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Regular Commission meetings are held on
the first and third Fridays of every month

Beginning at 12:00 Noon
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Medford, OR 97501
(541) 774-2380




Site Plan and Architectural Commission

Agenda

Public Hearing

November 18, 2016
12:00 noon

Council Chambers, City Hall, Room 300
411 West Eighth Street, Medford, Oregon
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Roll Call.
Consent Calendar.

AC-16-095/  Final Order for consideration of Orchard Glen Estates Phase 3, a pro-

E-16-120 posed 57-unit multi-family development composed of five three story
buildings, along with an Exception requesting a right-of-way reduction,
on 2.02 gross acres located at 2686 West Main in the C-H (Heavy Com-
mercial) zoning district. {Orchard Glen Estates, LLC, Applicant; Dennis
Hoffbuhr, Agent).

Minutes.
Consideration for approval of minutes from the November 4, 2016, meeting.

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

Public Hearings - Old Business.

Comments are limited to a total of 10 minutes for applicants and/or their representa-
tives. 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.

AC-16-108 Consideration of plans for the development of a 37,721 square foot,
single-story, 40-unit memory care facility located on a 7.9 acre property
west of the terminus of Misty Lane, west of the terminus of Honor
Drive, and north and east of the intersection of Village Center Drive and
Meadow View Drive, within the Rogue Valley Manor. The subject site is
located in a SFR-4 /PD (Single Family Residential, four dwelling units per
gross acre with Planned Unit Development Overlay) zoning district.
{Chris Dalengas, Applicant; John Tamminga, Agent).

Written Communications. None

Unfinished Business. None

New Business.

Report from the Planning Department.
Messages and Papers from the Chair.
Propositions and Remarks from the Commission.
City Council Comments.

Adjournment.
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BEFORE THE MEDFORD SITE PLAN AND ARCHITECTURAL COMMISSION

STATE OF OREGON, CITY OF MEDFORD

IN THE MATTER OF SITE PLAN AND ARCHITECTURAL COMMISSION )
FILE AC-16-095 APPLICATION FOR PROJECT REVIEW SUBMITTED ) ORDER
BY ORCHARD GLEN ESTATES LLC )

AN ORDER granting approval of Orchard Glen Estates Phase 3, a proposed 57-unit multi-family
development composed of five three story buildings, along with an Exception requesting a right-of-
way reduction, on 2.02 gross acres located at 2686 West Main in the C-H (Heavy Commercial)
zoning district.

WHEREAS:

1. The Site Plan and Architectural Commission has duly accepted the application filed in
accordance with the Land Development Code, Section 10.285.

2. The Site Plan and Architectural Commission has duly held a public hearing on the matter of an
application of Orchard Glen Estates Phase 3, a proposed 57-unit multi-family development
composed of five three story buildings, along with an Exception requesting a right-of-way
reduction, on 2.02 gross acres located at 2686 West Main in the C-H {(Heavy Commercial) zoning
district, with a public hearing a matter of record of the Site Plan and Architectural Commission on
November 4, 2016.

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

4. At the conclusion of said public hearing, after consideration and discussion, the Site Plan and
Architectural Commission, upon a motion duly seconded, granted approval and directed staff to
prepare a final order with all conditions and findings set forth for the granting of approval.

THEREFORE LET IT BE HEREBY ORDERED that the application of Orchard Glen Estates LLC, stands
approved subject to compliance with the conditions stated in the Commission Report dated

November 4, 2016.

AND LET IT FURTHER BE OF RECORD that the action of the Site Plan and Architectural Commission
approving this application is hereafter supported by the following findings:

(a) That the proposed development, with the conditions of approval, complies with the
applicable provisions of all city ordinances as determined by the staff review.
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FINAL ORDER AC-16-095

(b} That the proposed development is compatible with uses and development that exist on
adjacent land, based upon information provided in the Applicant’s Questionnaire and

presented at the public hearing.

BASED UPON THE ABOVE, it is the finding of the Medford Site Plan and Architectural Commission
that the project is in compliance with the criteria of Section 10.290 of the Land Development Code.

Accepted and approved this 18" day of November, 2016.

MEDFORD SITE PLAN AND ARCHITECTURAL COMMISSION

Site Plan and Architectural Commission Chair

ATTEST:

\ =

Secretary
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BEFORE THE SITE PLAN AND ARCHITECTURAL COMMISSION

STATE OF OREGON, CITY OF MEDFORD

IN THE MATTER OF APPROVAL OF AN EXCEPTION FOR

—

) ORDER
ORCHARD GLEN ESTATES LLC [E-16-120] )

ORDER granting approval of Orchard Glen Estates Phase 3, a proposed 57-unit multi-family
development composed of five three story buildings, along with an Exception requesting a
right-of-way reduction, on 2.02 gross acres located at 2686 West Main in the C-H (Heavy
Commercial) zoning district.

WHEREAS:

1. The Site Plan and Architectural Commission has duly accepted the application filed in
accordance with the Medford Land Development Code, Sections 10.211 and 10.252; and

2. The Site Plan and Architectural Commission has duly held a public hearing on the request
for consideration of Orchard Glen Estates Phase 3, a proposed 57-unit multi-family
development composed of five three story buildings, along with an Exception requesting a
right-of-way reduction, on 2.02 gross acres located at 2686 West Main in the C-H {Heavy
Commercial) zoning district, with a public hearing a matter of record of the Site Plan and
Architectural Commission on November 4, 2016.

3. At the public hearing on said exception, evidence and recommendations were received and
presented by the Planning Department Staff; and

4. At the conclusion of said hearing, after consideration and discussion, the Site Plan and
Architectural Commission, upon a motion duly seconded granted exception approval and
directed staff to prepare a final order with all conditions and findings set forth for the granting
of the exception approval.

THEREFORE LET IT BE HEREBY ORDERED that the exception of Orchard Glen Estates LLC, stands
approved per the Commission Report dated November 4, 2016, and subject to compliance with
ali conditions contained therein.
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AND LET IT FURTHER BE OF RECORD, that the action of the Site Plan and Architectural
Commission in approving this request for exception approval is hereafter supported by the
findings referenced in the Commission Report dated November 4, 2016.

BASED UPON THE ABOVE, the Site Plan and Architectural Commission determined that the
exception is in conformity with the provisions of law and Section 10.253 criteria for an
exception of the Land Development Code of the City of Medford.

Accepted and approved this 18" day of November, 2016.

MEDFORD SITE PLAN AND ARCHITECTURAL COMMISSION

Site Plan and Architectural Commission Chair

ATTEST:

= :
Secretary % j
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City of Medford

T
OREGON
T

Planning Department

Working with the community to shape a vibrant and exceptional city

COMMISSION REPORT

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

PROJECT Orchard Glen Estates Phase 3
Applicant: Orchard Glen Estates, LLC; Agent: Dennis Hoffbuhr

FILE NO. AC-16-095/E-16-120

DATE November 4, 2016
BACKGROUND
Proposal

Consideration of Orchard Glen Estates Phase 3, a proposed 57-unit multi-family development
composed of five three story buildings, including an Exception requesting a reduction in right-
of-way dedication, on 2.02 gross acres located at 2686 West Main in the C-H (Heavy
Commercial) zoning district (372W26B TL 1200).

Subject Site Characteristics

Zoning: Heavy Commercial (C-H)
GLUP: Commercial (CM)
Overlay(s): None

Use: Vacant

Surrounding Site Characteristics

North Zone: County Exclusive Farm Use (EFU)
Use(s): Bear Creek Pear Orchard
South Zone: C-H
Use(s): Bi- Mart
East Zone: C-H
Use(s): Orchard Glen Estates Phases 1 and 2
Single family residence (TL 1300)
West Zone: C-H
Use(s): La Burrita, House of Paws, Dewclaw Archery supplies, General

Credit Services, Inc.
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Orchard Glen Estates Phase 3 Commission Report
AC-16-095 / E-16-120 November 4, 2016

Related Projects

A-99-149 Annexation

ZC-06-36

Zone Change

PA-06-362 Pre-application

Applicable Criteria

MLDC Se

The Site

ction: 10.290 — Site Plan & Architectural Review Criteria

Plan and Architectural Commission shall approve a site plan and architectural review

application if it can find that the proposed development conforms, or can be made to conform
through the imposition of conditions, with the following criteria:

(1)

(2)

MLDC Se

The proposed development is compatible with uses and developments that exist on
adjacent land; and

The proposed development complies with the applicable provisions of all city

ordinances or the Site Plan ond Architectural Commission has approved (an)
exception(s) as provided in MLDC § 10.253.

ction: 10.253 - Criteria for an Exception

No exception, in the strict application of the provisions of this chapter, shall be granted by the
approving authority having jurisdiction over the plan authorization unless it finds that all of the
following criteria and standards are satisfied. The power to authorize an exception from the

terms of

(1)

{2

(3)

Page 2 of

this code shall be sparingly exercised. Findings must indicate that:

The granting of the exception shall be in harmony with the general purpose and intent
of the regulations imposed by this code for the zoning district in which the exception
request is located, and shall not be injurious to the general area or otherwise
detrimental to the health, safety, and general welfare or adjacent natural
resources. The approving authority shall have the authority to impose conditions to
assure that this criterion is met.

The granting of an exception will not permit the establishment of a use which is not
permitted in the zoning district within which the exception is located.

There are unique or unusual circumstances which apply to this site which do not
typically apply elsewhere in the City, and that the strict application of the standard(s)
for which an exception is being requested would result in peculiar, exceptional, and
undue hardship on the owner.

7
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Orchard Glen Estates Phase 3 Commission Report
AC-16-095 / E-16-120 November 4, 2016

(4) The need for the exception is not the result of an illegal act nor can it be established on
this basis by one who purchases the land or building with or without knowledge of the
standards of this code. It must result from the application of this chapter, and it must
be suffered directly by the property in question. It is not sufficient proof in granting an
exception to show that greater profit would result.

ISSUES AND ANALYSIS

Backeround

Orchard Glen Estates Phases | and Il were approved in 2012 with Phase | being completely built
out, while Phase Il is currently under construction. The applicant is now proposing to develop
the subject lot, which adjoins Phases | and !l to the west, as Phase Il of Orchard Glen Estates.
Phase Ill is proposed to consist of five three story multiple-family structures containing a total
of 57 units. The five structures will consist of one 6-plex, one 9-plex, two 12-plex, and one 18-
plex. Both three bedroom and two bedroom units are proposed to be offered with floor plans
ranging from 600 to 900 square feet, and 33 of the units are proposed to have access to a single
car garage.

Right-of-way Exception

Several of the lots located along West Main Street, including the subject lot, exceed the
maximum block length as required in MLDC 10.426(1). Accordingly, the site plan submitted by
the applicant is required to be divided by one or more public accessways, in conformance with
Sections 10.464-466 of the Code. Per the Public Works report (Exhibit 1}, the applicant is
required to dedicate for public right-of-way sufficient width along the northerly frontage of the
site to comply with the full width of a Standard Residential street, which is 63 feet.

The applicant has submitted an Exception requesting a 7 foot reduction of the public right-of-
way width along the northerly frontage of the site. This would provide a 56 foot right-of-way
and would eliminate the 8 foot wide planter strip along the northerly frontage. The applicant’s
submitted narrative explains that this request is being made in the interest of maintaining
uniformity with the adjacent street being constructed to the east. The future street to the east
will be located within Orchard Glen Phases | and li and is being constructed as a private street.
The subject lot’s proposed public street will connect to the future private street in order to
continue an orderly street arrangement. Aligning the northerly curb line and the centerline of
the private street being constructed to the east together with the public street proposed for
the subject site necessitates a reduction of the required right-of-way width, The applicant’s
submitted narrative included in the Exception application proposes that this can be most aptly
accomplished by eliminating the 8 foot planter strip on the north side of the proposed street.

Staff is supportive of the applicant’s Exception request, as it is staff's view that there are indeed
unique or exceptional circumstances which apply to this site, and that the strict application of
the ordinance pertaining to right-of-way width would create a disjointed street connection with
the adjoining property. Further, staff feels that this Exception can be granted in keeping with
the purpose and intent of the ordinance, and that the strict application of the right-of-way in
this particular instance would actually serve to the detriment of the intent and purpose of the

Page 3of 7
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Orchard Glen Estates Phase 3 Commission Repart
AC-16-095 / E-16-120 November 4, 2016

ordinance pertaining to the Street Circulation Design and Connectivity Section of the MLDC,
specifically Section 10.426(2)({A)(4), which states the following:

Streets shall be constructed or extended in projections that maintain their function,
provide accessibility, and continue an orderly pattern of streets and blocks.

Agricultural Buffering

The subject site currently shares its northerly lot line with Bear Creek Pear Orchard, abutting
the site to the north and located outside of city limits within the Exclusive Farm Use (EFU)
zoning district of Jackson County. Per MLDC 10.801, land proposed for urban development
which abuts and has a common lot line with other land which is zoned EFU, requires
agricultural buffering.

Pursuant to MLDC 10.801(C), the applicant has included an Agricuitural Impact Assessment
{AIA) Report (Exhibit N) with the application submittal consistent with requirements of MLDC
10.801(A-E) including a diagram showing the existing and proposed agricultural buffer serving
to mitigate or minimize the adverse potential impacts associated with the proximity of the
proposed development and the pear orchard.

In the submitted AIA report, it is stated that the buffer proposed to serve as spatial separation
between the subject development and the existing orchard will consist of an existing double
row of evergreen trees at 15-20 feet in height, along with the proposed construction of a 6 foot
high chain linked security fence and a 20 foot mesh screen to assist in the mitigation of odors
and drift. The existing evergreen landscaped area is located on the Bear Creek Orchard
property and is irrigated and maintained by the Bear Creek Orchard. The proposed security
fencing and mesh screen is proposed to be located on what is currently the shared lot line along
the northerly property line of the subject site; however, on approval of the application, the two
properties will be divided by a public right-of-way, placing the proposed future fence within the
exclusive confines of the Bear Creek Orchard property.

It is staff’s view that the requirement of the applicant to install a fence as a method to minimize
or mitigate potential adverse impacts associated with the proximity of the urban and
agricultural land uses, is inapplicable to the subject site.

MLDC 10.801(D}(2)(a) states the following regarding Mitigation and Impact Management
between adjoining urban and agricultural land uses:

(2) Mitigation - Intensive 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 which is in intensive agricultural use:
{a) Fencing. A wood fence, chain link fence, masonry wall, or other comparable
fence, as approved by the approving authority not less than six (6) feet in height or
such greater height as may be required, shall be installed at the rear or side
property boundary where the urban development property adjoins and has a

Page 4 of 7
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Orchard Glen Estates Phase 3 Commission Report
AC-16-095 / E-16-120 November 4, 2016

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.

The dedication of a public right-of-way between the two adjoining properties eliminates
their common property line, and effectively creates a through lot, or a second street
frontage along the northerly property line of the subject site, deeming the requirement of
a fence inapplicable. It is staff's view that the existing evergreen trees located along the
southerly lot line of Bear Creek Orchard, along with the future construction of a public
street between the two properties, sufficiently addresses the buffering concerns outlined
in the Code. Therefore, any contractual agreements privately pursued between the two
parties to erect a fence to further serve to mitigate odors or drifts emanating from the
orchard operation will be of their own prerogative and not included as a condition of
approval of the application.

Pursuant to MLDC 10.801(D)(c), as a condition of approval the applicant will be required to
provide staff with a deed declaration in compliance with the requirements of said Code
section, and recorded with the Jackson County Clerk.

Architecture

The submitted Narrative and Questionnaire states the following in regards to the design of the
proposed structures:

The exterior will be Hardy Board lap siding with concrete shingles on the gables for an
accent. The roof will be architectural grade composition roofing. The units are offset
(to) break up the wall lines and to provide each unit with its own identity.

Parking
Parking Requirements
! REQUIRED SHOWN
| Total Spaces 86 106
' Accessible Spaces 4 4
Van Accessible Spacz's 1 1
Bicycle Spaces 57 57

it can be found that the submitted Site Plan (Exhibit B) meets and/or exceeds the parking
requirements per MLDC 10.741-10.751.

Page 5 of 7
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Orchard Glen Estates Phase 3 Commission Report
AC-16-095 / E-16-120 November 4, 2016

Landscaping

Frontage Landscaping Requirements

f { Waest Main
''''' T Required Shown
Minimum treesh 4 4+

[. Minimum shrubs 25 25+

It can be found that the submitted Landscape Plan (Exhibit D) meets and/or exceeds the
frontage landscaping requirements per MLDC 10.797.
Concealments

The submitted site plan and architectural plan show the proposed trash receptacle and Heating,
Ventilation, Air Conditioning (HVAC) unit concealed consistent with the requirements of MLDC
10.781.

Public Improvements

Per the agency comments submitted to staff (Exhibits I-K), along with the report submitted by
the Rogue Valley Sewer Services (RVSS) (Exhibit M), it can be found that there are adequate
facilities to serve the proposed development.

Committee Comments

No comments were received from committees such as BPAC.

DECISION

The Commission approved the application with the addition of one condition of approval
requiring that the applicant gain approval from the Planning Department for the proposed
property line adjustment prior to the issuance of a building permit for vertical construction.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Staff has reviewed the applicant’s findings and conclusions (Exhibits G and H) and recommends
the Commission adopt the findings as submitted.

ACTION TAKEN

Adopted the findings as recommended by staff and directed staff to draft the Final Order of AC-
16-095/E-16-120 per the staff report dated October 28, 2016, including Exhibits A through N.

Page6of7
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Orchard Glen Estates Phase 3 Commission Report
AC-16-095 /E-16-120 November 4, 2016

EXHIBITS

A-1  Conditions of Approval drafted November 4, 2016.

Site Plan received September 23, 2016.

Drainage Detention & Treatment Plans (1 of 3) received July 27, 2016.

Landscape Plan received September 23, 2016.

Elevation Plans (1 of 4) received July 27, 2016.

Floor Plans (1 of 13} received July 27, 2016.

Applicant’s Narrative and Questionnaire (site plan) received September 23, 2016.
Applicant’s Narrative and Questionnaire (Exception) received September 28, 2016.
Public Works staff report received October 25, 2016.

Medford Water Commission memorandum received October 19, 2016.

Medford Fire Department report received October 19, 2016.

Rogue Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization (RVMPO) email received October 6,
2016.

Rogue Valley Sewer Services (RVSS) report received October 21, 2016.

Agricultural Impact Assessment received July 27, 2016.

Vicinity map

FARARS-STIomMmMmgogoOom

Z=<

SITE PLAN AND ARCHITECTURAL COMMISSION

Jeff Bender, Chair

SITE PLAN AND ARCHITECTURAL COMMISSION AGENDA: November 4, 2016
November 18, 2016

Page 7 of 7

Page 13



EXHIBIT A-1

Orchard Glen Estates Phase 3
AC-16-095/E-16-120
Conditions of Approval
November 4, 2016

CODE REQUIRED CONDITIONS

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

e o T

Comply with all conditions stipulated by Medford Public Works Department (Exhibit 1).
Comply with all conditions stipulated by the Medford Water Commission (Exhibit J).
Comply with all requirements of the Medford Fire Department (Exhibit K).

Comply with all conditions of the Rogue Valley Sewer Service (RVSS (Exhibit M).
Provide staff with a Deed Declaration identifying the maintenance and care
responsibilities for the agricultural buffer consistent with the requirements outlined in
MLDC 10.801(D}{c).

Gain approval from the Planning Department for the proposed property line
adjustment.
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Site Plan and Architectural Commission

Minutes

From Public Hearing on November 4, 2016

The regular meeting of the Site Plan and Architectural Commission was calied to order at noon in the Council
Chambers on the above date with the following members and staff in attendance:

Commissioners Present Staff Present

Jim Quinn, Acting Chair Kelly Akin, Interim Planning Director

Bill Chmelir Eric Mitton, Senior Assistant City Attorney

Tim D’Alessandro Doug Burroughs, Public Works/Eng Development Services Manager
Bob Neathamer Dustin Severs, Planner II

Marcy Pierce Debbie Strigle, Recording Secretary

Curtis Turner

Rick Whitlock

Dick Gordon, City Council Liaison

Commissioners Absent
Jeff Bender, Chair

Jim Catt
10. Roll Call.
20. Consent Calendar/Written Communications,

20.1 AC-16-102 Final Order for the development of a storage unit facility consisting of 157,060 square
feet of storage buildings, and 3,874 square feet for proposed office space with a caretaker’s residence,
on 6.39 acres located at 4843 Helo Drive within the Heavy Industrial (1-H) zoning district. (Jim/Jodi
Salyer, Applicants; Douglas Day, Agent).

Moeotign: Adopt the consent calendar.
Moved by: Commissioner Neathamer Seconded by: Commissioner Whitlock
Voice Vote: Motion passed, 7-0.
30. Minutes.
30.1 The minutes for the October 21, 2016, meeting, were approved as submitted.

40. Oral and Written Requests and Communications. None.

50. Public Hearings.
Eric Mitton, Senior Assistant City Attorney, read the rules governing the public hearings,

New Business,

50.1 AC-16-095/E-16-120 Consideration of Orchard Glen Estates Phase 3, a proposed 57-unit multi-
family development composed of five three story buildings, along with an Exception requesting a right-
of-way reduction, on 2.02 gross acres located at 2686 West Main in the C-H (Heavy Commercial) zoning
district. (Orchard Glen Estates, LLC, Applicant; Dennis Hoffbuhr, Agent).
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Site Plan and Architectural Commission Minutes November 4, 2016

Acting Chair Quinn asked for any potential conflicts of interest or ex-parte communications, There were
none.

Dustin Severs, Planner Il, gave a PowerPoint presentation of the October 28, 2016, Staff Report. He
added the applicant would be applying for an easterly lot line adjustment. This needs to be added as
number six to the Conditions of Approval. Staff recommended approval.

Commissioner Whitlock wanted to know if Public Works had any concerns with the exception request.
Mr. Severs answered that Mr. Burroughs did not seem to have any objections,

Commissioner Whitlock questioned whether the lack of a fence between the proposed apartments and
abutting pear orchard would prohibit trespass. Mr. Severs said he believed it was the intent of the
orchard owners to install a fence on the orchard property. He added the fence would not be something
the city would regulate since it would be under the jurisdiction of the county.

Commissioner Whitlock asked if MLDC §10.801(D)(2) removes the obligation for a fence, does this
Commission have the ability to impose that requirement? Eric Mitton, Senior Assistant City Attorney,
replied that reading the adjacent land language, it would be a tough decision to legally back up the
requirement for a fence in this case.

Commissioner D’Alessandro wanted to know how this project ended up with a little section of public
street and the other phase with a private drive. Mr. Severs gave a lengthy explanation saying there had
been a procedural error a few years back.

Commissioner Whitlock asked if there were specific plans to develop the private drive in the near future.
Mr. Severs said he thought it might be currently under construction and under the discretion of the
developer.

The public hearing was opened and the following testimony was given:
a) Dennis Hoffbuhr, agent for the applicant, gave some background on the project. He said the

fence issue is one the applicant needs to resolve with Bear Creek Orchards. Mr. Hoffbuhr stated there
would be a security fence built at the very ieast.

Commissioner Whitlock wanted to know the status of the private drive. Mr. Hoffbuhr stated it was
currently under construction and would be completed with phase two of the project.

Commissioner Neathamer inquired if there was any intent of the applicant to dedicate the private drive
after construction. Mr. Hoffbuhr answered that it is intended to remain a private drive.

Mr. Hoffbuhr reserved time for rebuttal.
The public hearing was closed.

Motion: Adopt the findings as recommended by staff and direct staff to prepare a Final Order of
approval for AC-16-095 and E-16-120 per the Staff Report dated October 28, 20186, including Exhibits A
through N, and including the following:

~ add Condition of Approval #6 that the applicant shall apply for a property line adjustment prior
to the issuance of the first building permit for vertical construction.

Moved by: Commissioner Neathamer Seconded by: Commissioner Chmelir
Roll Call Vote: Motion passed, 7-0
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Site Plan and Architectural Commission Minutes November 4, 2016

Page 3 of 5

50.2 AC-16-108 Consideration of plans for the development of a 37,721 square foot, single-story, 40-unit
memory care facility located on a 7.9 acre property west of the terminus of Misty Lane, west of the
terminus of Honor Drive, and north and east of the intersection of Village Center Drive and Meadow
View Drive, within the Rogue Valley Manor. The subject site is located in a SFR-4 /PD (Single Family
Residential, four dwelling units per gross acre with Planned Unit Development Overlay) zoning district.
(Chris Dalengas, Applicant; John Tamminga, Agent).

Acting Chair Quinn asked for any potential confficts of interest or ex-parte communications. There were
none.

Kelly Akin, Interim Planning Director, gave a PowerPoint presentation of the October 28, 2016, Staff
Report. Staff recommended approval.

Commissioner Chmelir asked why the parking was limited. Ms. Akin explained that decision had come
out of the appeal hearing. She assumed it had to do with the amount of impacts on the neighbors and
volume of traffic.

Commissioner D’Alessandro wanted to know what the purpose for the conditioning of the buffer wall
was, Ms. Akin said she believed it had to do with the comments made by neighbors and mitigation
between the two uses.

Commissioner Whitlock asked legal counsel that since City Council was the one that imposed the specific
conditions for the buffer walt and parking restrictions; would this Commission have the authority to
make their own decisions and modify those conditions? Mr. Mitton replied that because City Council
had specific requirements, he believes this Commission does not have the authority to unilaterally
disagree with Council’s previous conditions under the Planned Unit Development (PUD],

The public hearing was opened and the following testimony was given:

a) Brian Mclemore, Pacific Retirement Services, stated overall they are in concurrence with the
Staff Report. He said their only issue is with the construction of the wall. Mr. McLemore said they are
concerned about installing it all at once rather than just the north portion as they proposed. He
explained they are going to develop the site to the south and east at some point in the future and will
need access to the site at that time. He noted they had held a neighborhood meeting and the neighbors
had concerns about building an eight foot wall in their back yards or just off their back fences.

Commissioner Chmelir asked Mr. McLemore if he was okay with the limited parking. Mr. McLemore said
he was okay with it as long as the golf cart parking was not included in the overall parking count. He
commented they would make it work,

Mr. McLemore requested time for rebuttal.

Commissioner D'Alessandro asked Mr. Mitton how he felt about the phasing from a legal standpoint.
Mr. Mitton answered he did not have the 1998 decision in front of him but said the Commission couldn’t
go directly contrary to anything, but if that was simply a matter that was silent as part of the 1998
proceeding, then he thought the Commission would have the normal discretion to address phasing as
with any other application.

b) David Thanes and Susan Waterman, Medford, spoke in opposition of the wall. Mr. Thanes said
he did not have any objection to the building itself. Ms. Waterman commented it negatively impacts
their ability to see the mountains and views, and also believes it affects their property value. She had
concerns about how any movement of soil would impact their backyard and pool.
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Site Plan and Architectural Commission Minutes November 4, 2016

c) Clint Jones, Medford, requested that the record be kept open so he could present written
evidence regarding his position on this development. His concerns were regarding compatibility and
traffic impacts. He stated that no traffic impact study had been done.

d) Richard Beck, Medford, had a drainage concern.

Commission Whitlock explained there is a proposed bio-swale. The concept is that water would be
detained on the property and released through engineering at the same rate as currently exists. There
would be no more water going off the site than there is currently.

Commissioner Neathamer pointed out the conditions of approval requires a drainage plan to identify
those issues and meet those requirements.

e) John Newell, Medford, stated his main concern is that Misty Lane and Honor Drive do remain
closed except for emergency vehicle purposes only.

Mr. Mclemore clarified that a complete traffic analysis had been done on this project when the PUD
was amended in 1998. He also stated that Rogue Valley Manor currently has a memory care facility but
they are simply relocating it from its current location down the hill and adding about ten more beds. Mr.
Mclemore said emergency vehicles do come up to the Manor but they do not use the back emergency
gate, they come up Mira Mar or Ellendale. He added that no helicopters land at the facility.

Commissioner Neathamer asked Mr. McLemore how he felt about the wall. Mr. McLemore said they are
not big fans of the wall but one of the great hallmarks of the Manor is the fantastic job the team has
done on the landscaping. He commented they feel they can create a buffer that is individual to each
resident and that has been their spirit of cooperation with the neighbors over the years.

Commissioner Neathamer asked if Mr. McLemore was considering requesting an amendment. Mr.
McLlemore answered they are currently in the process of putting together a PUD amendment.

Commissioner Neathamer commented that it seemed to him that if there was some way to resolve this
wall in other ways to buffer with the neighbors, it would be more desirable. Mr. McLemare stated he
agreed and gave a brief description of their plans for cleaning everything up at one time.

Commissioner Neathamer asked what the process would be to amend, and get rid of, the requirement
for the wall. Ms. Akin responded by referring to Exhibit R in the agenda packet, City Council’s findings
and decision. She said the Ptanning Commission is the approving authority for revisions to PUD's and
they would be the appropriate body to come back to and consider the Council’s direction. Ms. Akin
added that this Commission does not have the ability to amend the wall requirement. Mr. Mitton
concurred with Ms. Akin.

f) Ms. Waterman returned to the podium and said she did not feel her question earlier had been
answered regarding the movement of soil and if a geological survey had been done.

The public hearing was closed.

The public hearing was re-opened and left open.

Motion: Continue this hearing to the November 18, 2016, meeting and leave the public record open.
Moved by: Commissioner Whitlock Seconded by: Commissioner Neathamer

Roll Call Vote: Mation passed, 7-0

60. Written Communications. None.
70. tnfinished Business. None.
Page4of 5
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Site Plan and Architectural Commission Minutes November 4 2016

80.
90.

100.
110.
120.

130.

Submitted by

Debbie Strigle

New Business. None.

Report from the Planning Department.

90.1 Ms. Akin stated there is business scheduled for the November 18" and December 2™ meetings.

90.2 Ms. Akin stated that on November 3™ at City Council there had been talk on food carts and
legislative history. Planning has no business scheduled before City Council on November 17™,

90.3 Ms. Akin announced that Matt Brinkley will be the new Planning Director. He will start on January
3,2017.

Messages and Papers from the Chair. None.

Propositions and Remarks from the Commission. None.

City Council Commaents,

120.1 Councilmember Gordon asked Mr. Mitton if City Council, on its own, could move to re-consider
the 1998 decision they made in the modification and if so, could they re-review the 1998 decision that
made the modifications directly. Mr. Mitton answered he would do some research on it.

120.2 Councilmember Gordon wished Commissioners Turner and D’Alessandro lots of support as they
run for City Council positions.

Adjournment
130.1 The meeting was adjourned at approximately 1:20 p.m. The proceedings of this meeting were

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

Jeff Bender

s

Recording Secretary Site Plan and Architectural Commission Chair

Approved: November 18, 2016

Page 5 0f 5
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BEFORE THE MEDFORD SITE PLAN AND ARCHITECTURAL COMMISSION

STATE OF OREGON, CITY OF MEDFORD

IN THE MATTER OF SITE PLAN AND ARCHITECTURAL COMMISSION )
FILE AC-16-108 APPLICATION FOR PROJECT REVIEW SUBMITTED ) ORDER
BY CHRIS DALENGAS )

AN ORDER granting approval of plans for the development of a 37,721 square foot, single-story,
40-unit memory care facility located on a 7.9 acre property west of the terminus of Misty Lane,
west of the terminus of Honor Drive, and north and east of the intersection of Village Center Drive
and Meadow View Drive, within the Rogue Valley Manor. The subject site is located in a SFR-4 /PD
(Single Family Residential, four dwelling units per gross acre with Planned Unit Development
Overlay) zoning district.

WHEREAS:

1. The Site Plan and Architectural Commission has duly accepted the application filed in
accordance with the Land Development Code, Section 10.285.

2. The Site Plan and Architectural Commission has duly held public hearings on the matter of an
application of plans for the development of a 37,721 square foot, single-story, 40-unit memory
care facility located on a 7.9 acre property west of the terminus of Misty Lane, west of the
terminus of Honor Drive, and north and east of the intersection of Village Center Drive and
Meadow View Drive, within the Rogue Valley Manor. The subject site is located in a SFR-4 /PD
(Single Family Residential, four dwelling units per gross acre with Planned Unit Development
Overlay) zoning district, with public hearings a matter of record of the Site Plan and Architectural
Commission on November 4, 2016, and November 18, 2016.

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

4. Atthe conclusion of said public hearings, after consideration and discussion, the Site Plan and
Architectural Commission, upon a motion duly seconded, granted approval and directed staff to
prepare a final order with all conditions and findings set forth for the granting of approval.

THEREFORE LET IT BE HEREBY ORDERED that the application of Chris Dalengas stands approved
subject to compliance with the conditions stated in the Revised Staff Report dated November 11,
2016.

AND LET IT FURTHER BE OF RECORD that the action of the Site Plan and Architectural Commission
approving this application is hereafter supported by the following findings:
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FINAL ORDER AC-16-108

(a) That the proposed development, with the conditions of approval, complies with the
applicable provisions of all city ordinances as determined by the staff review.

{b) That the proposed development is compatible with uses and development that exist on
adjacent land, based upon information provided in the Applicant’s Questionnaire and
presented at the public hearings.

BASED UPON THE ABOVE, it is the finding of the Medford Site Plan and Architectural Commission
that the project is in compliance with the criteria of Section 10.290 of the Land Development Code.

Accepted and approved this 18" day of November, 2016.

MEDFORD SITE PLAN AND ARCHITECTURAL COMMISSION

Site Plan and Architectural Commission Chair

ATTEST:

D LS X

Secretary U
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7 City of Medford
Planning Department

Working with the community to shape a vibrant and exceptional city

REVISED STAFF REPORT

for a Type-C quasi-judicial decision: Site Plan Review

PROJECT  Rogue Valley Manor Memory Care Center
Applicant: Chris Dalengas; Agent: John Tamminga

FILENO.  AC-16-108

TO Site Plan and Architectural Commission for November 18, 2016 hearing
FROM Kelly Akin, Principal Plannerf, .

DATE November 11, 2016

BACKGROUND

Proposal

Consideration of plans for the development of a 37,721 square foot, single-story, 40-
unit memory care facility located on a 7.9 acre property west of the terminus of Misty
Lane, west of the terminus of Honor Drive, and north and east of the intersection of
Village Center Drive and Meadow View Drive, within the Rogue Valley Manor. The
subject site is located in a SFR-4 /PD (Single Family Residential, four dwelling units per
gross acre with Planned Unit Development Overlay) zoning district.

Subject Site Characteristics

Zoning SFR-4 with P-D zoning overlay
GLUP UR (Urban Residential)
Use Vacant

Surrounding Site Characteristics
North  SFR-4 Single Family Residential

South  SFR-4 Single Family Residential
SFR-4/PD  Rogue Valley Manor duplex units

East SFR-4 Single Family Residential
West  SFR-4/PD  Rogue Valley Manor triplex units

Related Projects

PUD-84-003 Rogue Valley Manar Planned Unit Development
PUD-98-023 Rogue Valley Manor Planned Unit Development Expansion
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Rogue Valley Manor Memory Care Center Revised Staff Report
AC-16-108 November 11, 2016

Applicable Criteria
Medford Land Development Code (MLDC) §10.290

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

(1) The proposed development is compatible with uses and development that exist
on adjacent land; and

(2) The proposed development complies with the applicable provisions of all city
ordinances or the Site Plan and Architectural Commission has approved (an)
exception(s} as provided in MLDC § 10.253.

Corporate Names

Rogue Valley Manor is the owner of this property. The Oregon Secretary of State
Business Registry lists Sarah Lynch as the Registered Agent, Sue Kupillas as President
and Ray Heysell as Secretary.

ISSUES AND ANALYSIS

November 4, 2016 Meeting

On November 4, 2016, the Site Plan and Architectural Commission held a public
hearing on this application. Testimony was received from adjacent property owners
regarding the buffer wall that was required as part of the City Council decision on the
1998 appeal of the related PUD-98-023. Several abutting property owners stated that
they were against the construction of the wall. The applicant stated that they intend
to amend the PUD in the near future and will include a request to revise the required
buffer wall.

The Commission also heard testimony from a Misty Lane resident, Mr. Clint Jones. Mr.
Jones expressed concern about compatibility, traffic impacts and the proposed
emergency gate at the end of Misty Lane. He stated that no traffic impact study had
been done. Mr. Jones requested that the record remain open so that he could present
written evidence regarding his position on the proposal.

The hearing rules state that the Commission can keep the record or continue the
public hearing. Staff explained that if the hearing is closed and the record kept open
the effect is a month delay in the Commission’s decision. Additionally, the Commission
would be unable to ask questions of those that submit written testimony because the
hearing would be closed. Staff recommended that the public hearing be continued to
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Rogue Valley Manor Memory Care Center Revised Staff Report
AC-16-108 November 11, 2016

the next meeting. It was the decision of the Commission to continue the public
hearing to November 18, 2016.

New Evidence Submitted

Since the public hearing of November 4, 2016, the following evidence has been added
to the record:

Exhibit S: Letter from Gregory Hathaway, Hathaway Koback Connors LLC, attorney for
the applicant. Mr. Hathaway's letter explains SPAC’s authority to consider the
construction of the buffer wall in two phases is consistent with the PUD decision.

Exhibit T: Submitted by Carl Bartlett, a letter dated September 10, 1998, regarding the
proposed three-tier approach to traffic mitigation. This letter was part of the 1998
PUD revision proceeding.

Exhibit U: A portion of the applicant’s findings from the 1998 Planning Commission
decision on PUD-98-023 as modified by the City Council on appeal was added to the
record by staff. The excerpt demonstrates that a traffic study was completed. (The
three-tiered approach to addressing traffic impacts was affirmed by LUBA in 2001.)
The proposed use was contemplated as a part of the approved PUD and was not
included in the non-permitted uses (hotels, retail and offices) that are subject to the
138 peak hour trip cap.

No additional written evidence has been received by staff. No other revisions were
made to this report.

Project History

The original planned unit development {PUD 84-3) approval was granted in 1984. On
March 14, 1991, the Planning Commission approved a major revision to the PUD
resulting in a 195.6 acre configuration to include up to 1053 dwellings and various
amenities, the most notable of which was a 9-hole golf course.

On April 28, 1994, the Planning Commission approved a revision to the PUD which
increased the project area to 213.3 acres and 1096 dwelling units. The 1996 revised
PUD, approved in 1997, included some internal revisions and the addition of an existing
residence resulting in a 213.8-acre project with 1097 dwelling units approved.

In September 1998, the Planning Commission considered and approved a revision of the
Planned Unit Development, which included a 25.2-acre expansion of the project. The
decision of the Planning Commission was appealed to the City Council. In the appeal
decision (Resolution 1998-249 - Exhibit “R), the City Council modified the Commission
approval by revising a condition of approval. The revision changed the required setback
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Rogue Valley Manor Memory Care Center Revised Staff Report
AC-16-108 November 11, 2016

of the subject facility to the PUD project boundary from 100 feet, as conditioned, to 50
feet.

Proposed Memory Care Facility Site Plan (Exhibit D)

The subject memory care facility is considered Phases 20 & 14 of the Rogue Valley
Manor PUD. The site consists of a total of 7.9 acres. Ingress and egress is located at
three separate points; one on the west side of the site that connects to Village Center
Drive, one on the south that intersects with Village Center Drive, and on the northeast
corner of the site that links to Misty Lane. Subject to the approval of the Revised PUD
{(PUD-98-23) the connection to Misty Lane, which is a public street, shall be gated and
used for emergency access only.

Generally, the facility improvements consist of a one-stary, 37,721 square foot building,
a 42-space parking lot, site landscaping, and on-site pedestrian pathways on the south,
east and north sides. The subject building coverage is 10.9% of the total 7.9 acre site. It
should be noted that there is a Phase 2 pad site located at the southeast corner of the
property. The total landscape area of the site is 246,305 square feet, which is almost
71.5 % of the site. As noted above, a portion of this non-irrigated landscape area will be
utilized for Phase 2 of the facility.

Parking

The site plan demonstrates that there are a total of 42 parking spaces proposed for the
development. The approved 1998 Revised PUD included a condition that required the
subject facility to be single-story, set back no less than 50 feet from the PUD boundary,
and provide no more parking than the minimum required by code.

The applicant has sent correspondence regarding facility parking needs for employees.
MLDC Section 10.743 requires 1 stall per 7 residents, and 1 stall per employee on the
largest shift as the minimum requirement for parking. The Applicant has submitted e-
mail correspondence regarding the number of employee parking needed for the facility
{Exhibit Q).

There are a total of 17 employees on the morning shift and 13 employees on the
evening shift. However, there is also a time where these shifts overlap in a hand-off
period, when the evening shift arrives slightly before shift and the morning shift leaves
when the shift is complete. Thus, 30 spaces are needed to address employee parking.
There is one patient per room, thus the minimum code requirement for visitor parking
stalls is six. Per condition numberl2 of the approval of PUD-98-023, the maximum
number of parking spaces should be no greater than 36. Staff has included a condition
of approval limiting the parking spaces for Phase 1 to 36 spaces.
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Rogue Valley Manor Memory Care Center Revised Staff Report
AC-16-108 November 11, 2016

All proposed drive aisles are two-way and meet or exceed the 24-foot width
requirement of the MLDC. Each parking bay is generally surrounded by an ample
amount of landscaping and meets code requirements for parking lot interior
landscaping.

Landscaping

The applicant has submitted a landscape plan that can be found to comply with the
requirements of MLDC Sections 10.746, pertaining to parking lot landscape planters,
and with Section 10.780 regarding site landscaping. As previously noted, the 7.9 acre
site contains a total of 246,305 square feet of landscaping area, which almost is 72% of
the site area. There is a total of 172,000 square feet of landscaping that will be seeded
with native grasses and non-irrigated. Generally, the areas seeded with native grass will
be utilized for the development of Phase 2. Thus, within Phase 1 of the development,
there is a total of 74,305 square feet of landscaping area. Of the Phase 1 landscape area,
there is a total of 17,256 square feet of lawn area, which is 23.2% of the total landscape
area. Per the MLDC, institutional uses are permitted up to 30% of the landscaping area
to be of high water use; multi-family uses may have up to 40% high water use landscape
area. There are several areas of annual color beds, located near the front entry, in the
landscape ellipse in the drive aisle and at the northwest entry. Even if these areas were
included as high water use, the percentage would remain well below the maximum
allowed by code.

it appears that a few of the planter islands on the south side of the development will
need to be augmented with structural soil to meet soil volume requirements of the
MLDC for trees to ensure proper growth of the selected trees. A condition of approval
has been included requiring the applicant to include structural soil underneath
pavement for the parking lot trees, if required by the MLDC. The applicant can provide
needed revisions to the landscape plan on the construction set submitted for building
permit.

Elevations

The single story building is well articulated. Generally the building could be described as
having both a strong craftsman style and prairie style character. The roof architecture
possesses hip roof construction, though there are gable elements as well. The roof is
covered with a medium-gray asphalt shingle and has large overhangs with low slopes.
The combination of different roof construction along with varying roof heights provides
dynamic and visually interesting roof architecture. The exterior facade of the building
will have a mix of materials that integrates well with the surrounding built environment.

The building architecture is four-sided. High-quality exterior finishing will extend around
the entire perimeter of the building. Facade materials on the front elevation (west)
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Rogue Valley Manor Memory Care Center Revised Staff Report
AC-16-108 November 11, 2016

include wood beams, wood composite siding, dry stack stone, brick, lap siding, wide
plank siding and cementitious trim elements. The building generally carries the same
materials to the side elevations with exception of the dry stack stone. The rear side of
the building (east elevation) encompasses both wide plank and lap siding elements,
which are different in color. The rear elevation is further articulated by cementitious
trim elements and numerous windows. Combined, the various elements effectively
break up the rear fagade of the building.

Concealments
HVAC & Trash Enclosure Screening

HVAC units will not be visible from streets, parking areas or pedestrian pathways. The
building floor plan identifies where the trash receptacle is located. There is a service
loading dock to the right of main lobby and reception area. Immediately to the left the
service bay is an area for trash disposal that is located within building and under roof.

Dedications and Public Improvements

Sanitary Sewer

This site lies within the City of Medford Sewer Service Area. The Developer shall provide
one separate individual service lateral to the site or ensure the site is served by an
existing service lateral. Any unused laterals adjacent and stubbed to the development
shall be capped at the mainline. A conditional of approval is included requiring the
applicant to comply with the Public Works Report dated October 12, 2016 (Exhibit M).

Water

The Staff Memo from the Medford Water Commission (MWC) notes that planning,
design and construction will be done in accordance with MWC regulations governing
water service and standards for water facilities, fire protection systems and backflow
prevention devices. The installation 8-inch water line is required from the intersection of
Village Center Drive and Meadow View Drive through the paved travel way which
terminates at the northerly end of Village Center Drive. The full listing of conditions is
provided the MWC memo dated October 12, 2016. A condition of approval has been
included requiring the applicant to comply with the Water Commission Staff Memao
(Exhibit N).

Phasing

The subject site plan represents the first of two phases proposed by the applicant. As a
condition of approval of PUD-92-023, the Commission stipulated that the facility
construct a wall, along with vegetative berm (Exhibit L) on the northwest, east and
southeast boundaries of the site area. The applicant’s site plan appears to show

Page 6 of 8

Page 27



Rogue Valley Manor Memory Care Center Revised Staff Report
AC-16-108 November 11, 2016

construction of the northwest wall with Phase 1. The site plan notes that the east wall
and southeast wall will be constructed with the development of Phase 2.

The approval of the PUD did not contemplate that the facility would be constructed in
phases. Therefore, no timing provisions were given regarding the construction of
screening mitigation. As such, staff has provided a condition of approval requiring the
buffer wall and vegetative landscape berm on all three sides with Phase 1 development.
The Applicant shall revise plans submitted for building permit to reflect the construction
of mitigation improvements with Phase 1 of the development.

it should be noted the developer indicated that some surrounding neighbors have
expressed concern about the construction of the 8-foot wall. The developer has
indicated to staff that they may seek an amendment to the PUD to address stipulated
buffer requirements. Should the developer seek an amendment to the PUD to revise
mitigation requirements, a public hearing before the Planning Commission must be
held.

In summary, staff has conditioned that the improvement of the entire buffer wall and
full length of vegetated landscape berm shall be constructed with Phase 1. However,
should a subsequent PUD amendment approval change the buffering standard of the
development, such future standard would apply. Regardless of the phasing an
emergency access gate shall be constructed at the terminus of the private drive at Misty
Lane with the development of Phase 1.

Committee Comments

No comments were received from a committee such as BPAC.

FINDINGS OF FACT
MLDC 10.290

1 The proposed development is compatible with uses and development that exist
on adjacent land;

The Commission can find that there is sufficient evidence contained in the Applicant's
Narrative along with submitted exhibits and the Staff Report to determine that the
proposal is compatible with the uses and development on adjacent land.

2. The proposed development complies with the applicable provisions of all city
ordinances or the Site Plan and Architectural Commission has approved (an)
exception(s) as provided in MLDC § 10.253.
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Rogue Valley Manor Memory Care Center Revised Staff Report
AC-16-108 November 11, 2016

The Commission can find that the proposal can be made to comply with the applicable
provisions of the Code with the imposition of conditions of approval contained in Exhibit
“A”. No Exception has been requested or is required.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Adopt the findings as recommended by staff and adopt the final order for approval of
AC-16-108 per the Revised Staff Report dated November 11, 2016, including Exhibits A
through U.

EXHIBITS

Conditions of Approval dated October 28, 2016.

Applicant’s Narrative and Code Compliance checklist; received August 22, 2016.
Site Plan Coversheet; received August 22, 2016.

Site Plan; received August 22, 2016.

Floor Plan; received August 22, 2016.

Roof Plan; received August 22, 2016.

Project Elevations; received August 22, 2016.

Fagade Materials; received August 22, 2016.

Landscape Plans; received August 22, 2016.

Lighting Plan; received August 22, 2016.

Utility & Grading Plans; received August 22, 2016.

Exhibit “Z2” of PUD-98-023, buffer wall and vegetative berm standard.

Medford Public Works Department Staff Report dated October 12, 2016.
Medford Water Commission Memorandum, dated October 12, 2016,

Medford Fire Department Report, prepared October 7, 2016.

City of Medford Building Department Memo, dated October 12, 2016.

Applicant correspondence regarding maximum number of employees, received
October 24, 2016.

R Resolution 1998-249, appeal decision and approval of PUD-98-023, including
PUD conditions of approval, dated November 5, 1998.

P TOoOZr R "TIOTMmMmoOoMNomI

S Letter from Hathaway Koback Connors, LLP received November 10, 2016

T Letter dated September 10, 1998, submitted by Carl Bartlett on November 7,
2016

U Rogue Valley Manor Supplemental Information dated June 25, 1998 (from
PUD-98-023 Revision)

Vicinity Map

SITE PLAN AND ARCHITECTURAL COMMISSION AGENDA: NOVEMBER 4, 2016

NOVEMBER 18, 2016
Page 8 of 8
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EXHIBIT A

Rogue Valley Manor Memory Care Facility Site Plan

AC-16-108
Conditions of Approval
October 28, 2016
CODE CONDITIONS
1. The applicant shall:

a. Comply with the Public Works Staff Report dated October 12, 2016
(Exhibit “M");

b. Comply with the Medford Water Commission Staff Memo dated October
12, 2016 (Exhibit “N");

c. Comply with the Fire Department Report, prepared October 7, 2016
(Exhibit “O”).
Where required, the applicant shall provide structural soils under hardscape
areas in accordance with Section 10.780G(10}{a) of the MLDC.

Prior to issuance of building permit, the Applicant shall submit, and received
approval from the Planning Department, a Final PUD Plan for the Memory Care
Facility.

All previous conditions of approval for the Rogue Valley Manor Planned Unit
Development, Application PUD-98-023, remain in full effect (Exhibit “R”).

DISCRETIONARY CONDITIONS

5.

Unless otherwise modified by a future amendment to the Rogue Valley Manor
PUD, the applicant shall comply with Exhibit “Z2” of PUD 98-023 by constructing
all required bufferyard mitigations with Phase 1 of the development. Plans
submitted for Phase 1 building permit shall include all required mitigation
improvements.

As required by Condition # 12 of PUD-98-023, based on the number of
employees and residents of the facility, the parking for Phase 1 of the
development shall not exceed 36 spaces. The applicant shall provide a revised
site plan for the Phase 1 building permit reflecting a total of 36 spaces.

TY OF MEDFO

ExH\BIT __-3-
i
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ROGUE VALLEY MANOR-MEMORY CARE
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BRANDING
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A

Anlorom Meowsi

NS 2016 RECEIVED
ROGUE VALLEY MANOR-132807 - ;2201
PLANNING DEPT.

APPLICANT QUESTIONNAIRE

Section1- Narrative

Section 2- Compattibility: Criterion No.1

A List exicting uses and developmoent adjacent to your project site. Along wilhy ths bist, descnbe
the architecture (materials, colors, elc.), age, and condition of the adincent buildings {(you
mity use photographs to supplement this information).

Privale Residential, Mid-Cenlury 1 & 2 Story homes
Rogue Valley Manor facility cottages, 1 to 2 Story homes

B. Descrnbe the butlding architecture ond exteror trealments in your propusal and how ey 1l
wilh and complement adjacent butldings and development
The building architectural style would be similar to crafstman and Prairie style architecture with
i large overhangs and low slope roofs. Materials and colors would keep in with the overal
ol campus theme and neighborhood. The building would be a one story structure with courlyards
and outdoor walkways,
Jiee L. Describe the proposed architecture and extenor treatments that break up large facades and
give rehief to the buliding mass. The Sile Plan and Architectura! Commiscion Dassign

Anikroan Moigan Architerts
Portinnd & Saattle

| CITY OF MEDEORD

! i EXHIBIT# »@"'
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Guidelines are a holpful reference, and con be found on the city webaile, and the Phannmag
Depnrbinent.
The design of the memory care facility will have many breaks in the fagade so that each area has a
unique feel. Careful consideration has been given to the long facades. Introduction of projeclions
bays and dormer roofs o lo emphasize different changes in wall and roof planes.
PUD-98-23 identifies a 50’ setback and a 1 story building 35 feet in height per city council decision
on NOV 12 1998.

Describe how the placement and onentation of the proposcd buitdmag(s) relale(s) Lo Lhe
strect facilities, ond how this orientation promotes a more pedestrian-frendly sde dosign

a. I the site lies wiltun GOO-1L of an exisling or planned transil stop, o5 designatoct by Lhe
Transportation Syslem Plan (T5P), descnbe complinnce with the stondards of vorlion
10808, How Comorcial and institobional Development.

The placement lies within the campus site. The facility would have pedestrian friendly paths,
benches and lansdcape areas. The campus ilself has private streets all w/ sidewalks and an
internal bus systemn.

Describe the pedestrian [nelities and amemties an your sile (useable outdood space, tionchies,
cl¢)s and how they will Tunclion for podestrims,

The pedestrian facilities are provided in a loop pathway/sidewalk ststem around the
building. The paths follow the streets & parking lot layout and diverge into landscape areas
where available to give a continuous system for walking and jogging. Along the pathways
there are two drinking fountains and four bench locations. The pathsays/sidewalks provide
direct access to the building doors & service areas.

Doescribe velucle and pedestrian access Lo Lhe sile, and how il relotes internally an Hhe gln,
and lo adjacent sites.
The proposed facility lies within the campus site. The facility would have pedestrian {riendly paths,
benches and lansdcape areas. The campus ilself has private sireels all w/ sidewalks and inlernal
bus system.

Cescribo il and how the proposed plan is sensilive to retaining any existing lrees or
significant native vegetation on the site. Should existing {rees be prosorved, a Troe Proleclion
Man shalt atso be included in this apphcalaion.

There are no existing trees on site within the construction limit lines. However, two trees will be
removed on the south end of the site to facilitate the widening of the entrance driveway.

Nescnbie stormwaiter delention facihlies on the site (underground storage, surfoce pond,
etc, ) il Lthese facililios witl be landscaped areas, describe how the propesced land=caping wil
integrated with ather landscaping on the site

The Bio-Retention facilities will be planted with indigenous species suitable for the purpose
of aiding in the settlement of suspended particulates & in the recharging of ground water,
See sheet L-4 for the Bio-Retention plant list. Plantings will be in accordance with the
Rogue Valley Stormwater Quality Design Manual.

Descnbye how your proposed landscaping design will enhance the hulding and olhoer
functions on the sile.

Graded back slopes & cut slopes will be landscaped with trees, ground covers & shrubs in a
pleasing arrangement to enhance the visual appearance. Flowering & interesting folage
textures will be used. The buiding will receive planting of shrubs & ground covers along its
foundation to soften the structure making it more almenable within the residential
neighborhood. It will be planted more like the residential homes in the neighborhood.

Nescribe how your exlenor ighting illorunates the site, and cxplain how the design of
fixtures does not dinumish a view aof the night sky, or produces glare on adpocent properties,
consistent wilth the slandard of Section 10.764.,

s B
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For all the strategies glare and light trespass are of the utmost concern. What may be just
uncamfortable glare for ssmeene in their 30s can quickly become debilitating glare for someone in their
70s so carefully controlling the glare onsite is paramount, In addition, we need to be careful to control
all stray light from entering into adjacent homes. This is particularly important in the homes because
stray light can interrupt people's circadian rhythms causing long-term health im pacts by not allowing
for sufficient deep sleep at night. The site lighting for the project consists of three primary lighting types
and strategies.

1. The pedestrian scale lighting will be mounted on campus interior roads at a height not to
exceed 12", The fixtures will be placed to illuminate the adjacent sidewalk and roadway
only. The campus standard poles will be used with a full cutoff optic recessed into the fixture

shroud so that light is eliminated above 90 degrees.

2. The single parking lot on the site will be lit utilizing a similar pole to the pedestrian but with
higher output and better optical control. This is necessary in this area due to the proximity of
adjacent properties, The higher optical contral will allow us to dial in the exact pattern of
light to conform to the shape of the parking area and reduce stray light as much as

)

o of €
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possible, This fixture will also be full cutoff and oriented so that the back of the fixture is

facing nearby properties. ..l

I.  The low level pathway lighting will be mounted no higher than 42 inches off the ground and

will be used on the surrounding walking paths. The campus standard full cutoff bollard will
LR Y,

be used. B

Desernbe any proposed signanes, nnd how L will indelity the location of the ocoupant snd
serye as an allractive complement Lo the site.

The signage would be per signage standards, It would be easily identified at {he main enlry of
the site.

\.‘6‘
21
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Ankrom Bop

.. Explain any proposed fencing, including its purpose, and how you aveincorporatod o as o
functional, attraclive component al your dovelopment. (See sections 10,731-10 73 L)
-Penmetasr wall

Per 10.732 Fencing shal! nol exceed 3 Ft in height in the MFR zone.

Per PUD 2-26-1998- the Fence lo be 6-8 Ft in height. We are complying with PUD unless
otherwise advised.

t.  Explam how any polential nose generaled by future coccupants vall o mtwgated on e
nroprosed sile, consistent with the standards of Seclions 10.752-10.761
Podetnital noise
The polential noise will be primarily generated from on site building equipment: the emergency
generator, on site air cooled chillers and building loading. For the emergency generator, it will
be housed in a building enclosure and the exhaust will be provided with a noise darnpening
muffler, The air cooled chillers will be behind a screened wall or fence with a landscaping buffer.
The chillers don't generate much noise and will be located more than 100" from the closest
neighbor. The loading dock will only generate localized noise mostly from garbage collection,

tL Explon anything else about your prajoct that adds to the compatibihty of e graject watl
adacent developmoent and uses.
The sile is located on the Rogue Valley Manor Campus, a Planned Unit Development. This
facility is part of a Conlinuing Care Retirement Community (CCRC) and adds a necessary care
component lo the exisling growing campus. The one-story building sits below the adjacent
duplex cottages as to allow them to continue to have a view east to the valley and mountains
beyond. The building utilizes similar materials and exterior colors to compliment the adjacent
cotlages on the campus.

O, List and explinn any exceptions or minchlacations requested and provide roason, lor gy
There are no exceplions or modifications requested at this submission.

P Section 10480021 it any petition Tor relie] of landseaping standards (e reciuest an
increase n turf srea at a facility for aclive recreation: ehnmal o requirement fog rool bareer
dhon trees are plantod an structural seils)> Provide rahonale for regquestod divirtus fram
standard.

No reltef of landscape standards are requested at this time.

C%}, /4 Mg// .17 2L
7 TR

Chris Dalengas, AIA Date
Ankrom Moisan Architects, Inc.
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SITE PLAN AND ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW APPLICATION RE CEIVED

Section Il — Code Compliance: Criterion No. 2 AUG 22 2015

PROJEGT SITE SRS DEPT
PROPOSED REQUIRED

Zoning District SFR-4/PD SFR-4/PD
e  Overlay Districi(s)
* Proposed Use MEMORY CARE FACILITY N/A
®  Project Site Acreage 7.9 ACRES
&  Sita Acreage (+ right-of-way) N/A
® Proposed Density (10.708) 5-BEDS/ACRES
®  #Dwelling Units 40 N/A
* #Employees 30 N/A
EXISTING PROPOSED
s  #Struclures VACANT LOT 1
o VACANT LOT 37,721SF
PROPOSED REQUIRED
®  Front Yard Setback (10.710-721) N/A
® Side Yard Setback (10.710-721) N/A
®  Side Yard Setback (10.710-721) 50' SETBACK 50' SETBACK
® Rear Yard Setback {10.710-721) 50 SETB ACK 50' SETBACK
® Lot Coverage (10.710-721) 119%

PROPOSED REQUIRED

10.743- 1 STALL PER 7 RESIDENTS +

® Regular Vehicular Spaces 39

(10.743) 1 EMPLOYEE LARGEST SHIFT
® Disable Person Vehicular Spaces

(10.748(8]) 2 ADA 2 ADA
® Carpool/Vanpool Spaces (10.809) 1 VAN 1 VAN
¢ Tolal Spaces (10.743) 42
* Bicycle Spaces (10.748) 5 4 MIN.
& |oading Berths {10.742) N/A N/A

-t @ ,'
Tt ¥
ST Pag oo CITY OF MEDFORD
g File # AC-16-108



SITE PLAN AND ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW APPLICATION

LANDSCAPING
PROPOSED REQUIRED
Total Landscape Area (square feet) 246,305 SF N/A
Total L.andscape Area in High Water
Use Landscaping (square feet) 0
¢ Total Landscape Area in High Water
Use Landscaping {percentage) 0
# Total % Landscape Coverage 1%
® Required Organic Content (cu.yd.) 928 CU YDS
¢  Frontage Landscaping (10.797)
® Streel: VILLAGE CENTER DR.
®  Feetl: 175 FT
® #Trees: 14 7
e  # Shrubs: 64 44
® Streel; MEADOW VIEW DR.
¢  Feal: 471 FT
®  #Trees: 21 19
® # Shrubs: 188 118
® Bufferyard Landscaping (10.790)
* Type: MCDIFIED MODIFIED 1998 PUD
e Distance (R): 328 FT
e # Canopy Trees: 14
&  # Shrubs: 49
®  Fence/Wal: 8 TALL (328 FT)
s Parking Area Planler Bays (10.746)
[ ] Type; PERPENDICULAR
® #Bays: 6 6
*  Area: 972 SF 972 SF
¢ #Treas: 6 6
s  #Shrubs: 23 11
S R R T ———
® Materials See drawing sheet A3.02
* Colors See drawing sheet A3.02

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

response.
N B”

cgaﬂS/
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RECEIVED

ROGUE VALLEY MANOR MEMORY CARE RG22 2015 ||

LAKE VILLAGE DRIVE MEDFORD, OR 97504 PLANNING DEP

SITE PLAN AND ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW APPLICATION #PA-16-56 08-19-2016
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MEMORY CARE FACILITY

A PROPOSED COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT
LOCATED IN:
37 1W 33CB, TAX LOT 9100
37 1W 33CC, TAX LOT 2200
MEDFORD, JACKSON COUNTY, OREGON
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Continuous Improvement Customer Service

CITY OF MEDFORD

LD Date: 10/12/2016
File Number: AC-16-108

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT STAFF REPORT
Rogue Valley Manor Memory Care

Project: Consideration of plans for the development of a 37,721 square foot, single-
story, 40-unit memory care facility located on a 7.9 acre property west of the
terminus of Misty Lane, west of the terminus of Honor Drive, and north and
cast of the intersection of Village Center Drive and Meadow View Drive,
within the Rogue Valley Manor.

Location: The subject site is located in a SFR-4/PD (Single Family Residential, four
dwelling units per gross acre with Planned Unit Development Overlay) zone
district (Portions of Tax Lots 371W33CB9100 and 371W33CC2200).

Applicant:  Chris Dalengas, Applicant (John Tamminga, Agent). Desmond McGeough,
Planner.

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

Prior to issuc 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 would need to be approved by the Public
Works Engineering Department prior to acceptance of security.,

= Jtems A — D, unless noted otherwise.

Prior to issue of Certificate-of-Occupancy for completed structures, the following
items shall be completed and accepted:

= Paving of all on-site parking and vehicle maneuvering areas.
= Certification by the design engineer that the stormwater quality and detention
system was constructed per the approved plan.
W

» Completion of all public improvements, if applicable. M”
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A. STREETS
1. Dedications

Honor Drive is classified as a Standard Residential Street in accordance with Medford Land
Development Code (MLDC) Section 10.430. Honor Drive terminates at the subject property
boundary. No additional right-of-way is required.

Misty Lane is classified as a Standard Residential Street in accordance with Medford Land
Development Code (MLDC) Section 10.430. Misty Lane terminates into the subject property
and becomes a private roadway. No additional right-of-way is required.

The non-access reserve strip (1-foot dedication) per MLDC 10.439, which was granted in fee to
the City of Medford, shall be dedicated to the public as part of this connection.

Meadow View Drive and Village Center Drive are private roadways. No dedications are
required.

2. Public Improvements
a. Public Streets

Honor Drive is currently improved with pavement, curb, gutter, sidewalk and street lights. No
additional improvements are required.

Misty Lane is currently improved with pavement, curb, gutter, sidewalk and street lights with a
radius at the terminus. No additional improvements are required if a standard driveway
approach is to be constructed at the terminus of Misty Lane and its use is restricted to a fire lane
only. However, if a non-standard approach is proposed and/or the use is not restricted to just a
fire lane, then the radius shall be removed and Misty Lane shall be improved to a full paved
width to the edge of property line where the public street transitions to a privately maintained
road and shall have a concrete valley gutter installed (per Standard Drawing CD702) to delineate
the respective jurisdictions.

Mcadow View Drive and Village Center Drive are privately maintained roadways. No public
improvements are required.

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

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

(SN "
M
- O OO OO OO OO OO O OO0 OO O OoO— -
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¢. Pavement Moratoriums

There is no pavement cutting moratorium currently in effect along this frontage to Honor
Drive or Misty Lane.

3. Access and Circulation
Driveway access to the proposed development site shall comply with MLDC 10.550.
4. 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
Jor 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
Sunds 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 are 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 required dedications and improvements. and the impacts of
development.

No mathematical formula is required to support the rough proportionality analysis. Also, the
City is allowed to consider the benefits to the development from the dedication and
improvements when determining “rough proportionality.”

As set forth below, the improvements recommended herein can be found to be roughly
proportional to the impacts reasonably anticipated to be imposed by this development and are
consistent with the Medford Land Development Code.

Mistv Lane:

l
Local street construction requirements identified by the Public Works Department and required ‘M
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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.

The additional traffic of all modes of travel generated by this proposed development supports the
improvements for all modes of travel. The improvements required for this development are
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. The Developer
shall provide one separate individual service lateral to the site or ensure that the site is served by
an individual service lateral. All unused laterals adjacent and stubbed to the development shall
be capped at the main.

C. STORM DRAINAGE

1. Drainage Plan

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

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

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

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

2. Grading

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

1"

L\M
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3. Detention and Water Quality

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

4, Certification

Upon completion of the project, and prior to certificate of occupancy of the building, the
developer’s design engineer shall certify that the construction of the stormwater quality and
detention system was constructed per plan. Certification shall be in writing and submitted to the
Engineering Division of Public Works. Reference Rogue Valley Stormwater Quality Design
Manual, Appendix [, Technical Requirements.

5. Erosion Prevention and Sediment Control

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

D.  General Conditions
1. 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

If required, 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
Site Plan and Architectural 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 wiil 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

!
w, |
A
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deposit. The Developer shall pay Public Works within 60 days of the billing date or will be
automatically tumed 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

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.

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 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.

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)

Buildings in this development are subject to street, sanitary sewer collection and treatment,
and stormdrain SDCs. All SDC fees shall be paid at the time individual building permits are
issued.

Prepared by: Doug Burroughs
!y

\\M
0 OO 00000 _________________ __00000000__0000_—— Y o—_—m71
P:\Staff Reports\AC\2016\AC-16-108 Village Center Dr (RV Manor Memaory Care)\AC-16-108 Staff Report-DB_Revised.docx Page 6 0C7

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

Page 60



SUMMARY CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Rogue Valley Manor Memory Care
AC-16-108

A. Streets
1. Street Dedications to the Public:

* Honor Drive - No street dedications are required for this development.

= Misty Lane - No street dedications are required for this development.

* Meadow View Drive and Village Center Drive are private roadways. No dedications are
required.

*  No requirement for dedication of PUEs.

2. Improvements:

Public Streets

= No public improvements are required along Honor Drive.

= No public improvements are required along Misty Lane if use is restricted to fire lane.

* No public improvements are required along Meadow View Drive or Village Center Drive
{(private).

Lighting and Signing
* No additional street lights are required.

Access and Circulation

* Driveway access shall comply with MLDC 10.550.

Other

* There is no pavement moratorium currently in effect on Honor Drive or Misty Lane.

B. Sanitarv Sewer:

* Ensure or construct separate individual sanitary sewer connection,
*  Cap remaining unused laterals at the main.

C. Storm Drainage:

* Provide a comprehensive grading and drainage plan.

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

* Provide Engineers certification of stormwater facility construction,

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

The above summary is for convenience only and does not supersede or negate the full report in any way. If
there is any discrepancy bebween 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.
w
W
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MEDFORD WATER COMMISSION

TO:

BOARD OF WATER COMMISSIONERS

Staff Memo

Planning Department, City of Medford

FROM: Rodney Grehn P.E., Water Commission Staff Engineer

SUBJECT: AC-16-108

PARCEL ID:  371W33CB TL 9100

PROJECT: Consideration of plans for a the development of a 37,721 square foot, single-

story, 40-unit memory care facility located on a 7.9 acre property west of the
terminus of Misty Lane, west of the terminus of Honor Drive, and north and east of
the intersection of Village Center Drive and Meadow View Drive, within the Rogue
Valley Manor. The subject site is located in a SFR-4/PD (Single Family
Residential, four dwelling units per gross acre with Planned Unit Development
Overlay) zone district; Chris Dalengas, Applicant (John Tamminga, Agent).
Desmond McGeough, Planner,

DATE: October 12, 2016

| 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.”

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.

Instailation of an 8-inch water line is required between the intersection of Village Center Drive
and Meadow View Drive, and shall extend on-site through the paved travel way which
terminates at the existing northerly end of Village Center Drive.

Dedication of a 10 foot wide (minimum) access and maintenance easement to MWC over
all water facilities located outside of public right-of-way is required. Easement shaif be
submitted to MWC for review and recordation prior to construction.

Installation of an Oregon Health Authority approved backflow device is required for all
commercial, industrial, municipal, and multi-family developments. New backflow devices
shall be tested by an Oregon certified backflow assembly tester. See MWC website for list
of certified testers at the following web link

http://www. medfordwater.org/Page.asp?NaviD=35 .

CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT # _:;:E F3

Continued fo Next Page File # AC-16-108
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BOARD OF WATER COMMISSIONERS

Staff Memo

MEDFORD WATER COMBISSION

Continued from Previous Page

COMMENTS
1. Off-site water line installation is not required.
2. Static water pressure ranges between 50-60 psi.
3. On-site water facility construction is required. (See Condition 3 above)
4. MWC-metered water service does not exist to this property.

5. Access to MWC water lines is available. There is an existing 8-inch water line in Village Center
Drive, an 8-inch water line in Lake Village Drive, and an 8-inch water line in Misty Lane.

'I
O
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Medford Fire Department

200 s. Ivy Street, Room #1B80
Medford, OR 97501
Fhone: 774-2300; Fax: 541-774-2514;
www.medfordfirerescue.org

LAND DEVELOPMENT REPORT - APPLICANT

To: Desmond McGeough LD Meeting Date: 10/12/2016
From: Greg Kleinberg Report Prepared: 10/07/2016

Applicant: Chris Dalengas, Applicant (John Tamminga, Agent)
File#: AC -16 - 108

Site Name/Description:

Consideration of plans for a the development of a 37,721 square foot, single-story, 40-unit memory care facility located
on a 7.9 acre property west of the terminus of Misty Lane, west of the terminus of Honor Drive, and north and east of
the intersection of Village Center Drive and Meadow View Drive, within the Rogue Valley Manor. The subject site is
located in a SFR 4/PD (Single Family Residential, four dwelling unils per gross acre with Planned Unit Development
Overlay) zone district; Chris Dalengas, Applicant (John Tamminga, Agent). Desmond McGeough, Planner.

——

r[TESCRIPTION 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: Approved as submitled.

Additional hydrants may be required to comply with the requirement of proximily to fire department connections (for
fire sprinkler and standpipe systems, the fire department conneclion shall be located at an approved location away
from the building and within 75’ of a fire hydrant. The fire depariment connection shall be located on the same side as
the fire department access route.).

The approved water supply for fire protection (hydrants) is required to be installed prior to construction when
combustible materia! 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 FD APPARATUS ACCESS ROAD DESIGN OFC 503.2.1

Fire apparatus access roads shall have an unobstructed width of not less than 20 feet and unobstructed vertical
clearance of not less than 13 feet 6 inches. 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 under
section 503.2.1, shall be maintained at all imes. The fire apparatus access road shall be constructed as asphalt,
concrete or other approved driving surface capable of supporting the imposed load of fire apparatus weighing at least
60,000 pounds.

(See also OFC 503.4; D102.1)

The turning radius on fire department access roads shall meet Medford Fire Department requirements (OFC
503.2.4).
Requirement PRIVATE FIRE DEPARTMENT ACCESS PARKING RESTRICTION OFC 503.4

Parking shall be posted as prohibited along the fire lanes by one of the methods stated bﬁ?’fY OF MEDFORD

EXHIBIT # "
File # AC-16-108 075
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Medford Fire Department

200 S. Ivy Street, Room #180
Medford, OR 97501
Phone: 774-2300; Fax: 541-774-2514;
www . medfordfirerescue.org

LAND DEVELOPMENT REPORT - APPLICANT

To: Desmond McGeough LD Meeting Date: 10/12/2016
From: Greg Kleinberg Report Prepared: 10/07/2016

Applicant: Chris Dalengas, Applicant (John Tamminga, Agent)
File# AC -16 - 108

Site Name/Description:

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

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

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

Alternative #1:
Curbs shall be painted red along the entire distance of the fire depariment access. Minimum 4" white letters stating
"NO PARKING-FIRE LANE" shall be stenciled on the curb at 25-foot intervals.

Alternative #2:

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

Fire apparatus access roads shall not be obstructed in any manner, including the parking of vehicles. The minimum
widlhs (20’ wide) and clearances (13' 6" vertical) shall be maintained at all times (OFC 503.4; ORS 98.810-12).

This reslriction shall be recorded on the properly deed as a requirement for future construction.

A brochure is available on our website or you can pick up one at our headquarters.

Requirement FIRE SPRINKLER SYSTEM OFC 903

A fire sprinkler system will be required by code for this occupancy.

The Fire Department Connection (FDC) shall be located away from the building (out of the collapse zone if possible)
and within 75 feet of a fire hydrant. The fire hydrant and fire department connection shall be located on the same side
of the fire department access route.

The exterior water flow alarm bell shall be attached to the fire depariment connection.
W4
o]
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Consuit the Medford Water Commission for proper water meter sizing for fire sprinkler systems.
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Medford Fire Department

200 5. Ivy Street, Room #180
Medford, OR 987501
Fhone: 774-2300; Fax: 541-774-2514;
www.medfordfirerescue.org

LAND DEVELOPMENT REPORT - APPLICANT

To: Desmond McGeough LD Meeting Date: 10/12/2016

From: Greg Kleinberg Report Prepared: 10/07/2016

Applicant: Chris Dalengas, Applicant (John Tamminga, Agent)
File#: AC -16 - 108

Site Name/Description:

Requirement HORIZONTAL STANDPIPE MEDFORD HORIZ

In lieu of fire department access on the west side of the building, a horizontal standpipe system is required for this
project. Prior to construction the proposed standpipe system shall be approved by the Fire Marshal (See Medford
Handout) and meet NFPA 14 requirements.

Requirement FIRE ALARM SYSTEM OFC 907.2

A NFPA 72 fire alarm system will be required by code for this occupancy adhereing to the occupancy classification
specific requirements listed in Chapter 9 of the OSSC/OFC.

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 reguirements of the IBC, IFC, IMC and NFPA standards.

o
\\O
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Memo

To: Desmond McGeough, Planning Depanment

From: Chad Wiltrout, Building Department (541) 774-2363
cC: Chiis Dalengas, Applicant; John Tamminga, Agent
Date;: October12, 2016

Re: QOctober 12, 2016 LDC Meeting: ltem #2 - AC-16-108

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

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

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

Comments:

5. Proposed construction in proximity to property lines shall comply with table 602 and code section 705
of the Oregon Structural Specialty Cade.

6. ADA parking spaces shall be required in accordance with code section 1106 of the Oregon Structural
Specialty Code.

7. Acode analysis providing occupant load type of construction, type of occupancy, occupant load
notation of sprinkled or non-sprinkled, separated or non-separated use, egress plan etc...

8. According to the City of Medford Building Safety Department Policy Requiring Geotechnical
Investigation, a site specific soils engineering report prepared by an Oregon-licensed geotechnical
engineer must be provide at time of permit application. CiTY OF EDE RB

EXHIBIT #° l
File # AC-16-108
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Desmond M. McGeough

From: Mark Coplin <markc@ankrommaoisan.com>

Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 11:21 AM

To: Desmond M. McGeough

Ce: John Tamminga; Maria Power

Subject: RE: Requested parking caluclation Rogue Valley Manor Memory Care AC-16-108
Desmond,

Here is the parking breakdown for the staff requirements from RVM. The remainder of the parking shown would be for
visitor parking. Let me know if this is what you need.

AM Shift  Evening
Memory Care Administrator x1 x1

Care Coordinators x2 x2
Caregivers X6 xb
Dining x5 x3
Facilities x3 x1

17 13 until 5pm: drops to 9 after Spm.
Also, we are sending you the pdf files for the SPAC submission under a separate email.
Mark

Mark Coplin A/A, NCARB, LEED AP

SENIOR ASSOCIATE, ARCHITECT
D} 503.952.1591
C} 503.538.134%

Ankrom Moisan Architects, Inc.
ARCHITECTURE INTERIORS URBAN DESIGN BRANDING
6720 SW Macadam Ave / Suite 100 / Poriland, OR 97219

ankrommoisan.com

CITY OF MEDFORD
From: John Tamminga [mailto:itamminga@retirement.org) EXHIBIT #“Sg"
Sent: Monday, Octaber 24, 2016 10:50 AM File # AC-16-108
AL-16-108

To: Mark Coplin <markc@ankrommoisan.com>
Subject: Fwd: Requested parking caluclation Rogue Valley Manor Memory Care AC-16-108

[ oF-1

FYI
Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Desmond M. McGeough" <Desmond.McGeough@cityofmedford.org>
Date: October 24, 2016 at 10:38:55 AM PDT
To: "chrisd@ankrommoisan.com' <chrisd@ankrommoisan.com>

Page 69



RESOLUTION No.” / 995247

A RESOLUTION modifying the decision of the Planning Commission to approve a revised
Planned Unit Development for the Rogue Valley Manor.

WHEREAS, on September 24, 1998, the Planning Commission adopted the final order for
approval of the revised Planned Unit Development for the Rogue Valley Manor; and

WHEREAS, at the September 24, 1998 meeting testimony was presented by the applicant
and citizens who will be affected by the development; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, having considered the testimony, approved the
project but added conditions to the PUD; now, therefore,

BEITRESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MEDFORD, OREGON,
that

The decision of the Planning Commission to approve a revised Planned Unit Development
for the Rogue Valley Manor (File No. PUD-98-23) is modified and the council adopts the Findings
of Fact and Conclusions of Law attached hereto and by this reference incorporated herein.

PASSED by the Council and signed by me in authentication of its passage this 5th _ day
of November , 1998 |

ATTEST: @gﬁ‘ SZQW \A T, Z A
City Récorder Mayor

Resolution No. / f f f q) £7//7 P UWP\RESOS\MANOR3
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BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION
FOR THE CITY OF MEDFORD
JACKSON COUNTY, OREGON

In modifying a condition of approval on appeal

of a revision and 25.2-acre expansion of a mixed _ SUPPLEMENTAL
use Planned Unit Development on 219.7 acres FINDINGS OF FACT AND
of property, located east of Interstate 5 between CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

File No. PUD-98-23
Exhibit "Zs5"
November 5, 1998

Ellendale and La Loma Drives, within the SFR-
4 and SFR-10/BC (Single-Family Residential -
4 units and 10 units per acre/Bear Creek
Overlay), MFR-20 and MFR-30 (Multiple-
Family Residential - 20 units and 30 units per
acre) and C-C (Community Commercial)
zoning districts, '

Afier due consideration on an appeal, the City Council has made the following revision to a condition
of approval of this project. Condition No. 12 of the Commission Report dated September 24, 1998
shall be changed to read as follows:

12. The Alzheimers' Clinic/Skilled Nursing Facility shall be single story only and set back a
minimum of 50 feet from the exterior PUD boundary. The off-street parking shall not be

greater than the minimum required by the [and Development Code.

RELEVANT CRITERIA

Section 10.235(C(8) “8. If the Preliminary PUD Plan includes uses proposed under Subsection
10.230(D)(9)(b), approval of the PUD shall also be subject 1o compliance with the conditional use
permit criteria in Section 10.248.

Section 10.230(D)(9) b. Uses(s} not permitted in the underlying zone may, as permitted
uses, be approved to occupy up to 20% of the gross area of the PUD provided that no portion of the
use(s), including its parking, is located nearer than 100 feet from the exterior boundary of the PUD.
If any portion of the use(s) is nearer than 100 feet from the exterior PUD boundary, then said use(s)+
shall be considered to be a conditional use and may be approved subject to compliance with the
conditional use permit criteria in Section 10.248. However, this provision shall not apply where the
land outside the PUD which is nearer than 100 feet from proposed use(s} is inside a zone in which
the proposed use(s) is permitted.

1 “"ﬂ of
20
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PUD-98-23 November 5, 1998

Section 10.248 Conditional Use Permit Criteria. 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 bave been imposed by the approving authority
(Planning Commission) to produce a balance between the conflicting interests. "'

FINDINGS OF FACT

The Alzheimer’s clinic and skilled nurstng facility are uses not allowed in the underlying zone.
2. The above project is located within 100 feet of the exterior boundary of the PUD and is not
adjacent to a zone where the use is permitted.

[y

3. The Alzheimer’s clinic and skilled nursing facility are in the public interest for the following
reasons and, therefore, can be approved under criterion No. 2.
a. There is an increasing demand for special Alzheimers' care facilities in the community
due to the increasing age of the popuiation and the incidence of this disease.
b. It is beneficial in the treatment of Alzheimers disease to have a separate facility.
4. Concerns regarding the Alzheimers' clinic and skilled nursing facility included the following:
a. Loss of property value because it's commercial development;
b. Creates additional traffic impacts causing noise and safety concerns and loss of quality
of life;
c. People with dementia potentially shouting obscenities and potentially being unclothed.
5. The applicant proposed mitigation measures contained in Exhibit “Z2” which includes a

separation from the adjacent neighborhood by a landscaped berm and 6-8-foot high wall, and
40-foot setback (agreed to verbally).

CONCLUSIONS

The City Council finds that the Alzheimers' clinic and skilled nursing facility are in the public interest,
and, although they may cause some adverse impacts, conditions have been imposed (No. 12 as
modified above and No. 13 on the Commission Report dated September 24, 1998 including Exhibit
“Z2") to produce a balance between the conflicting interests consistent with criterion No. 2.

44

Bof 0
Page 72



|
BEFORE THE MEDFORD PLANNING COMMISSION

STATE OF OREGON, CITY OF MEDFORD

IN THE MATTER OF PLANNING COMMISSION FILE PUD-98-23 )
APPLICATION FOR A PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT ) ORDER
SUBMITTED BY ROGUE VALLEY MANQR )

ORDER granting approval to Rogue Valley Manor of a revision and 25.2 acre expansion of a mixed
use Planned Unit Development on 219.7 acres of property, located east of Interstate 5 between
Ellendale and La Loma Drives, within the SFR-4 and SFR-10/BC (Single-Family Residential - 4
units and 10 units per acre/Bear Creek Overlay), MFR-20 and MFR-30 (Multiple-Family Residential
- 20 units and 30 units per acre), and C-C (Community Commercial) zoning districts; as provided
for in the City of Medford Land Development Code.

WHEREAS:

1. The Planning Commission has duly accepted the application filed in accordance with the Land
Development Code, Section 10.230 Application, Planned Unit Development, and

2. The Medford Planning Commission has duly held public hearings on the matter of an application
for a revision and 25.2 acre expansion of a mixed use Planned Unit Development on 219.7 acres of
property, located east of Interstate 5 between Ellendale and La Loma Drives, within the SFR-4 and
SFR-10/BC (Single-Family Residential - 4 units and 10 units per acre/Bear Creek Overlay), MFR-20
and MFR-30 (Multiple-Family Residential - 20 units and 30 units per acre), and C-C (Community
Commercial) zoning districts, with public hearings a matter of record of the Planning Commission
on August 27 and September 10, 1998.

3. At public hearings 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 hearings, after consideration and discussion, the Medford
Planning Commission, upon a motion duly seconded, granted a Planned Unit Development permit
and directed staff to prepare a final order with all conditions and supplemental findings set forth for
the granting of the planned unit development.

THEREFORE LET IT BE HEREBY ORDERED that the application of Rogue Valley Manor stands
approved supported by the findings of fact and conclusions of law and the conditions of approval
stated in the Revised Commission Report dated September 24, 1998, Enl ReBslippReiiental Findings
of Fact and Conclusions of Law - Exhibit Z3. CIE?:;L'?L;E%’;L:@; b
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FINAL ORDER PUD-98-23

BASED UPON THE ABOVE, it is the finding of the Medford City Planning Commission that the
approval of Rogue Valley Manor, a 25.2 acre expansion of a mixed use, will not be detrimental to
the health, safety, or general welfare of the persons residing or working in the neighborhood of the
proposed use or be detrimental or injurious to the property and improvements in the neighborhood
or to the general welfare of the City.

Accepted and approved this 24th day of September, 1998.

CITY OF MEDFORD PLANNING COMMISSION

@ zol Tyt~

Carl Bartlett, Chair

ATTEST:

III/“
P AN

Mark Gallagher, Sqﬂetaxy
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City of Medford September 24, 1998
REVISED COMMISSION REPORT
File No.: PUD-98-23  Rogue Valley Manor Planned Unit Development (Revised)

Applicant:  Rogue Valley Manor (Robert Foster, agent)

Request: Consideration of a revision and 25.2-acre expansion of a mixed use Planned Unit
Development on 219.7 acres of property, located east of Interstate 5 between
Ellendale and La Loma Drives, within the SFR-4 and SFR-10/BC (Single-Family
Residential - 4 units and 10 units per acre/Bear Creek Overlay), MFR-20 and MFR-30
(Multiple-Family Residential - 20 units and 30 units per acre) and C-C (Community
Commercial) zoning districts.

Decision: This Commission Report includes some of the original text related to the applicant's
initial proposal, including discussion about all the commercial buildings, but has been modified,
particularly with regard to conditions of approval, to reflect the Planning Commission's decision. The
major text revisions are preceded by the word Decision.

Background:

The original planned unit development (PUD-84-3) approval was granted in 1984. On March 14,
1991, the Planning Commission approved a major revision to the PUD resulting in a 195.6 acre
configuration to include up to 1053 dwellings and various amenities, the most notable of which was
a 9-hole golf course. In July 1991, a minor revision was approved by the Planning Director to allow
a 12,000 square foot expansion to the congregate dining facility.

On April 28, 1994, the Planning Commission approved a revision to the PUD which increased the
project area to 213.3 acres and 1096 dwelling units. The 1996 revised PUD, approved in 1997,
included some internal revisions and the addition of an existing residence resulting in a 213.8-acre
project with 1097 dwelling units approved. To date, 12 phases of development have been completed
or approved for construction which represents a total of 609 dwellings including the 75 congregate
units currently under construction in Skyline Plaza on the south side of Manor Hill,

It should be noted that the current approved acreage total for the project, per the 1997 revision, has
been corrected by the County Assessor. As a result of consolidation of tax lots within the project,
it was determined that there were actually 194.5 acres of property. As this still represents all parcels
previously approved, it is considered to be the correct project acreage. With the proposed additions
per this revision (25.2 acres), the total area of the PUD will be 219.7 acres.

- _/r
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PUD-98-23 September 24, 1998

Decision: Even though the Planning Commission did not approve ali of the proposed commercial
development for which there is not currently adequate public facilities, the boundary of the PUD
proposal remains the same. The area that previously showed all the proposed commercial
development, is now shown to be partially vacant with only the approved portion of the commercial
development shown (Exhibit "Z3").

Relevant Sections of the Land Development Code:

On June 19, 1997, the City Council adopted new Planned Unit Development (PUD) standards and

criteria as contained in Sections 10.230 through 10.245 of the Land Development Code and which
establish the basis of review for the current proposal. Relevant sections of the revised code are as

follows:

10.230 PUD General Provisions
10.235 Preliminary PUD Plan (including Approval Criteria)
10.240 Final PUD Plan (including Approval Criteria)

10.236 Revjsion or Termination of a PUD
Findings:

The applicant's findings which include the documents entitled Application to Amend the Planned Unit

Development (Exhibit "B"), received February 27, 1998, and Supplemental Information Regarding
Transportation Issues (Exhibit "C") received June 26, 1998, include a detailed discussion of the

planned community as well as the requisite findings. References to the applicant’s findings contained
in this report are shown in (italics) and refer to Exhibit "B" to assist in locating the applicable
supporting text. Each of the criteria for approval are identified in the findings (£xh. "B" Pages 30-
43); therefore, they are not repeated herein. As many components of the approved Manor are
unaffected by the revisions, discussions pertaining to the PUD criteria focus on the changes proposed
at this time. The findings summarize the dwelling and acreage totals for the revised project as well
as the proposed mix of uses and support facilities.

Decision: The applicant's final submittal now includes the required Revised Partial Master Site
Plan, Exhibit "Z3." The revised plan includes the revisions required by the Planning Commission
relative to the 138 PM peak hour trip limitation.

Project Compliance with Relevant Sections of the Land Development Code:

The staff discussion and analysis which follows includes references to the applicant’s findings where
relevant Code sections are also discussed.

Acreage Limitation: The proposed PUD will contain over 219 acres of property and, therefore,
complies with the one-acre minimum. (Exh."B"” Page 16)

g
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Consolidated Applications: As the property is to remain under a single ownership (Exh."B" Page
16) and city zoning exists on all of the property, no application for a land division or change of zone
has been included as part of this proposal.

Common Area/Ownership: As the property is to remain under a single ownership (including that
of a subsidiary or an affiliate of the Rogue Valley Manor) (Exh."B" Pages 16, 28, and 43),

establishment of a Homeowners’ Association is not required.

Deviations from Standar
Lots and Parcels As several of the existing parcels and associated tax lot lines will conflict

with proposed building locations (e.g., Phase 13), a condition has been included to
consolidate parcels, within each phase as it develops, with evidence thereof submitted at the
time of final plan approval. No parcels less than the minimum lot sizes are proposed.

cks. and Building Height: The applicant proposes that several of the buildings
be allowed to exceed the 35-foot height limitation of the underlying residential zoning
districts. This would include the Hotel/Conference Center (B), Office Building (C), Multi-
Family and Congregate Housing (7, K, O, O, §, and 7}, Medical Center (P), and Auditorium
(R). Distance from the adjoining streets and/or from the nearest project boundary, or
compatibility with anticipated commercial uses on adjoining property, is cited as the primary
mitigating factor in terms of impacts on adjoining uses (Exh.”B" Page 30-31). The
congregate housing on Ellendale (7) was originally to be set back only 20 feet from the side
property line as depicted on the master plan (Exhibit "A"). The design details for this have
been revised in response to neighborhood concerns which has resulted in a much greater
setback for the 3-story structure (Exhibit "E"). Although comments in the findings (Exh. “B"
Page 31) identify an existing 10 foot change in grade as a mitigating factor, the increased
setback from adjoining residences has also been incorporated. Additional discussions
regarding the height of buildings is included later in this report.

Parking, Bicvcles, and Pedestrians: Residential parking is proposed to meet the standards for
retirement facilities (Exh."B" Page 31 to 35 and Table Five). A combined overall parking

reduction of 8 percent at the various nonresidential support facilities is proposed and will be
offset by provision of shuttle service throughout the development. Parking strategies are not
expected to impact any areas outside of the development. Bicycle parking and pedestrian
facilities will be required as prescribed by code as no specific deviations are requested.

Frontage, Access, Landscaping, and Signs: The applicant has not identified what, if any,

specific deviations are sought (Exh.”B" Page 35). 1t is assumed that in the context of mixed
uses within the development, signage would be requested that would not otherwise be
permitted in the underlying residential zones. Such signage would be identified at the time
of final plan approval. The Commission should consider what, if any, standards should be
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applied to signs within the PUD, particularly those where uses not allowed in the underlying
zone are proposed. It is suggested, for simplicity sake, that the signage standards for the zone
in which the use typically occurs be used.

Decision: The Planning Commission deferred review of the signage to the Site Plan and
Architectural Commission.

Streets:  All existing streets within the boundaries of the PUD are private except for
Ellendale Drive, a designated collector, and Shannon Drive, which tums into Rogue Valley
Manor Drive approximately 1,000 feet north of Mira Mar Avenue. All new streets proposed
within the revised PUD are proposed to be private as well. All private streets are subject to
Fire Marshal approval in terms of emergency vehicle access. In fact, adjoining sidewalks have
been specially constructed along some of the existing one-way streets to provide the requisite
fire lane.

The applicant proposed to add a gated access on the end of Misty Lane to provide a
secondary access to the Alzheimer/Clinic facility (7. "B" Page 25). There are existing gated
accesses at the ends of Argonne Avenue and Donnalee Drive, Al other streets that end at
the Manor property will remain as dead-end streets with no access allowed. The Public
Works Director (Exhibit "F") had suggested that gates on Misty Lane and Argonne Avenue
be left open during the day to help reduce traffic impacts on streets serving the main
entrances. Availability of secondary (local) access points into the PUD could help distribute
trips such as would be accomplished by an interconnected street system. The Commission
weighed this recommendation and, in light of the resultant additional traffic into adjoining
neighborhoods, decided to leave the access points at Honor Drive, Misty Lane, and Argonne
Avenue closed.

The Public Works Director initially recommended that an area for a roadway connection to
the south project boundary be reserved for future access to adjoining lands also owned by the
Manor and within the Urban Growth Boundary. This was intended to provide an alternative
to using Donnalee Drive (and associated impacts of such use). Three cottage units would
have had to be adjusted to accommodate the roadway. The recommendation was removed
due to topographic constraints.

Decision: The Planning Commission required that Honor Drive, Misty Lane, and
Argonne Avenue remain closed.

A 100-foot wide strip of land shall be deeded to the city for the southward extension of
Highland Drive as part of the anticipated Highland/Garfield connection. The area beneath the
portion of the street extension that will contain an overpass shall be reserved for such use by
an easement. The proposed master plan identifies this area and proposes to locate parking
in the area beneath the overpass.

(r
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Decision: The above recommendation was deleted by the Planning Commission at the
request of staff. Since the project will not be generating any additional vehicular trips beyond
that currently allowed by the existing zoning, no additional street improvements are necessary.

The traffic impacts of the project are further discussed below in the context of the requisite
findings for the proposed commercial uses (Exh."B" Pages 25 & 41; the Appendix; and
Exhibit "C").

Street Lights: A private street light design has been used within the existing Manor project
which will be continued (Exh."B" Page 33). Specifications for street lighting shall be included
at the time of final plan approval, subject to approval of the City Engineer.

Housing Density: The applicant has included a detailed summary of the housing density
associated with the PUD (Exh."B" Pages 35-36 and Table Six). Based upon the underlying
residential zoning for the entire project, a maximum of 1,536 dwellings would be allowed for
a standard residential development. It should also be noted that 2 minimum of 903 dwellings
would be required to meet minimum density standards. With the 20 percent density bonus
allowed for PUD’s, a maximum of 1,844 dwellings would be allowed. As 22.2 acres of SFR-
10 property are proposed to be utilized for commercial uses, the maximum dwellings allowed
would be 1,316 or 1,624 with the PUD bonus. The minimum number of dwellings would be
815 when adjusted for the acreage proposed for the commercial development. As the
applicant is proposing a maximum of 1,265 units, this project complies with density
requirements.

Allowed Uses: The applicant has proposed both permitted and accessory uses as well as
nonresidential uses that are not otherwise permitted in the underlying residential zones as
described in Exhibit "C" Tables S4 and S6. Uses not allowed in the underlying zoning
include the following:

Restaurant
Hotel/Conference Center
Office Building
Parking/Potential Small Office Buildings (2)
Mixed Use Site E-F
E. Housing/Retail
F. Retail

Mixed Use Site G-H-I
G. Housing/Retail
H. Retail
I. Housing

\\ﬂ
(0 of W0
Page 79



PUD-98-23 September 24, 1998

As these nonresidential uses will occupy approximately 20.75 acres of the 219 acres within
the PUD, the proposal complies with the 20 percent limitation (i.e., 43 acres maximum). The
applicant’s findings include the requisite discussion of the conditional use permit (CUP) and
facilities adequacy criteria. Additional comments in regard to those findings are included
below.

Decision: The above list of proposed uses has been reduced by the Planning
Commission’s approval of only that portion of the commercial equivalent to the 138 PM peak
hour trips.

Housing Types: The applicant has included a detailed summary of the housing types and
quantities associated with the PUD (Exh."B” Page 11, Table One, and Page 36). A net
increase of 168 dwellings is proposed from the previously approved 1,097 units for a total of
1,265 units. This new total includes; 374 attached single-family (Cottages), 96 upstairs
apartments for general occupancy within the commercial portion of the development, 7
existing detached single-family residences, and 788 congregate (apartment) units.
Congregate living facilities also include the medical center and Alzheimer's unit facilities
within the existing PUD boundary. The revised PUD includes changes within the existing
boundary to include a reduction of 59 cottage units and an increase of 68 congregate units
for a net increase of 9 units.

Common Elements: As mentioned above, all property is to remain in the ownership of the Rogue
Valley Manor (or its subsidiaries); therefore, formation of a Homeowners’ Association is not
necessary. As the sole owner, the Rogue Valley Manor shall record documents containing assurances
that the common areas (elements) will be improved and maintained for their intended purpose
(Section 10.230 (E)(3)).

Proposed Changes:

Much of the original design of the "Manor" PUD remains as a component of the current proposal and
many of the associated issues (e.g., streets, access, buffers, etc.), remain the same as when previously
approved. A summary of the currently proposed revisions to the development is included in the
applicant’s findings (ExA."B" Pages 7-10), and further amended in Exhibit "C," and findings refevant
to the CUP criteria included for those nonresidential uses within 100 feet of the project boundary
pursuant to 10.230(D)(9)(b) (Exh."B" Pages 42-43, Exhibit 6). Issues associated with some of the
uses in the new master plan are also discussed in the following section:

L\Ri’
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mmercial Village - Ellendale Drive

Because this portion of the PUD includes uses that are not allowed in the underlying residential zone,
it is required that a demonstration of Category A facility adequacy also be made (Exh."B” Page 41
and Appendices). This includes storm drainage, sanitary sewer, water, and streets.

Traffic Based on the response from Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT), it has been
determined that the Barnett Road interchange will go to 90 percent of capacity and drop to Level of
Service "E" (Exhibits "Q," "R," and "S") with the proposed development. This would be in violation
of the standards established in the Oregon Highway Plan for highway operations. The applicant has
made revisions to the proposal in the context of this issue and the requisite facilities adequacy finding.
In the supplemental findings entitled Supplemental Information Regarding Transportation Issues
(Exhibit "C"), the applicant has proposed a program of development equivalency and allocation of
future facility capacity which may be an acceptable method of allowing approval of the long-term
master plan. This has been a topic of much discussion within the community and the applicant’s
proposed conditions of approval are consistent with the developing program to deal with the street
capacity issue.

The Public Works Director has determined that the surrounding streets have sufficient capacity to
handle vehicle trips generated from this site without opening any additional access points, the freeway
interchange not withstanding. In acknowledging the reduced Level of Service {LOS) on Barnett
Road at Ellendale Drive, it is suggested that approved roadways into the property (Argonne Avenue
and Misty Lane) allow secondary ingress and egress by not closing gates during the day. In
anticipation of access to lands immediately to the south of the project, space for a roadway to the
south boundary could be preserved (i.e., no buildings). Such a roadway reservation would help
prevent the use of existing residential streets (i.e., Donnalee Drive) for such future access.

Decision: The Planning Commission did not approve any uses not allowed in the underlying zone
that would generate traffic beyond the 138 PM peak hour trips. The access points along the project
perimeter were required to remain closed and the proposed road extension to the south mentioned
above was removed as a recommendation due to topographic constraints.

Congregate Housing
Affordable Retirement Facility (7) - As the applicant proposes this 60-unit facility, and small office,

as the next phase of development (Phase 13), detailed site, architectural, and landscape plans (Exhibit
"E") have been submitted for review by the Planning Commission consistent with the exemption from
Site Plan and Architectural Commission review. An application for final plan approval for Phase 13
per Section 10.240 is anticipated immediately following preliminary approval of the master plan.

Such plans have been reviewed by the affected agencies and departments and conditions of
development have been included in this report for development of that site upon approval of the PUD.
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The structure, which is to replace four existing single-family residences, is proposed to be three
stories in height, exceeding the 35-foot height limitation of the underlying SFR-4 zone. The building
was original proposed to be set back 20 feet from the adjoining residential properties as depicted on
the master plan (Exhibit "A"). Due to concerns over the visual impact of this building on the
adjoining properties, the applicant has revised the site design placing the structure away from the
project boundary (Exhibit "E"). The other tall structures in the PUD are far enough from the project
boundaries that the extra height above the height limit does not exacerbate the line of sight
obstruction that would be created by a structure located within the allowable setbacks of the
underlying zone, as viewed from a neighboring property. It is recommended that sight line elevations
be submitted at the time of Final Plan approval request demonstrating that any structure, if over 35
feet high, will not exceed the visual impacts of a 35-foot high, multiple-family residential structure
built at the minimum setback of 20 feet from the project boundary. The Commission should also
consider the overall size and bulk of the structure when assessing impacts on adjoining residences and
an appropriate setback.

Alzheimers' Unit/Special Care Facility - Discussed in the applicant’s findings (Exh."B" Page 4-4-

43) and above in the discussion about streets (page 3). It should be noted that the applicant’s findings
state that there is "an increasing need for quality professional care for Alzheimers’ patients”
(Exh."B" Page 43) concluding that the public interest is being served per Criterion #2. The applicant
has indicated that the facility will be an expansion of, and ultimately a relocation for, the existing
special care/medical facility currently located at the main Manor building and that these facilities are
to be for Manor residents. The Commission should consider the degree of "public interest" served
when evaluating the impacts of such facilities. In the context of the proposed location, site design
and landscaping features are identified by the applicant as a means to reduce impacts of the facility.
However, the proposed 125 parking spaces suggest a staff and visitor component (i.e., vehicle trips)
that may also impact the adjoining residential neighborhood and consideration should be given to
what, if any, access to Misty Lane should be utilized, including the nature of the proposed gate. The
potential for noise from exterior mechanical equipment and glare from exterior lighting should also
be addressed.

Decision. The Planning Commission required the above facility to be single story in height and
located no closer than 99 feet from the exterior boundary of the PUD in order to mitigate anticipated

adverse impacts to adjoining properties. The Planning Commission also accepted the applicant's
proposal to buffer the area with a landscaped berm and wall (Exhibit "Z2").

Auditorium - Discussed in the applicant’s findings (Exh."B" Page 44).
Areas/Issues of Special Concern:

Larson Creek - The lower section of the creek which adjoins or is contained within the boundaries
of the project has been identified as a Class 1 fish habitat due to the observed presence of fish.

1/
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Larson and Bear Creeks are considered habitat for coho and chinook salmon, which have recently
been placed on the threatened species list, as well as steelhead trout. In that regard, the Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife has recommended that a 50-foot setback be applied to Larson Creek
(Exhibit "J"). Similar concerns have been expressed by Oregon Trout (Exhibit "K") who also
recormend that development be set back 50 feet from the creek. The Rogue Valley Council of
Government (RVCOG) has submitted a letter discussing the above fish habitat concerns as well as
water quality, storm drainage, and flood plain responsibilities of streamside developers as regulated
by the City (Exhibit "L"). The Special Report from the Public Works Director also includes comments
and conditions in regard to Larson Creek as a component of the city’s storm drainage system (Exhibit
"Fl!).

The future development of a pedestrian/bicycle path along Larson Creek has been supported by the
City as witnessed by the acquisition of an easement along upper stretches of the creek including the
existing Rogue Valley Manor property between Hilldale Drive and Ellendale Avenue. Such a
pathway is also conceptually shown primarily north of the creek on the master plan for the expanded
portion of the PUD.

The above stream related objectives (fish habitat, storm drainage, recreation/transportation, water
quality, and flood prevention) are not all mutually compatible in terms of how to treat the
urban/waterway interface and the City is developing new policies and code language in regard to
Larson Creek, similar to what has been adopted in the Southeast Plan, that appropriately weigh all
of these concerns. Prior to actual legislative review and adoption of such setback restrictions, it is
recommended that a development/construction setback of 20 feet from the top of the stream bank
be maintained along the Manor’s Larson and Bear Creek frontages. In requesting such a setback, it
is recognized that development of impervious surfaces within close proximity to the creek negates
the possibility of creating and maintaining the riparian corridor necessary to create a viable fish
habitat. The 10 feet of the strip closest to the stream bank should be planted with riparian vegetation
approved by ODFW. The remainder can be planted with ornamental vegetation that is also
supportive of creating a viable fish habitat.

Decision. In response to concerns raised during the public hearing, the applicant proposed, and
the Planning Commission accepted, a 50-foot setback from the top of the creek bank.

Building Height - General

The proposed congregate living facilities, auditorium, office building, and hotel/conference building
will exceed the 35-foot height limitation of the underlying SFR and MFR zones. Although the exact
height is not known at this time, none of the buildings will be as tall as the existing manor building.
For the tall structures that are far enough from the project boundaries, the extra height above the
height limit does not exacerbate the line of sight obstruction that would be created by a structure
located within the allowable setbacks of the underlying zone, as viewed from a neighboring property.
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It is recommended that sight line elevations be submitted at the time of Final Plan approval request
demonstrating that any structure, if over 35 feet high, will not exceed the visual impacts of a 35-foot
high structure built at the minimum setback of 20 feet from the project boundary. This does not
include buildings previously approved that exceed the 35-foot height limit.

Conclusion:

Several portions of the proposed plan have concurrence from both the City of Medford staff and
ODOT in meeting the required criteria. This includes the residential portion of the project that is
consistent with the underlying zoning and that portion of the project that includes commercial

development equivalent to the trips (138 PM peak hour) that would otherwise be generated by the
underlying residential zoning.

ODOT and the City of Medford staff do not support approval of the third part of the proposal to
conditionally approve the balance of the commercial development.

Decision. The Planning Commission found the project to meet the required criteria with the
required revisions and the conditions of approval.

Commission Action:
Approval of PUD-98-23, per the Revised Commission Report dated September 24, 1998; including:

Exhibit "A" - Master Plan Map (with amended portion contained in Exhibit "Z3");

Exhibit "B" - Application nd the Plann nit Development (Findings) received
February 27, 1998;
Exhibit "C" - lemental Information Regarding Tran tion Is submitted June 26, 1998;

Exhibit "D" - Additional Qperational Analysis (Supplemental Traffic Study) received April 6, 1998:
Exhibit "E" - Phase 13 Site Plan, Elevations, and Landscape Plan,

Exhibit "F" - Special Report from the Public Works Director No. PUD-98-23b dated July 16, 1998;

Exhibit "G" - Memorandum from the Bureau of Fire Prevention dated April 10, 1998;

Exhibit "H" - Letter from Bear Creek Valley Sanitary Authority dated April 8, 1998;

Exhibit "I" - Memorandum from the Medford Water Commission dated March 31, 1998:

Exhibit "J" - Letter from Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife dated April 14, 1998;

Exhibit "K" - Letter from Oregon Trout dated June 2, 1998;

Exhibit "L" - Letter from RVCOG dated June 2, 1998;

Exhibit "M" - Special Report from the Public Works Director No. PUD-98-23a (Phase 13) dated
May 19, 1998;

Exhibit "N" - Memorandum from the Bureau of Fire Prevention (Phase 13) dated July 8, 1998;

Exhibit "0" - Memorandum from the Medford Water Commission dated July 8, 1998:

Exhibit "P" - Memorandum from Medford Parks and Recreation (Phase 13) dated June 1, 1998;

Exhibit "Q" - Letter from Mike Arneson ODOT (Oregon Department of Transportation) dated
April 28, 1998;
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Exhibit "R" -
Exhibit "S" -
Exhibit "T" -
Exhibit "U" -
Exhibit "V" -
Exhibit "W"-
Exhibit "X" -
Exhibit "Y" -
Exhibit "Z" -

Exhibit "Z1"-
Exhibit "Z2"-

Exhibit "Z3"-

September 24, 1998

Letter from Mike Ameson (ODOT) dated May 5, 1998;

Letter from Mike Arneson (ODOT) dated July 13, 1998;

Letter from Mike Arneson (ODOT) dated July 22, 1998.

Letter from Mike Arneson (ODOT) dated July 23, 1998,

Letter from Mike Arneson (ODOT) dated August 25, 1998.

Memo from Public Works Department dated August 20, 1998,

Letter from Tom Becker, Rogue Valley Manor, dated June 25, 1998,

Letter from Tom Becker, Rogue Valley Manor, dated August 27, 1998.

Letter from Chuck Fustish (Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife) dated
August 27, 1998.

Letter from Mike Arneson (ODOT) dated September 3, 1998.

Letter from Brian McLemore, Rogue Valley Manor (rebuttal), dated September 10,
1998.

Letter from Brian McLemore, Rogue Valley Manor, dated September 17, 1998
including Revised Partial Master Site Plan (commercial portion to comply with the
138 PM peak hour trip limitation), and

Exhibit "Z4"- Supplemental Findings dated September 10, 1998;

and subject to the following conditions:

1.

(]

[#%]

The revised Rogue Valley Manor Planned Unit Development includes uses that will generate
vehicle trips in excess of the standard residential development allowed in the underlying
zones. In order to maintain an acceptable Level of Service (LOS) at the Barnett Road/Stewart
Avenue/Interstate 5 interchange, development of the nonpermitted uses shall be subject to the
following:

A

The proposed nonpermitted uses set forth in Table S6 of the Rogue Valley Manor

application (Exhibit "C") entitled Supplemental Information Regarding Transportation

Issues (submitted June 25, 1998) can be developed if they are consistent with the
Revised Partial Master Site Plan (Exhibit "Z3") and provided that the PM peak hour
trips generated by the nonpermitted uses do not exceed a threshold limit of 138 PM
peak hour trips.

A minimum setback of 50 feet shall be maintained along the Larson and Bear Creek frontages.
This area shall remain natural or be planted with vegetation, approved by Oregon Department
of Fish and Wildlife, that does not require irrigation,

Fire protection facilities and access shall be provided per Exhibit "G." All private streets are
subject to Fire Marshal approval for adequacy of emergency vehicle access.
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4.

10.

1.

Comply with Special Report from the Public Works Director No. PUD-98-23b dated July 16,
1998 (Exhibit "F") with the following requirements deleted:

A. Revise the Master Plan to show a roadway E;&ending to the southwest project
boundary.

B. A 100-foot wide strip of land shall be deeded to the city for the southward extension
of Highland Drive and the area beneath the portion of the street extension that will
contain an overpass shall be reserved for such use by an easement.

Rogue Valley Manor shall record documents containing assurances that the common areas
(elements) will be improved and maintained for their intended purpose.

Signage for nonresidential uses shall be subject to Site Plan and Architectural Commission
review.

Exterior illumination for all nonresidential uses and congregate living facilities within the PUD
shall not cause glare on any residential property that is not part of the PUD. Construction
plans submitted for such uses shall include design specifications for all exterior lighting
including a photometric site illumination plan consistent with the standards contained in
Section 10.764.

All exterior mechanical equipment and trash collection facilities for uses within 100 feet of
PUD boundaries that adjoin residential zones, excluding that for individual cottage units, shall
be located within enclosures designed to conceal such facilities from view and maintain noise
levels at or below those prescribed by Section 10.753 New Noise Sources.

Construction plans for all structures, except for those previously approved, that exceed the
35-foot height limitation shall include sight line elevations demonstrating that any such
structure will not exceed the visual impacts of a 35-foot high structure built at the minimum
setback of 20 feet from an exterior project boundary, excluding changes in grade (slopes).

Boundary line adjustments or lot consolidation of existing tax lots, shall be completed prior
to final plan approval for each phase, where proposed buildings are located over lot lines with
evidence thereof submitted at the time of final plan approval.

Prior to final plan approval, existing water lines shall be shown on a master plan to prevent
conflicts with future building.

I
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12.

13.

14.

16.

17.

The Alzheimers' Clinic/Skilled Nursing Facility shall be single story only and set back a
minimum of 99 feet from the exterior PUD boundary. The off-street parking shall not be

greater than the minimum required by the Land Development Code.

The Alzheimers' Clinic/Skilled Nursing Facility shall be screened from the adjoining
neighborhood as proposed in Exhibit "Z2."

Honor Drive, Misty Lane, and Argonne Avenue shali remain closed.

All HVAC (heating ventilation and air conditioning) equipment for buildings shall be located
on the ground and concealed from view.

Thereview and approval of detailed building elevations and landscape plans is delegated to
the Site Plan and Architectural Commission for all new development, except Phase 13 ( HUD
project).

Affordable Retirement Facility and Qffice - Phase 13 Site Development.

Apply for, and receive, Final Plan Approval pursuant to Section 10.240 per the approved
design as shown tn Exhibit "E" - Site Plan (revised), Elevations, and Landscape Plan; and the
following:

A Comply with conditions contained in: Exhibit "M" - Special Report from the Public
Works Director # PUD-98-23a dated May 19, 1998; Exhibit "N" - Memorandum
from the Bureau of Fire Prevention dated July 8, 1998; Exhibit "O" - Memorandum
from Medford Water Commission dated July 8, 1998; and Exhibit "P" - Memorandum
from Parks and Recreation dated June 1, 1998; and including, but not limited, to the
following:

B. Prior to issuance of the first building permit, revised site and landscape plans shall be
submitted for staff review showing:

(1) A different shrub species substituted for the Hawthorne.
2) Specifications for root barriers for all trees within six (6) feet of hardscapes.

(3) Specifications for an automatic irrigation system including the location of an
approved backflow prevention device.
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(4)  Finished floor elevations and the location and elevations for the 100-year
flood plain as shown on the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) as administered by the Building Safety Department.

(5)  The deciduous trees shall be replaced with fast growing evergreen trees along

the south side of the site and shrubs being a minimum size of 5 gallons.
Prior to issuance of the first building permit, the property owner shall consolidate
parcels to contain the residential structure and submit evidence thereof to the Planning
Department.

Prior to issuance of the first building permit, the property owner shall deed to the
public a 15-foot Public Utility Easement (PUE) across the Ellendale Avenue frontage
or provide evidence that such an easement exists.

Prior to recordation of the deed by the applicant, the deed, together with a Lot Book
or Preliminary Title Report and releases of interest obtained from holders of trust
deeds or mortgages on the property, shall be submitted to the Planning Department

for review and approval. A sample easement form is available at the Planning
Department.

Exterior mechanical equipment and trash receptacles shall be concealed from public
view.,

Prior to issuance of the first building permit, the property owner shall sign and record
with the Jackson County Clerk's office a Building Site Improvement Agreement, with
the original returned to the Planning Department, specifying that the following items
will be completed within six (6) months of the date of the agreement:

(1)  Install landscaping and irrigation per the approved plan.

(2)  Pave all parking and vehicle maneuvering areas, including extruded curb
around perimeter, to City of Medford specifications.

(3)  Install bicycle parking per the approved plans.
(4)  Construct concealment for mechanical equipment and trash receptacles.

(5)  Install pedestrian walkways and bicycle parking per the approved plans.
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MEDFORD PLANNING COMMISSION

(L 2n) LBuitH—

Carl Bartlett, Chair

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA: JUNE 11, 1998
JULY 23, 1998
AUGUST 27, 1998
SEPTEMBER 10, 1998
SEPTEMBER 24, 1998
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November 10, 2016 RECEIVED
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VIA EMAIL Y 10 2015
WT_.IAanI
Site Plan and Architectural Commission GDEPT.
Jetf Bender, Chair
Jim Quinn, Vice Chair
Jim Catt

Bill Chmelir

Tim D ‘Alessandro
Bob Neathamer
Marcy Pierce
Curtis Turner

Rick Whitlock

City of Medford
City Hall

411 W, 8% Street
Medford, OR 97501

Re:  Rogue Valley Manor
Memory Care Center (AC-16-108)

Dear Chair Bender and Members of the Commission,

I represent Rogue Valley Manor (“Manor) regarding its request for Site Plan
Review approval of its proposed Memory Care Center. Your Commission held a public
hearing regarding the Manor’s request at your November 4t meeting. Your Commission
continued the request and decided to leave the record open for seven days.

One of the issues that was discussed was whether the Manor was required
to construct a wall on the northwest, east and southeast boundaries of the site area for
Phase 1 of the Memory Care development. The City previously allowed the Memory
Care Center in its approval of the Manor’s revised PUD in 1998 and imposed a condition
requiring a wall on all three sides of the area designated for Memory Care development
("PUD Condition of Approval”). I represented the Manor in the 1998 PUD proceedings
before the City.

CITY OF MEDFORD

EXHIBITH __ 4
File #~jﬂ;[[ﬂ -[08
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As staff pointed out in its staff report, however, this condition did not
address whether a wall needed to be constructed on all three sides of the site area if the
Manor proposed to phase the Memory Care development: “[Tlhe approval of the PUD
did not contemplate that the facility would be constructed in phases. Therefore, no
timing provisions were given regarding the construction of screening mitigation.” Staff
recommended a condition of approval that the Manor construct a wall on all three sides
for its Phase 1 development in its October 28t staff report.

It is my understanding that there was a discussion whether it was
appropriate to require the construction of the wall on all three sides of the site area when
construction of the wall on the northwest boundary was appropriate to mitigate any
visual impacts regarding Phase 1. This correspondence is intended to address the
Commission’s authority to approve Phase 1 of the Memory Care development subject to
construction of the northwest wall and why such an approach is consistent with the 1998
PUD Condition of Approval.

First, it is important to note that your Commission is charged with the
responsibility of ensuring that your Site Plan Review decision is consistent with the City’s
PUD approval and any conditions of approval. Second, it is important to note that your
Commission has the authority to interpret the PUD decision and any condition of
approval to determine if your Site Plan Review approval is consistent with that decision.
Third, it is important to understand the reason why the wall condition was imposed in
the first instance to determine if requiring the construction of only the northwvest wall for
Phase 1 is consistent with the PUD Condition of Approval.

It is our opinion that your Commission has the authority to approve the
Manor’s Site Plan for Phase 1 of the Memory Care Center subject to constructing the
northwest wall for the following reasons:

1. The PUD Condition of Approval did not contemplate that the Memory
Care Center would be built in phases. As a result, the condition
requiring the construction of a wall on all three sides of the site area
assumed full development of the Memory Care site requiring visual
mitigation along the full extent of the boundaries of the site area.

I

It is apparent that the purpose for the construction of the wall as a
Condition of Approval in 1998 was to act as a visual screen from the
adjoining neighborhood. The Manor’s 1998 screening plan to construct
the Wall demonstrates how the wall on all three sides of the site area
would sufficiently mitigate any visual impacts on the adjoining
neighborhood at full Memory Care development.
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3. The proposed Phase 1 development only triggers the need for visual
mitigation along the northwest boundary of the site area. The Manor’s
site plan notes that the east wall and the southwest wall will be
constructed with the development of Phase 2 of the Memory Care

Center.

4. Your Commission’s decision to approve Phase 1 with construction of
the northwest wall is consistent with the 1998 Condition of Approval if
your Commission finds that the northwest wall will sufficiently mitigate
the visual impacts created with the Phase 1 development. We believe
the evidence in the record demonstrates that the northwest wall
provides sufficient visual mitigation for Phase 1, and that construction
of the wall on the cast and southeast boundaries of the site area will
provide sufficient mitigation when Phase 2 is developed.

Based on the above analysis, we respectfully request your Commission to
find that approval of Phase 1 of the Memory Care Center with the construction of the
northwest wall is consistent with the 1998 PUD Condition of Approval. We further
request your Commission to approve Phase 1 with the condition to construct the
northwest wall.

Thank you for your consideration.

Very truly yours,

HATHAWAY KOBACK CONNORS LLP

O peg s Mooy

Gregory S. Hathaway

GSH/mo

cc:  Dick Gordon, City Council Liaison {via email)
Eli Matthews, City Council Liaison Alt. (via email)
Kelly Akin, Principal Planner (via email)
Chris Dalengas, Ankrom Moisan Architects (via email)
Brian McLemore, Rogue Valley Manor (via email)
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City of Medford Medford. OR 97304
411 West 8th Street (341) §57.3777
Medford, OR 97501 Fav (341 £37.7599

Toll-frec: (SOG) §48-7568

September 10, 1998

E-mail prs(@ retirement arg

Dear Planning Commission:

Enclosed please find Supplemental Information regarding Rogue Valley Manor's Planned
Unit Development Amendment (PUD-98-23). The items submitted are a result of the
testimony heard at the August 27, 1998 hearing.

Items submitted include:
1- Modified Proposed Conditions for Step 3 - regarding traffic issues. (Attachment A)

2- Landscape Screening Plan, pertaining to the proposed Special Care Center and
Medical Facility. (Attachment B)

3- Letter from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development reﬁgu'ding
deadlines for HUD financing for the Senior Affordable Housing facility off of
Ellendale. (Attachment C)

In additton, we would like to make the following modifications to our Proposed PUD
Amendment:

I- With regard to building heights - Rogue Valley Manor proposes a single story height
limitation for all structures in the Medical Faa)jity Complex (area N on Master Plan)

2- With regard to building setbacks on Bear and Larson Creeks - Rogue Valley Manor
would acc?_pt the recommendation from the Oregon Department of Fish and
Wildlife of a 50' setback in order to enhance fish habitat in this area.

Based on these conditions and those provided in our August 27, 1998 letter we ask for
your appfoval of the proposed PUD 98-23.

Si

cLemore
Administrator of Corporate Development

CITY OF MEDFORD
BTy, T
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T e | et
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ATTACHMENT A

PROPOSED CONDITIONS FOR STEP 3

ROGUE VALLEY MANOR

1. Any -of the ‘proposed non-permitted uses set forth in Table S6 of the
Rogue Véliey Manor application (entitled “Supplemental Information Regarding Transportation
Issues,” dated June 25, 1998) can be developed at the discretion of the Applicant 5o long as the
~cumulative PM peak hour trips generated by the non-permitted uses as set forth in TableS6 do
not exceed a threshold 1imit of 138 PM peak hour trips.

. 3. - None of the Tnon-permitted uses authorized pursuant to Section 10,130
D.9.b. and set forth in Table S6 that exceed the trip generation threshold limit of 138 PM peak
hour trips shall be allowed to be developed, except under the following conditions:

A. Applicant may request that the City, with regard to City
transportation facilities, and ODOT, with regard (o state transportation facilities, determine
whether there curreatly exists adequate capacity to accommodate the trips that will be
generated by the non-permitted uses proposed by Applicant. Prior to requesting that the City

ODOT prior to the study being initjated,

B. If the City and ODOT determine there is sufficient capacity in the
city and state transportation facilities to accommodate some additional uses and if the City and
ODOT determine it is DECessary to assign a trip generation allocation among the otherwise
developable properties, subject to the traffic impact study, in the area of the Rogue Valley
Manor property, the City shall conduct at least one public bearing before the Planning
Commission to consider whether a trip generation allocation plan should or should not be
adopted. The City shall determine the extent of the area subject to a trip generation allocation

Page 1 - PROPOSED CONDITIONS FOR STEP 3
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Portland
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C. After adoption of a trip generation allocation plan, the City, upon
a request from the Applicant, shall hold at least one public hearing before the Planning
Commission to consider development of the non-permitted uses set forth in Table $6 in
accordance with the adopted allocation plan.

.D. If an allocation plan is not adopted by the City, the City upon
request from the Applicant shall conduct at least one public hearing before the Planning
Commission to consider the developraent of non-permitted uses set forth in Table S6 and to
determine whether the transportation facitities are adequate to accommodate the proposed
development pursuant to the Medford Land Development Code.

_ E.  The determination of the Planning Commission under Condition
3.C or 3.D above shall be subject to appeal and review by the City Council pursuant to
procedures establish{ed by the Medford Land Development Code.

: 4, The approval of this PUD application shall extend gio priority to Rogue
Valley Manor if the City and ODOT adopt an allocation plan for the Rogue Valley Manor
property and other properties in the area of the Rogue Valley Manor property, or in the use of
additional capacity created by the improvement of ransportation facilities in the area or by
other means employed to increase the capacity of affected transportation facilities. However,
if the allocation plan assigns trips to the Rogue Valley Manor proportionate to financia]
contributions by Rogue Valley Manor in the funding of needed transportation improvements,
nothing in this condition shall prohibit such an assignment of priority.

Page 2 - PROPOSED CONDITIONS FOR STEP 3

WPDX_ZEUSFILES\IAISE5411 PRO FCOND-STEP1 DOC

Page 95



ST

T

T1

L} m
'} PR 1AM

i i li [ I h l=
SPECIAL CARE FACILITY
SCREENIN AN
ROMUE VALLEY MANOR,

1999 7U.D AMENDMENT APELICATION
TONER OMSULTANTE  (903) 699 -61T0

W i
b

9
K

:
2=
¢ F

e

o

.’
o+
¥ -
h ;
ll?’ﬂ
1
1
]



Hidiedu|
22 BULTING  Serecic.

couirie
o0 o,

RT3 oroe "3 R B
VA - S ENTRANCE
o et u -0
o
w
D
O
~J
T————— 3 ".ﬂ,,ii,.u;_ .
i T T — Syl o 25 et Al
i ' ‘ b
—— = - ORI
SPECIAL CARE FACILITY P < T
SCREENING SECTIONG § DETAILS | oA o T Tl
ROGUE VALLEY MANCR. e

448 PUD AMENDMENT AfRLICATAN @ | T P
oF TWO

OEER Ut (s) svo-site AT



ATITACHMENT U
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

‘_@““ENY o'p"
- o
5 ﬂmhﬂm] 6‘% Office of State Coordinator
2 % *x & Portland Office, Northwest/Alaska Area
5 II " " 3 400 Southwest Sixth Avenue, Suite 700
"e%g“g@“’ Portland, Oregon 97204-1632

9/4/98

Mr. William Leever

Executive Director

Rogue Valley Manor

1200 Mira Mar .
Medford, OR 97504

ECEIVER
-]

SUBJECT: Project No. 126-EE024-WAH, RVM Medford III Housing
Firm Commitment Application - Extension #1

Attention: Mr. Leever

Your request for an extension to submit the firm commitment application
for the subject project is approved. However, the extension date you
requested is not approved. Per our memo to you dated December 23,1997 the
firm commitment application must be submitted at least 120 days pricr to the
fund reservation termination date to allow for processing the commitment and
accomplish the initial closing. (see enclosed copy of the memo) The
application is due in this office no later than December 16,1998. Please note
that the alternate site must be approved prior to submission of the firm
application. The total cumulative period for which extensions have been
granted totals 248 days.

PROCESSING STAGE DEADLINE
1. Date of Notification 10/15/97 C:o ,,gtfh:a\
wh
2. Owner submits Firm Commitment Tir™M B\d%
application 12/16/98 '\v\o\‘-""‘ts %
3. HUD issues Firm Commitment Perm'
(30 days after submission of
complete applicaticn) 1/16/98
4. Initial Closing 3/16/98
(60 days from Firm Commitment)
5. *Construction Start 3/16/98
6. Project Completion To Be Determined

7. Submission of Cost Certification
(Within 45 days of cut-off date) To Be Determined

B. Final Closing
(Within 180 days from project
completion} To Be Determined

*This project must start construction no later than April 15, 1999,
which is 18 months from fund reservaticn.

If you have any questions please contact Marles Vargo, Project Manager
at (503) 326-3695 or e-mail at marles_vargo@hud.gov.

Sincerely,

i 1
A s
Nikki L. Hawk, Acting Director
Portland MFH Program Center

Enclosure
cc: Mindy Cool
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Rogue Valley Mapor
Application to Amend the Planned Unit Development PU 06022

Supplemental Information
June 25, 1998

This information has been prepared as a supplement to the application to amend the
Rogue Valley Manor Planned Unit Development.

Transportation Public F acility Adequacy

Issue: Code of Medford Section 10.235.C.7 states that when non-permitied uses are
proposed under Cade of Medford Section 10.230.D.9.b, the applicant must demonstrate

that;

a The demands placed on public facilities are equivalent to the demands that would
be placed by allowed uses, or

3 The property can be supplied with adequate facilitics by the time of development.

Response: The proposed PUD amendment complies with Code of Medford Section
10.235.C.7 through the three-step method described below. A detailed description of the
method used to calculate trip equivalency and supplemental data tables follow.

Three-Step Approach to Transportation Public Facility Compliance

A three-step approach is proposed to demonstrate compliance with facility standards.
The approach addresses (1) uses aliowed by right, (2) uses allowed under a trip
equivalency test, and (3) uses allowed subject to conditions. Each step 1s explainad
below, followed by a detailed explanation of the method used i developing trip

equivalency figures.
Step 1. Uses Allowed by Right

Most of the proposed uses in the PUD are currently allowed by right under existing
zoning and under the previously approved PUD. Existing uses are listed in Table §1.
Table S2 lists land uses that were approved under the 1996 PUD but have not yet been
constructed. The total number of residential units within the existing PUD is provided in
Table $3. Table $4 lists Jand uses proposed in the current PUD amendment application
that are allowed by the underlying zoning, or are accessory uses incidental to the primary
use of the Rogue Valley Manor as an approved retirement living community. Because
these are allowed land uses based on underlying zoning and the 1996 PUD approval,
further transportation capacity analysis related to these uscs is not necessary,

e CITY OF MEDFORD
ST G
Fisk_ MR -1G-(08

T— -
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Table S1.  Existing Lard Uscs Within Boundary of Approved 1996 PLD
(Existing Rogue Valley Manor buildings and sub-areas are listed in regular type; buildings
under construction are listed in italic type.)

Land Use o Description

Rogue Valley Manor 93-Bed Health Center/Skillcd Nursing Facility

Main Building 242 Units Congregate Housing

Fitness Center, Indoor Pool, and Convenisnce Services
ancillary to primary use
40 Units Congregate Housing

Larson Creek Retirement Center

The Village 225 Units Contage Housing

+18 Units Comrage Housing under construction (Phase 12)
Siagle-Family Residential 4 Houses (occupancy similar to Conzge Housing)
RV Parking Lot 30 Spaces Recreational Vehicle Parking B
Maintenance Buildmg 2 Maintenance Buildings (of 3 approved in 1996)
Golf Club House (L) 800 +/- square foot building with pro shop and resirooms

5-bay golf cart garage building

9-hole golf course

Golf driving range

Bowling green

Letters in parentheses refer to land uses identfied by letter in the 1998 FUD Amendment
Application. The Master Plan Map in thar application also identifies existing uses by name,

Recreation Facilitics

Nole-

Table S2.  Uses Approved in 1996 PUD Buf Not Yet Coastructed

Land Use
Skvline Plaza

" Description

75 Units Congregate Housimg under construction

93 Units Congregate Housing in future phase (0)

| Office Buildiny with up to 16,000 square feet of floor area
New building with 20,000 square-foot foorprint, up 1o
40,000-square-foot floor area, including 3,000-square-foot
pro shop and 10,000-square-foot restaurant

140 Units Coogregale Housing

Up 10 50 Units Congregate Housing above parking parage

Office Building
Golf Club House (L)

Hilldale Congregare Housing (T)
Congregate Housing/
Parking Structure ($)

Note:  Lefters in parcntheses refer to land uscs identified by ietter in the 1998 PUD Amendment
Apphcation. The Master Plan Map in that application also identifics existing uses by name,

Table S3.  Existing PUD Residential Units Suommary

| Residential Dwelling Units SFR Units Attached Units | Congr. Units | Total Lnits
kxisting units 4 225 282 51
Current construction 0 H I 75 93
Total dwelling units 4 243 387 604

1 (existing and currently in process)

{ Total units approved 1996 4 433 660 1,097

4]
]
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New/Additional Permitted or Accessory Land Uses, 1998 PUD Amendment Application

Site/Land Use Description

I

Acresge and Underlying Zoning

Within 1996 PUD Boundary

M. Ternis Center Building 4 Acres +/-
16 000 Totai S F. {2-story): SFR-4/PD
1,000 Offices
3,000 Tennis Shop/Clubhouse
3,000 Coftee Shop/Restaurant
+ S covered tenis courts (40,000 SF)
N, Special Care Residential Facili 7 Atres +/-
8 Beds Toral (90,000 S.F)), 1- and 2-story SFR-4/PD
120 Skilled Nursing Faciliry
48 Special Care
Clinic
10,000 S F, 2-story
P.  Medical Center Expansion _ 2 Acres +/- T
40,000 SF.. 5-story (including existing Medical Center)
(incl. 10,000 S F. storage/maintenance} MFR-30/PD
60 Beds Total:
40 Skilled Nursing Facility
20 Residential Livin
Q. Congregate Housing 14 Acres +-
(Manon) MFR-30/PD
100 Units, 6- 1o 1 0-story
R Auditorium 1 Acre +/-
10.000 S F./1,000 Seats MFR-30/PD
Summary 17 Acres +/- 11 Acres +/-
MFER-30/PD SFR-4/PD
(including existing
Medical Center)

1993 Proposed Expansian Areas

Single Family Residences (3)

0.93 Acre Total (3 lats)

SFR-4
K. Affordable Congregate Housing 2.0 Acres
60 Units, 3-story SFR-4
U. Manor Administration Anncx Building 0.2 Acre +/-
25008 F, I-story SFR-4
Summary 3.13 Acres R
SFR-
Note.  Letters refer to land uses identified by Ictier i the 1998 PUD Amendment Application. The
Master Plan Map i that application also identifics existing uses by name.

L")
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Step 2. Trip Equivalency Test

The zoning ordinance allows PUDs 1o include uses that are not otherwise allowed in the
underlying zone (“non-permitted uses"). This encourages a mix of uses that would not
normally be provided in standard development. For Rogue Valley Manor, it provides the
opportunity 10 better meet the needs of Manor residents by providing recreation activities,
goods, and services in close proxamity to housing, thereby reducing the demand for
vehicle trips beyond the development. The zomng ordinance allows 20% of the land area
of a PUD to be used for non-permitted uses. {Code of Medford Section 10.230.D.9.b]

To facilitate a good mix of uses at RVM, certain non-permutted uses should be approved,
provided the number of p.m. peak hour vehicle trips they gencrate is equivalent to the
number of trips that would result from uses allowed under existing zoning. The process
used to determine tip equivalency in the current proposal involves the {ollowing steps:

1. Calculay Trip Equivalency. In the portion of the PUD €xpansion area in which
land uses not allowed by underlying zoning are proposed, the potential number of
P-m. peak hour trips that could be generated by land uses allowed by underlying
zoning is caleulated. The p.m. peak hour trip figure is used because it represents the
critical time period for the surrounding transportation system. The underlying zone
for the expansion area is SFR-10. Table S5 iljustrates this calculation, which includes
all of the land in SFR-10 zoning and yields a Trip Equivalency Figure of 138 p.m
peak hour trips.

Table $5.  Trip Equivalency Calkulation

Potential P.M.

Land Use Density Dwelling | ITE Code Peak

Designation Acres (DU:AC) Units Hour
SFR-10 22,01 10 220 220 138

Il

Application of Trip Equivalency. The Trip Equivalency Figure establishes a

threshold limit of 138 p.m. peak hour trips available for development of specific land
uses not permitted by the underlying zone, as authorized under Code of Medford
Section 10.230.D.9.b, on a basis equivalent to land uses permitted by underlying
zoning. The list of proposed land uses authorized under Code of Medford Section
10.230.D.9.b, with acreage and p-m. peak hour trip generation figures, is in Table S6.
Based on Kintelson & Associates’ analysis, the additional 138 pm, peak hour trips can
be accommodated by the existing transportation sysiem and maintain level of service
D (see Attachment A, Updated Operational Analysis. Kittelson & Associates, June
25, 1998). Using this method, RVM would be able to develop from a specific list of
land uses approved as part of the 1998 PUD amendment application, up to a
maximum calculated tnp generation of 138 p-m. peak hour trips, without requiring
further traffic impact analysis or off-site Improvements.
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Table 56. Master List of Land Usecs Subject to Trip Allocation Threshold
P.M. Peak |
Site/Land Use Deseription . Acreage Summary Hour Trips
Land Uses Not Allowed in Underlying
SFR-10 Zone
A. Restaurant 2.0 Acres Total
10,000 S.F 14 Building & Parking 109
2.story 0.4 Larson/Bear Creek Buffers
| 0.2 Landscape/ Open Space
B. Hotel/ Conference .3 Acres Total 85
150 Rooms 4.8  Building & Parking
20.000 S.F. Conference 25 Landscape/Open Space
4-story over parking (incl. 0.2 under Highland ROW)
0.25 Park
0.2  Bear Creek buffer
C. Ollice Building 4.0 Acres Tntal 136
95,000 SF. 33 Building & Parking
T-story 0.5  Parking under Highland ROW
} - parking 02 Larson Creek buffer {0 3 under
2-5 @ 18,000 SF..6-7@ 11,500 S.F. Highlaad ROW)
D. Parking/Potential Smali Office 0.3 Acre 91
Buildings (2)
10,000 S.F. Total. |-story
(Future building construction contingent
on demand & supply of parking)
Mixed Use Site E-F 3.6 Acres 23 Total
E. Housing/Retail 4
26 Units over 17,600 S.F. Retail, 2.story
F. Retall i3
16,800 SF., 1-story
Mixed Use Site G-H-) 3,85 Acres 81 Tota]
G. Housing/Retail 2
10 Units over 17,500 S.F. Retail, 2.story
H. Retail 69
9.0005.F, !-story
I.  Housing 10
L 60 Units, 3-story above garage
SFR-10 Expansion Arca Summary 20.75 Acres 645
Less: Internal Trips a1 10% )
Total Net New Trips . 581
| Right-of-Way . 1.26 Acres n‘a
Acreage Tola) 22.01 Acres
Note:  Letrers refer to land uses identitied by lewer in the 1998 PUD Amendment Application. The

Master Plan Map in that application

also identifies existing uses by name.

Under Step 2, only 138 of the potential additional 581 p-m. peak hour trips that would

result from full build-out of the uses listed i Tab

le 6 will be allowed. Any development

that would exceed cumulative p.m. peak hour trip generation of 138 trips would be
subject to the specific conditions discussed in "Step 3. PUD Conditions" below.
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Step 3. PUD Conditions

To provide certainty for future transportation planning efforts, RVM proposes that non-
penmitted uses meet special conditions to assure that the property can be supplied with
adequate transportation facilitics by the time of development as required by Codec of
Medford 10.235.C.7. The non-permitted uses for which these special conditions would
apply are those uses that would not be ajlowed under the equivalency test outlined in
"Step 2. Trip Equivalency Test" above (i.c., development of uses listed in Table 6 that
would, cumulatively, generate more than 138 p.m. peak hour trips).

The proposed conditions are outlined in Attachment B.
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