot land partition plat, reducing the PUE bordering the property’s
northerly boundary along Progress Drive from 15 feet to 10 feet.

Applicant: ORW Architecture, Andrew Owen, Applicant; Dustin Severs, Planner.

Public Works concurs with the request to vacate the subject existing public utility easement from

15-feet down to 10-feet. All affected utilities have relocated their facilities outside of the area to
be vacated.

Prepared by: Doug Burroughs

P:\Staff Reports\SV\2017\SV-17-084 People's Bank Street Vacation (PUE Reduction)\SV-17-084 Staff Report-LD.docx Page 1
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 CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT #_C

Page 204 File # SV-17-084



Medford Fire Department

200 S. Ivy Stree:, Poom #180
Medford, OR 97501
Pr.one: 774-2300; Fax: 541-774-2514;
E-mail www.fireizi.medford.cr.us

LAND DEVELOPMENT REPORT - PLANNING

To: Dustin Severs LD Meeting Date: 11/22/2017

From: Fire Marshal Kleinberg Report Prepared: 11/13/2017

File#: sv -17 - 84

Site Name/Description:

Consideration of a request for the vacation of a portion of an existing 35-foot wide Public Utility Easement (PUE) located
at 1528 Biddle Road, and contained within a three-lot land partition plat, reducing the PUE bordering the property's
northerly boundary along Progress Drive from 15 feet to 10 feet. ORW Architecture, Andrew Owen, Applicant; Dustin
Severs, Planner.

DESCRIPTION OF CORRECTIONS REFERENCE

Approved as Submitted

Meets Requirement; No Additional Requirements

Development shall comply with access and water supply requirements in accordance with the 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 (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 the information provided only.

Design and installation shall meet the Oregon requirements of the IBC, IFC, IMC and NFPA standards.

CITY OF MEDFORD

EXHIBITE D
File # SV-17-084

11/13/2017 15:23 Page 1
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MEDFORD WATER COMMISSION

TO:

DN

B
%

BOARD OF WATER COMMISSIONERS

Staff Memo

Planning Department, City of Medford

FROM: Rodney Grehn P.E., Water Commission Staff Engineer

SUBJECT: SV-17-084

PARCEL ID:  371W19BB TL 1504

PROJECT: Consideration of a request for the vacation of a portion of an existing 35-foot wide

Public Utility Easement (PUE) located at 1528 Biddle Road, and contained within
a three-lot land partition plat, reducing the PUE bordering the property’'s northerly
boundary along Progress Drive from 15 feet to 10 feet. ORW Architecture, Andrew
Owen, Applicant; Dustin Severs, Planner.

DATE: November 22, 2017

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

CONDITIONS

1.

No Conditions.

COMMENTS

1.
2.

Off-site water line installation is not required.
On-site water facility construction is not required.

MWC-metered water service does exist to this property. There is an existing 1.5-inch water
meter located along the east side of Biddle Road.

. Access to MWC water lines is available. There is an existing 8-inch water line on the north

side of Progress Drive. There is also a 6-inch water line located on the east side of Biddle
Road.

CITY OF MEDFORD

K \Land Development\Medford Planning\sv17084 dacx EXHIBRg# al E

File # SV-17-084
Page 206



Feet
(4] ey 25 b0
Scale: 1"=50"

Water Facility Map
for
SV-17-084
(371W19BB TL 1504)

Legend
& A Valve
.0; Lample Station
L birg Service
" Hydrant
4 Reducer

Hiow Ot

+  Plugs-Caps
Water Meters:
o Active Meter
1 Wel
Lnknown
& Vacant
Water Valves:
4 Buttetly Vatve
@ Gate Valve
Tapping Valve
Water Mains:
— Active Man
= = » Abandoned Mam
o= Resetvarr Diam Pipe
—— Prassure Zone L ine

Boundaries:

Urban Grawth Rounaary

I.:.';
w2 City Limits

Tax Lots

MWC Facilities:

MENCORN B AT 00

AAI42 8703442 1BTER 6 AILL W RIE SR IS,




s
CITY OF MEDFORD
MEMORANDUM
Tw: lzn Prowd, Enginsering
From: Dusstim Szvars
Date: Oriober 18, 2017
Svbjact: L=ga| Dascription {Fie Np. SV 17-083)

Pizase verify the atiached l=gal description covering the below subject at your earliest
conveniente. See attachad map.

1. SV-17-084 (ORW Architectura, Applicant). N

-—\\ s T - oy — " g
DasT ves TWEITTE  ~he ahesa L o
§

1< e L TN —t_ {\aup__ e d..c:,._»f_\

it

)A\/ = e ﬂoW\M@u"r}; ‘%’bf ‘(I\D -‘:Q_J.l'fc»); ‘,;\1@

3

Lﬁ.&—-‘ e ; ‘_\ y.3 {J

%L (kW

Cp
¢ lLegal Description
e Vicinity Map

“Working with the Community to Shape a Vibrant and Exceptional Cin CiTY OF MEDFORD

EXHIBIT# F
File # SV-17-084
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CITY OF MEDFORD
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CONSENT TO VACATION

As the property ownerl(s) of:

Map and Tax Lot: 37 1w19bb - 1506

Address: _1166-1174 Progress Drive

I/We hereby consent to a vacation within the city limits of Medford described as:

a portion of the current PUE, completely contained within the property owned by People's Bank

of Commerce. See attached exhibit for legal location & description.

DATED this day of , 20

Cwner

Date

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

Lausmann Annex * 200 South Ivy Street » Medford OR 97501
Phone (541)774-2380 + Fax (541)618-1708 CITY OF MEDFORD

www.ci.medford.ar.us Ei)l(:il#BS”\./fW})si 1eF 2N
Page 211 I



CITY OF MEDFORD
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CONSENT TO VACATION

As the property owner{s) of:
Map and Tax Lot: 371 wil 9bb -1 505

Address: _1112-1164 Progress Drive

I/We hereby consent to a vacation within the city limits of Medford described as:

a portion of the current PUE, completely contained within the property owned by People's Bank

of Commerce. See attached exhibit for legal location & description.

DATED this day of , 20

2/

Owner: Owner

Tl /17
77T

Date Date

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

Lausmann Annex ¢« 200 South Ivy Street = Medford OR 97501

Phone (541)774-2380 « Fax (541)618-1708 CITY OF MEDFORD
www ei madfard ay g EXHIB'T # I ‘10?1)

File # SV-17-
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RECEIVED

JUL 12 2017
PLANNIN
February 10, 2017 G DEPT. _:
;3,
Utility Providers
ARCHITECTURE
RE: Peoples Bank, Progress Drive & Biddle Road R v

LI I L ] 8Ly

Dear Utility Providers:

Attached is an exhibit of the aforementioned project. There is currently a 15" PUE dedicated
along Progress Drive which we would like to reduce to a standard 10’ PUE to allow for the
proposed construction. Both Medford Public Works and Planning Departments are fine with this
provided we obtain approval from each utility provider. Also attached is the topographic survey
showing where the existing utilities are in relationship to the proposed 10° PUE. There is an
existing underground power line shown outside the proposed 10’ PUE that would have to be
abandoned or relocated (whichever is appropriate) at the Owner’s expense as would any other
utilities discovered outside the proposed 10’ PUE.

If this is agreeable with you, please sign this document in the appropriate location below and
return to me. Please call if you have any questions, comments or need additional information in

this regard.

Pacific Power - Rylan Woods
Charter Communications - Brad Dill DAVID McFADDEN
AVISTA UTILITIES
- - 541-941-4055

Avista Utilities - David McFadden

Century Link - Jim Martin
Andrew Owen,
ORW Architecture
541.779.5237 x25

CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT# Y (1oF4)

Page 213 File # SV-17-084



February 10, 2017

Utility Providers
ARCHITECTURE

¥ ORWAICHITREC*uRE CcOM
#3¢ [AST BAANMETT Rjap
D?220p 23 978500¢

RE: Peoples Bank, Progress Drive & Biddle Road

~ 1

z
S o R} s 31
s 172 72

Dear Utility Providers:

Attached is an exhibit of the aforementioned project. There is currently a 15° PUE dedicated
along Progress Drive which we would like to reduce to a standard 10’ PUE to allow for the
proposed construction. Both Medford Public Works and Planning Departments are fine with this
provided we obtain approval from each utility provider. Also attached is the topographic survey
showing where the existing utilities are in relationship to the proposed 10’ PUE. There is an
existing underground power line shown outside the proposed 10’ PUE that would have to be
abandoned or relocated (whichever is appropriate) at the Owner’s expense as would any other
utilities discovered outside the proposed 10’ PUE.

Ifthis is agreeable with you, please sign this document in the appropriate location below and
return to me. Please call if you have any questions, comments or need additional information in

this regard.

Pacific Power - Rylan Woods

Brad Dill

Charter Communications

- David McFadden

- Jim Martin

Andrew Owen,
ORW Architecture
541.779.5237 x25

CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT# ) (1oF 1
File # SV-17-084
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February 10, 2017

L

Utility Providers

ARCHITECTURE
RE: Peoples Bank, Progress Drive & Biddle Road DN TR R
Dear Utility Providers: '

Attached is an exhibit of the aforementioned project. Therc is currently a 15" PUE dedicated
along Progress Drive which we would like to reduce to a standard 10° PUE to allow for the
proposed construction. Both Medford Public Works and Planning Dcpartments are fine with this
provided we obtain approval from each utility provider. Also attached is the topographic survey
showing where the cxisting utilities are in relationship to the proposed 10° PUE. There is an
existing underground power line shown outside the proposed 10’ PUE that would have to be
abandoned or relocated (whichever is appropriate) at the Owner’s expense as would any other
utilities discovered outside the proposed 10’ PUE.

If this is agreeable with you, pleasc sign this document in the appropriate location below and
return to me. Plcasc call if you have any questions, comments or nced additicnal information in
this regard.

Pacific Power - Rylan Woods

="

Charter Communications - Brad Dill

Avista Utilities - David McFadden

Century Link - Jim Martin

Andrew Owen,
ORW Architecture
541.779.5237 x25

CITY OF MEDFORD

EXIBIT#) (354)
File # SV-17-084
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February 10, 2017 &7 PaV L
E;ﬁ’ ] % 7 é
Utility Providers o e Ao
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RE: Peoples Bank, Progress Drive & Biddle Road

o
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Dear Utility Providers:

Attached is an exhibit of the aforementioned project. There is currently a 15’ PUE dedicated
along Progress Drive which we would like to reduce to a standard 10’ PUE to allow for the
proposed construction. Both Medford Public Works and Planning Departments are fine with this
provided we obtain approval from each utility provider. Also attached is the topographic survey
showing where the existing utilities are in relationship to the proposed 10’ PUE. There is an
existing underground power line shown outside the proposed 10° PUE that would have to be
abandoned or relocated (whichever is appropriate) at the Owner’s expense as would any other
utilities discovered outside the proposed 10’ PUE.

If this is agreeable with you, please sign this document in the appropriate location below and
return to me. Please call if you have any questions, comments or need additional information in

o % %

Pgotfic Reater ' Rylan Woods

Charter Communications - Brad Dill

Avista Utilities - David McFadden
Century Link - Jim Martin
Andrew Owen,
ORW Architecture

541.779.5237 x25

ClET)\(r OF MEDFORD
HIBIT# 3 [4cof4)
File # SV-17.083
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BEFORE THE MEDFORD PLANNING COMMISSION
STATE OF OREGON, CITY OF MEDFORD

IN THE MATTER OF PLANNING COMMISSION FILE ZC-17-128 APPLICATION )
FOR A ZONE CHANGE SUBMITTED BY PDK PROPERTIES, LLC ) ORDER

ORDER granting approval of a request for a zone change for PDK Properties, LLC, described
as follows:

Change the zone from SFR-00 (Single Family Residential —one dwelling unit per existing lot) to SFR-
10 (Single Family Residential - ten dwelling units per gross acre) on a 1.61 acre lot located on the

corner of Lozier Lane and Lozier Court in southwest Medford.

WHEREAS, the City Planning Commission in the public interest has given consideration to
changing the zoning for PDK Properties, LLC, as describe above; and

WHEREAS, the City Planning Commission has given notice of, and held, a public hearing,
and after considering all the evidence presented, finds that the zone change is supported by, and
hereby adopts the Planning Commission Report dated December 7, 2017, and the Findings
contained therein ~ Exhibit “A,” and Legal Description — Exhibit “B” attached hereto and hereby
incorporated by reference; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF MEDFORD, OREGON,
that:

The zoning of the following described area within the City of Medford, Oregon:
37 2W 26DD Tax Lot 1100
is hereby changed as described above.

Accepted and approved this 14th day of December, 2017.

CITY OF MEDFORD PLANNING COMMISSION

Planning Commission Chair
ATTEST:

Planning Department Representative
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City of Medford

L
9}

i1 Planning Department

Working with the community to shape a vibrant and exceptional city

STAFF REPORT

for a Type-C quasi-judicial decision: Zone Change

Project Lozier Lane Zone Change
Applicant: PDK Properties, LLC; Agent: Scott Sinner Consulting, inc.

File no. 7C-17-128

To Planning Commission for December 14, 2017 hearing
From Liz Conner, Planner 1L/

Reviewer  Kelly Akin, Assistant Planning Director &/~

Date December 7, 2017

BACKGROUND

Proposal

Request for a zone change from SFR-00 (Single Family Residential — one dwelling unit
per existing lot) to SFR-10(Single Family Residential — ten dwelling units per gross acre)
on a 1.61 acre lot located on the corner of Lozier Lane and Lozier Court in southwest
Medford (372W26DD Tax Lot 1100).

Vicinity Map
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Lozier Lane Zone Change Staff Report
File no. 2C-17-128 December 7, 2017

Subject Site Characteristics

Zoning SFR-00 Single-family Residential (one dwelling unit per lot)
GLUP UR Urban Residential
Use Vacant

Surrounding Site Characteristics

North Zone: SFR-10 (Single-family Residential, 10 dwelling units per gross
acre)
Use: Single family dwelling, vacant
South Zone: RR-2.5 (County Enclave)
Use: Single family dwellings
East Zone: SFR-10
Use: Single family dwellings
West Zone: RR-2.5
Use: Single family dwellings

Related Projects

A-00-122 (Ordinance # 2001-223)
ZC-01-185 (Withdrawn)
LDS-02-005 (Withdrawn)

Applicable Criteria
Medford Municipal Code §10.227 Zone Change Criteria

ZONE CHANGE APPROVAL CRITERIA — MEDFORD LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE SECTION
10.227

The zone change criteria that are not relevant to this particular application are hereby
omitted from the following citation and noted by ***,

The approving authority (Planning Commission) shall approve a quasi-judicial zone
change if it finds that the zone change complies with subsections (1) and (2) below:

(1) The proposed zone is consistent with the Transportation System Plan (TSP) and
the General Land Use Plan Map designation. A demonstration of consistency
with the acknowledged TSP will assure compliance with the Oregon
Transportation Planning Rule.) Where applicable, the proposed zone shall also
be consistent with the additional locational standards of the below sections
(1)(a), (1)(b), (1)(c), or (1)(d). Where a special area plan requires a specific zone,
any conflicting or additional requirements of the plan shall take precedence over
the locational criteria below.

Page 2 of 5
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Lozier Lane Zone Change Staff Report
File no. 2C-17-128

December 7, 2017

* k%

(b) For zone changes to SFR-6 or SFR-10 where the permitted density is
proposed to increase, one (1) of the following conditions must exist:

(i) At least one (1) parcel that abuts the subject property is zoned
the same as the proposed zone, either SFR-6 or SFR-10
respectively; or

(i) The area to be rezoned is five (5) acres or larger; or

(iii) The subject property, and any abutting parcel(s) that is (are) in
the same General Land Use Plan Map designation ad is (are)
vacant, when combined, total at least five (5) acres.

(2) It shall be demonstrated that Category A urban services and facilities are
available or can and will be provided, as described below, to adequately serve
the subject property with the permitted uses allowed under the proposed
zoning, except as provided in subsection (c) below. The minimum standards for
Category A services and facilities are contained in the MLDC and Goal 3, Policy 1
of the Comprehensive Plan “Public Facilities Element.”

Storm drainage, sanitary sewer, and water facilities must already be

adequate in condition, capacity, and location to serve the property or be

extended or otherwise improved to adequately serve the property at the
time of issuance of a building permit for vertical construction.

Adequate streets and street capacity must be provided in one of the

following ways:

(a)

(b)

(i)
(ii)

(iii)

Streets which serve the subject property, as defined in Section
10.461(2), presently exist and have adequate capacity; or
Existing and new streets that will serve the subject property will
be improved and/or constructed, sufficient to meet the required
condition and capacity, at the time building permits for vertical
construction are issued; or
If it is determined that a street must be constructed or improved
in order to provide adequate capacity for more than one
proposed or anticipated development, the Planning Commission
may find the street to be adequate when the improvements
needed to make the street adequate are fully funded. A street
project is deemed to be fully funded when one of the following
occurs:
(a) the project is in the City’s adopted capital improvement
plan budget, or is a programmed project in the first two
years of the State’s current STIP (State Transportation

Page 3 of 5
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Lozier Lane Zone Change Staff Report
File no. ZC-17-128 December 7, 2017

(c)

Improvement Plan), or any other public agencies adopted
capital improvement plan budget; or

(b) when an applicant funds the improvement through a
reimbursement district pursuant to the MLDC. The cost of
the improvements will be either the actual cost of
construction, if constructed by the applicant, or the
estimated cost. The “estimated cost” shall be 125% of a
professional engineer’s estimated cost that has been
approved by the City, including the cost of any right-of-
way acquisition. The method described in this paragraph
shall not be used if the Public Works Department
determines, for reasons of public safety, that the
improvement must be constructed prior to issuance of
building permits.

(iv) When a street must be improved under (b)(ii) or (b)(iii) above, the
specific street improvement(s) needed to make the street
adequate must be identified, and it must be demonstrated by the
applicant that the improvement(s) will make the street adequate
in condition and capacity.

In determining the adequacy of Category A facilities, the approving
authority (Planning Commission) may evaluate potential impacts based
upon the imposition of special development conditions attached to the
zone change request. Special development conditions shall be
established by deed restriction of covenant, which must be recorded with
proof of recordation returned to the Planning Department, and may
include, but are not limited to the following:

(i) Restriction of uses by type or intensity; however, in cases where
such a restriction is proposed, the Planning Commission must find
that the resulting development pattern will not preclude future
development, or intensification of development, on the subject
property or adjacent parcels. In no case shall residential densities
be approved which do not meet minimum density standards,

(ii) Mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly design which qualifies for the trip
reduction percentage allowed by the Transportation Planning
Rule,

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures which can be reasonably
quantified, monitored, and enforced, such as mandatory car/van pools.

Corporate Names

According to the Oregon Secretary of State Business registry, the registered agent of
PDK Properties, LLC is Kyle Taylor.

Page 4 of 5
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Lozier Lane Zone Change Staff Report
File no. 2C-17-128 December 7, 2017

ISSUES AND ANALYSIS

Staff has reviewed the zone change request and finds that it meets the approval criteria
in Medford Land Development Code Section 10.227. The proposed SFR-10 zone district
is permitted within the UR GLUP designation, and the proposal is consistent with the
Transportation System Plan (TSP). In regards to facility adequacy, the agency reports in
Exhibits B, C, and D demonstrate that Category “A” Urban Services and Facilities are
available or can and will be made available to serve the site at the time of issuance of
building permits.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Staff has reviewed the Applicant’s Findings (Exhibit A) and recommends the Commission
adopt the findings as presented.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Adopt the Findings as recommended by staff and adopt the Final Order for approval of
ZC-17-128 per the staff report dated December 7, 2017, including Exhibits A through H.

EXHIBITS

Applicants findings and conclusions received October 6, 2017

Rogue Valley Sewer Services letter received November 17, 2017
Public Works staff report received November 15, 2017

Medford Water Commission staff memo received November 15, 2017
Building Department email received November 15, 2017

Medford Fire Department report received November 15, 2017
Jackson County Road letter received November 6, 2017

Legal Description received October 6, 2017

Vicinity map

I OOMmMmMoOoOm>

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA: DECEMBER 14, 2017
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{
BEFORE THE rLANNING COMMISSION FOR THE LITY OF MEDFORD:
RECEIVED

IN THE MATTER OF AN APPLICATION FOR ) 0CT 06 2017

A ZONE CHANGE FOR THE PROPERTY IDENTIFIED AS ) FINDING OF FACT  »| ANNING DEPT
T372W26AC TAX LOT 1200 ) AND

PDK PROPERTIES OWNER/APPLICANT ) CONCLUSIONS

SCOTTSINNER CONSULTING, INC. AGENT ) OF LAW

l. BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Applicant:

PDK Properties, LLC
Kyle Taylor

588 Parsons Dr Suite A
Medford, OR 97501

kyle@tayloredelements.com

Agent:

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc.
4401 San Juan Dr. Suite G
Medford, OR 97504
scottsinner@yahoo.com

Property 1:

37 2W 26 DD TL 1100
PDK Properties, LLC
Lozier Lane

Medford, OR 97501
SFR-00 current zoning
1.61 net acreage

Project Summary:

The subject property is currently zoned SFR-00. This application seeks a zone change to
the SFR-10 zoning district. The net acreage of the subject properties totals 1.31 acres and
the gross acreage is 1.81 acres.

The General Land Use Plan Map designation for the property was changed from Urban
Residential (UR). The requested SFR-10 zoning district is appropriate for the UR GLUP
designation. The approval of this application would rezone the property to the SFR-10
zoning district.

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. 541-601-0917 PDK Properties Zone Change Pag¢YoOF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT #
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BEFORE THEEPLANNING COMMISSION FOR THE CiTY OF MEDFORD:

Approval Criteria:

The relevant approval criteria for the requested zone change from SFR-10 to MFR-20 are
within MLDC 10.227 as provided below:

10.227 Zone Change Criteria

The approving authority (Planning Commission) shall approve a quasi-judicial zone
change if it finds that the zone change complies with subsections (1) and (2) below:

(1) The proposed zone is consistent with the Transportation System Plan (TSP) and the
General Land Use Plan Map designation. A demonstration of consistency with the
acknowledged TSP will assure compliance with the Oregon Transportation Planning
Rule.) Where applicable, the proposed zone shall also be consistent with the
additional locational standards of the below sections (1)(a), (1)(b), (1)(c), or (1)(d).
Where a special area plan requires a specific zone, any conflicting or additional
requirements of the plan shall take precedence over the locational criteria below.

(b) For zone changes to SFR-6 or SFR-10 where the permitted density is proposed
to increase, one (1) of the following conditions must exist:

(i) At least one (1) parcel that abuts the subject property is zoned the same as
the proposed zone, either SFR-6 or SFR-10 respectively; or

(ii) The area to be rezoned is five (5) acres or larger; or

(iii) The subject property, and any abutting parcel(s) that is(are) in the same
General Land Use Plan Map designation and is(are) vacant, when combined,
total at least five (5) acres.

(2) It shall be demonstrated that Category A urban services and facilities are available or
can and will be provided, as described below, to adequately serve the subject property
with the permitted uses allowed under the proposed zoning, except as provided in
subsection (c) below. The minimum standards for Category A services and facilities are
contained in Section 10.462 and Goal 2 of the Comprehensive Plan “Public Facilities
Element” and Transportation System Plan.

(a) Storm drainage, sanitary sewer, and water facilities must already be
adequate in condition, capacity, and location to serve the property or be

extended or otherwise improved to adequately serve the property at the time of
issuance of a building permit for vertical construction.

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc.  541-601-0917 PDK Properties Zone Change Page 2 of 9
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BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION FOR THE CITY OF MEDFORD:

(b) Adequate streets and street capacity must be provided in one (1) of the
following ways:

(i) Streets which serve the subject property, as defined in Section
10.461(2), presently exist and have adequate capacity; or

(ii) Existing and new streets that will serve the subject property will be
improved and/or constructed, sufficient to meet the required condition
and capacity, at the time building permits for vertical construction are
issued; or

(iii) If it is determined that a street must be constructed or improved in
order to provide adequate capacity for more than one (1 ) proposed or
anticipated development, the Planning Commission may find the street to
be adequate when the improvements needed to make the street
adequate are fully funded. A street project is deemed to be fully funded
when one (1) of the following occurs:

(a) the project is in the City’s adopted capital improvement plan
budget, or is a programmed project in the first two (2) years of the
State’s current STIP (State Transportation Improvement Plan), or
any other public agencies adopted capital improvement plan
budget; or

(b) when an applicant funds the improvement through a
reimbursement district pursuant to the MLDC. The cost of the
improvements will be either the actual cost of construction, if
constructed by the applicant, or the estimated cost. The
“estimated cost” shall be 125% of a professional engineer’s
estimated cost that has been approved by the City, including the
cost of any right-of-way acquisition. The method described in this
paragraph shall not be used if the Public Works Department
determines, for reasons of public safety, that the improvement
must be constructed prior to issuance of building permits.

(iv) When a street must be improved under (b)(ii) or (b)(iii) above, the
specific street improvement(s) needed to make the street adequate must
be identified, and it must be demonstrated by the applicant that the
improvement(s) will make the street adequate in condition and capacity.

(c) In determining the adequacy of Category A facilities, the approving authority
(Planning Commission) may evaluate potential impacts based upon the

imposition of special development conditions attached to the zone change
request. Special development conditions shall be established by deed restriction

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. 541-601-0917 PDK Properties Zone Change Page 3 of 9
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BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION FOR THEH(.'ITY OF MEDFORD:

or covenant, which must be recorded with proof of recordation returned to the
Planning Department, and may include, but are not limited to the following:

(i) Restriction of uses by type or intensity; however, in cases where such a
restriction is proposed, the Planning Commission must find that the
resulting development pattern will not preclude future development, or
intensification of development, on the subject property or adjacent
parcels. In no case shall residential densities be approved which do not
meet minimum density standards,

(i) Mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly design which qualifies for the trip
reduction percentage allowed by the Transportation Planning Rule,

(iii) Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures which can be
reasonably quantified, monitored, and enforced, such as mandatory
car/van pools.

(1) The proposed zone is consistent with the Transportation System Plan
(TSP) and the General Land Use Plan Map designation. A demonstration
of consistency with the acknowledged TSP will assure compliance with the
Oregon Transportation Planning Rule.)

Findings of Fact:

The Oregon Transportation Planning Rule requires a jurisdiction considers all modes of
transportation in a land use decision. A review of this property determines water and rail
transportation are not available.

The subject properties are 4.25 miles from the Rogue Valley International Airport, and 2.9
miles from Interstate Highway 5 (I-5). The subject property has frontage on Lozier Lane
and Lozier Court.

Referring to the adopted Transportation System Plan (TSP), Lozier Lane is classified as a
Major Collector street, when fully improved to the standards identified in the MLDC will
include bicycle lanes and sidewalks to promote both bicycle and pedestrian modes of
transportation.

At the time of submitting this application, Lozier Lane is in construction for right of way

improvements consistent with the standards approved by the City Council under TF -14-
050.

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc.  541-601-0917 PDK Properties Zone Change Page 4 of 9
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BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION FOR THE CITY OF MEDFORD:

The General Land Use Plan Map (GLUP) map designation for the subject properties is the
UR Urban Residential designation. The UR designation allows for the SFR-2, SFR-4, SFR-6
and SFR10 zoning districts. The requested zone change proposed with this application is
the SFR-10 zoning district and is consistent with the GLUP designation.

Conclusions of Law:

The Planning Commission can conclude this application is consistent with the adopted
Medford Transportation System Plan and the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule, and
the SFR-10 zoning district is appropriate within the UR GLUP designation.

(2) It shall be demonstrated that Category A urban services and facilities are available or
can and will be provided, as described below, to adequately serve the subject property
with the permitted uses allowed under the proposed zoning, except as provided in
subsection (c) below. The minimum standards for Category A services and facilities are
contained in Section 10.462 and Goal 2 of the Comprehensive Plan “Public Facilities
Element” and Transportation System Plan.

(a) Storm drainage, sanitary sewer, and water facilities must already be
adequate in condition, capacity, and location to serve the property or be
extended or otherwise improved to adequately serve the property at the time of
issuance of a building permit for vertical construction.

Findings of Fact:

In preparing this application the Medford Public Works Department was contacted to
determine the ability to access the existing public storm drainage facilities in the area.
The subject parcel has frontage on Lozier Court. Lozier Court is dedicated public right of
way. The Lozier Court right of way is unimproved and is currently not connected to a
public storm water facility.

The applicant has obtained property and easements necessary to convey storm water to
existing public storm drainage facilities in the West Main Street right of way. The applicant
has coordinated easements and improvements with Public Works and the application is
consistent with the storm drainage elements of the zone change criteria.

Future development will be subject to the current City requirements for storm water
control and treatment and there is adequate capacity for the proposed zone change.

The subject property is within the Rogue Valley Sewer Service (RVS) territory. According
to Carl Tappert of RVS there is an 18” sanitary sewer line in the Lozier Lane right of way

and an 8" sanitary sewer line in Lozier Court. The sanitary sewer facilities have adequate
capacity for the purposes of the requested zone change. Future development of the

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. 541-601-0917 PDK Properties Zone Change Page 5 of 9

Page 228



BEFORE THE FLANNING COMMISSION FOR THE UITY OF MEDFORD:

properties will require the extension of facilities in accordance with the standards for
development at the time of development.

Rodney Grehn of the Medford Water Commission indicated the Medford Water
Commission provides municipal water for this area and there is adequate capacity for the
requested zone change.

The Lozier Lane improvement project includes the installation of a 12” waterline in the
right of way. This line has an 8” waterline stubbed into the existing Lozier Court right of
way to allow for the future improvement and develop of Lozier Court.

According to Rodney there is adequate capacity and access to the water supply at the site
for the purposes of this zone change. Future development will comply with the current

standards for development.

Conclusions of Law:

The Planning Commission can conclude the subject property has access to public facilities
for stormwater, sanitary sewer, and domestic water, and these facilities have adequate
capacity for the approval of the proposed zone change.

(b) Adequate streets and street capacity must be provided in one (1) of the
following ways:

(i) Streets which serve the subject property, as defined in Section
10.461(2), presently exist and have adequate capacity; or

(i) Existing and new streets that will serve the subject property will be

improved and/or constructed, sufficient to meet the required condition
and capacity, at the time building permits for vertical construction are

issued; or

(iii) If it is determined that a street must be constructed or improved in
order to provide adequate capacity for more than one (1) proposed or
anticipated development, the Planning Commission may find the street to
be adequate when the improvements needed to make the street
adequate are fully funded. A street project is deemed to be fully funded
when one (1) of the following occurs:

(a) the project is in the City’s adopted capital improvement plan
budget, or is a programmed project in the first two (2) years of the
State’s current STIP (State Transportation Improvement Plan), or
any other public agencies adopted capital improvement plan
budget; or

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. 541-601-0917 PDK Properties Zone Change Page 6 of 9
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BEFORE THE FLANNING COMMISSION FOR THE CITY OF MEDFORD:

(b) when an applicant funds the improvement through a
reimbursement district pursuant to the MLDC. The cost of the
improvements will be either the actual cost of construction, if
constructed by the applicant, or the estimated cost. The
“estimated cost” shall be 125% of a professional engineer’s
estimated cost that has been approved by the City, including the
cost of any right-of-way acquisition. The method described in this
paragraph shall not be used if the Public Works Department
determines, for reasons of public safety, that the improvement
must be constructed prior to issuance of building permits.

(iv) When a street must be improved under (b)(ii) or (b)(iii) above, the
specific street improvement(s) needed to make the street adequate must
be identified, and it must be demonstrated by the applicant that the
improvement(s) will make the street adequate in condition and capacity.

Findings of Fact:

The subject property has frontage on Lozier Lane and Lozier Court. Lozier Lane is classified
as a major collector and is currently being improved through standards approved by City
Council under TF-14-050.

Lozier Court is a public right of way and is unimproved. The properties on the north half
of Lozier Court are part of the West View Village PUD and include street improvements
to Lozier Court. The applicant owns the properties fronting the north side of Lozier Court
and is preparing construction documents for submission and review by the City.

The subject parcel is 1.81 gross acres. The requested SFR 10 zoning district would allow a
maximum of 18 dwelling units on the property which is an increase of 17 dwelling units.
The ITE standard of 9.52 Average Daily Trips (ADT) per dwelling units results of an impact
of 162 ADT, less than 250 ADT and therefore no additional Traffic Impact Analysis is
required for this application.

Attached with this application is the required Traffic Impact Analysis Form completed by
Public Works Department. The form indicates there are no requirements for an additional

Traffic Impact Analysis.

Further development of the property will included conditions to improve the public street
frontages to the current standards contained in the MLDC and the TSP.

The higher order streets in the vicinity are improved or have adequate capacity as defined

by MLDC 10.225 (2) (b) (i) and the frontage streets will be improved to the current city
standards with future development consistent with MLDC 10.225 (2) (b) (ii).

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. 541-601-0917 PDK Properties Zone Change Page 7 of 9
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BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION FOR THE"(,ITY OF MEDFORD:

Conclusions of Law

The Planning Commission can conclude the streets in the vicinity of the requested zone
change have adequate capacity as defined in MLDC 10.227 (2).

(c) In determining the adequacy of Category A facilities, the approving authority
(Planning Commission) may evaluate potential impacts based upon the
imposition of special development conditions attached to the zone change
request. Special development conditions shall be established by deed restriction
or covenant, which must be recorded with proof of recordation returned to the
Planning Department, and may include, but are not limited to the following:

(i) Restriction of uses by type or intensity; however, in cases where such a
restriction is proposed, the Planning Commission must find that the
resulting development pattern will not preclude future development, or
intensification of development, on the subject property or adjacent
parcels. In no case shall residential densities be approved which do not
meet minimum density standards,

(i) Mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly design which qualifies for the trip
reduction percentage allowed by the Transportation Planning Rule,

(i) Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures which can be
reasonably quantified, monitored, and enforced, such as mandatory
car/van pools.

Findings of Fact:

In preparing this application for a zone change from the SFR-00 zoning district to the SFR-
10, the agencies were queried and the replies indicated any limitations identified in MLDC
10.227 (2) (c) will not be necessary as the facilities are available for the requested zone
change from SFR-00 to SFR-10.

Conclusions of Law

The Planning Commission can conclude the Category A public facilities are available
without limitations or restrictions for the requested zone change.

Application Summary and Conclusion:

This application identifies the relevant approval criteria contained in the MLDC for a zone
change from the SFR-00 zoning district to the SFR-10 zoning district.

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. 541-601-0917 PDK Properties Zone Change Page 8 of 9
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BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION FOR THE:CITY OF MEDFORD:

The Findings of Fact demonstrate consistency with the Oregon Transportation Planning
Rule, the Medford Transportation System Plan and the General Land Use Plan Map.

The Category A Facilities are currently available or can be made available as described in
the MLDC for the purposes of approval of the requested zone change.

On behalf of the applicant, | respectfully request the approval of this application.

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc.

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. 541-601-0917 PDK Properties Zone Change Page 9 of 9
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ROGUE VALLEY SEWER SERVICES

Location: 138 West Vilas Road, Central Point, OR - Mailing Address: P.O. Box 3130, Central Point, OR 97502-0005
Tel. (541) 664-6300, Fax (541) 664-7171  www.RVSS.us

RECEIVED

NOV 17 2017
City of Medford Planning Department .
200 S. vy Street Planning Dept.

Medford, Oregon 97501

November 17, 2017

Re: ZC-17-128, (372W26D - 1100)
ATTN: Elizabeth,

There is an 18" inch sewer along Lozier Lane to the west and an 8" inch sewer with a 4”
service extended to the property along Lozier Court to the north. Currently there is
adequate capacity to serve the proposed density. Future development must be
reviewed for compliance with RVSS standards.

Sincerely,

Wickobaa £. Bakée

Nicholas R. Bakke, P.E.
District Engineer

K\DATAVAGENCIES\MEDFORD\PLANNG\ZONE CHANGE\201 \ZC-17-128 372W26D TL1100 DOC

CITY OF MEDFORD

EXHIBIT #
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Medford — A fantastic place to live, work and play

CITY OF MEDFORD

LD Date: 11/15/2017
File Number: ZC-17-128

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT STAFF REPORT

Zone Change — SE Corner Lozier Lane at Lozier Court
(Tax Lot 1100)

Project: Consideration of a zone change from SFR-00 (Single Family Residential —
one dwelling unit per existing lot) to SFR-10(Single Family Residential — ten
dwelling units per gross acre) on a 1.61 acre lot.

Location: Located on the corner of Lozier Lane and Lozier Court in southwest
Medford (372W26DD Tax Lot 1100).

Applicant:  Applicant: PDK Properties LLC; Agent: Scott Sinner Consulting; Planner:
Liz Conner.

The Medford Land Development Code (MLDC), Section 10.227 (2) requires a zone change
application demonstrate Category ‘A’ urban services and facilities are available or can and will
be provided to adequately serve the subject property. The Public Works Department reviews
zone change applications to assure the services and facilities under its jurisdiction meet those
requirements. The services and facilities that Public Works Department manages are sanitary
sewers within the City’s service boundary, storm drains, and the transportation system.

I.  Sanitary Sewer Facilities

This site lies within the Rogue Valley Sewer Service (RVSS) area. The Applicant shall contact
RVSS to see if sanitary sewer services and facilities are available and have capacity to serve this
property under the proposed zoning.

II.  Storm Drainage Facilities

This site lies within the Little Elk Creek Drainage Basin. The subject property currently drains
to the northeast. Developer needs to provide a storm drainage easement through the properties
(372W26DD1000, 372W26DA2900 and 372W26DA2200) for acceptance by the City Engineer
prior to permits being issued for construction.

%
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III. Transportation System

No traffic impact analysis (TIA) will be required for this zone change. The proposed application
doesn’t meet the requirements for a TIA, per Medford Municipal Code (MMC), Section 10.461

3).

No conditions pertaining to streets, street capacity, or access are requested by Public Works at
this time.

Prepared by: Doug Burroughs

The above report is based on the information provided with the Zone Change Application submittal and is
subject to change based on actual conditions, revised plans and documents or other conditions. A full report
with additional details on each item as well as miscellaneous requirements for the project, including
requirements for public improvement plans (Construction Plans), design requirements, phasing, draft and
final plat processes, permits, system development charges, pavement moratoriums and construction
inspection shall be provided with a Development Permit Application.

m
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BOARD OF WATER COMMISSIONERS

7 - Staff Memo

MEDFORD WATER COMMISSION

TO: Planning Department, City of Medford

FROM: Rodney Grehn P.E., Water Commission Staff Engineer

SUBJECT: ZC-17-128

PARCEL ID:  372W26DD TL 1100

PROJECT: Consideration of a zone change from SFR-00 (Single Family Residential — one
dwelling unit per existing lot) to SFR-10(Single Family Residential — ten dwelling
units per gross acre) on a 1.61 acre lot located on the corner of Lozier Lane and
Lozier Court in southwest Medford (372W26DD Tax Lot 1100). Applicant: PDK
Properties LLC; Agent: Scott Sinner Consulting; Planner: Liz Conner.

DATE: November 15, 2017

I have reviewed the above plan authorization application as requested. Conditions for approval and
comments are as follows:
COMMENTS
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 MWC system does have adequate capacity to serve this property.

4. Off-site water facility construction may be required depending on future land development
review.

5. On-site water facility construction may be required depending on future land development
review.

6. MWC-metered water service does not exist to this property.

7. Access to MWC water lines for connection is available. A recently installed 12-inch water
line is located in Lozier Lane.

CITY OF MEDFORD
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CONSTRUCTION NOTES

CONTRACTOR TO INSTALL 1-INCH WATER METER
ASSEMBLY.

MWC TO REMOVE EXISTING WATER METER AND
REINSTALL IN "NEW" METER BOX.

CONTRACTOR TQ REMOVE AND DISPOSE OF EXISTING
METER BOX.

CONTRACTOR TO RECONNECT EXISTING WATER
SERVICE (1-INCH) FROM EXISTING WATER METER TO
"NEW" WATER METER,

CONTRACTOR TO INSTALL 1-INCH WATER SERVICE
CONNECTION PIPING.

CONTRACTOR TO INSTALL 12-INCH DUCTILE IRON PIPE
WITH CLASS B BACKFILL.

CONTRACTOR TO INSTALL 12-INCH DUCTILE IRON PIPE
WITH RESTRAINED JOINTS AND CLASS B BACKFILL.

RENEWS: JUNE 30, 2017

r OREGON DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
ROADWAY ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT

CITY OF MEDFORD ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT

FFO - LOZIER |ANE IMPROVEMENTS (MEDFORD)
WEST MAIN STREET TO STEWART AVENUE
City of Medford
JACKSON COUNTY

Design Team Laoder ~ DH
Designed By ~ RSG
Oralled By -~ RSG

W Sta. 14400 To W* Sta, 17425 Sy
Water Plan and Profle w9

Drawing name: SA14-1151\.azier Lane\ cRC-WATER.dwp Aug 09, 2018 - 11:02am



Liz A. Conner
\

From: Chad E. Wiltrout

Sent: Wednesday, November 15, 2017 8:02 AM
To: Liz A. Conner

Subject: LDC meeting for application Z-17-128
Liz,

There are no comments from building department for this project.
Thanks,

Chad Wiltrout

Assistant Building Safety Director
City of Medford

Building Department

P (541) 774-2363

C(541) 944-8991
chad.wiltrout@cityofmedford.org

CITY OF MEDFORD
! EXHIBIT # \3



Medford Fire Department

200 s. Ivy Street, Room #180
Medford, OR 97501
Phone: 774-2300; Fax: 541-774-2514;
E-mail www.fire@ci.medford.or.us

LAND DEVELOPMENT REPORT - PLANNING

To: Liz Conner ' LD Meeting Date: 11/15/2017

From: Fire Marshal Kleinberg Report Prepared: 11/06/2017

File#: zZC -17 - 128

Site Name/Description:

Consideration of a zone change from SFR-00 (Single Family Residential - one dwelling unit per existing lot) to
SFR-10(Single Family Residential - ten dwelling units per gross acre) on a 1.61 acre lot located on the corner of Lozier
Lane and Lozier Court in southwest Medford (372W26DD Tax Lot 1100). Applicant: PDK Properties LLC; Agent: Scott
Sinner Consulting; Planner: Liz Conner.

DESCRIPTION OF CORRECTIONS REFERENCE

Approved as Submitted

Meets Requirement: No Additional Requirements

Development shall comply with access and water supply requirements in accordance with the 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 (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 the information provided only.

Design and installation shall meet the Oregon requirements of the IBC, IFC, IMC and NFPA standards.

CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT # \=

11/06/2017 15:26 File # 2G+17-128
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Roads
Engineering

Kevin Christiansen
Construction \fanager

[z JAC KS ON COUNTY i o 7

Phone (541) 774-6255
Fax {541) 774-6295

R 0 a d S christke@jacksoncounty org

www jacksoncounty org

November 3, 2017 RECEI ' ED
. . fad 002017

Attention: Elizabeth Conner

Planning Department Planning Dept.

City of Medford
200 South Ivy Street, Lausmann Annex, Room 240
Medford, OR 97501

RE: Zone Change from SFR-00 to SFR-10 on the corner of Lozier Lane — a county
maintained road and Lozier Court — a city maintain road
Planning File: ZC-17-128

Dear Elizabeth:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this request for a zone change from City
SFR-00 (Single-Family Residential — one dwelling unit per existing lot) to SFR-10 (Single-
Family Residential - ten dwelling units per gross acre) on a 1.61-arce lot located on the corner
of Lozier Lane and Lozier Court in southwest Medford, (37-2W-26DD TL 1100). Jackson
County Roads has the following comments:

1. Lozier Lane is currently a County maintained Minor Collector road with variable right-
of-way.

2. Jackson County’s General Administration Policy #1-45 sets forth the County’s position
as it relates to the management of County roads located within existing or proposed city
limits or Urban Growth Boundaries (UGB). Lozier Lane is currently under reconstruction
and pending a jurisdictional transfer.

3. Lozier Lane's Average Daily Traffic Count was 9,200 on the City of Medford’s 2016
Traffic Volumes Map.

4. According to our records, Lozier Court at the section in front of the subject property is a
local access road within the City Limits of Medford, and as per ORS 368.031, not under
the jurisdiction of Jackson County.

5. Any new or improved road approaches off either Lozier Lane or Lozier Court shall be
permitted and inspected by the City of Medford.

6. We concur with any right-of-way dedications.

CITY OF MEDFORD

1iEngneenng\Development\CITIES\MEDFORD\2017\2C 17-128 docx EXHlBIT #
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October 31, 2017
Page 2 of 2

7. If frontage improvements are required on either Lozier Lane or Lozier Court, they shall
be permitted and inspected by the City of Medford.

8. The applicant shall submit construction plans to Jackson County Roads, so we may
determine if county permits will be required.

9. We would like to be notified of future development proposals, as county permits may be
required.

10. Storm water should meet City of Medford requirements that also include water quality.

11.Jackson County Roads would like to review and comment on the hydraulic report
including the calculations and drainage plan. Capacity improvements or on site
detention, if necessary, shall be installed at the expense of the applicant. Upon
completion of the project, the developer’s engineer shall certify that construction of the
drainage system was constructed per plan and a copy of the certification shall be sent
to Jackson County Roads.

12.Please note that there are drainage problems in this area and the City of Medford
maintains the storm water system.

If you have any questions or need further information feel free to call me at 774-6255.

Sincerely,

Kevin Christiansen
Construction Manager

Page 242
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RECEIVED

OCT 06 2017

PLANNING DEPT
Legal Description 372W26DD TL 1100

COMMENCING AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF DONATION LAND CLAIM
NO. 76, TOWNSHIP 37 SOUTH, RANGE 2 WEST, WILLAMETTE MERIDIAN,
JACKSON COUNTY, OREGON; THENCE ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF LOT
2 OF 0. HARBAUGH'S SUBDIVISION, ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL PLAT
THEREOF, NOW OF RECORD, IN JACKSON COUNTY, OREGON, NORTH
89°59'30” WEST, 121.00 FEET TO THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF
DONATION LAND CLAIM NO. 77, SAID TOWNSHIP AND RANGE; THENCE
CONTINUE ALONG SAID SOUTH LINE, NORTH 89°57°'30" WEST, 35.82 FEET
TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE LEAVING SAID SOUTH
LINE, NORTH, 65.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 89°57'30" WEST, 43.68 FEET:
THENCE NORTH, 136.93 FEET TO THE NORTH LINE OF THAT TRACT
DESCRIBED IN DOCUMENT NO. 00-15159, OFFICIAL RECORDS OF
JACKSON COUNTY, OREGON; THENCE ALONG SAID NORTH LINE, NORTH
89°57'50" WEST, 340.00 FEET TO THE EAST LINE OF LOZIER LANE;
THENCE ALONG SAID EAST LINE, SOUTH, 201.89 FEET TO THE
SOUTHWEST CORNER OF THAT TRACT DESCRIBED IN DOCUMENT NO.
00-15159 SAID OFFICIAL RECORDS; THENCE ALONG SAID SOUTH LINE,
SOUTH 89°57'30" EAST, 383.68 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING.

CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT #
page 243 File # ZC-17-128
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RECEIVED

OCT 06 2017

PLANNING DEPT
Legal Description 372W26DD TL 1100

EXHIBIT 'B’

COMMENCING AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF DONATION LAND CLAIM
NO. 76, TOWNSHIP 37 SOUTH, RANGE 2 WEST, WILLAMETTE MERIDIAN,
JACKSON COUNTY, OREGON; THENCE ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF LOT
2 OF 0. HARBAUGH'S SUBDIVISION, ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL PLAT
THEREOF, NOW OF RECORD, IN JACKSON COUNTY, OREGON, NORTH
89°59'30” WEST, 121.00 FEET TO THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF
DONATION LAND CLAIM NO. 77, SAID TOWNSHIP AND RANGE; THENCE
CONTINUE ALONG SAID SOUTH LINE, NORTH 89°57'30" WEST, 35.82 FEET
TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCE LEAVING SAID SOUTH
LINE, NORTH, 65.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 89°57'30" WEST, 43.68 FEET:
THENCE NORTH, 136.93 FEET TO THE NORTH LINE OF THAT TRACT
DESCRIBED IN DOCUMENT NO. 00-15159, OFFICIAL RECORDS OF
JACKSON COUNTY, OREGON; THENCE ALONG SAID NORTH LINE, NORTH
89°57°50" WEST, 340.00 FEET TO THE EAST LINE OF LOZIER LANE;
THENCE ALONG SAID EAST LINE, SOUTH, 201.89 FEET TO THE
SOUTHWEST CORNER OF THAT TRACT DESCRIBED IN DOCUMENT NO.
00-15159 SAID OFFICIAL RECORDS; THENCE ALONG SAID SOUTH LINE,
SOUTH 89°57'30" EAST, 383.68 FEET TO THE TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING.

CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT #
Page 245 File # ZC-17-128



BEFORE THE MEDFORD PLANNING COMMISSION
STATE OF OREGON, CITY OF MEDFORD

IN THE MATTER OF PLANNING COMMISSION FILE ZC-17-112 APPLICATION )
FOR A ZONE REQUEST TO ADJUST THE ZONING BOUNDARIES SUBMITTED BY ) ORDER
CRYSTAL SPRINGS DEVELOPMENT GROUP )

ORDER granting approval of a request that adjusts the zoning boundaries for Summerfield
at Southeast Park Phases 23-29 and Reserve Acreage, described as follows:

The subject property is located within the Southeast Overlay and consists of SFR-4, SFR-6, SFR-10
and MFR-20 zones, between E Barnett Road and Cherry Lane at the terminus of Shamrock Drive.

WHEREAS, the City Planning Commission in the public interest has given consideration to
adjusting the zoning boundaries for Summerfield at Southeast Park Phases 23-29 and Reserve
Acreage, as describe above; and

WHEREAS, the City Planning Commission has given notice of, and held, a public hearing,
and after considering all the evidence presented, finds that adjusting the zoning boundaries is
supported by, and hereby adopts the Staff Report dated December 7, 2017, and the Findings
contained therein — Exhibit “A,” and Legal Description — Exhibit “B” attached hereto and hereby
incorporated by reference; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF MEDFORD, OREGON,
that:

The zoning boundaries of the following described area within the City of Medford, Oregon:

37 1W 27 TL 1000 EXIS'\'I/':II:\IRGZZOONE PROP(:E:DGZONE 0A3RGE:C
L 1001 - - .

37w 2771 1200 MFR-20 4| 170AC

37 1W 27 TL 1202 SFR-10 SFR-6 9.58 AC

SFR-10 SFR-4 6.64 AC

SFR-4 SFR-10 0.36 AC

are hereby adjusted, as described above.
Accepted and approved this 14th day of December, 2017.

CITY OF MEDFORD PLANNING COMMISSION

Planning Commission Chair
ATTEST:

Planning Department Representative
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BEFORE THE MEDFORD PLANNING COMMISSION
STATE OF OREGON, CITY OF MEDFORD

IN THE MATTER OF TENTATIVE PLAT APPROVAL OF SUMMERFIELD AT )
) ORDER
SOUTHEAST PARK PHASES 23-29 AND RESERVE ACREAGE [LDS-17-113] )

ORDER granting approval of a request for tentative plat for Summerfield at Southeast Park Phases 23-29 and
Reserve Acreage, described as follows:

A multi-phase subdivision with reserve acreage, totaling 168 residential lots on approximately 42 acres in the
Southeast Overlay with a combination of SFR-4, SFR-10 and MFR-20 zoning districts, located between E
Barnett Road and Cherry Lane at the terminus of Shamrock Drive (371W27 TL 1000, 1001, 1200, 1202).

WHEREAS:

1. The Planning Commission has duly accepted the application filed in accordance with the Medford Land
Development Code, Sections 10.265 through 10.267; and

2. The Medford Planning Commission has duly held a public hearing on the request for tentative plat for
Summerfield at Southeast Park Phases 23-29 and Reserve Acreage, as described above, with the public
hearing a matter of record of the Planning Commission on December 14, 2017.

3. At the public hearing on said tentative plat, evidence and recommendations were received and
presented by the developer and Planning Department Staff; and

4. Atthe conclusion of said hearing, after consideration and discussion, the Medford Planning Commission,
upon a motion duly seconded granted tentative plat for Summerfield at Southeast Park Phases 23-29 and
Reserve Acreage, as described above and approved a final order with all conditions and findings set forth for
the granting of the tentative plat approval.

THEREFORE LET IT BE HEREBY ORDERED that the tentative plat for Summerfield at Southeast Park Phases 23-
29 and Reserve Acreage, stands approved per the Staff Report dated December 7, 2017, and subject to
compliance with all conditions contained therein.

AND LET IT FURTHER BE OF RECORD, that the action of the Planning Commission in approving this request
for tentative plat approval is hereafter supported by the findings referenced in the Planning Commission
Report dated December 7, 2017.

BASED UPON THE ABOVE, the Planning Commission determined that the tentative platis in conformity with
the provisions of law and Section 10.270 Land Division Criteria of the Land Development Code of the City of
Medford.

Accepted and approved this 14th day of December, 2017.

CITY OF MEDFORD PLANNING COMMISSION

Planning Commission Chair

ATTEST:

Planning Department Representative
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City of Medford

Planning Department

Working with the community to shape a vibrant and exceptional city

STAFF REPORT
for a Type-C quasi-judicial decision: Zone Change and Land Division

Project Summerfield at South East Park Phases 23-29 and Reserve Acreage
Applicant: Crystal Springs Development Group; Agent: Neathamer
Surveying Inc.

File no. ZC-17-112 & LDS-17-113

To Planning Commission for 12/14/2017 hearing
From Liz Conner, Planner li

Reviewer  Kelly Akin, Assistant Planning Director [/k :

Date December 7, 2017

BACKGROUND

Proposal

Consideration of Summerfield at Southeast Park Phases 23-29, a multi-phase subdivision
with reserve acreage, totaling 168 residential lots on approximately 42 acres. In addition
to the subdivision, the proposal consists of a zone change that adjusts the zoning
boundaries. The subject property is located within the Southeast Overlay and consists of
SFR-4, SFR-6, SFR-10 and MFR-20 zones.
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Summerfield at Southeast Park Phases 23-29

File no. ZC-17-112 & LDS-17-113

Staff Report
December 7, 2017

Subject Site and Surrounding Characteristics

Subject
Site

North

South

East

West

Zone:

SE Plan Sub-Areas:
SE Plan Category:
Use:

Zone:

SE Plan Sub-Area:
SE Plan Category:
Use:

Zone:

SE Plan Sub-Area:
SE Plan Category:
Use:

Zone:
Use:

Zone:

SE Plan Sub-Area:
SE Plan Category:
Use:

Related Projects

Planned Unit Development
PUD-05-247 Summerfield Phases 9-11
Zone Changes

2C-02-77
Z2C-02-181
ZC-03-180

Z2C-03-268 Withdrawn

ZC-03-278
ZC-04-125
ZC-05-275
2C-06-277
ZC-07-146

SFR-4, SFR-6, SFR-10 (Single Family Residential — 4, 6
and 10 dwelling units per gross acre

MFR-20 (Multi-Family Residential — 20 dwelling units
per gross acre)

8-11

Small Lot and High Density

Vacant

SFR-4/SE (Single Family Residential, 4 dwelling units
per gross acre/Southeast Overlay)

2

Standard Lot

Single family dwellings - Vacant

Jackson County EFU (Exclusive Farm Use)/SE
11

Small Lot

Single family dwelling

Jackson County EFU
Vacant

MFR-20

10

High Density
Vacant

Page 2 of 12
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Summerfield at Southeast Park Phases 23-29
File no. 2C-17-112 & LDS-17-113

Staff Report
December 7, 2017

Land Divisions

LDS-05-246
LDS-06-278
LDS-11-036
LDS-12-004
LDS-12-050
LDS-15-055
LDS-17-051

Exceptions
E-06-274
E-12-005
E-17-052

Summerfield Phases 9-11
Summerfield Phases 14-22
Summerfield Phases 9-11
Summerfield Phases 12-21
Summerfield Phases 6-11
Summerfield Phase 22
Summerfield Phases 16-21

Applicable Criteria

Expired

Expired

Expired

Expired

Expired

Tentative Plat approved August 15, 2015
Tentative Plat approved June 22, 2017

Medford Municipal Code §10.227. Zone Change

The approving authority (Planning Commission) shall approve a quasi-judicial zone
change if it finds that the zone change complies with subsections (1) and (2) below:

(1) The proposed zone is consistent with the Transportation System Plan (TSP) and the
General Land Use Plan Map designation. A demonstration of consistency with the
acknowledged TSP will assure compliance with the Oregon Transportation Planning
Rule. Where applicable, the proposed zone shall also be consistent with the additional
locational standards of the below sections (1){a), {1)(b), (1)(c), or (1)(d). Where a special
area plan requires a specific zone, any conflicting or additional requirements of the plan
shall take precedence over the locational criteria below.
(a) For zone changes to SFR-2, the zoning shall be approved under either of the
following circumstances:
(i) if at least seventy percent (70%) of the area proposed to be rezoned
exceeds a slope of fifteen percent (15%),
(ii) if other environmental constraints, such as soils, geology, wetlands,
and flooding, restrict the capacity of the land to support higher densities.
(b) For zone changes to SFR-6 or SFR-10 where the permitted density is proposed
to increase, one (1) of the following conditions must exist:
(i) At least one (1) parcel that abuts the subject property is zoned the
same as the proposed zone, either SFR-6 or SFR-10 respectively; or
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(i) The area to be rezoned is five (5) acres or larger; or
(iii) The subject property, and any abutting parcel(s) that is(are) in the
same General Land Use Plan Map designation and is(are) vacant, when

combined, total at least five (5) acres.
* %k %k

(2) It shall be demonstrated that Category A urban services and facilities are available
or can and will be provided, as described below, to adequately serve the subject
property with the permitted uses allowed under the proposed zoning, except as
provided in subsection (c) below. The minimum standards for Category A services and
facilities are contained in Section 10.462 and Goal 2 of the Comprehensive Plan “Public
Facilities Element” and Transportation System Plan.
(a) Storm drainage, sanitary sewer, and water facilities must already be adequate
in condition, capacity, and location to serve the property or be extended or
otherwise improved to adequately serve the property at the time of issuance of
a building permit for vertical construction.
(b) Adequate streets and street capacity must be provided in one (1) of the
following ways:
(i) Streets which serve the subject property, as defined in Section
10.461(2), presently exist and have adequate capacity; or
(ii) Existing and new streets that will serve the subject property will be
improved and/or constructed, sufficient to meet the required condition
and capacity, at the time building permits for vertical construction are
issued; or
(iii) If it is determined that a street must be constructed or improved in
order to provide adequate capacity for more than one (1) proposed or
anticipated development, the Planning Commission may find the street
to be adequate when the improvements needed to make the street
adequate are fully funded. A street project is deemed to be fully funded
when one (1) of the following occurs:
(a) the project is in the City’s adopted capital improvement plan
budget, or is a programmed project in the first two (2) years of
the State’s current STIP (State Transportation Improvement Plan),
or any other public agencies adopted capital improvement plan
budget; or
(b) when an applicant funds the improvement through a
reimbursement district pursuant to the MLDC. The cost of the
improvements will be either the actual cost of construction, if

Page 4 of 12

Page 251



Summerfield at Southeast Park Phases 23-29 Staff Report
File no.2C-17-112 & LDS-17-113 December 7, 2017

constructed by the applicant, or the estimated cost. The
“estimated cost” shall be 125% of a professional engineer’s
estimated cost that has been approved by the City, including the
cost of any right-of-way acquisition. The method described in this
paragraph shall not be used if the Public Works Department
determines, for reasons of public safety, that the improvement
must be constructed prior to issuance of building permits.
(iv) When a street must be improved under (b)(ii) or (b)(iii) above, the
specific street improvement(s) needed to make the street adequate must
be identified, and it must be demonstrated by the applicant that the
improvement(s) will make the street adequate in condition and capacity.
(c) In determining the adequacy of Category A facilities, the approving
authority (Planning Commission) may evaluate potential impacts based
upon the imposition of special development conditions attached to the zone
change request. Special development conditions shall be established by
deed restriction or covenant, which must be recorded with proof of
recordation returned to the Planning Department, and may include, but are
not limited to the following:
(i) Restriction of uses by type or intensity; however, in cases where such
a restriction is proposed, the Planning Commission must find that the
resulting development pattern will not preclude future development, or
intensification of development, on the subject property or adjacent
parcels. In no case shall residential densities be approved which do not
meet minimum density standards,
(i) Mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly design which qualifies for the trip
reduction percentage allowed by the Transportation Planning Rule,
(iii) Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures which can be
reasonably quantified, monitored, and enforced, such as mandatory
car/van pools.

Medford Municipal Code §10.270. Land Division

The approving authority (Planning Commission) shall not approve any tentative plat
unless it first finds that the proposed land division, together with the provisions for its
design and improvement:

(1) Is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, any other applicable specific plans
thereto, including Neighborhood Circulation Plans, and all applicable design
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(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

standards set forth in Article IV and V;

Will not prevent development of the remainder of the property under the
same ownership, if any, or of adjoining land or of access thereto, in accordance
with this chapter;

Bears a name that has been approved by the approving authority and does not
use a word which is the same as, similar to, or pronounced the same as a word
in the name of any other subdivision in the City of Medford; except for the
words "town", “city", "place", "court", "addition", or similar words; unless the
land platted is contiguous to and platted by the same applicant that platted the
land division bearing that name; or unless the applicant files and records the
consent of the party who platted the land division bearing that name and the

block numbers continue those of the plat of the same name last filed;

If it includes the creation of streets or alleys, that such streets or alleys are laid
out to be consistent with existing and planned streets and alleys and with the
plats of land divisions already approved for adjoining property, unless the
approving authority determines it is in the public interest to modify the street
pattern;

If it has streets or alleys that are proposed to be held for private use, that they
are distinguished from the public streets or alleys on the tentative plat, and
reservations or restrictions relating to the private streets or alleys are set forth;

Will not cause an unmitigated land use conflict between the land division and
adjoining agricultural lands within the EFU (Exclusive Farm Use) zoning district.

Corporate Names

According to the Oregon Secretary of State Business Name Registry, the authorized
representative for Crystal Springs Development Group Joint Venture is John Hassen, and
the registrant is Michael Mahar.

ISSUES AND ANALYSIS

Background

A number of land use applications have been approved on the subject parcels including
zone changes, land divisions and exceptions. Land division requests for Summerfield
Phases 16-22 are currently the only active approvals as ali other previous request have
been completed or expired.
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The various zone changes approvals for the subject parcels that range from 2002 to
2007 include a number of conditions that restricted Average Daily Trips (ADT’s) until
various road improvements were completed.

Zone Change

Staff has reviewed the zone change request and finds that it meets the approval criteria
in Medford Land Development Code Section 10.227.

The proposed SFR-4, SFR-6, and SFR-10 zone districts are permitted within the UR
(Urban Residential) GLUP (General Land Use Plan) Map designation, and the proposal is
consistent with the Transportation System Plan (TSP) and the Southeast Circulation Plan
Map adopted March 7, 2013. In regards to facility adequacy, the agency reports in
Exhibits V, W, and X demonstrate that Category “A” urban services and facilities are
available or can be made available to serve the site at the time of issuance of building
permits.

The GLUP Map designations are UR for tax lots 1000 and 1202 and UH for tax lots 1001
and 1200. GLUP Map boundaries are intended to be general as their name indicates.
From the General Land Use Plan Element of the Comprehensive Plan:

..the GLUP map is “general”. The designations on the GLUP map are not
intended to follow property lines. Interfaces between different designations are
purposefully non-site-specific so as to discourage using GLUP Map designations
as the sole basis for making decisions on zone change applications...

However, technology has made them appear to be less general and more specific like
zoning boundaries are required to be. The Southeast Plan Map (Exhibit K), the GLUP
Map (Exhibit 1) and the Southeast Circulation Plan Map (Exhibit J) show the common
boundary for the UH and the UR designation is generally the centerline of the proposed
Waterstone Drive.

The applicant has submitted a map that displays the proposed zone boundaries and the
acreage being rezoned (Exhibit H). The Southeast Plan Map and GLUP Map identify the
area at the northeast corner of Waterstone Drive and Barnett Road for high density, but
per the applicant’s findings (Exhibit P) the proposed lots 816-821 are located within an
area with steep slopes. Based on the “general” nature of the GLUP Map the applicant is
interpreting the boundary to the centerline of Waterstone Drive, which accommodates
the proposed zone change. This particular zone change is relatively small at 1.7 acres.
Staff supports a rezone to SFR-4 as it allows for density and lot dimensions to
accommodate reasonable building areas.

As mentioned previously, many of the zone change conditions of approval restricted
development that placed a cap on Average Daily Trips (ADT). Many of the conditions
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have been fulfilled leaving one condition that is outstanding from Zone Change ZC-07-
146:

Widen Barnett Road and install second eastbound left turn lane

or,

Not generate more than 255 ADT before Barnett Road is widened at the
intersection of N. Phoenix and Barnett and the left turn lane is installed.

Per the Public Works report dated November 8, 2017 for Z2C-17-112, parcels 1000 and
1202 include property from ZC-07-146 and are subject to the trip cap (Exhibit T). Public
Works recently reviewed a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) for the Southeast Commercial
Center Core Area, dated June 21, 2017, which included the pipeline traffic from 2C-07-
146 and studied the N Phoenix/Barnett intersection. This TIA proposed changing the
northbound and southbound left turn movements from protected-only to protected-
permissive left turns and showed that this mitigation would allow the intersection to
operate at the City’s level-of-service standard. Public Works recommends the condition
from ZC-07-146 be carried forward and modified as follows:

The development on parcels 1000 and 1202 shall not generate more than 255 ADT
before:

¢ East Barnett Road is widened at the intersection of East Barnett Road and
North Phoenix Road and the second eastbound left turn lane is installed at
this intersection

Or

* Modifications are made to the existing signal equipment and timing at East
Barnett Road and North Phoenix Road so that the northbound and
southbound left turn movements are changed from protected-only to
protected-permissive movements

A condition of approval has been included for the modification for mitigation in the
Public Works staff report.

Southeast Plan

The subject site is located within the Southeast (S-E) Overlay and is subject to the S-E
Overlay District regulations and the adopted Southeast Plan, in addition to all other
applicable City regulations. The site is designated as Sub-Areas 8, 9, 10 and 11 within
the Southeast Plan and Southeast Plan Village Center (reserve acreage only) and as
such, is selected for small-lot residential use (Exhibit K).
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The Southeast Plan Map that was adopted March 7, 2013 designates sub-areas 8 and 9
as Schools and Parks (Exhibit K). The school and park area plans were abandoned when
acknowledgement of the Urban Growth Boundary Amendment inclusion of MD-5 which
included an area designated both a school and park (Exhibits L-N). The inclusion of MD-5
was approved by both the Planning Commission and the City Council.

The areas that were designated as schools and parks will revert back to the underlying
zone which is SFR-10 and this request to rezone to SFR-4 and SFR-6.

Density

The S-E Overlay District imposes special standards which effectively trump the
requirements of the underlying zoning district. The proposal is comprised of Small Lots
and Standard Lots as defined by Table 10.373 of the MLDC (Exhibit HH). The submitted
tentative plat (Exhibit B) has the Small Lots ranging in size from 5,125 square feet to
8,000 square feet, and lot widths ranging from 50 to 65 feet compliant with the
dimensional requirements of the SFR-10 zoning district. However, all residential lots
within the Southeast Plan area with a 50 foot width or less are required to take
vehicular access only from an alley per MLDC 10.381(2). All lots with a 50 foot lot width
within the proposed subdivision will take vehicular access from an alley, in compliance
with the MLDC. SFR-4 and SFR-6 zones are Standard Lots and range from 6,820 to
11,293 square feet, and are in compliance with the MLDC Section 10.373.

Additionally, MLDC 10.373 requires special standards for density within the SFR-10
zoning districts located within the Southeast Plan. For subdivisions with alley access,
the density range is between 5 to 10 dwelling units per gross acre. The density range for
SFR-4 and SFR-6 is 2.5 to 6 dwelling units per gross acre. For the proposed 42.48 acre
portion of the subdivision, this equates to a range of 146 to 317 dwelling units. The
applicant has proposed 168 dwelling units, in compliance with MLDC Section 10.373.

Access

The street circulation proposed is consistent with the Southeast Plan Circulation Map
(Exhibit J), and conforms to the plats of land divisions already approved for adjoining
properties. The report from the Public Works Department describes the required
dedications and improvements for the proposal (Exhibit W).

Per the applicant’s findings (Exhibit Q), Waterstone Drive is proposed with a reverse
curve to accommodate lots 816-821 lot size and steep slopes. The change is within the
limits of the Southeast Circulation Plan, and staff supports this proposal.
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Street Trees and Planter Strip

As the proposed tentative plat is within the Southeast Plan Overlay, the applicant is
required by MLDC 10.379 to submit a Streetscape and Planter Strip Plan. The applicant
has submitted a Street Tree Master Plan that indicates a variety of tree species
proposed for the planter strips throughout the subdivision (Exhibit D). The plan
indicates that any additional plant material in the planter strip will be at the discretion
of the adjacent property owner. The Street Tree Master Plan lists the variety of trees
proposed in the development. It is stated that an appropriate sized underground
irrigation system will be designed and as-built drawings shall be submitted. A condition
is included that requires the CC&R’s for each phase to contain provisions for the
installation and maintenance of the planter strip vegetation, in compliance with MLDC
10.379(1)(b).

The Code requires the applicant to enter into an agreement that will guarantee the
installation of street trees prior to issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy. A condition
is included requiring the applicant to comply with MLDC 10.379(6) prior to approval of
the final plat for each phase.

Greenway

The proposed subdivision contains a planned greenway trail through Phases 23 and 26
(Exhibit B). Per the Southeast Circulation Plan map, the greenway is designated a G4, or
minor greenway without surface drainage. The applicant proposes to adjust the location
of the greenway due to the constraints of the connecting streets, greenway location and
density requirements. Per the MLDC Section 10.384(A)(3) the location of the greenway
may be altered when needed to comply with other City, state and federal regulations.
Staff has reviewed the location of the greenway and recommends approval of the
proposed location.

Medford Parks and Recreation has stipulated that safety measures should be
implemented at mid-block crossings. A condition of approval has been included to
implement safety measures (Exhibit Z). A condition of approval has been included.

Prior to Final Plat and dedication of the Greenway to the City of Medford, Medford
Parks and Recreation requires the applicant to obtain approval for greenway design
plans (Exhibit Z). A discretionary condition of approval has been included.

Lighting Plan

The Southeast Plan requires the applicant to install pedestrian-scale street lights. A
condition is included requiring the applicant to install pedestrian-scale street lighting
within the subdivision in accordance with Section 10.380.
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Public Improvements

Per the agency comments submitted to staff (Exhibits V through X), it can be found that
there are adequate facilities to serve the proposed development. Conditions of approval
are included.

Agricultural Impact Assessment

The proposed subdivision abuts the city limits and the Urban Growth Boundary on a
portion of the eastern and southern property lines, and the abutting property carries a
County zoning designation of Exclusive Farm Use (EFU). The land is vacant and owned
by the applicant who has no intention of using the land for farming or agricultural
purposes for the foreseeable future. As required by MLDC Section 10.802, the applicant
has submitted an Agricultural Impact Assessment (AIA), and stipulates to the required
mitigation measures for passive agricultural use, (Exhibit R). These include a deed
declaration per MLDC 10.804(3)(b) and fencing along the eastern boundaries of Phase
26-29, and the southern boundaries of Phase 25 and 28. The applicant’s AlA states that
generally accepted engineering practices for storm water management for urban
development will assure the potential for storm and irrigation runoff will not impact the
subject property or surrounding lands zoned EFU (Exhibit R).

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Staff has reviewed the applicant’s findings and conclusions (Exhibit P and Q) and
recommends the Commission adopt the findings as presented.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Adopt the findings as recommended by staff and adopt the final orders for approval of
ZC-17-112 & LDS-17-113 per the staff report dated December 7, 2017, including Exhibits
A through HH.

EXHIBITS

A Conditions of Approval, dated December 7, 2017

Tentative Plat received, September 20, 2017

Conceptual Grading & Drainage received, September 20, 2017
Street Tree Plan received, September 20, 2017

Slope Analysis Map received September 20, 2017

Conceptual Sewer and Water Plan received September 20, 2017
Road Extension Map received, November 9, 2017

Zone Change Map received, October 20, 2017

General Land Use Plan Map, effective December 4, 2014
Southeast Circulation Plan Map Adopted March 7, 2013

I GOmMmmMmoOnOm

—_— —
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Southeast Plan Map Adopted March 7, 2017

Urban Growth Boundary Amendment Map Adopted August 18, 2016

Urban Growth Boundary Amendment Map Excerpt Adopted August 18, 2016
UGBA Exhibit PP depicting school & park location

Zone Change ZC-07-146 Vicinity Map dated June 19, 2017

Applicant’s Zone Change findings and conclusions received, September 20, 2017
Applicant’s Land Division findings and conclusions received, September 20, 2017
Applicant’s Agricultural Impact Assessment report received, September 20, 2017
Applicant’s Hydrology and Grading report received, October 13, 2017
Applicant’s Geotechnical and Geological Investigation Report received, October
13, 2017

Applicant's Soils Resource Report received, September 20, 2017

Public Works Zone Change Report dated, November 8, 2017

Public Works Land Division Report dated, November 8, 2017

Medford Water Commission memo dated, November 8, 2017

Medford Fire Department report dated, November 8, 2017

Medford Parks & Recreation memo dated, December 6, 2017

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife email dated October 30, 2017
Addressing staff memo dated, November 8, 2017

Medford Building Department memo dated, October 31, 2017

Oregon Department of Aviation email dated, November 6, 2017

Traffic Impact Analysis Form received, September 20, 2017

Hillside Development Constraints Analysis Form dated, October 17,2017
Hillside Development Slope Analysis Form dated, October 13, 2017

Southeast Sub-Area, General Land Use Plan Map, Southeast Plan Map, Zoning,
and Residential Density Table 10.373

Vicinity map

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA: DECEMBER 14, 2017
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EXHIBIT A

Summerfield at South East Park Phases 23-29
Conditions of Approval
December 7, 2017

ZONE CHANGE
CODE REQUIRED CONDITIONS

1. Comply with the report from the Public Works Department, received
November 8, 2017 (Exhibit V);

LAND DIVISION
DISCRETIONARY CONDITIONS

1. Prior to Final Plat and dedication of the Greenway to the City of Medford,
the applicant must obtain approval for greenway design plans from the
Medford Parks, Recreation and Facilities Management Department.

2. Prior to approval of the final plat for the first phase containing the
proposed greenway, the applicant shall coordinate with Public Works and
comply with the Medford Parks and Recreation Department’s Memo
requesting safety measures for mid-block greenway crossings (Exhibit Z).

CODE REQUIRED CONDITIONS

3. Prior to approval of the final plat for the first phase containing the
proposed greenway, the applicant shall enter into an agreement with the
City, to the satisfaction of the City Attorney, that will address the
installation, transfer of ownership, and maintenance of the greenway, in
compliance with MLDC Section 10.384.

4. Prior to approval of the final plat for each phase, the applicant shall
provide evidence of compliance with MLDC 10.379(1)(b), regarding the
installation and maintenance of the planter strip vegetation.

5. Prior to approval of the final plat for each phase, the applicant is required
to comply with MLDC 10.379(6) regarding the provisions that guarantee
the installation of street trees prior to the issuance of the Certificate of
Occupancy.

6. Prior to approval of the final plat for each phase, the applicant shall
comply with MLDC 10.380 regarding street lighting standards.
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EXHIBIT A

Summerfield at South East Park Phases 23-29
Conditions of Approval
December 7, 2017

7. Prior to approval of the final plat for Phase 21, the applicant shall comply
with MLDC 10.804(3) regarding mitigation for passive agriculture.

8. Prior to approval of the final plat for each phase, the applicant shall:

a.

Comply with the report from the Public Works Department,
received November 8, 2017 (Exhibit W);

Comply with the memorandum from the Medford Water
Commission, received November 8, 2017 (Exhibit X);

Comply with the report from the Medford Fire Department,
received November 8, 2017 (Exhibit Y).

Comply with the memo from Medford Parks & Recreation,
received November 8, 2017 (Exhibit 2).

Comply with the email from Oregon Department of Fish and
Wildlife, received November 6, 2017 (Exhibit AA).
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RECEIVED
SEP 20 2017
PLANNING DEPT

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

BEFORE THE CITY OF MEDFORD
PLANNING COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF AN APPLICATION
FOR MULTIPLE ZONE CHANGES
LOCATED WITHIN SUMMERFIELD AT
SOUTH EAST PARK, PHASES 23-29 &
RESERVE ACREAGES.

APPLICANT: Crystal Springs Development Group,
a Joint Venture
815 Alder Creek Drive
Medford, OR 97504

AGENT: Neathamer Surveying, Inc.
P.O. Box 1584
Medford, OR 97501

A. BACKGROUND INFORMATION

The subject properties are located at Jackson County Assessor’s Map Number 37
1W 27, Tax Lots 1000, 1001, 1200 and 1202. According to the City of Medford
Zoning Map, the properties have the following zoning designations: Single
Family Residential — 4 units/acre (SFR-4), Single Family Residential — 10
units/acre (SFR-10) and Multiple Family Residential — 20 units/acre (MFR-20).
The large majority of the property is zoned SFR-10, with smaller portions being
included in the SFR-4 and MFR-20 zoning districts. Additionally, the properties
are located in the Southeast overlay with Restricted Zoning.

This application is being submitted concurrently with a land division application
for the associated development known as Summerfield at South East Park, Phases
23-29 & Reserve Acreages. Said land division consists of 168 residential lots
with detached, single-family dwelling units, and eight reserve acreages.

B. SCOPE, PURPOSE, AND OVERVIEW OF THE APPLICATION

The purpose of this application is for the approval of multiple zone changes
located within said development. Overall, the proposed zone changes will
decrease the density requirements within the development, most of which would
change the zoning designation from SFR-10 to either SFR-4 or SFR-6. However,
a small portion of the property is proposed to be changed from MFR-20 to either

CITY OF MEDFORD, .
EXHIBIT # , o7}
Page 278 File # ZC-17-112 / LDS-17-113 &




SFR-4 or SFR-6. There is also a small portion (0.11 acres) that is being proposed
to change from SFR-4 to SFR-10.

C. APPROVAL CRITERIA

CITY OF MEDFORD LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE

SECTION 10.227 — ZONE CHANGE CRITERIA

Section 10.227 of the Medford’s Land Development Code (MLDC) states that:

The approving authority (Planning Commission) shall approve a quasi-judicial zone
change if it finds that the zone change complies with subsections (1) and (2) below:

(1) The proposed zone is consistent with the Transportation System Plan (TSP) and the
General Land Use Plan Map designation. A demonstration of consistency with the
acknowledged TSP will assure compliance with the Oregon T ransportation Planning
Rule.) Where applicable, the proposed zone shall also be consistent with the additional
locational standards of the below sections (1) (@), (1)(B), (1)(c), or (1)(d). Where a special
area plan requires a specific zone, any conflicting or additional requirements of the plan
shall take precedence over the locational criteria below.

(a) For zone changes to SFR-2, the zoning shall be approved under either of the
Jollowing circumstances:
(1) if at least seventy percent (70%) of the area proposed to be rezoned exceeds a
slope of fifteen percent (15%),
(ii) if other environmental constraints, such as soils, geology, wetlands, and
Sflooding, restrict the capacity of the land to support higher densities.

(b) For zone changes to SFR-6 or SFR-10 where the permitted density is proposed to
increase, one (1) of the following conditions must exist:
(i) At least one (1) parcel that abuts the subject property is zoned the same as the
proposed zone, either SFR-6 or SFR-10 respectively; or
(ii) The area to be rezoned is five (5) acres or larger; or
(iii) The subject property, and any abutting parcel(s) that is(are) in the same
General Land Use Plan Map designation and is(are) vacant, when combined,
total at least five (5) acres.

(c) For zone changes to any commercial zoning district, the Jollowing criteria shall
be met for the applicable zoning sought:
(1) The overall area of the C-N zoning district shall be three (3) acres or less in
size and within, or abutting on at least one (1) boundary, residential zoning. In
determining the overall area, all abutting property(s) zoned C-N shall be
included in the size of the district.
(ii) The overall area of the C-C zoning district shall be over three (3) acres in
size and shall front upon a collector or arterial street or state highway. In
determining the overall area, all abutting property(s) zoned C-C shall be
included in the size of the district.
(iii) The overall area of the C-R zoning district shall be over three (3) acres in
size, shall front upon an arterial street or state highway, and shall be in a
centralized location that does not otherwise constitute a neighborhood shopping

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law Page 2 of 10

Zone Change — Summerfield at South East Park, Phases 23-29
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center or portion thereof. In determining the overall area, all abutting
property(s) zoned C-R shall be included in the size of the district. The C-R zone is
ordinarily considered to be unsuitable if abutting any residential zones, unless
the applicant can show it would be suitable pursuant to (1)(e) below.

(iv) The C-H zone shall front upon an arterial street or state highway. The C-H
zone may abut the General Industrial (I-G), Light Industrial (I-L), and/or any
commercial zone. The C-H zone is ordinarily considered to be unsuitable if
abutting any residential and I-H zones, unless the applicant can show it would be
suitable pursuant to (1)(e) below.

(d) For zone changes to any industrial zoning district, the following criteria shall be
mel for the applicable zoning sought:
(1) The I-L zone may abut residential and commercial zones, and the General
Industrial (I-G) zone. The I-L zone is ordinarily considered to be unsuitable
when abutting the Heavy Industrial (I-H) zone, unless the applicant can show it
would be suitable pursuant to (1)(e) below.
(1) The I-G zone may abut the Heavy Commercial (C-H), Light Industrial (I-L),
and the Heavy Industrial (I-H) zones. The I-G zone is ordinarily considered to be
unsuitable when abutting the other commercial and residential zones, unless the
applicant can show it would be suitable pursuant to (1)(e) below.
(iii) The I-H zone may abut the General Industrial (I-G) zone. The I-H zone is
ordinarily considered to be unsuitable when abutting other zones, unless the
applicant can show it would be suitable pursuant to (1)(e) below.

(e) For purposes of (1)(c) and (1)(d) above, a zone change may be found to be
“suitable” where compliance is demonstrated with one (I ) or more of the following
criteria:
(1) The subject property has been sited on the General Land Use Plan Map with a
GLUP Map designation that allows only one (1) zone;
(i) At least fifty percent (50%) of the subject property’s boundaries abut zones
that are expressly allowed under the criteria in (1)(c) or (1)(d) above;
(i) At least fifty percent (50%) of the subject property’s boundaries abut
properties that contain one (1) or more existing uses which are permitted or
conditional uses in the zone sought by the applicant, regardless of whether the
abutting properties are actually zoned for such existing uses, or
(iv) Notwithstanding the definition of “abutting” in Section 10.012 and for
purposes of determining suitability under Section (1) (e), the subject property is
separated from the “unsuitable” zone by a public right-of-way of at least sixty
(60) feet in widith.

() For zone changes to apply or remove the overlay zones (Limited Industrial,
Exclusive Agricultural, Freeway, Southeast, Historic) the criteria can be found in the
applicable overlay section (Sections 10.345 through 10.41 3).

(2) It shall be demonstrated that Category A urban services and facilities are available or
can and will be provided, as described below, to adequately serve the subject property
with the permitted uses allowed under the proposed zoning, except as provided in
subsection (c) below. The minimum standards for Category A services and facilities are
contained in Section 10.462 and Goal 2 of the Comprehensive Plan “Public Facilities
Element” and Transportation System Plan.
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(a) Storm drainage, sanitary sewer, and water facilities must already be adequate in
condition, capacity, and location to serve the property or be extended or otherwise
improved to adequately serve the property at the time of issuance of a building
permit for vertical construction.

(b) Adequate streets and street capacity must be provided in one (1) of the following
ways.

(i) Streets which serve the subject property, as defined in Section 10.461 (2),

presently exist and have adequate capacity; or

(ii) Existing and new streets that will serve the subject property will be improved

and/or constructed, sufficient to meet the required condition and capacity, at the

time building permits for vertical construction are issued: or

(iii) If it is determined that a street must be constructed or improved in order to

provide adequate capacity for more than one (1) proposed or anticipated

development, the Planning Commission may find the street to be adequate when

the improvements needed to make the street adequate are Sully funded. A street

project is deemed to be fully funded when one (1) of the following occurs:
(@) the project is in the City’s adopted capital improvement plan budget, or is
a programmed project in the first two (2) years of the State’s current STIP
(State Transportation Improvement Plan), or any other public agencies
adopted capital improvement plan budget; or
(b) when an applicant funds the improvement through a reimbursement
district pursuant to the MLDC. The cost of the improvements will be either
the actual cost of construction, if constructed by the applicant, or the
estimated cost. The “estimated cost” shall be 125% of a professional
engineer’s estimated cost that has been approved by the City, including the
cost of any right-of-way acquisition. The method described in this paragraph
shall not be used if the Public Works Department determines, Jor reasons of
public safety, that the improvement must be constructed prior to issuance of
building permits.

(iv) When a street must be improved under (b)(ii) or (b)(iii) above, the specific

Street improvement(s) needed to make the street adequate must be identified. and

it must be demonstrated by the applicant that the improvement(s) will make the

street adequate in condition and capacity.

(c) In determining the adequacy of Category A facilities, the approving authority
(Planning Commission) may evaluate potential impacts based upon the imposition of
special development conditions attached to the zone change request. Special
development conditions shall be established by deed restriction or covenant, which
must be recorded with proof of recordation returned to the Planning Department,
and may include, but are not limited to the Sollowing:
(i) Restriction of uses by type or intensity; however, in cases where such a
restriction is proposed, the Planning Commission must find that the resulting
development pattern will not preclude future development, or intensification of
development, on the subject property or adjacent parcels. In no case shall
residential densities be approved which do not meet minimum density standards,
(ii) Mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly design which qualifies Jor the trip reduction
percentage allowed by the Transportation Planning Rule,
(iii) Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures which can be
reasonably quantified, monitored, and enforced, such as mandatory car/van

pools.
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D. FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
CRITERION NO. 1

(1) The proposed zone is consistent with the Transportation System Plan (TSP) and
the General Land Use Plan Map designation. A demonstration of consistency with
the acknowledged TSP will assure compliance with the Oregon Transportation
Planning Rule.) Where applicable, the proposed zone shall also be consistent with
the additional locational standards of the below sections (D(a), (1)), (1)(c), or
(1)(d). Where a special area plan requires a specific zone, any conflicting or
additional requirements of the plan shall take precedence over the locational criteria
below.

FINDINGS OF FACT

As the properties are located within the Southeast overlay, they are subject to
the Southeast Circulation Plan Map that was adopted on March 7, 2013. The
proposed development, Summerfield at South East Park, Phases 23-29, is
generally consistent with the planned streets as contained in said plan.
Furthermore, the layout contained in said development provides a means of
connectivity to the development adjacent to north, Summerfield at South East
Park, Phases 16-21 (LDS-17-051). To explain, the connecting streets along
Shamrock Drive (being Waterstone Drive, Autumn Hills Drive and Sunterra
Drive) were designed to align with the layout contained in LDS-17-051.
Additionally, the project would extend Waterstone Drive to East Barnett
Road.

Another component of the Southeast Circulation Plan Map that applies to the
development is the existence and location of the Greenway. During the
design of the proposed development, multiple layouts were considered. With
the constraints of the connecting streets, Greenway and density requirements,
the proposal contained herein was considered to be the best solution to the
matters surrounding the development.

Pursuant to the General Land Use Plan (GLUP) Map, the majority of the
property is designated as Urban Residential (UR), with a small portion
designated as Urban High Density Residential (HD). Item (1) on Pages 1-2 of
the City of Medford Comprehensive Plan, GLUP Element, states the
following:

1. Urban Residential This designation permits lower density urban
residential uses (one to ten units per gross acre), including standard and
small lot detached single-family dwellings, accessory dwelling units, and
mobile home parks. Depending upon the physical development constraints,
the permitted zoning districts are SFR-2, SFR-4, SFR-6, and SFR-10 (Single-
Family Residential - 2, 4, 6, or 10 dwelling units per gross acre). Such

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law Page 5 of 10
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constraints that may affect the ultimate developed density, and, therefore, the
most suitable zoning district, include steep slopes, unstable soils, wetlands
and/or riparian habitat, woodlands, fire hazards, etc. When a Planned Unit
Development (PUD) is approved, the maximum residential density per gross
acre can be increased.

According to the GLUP Element, the proposed zoning of SFR-4, SFR-6 and
SFR-10 are permitted zoning districts within the Urban Residential designated
areas.

As previously mentioned, there is a portion of the development that is within
the High Density Urban Residential GLUP designation. The current line
separating the UR district from the HD district is located through proposed
Lots 816-821. In this area, there are steep slopes located near the easterly
boundaries of said lots. Due to the nature of the existing land in conjunction
with the configuration of the property and location of the separation of the
GLUP districts, the Applicant is proposing a zone change to SFR-4, which
would allow for the creation of the lots at a density and depth which would
accommodate lots with a reasonable building area.

The remainder of the area located in the MFR-20 zoning district that is
proposed to be changed to either SFR-4 or SFR-6, is a strip of land located
within the proposed right-of-way of Waterstone Drive. Pursuant to
coordination with the City of Medford Planning Department’s administrative
staff, it this office’s understanding that the centerline of the proposed roadway
(being Waterstone Drive) is to be the delineation between the current SFR-10
and MFR-20 zoning districts. As such, this change is a minor adjustment to
align the delineation between the proposed zoning districts (SFR-4 and SFR-
6) with the proposed centerline of Waterstone Drive.

CRITERION NO. 1 (a) - ()

(a) For zone changes to SFR-2, the zoning shall be approved under either of the
Sfollowing circumstances:
(i) if at least seventy percent (70%) of the area proposed to be rezoned exceeds a
slope of fifteen percent (15%,),
(1i) if other environmental constraints, such as soils, geology, wetlands, and
Slooding, restrict the capacity of the land to support higher densities.

(b) For zone changes to SFR-6 or SFR-10 where the permitted density is proposed to
increase, one (1) of the following conditions must exist:
(1) At least one (1) parcel that abuts the subject property is zoned the same as the
proposed zone, either SFR-6 or SFR-10 respectively; or
(1) The area to be rezoned is five (5) acres or larger; or
(iii) The subject property, and any abutting parcel(s) that is(are) in the same
General Land Use Plan Map designation and is(are) vacant, when combined,
total at least five (5) acres.

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law Page 6 of 10
Zone Change — Summerfield at South East Park, Phases 23-29 .
Applicant — Crystal Springs Development Group " P ¢

Page 283 > of 1O



(c) For zone changes to any commercial zoning district, the following criteria shall

be met for the applicable zoning sought:
(i) The overall area of the C-N zoning district shall be three (3) acres or less in
size and within, or abutting on at least one (1) boundary, residential zoning. In
determining the overall area, all abutting property(s) zoned C-N shall be
included in the size of the district.
(ii) The overall area of the C-C zoning district shall be over three (3) acres in
size and shall front upon a collector or arterial street or state highway. In
determining the overall area, all abutting property(s) zoned C-C shall be
included in the size of the district.
(iii) The overall area of the C-R zoning district shall be over three (3) acres in
size, shall front upon an arterial street or state highway, and shall be in a
centralized location that does not otherwise constitute a neighborhood shopping
center or portion thereof. In determining the overall area, all abutting
property(s) zoned C-R shall be included in the size of the district. The C-R zone is
ordinarily considered to be unsuitable if abutting any residential zones, unless
the applicant can show it would be suitable pursuant to (1)(e) below.
(iv) The C-H zone shall front upon an arterial street or state highway. The C-H
zone may abut the General Industrial (I-G), Light Industrial (I-L), and/or any
commercial zone. The C-H zone is ordinarily considered to be unsuitable if
abutting any residential and I-H zones, unless the applicant can show it would be
suitable pursuant to (1)(e) below.

(d) For zone changes to any industrial zoning district, the JSollowing criteria shall be
met for the applicable zoning sought:
(1) The I-L zone may abut residential and commercial zones, and the General
Industrial (I-G) zone. The I-L zone is ordinarily considered to be unsuitable
when abutting the Heavy Industrial (I-H) zone, unless the applicant can show it
would be suitable pursuant to (1)(e) below.
(ii) The I-G zone may abut the Heavy Commercial (C-H), Light Industrial (I-L),
and the Heavy Industrial (I-H) zones. The I-G zone is ordinarily considered to be
unsuitable when abutting the other commercial and residential zones, unless the
applicant can show it would be suitable pursuant to (1)(e) below.
(iti) The I-H zone may abut the General Industrial (I-G) zone. The I-H zone is
ordinarily considered to be unsuitable when abutting other zones, unless the
applicant can show it would be suitable pursuant to (1)(e) below.

(e) For purposes of (1)(c) and (1)(d) above, a zone change may be Jound to be
“suitable” where compliance is demonstrated with one (1) or more of the following
criteria:
(i) The subject property has been sited on the General Land Use Plan Map with a
GLUP Map designation that allows only one (1) zone;
(1i) At least fifty percent (50%) of the subject property’s boundaries abut zones
that are expressly allowed under the criteria in (1)(c) or (1 )(d) above;
(iii) At least fifty percent (50%) of the subject property’s boundaries abut
properties that contain one (1) or more existing uses which are permitted or
conditional uses in the zone sought by the applicant, regardless of whether the
abutting properties are actually zoned for such existing uses; or
(iv) Notwithstanding the definition of “abutting” in Section 10.012 and for
purposes of determining suitability under Section (1) (e), the subject property is
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separated from the “unsuitable” zone by a public right-of-way of at least sixty
(60) feet in width.

(1) For zone changes to apply or remove the overlay zones (Limited Industrial,
Exclusive Agricultural, Freeway, Southeast, Historic) the criteria can be JSound in the

applicable overlay section (Sections 10.345 through 10.413).

FINDINGS OF FACT

(a) This criteria is not applicable as there are no proposed zone changes to
the SFR-2 zoning district.

(b)  This criteria is not applicable to the proposed zone changes to the
SFR-6 zoning district as the proposal changes the underlying zone
from SFR-10 to SFR-6, which is a reduction to the current density.
However, there is a small area that is being proposed to change from
SFR-4 to SFR-10, which is an increase in density. For this area, the
adjacent property is currently zoned SFR-10, which satisfies the
condition stipulated in Section 10.227(1)(b)(i) as stated hereinabove,
and is therefore permitted.

(©) This criteria is not applicable as there are no proposed zone changes to
any commercial zoning districts.

(d) This criteria is not applicable as there are no proposed zone changes to
any industrial zoning districts.

(e) This criteria is not applicable for the reasons stated in (c) and (d)
hereinabove.

03] This criteria is not applicable as there are no proposed changes
regarding the application or removal of an overlay zone.

CRITERION NO. 2

(2) It shall be demonstrated that Category A urban services and facilities are
available or can and will be provided, as described below, to adequately serve the
subject property with the permitted uses allowed under the proposed zoning, except
as provided in subsection (c) below. The minimum standards Jor Category A services
and facilities are contained in Section 10.462 and Goal 2 of the Comprehensive Plan
“Public Facilities Element” and Transportation System Plan.

(a) Storm drainage, sanitary sewer, and water facilities must already be adequate in
condition, capacity, and location to serve the property or be extended or otherwise
improved to adequately serve the property at the time of issuance of a building
permit for vertical construction.
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(b) Adequate streets and street capacity must be provided in one (1 ) of the following
ways:
(i) Streets which serve the subject property, as defined in Section 10.461 (2),
presently exist and have adequate capacity; or
(i) Existing and new streets that will serve the subject property will be improved
and/or constructed, sufficient to meet the required condition and capacity, at the
time building permits for vertical construction are issued: or
(iii) If it is determined that a street must be constructed or improved in order to
provide adequate capacity for more than one (1) proposed or anticipated
development, the Planning Commission may find the street to be adequate when
the improvements needed to make the street adequate are Jully funded. A street
project is deemed to be fully funded when one (1) of the following occurs:
(a) the project is in the City's adopted capital improvement plan budget, or is
a programmed project in the first two (2) years of the State’s current STIP
(State Transportation Improvement Plan), or any other public agencies
adopted capital improvement plan budget; or
(b) when an applicant funds the improvement through a reimbursement
district pursuant to the MLDC. The cost of the improvements will be either
the actual cost of construction, if constructed by the applicant, or the
estimated cost. The “estimated cost” shall be 125% of a professional
engineer’s estimated cost that has been approved by the City, including the
cost of any right-of-way acquisition. The method described in this paragraph
shall not be used if the Public Works Department determines, Jor reasons of
public safety, that the improvement must be constructed prior to issuance of
building permits.
(iv) When a street must be improved under (b)(ii) or (b)(iii) above, the specific
street improvement(s) needed to make the street adequate must be identified, and
it must be demonstrated by the applicant that the improvement(s) will make the
street adequate in condition and capacity.

(c) In determining the adequacy of Category A facilities, the approving authority
(Planning Commission) may evaluate potential impacts based upon the imposition of
special development conditions attached to the zone change request. Special
development conditions shall be established by deed restriction or covenant, which
must be recorded with proof of recordation returned to the Planning Department,
and may include, but are not limited to the following:
(i) Restriction of uses by type or intensity; however, in cases where such a
restriction is proposed, the Planning Commission must find that the resulting
development pattern will not preclude future development, or intensification of
development, on the subject property or adjacent parcels. In no case shall
residential densities be approved which do not meet minimum density standards,
(i) Mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly design which qualifies for the trip reduction
percentage allowed by the Transportation Planning Rule,
(iit) Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures which can be
reasonably quantified, monitored, and enforced, such as mandatory car/van
pools.

FINDINGS OF FACT

As mentioned, the proposed zone changes contained herein are part of the
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overall development known as Summerfield at South East Park, Phases 23-29
& Reserve Acreages. An application for the associated land division is being
submitted concurrently with this application. Once the land division has been
approved, construction drawings will be drafted and submitted for the City’s
review and approval. Included in the construction drawings will be the design
for the storm drainage, sanitary sewer and water facilities. All utility facilities
will be constructed and approved prior to the issuance of building permits for
vertical construction.

Similarly, the proposed streets contained in said development will provide
adequate access to the properties once construction has been completed and
prior to the issuance of building permits for vertical construction. The layout
of the streets are generally consistent with the Southeast Circulation Plan and
the surrounding development.

CONCLUSION OF LAW

Based upon the submitted application materials and the above Findings of
Facts, the Planning Commission concludes that the application complies with
the applicable provisions of the zone change criteria.

E. ULTIMATE CONCLUSION

The Planning Commission concludes that the application for multiple zone
changes located with the proposed development known as Summerfield at South
East Park, Phases 23-29 & Reserve Acreages is consistent with the relevant
criteria for zone changes found in Section 10.227 of Medford’s Land
Development Code, and can therefore be approved.

Respectively Submitted,

Neathamer Surveying, Inc.

eV Nex Chaneprs

Robert V. Neathamer, President

Agent for Applicant:
Crystal Springs Development Group,
a Joint Venture

Date: August 18,2017
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RECEIVED

SEP 20 2017
FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW o AnniNG DEPT

BEFORE THE CITY OF MEDFORD
PLANNING COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF AN APPLICATION
FOR THE TENTATIVE PLAT APPROVAL
OF SUMMERFIELD AT SOUTH EAST
PARK, PHASES 23-29 & RESERVE

ACREAGES.

APPLICANT: Crystal Springs Development Group,
a Joint Venture
815 Alder Creek Drive
Medford, OR 97504

AGENT: Neathamer Surveying, Inc.

P.O. Box 1584
Medford, OR 97501

A. BACKGROUND INFORMATION

The subject properties are located at Jackson County Assessor’s Map Number 37
1W 27, Tax Lots 1000, 1001, 1200 and 1202. According to the City of Medford
Zoning Map, the properties have the following zoning designations: Single
Family Residential — 4 units/acre (SFR-4), Single Family Residential — 10
units/acre (SFR-10) and Multiple Family Residential — 20 units/acre (MFR-20).
The large majority of the property is zoned SFR-10, with smaller portions being
included in the SFR-4 and MFR-20 zoning districts. Additionally, the properties
are located in the Southeast overlay with Restricted Zoning.

All of the subject properties are currently open space lands without structures.
Adjacent to the north is the approved subdivision known as Summerfield at South
East Park, Phases 16-21 (LDS-17-051). Surrounding the site to the east and west
are vacant lands. To the south are developed, single-family residences and
Barnett Road.

An application for multiple zone changes is being submitted concurrently with
this application in order to decrease the density requirements within the
development.

B. SCOPE, PURPOSE, AND OVERVIEW OF THE APPLICATION

The purpose of this application is for the approval of a Tentative Plat for
Summerfield at South East Park, Phases 23-29 & Reserve Acreages, consisting of

CITY OF MEDFORD
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168 residential lots with detached, single-family dwelling units. Additionally, the
application includes reserve acreages for the exterior boundaries of the associated
Phases 23-29, and the remainder for future development. Receiving tentative
approval for the reserve acreages, will allow the properties to be configured to
their corresponding phase boundaries, alleviating many of the difficulties
involved with title/land use related matters that have been occurring with the
previously developed phases.

Pursuant to the Medford Land Development Code (MLDC), Section 10.269(2),
the applicant respectfully requests the Planning Commission to authorize a five
year time period approval for the platting of the Phases 23-29 of Summerfield at
South East Park.

C. APPROVAL CRITERIA

CITY OF MEDFORD LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE

SECTION 10.270 — LAND DIVISION CRITERIA
Section 10.270 of the Medford’s Land Development Code (MLDC) states that:

The approving authority (Planning Commission) shall not approve any tentative
plat unless it first finds that, the proposed land division fogether with the
provisions for its design and improvement:

1. Is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, any other applicable specific plans
thereto, including Neighborhood Circulation Plans, and all applicable design
standards set forth in Article IV and V;

2. Will not prevent development of the remainder of the property under the same
ownership, if any, or of adjoining land or of access thereto, in accordance with this
chapter;

3. Bears a name that has been approved by the approving authority and does not use a
word which is the same as, similar to, or pronounced the same as a word in the name
of any other subdivision in the City of Medford; except for the words "town", “city”,
"place”, "court", "addition”, or similar words; unless the land platted is contiguous
to and platted by the same applicant that platted the land division bearing that name;
or unless the applicant files and records the consent of the party who platted the land
division bearing that name and the block numbers continue those of the plat of the

same name last filed;

4. If it includes the creation of streets or alleys, that such sireets or alleys are laid out to
be consistent with existing and planned streets and alleys and with the plats of land
divisions already approved for adjoining property unless the approving authority
determines it is in the public interest to modify the street pattern;
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5. If it has streets or alleys that are proposed to be held for private use, that they are
distinguished from the public streets or alleys on the tentative plat, and reservations
or restrictions relating to the private streets or alleys are set forth;

6. Will not cause an unmitigated land use conflict between the land division and
adjoining agricultural lands within the EFU (Exclusive Farm Use) zoning district.

D. FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
CRITERION NO. 1

1. Is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, any other applicable specific plans
thereto, including Neighborhood Circulation Plans, and all applicable design
standards set forth in Article IV and V;

FINDINGS OF FACT

The proposed use and development is consistent with the Comprehensive
Plan, and the existing/approved residential surrounding uses.

As previously mentioned, an application for multiple zone changes within the
development is being submitted concurrently. The layout contained herein
was designed to meet the density requirements and lot standards per the
proposed zoning designations included in the zone change application. As
such, the approval of this tentative application is contingent on the approval of
the subsequent zone change application.

The subject property is located in the Southeast Plan and is subject to the
Southeast Circulation Plan Map adopted March 7, 2013. According to said
circulation plan, there is a standard residential street from the northern
boundary of the property which continues southerly to intersect Barnett Road.
Additionally there are local streets within the area.

The proposed street, Waterstone Drive is designed and located in accordance
with the standard residential street depicted on said circulation plan. There is
a minor variation in that the proposed Waterstone Drive has a reverse curve
included in the design near the southerly end of the project in order to
accommodate proposed Lots 816-821. All of the proposed streets are
designed to align and connect to those streets contained in the approval for
Summerfield at South East Park Phases 16-21. The local streets are also
substantially consistent with those shown on said circulation plan.

Another aspect of the Southeast Circulation Plan Map that is present in the
subject development is the Greenway. The location of the proposed Greenway
is consistent with location shown on said circulation plan.
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Taking into consideration the proposed changes to the zoning designations,
the development is consistent with the relevant design criteria specified in
Article IV and V of the MLDC.

CRITERION NO. 2

2. Will not prevent development of the remainder of the property under the same
ownership, if any, or of adjoining land or of access thereto, in accordance with this
chapter,

FINDINGS OF FACT

The proposed development provides a means of connectivity by extending the
existing streets to adjacent lands, being consistent with the planned streets per
the Southeast Circulation Plan Map. As a result, approval of the land division
contained herein will not prevent the development of the remainder of the
property under the same owner, or the adjoining lands.

CRITERION NO. 3

3. Bears a name that has been approved by the approving authority and does not use a
word which is the same as, similar to, or pronounced the same as a word in the name
of any other subdivision in the City of Medford; except for the words "town", "city”,
"place”, "court”, "addition", or similar words; unless the land platted is contiguous
to and platted by the same applicant that platted the land division bearing that name,
or unless the applicant files and records the consent of the party who platted the land
division bearing that name and the block numbers continue those of the plat of the
same name last filed;

FINDINGS OF FACT

Summerfield at South East Park, Phases 23-29 is contiguous to the applicant’s
previously submitted and approved subdivision known as Summerfield at
South East Park, Phases 16-21 (LDS-17-051). The phase numbers of this
proposal are the next available, consecutive numbers.

CRITERION NO. 4

4. Ifit includes the creation of streets or alleys, that such streets or alleys are laid out to
be consistent with existing and planned streets and alleys and with the plats of land
divisions already approved for adjoining property unless the approving authority
determines it is in the public interest to modify the street pattern;

FINDINGS OF FACT

The project is located within the Southeast Plan and is subject to the Southeast
Circulation Plan Map, adopted March 7, 2013. The layout of the proposed
streets are generally consistent with the adopted plan, with slight variations
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within the local streets. Additionally, the proposed streets are designed to
connect to the existing streets adjacent to the project.

CRITERION NO. 5
If it has streets or alleys that are proposed to be held Jor private use, that they are

distinguished from the public streets or alleys on the tentative plat, and reservations
or restrictions relating to the private streets or alleys are set forth;

W

FINDINGS OF FACT

There are no private streets or alleys that are proposed to be held for private
use.

CRITERION NO. 6

6. Will not cause an unmitigated land use conflict between the land division and
adjoining agricultural lands within the EFU (Exclusive Farm Use) zoning district.

FINDINGS OF FACT

Adjoining to the east and south of the subject project are lands that are zoned
Exclusive Farm Use (EFU). However, the adjoining properties are not being
actively farmed and are not under any intensive day-to-day management or
operation. As such, and per the definition contained in the MLDC Chapter
10.801.D.(1), the agricultural classification of the EFU lands are defined as
passive.

Mitigation measures for passively classified agricultural are outlined in
MLDC Chapter 10.801.D.(3). Pursuant to said MLDC, a 6-foot solid fence
along the easterly and southerly boundaries is proposed to mitigate any
potential conflicts with the EFU lands and the proposed development. For a
further analysis and supporting documentation, please refer to the Agricultural
Impact Analysis Report included as part of the application submittal.

CONCLUSION OF LAW

Based upon the submitted application materials and the above Findings of
Facts, the Planning Commission concludes that the application complies with
the applicable provisions of the city ordinances.

E. ULTIMATE CONCLUSION

The Planning Commission concludes that the application for Summerfield at
South East Park, Phases 23-29 & Reserve Acreages is consistent with the relevant

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law Page 5 of 6
Tentative Plat — Summerfield at South East Park, Phases 23-29 ot r
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criteria for a land division found in Section 10.270 of Medford’s Land

Development Code, and can therefore be approved.

Respectively Submitted,
Neathamer Surveying, Inc.

FhodV Neaelzncos, Pr<

Robert V. Neathamer, President

Agent for Applicant:
Crystal Springs Development Group, a Joint Venture

Date: August 18,2017

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
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RECEIVED
SEP 20 907

AGRICULTURAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT REPORT -ANNING DEFT

BEFORE THE CITY OF MEDFORD
PLANNING COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF AN APPLICATION
FOR THE TENTATIVE PLAT APPROVAL
OF SUMMERFIELD AT SOUTH EAST
PARK, PHASES 23-29 & RESERVE

ACREAGES.

APPLICANT: Crystal Springs Development Group,
a Joint Venture
815 Alder Creek Drive
Medford, OR 97504

AGENT: Neathamer Surveying, Inc.

P.O. Box 1584
Medford, OR 97501

A. BACKGROUND INFORMATION

The subject properties are located at Jackson County Assessor’s Map Number 37
1W 27, Tax Lots 1000, 1001, 1200 and 1202. According to the City of Medford
Zoning Map, the properties have the following zoning designations: Single
Family Residential — 4 units/acre (SFR-4), Single Family Residential — 10
units/acre (SFR-10) and Multiple Family Residential — 20 units/acre (MFR-20).
The large majority of the property is zoned SFR-10, with smaller portions being
included in the SFR-4 and MFR-20 zoning districts. Additionally, the properties
are located in the Southeast overlay with Restricted Zoning. The proposed
development consists of 168 single-family residential lots with detached dwelling
units, and 8 reserve acreages.

Adjoining to the east and south of the subject project are lands that are zoned
Exclusive Farm Use (EFU). According to the City of Medford Municipal Code
(MLDC), Section 10.801.B states:

B. Applicability

The provisions of this Section apply to the development permit applications
listed below in this subsection where land proposed Jfor urban development is
not in an urban reserve (see Regional Plan Element) and abuts and has a
common lot line with other land which is zoned Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) or
Exclusive Agriculture (EA). However, development which requires City
approval for more than one of the below development permit applications for
the same development shall be required to demonstrate compliance with the
provisions of this Section only in the first such application.

CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT # [of A
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Agricultural Impact Assessment

(1) Land Divisions.

(2) Planned Unit Developments.

(3) Conditional Use Permits.

(4) Site Plan and Architectural Review or Historic Review where the action
being sought will result in the construction of one or more buildings intended
Jor human occupancy as dwellings or for business purposes.

As the property adjoins EFU lands, the provisions contained in MLDC Chapter
10.801 apply to the proposed development.

SCOPE, PURPOSE, AND OVERVIEW

The purpose of this AIAR is to demonstrate compliance with the provisions of the
MLDC Chapter 10.801, in order to mitigate any potential conflicts with adjoining
EFU lands and to obtain approval for the associated Tentative Plat.

APPROVAL CRITERIA

CITY OF MEDFORD LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE

SECTION 10.810.C - INFORMATION REQUIRED: AGRICULTURAL
IMPACT ASSESSMENT REPORT.

Section 10.810.C of the MLDC states that:

As part of any land use or development application listed in Subsection 10.801.B where
the agricultural buffering provisions in Subsections 10.801.4 through E apply, an
applicant for such application shall supply the Planning Department with the Sollowing
information in a report entitled “Agricultural Impact Assessment Report”:

1. An excerpt of a City of Medford and/or Jackson County zoning map showing the
zoning of land adjacent and within two hundred (200) feet of the property proposed
Jor urban development.

2. A description of the type and nature of agricultural uses and farming practices, if
any, which presently occur on adjacent lands zoned EFU or EA and sources of such
information. The information thus required, if applicable, shall include:

(a) Method of irrigation.

(b) Type of agricultural product produced,

(c) Method of frost protection.

(d) Type of agricultural equipment customarily used on the property.

3. Detailed information obtained from the Natural Resources Conservation Service
(NRCS) concerning soils which occur on adjacent lands zoned EFU or EA, and
whether the land has access to water for irrigation. «

o K
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4. Wind pattern information.

5. A description of the measures proposed to comply with the requirements of
Subsections 10.801.4 through E.

6. The persons who prepared said report and all persons, agencies, and organizations
contacted during preparation of the report.

7. All statements shall be documented, sources given as reference, and any other
detailed information needed to substantiate conclusions should be provided in the

appendices.

D. DISCUSSIONS
CRITERION NO. 1

1. An excerpt of a City of Medford and/or Jackson County zoning map showing the
zoning of land adjacent and within two hundred (200) feet of the property proposed
Jor urban development.

RESPONSE

North: Northerly of the subject site is Summerfield at South East Park,
Phases 16-22. The properties are in the process of being developed for
residential purposes and have a zoning designation of SFR-4/RZ/SE.

East: Properties to the east consist of lands located outside the UGB and CL,
with a zoning designation of EFU.

South: Southerly of the subject property are rural residential dwellings with a
zoning designation of EFU/SE.

West: To the west of the subject property are vacant lands with a zoning
designation of MFR-20/RZ/SE.

An excerpt of said zoning map has been included for reference.
CRITERION NO. 2

2. A description of the type and nature of agricultural uses and SJarming practices, if
any, which presently occur on adjacent lands zoned EFU or EA and sources of such
information. The information thus required, if applicable, shall include:

(a) Method of irrigation.

(b) Type of agricultural product produced,

(c) Method of frost protection.

(d) Type of agricultural equipment customarily used on the property.

RESPONSE /lfz”

Agricultural Impact Assessment Page 3 of 9
Tentative Plat — Summerfield at South East Park, Phases 23-29
Applicant - Crystal Springs Development Group

Page 296



The EFU lands to the east of the subject project (Jackson County Assessor’s
Map Number 37 1W 26, Tax Lots 103 and 105) are vacant lands which are
not being used for farming or agricultural purposes. Furthermore, the EFU
lands are owned by the applicant, who do not have any plans to use the lands
for farming or agricultural purposes for the foreseeable future.

The EFU lands to the south of the subject project (Jackson County Assessor’s
Map Number 37 1W 27, Tax Lots 1400, 1401 and 1402) are developed rural
residential properties which are also not being used for farming or agricultural
purposes.

According to the City of Medford Municipal Code, Section 10.801.D(1)
states:

D. Mitigation and Impact Management.

(1) Agricultural Classification (Intensive or Passive). For the purposes
of this Section, agricultural land is hereby classified as either intensive or
passive.  Intensive agriculture is defined as farming which is under
intensive day-to-day management, and includes fiuit orchards and the
intensive raising and harvesting of crops or, notwithstanding its current
use, has soils of which a majority are class I through IV as determined by
the NRCS, has irrigation water available and is outside of the Urban
Growth Boundary. Passive agriculture is defined as Jarming that is not
under intensive day-to-day management, and includes land used as
pasture for the raising of livestock. The approving authority shall
determine whether adjacent agricultural uses are intensive or passive
based upon the specific circumstances of each case and the nature of
agriculture which exists on the adjacent land zoned EFU or EA at the
time the urban development application is filed and accepted by the City.

The properties are not being actively farmed and are not under any intensive
day-to-day management or operation (including irrigation for crops or other
agricultural purposes). Furthermore, there is no agricultural equipment on the
site, nor a method being actively performed for frost protection. As such, and
per the above-described definition, the agricultural classification of the subject
property is defined as passive.

CRITERION NO. 3

3. Detailed information obtained from the Natural Resources Conservation Service
(NRCS) concerning soils which occur on adjacent lands zoned EFU or EA, and
whether the land has access to water for irrigation.

RESPONSE
The NRCS soil report for the adjacent EFU property indicates there are the
following six soil types located on the subject property: 7 R A
Agricultural Impact Assessment Page 4 of 9
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(17C) Brader-Debenger loams 1 to 15 percent slopes is 12 to 40 inches deep
to bedrock. It is a well-drained loam soil occurring on knolls and
ridges. Permeability is moderately high with an available water
capacity of about 2.1 to 4.7 inches. The water table is present at
depths more than 80 inches.

(27B) Carney Clay 1 to 5 percent slopes is 20 to 40 inches deep to bedrock. It
is a moderately well drained clay soil occurring on alluvial fans.
Permeability is very low with an available water capacity of about 4.9
inches. The water table is present at depths of 36 to 42 inches.

(27D) Carney Clay 5 to 20 percent slopes is 20 to 40 inches deep to bedrock.
It is a moderately well drained clay soil occurring on alluvial fans.
Permeability is very low with an available water capacity of about 4.9
inches. The water table is present at depths of 36 to 42 inches.

(33A) Coker Clay 0 to 3 percent slopes is more than 80 inches deep to
bedrock. It is a somewhat poorly drained clay soil occurring on
alluvial fans. Permeability is moderate with an available water
capacity of about 9.0 inches. The water table is present at depths of 6
to 18 inches.

(33C) Coker Clay 3 to 12 percent slopes is more than 80 inches deep to
bedrock. It is a somewhat poorly drained clay soil occurring on
alluvial fans. Permeability is moderate with an available water
capacity of about 9.0 inches. The water table is present at depths of 6
to 18 inches.

(43B) Darow 1 to 5 percent slopes is more than 20 to 40 inches deep to
bedrock. It is a moderately well drained silty clay loam occurring on
hillslopes. Permeability is moderately low to moderately high with an
available water capacity of about 5.6 inches. The water table is present
at depths of 36 to 42 inches.

The residential lots adjacent to the south appear to be watering their lawn
areas. However, there is no evidence that the remaining properties have
access to irrigation. Furthermore, there is no irrigation being used to water
crops or for other agricultural purposes.

For reference, a copy of the NRCS soils report is included.
CRITERION NO. 4

4. Wind pattern information.

[2
RESPONSE "ﬁz'
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According to the Western Regional Climate Center, the prevailing wind
direction for the Medford area is predominately West-Northwest during May
through September and North for the remainder of the year. Please find the
attached climate data summary that was used for reference.

CRITERION NO. 5

5. A description of the measures proposed to comply with the requirements of
Subsections 10.801.4 through E.

RESPONSE

Mitigation for passive agriculture is outlined in MDLC Section 10.801.D(3),
which states:

(3)  Mitigation - Passive Agriculture. To minimize or mitigate the
adverse potential impacts associated with the proximity of urban and
agricultural land uses, the following measures shall be undertaken by the
developer when urban development is proposed adjacent to land in
passive agricultural use:

(a) Fencing. A wood fence, chain link fence, or masonry wall, not
less then six (6) feet in height shall be installed at the property
boundary where the development prcperty adjoins and has a
common property line with land zoned EFU or EA. In no case
shall a fence or wall be required within a front yard area. The
fence or wall used to buffer agricultural land shall comply with
the regulations regarding fencing, Sections 10.731 through
10.735. Information shall be provided regarding the long-term
maintenance responsibility for the fence or wall.

(b) Deed Declaration. The deed declaration required in subsection
10.801.D(2)(c) shall be required.

(c) Irrigation Runoff. Measures appropriate to the circumstances
present shall be undertaken by the urban developer to mitigate
adverse impacts which occur from periodic naturally occurring
runoff and inadvertent agricultural irrigation runoff.

Pursuant to Section 10.801.D(2)(a), a 6-foot solid fence along the easterly and
southerly boundary is proposed to mitigate any potential conflicts with the
EFU lands and the proposed development.

The deed declaration required in Section 10.801.D(2)(b) will be included
which will require the owner and all successors in interest to recognize and
accept common, customary and accepted farming practices.

The proposed storm water management facilities are typical for residential ” K"
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purposes and will adhere to the standards set forth by the MLDC. Due to the
passive nature of the EFU lands, said facilities will suffice in the mitigation of
adverse impacts which occur from periodic naturally occurring runoff and
inadvertent agricultural irrigation runoff.

CRITERION NO. 6

6. The persons who prepared said report and all persons, agencies, and organizations
contacted during preparation of the report.

RESPONSE

This Agricultural Impact Assessment Report was prepared by Neathamer
Surveying, Inc. The individuals involved in the preparation of the AIAR
include Robert V. Neathamer, PLS, and Nathan Ruf, CFM.

The report was prepared with information reference from the following
agencies/entities:

-City of Medford
-Natural Resources Conservation Services (NRCS)
-Western Regional Climate Center

CRITERION NO. 7

7. All statements shall be documented, sources given as reference, and any other
detailed information needed to substantiate conclusions should be provided in the
appendices.

RESPONSE

All sources that were utilized during the preparation of this report and
referenced herein are listed on the attached References page. Furthermore,
copies of the referenced information are also attached.

The following attachments have been included:

-Excerpt of the City of Medford Zoning Map
-Custom Soil Resource Report for Jackson County Area (NRCS)
-Climate Data Summaries (Western Regional Climate Center)

E. CONCLUSION

Pursuant to the information provided herein, the application for Summerfield at
South East Park, Phases 23-29 & Reserve Acreages is consistent with the relevant

"{2'
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criteria for the Agricultural Buffering in Non-Urban Reserve Areas per Section
10.801 of Medford’s Land Development Code, and can therefore be approved.

Respectively Submitted,

Neathamer Surveying, Inc.

/Q/WM%@W%P%

Robert V. Neathamer, President

Agent for Applicant:
Crystal Springs Development Group, a Joint Venture

Date: August 18,2017

,,Kll
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Project Description & Information

The proposed project is comprised of 168 single family residential units. The
development is located in East Medford bounded by residential developments on the
North side. The East, West and South sides are bounded by vacant land. Existing streets
Waterstone Drive and Autumn Hills Drive. will be utilized to access this development.

Project Type: Single Family & Multi Family Residential Development
Zoning: SFR-4/SFR-10/MFR-20/SE/RZ

Project Location: City of Medford, Jackson County, Oregon

Legal Description: Map 37-1W-27, TL 1000, 1001, 1200 and 1202
Total Site Area: 65.83 Acres

1) Hydrologic Conditions:

Slopes within this development range from 0% to 15%. The soils on site should be
considered SCS hydrologic soil group Type-D. Additional soil information can be
found in the geotechnical engineering report by Applied Geotechnical Engineering
and Geologic Consulting, dated September 19, 2017.

There is an existing drainage that extends through the project from East to West. The
drainage receives stormwater run-off from portions of the properties io the North,
East and south.

2) Determination of Effect of Hydrologic Conditions:

The post development hydraulic conditions, as compared to predevelopment
conditions, will effect this development by creating impervious surfaces which will
increase the storm water runoff.

Runoff from the proposed site is planned to be conveyed though a public stormdrain
system to a proposed storm water quality and detention facility, before re-entering the
natural drainage path. Offsite flows from the area to the east will be conveyed in a
48” bypass system to maintain the natural flow path of the basin.

Onsite public stormdrain pipes are to be sized for the 10 year event. Offsite post
development pass through flows shall be considered in pipe sizing calculations.

3) Determination of Hydrologic and Erosion Hazards:

There are no anticipated hydrologic or erosion hazards with this project. Prior to
construction a DEQ 1200-C permit will be obtained. The permit requires that erosion

and sediment control best management practices (BMPs) be installed, inspected and
maintained during construction. Additionally, the permit requires that the site be

stabilized with permanent BMPs after construction is completed. " Sf‘
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4) Grading Plan:

See attached conceptual grading plan.
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ncr 1: 2017
Planning Dept.

N pplied
€4 cotechnical
B8 ngineering

& Geologic Consulting

September 19, 2017

Crystal Springs Development Group
815 Alder Creek Drive
Medford, OR 97504

SUBJECT: GEOTECHNICAL AND GEOLOGIC INVESTIGATION, SUMMERFIELD
ESTATES, PHASES 23 TO 29, MEDFORD, OREGON

At your request, Applied Geotechnical Engineering and Geologic Consulting LLC (AGEGC) has
conducted a geotechnical and geologic investigation for Phases 23 through 29 of the Summerfield Estates
in east Medford, Oregon. The general location of the site is shown on the Vicinity Map, Figure 1. Our
investigation consisted of a review of available geotechnical and geologic information for the vicinity, a
ground-level site reconnaissance, subsurface explorations, and engineering analyses. This report
summarizes our work and provides our conclusions and recommendations for suitably founding the new
residential development on this property.

SITE DESCRIPTION

A senior geotcchnical engineer/geologist provided by AGEGC completed site visits to the project in
August 2017. The test pit locations for our fieldwork were staked in the field and were used as reference
points for the site reconnaissance.

The phases of the development covered in this report are located south of Phases 16 through 21 of the
Summerfield Development. This portion of the development is bounded on the west and north with future
residential development.

Historical aerial photographs of the site indicate the property was used as an orchard until about 2003.
The orchard trees have been removed and the property subsequently used as pasture. Orchard properties
tend to have a relatively thick surticial zone of disrobed soils.

The historical aerial photographs of the site also indicate that a small pond was located on the east-central
portion of the property. The pond appears to have been filled in about 2006. when fill was spread over
this portion of the development. Mounds of imported fill were observed in this area during our site
reconnaissance. Areas of wet surficial soils were observed in the northeastern portion of the development.

The majority of the surficial soils in this area have significant desiccation cracks during summer and fall
months, indicating the surficial soils consist of moderately to highly expansive clayey silt soils. Expansive
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soils have a significant volume change with corresponding changes in moisture content. Expansive soils
have relatively low shear strengths. Expansive soils can cause significant damage to structures (incl uding
pavements, houses and flatwork) due to changes in the moisture content of the soil.

Based on our experience with other projects in this area, this project site is mantled with highly expansive
clayey silt soils over weathered sandstone and siltstone. The sandstone can be locally relatively hard and
difficult to excavate.

The surficial soils on the central area of the property (extending from about the northeastern corner of
these phases of the development to the southwest, to about the old location of the abandoned pond) were
wet at the time of our fieldwork.

The topography of these phases of this project (Summerfield Estates) is typically gently sloping. Slightly
steeper slopes were measured on the southeastern portion of the property; however, in our opinion, these
slopes are still suitable for development without special design recommendations. Indications of slope
instability were not observed on the property. The risk of slope instabilities on this property is very low.
There is soil creep in the surficial, highly expansive clayey silt soils; however, given the relatively gentle
slopes on the property, the rate of soils creep is very low and will be mitigated with proper development
of the roadways and building lots.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

We understand the project will consist of single-family residential lots, with associated roadways and
utilities. The site hasrelatively gentle slopes, and we anticipate that cuts and fills required for mass grading
will be minor (mostly the cuts and fills required due to the expansive clayey silt soils). We understand
that the new roads for this portion of the project include a Minor Arterial Street (traffic index of 8.21),
Standard Residential Streets (traffic index of 7.22), and Minor Residential Streets (traffic index of 6.33).

SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS

As part of the geotechnical investigation for these phases of this development, fifteen test pits were
completed across the site. The test pits typically encountered a surficial layer of highly expansive clayey
silt soils over weathered sandstone (brown silt) over sandstone/siltstone. Expansive index tests on two
representative soil samples indicated an Expansion Index of 98 and 102 for the surficial clayey silt soils.

A summary of the field explorations including the test pit excavation logs are provided at the end of this
report, in Appendix A.

Groundwater was not observed in any of the test pits; however, wet surficial soils were observed at the
time of our fieldwork in August 2017, on the northeastern portion of the site (along a shallow swale). In
addition, perched groundwater will occur on the sandstone and siltstone during wetter times of the year
or when the soils are irrigated, with groundwater approaching the ground surface during periods of heavy
and/or extended rainfall. , 7_, /
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMENDATIONS

General. Based on the results of this investigation and our experience with similar projects. it is our
opinion that the site is suitable for the proposed development, from a geotechnical and geologic
standpoint. Surficial soils and native slopes are similar to those found in previous developed phases of
this development. Slopes are typically gently sloping and indications of deep-seated slope instability were
not observed on the site. There is no increased risk of geologic hazards if the site is developed as
recommended below.

[n our opinion, the most important geotechnical and geologic considerations associated with the planned
development are the presence of surficial expansive clays, locally shallow hard sandstone/siltstone,
possible local areas of uncontrolled fill, and perched/shallow groundwater due to irrigation and
precipitation.

The following sections provide our recommendations for development of the site.

Rock Excavation. Hard sandstone was encountered in several of the test pits completed as part of our
work for this development. Practical refusal of the trackhoe was encountered in test pit TP-14. We
anticipate that local areas of the development have hard sandstone at relativel y shallow depths. Based on
our experience in this area, we anticipate that hard sandstone/siltstone underlies all of the site, but harder
rock typically occurs at a deep of greater than 5 ft. Hard sandstone will likely be encountered in utility
trenches and will required rock excavation techniques.

Site Preparation. In our opinion, the ground surface in areas to receive fill should be stripped of surficial
organics to a minimum depth of 18 in. including roadways and sidewalk ramps (ADA Ramps). Locally
deeper stripping will be required in areas with uncontrolled fill, predominately the area where the pond
was once located. Deeper overexcavations will be required for installation of roadways, sidewalks and
building pads.

Subgrade must be protected from disturbance due to construction activities and climate (wetting, drying,
and/or freezing). We recommend that the geotextile fabric and aggregate base rock be placed within 6
hours of excavation to subgrade elevations. The subgrade should be Iefi at least 18 in. high prior to final
excavation to design subgrade, to minimize the drying of the subgrade soils during installation of utilities.
The subgrade should be evaluated by the project geotechnical engineer prior to placement of structural
fill on the subgrade.

Site strippings and untreated clayey silt soils cannot be used as structural fill and wil] need to be removed
from the development.

Past experience has indicated that the fine-grained soils on this site are sensitive to moisture content.
Typically, these soils have significant drying during hot and dry summer months, resulting in desiccation
cracks that may be up to 3 ft deep. For this reason, we recommend that, if practical, all site preparation

/'7""
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and earthwork for the roadways be accomplished during early summer months, before the soils are
allowed to significantly dry. Wetting of the subgrade soils, aggregate road base, and utility trench
sidewalls will be required during typically drier summer and fall months,

If the subgrade is disturbed during construction, soft, disturbed and dried soils should be overexcavated
to firm soil and replaced with approved structural fill.

The test pit excavations for this investigation were backfilled with relatively loose spoils from the
excavations at the time of excavation. During mass grading of the site, test pit excavations encountered
during construction should be overexcavated and replaced with structural fill.

Site Grading. We anticipate that relatively minor grading will be required for development of the site
(cuts and fills of less than 5 ft). Cut and fill slopes for mass grading of the development should be graded
no steeper than 2H:1V.

Structural Fills. All structural fill should be compacted to at least 95% of the maximum dry density as
determined by ASTM D 698. In general, at least four to five passes with a medium-weight, smooth-drum
(48-in.-diameter drum) vibratory roller are required to achieve adequate compaction for imported crushed
rock fill for roadway, sidewalk and building pads. Placement and compaction of structural fill should be
evaluated by a geotechnical engineer on an intermittent basis during construction of the roadway sections.

Structural fills for roadways and sidewalks should consist of imported crushed rock, such a ¥%-in.-minus
crushed rock (aggregate base).

In our opinion, utility trench excavations within 4 ft of any pavement, concrete flatwork, and building pad
areas should be backfilled with granular material, such as sand, sand and gravel, or crushed rock with a
maximum size of up to % in., and with not more than 5% passing the No. 200 sieve (washed analysis).
All trenches should be backfilled as soon as practical following placement of the utility. Desiccated
sidewalls of utility trenches must be removed and replaced with structural fill. The granular backfill
should be compacted to at least 95% of the maximum dry density as determined by ASTM D 698.
Flooding or jetting the backfilled trenches with water to achieve the recommended compaction should not
be permitied. We recommend use of vibratory compaction equipment for the trenches. Each lift of
back{ill in the trench should be less than 18-in.-thick (loose).

Pavement Sections. The recommended pavement sections for this development are based on the
assumption that the subgrade consists of firm, undisturbed fine-grained clayey silt soil and that the soil
does not have significant desiccation cracks. Proof rolling with a loaded 10 yd* dump truck, or equivalent,
may be used at the geotechnical engineer’s discretion to evaluate pavement subgrade. If soft areas
(disturbed due to excessive construction traffic or desiccation of the subgrade soils) are disclosed by the
proof rolling and/or visual observation by the geotechnical engineer, they should be overexcavated and
replaced with structural fill.
4 17-—//
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Excavation of the clayey silt soils should be completed using a trackhoe equipped with a smooth-lip
bucket to minimize disturbance of the subgrade soils.

We anticipate that the street improvements will be completed using asphaltic concrete (A.C.) pavement,
For design purposes, we have assumed a 20-year design life for the pavement sections.

The subgrade soils along the alignment consist of fine-grained silt soils. The existing fine-grained soils
typically have an R-Value (ASTM D 2844) of about 2.

Based on the above design consideration, we recommend the following pavement section for the new
traffic lanes:

Pavement Use Asphaltic Concrete Thickness, in.
%-in.-minus Crushed Rock Base in. over 4-
in.-minus crushed rock, in.

Minor Arterial Street 5/8/18
Standard Residential Street 3/8/18
Minor Residential Street 3/18/0

ADA ramps should be underlain by a minimum of 18 in. of crushed aggregate base rock that extends a
minimum of 18 in. beyond the edge of the concrete.

We recommend the rock section for the roadways be underlain by a woven geotextile with a weight of at
least 5 oz. per square yard.

The crushed rock base (CRB) should also be placed and compacted in a single lift with a large, smooth-
drum vibratory roller. The rock should be compacted to at least 95% of the maximum dry density as
determined by ASTM D 698.

We anticipate that thicker rock sections will be required where the wet, surficial soils were encountered
on the northeastern portion of the site. This may include ballast rock (angular drain rock) to stabilize the
subgrade soils.

The above pavement sections are based on the assumption that pavement construction will be
accomplished during the dry season. If wet-weather pavement construction is considered, it will likely be
necessary to increase the thickness of crushed rock base to support construction equipment and protect
the moisture-sensitive subgrade soils from disturbance. It should be noted that the pavement sections may
not be adequate for the support of construction traffic.

All workmanship and materials should conform to the applicable standards of the current Oregon
Department of Transportation (ODOT) Standard Specifications for Hi ghway Construction. ,
117‘1
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Geologic Hazards. The site has gentle slopes and is underlain by sandstone at relatively shallow depths.
In our opinion, the main geologic hazards associated with development of this property are the expansive
surficial clayey silt soils and the potential for perched groundwater conditions.

In our opinion, the risks of slope instability are very low if the geotechnical recommendations provided
in our report are followed. Based on the results of our investi gation, the location of the site, and the nature
of the underlying soil/rock, we anticipate that the potential for earthquake-induced fault displacement,
subsidence, liquefaction-induced settlement and/or lateral displacement, or seiches at this site is very low.

In our opinion, based on the State of Oregon’s Structural Specialty Code Amendments and the
International Building Code, the subsurface conditions at this site may be classified as a Site Class B for
seismic design purposes.

Preliminary Foundation Support Recommendations. Based on the results of our investigation and
our experience with other residential homes in east Medford, it is our opinion that the lots for this project
can be developed with single-family residences. It is also our opinion that foundation support for the new
homes can be provided by spread tooting foundations established on crushed rock fill. The existing
surficial clayey silt soils are not suitable for support of spread footing foundations or concrete flatwork
(including sidewalks, patios and driveways) without significant post-construction differential movements.
Each lot should have a lot-specific geotechnical evaluation during construction of the building pad for the
lot. The intent of the evaluation is to determine the most appropriate foundation type and design criteria,
and for the geotechnical engineer of record for each lot to work closely with the builder for the home on
the lot.

Design Review and Construction Services. We welcome the opportunity to review and discuss
construction plans and specifications as they are being developed. In addition, AGEGC should be retained
to review all geotechnical-related portions of the plans and specifications to evaluate whether they are in
conformance with the recommendations provided in our report. Additionally, to observe compliance with
the intent of recommendations, design concepts, and the plans and specifications, we are of the opinion
that all construction operations dealing with site grading should be observed by an AGEGC representative.
Our construction-phase services will allow for timely design changes if site conditions are encountered
that are different from those described in this report. If we do not have the opportunity to confirm our
interpretations, assumptions, and analyses during construction, we cannot be responsible for the
application of our recommendations to subsurface conditions that are different from those described in
this report.
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LIMITATIONS

This report has been prepared to aid the design team in the completion of this project. The scope is limited
to the specific project and location described herein, and our description of the project represents our
understanding of the significant aspects of the project relevant to the design and construction of the
earthwork, pavements, and sidewalks. In the event that any changes in the design and location of the
roadways as outlined in this report are planned, we should be given the opportunity to review the changes
and to modify or reaffirm the conclusions and recommendations of this report in writing.

The conclusions and recommendations submitted in this report are based on sources of information
discussed in this report. In the performance of subsurface investigations, specific information is obtained
at specific locations at specific times. However, it is acknowledged that variations in soil conditions may
exist between test pit locations. This report does not reflect any variations that may occur between these
explorations. The nature and extent of variation may not become evident until construction. If, during
construction, subsurface conditions different from those encountered in the explorations are observed or
encountered, we should be advised at once so that we can observe and review these conditions and
reconsider our recommendations where necessary.

Sincerely,
Applied Geotechnical Engineering and Geologic Consulting, LLC
’ 1

Robin L. Warren, PE., G.E.,R.G.
Principal
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APPENDIX A
FIELD EXPLORATIONS

The subsurface conditions and materials at the site were investigated on August 14, 2017, with fifteen test
pits, designated TP-1 through TP-15. The locations of the test pits were staked in the field by the project
surveyor, at locations designated by AGEGC.

The test pits were excavated to depths ranging from 3.5 to 6.5 ft below the ground surface using a CAT
336E trackhoe with a 2-ft-wide bucket. All field explorations were observed by an experienced
geotechnical engineer/geologist provided by our firm, who maintained a detailed log of the materials
disclosed during the course of the work. Representative soil samples were saved in airtight sample
containers that were returned to our laboratory for further examination and physical testing. The test pits
were backfilled with the excavation spoils at the completion of our fieldwork.

Logs of the test pits are provided below. Each log presents a descriptive summary of the various types of
material encountered in the test pits and notes the depths where the materials and/or characteristics of the
material change. The terms used to describe the materials encountered in the test pits are defined in Tables
1A and 2A.

Test Pit TP-1

0.0t03.0ft Medium stiff, black Clayey SILT; highly expansive, heavily desiccated.
300501t Medium stiff, brown SILT; trace clay and fine sand.

Groundwater seepage not observed.

No significant caving of test pit sidewalls.

Completed August 14,2017

Test Pit TP-2

00t03.0ft Medium stiff, black Clayey SILT: highly expansive, heavily desiccated. scattered old tree roots.
30t04.51 Medium stiff, brown SILT: trace clay and fine sand.

45t055ft Medium soft (RH-1), brown SI LTSTONE; moderately weathered, close fractures,
Groundwater seepage not observed.

No significant caving of test pit sidewalls.

Completed August 14, 2017

Test Pit TP-3

00to3.0ft Medium stiff, black Clayey SILT; highly expansive, heavily desiccated, irrigation PVC pipe.
3.0t04.0 ft Medium stiff, brown SILT; trace clay and fine sand.

40to5.01t Medium hard (RH-2), brown SI LTSTONE; slightly to moderately weathered, close fractures.
Groundwater seepage not observed.

No significant caving of test pit sidewalls.

Completed August 14, 2017

o T

Page 314 q ot I3



4341-17 Summerfield Estates Phases 23 to 29

Test Pit TP-4

0.0t03.0fi Medium stiff, black Clayey SILT; highly expansive, heavily desiccated.
30t06.0 fi Medium stiff, brown SILT; trace clay and fine sand.

Groundwater seepage not observed.

No significant caving of test pit sidewalls.

Completed August 14, 2017

Test Pit TP-5

0.0to4.5 fi Medium stiff, black Clayey SILT; highly expansive, heavily desiccated.
45t06.0ft Medium stiff, brown SILT; trace clay and fine sand.

Groundwater scepage not observed.

No significant caving of test pit sidewalls.

Completed August 14, 2017

Test Pit TP-6
0.0t03.0 ft Medium stiff, black Clayey SILT; highly expansive, heavily desiccated.
30to6.5 1t Medium stiff, brown SILT; trace clay and fine sand, relict siltstone structure.

Groundwater seepage not observed.
No significant caving of test pit sidewalls.
Completed August 14, 2017

Test Pit TP-7

0.0tod5fi Medium stiff, black Clayey SILT; highly expansive, heavily desiccated.

45t05.0ft Medium soft (RH-1), dark gray SILTSTONE/CLAYSTONE; moderately weathered, close
fractures, thinly bedded.

Groundwater seepage not observed.

No significant caving of test pit sidewalls.

Completed August 14, 2017

Test Pit TP-8

0.0t04.0 ft Medium stiff, black Clayey SILT; highly expansive, heavily desiccated.
4.0t06.0 ft Medium stiff, brown SILT; trace clay and fine sand.

Groundwater seepage not observed.

No significant caving of test pit sidewalls.

Completed August 14, 2017

Test Pit TP-9

0.0t03.0 ft Medium stiff, black Clayey SILT; highly expansive, heavily desiccated, irrigation PVC pipe.
3.0t0 4.0 ft Medium stiff, brown SILT; trace clay and fine sand.

4.0t06.0 ft Medium hard (RH-2), brown SILTSTONE: slightly to moderately weathered, close fractures.
Groundwater seepage not observed.

No significant caving of test pit sidewalls.

Completed August 14, 2017

/7—11
o o o3

Page 315



4541-17 Summerficld Estates Phases 23 to 29

Test Pit TP-10

0.0to2.5ft Medium stiff, black Clayey SILT: highly expansive, heavily desiccated.

25045t Medium hard (RH-2), dark gray SANDSTONE; moderately weathered, close fractures.
Groundwater seepage not observed.

No significant caving of test pit sidewalls.

Completed August 14, 2017

Test Pit TP-11

0.0t03.0 ft Medium stiff, black Clayey SILT: highly expansive, heavily desiccated.
30t05.0 fi Medium stiff, brown SILT: trace clay and fine sand.

Groundwater seepage not observed.

No significant caving of test pit sidewalls.

Completed August 14, 2017

Test Pit TP-12

0.0t02.0ft Medium stiff. black Clayey SILT; highly expansive, heavily desiccated.
20to5.5ft Medium stiff, brown SILT; trace clay and fine sand.

Groundwater seepage not observed.

No significant caving of test pit sidewalls.

Completed August 14, 2017

Test Pit TP-13

0.0to2.5f Medium stiff, black Clayey SILT: highly expansive, heavily desiccated, irrigation PVC pipe.
25t04.0 ft Medium stiff, brown SILT; trace clay and fine sand.

4.0t06.0 fi Medium hard (RH-2), brown SILTSTONE; slightly to moderately weathered, close fractures.
Groundwater seepage not observed.

No significant caving of test pit sidewalls.

Completed August 14,2017

Test Pit TP-14

0.0t02.0 ft Medium stiff, black Clayey SILT; moderately expansive.
20t03.5ft Medium stiff, brown SILT; trace clay and fine sand.
Practical refusal on sandstone at 3.5 f.

Groundwater seepage not observed.

No significant caving of test pit sidewalls.

Completed August 14.20]7

Test Pit TP-15

00t015f Medium stiff, black Clayey SILT: moderately expansive.
1.5t05.0ft Medium stiff, brown SILT; trace clay and fine sand.
Groundwater seepage not observed.

No significant caving of test pit sidewalls.

Completed August 14, 2017
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TABLE 1A: SOIL DESCRIPTION TERMINOLOGY

Consistency

Standard Penetration
Resistance (N-Value)

Coarse-Grained Soils (Sand Size and Larger)

Standard Penetration
Relative Density Resistance (N-Values)
Very Loosc 0-4
Loose 4-10
Medium Dense 10-30
Dense 30-50
Very Dense Over 50

Fine-Grained (Cohesive) Soils
Torvane

Strength, tsf

Undrained Shear

Field Identification

Very Soft 2 Less than 0.125 ¢ Easily penetrated by fist.

Soft 24 0.125-0.25 * Easily penetrated by
thumb.

Medium Stiff 5-8 0.25-0.50 * Penetrated by thumb with
moderate effort.

Stiff 9-15 0.50-1.0 * Readily indented by
thumb but penetrated
only with great effort.

Very Stift 16-30 1.0-2.0 * Readily indented by
thumbnail.

Hard Over 30 Over 2.0 * Indented with difficulty
by thumbnail.

Grain Shape
Term Description
Angular Corners and edges sharp.
Subangular Corners worn off, angles not worn off’
Subrounded Comers and angles worn off, flat surfaces
remain.
Rounded Worn to almost spherical shape.

Grain Size Classification

Boulders 6 to 36 inches

Cobbles 3 to 6 inches

Gravel Y4-%4 inch (fine)
¥+-3 inches (coarse)

Sand No. 200-No. 40 sieve (fine)
No. 40-No. 10 sieve (medium)
No. 10-No. 4 sieve (coarse)

Silt/Clay Pass No. 200 sieve

Modifier for Subclassification

Adjective
Clean
Trace
Some

Sandy, Silty, or Clayey

Percentage of Other Material

in Total Sample

0-1.5
1.5-10
10-30
30-50
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TABLE 2A: ROCK DESCRIPTION TERMINOLOGY

Scale of Rock Hardness (After Panama Canal Company, 1959)

RH-1  Soft Slightly harder than very hard over-burden, rock-like
character, but crumbles or breaks easily by hand.

RH-1 Medium Soft Cannot be crumbled between fingers but can be easily
picked with light blows of the geology hammer.

RH-2  Medium Hard Can be picked with moderate blows of geology hammer.
Can be cut with knife.

RH-3  Hard Cannot be picked with geology hammer but can be chipped
with moderate blows of the hammer-.

RH-4  Very Hard Chips can be broken off only with heavy blows of the
geology hammer.

Terms Used to Describe the Degree of Weathering

Descriptive Term Defining Characteristics
Fresh Rock is unstained. May be fractured but discontinuities
are not stained.

Slight Rock is unstained. Discontinuities show some staining on
their surface but discoloration does not penetrate rock mass.

Moderate Discontinuity surfaces are stained. Discoloration may
extend into rock along discontinuity surfaces.

High Individual rock fragments are thoroughly stained and can
be crushed with pressure hammer. Discontinuous
surfaces are thoroughly stained and may be crumbly.

Severe Rock appears to consist of gravel-sized fragments in a “soil”
matrix. Individual fragments are thoroughly discolored and
can be broken with fingers.

Thickness of Bedding
Massive Beds are 3 feet thick or greater.
Thick Bedding Beds from 1 to 3 feet thick. / /
Medium Bedded Beds from 4 inch to 1 feet thick. / 7— /
Thin Bedded Beds less than 4 inch thick.
/ g 0 7£ /3
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Preface

Soil surveys contain information that affects land use planning in survey areas.
They highlight soil limitations that affect various land uses and provide information
about the properties of the soils in the survey areas. Soil surveys are designed for
many different users, including farmers, ranchers, foresters, agronomists, urban
planners, community officials, engineers, developers, builders, and home buyers.
Also, conservationists, teachers, students, and specialists in recreation, waste
disposal, and pollution control can use the surveys to help them understand,
protect, or enhance the environment.

Various land use regulations of Federal, State, and local governments may impose
special restrictions on land use or land treatment. Soil surveys identify soil
properties that are used in making various land use or land treatment decisions.
The information is intended to help the land users identify and reduce the effects of
soil limitations on various land uses. The landowner or user is responsible for
identifying and complying with existing laws and regulations.

Although soil survey information can be used for general farm, local, and wider area
planning, onsite investigatior: is needed to supplement this information in some
cases. Examples include soil quality assessments (http:/Awww.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/
portal/nrcs/main/soils/health/) and certain conservation and engineering
applications. For more detailed information, contact your local USDA Service Center
(https://offices.sc.egov.usda.gov/locator/app?agency=nrcs) or your NRCS State Soil
Scientist (http://www.nrcs.usda.goviwps/portal/nres/detail/soils/contactus/?
cid=nrcs142p2_053951).

Great differences in soil properties can occur within short distances. Some soils are
seasonally wet or subject to flooding. Some are too unstable to be used as a
foundation for buildings or roads. Clayey or wet soils are poorly suited to use as
septic tank absorption fields. A high water table makes a soil poorly suited to
basements or underground installations.

The National Cooperative Soil Survey is a joint effort of the United States
Department of Agriculture and other Federal agencies, State agencies including the
Agricultural Experiment Stations, and local agencies. The Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS) has leadership for the Federal part of the National
Cooperative Soil Survey.

Information about soils is updated periodically. Updated information is available
through the NRCS Web Soil Survey, the site for official soil survey information.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its
programs and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, disability,
and where applicable, sex, marital status, familial status, parental status, religion,
sexual orientation, genetic information, political beliefs, reprisal, or because all or a
part of an individual's income is derived from any public assistance program. (Not
ali prohibited bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who require

2
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alternative means for communication of program information (Braille, large print,
audiotape, etc.) should contact USDA's TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice
and TDD). To file a complaint of discrimination, write to USDA, Director, Office of
Civil Rights, 1400 Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20250-9410 or
call (800) 795-3272 (voice) or (202) 720-6382 (TDD). USDA is an equal opportunity
provider and employer.
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How Soil Surveys Are Made

Soil surveys are made to provide information about the soils and miscellaneous
areas in a specific area. They include a description of the soils and miscellaneous
areas and their location on the landscape and tables that show soil properties and
limitations affecting various uses. Soil scientists observed the steepness, length,
and shape of the slopes; the general pattern of drainage; the kinds of crops and
native plants; and the kinds of bedrock. They observed and described many soil
profiles. A soil profile is the sequence of natural layers, or horizons, in a soil. The
profile extends from the surface down into the unconsolidated material in which the
soil formed or from the surface down to bedrock. The unconsolidated material is
devoid of roots and other living organisms and has not been changed by other
biological activity.

Currently, soils are mapped according to the boundaries of major land resource
areas (MLRAs). MLRASs are geographically associated land resource units that
share common characteristics related to physiography, geology, climate, water

resources, soils, biological resources, and land uses (USDA, 2006). Soil survey
areas typically consist of parts of one or more MLRA.

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

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

Soil scientists recorded the characteristics of the soil profiles that they studied. They

noted soil color, texture, size and shape of soil aggregates, kind and amount of rock

fragments, distribution of plant roots, reaction, and other features that enable them

to identify soils. After describing the soils in the survey area and determining their

properties, the soil scientists assigned the soils to taxonomic classes (units).

Taxonomic classes are concepts. Each taxonomic class has a set of soil

characteristics with precisely defined limits. The classes are used as a basis for

comparison to classify soils systematically. Soil taxonomy, the system of taxonomic
classification used in the United States, is based mainly on the kind and character

of soil properties and the arrangement of horizons within the profile. After the soil ("t u tl

63‘%25
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scientists classified and named the soils in the survey area, they compared the
individual soils with similar soils in the same taxonomic class in other areas so that
they could confirm data and assemble additional data based on experience and
research.

The objective of soil mapping is not to delineate pure map unit components; the
objective is to separate the landscape into landforms or landform segments that
have similar use and management requirements. Each map unit is defined by a
unique combination of soil components and/or miscellaneous areas in predictable
proportions. Some components may be highly contrasting to the other components
of the map unit. The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way
diminishes the usefulness or accuracy of the data. The delineation of such
landforms and landform segments on the map provides sufficient information for the
development of resource plans. If intensive use of small areas is planned, onsite
investigation is needed to define and locate the soils and miscellaneous areas.

Soil scientists make many field observations in the process of producing a soil map.
The frequency of observation is dependent upon several factors, including scale of
mapping, intensity of mapping, design of map units, complexity of the landscape,
and experience of the soil scientist. Observations are made to test and refine the
soil-landscape model and predictions and to verify the classification of the soils at
specific locations. Once the soil-landscape model is refined, a significantly smaller
number of measurements of individual soil properties are made and recorded.
These measurements may include field measurements, such as those for color,
depth to bedrock, and texture, and laboratory measurements, such as those for
content of sand, silt, clay, salt, and other components. Properties of each soil
typically vary from one point to another across the landscape.

Observations for map unit components are aggregated to develop ranges of
characteristics for the components. The aggregated values are presented. Direct
measurements do not exist for every property presented for every map unit
component. Values for some properties are estimated from combinations of other
properties.

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

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

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

The soil map section includes the soil map for the defined area of interest, a list of
soil map units on the map and extent of each map unit, and cartographic symbols
displayed on the map. Also presented are various metadata about data used to
produce the map, and a description of each soil map unit.
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Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map
measurements.

Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL:
Coordinate System: \Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)

Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator
projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts
distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more
accurate calculations of distance or area are required.

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as
of the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area: Jackson County Area, Oregon, Parts of
Jackson and Klamath Counties
Survey Area Data: Version 14, Mar 23, 2017

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales
1:50,000 or larger.

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Jun 28, 2010—Jul
17,2010

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
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Map Unit Legend

Jackson County Area, Oregon, Parts of Jackson and Klamath Counties (OR632)

Map Unit Symbol I Map Unit Name Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

17C Brader-Debenger loams, 1 to 27.2 22.4%
15 percent slopes

27B Carney clay, 1 to 5 percent 5.1 4.2%
slopes

27D Carney clay, 5 to 20 percent 67.0 55.2%
slopes

33A Coker clay, 0 to 3 percent 52 4.3%
slopes

33C Coker clay, 3 to 12 percent 8.5 7.0%
slopes

43B Darow silty clay loam, 1 to 5 8.4 6.9%
percent slopes

Totals for Area of Interest 1214 100.0%

Map Unit Descriptions

The map units delineated on the detailed soil maps in a soil survey represent the
soils or miscellaneous areas in the survey area. The map unit descriptions, along
with the maps, can be used to determine the composition and properties of a unit.

A map unit delineation on a soil map represents an area dominated by one or more
major kinds of soil or miscellaneous areas. A map unit is identified and named
according to the taxonomic classification of the dominant soils. Within a taxonomic
class there are precisely defined limits for the properties of the soils. On the
landscape, however, the soils are natural phenomena, and they have the
characteristic variability of all natural phenomena. Thus, the range of some
observed properties may extend beyond the limits defined for a taxonomic class.
Areas of soils of a single taxonomic class rarely, if ever, can be mapped without
including areas of other taxonomic classes. Consequently, every map unit is made
up of the soils or miscellaneous areas for which it is named and some minor
components that belong to taxonomic classes other than those of the major soils.

Most minor soils have properties similar to those of the dominant soil or soils in the
map unit, and thus they do not affect use and management. These are called
noncontrasting, or similar, components. They may or may not be mentioned in a
particular map unit description. Other minor components, however, have properties
and behavioral characteristics divergent enough to affect use or to require different
management. These are called contrasting, or dissimilar, components. They
generally are in small areas and could not be mapped separately because of the
scale used. Some small areas of strongly contrasting soils or miscellaneous areas
are identified by a special symbol on the maps. If included in the database for a
given area, the contrasting minor components are identified in the map unit
descriptions along with some characteristics of each. A few areas of minor
components may not have been observed, and consequently they are not
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mentioned in the descriptions, especially where the pattern was so complex that it
was impractical to make enough observations to identify all the soils and
miscellaneous areas on the landscape.

The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way diminishes the
usefulness or accuracy of the data. The objective of mapping is not to delineate
pure taxonomic classes but rather to separate the landscape into landforms or
landform segments that have similar use and management requirements. The
delineation of such segments on the map provides sufficient information for the
development of resource plans. If intensive use of small areas is planned, however,
onsite investigation is needed to define and locate the soils and miscellaneous
areas.

An identifying symbol precedes the map unit name in the map unit descriptions.
Each description includes general facts about the unit and gives important soil
properties and qualities.

Soils that have profiles that are almost alike make up a soil series. Except for
differences in texture of the surface layer, all the soils of a series have major
horizons that are similar in composition, thickness, and arrangement.

Soils of one series can differ in texture of the surface layer, slope, stoniness,
salinity, degree of erosion, and other characteristics that affect their use. On the
basis of such differences, a soil series is divided into soil phases. Most of the areas
shown on the detailed soil maps are phases of soil series. The name of a soil phase
commonly indicates a feature that affects use or management. For example, Alpha
silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is a phase of the Alpha series.

Some map units are made up of two or more major soils or miscellaneous areas.
These map units are complexes, associations, or undifferentiated groups.

A complex consists of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas in such an intricate
pattern or in such small areas that they cannot be shown separately on the maps.
The pattern and proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat similar
in all areas. Alpha-Beta complex, 0 to 6 percent slopes, is an example.

An association is made up of two or more geographically associated soils or
miscellaneous areas that are shown as one unit on the maps. Because of present
or anticipated uses of the map units in the survey area, it was not considered
practical or necessary to map the soils or miscellaneous areas separately. The
pattern and relative proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat
similar. Alpha-Beta association, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example.

An undifferentiated group is made up of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas
that could be mapped individually but are mapped as one unit because similar
interpretations can be made for use and management. The pattern and proportion
of the soils or miscellaneous areas in a mapped area are not uniform. An area can
be made up of only one of the major soils or miscellaneous areas, or it can be made
up of all of them. Alpha and Beta soils, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example.

Some surveys include miscellaneous areas. Such areas have little or no soil
material and support little or no vegetation. Rock outcrop is an example.
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Jackson County Area, Oregon, Parts of Jackson and Klamath Counties

17C—Brader-Debenger loams, 1 to 15 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: hrqc
Elevation: 1,000 to 4,000 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 18 to 35 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 46 to 54 degrees F
Frost-free period: 120 to 180 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Brader and similar soils: 60 percent
Debenger and similar soils: 20 percent
Minor components: 3 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Brader

Setting
Landform: Knolls, ridges
Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit, shoulder
Landform position (three-dimensional): Crest, interfluve, nose slope
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Colluvium derived from sandstone

Typical profile
H1 -0 to 6 inches: loam
H2 - 6 to 13 inches: loam
H3 - 13 to 23 inches: weathered bedrock

Properties and qualities
Slope: 1 to 15 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: 12 to 20 inches to paralithic bedrock
Natural drainage class: Well drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high to
high (0.57 to 1.98 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water storage in profile: Very low (about 2.1 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated). 6e
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 6e
Hydrologic Soil Group: D
Ecological site: LOAMY HILLS 20-35 PZ (RO05XY0260R)
Other vegetative classification: \Well Drained < 15% Slopes (G0O05XY0040R)
Hydric soil rating: No

Description of Debenger
o’ "
Setting M

Landform: Knolls, ridges
[4 of 25
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Landform position (two-dimensional): Summit, shoulder

Landform position (three-dimensional): Crest, interfluve, nose slope
Down-slope shape: Linear

Across-slope shape: Linear

Parent material: Colluvium derived from sandstone

Typical profile
H1-0to 9inches: loam
H2 - 9 to 27 inches: clay loam
H3 - 27 to 37 inches: weathered bedrock

Properties and qualities
Slope: 1 to 15 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: 20 to 40 inches to paralithic bedrock
Natural drainage class: Well drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high to
high (0.57 to 1.98 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water storage in profile: Low (about 4.7 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): 4e
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 4e
Hydrologic Soil Group: C
Ecological site: LOAMY SLOPES 18-24 PZ (R0O05XY0340R)
Other vegetative classification: Well Drained < 15% Slopes (GO05XY0040R)

Hydric soil rating: No

Minor Components

Padigan
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform: Alluvial fans
Ecological site: POORLY DRAINED BOTTOM (ROO5XA0160R)

Hydric soil rating: Yes

Aquepts
Percent of map unit: 1 percent
Landform: Hills
Hydric soil rating: Yes

27B—Carney clay, 1 to 5 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: hrry
Elevation: 1,200 to 4,000 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 18 to 30 inches P n
Mean annual air temperature: 46 to 54 degrees F M
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Frost-free period: 120 to 180 days
Farmland classification: Farmiand of statewide importance

Map Unit Composition
Carney and similar soils: 80 percent
Minor components: 7 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Carney

Setting
Landform: Alluvial fans
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Alluvium and colluvium derived from tuff breccia

Typical profile
H1-0to 6 inches: clay
H2 - 6 to 35 inches: clay
H3 - 35 to 45 inches: weathered bedrock

Properties and qualities
Slope: 1 to 5 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: 20 to 40 inches to paralithic bedrock
Natural drainage class: Moderately well drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Very low to moderately
low (0.00 to 0.06 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 36 to 42 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water storage in profile: Low (about 4.9 inches)

Interpretive groups

Land capability classification (irrigated); 3s

Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 4e

Hydrologic Soil Group: D

Ecological site: DROUGHTY FAN 18-26 PZ (R005XY0240R)

Other vegetative classification: Moderately Well Drained < 15% Slopes
(GO05XYO060R)

Hydric soil rating: No

Minor Components

Phoenix
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform: Alluvial fans
Ecological site: POORLY DRAINED BOTTOM (ROO5XA0160R)
Hydric soil rating: Yes

Padigan
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform: Alluvial fans
Ecological site: POORLY DRAINED BOTTOM (RO05XA0160R)
Hydric soil rating: Yes 0

Cove r M

Percent of map unit: 2 percent
[ of 25
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Landform: Flood plains

Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread

Down-slope shape: Linear

Across-slope shape: Linear

Ecological site: POORLY DRAINED BOTTOM (ROO5XY0160R)
Other vegetative classification: Poorly Drained (GO05XYO090R)
Hydric soil rating: Yes

Aquerts
Percent of map unit: 1 percent
Landform: Alluvial fans
Hydric soil rating: Yes

27D—Carney clay, 5 to 20 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: hrrz
Elevation: 1,200 to 4,000 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 18 to 30 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 46 to 54 degrees F
Frost-free period: 120 to 180 days
Farmland classification: Farmland of statewide importance

Map Unit Composition
Carney and similar soils: 80 percent
Minor components: 6 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Carney

Setting
Landform: Alluvial fans, hillslopes
Landform position (two-dimensional): Shoulder, backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional); Side slope, nose slope, riser
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Alluvium and colluvium derived from tuff breccia

Typical profile
H1 - 0to 6 inches: clay
H2 - 6 to 35 inches: clay
H3 - 35 to 45 inches: weathered bedrock

Properties and qualities
Slope: 5 to 20 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: 20 to 40 inches to paralithic bedrock
Natural drainage class: Moderately well drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Very low to moderately
low (0.00 to 0.06 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 36 to 42 inches IT; u ]

Frequency of flooding: None
) of 25
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Frequency of ponding: None
Available water storage in profile: Low (about 4.9 inches)

Interpretive groups

Land capability classification (irrigated): 4e

Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 4e

Hydrologic Soil Group: D

Ecological site: DROUGHTY FAN 18-26 PZ (R0O05XY0240R)

Other vegetative classification: Moderately Well Drained < 15% Slopes
(GOO5XY0060R)

Hydric soil rating: No

Minor Components

Phoenix
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform: Alluvial fans
Ecological site: POORLY DRAINED BOTTOM (RO05XA0160R)
Hydric soil rating: Yes

Padigan
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform: Alluvial fans
Ecological site: POORLY DRAINED BOTTOM (RO05XA0160R)
Hydric soil rating: Yes

Cove
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform: Flood plains
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Ecological site: POORLY DRAINED BOTTOM (R005XY0160R)
Other vegetative classification. Poorly Drained (G005XY0090R)
Hydric soil rating: Yes

33A—Coker clay, 0 to 3 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: hrs8
Elevation: 1,000 to 4,000 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 18 to 30 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 46 to 54 degrees F
Frost-free period: 120 to 180 days
Farmland classification: Farmland of statewide importance

Map Unit Composition
Coker and similar soils: 80 percent
Minor components: 8 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.
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Description of Coker

Setting
Landform: Alluvial fans
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Clayey alluvium derived from tuff breccia

Typical profile
H1-0to 33 inches: clay
H2 - 33 to 70 inches: clay

Properties and qualities

Slope: 0 to 3 percent

Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches

Natural drainage class: Somewhat poorly drained

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Very low to moderately
low (0.00 to 0.06 in/hr)

Depth to water table: About 6 to 18 inches

Frequency of flooding: None

Frequency of ponding: None

Salinity, maximum in profile: Nonsaline to very slightly saline (0.0 to 2.0
mmhos/cm)

Available water storage in profile: Moderate (about 9.0 inches)

Interpretive groups

Land capability classification (irrigated): 4w

Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 4w

Hydrologic Soil Group: D

Ecological site: SEMI-WET MEADOW (RO05XY0120R)

Other vegetative classification: Somewhat Poorly Drained < 15% Slopes
(GO05XY0080OR)

Hydric soil rating: No

Minor Components

Padigan
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform: Alluvial fans
Ecological site: POORLY DRAINED BOTTOM (ROO5XA0160R)
Hydric soil rating: Yes

Phoenix
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform: Alluvial fans
Ecological site: POORLY DRAINED BOTTOM (RO05XA0160R)
Hydric soil rating: Yes

Cove
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform: Flood plains
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Ecological site: POORLY DRAINED BOTTOM (ROO5XY0160R)
Other vegetative classification: Poorly Drained (GO05XY0090R)

/lu"
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Hydric soil rating: Yes

Gregory
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform: Stream terraces
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Ecological site: POORLY DRAINED BOTTOM (R005XY0160R)
Other vegetative classification: Poorly Drained (G0O05XY0090R)
Hydric soil rating: Yes

33C—Coker clay, 3 to 12 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: hrs9
Elevation: 1,000 to 4,000 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 18 to 30 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 46 to 54 degrees F
Frost-free period: 120 to 180 days
Farmland classification: Farmland of statewide importance

Map Unit Composition
Coker and similar soils: 80 percent
Minor components: 8 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Coker

Setting
Landform: Alluvial fans
Landform position (three-dimensional): Riser
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Clayey alluvium derived from tuff breccia

Typical profile
H1-0to 33 inches: clay
H2 - 33 to 70 inches: clay

Properties and qualities

Slope: 3 to 12 percent

Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches

Natural drainage class: Somewhat poorly drained

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Very low to moderately
low (0.00 to 0.06 in/hr)

Depth to water table: About 6 to 18 inches

Frequency of flooding: None

Frequency of ponding: None

Salinity, maximum in profile: Nonsaline to very slightly saline (0.0 to 2.0
mmbhaos/cm)
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Available water storage in profile: Moderate (about 9.0 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): 4e
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 4e
Hydrologic Soil Group: D
Ecological site: SEMI-WET MEADOW (R005XY0120R)
Other vegetative classification: Somewhat Poorly Drained < 15% Slopes
(GO05XY0080R)
Hydric soil rating: No

Minor Components

Padigan
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform: Alluvial fans
Ecological site: POORLY DRAINED BOTTOM (RO05XA01 60R)
Hydric soil rating: Yes

Phoenix
Percent of map unit. 2 percent
Landform: Alluvial fans
Ecological site: POORLY DRAINED BOTTOM (ROO5XA0160R)
Hydric soil rating: Yes

Cove
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform: Flood plains
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Ecological site: POORLY DRAINED BOTTOM (RO05XY01 60R)
Other vegetative classification: Poorly Drained (GO05XYO0SOR)
Hydric soil rating: Yes

Gregory .

Percent of map unit: 2 percent

Landform: Stream terraces

Landform position (three-dimensional); Tread

Down-slope shape: Linear

Across-slope shape: Linear

Ecological site: POORLY DRAINED BOTTOM (RO0O5XY0160R)
Other vegetative classification: Poorly Drained (GO05XYO090R)
Hydric soil rating: Yes

43B—Darow silty clay loam, 1 to 5 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: hrsn
Elevation: 1,000 to 4,000 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 18 to 30 inches

(/0{”
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Mean annual air temperature: 46 to 54 degrees F
Frost-free period: 120 to 180 days
Farmland classification: All areas are prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Darow and similar soils: 80 percent
Minor components: 7 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Darow

Setting
Landform: Hillslopes
Landform position (two-dimensional): Shoulder, summit
Landform position (three-dimensional): Interfluve, crest, nose slope
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Colluvium derived from sedimentary rock

Typical profile
H1-0to 12 inches: silty clay loam
H2 - 12 to 32 inches: silty clay
H3 - 32 to 42 inches: weathered bedrock

Properties and qualities
Slope: 1 to 5 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: 20 to 40 inches to paralithic bedrock
Natural drainage class: Moderately well drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately low to
moderately high (0.06 to 0.20 in/hr)
Depth to water table; About 36 to 42 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water storage in profile: Low (about 5.6 inches)

Interpretive groups

Land capability classification (irrigated): 3s

Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 4e

Hydrologic Soil Group: D

Ecological site: DROUGHTY NORTH 18-35 PZ (R005XY0320R)

Other vegetative classification: Moderately Well Drained < 15% Slopes
(GOO5XYOD060OR)

Hydric soil rating: No

Minor Components

Padigan
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform: Terraces
Ecological site: POORLY DRAINED BOTTOM (RO05XA0160R)
Hydric soil rating: Yes

Cove
Percent of map unit. 2 percent
Landform: Flood plains
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread / I
Down-slope shape: Linear u
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Across-slope shape: Linear
Ecological site: POORLY DRAINED BOTTOM (RO0O5XY0160R)
Other vegetative classification. Poorly Drained (GOO5XY0090R)

Hydric soil rating: Yes

Gregory
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Landform: Stream terraces
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Ecological site: POORLY DRAINED BOTTOM (RO05XY0160R)
Other vegetative classification: Poorly Drained (GO05XY0090R)
Hydric soil rating: Yes

Aquolls
Percent of map unit: 1 percent
Landform: Alluvial fans
Hydric soil rating: Yes
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Medford — A fantastic piace to live, work and play

CITY OF MEDFORD

LD Date: 11/8/2017
File Number: ZC-17-112
Reference: LDS-06-278, ZC-17-277, E-1 7-274, LDS-12-004, E-12-005, LDS-15-055, LDS-17-051/E-17-052

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT STAFF REPORT
Zone Change — Summerfield at Southeast Park
Phases 23-29

Project: Consideration of a zone change and tentative plat for Phases 23-29 plus
Reserve Acreage, totaling 168 residential lots on approximately 42 acres in
the Southeast Overlay with a combination of SFR-4, SFR-10 and MFR-20
zoning districts.

Location: Located between E Barnett Road and Cherry Lane at the terminus of
Shamrock Drive (371W27 TL 1000, 1001, 1200, 1202.

Applicant:  Applicant Crystal Springs Development Group; Agent: Neathamer
Surveying Inc. Liz Conner, Planner.

The Medford Land Development Code (MLDC), Section 10.227 (2) requires a zone change
application demonstrate Category ‘A’ urban services and facilities are available or can and will
be provided to adequately serve the subject property. The Public Works Department reviews
zone change applications to assure the services and facilities under its Jjurisdiction meet those
requirements. The services and facilities that Public Works Department manages are sanitary
sewers within the City’s service boundary, storm drains, and the transportation system.

I.  Sanitary Sewer Facilities

This site lies within the City of Medford Sewer Service area. There is an existing 8-inch sanitary
sewer main in Shamrock Drive. There is capacity in the existing sanitary sewer system to allow
this Zone Change.

II.  Storm Drainage Facilities

This site lies within the Larson Creek Drainage Basin. The subject property currently drains to
the northwest. The City of Medford has existing storm drain facilities in the area. This site
would be able to connect to these facilities at the time of development.
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III.  Transportation System

Parcels 1000 and 1202 include property from ZC-07-146, which included a condition of approval
that limits the trip generation of the Development to no more than 255 Average Daily Trips
(ADT) before East Barnett Road is widened at the intersection of East Barnett Road and North
Phoenix Road and the second eastbound left turn lane is installed at this intersection. Public
works recently reviewed a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) for a zone change on Parcel 1605 titled
SE Commercial Center Core Area, dated June 21, 201 7, which included the pipeline traffic from
ZC-07-146 and studied this intersection. This TIA proposed changing the northbound and
southbound left turn movements from protected-only to protected-permissive left turns and
showed that this mitigation would allow the intersection to operate at the City’s level-of-service
standard. Public Works recommends the condition from ZC-07-146 be carried forward and
modified as follows:

The development on parcels 1000 and 1202 shall not generate more than 255 ADT before:

¢ East Barnett Road is widened at the intersection of East Barnett Road and North
Phoenix Road and the second eastbound left turn lane is installed at this intersection
Or
* Modifications are made to the existing signal equipment and timing at East Barnett
Road and North Phoenix Road so that the northbound and southbound left turn
movements are changed from protected-only to protected-permissive movements

Prepared by: Doug Burroughs

The above report is based on the information provided with the Zone Change Application submittal and is
subject to change based on actual conditions, revised plans and documents or other conditions. A full report
with additional details on each item as well as miscellaneous requirements for the project, including
requirements for public improvement plans (Construction Plans), design requirements, phasing, draft and
final plat processes, permits, system development charges, pavement moratoriums and construction
inspection shall be provided with a Development Permit Application.
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Medford - A fantastic plai:e to live, work and play

CITY OF MEDFORD

LD Date: 11/8/2017

File Numbers: LDS-17-051
Reference: LDS-06-278, ZC-17-277, E-17-274, LDS-12-004, E-12-005, LDS-15-055, LDS-17-051/E-17-052

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT STAFF REPORT
Summerfield at Southeast Park
Phases 23-29

Project: Consideration of a zone change and tentative plat for Phases 23-29 plus
Reserve Acreage, totaling 168 residential lots on approximately 42 acres in
the Southeast Overlay with a combination of SFR-4, SFR-10 and MFR-20

zoning districts.

Location: Located between E Barnett Road and Cherry Lane at the terminus of
Shamrock Drive (371W27 TL 1000, 1001, 1200, 1202).

Applicant:  Applicant Crystal Springs Development Group; Agent: Neathamer
Surveying Inc. Liz Conner, Planner.

Applicability: The Medford Public Works Department’s conditions of Approval for
Summerfield PUD were adopted by Order of the Medford Planning Commission (PUD-05-247
and also LDS-05-246) on January 26"‘, 2006. In addition, Summerfield at Southeast Park, Phase
14 through 21 was adopted by Order of the Medford Planning Commission (LDS-06-278) and
has since expired on December 14", 2011. Furthermore, the Planning Commission approved
Phases 14 through 21 again on April 26", 2012 with LDS-12-004/E-12-005 and has also since
expired on April 26™, 2017. The Planning Commission approved Phases 16-21 on July 13",
2017 with LDS-17-051/E-17-052 (exception to length of Residential Lane). The adopted
conditions of these actions which have not expired shall remain in full force as originally
adopted except as amended or added to below.

NOTE: Phases 14 and 15 have been developed and the associated final plats have been
approved. Construction plans for Phases 17 & 22A have been approved and public
improvements have commenced with Summerfield Subdivision Phase 17 & 22A Public
Improvement Plans (P1846D). Public Improvement Plans for Phases 16 & 22B
(P1882D) have recently been approved by the City of Medford as of April 27", 2017. At
this time the improvements have yet to be completed for P1846D or P1882D, therefore
criteria for improvements have been included with this report.
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The following items shall be completed and accepted prior to the respective events under
which they are listed:

* Approval of Final Plat:
Right-of-way, construction and/or assurance of the public improvements in
accordance with Medford Land Development Code (MLDC), Section 10.666 &
10.667 (Items A, B & C)

* Issuance of first building permit for residential construction:
Construction of public improvements (Items A through E)

* Issuance of Certificates of Occupancy for individual units:
Sidewalks (Items A2)

A. STREETS
1. Dedications

East Barnett Road is classified as a Minor 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 portion fronting the future alignment of East Barnett
Road to comply with the half width of right-of-way, which is 39-feet. 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 Barnett Road only along the portion fronting the future
alignment, 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.

Shamrock Drive is proposed as a Standard Residential street with a ri ght-of-way width of 63-
feet, consistent with the standard prescribed by MLDC 10.430. The Developer’s surveyor
shall verify the amount of additional right-of-way required.

Waterstone Drive is proposed as Standard Residential street with a right-of-way width of 63-
feet, consistent with the standard prescribed by MLDC 10.430.

Autumn Hills Drive, Bloomfield Street, Rosefield Street, Sapphire Street, Starset Street
and Underwood Street are proposed as Minor Residential streets with a right-of-way width of
55-feet, consistent with the standard prescribed by MLDC 10.430.

Cloverland Street shall dedicate full width of right-of-way between Waterstone Drive and
Sapphire Street, and 27.5-feet plus 15.5-feet south of centerline (total of 43-feet) or to the south
boundary of this development, whichever is greater, from Sapphire Street to the eastern terminus
of the Development.
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Corner radii shall be provided at the right-of-way lines of all intersecting streets per MLDC
10.445.

Streets, as shown on the Tentative Plat, in which any portion terminates to a boundary line of the
Development shall be dedicated to within one foot of the boundary line, and the remaining one
foot shall be granted in fee, as a non-access reserve strip to the City of Medford. Upon approved
dedication of the extension of said streets, the one-foot reserve strip shall automatically be
dedicated to the public use as part of said street without any further action by the City of
Medford (MLDC 10.439).

Public Utility Easements, 10-feet in width, shall be dedicated along the street frontage of all the
Lots within this development (MLDC 10.471).

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 right-of-way and
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 right-of-way and PUE area.

2. Public Improvements
a. Public Streets

East Barnett Road shall be improved to Minor Arterial street standards, along the portion
fronting the future alignment of East Barnett Road, in accordance with MLDC 10.428. The
Developer shall improve the north half plus 12-feet south of the centerline.

The Developer shall receive Street System Development Charge credits for the public
improvements on East Barnett Road along the portion fronting the future alignment of East
Barnett Road per the value established by the Medford Municipal Code, Section 3.815.

If a connection from this Development to East Barnett Road shall be completed (as proposed on
the Tentative Plat) then a 22-foot wide paved access to a paved public street will be required
with this Development and constructed to a full structural pavement section. The access in its
current condition will either need to be tested by a licensed Geotechnical Engineer to see if it
complies with the City’s current standards, or a new paved access shall be installed. An
Engineer would provide the City with pavement structural calculations upon submittal of a
driveway improvement plan to the City. If access to East Barnett Road shall be restricted for use
by the Fire Department only, then improvements to the current access road will not be required.

Shamrock Drive shall be constructed to Standard Residential street standards, along the
frontage of this development, in accordance with MLDC 10.430. The Developer is
stipulating to construct the full width paved street section with the adjacent development
to the north (Summerfield at SE Park Phases 16-21, LDS-17-05 1). If this is not completed
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prior to the construction of this development, the Developer shall improve the south half
plus 8-feet north of the centerline along the frontage of this development. However, if the
development to the north completes street improvements prior to this development
commencing street improvements, then the Developer shall improve the remaining south
half to provide an 18-foot half street width.

Waterstone Drive shall be constructed to Standard Residential street standards, in
accordance with MLDC 10.430.

Autumn Hills Drive, Bloomfield Street, Rosefield Street, Sapphire Street, Starset Street
and Underwood Street shall be constructed to Minor Residential street standards, in accordance
with MLDC 10.430.

Cloverland Street shall be constructed to full width Minor Residential street standards, in
accordance with MLDC 10.430 between Waterstone Drive and Sapphire Street. The Developer
shall improve, at minimum, the north half plus 12-feet south of the centerline from Sapphire
Street to the eastern terminus of the Development. The Developer is stipulating to construct the
full width paved street section with this development along the entire portion of this street within
this development.

b. Street Lights and Signing

The Developer shall provide and install in compliance with Section 10.495 of the Medford
Municipal Code (MMC). Based on the preliminary plan submitted, the following number
of street lights and signage will be required:

Street Lighting — Developer Provided & Installed:
A. 1-Type C-310 HPS
B. 23 - Type R 100 HPS
C. Multi Base Mounted Cabinets (BMCs) serving street lighting and to be

determined (TBD) Pedestrian Lighting System.
a. Design Pedestrian lighting per Municipal Code 10.380 showing conduit/wire/load
calculations for placements/quantity of lighting system. Submit for review/approval.

Traffic Signs and Devices — City Installed. paid by the Developer:
A. 4 -Barricades
B. 19 - Street Name Signs
C. 1 - Stop Sign
D. 1 - Speed Sign

Numbers are subject to change if changes are made to the plans. All street lights shall be
installed per City standards and be shown on the public improvement plans. Public
Works will provide preliminary street light locations upon request. All street lights shall
be operating and turned on at the time of the final “walk through” inspection by the
Public Works Department.

The Developer shall pay for City installed signage required by the development. City installed
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signs include, but are not limited to, street name signs, stop signs, speed signs, school signs, dead
end signs, and dead end barricades. Sign design and placement shall be per the Manual on
Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD). All signs shall be shown on the public
improvement plans and labeled as City installed.

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 the Developer.

c. Pavement Moratoriums
There are no pavement cutting moratoriums currently in effect along the respective frontages.

The Developer shall be responsible for notifying by certified letter all utility companies, as well
as all current property owners of parcels which are adjacent to any Public Street being
constructed or paved as part of this project. The letter shall inform the utility companies and
property owners of the City's street moratorium policy with respect to pavement cutting for
future utility services. The utility companies and property owners shall be given the opportunity
to install utility services within the right-of-way prior to paving and the subsequent moratorium.
Notifications shall be mailed by the Developer at least 6 months before a street is resurfaced or
rebuilt per Medford Municipal Code (MMC), Section 3.070. Copies of the certifications shall be
submitted to the City Engineer with the submittal of the preliminary construction drawings.

d. Soils Report

The Developer’s Engineer shall obtain a soils report to determine if there is shrink-swell
potential in the underlying soils in this development. If they are present, they shall be accounted
for in the roadway and sidewalk design within this Development. The soils report shall be
completed by a licensed Geotechnical Engineer in the state of Oregon.

e. Access and Circulation

Driveway access and street circulation to and through the proposed development shall comply
with MLDC 10.550 and 10.426, as applicable.

MLDC 10.426.B.1 requires that street arrangement result in a comparable level of overall
connectivity if it departs from an adopted neighborhood circulation plan. The Southeast
Circulation Plan shows two east-west local streets extending to the east between Shamrock Drive
and Barnett Road; the submitted layout only shows one (Cloverland Street). Public Works
recommends the extension of Rosefield Street or Starset Street to the eastern boundary of the
development to satisfy this requirement.

Discretionary Condition: The Traffic Impact Analysis for ZC-07-146 titled Mahar Homes, Inc.
17.09 Acre Zone Change Southeast Plan, dated April 6, 2007, assumed that East Barnett Road
and Shamrock Drive would provide access from the site to North Phoenix Road. Since neither
of these connections have been completed, all site generated traffic will travel north to Calle

P:AStaff Reports\LDS\2017\ALDS-17-113_ZC-17-112 Summerfield Phases 23-29 Zone Change & Reserve Acreage\LDS-17-113 Staff Report-LD.docx

Page 5
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
CITY OF MEDFOR& 12
EXHIBIT # W D
Page 350 File # 2C-17-112/LDS-17-113



Vista Drive or Cherry Lane. Cherry Lane is classified as a Major Collector street. Calle Vista
Drive is classified as a Standard Residential street. For traffic originating south of Calle Vista
Drive and ultimately heading south on North Phoenix Road, Calle Vista Drive provides the most
direct route. Public Works has received multiple requests from the neighborhood regarding the
amount of traffic on Calle Vista Drive and has been monitoring the intersection of Calle Vista
Drive and North Phoenix Road. A signal warrant analysis was completed using 2017 count
data. Warrant 1, 8-hour volume and Warrant 2, 4-hour volume were both met. However, a
traffic signal cannot be installed at this intersection for two reasons. First, MLDC 10.463
requires a minimum of 1,320 feet between traffic signals on Arterial streets and the signalized
intersection of Cherry Lane and North Phoenix Road is 700’ to the north. Second, the Southeast
Circulation Plan element of the Medford Comprehensive Plan calls for a center median in North
Phoenix Road resulting in right-in/right-out only turning movements at this intersection. Due to
the lack of alternate routes, the traffic generated by this development will increase the amount of
traffic on Calle Vista Drive. Considering that this intersection already meets signal warrants,
Public Works recommends that the Development install a center median in North Phoenix Road
at Calle Vista Drive to limit Calle Vista Drive to right-in/right-out only turning movements as
called for in the Southeast Circulation Plan.

f. Easements

All public sanitary sewer or storm drain mains shall be located in paved public streets or within
easements. A 12-foot wide paved access shall be provided to any public manholes which are not
constructed within the street section.

Easements shall be shown on the final plat and the public improvement plans for all sanitary
sewer and storm drain mains or laterals which cross lots, including any common area, other than
those being served by said lateral. The City requires that easement(s) do not run down the
middle of two tax lot lines, but rather are fully contained within one tax lot.

3. Section 10.668 Analysis
To support a condition of development that an applicant dedicate 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 Sairly compensate the
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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 to: development of
a balanced transportation system addressing all modes of travel, including motor vehicles,
transit, bicycles, and pedestrians. 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. It has been
described as comparing apples to oranges. Further, we are allowed to consider the benefits to the
development from the dedication and improvements when determining “rough proportionality.”

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.

Barnett Road is classified as a Minor Arterial street per the adopted Circulation Plan. It is the
primary connector to North Phoenix Road from the development to the east. As a Minor
Arterial, Barnett Road will have one travel lane in each direction, a center-turn median, bike
lanes in each direction, and sidewalks. It will provide safe travel for vehicles, bicycles, and
pedestrians. As a higher order street, it is eligible for street SDC credits for both the right-of-
way and roadway improvements, per MMC, Section 3.815 (5). Street SDC credits offset costs to
the Developer and is the mechanism provided by the City of Medford to fairly compensate the
applicant for the excess burden of dedicating for and constructing higher order streets.

Shamrock Drive, Waterstone, Drive, Autumn Hills Drive, Bloomfield Street, Cloverland
Street, Rosefield Street, Sapphire Street, Starset Street and Underwood Street: In
determining rough proportionality, the City averaged the lineal footage of roadway per dwelling
unit for road improvements and averaged square foot of right-of-way per dwelling unit for
dedications. The proposed development has 168 dwelling units and will improve approximately
11,385 lineal feet of roadway which equates to 59.3 lineal feet per dwelling unit. Also the
development will dedicate approximately 582,265 square feet of right-of-way which equates to
approximately 3,466 square feet per dwelling unit.

To determine proportionality a neighborhood with similar characteristics was used. The
development used was pervious phases of Summerfield Subdivision located between Stanford
and Lone Oak and Cherry Lane and Shamrock and consisted of 152 dwelling units. The
pervious development improved approximately 7,530 lineal feet of roadway and dedicated
approximately 425,230 square feet of right-of-way (GIS data used to calculate, approximations
only). This equates to approximately 49.5 lineal feet of road per dwelling unit and
approximately 2,800 square feet of right-of-way per dwelling unit.
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a. Dedication will ensure that new development and density intensification provides the
current level of urban services. This development will create an additional 56 Lots
within the City of Medford and increase vehicular traffic by approximately 533 average
daily trips. The proposed street improvements will provide a safe environment of all
modes of travel (vehicular, bicycles, & pedestrians) to and from this development.

b. Dedication will ensure adequate street circulation is maintained. The street layout and
connectivity proposed in this development will provide alternate route choices for the
residents that will live in this neighborhood. This will decrease emergency vehicle
response times and will decrease overall vehicle miles traveled.

¢. Dedication will provide access and transportation connections at urban level of service
standards for this development. Each Lot in this development will have direct access to a
public street with facilities that will allow for safe travel for vehicles, bicycles and
pedestrians. There is also sufficient space for on-street parking with the exception of
Lone Oak Drive. The connections proposed in this development will enhance the
connectivity for all modes of transportation and reduce trip lengths. As trip lengths are
reduced, it increases the potential for other modes of travel including walking and
cycling.

d. Dedication of connecting streets will decrease emergency response times and provide
emergency vehicles alternate choices in getting to an incident and reducing miles
traveled.

e. Dedication of PUE will benefit development by providing public utility services, which
are out of the roadway and more readily available to each Lot being served.

f.  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 and improved for this development is
necessary and roughly proportional to that required in previous adjacent developments to
provide a transportation system that meets the needs for urban level services.

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 and improved for this development is necessary and roughly
proportional to that required in previous developments in the vicinity to provide a transportation
system that meets the needs for urban level services.

B. SANITARY SEWERS

The proposed development is situated within the Medford sewer service area. The Developer
shall provide one service lateral to each platted lot prior to approval of the Final Plat.

Public sanitary sewer mains shall be extended on their courses to the exterior boundaries of this
subdivision, such that future development can extend service without having to excavate back
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into the improvements provided by this subdivision.

C. STORM DRAINAGE

1. Hydrology

The Design Engineer shall provide an investigative report of the off-site drainage on the
subdivision perimeter, a distance not less than 100-feet in all directions. All off-site drainage
affecting the subdivision shall be addressed on the subdivision drainage plan. A hydrology map
depicting the amount of area the subdivision will be draining shall be submitted with hydrology
and hydraulic calculations. The opening of each curb inlet shall be sized in accordance with
ODOT design standards. These calculations and maps shall be submitted with the public
improvement plans for approval by the Engineering Division.

Developer shall provide the City with concurrence from the US Army Corps of Engineers to fill
in the existing drainage which bisects this proposed development.

2. Stormwater Detention and Water Quality Treatment

This development shall provide stormwater detention in accordance with MLDC, Section
10.486, and water quality treatment in accordance with the Rogue Valley Stormwater Quality
Manual per MLDC, Section 10.481. For developments over five acres, Section 10.486 requires
that the development set a minimum of 2% of the gross area as open space to be developed as
open ponds for stormwater detention and treatment.

Each phase will be required to have its own stormwater detention and water quality treatment. If
the Developer desires to do so, a Stormdrain Masterplan may be submitted in lieu of requiring
each phase to have separate stormwater detention and water quality treatment. The Stormdrain
Masterplan shall be submitted and reviewed with each phase’s construction plans and shall be
constructed with any phase to be served by the facility.

Upon completion of the project, the Developer’s design Engineer shall provide written
certification to the Engineering Division that construction of the water quality and detention
facilities were constructed per plan. This letter shall be received by the City of Medford Public
Works Engineering Department prior to acceptance of the subdivision.

The City is responsible for operational maintenance of the public detention facility, irrigation and
maintenance of landscape components shall be the responsibility of the Developer or a Home
Owners Association (HOA). The Developer’s Engineer shall provide an operations and
maintenance manual for the facility that addresses responsibility for landscape maintenance prior
to subdivision acceptance. Regarding water quality maintenance, the Rogue Valley Stormwater
Quality Design Manual states: “Vegetation shall be irrigated and mulched as needed to maintain
healthy plants with a density that prevents soil erosion.”

3. Grading

A comprehensive grading plan showing the relationship between adjacent property and the
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proposed subdivision will be submitted with the public 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.

4. Mains and Laterals

The Developer shall show all existing and proposed Storm Drain mains, channels, culverts,
outfalls and easements on the Conceptual Grading and Drainage Plan and the final Construction
Plans.

In the event the lot drainage should drain to the back of the lot, the Developer shall be
responsible for constructing a private drain line, including a tee at the low point of each lot to
provide a storm drain connection. All roof drains and foundation drains shall be connected
directly to a storm drain system.

A storm drain lateral shall be constructed to each tax lot prior to approval of the Final Plat.

5. Wetlands

The Developer shall contact the Division of State Lands for the approval and/or clearance of the
subject property with regards to wetlands and/or waterways.

6. Erosion Control

Subdivisions of one acre and greater require a run-off and erosion control permit from DEQ. The
approved permit must be submitted to the Engineering Division prior to public improvemem
plan approval. The erosion prevention and sediment control plan shall be included as part of the
plan set. All disturbed areas shall have vegetation cover prior to final inspection/"walk-through"
for this subdivision.

D. SURVEY MONUMENTATION

All survey monumentation shall be in place, field-checked, and approved by the City Surveyor
prior to the final "walk-through" inspection of the public improvements by City staff,

E. GENERAL CONDITIONS

1. Design Requirements and Construction Drawings

All public improvements shall be constructed in accordance with the “Engineering Design
Standards for Public Improvements”, adopted by the Medford City Council. Copies of this
document are available in the Public Works Engineering office.

2. Construction Plans

Construction drawings for any public improvements for this project shall be prepared by a
Professional Engineer currently licensed in the State of Oregon, and submitted to the
Engineering Division of Medford Public Works Department for approval. Construction drawings
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for public improvements shall be submitted only for the improvements to be constructed with
each phase. Approval shall be obtained prior to beginning construction. Only a complete set of
construction drawings (3 copies) shall be accepted for review, including plans and profiles for all
streets, minimum access drives, sanitary sewers, storm drains, and street lights as required by the
govemning commission’s Final Order, together with all pertinent details and calculations. A
checklist for public improvement plan submittal can be found on the City of Medford, Public
Works web site (http://www.ci.medford.or.us/Page.asp?NavID=3103). The Developer shall pay
a deposit for plan review and construction inspection prior to final plan approval. Public Works
will keep track of all costs associated with the project and, upon our acceptance of the completed
project, will reconcile the accounting and either reimburse the Developer any excess deposit or
bill the Developer for any additional amount not covered by the deposit. The Developer shall pay
Public Works within 60 days of the billing date or will be automatically turned over for
collections.

In order to properly maintain an updated infrastructure data base, the Surveyor of Record shall
submit an as-built survey prior to the Final Inspection and, the Engineer of Record shall submit
mylar “as-constructed” drawings to the Engineering Division within sixty (60) calendar days of
the Final Inspection (walk through). Also, the Engineer shall coordinate with the utility
companies, and show all final utility locations on the "as built" drawings.

3. Phasing

The Tentative Plat shows that this subdivision will be developed in phases. Any public
improvements needed to serve a particular phase shall be improved at the time each
corresponding phase is being developed. Public improvements not necessarily included within
the geometric boundaries of any given phase, but are needed to serve that phase shall be
constructed at the same time. Construction drawings for public improvements shall be submitted
only for the improvements to be constructed with each phase.

4. Draft of Final Plat

The Developer shall submit 2 copies of the preliminary draft of the final plat at the same time the
public improvement plans (3 copies) are submitted. Neither lot number nor lot line changes shall
be allowed on the plat after that time, unless approved by the City and all utility companies.

5. Permits

Building Permit applications for vertical construction shall not be accepted by the Building
Department until the Final Plat has been recorded, and a “walk through” inspection has been
conducted and approval of all public improvements as required by the Planning Commission has
been obtained for this development.

Concrete or block walls built within a PUE, or within sanitary sewer or storm drain easements
require review and approval from the Engineering Division of Public Works. Walls shall require
a separate permit from the Building Department and may also require certification by a
Professional Engineer.
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6. System Development Charges (SDC)

Buildings in this development are subject to sewer collection, treatment and street SDCs. These
SDC fees shall be paid at the time individual building permits are taken out.

This development is also subject to storm drain system development charges, the Developer is
eligible for storm drain system development charge credits for the installation of storm drain pipe
which is 24 inches in diameter or larger and is not used for storm drain detention in accordance
with Medford Municipal Code (MMC), Section 3.891. The storm drain system development
charge shall be collected at the time of the approval of the final plat

7. Construction and Inspection

Contractors proposing to do work on public streets, sewers, or storm drains shall ‘prequalify’
with the Engineering Division prior to starting work. Contractors shall work off a set of public
improvement drawings, that have been approved by the City of Medford Engineering Division.
Any work within the County right-of-way shall require a separately issued permit to perform
from the County.

For City of Medford facilities, the Public Works Maintenance Division requires that public
sanitary sewer and storm drain mains be inspected by video camera prior to acceptance of these
systems by the City.

Where applicable, the Developer shall bear all expenses resulting from the adjustment of
manholes to finish grades as a result of changes in the finish street grade.

Prepared by: Doug Burroughs
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SUMMARY CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
Summerfield at Southeast Park Phases 23-29 - LDS-17-112

A. Streets

1. Street Dedications to the Public:

*  Dedicate additional right-of-way on East Barnett Road, as required.

*  Dedicate additional right-of-way on Shamrock Drive, as required.

®  Dedicate full width right-of-way (63’) on Waterstone Drive.

*  Dedicate full width right-of-way (55°) on Autumn Hills Drive, Bloomfield Street, Cloverland Street (from
Waterstone Drive to Sapphire Street), Rosefield Street, Sapphire Street, Starset Street and Underwood Street.

*  Dedicate right-of-way on Cloverland Street, as required (from Sapphire Street to the eastern terminus of the
Development).

*  Dedicate 10-foot public utility easements (PUE).

2. Public Improvements:

*  Improve Barnett Road to Minor Arterial street standards.

*  Improve Shamrock Drive half plus 8’, to Standard Residential strect standards, as required.

*  Construct Waterstone Drive full width, to Standard Residential street standards.

*  Construct Autumn Hills Drive, Bloomfield Street, Cloverland Street (from Waterstone Drive to Sapphire
Street), Rosefield Street, Sapphire Street, Starset Street and Underwood Street full width, to Minor
Residential street standards.

*  Construct Cloverland Street half plus 12, as required (from Sapphire Street to the eastern terminus of the
Development).

* A 22-foot wide paved access to the ncarest paved public street, if East Barnett Road is not restricted to Fire
Department access only.

Lighting and Signing
*  Developer supplics and installs all street lights at own expense.
=  City installs traffic signs and devices at Developer’s expernse.

Other
*  Provide pavement moratorium letters.
o Provide soils report.

B. Sanitary Sewer:

*  Provide a private lateral to each lot.

C. Storm Drainage:

*  Provide an investigative drainage report.

*  Provide water quality and detention facilities.

=  Provide a comprehensive grading plan.

*  Provide storm drain laterals to each tax lot.

©  Provide DSL signoff.

o  Provide concurrence from the US Army Corps of Engineers to fill in drainage.
®  Provide Erosion Control Permit from DEQ.

D. Survey Monumentation
=  Provide all survey monumentation.

E. General Conditions
*  Provide public improvement plans and drafts of the final plat.

® = 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 improvement plans (Construction Plans), design requirements, phasing, draft and final plat
processes, permits, system development charges, pavement moratoriums and construction inspection.
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BOARD OF WATER COMMISSIONERS

2% Staff Memo

MEDFORD WATER COMMISSION

TO: Planning Department, City of Medford
FROM: Rodney Grehn P.E., Water Commission Staff Engineer

SUBJECT: ZC-17-112 & LDS-17-113
PARCEL ID:  371W27 TL's 1000, 1001, 1200, 1202

PROJECT: Consideration of a zone change and tentative plat for Phases 23-29 plus Reserve
Acreage, totaling 168 residential lots on approximately 42 acres in the Southeast
Overlay with a combination of SFR-4, SFR-10 and MFR-20 zoning districts,
located between E Barnett Road and Cherry Lane at the terminus of Shamrock
Drive. 371W27 TL 1000, 1001, 1200, 1202) Applicant Crystal Springs
Development Group; Agent: Neathamer Surveying Inc. Liz Conner, Planner.

DATE: November 8, 2017

| 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, uniess otherwise arranged with MWC.

3. The applicant or their civil engineer shall coordinate with MWC Engineering Staff for water
facility layout (Master Plan of Water Lines) for proposed development within MWC Pressure
Zone 2 south of Shamrock Drive, north of E Barnett Road, and east of Waterstone Drive.

4. A hydraulic analysis will be required to verify fire flow requirements in Summerfield at South
East Park Phases 23-29. Depending on resuits of hydraulic analysis construction of Phases
may be dependent upon construction of Barnett Pump Station No. 2.

5. Installation of a 16-inch water line is required in Waterstone Drive between Shamrock Drive
and E Barnett Road. Coordinate with MWC engineering staff for reimbursement for oversizing
of water lines.

6. Installation of 12-inch water lines is required in Shamrock Drive, and 8-inch water lines in all
other proposed residential streets within all phases of subdivision.

7. Dedication of a 10 foot wide (minimum) access and maintenance easement to MWGC over
all water facilities located outside of public right-of-way is required. Transmission water
mains require a 20-foot wide easement. Easement shall be submitted to MWC for review
and recordation prior to construction.

CITY OF MEDFORD
of %
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BOARD OF WATER COMMISSIONERS

Staff Memo

=2
MEDFORD WATER COMMISSION

COMMENTS
1. The MWC system does have adequate capacity to serve this property.
2. Off-site water line installation may be required.
3. On-site water facility construction is required. (See Condition 5 & 6 above)
4. MWC-metered water service does not exist to this property.
3. Access to MWC water lines is available. There is an existing 12-inch MWC Pressure Zone 2

water line located in Lone Oak Drive and also in Shamrock Drive. There is an existing 16-inch
water line in E Barnett Road (Pressure Zone 1 Line).

i

K
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Medford Fire Department

200 5. Ivy Street, Room #180
Medford, OR 97501
Phone: 774-2300; Fax: 541-774-2514;
www.medfordfirerescue.org

LAND DEVELOPMENT REPORT - PLANNING

To: Liz Conner LD Meeting Date: 11/08,2017
From: Greg Kleinberg Report Prepared: 11/06/2017

Applicant: Applicant Crystal Springs Development Group; Agent: Neathamer Surveying
File# LDS -17 - 113 Associated File#s: zC -17 - 112

Site Name/Description:

Consideration of a zone change and tentative plat for Phases 23-29 plus Reserve Acreage, totaling 168 residential lots
on approximately 42 acres in the Southeast Overlay with a combination of SFR-4, SFR-10 and MFR-20 zoning districts,
located between E Barnett Road and Cherry Lane at the terminus of Shamrock Drive. 371W27 TL 1000, 1001, 1200,
1202) Applicant Crystal Springs Development Group; Agent: Neathamer Surveying Inc. Liz Conner, Planner.

DESCRIPTION OF CORRECTIONS REFERENCE

Requirement FIRE HYDRANTS OFC 508.5

Fire hydrants with reflectors will be required for this project.

Fire hydrant locations shall be as follows: Nineteen (19) total fire hydrants will be required for this project in the
following recommended locations: One on the corner of Waterstone Dr/Bloomfield St near lot 672; One on the corner
of Sapphire St/Bloomfield St near lot 667; One on the corner of Autumn Hills Dr/Bloomfield St near lot 738; One on
the corner of Shamrock Dr/lUnderwood St near lot 813; One on the corner of Waterstone Dr/Rosefield St near lot
690; One on the corner of Sapphire St/Rosefield St near lot 685; One on the corner of Autumn Hills Dr/Rosefield St
near lot 757; One in front of lots 752/753; One in front of lots 810/811; One on the corner of Sapphire St/Starset St
near lot 712; One on the corner of Autumn Hills Dr/Starset St near lot 779; One in front of lots 773/774; One in front
of lots 805/806; One on the corner of Waterstone Dr/Cloverland St near lot 705; One on the corner of Sapphire
St/Cloverland St near lot 724; One on the corner of Autumn Hills Dr/Cloverland St near Iot 801; One in front of lots
795/796, One on the corner of Underwood St/Cloverland St near lot 802; and One on the corner of Barnett
Rd/Waterstone Dr near lot 821.

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 Medford Fire Department for review and
approval prior to construction. Submittal shall include a copy of this review (OFC 501.3).

Requirement MEDFORD CODE STREET DESIGN OPTIONS MEDFORD 10.430
Section 10.430 of the Medford Code states the following:

In order to ensure that there is at least twenty (20) feet of unobstructed clearance for fire apparatus, the developer
shall choose from one of the following design options:

(a) Clustered, offset (staggered) driveways (see example) (design approved by Fire Department), and fire hydrants
located at intersections with the maximum fire hydrant spacing along the street of 250-feet.

(b) All dwellings that front and take access from minor residential streets to be equipped with a residential (NFPA
13D) fire sprinkler system, and fire hydrants located at intersection with the maximum fire hydrant spacing along the

street of 500-feet.
CITY OF MED
EXHIBIT # 2 e d2
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Medford Fire Department

200 8. Ivy Street, Room #180
Medford, OR 97501
Phone: 774-2300; Fax: 541-774-2514;
www.medfordfirerescue.org

LAND DEVELOPMENT REPORT - PLANNING

To: Liz Conner LD Meeting Date: 11/08/2017
From: Greg Kleinberg Report Prepared: 11/06/2017

Applicant: Applicant Crystal Springs Development Group; Agent: Neathamer Surveying
File#: LDS -17 - 113 Associated File#'s: zC -17 - 112

Site Name/Description:

(c) Total paved width of 33-feet with five-and-a-half (5 %) foot planter strips.

The Oregon Fire Code requires; "Fire apparatus access roads shall have an unobstructed width of ot less than 20
feet and unobstructed vertical clearance of not less than 13 feet 6 inches" (OFC 503.2.1). "The required width of a
fire apparatus access road shall not be obstructed in any manner, including parking of vehicles. Minimum required
widths and clearances established in Section 503.2.1, shall be maintained at all times." (OFC 503.4).

When the clustered-offset driveway option is chosen, a note indicating driveway locations shall be included on the
final plat. In areas where the clustered-offset option cannot be utilized because of lot layout, parking restrictions may
apply in certain areas and No Parking - Fire Lane signs may be required.

Minor residential streets have a 28 foot paved surface. When vehicles are parked on both sides of the street there is
14 feet for fire department access, which is considerably less than the 20 foot requirement. Fire department pumpers
are approximately 9 feet wide, this leaves approximately 2.5 feet on each side to remove equipment, drag hose, etc.
We normally dispatch 3 fire engines and the ladder truck to all reported structure fires. The 14 feet becomes so
congested that fire engines and or ambulances are required to back-up to leave the fire scene. Sometimes the on
scene equipment is dispatched to another alarm. This backing up slows response times. The citizens of the City of
Medford have certain expectations that when they require our assistance we will arrive in a timely manner. With a 20
foot clear and unobstructed width engines are able to pass on the side when necessary to respond to another
incident or clear to return to their assigned area.

Development shall comply with access and water supply requirements in accordance with the 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 (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 Oreqon 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 the information provided only.

Design and installation shall meet the Oregon requirements of the IBC, IFC, IMC and NFPA standards.
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MEDFORD

PARK

TO: Planning Department

FROM: Haley Cox — Parks Planner
Adam Airoldi — City Arborist

SUBJECT: PARKS REVIEW OF ZC-17-112/LDS-17-113

DATE: December 6, 2017

The Parks Planner reviewed the Summerfield at South East Park Phase 23-29 plans and had
the following recommendations:

1. Prior to Final Plat approval and dedication of the Greenway to the City of Medford, the
applicant shall obtain approval for greenway design plans from the Medford Parks,
Recreation and Facilities Management Department.

2. The applicant shall include safety measures in Greenway design plans for all mid-block
crossings prior to Final Plat approval.

The City Arborist has reviewed the applicant’s Tree Plan and Schedule and had the following
recommendations:

1. Tree planting spec should match “CITY TREE DETAIL" found on the Information for
Architects page on the City's website. (current spec differs regarding removal of foreign
material from root ball, and does not indicate that a root barrier should be specified if
within 3' of hardscape) http://www.ci.medford.or.us/Page.asp?NaviD=1107

2. SE Area Plan requires 100% canopy coverage over sidewalks, ensure that once
driveways have been built adequate coverage is maintained.

CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT #
File # ZC-17-112/ LDS-17-113
CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT | CUSTOMER SERVICE /E’A;l;&\'\
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Liz A. Conner
\

From: David Haight <David.R.Haight@state.or.us>
Sent: Monday, October 30, 2017 1:17 PM

To: Liz A. Conner

Subject: File No. ZC-17-112/LDS-17-113

Elizabeth,

The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife is not opposed to the proposed project: Summerfield at South East Park
Phase 23-29 and Reserve Acreage. There are, however, two small drainages that flow through the property. These
drainages have been heavily impacted by past agricultural activities. We recommend that the applicant determine if
wetlands are present on the properties. If so, the wetland areas should be either avoided or mitigated for as required by
State law. We also would like additional information concerning how water in the drainages will be conveyed through
the site, and how storm water will be managed.

Thank you,

David R. Haight

Fisheries Biologist

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
1495 East Gregory Road

Central Point, OR 97502
541-826-8774, ext 224
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STAFF MEMO

To: Liz Connor
From: Jennifer Ingram, Address Technician
Date: 11/8/17

Subject: LDS-17-113

I'am recommending, but not requiring, an alternate street name for the proposed Starset Street, as there
are already many street names beginning with Star.

CITY OF MEDFORD
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Memo

To:

Elizabeth Conner, Planning Department

From: Mary Montague, Building Department

CC:

Bob Neathamer, Applicant

Date: October 31,2017

ZC-17-112/L.DS-17-113; Summerfield at Southeast Park Phases 23-29

Building Department:

Please Note: This is not a plan review. These are general notes based on general information
provided. Plans need to be submitted and will be reviewed by a residential plans examiner to
determine if there are any other requirements for this occupancy type. Please contact the front
counter for fees.

Applicable Building Codes are 2014 ORSC with additional Oregon amendments to the 2011
ORSC; 2014 OPSC; and 2014 OMSC. 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.

All plans are to be submitted electronically. Information on the website: www.ci.medford.or.us
Go to “City Departments” at top of screen; click on “Building”; click on “ELECTRONIC PLAN
REVIEW (ePlans)” for information.

Site Excavation permit required to develop, install utilities.
Demo Permit is required for any buildings being demolished.

A site specific soils geotech report is required by a Geotech Engineer prior to foundation
inspections. The report must contain information on how you will prepare the lot for building and a
report confirming the lot was prepared per their recommendations.

CITY OF MEDFORD
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Liz A. Conner

From: CAINES Jeff <Jeff CAINES@aviation.state.or.us>
Sent: Monday, November 06, 2017 3:00 PM

To: Liz A. Conner

Subject: ZC-17-112 / LDS-17-113 - ODA Comments
Elizabeth:

Thank you for allowing ODA to comment on the proposed zone change and plat for Summerfield at
South East Park. ODA has reviewed the proposed development and have the following comments.
Due to the distance between the proposed development and the fact that there are existing
developments between this site and the airport; ODA finds that the development will not pose a
hazard to air navigation; therefore no FAA form 7460-1 will be required.

Feel free to contact me if you or the applicant have any questions.

Jeff

Jeff Caines, AICP

Oregon Department of Aviation
Aviation Planner / SCIP Coordinator
3040 25th St. SE | Salem, OR 97302
Office: 503.378.2529

Cell/ Text: 503.507.6965
Email: Jeff.Caines @ aviation.state.or.us

A CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE**#**

This e-mail may contain information that is privileged, confidential, or otherwise exempt from disclosure under
applicable law. If you are not the addressee or it appears from the context or otherwise that you have received this e-mail
in error, please advise me immediately by reply e-mail, keep the contents confidential, and immediately delete the
message and any attachments from your system.
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* RECEIVED

ZONE CHANGE APPLICATION SEP 20 2017
PLANNING DEPT

TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS FORM

A. Form to be filled out and signed by a representative from the Public Works Department —
Traffic Section prior to submittal of this Zone Change application.

37 1W 27, Tax Lots 1000, 1001, 1200 & 1202
SFR-4, SFR-10 & MFR-20

Proposed Zoning District: SFR‘47 SFR-6 & SFR-10

Scedtuchd Teble AT/ 0s-912 npT

B. Based upon the information submitted with this application:

Map and Tax Lot(s)

Current Zoning District:

K A Traffic Impact Analysis is not required

O A Traffic Impact Analysis is required and has been submitted to the Public Works —
Traffic Section.

O A Traffic Impact Analysis is required and has NOT been submitted to the Public Works ~
Traffic Section.

O Insufficient information to determine if TIA is required.

ﬂ'f@./TJﬂlﬂc/( vDr’/e \iéy

Printed Name J
%* ‘4//}//41-//, ff/
Signature 7

AS&(‘/ ’/4 4 Ty('/-lzlz El}d i é o~
Title J

CITY OF MEDFOR
4127116 Page 10 of 11 EXHIBIT# CE [idfz

File # ZC-17-112 / LDS-17-113
Page 370 -




L LE abed

Summerfield at South East Park
Phases 23-29 & Reserve Acreages
Proposed Zone Change

Based on the "Zoning Acreage Calculation Table" provided on the map titled "Zone Changes for Summerfield at South East Park, Phases 23-29 & Reserve Acre
File #2C-17-112/1DS-17-113

Existing Zoning Units/acre Proposed Zoning Units/acre Acres Existing Trip Rate Existing Trips Proposed trip Rate Proposed Trips Difference

MFR-20 20 SFR-6 6 0.36 6.65 48 9.52 21 =27
MFR-20 20 SFR-4 4 1.7 6.65 226 9.52 65 -161
SFR-10 10 SFR-6 6 9.58 9.52 912 9.52 547 -365
SFR-10 10 SFR-4 4 6.64 9.52 632 9.52 253 -379
SFR-4 4 SFR-10 10 0.36 9.52 14 9.52 34 21
18.6 1832 920 -912
NS
o ™M

zs
l 9



LAND DIVISION APPLICA 1ION

( RECEIVED
SEP 20 2017

HILLSIDE DEVELOPMENT CONSTRAINTS ANALYSIS STATUS FORM PLANNING DEPT

A Constraints Analysis is required for all Class “C" applications (except Zone Changes and
Exceptions) where development is proposed on slopes greater than 15%.

The Constraints Analysis must be deemed complete by the Public Works Department prior to
submittal of the Class “C" Application to the Planning Department. This form, signed by the
Public Works Department, must accompany the Class “C” application submittal to the Planning
Department. After review, Public Works will mail this form to the Agent and forward a copy to

Planning.

SECTION A: To be filled out by the applicant prior to submittal to the Public Works

Department

Document Title
Subject Tax Lots
Agent Name
Address:

City:

Email:

Geotechnical and Geologic Investigation, Summerfield at South East Park, Phases 23 to 29

37 1W 27, Tax Lots 1000, 1001, 1200 and 1202

Neathamer Surveying, Inc.

P.O. Box 1548
Medford State: OR Zip Code: 97501
bob@neathamer.com Telephone: 9541-732-2869

SECTION B: To be filled out by the Public Works Department at time of submittal

Date Submitted:

fo- )L 13 -

Public Works Signature: ;Z;%

SECTION C: To be filled out by Public Works after review of the Constraints Analysis

Based upon the information submitted with this application:

¥ The Constraints Analysis dated A -19 13} is deemed complete.

[J The Constraints Analysis is deemed incomplete.

Revised 5/24/16

ALex GeoRAev T

Printed Né;/

CITY ENGLNEEL

Title
w3
Date
CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT#F [
Page Page 372 File # ZC-17-112 / LDS-17-113

AN



LAND DIVISION APPLICA 1 iON RECEIVED
SEP 20 2017
PLANNING DEPT

A Slope Analysis is required for all Class “C” applications (except Zone Changes and
Exceptions) where development is proposed on slopes greater than fifteen percent (15%).

HILLSIDE DEVELOPMENT SLOPE ANALYSIS FORM

A. Form to be filled out and signed by a Planner from th