o

BEFORE THE MEDFORD PLANNING COMMISSION

STATE OF ’OREGON, CITY OF MEDFORD

IN THE MATTER:OF PLANNING COMMISSION FILE'PUD-03-25 )
APPLICATION FOR A PLANNED UNIT' DEVELOPMENT SUBMITTED. ) ORDER
BY PACIFIC INTERNATIONAL ENTERPRISES: }

ORDER granting Preliminary Plan; :approval for Bella Vista Heights, a'single-family residential (111-units): and
office commercial (3:7 acres): mixed'ise planned unit development ofi 46.9 acres located on the north and south
sides of East McAndrews Road,;east:of the intersection with, Foothill. Road, within a SFR-4 (Single-Family
Residential — 4 units per: acre) and SFR=2: (Smgle Farmlv Residential — 2 uiits per acre) zoning district,

“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, Planined Unit Developmient, -and

2. The Medford Planning Commission has -duly held a public. hearing:on the matter of an application for
Prelitninary Plan approval for Bella Vista'Heighits, a'single-family residential (111-units) and office commercial
(3.7 -acres) mixed use planned unit devélopment on. 46,9 acrés located on the north and south sides of East
McAndrews Road, east of the intersection with Foothill Road, within a SFR-4 (Single-Family Residential —

units per acre) and:SFR-2.(Single- Fam:iy Residential - 2 units: per acré) zoning district, with a public hearmg a

matter of record of the Planning Commission on July 14,2005.

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

applicant’s representative and Plannifig: Deépartment staf¥; and

4. At the conclusion of said. public: hearing, after consideration and.discussion, the Medford Planning

Commission, upon a motion duly seconded, granted preliminary, plan-approval for a Planned Unit Development
and directed staff to preparc a final order with all conditions .and findings set forth for the granting of the
Preliminary Plan approval.

THEREFORE LET IT BE HEREBY ORDERED that the application of Bella Vista Heights for a Planned Unit
Development stands approved.subject to compliance with the conditions stated in the Revised Planning
Commission Report.dated hily 28, 2005,

AND LET IT FURTHER BE OF RECORD; that the action.of the Planning. Commission in approving this
application for prehmmary plan: approval fora planned unit development is hereafter supported by the findings
adopted by the’ Planning Commission as- Exhibit "D" and‘any additional findings contained in the Revised
Planining Connmssmaneport dated July 28, 2005.

Accepted and approved this 28th day of July, 2005.

F MEDEORD PLEANNING COMMISSION

Javid McFadden, Chair,




City of Medford July 28, 2005
REVISED PLANNING COMMISSION REPORT

File No.: PUD-05-25 Bella Vista.Heights

Applicant:  Pacific.International Enterprises (Hoffbuhr. & Associates, Agent)

Request: Consideration:of preliminary PUD plani-approval, including tentative plat and a zone
change from Couiity’OSR (Open Space. Reserve) RR-5 (Rural Residential — 5 acre
lot-size), ‘and City SFR-00 (Single-Family"Residential — 1 unit per lot) to SFR-4
(Single-Family Residential — 4 units per acre)and SFR-2 (Single-Family Residential -
2 units persacre) zoning, for Bella Vista Heights, a single-family residential (111-
tnitsyand office commercial (3.7 acres) mixed use planned unit development on 46.9
acres located on theinorth and south sides of"East McAndrews Road, east of the
intersection with Foothill Road.

Background:

Annexation of the property was,approvedin 2001 and 2005, The applicant proposes to develop the
site as a.mixed use development containing lots for 111 detached single-family residences and a
commercial office building. The applicant-also proposes the.creation of private streets, common areas
(including park), certain.lot dimensions/sizes, and agriculrural buffering deviations, which may be
considered.in the context of-a Planned Unit Development (PUD). PUD applications also allow the
combined review of land divisionis, and‘zonhe changes: when applicable. The proposed change of zone
to SFR-2 and SFR-4 and a:tentative:plat for the land division are also included as part of this
proposal. The subject site is compnsed of 5 parcels currently identified as Tax Lots 200, 201, 1000,
and 1001:0n Assessor's map 37 IW:21 Aand'Tax Lot 404,0n Assessor's map 37 W 22. Except fora
smgle family‘tesidence on Tax Lot 1000, the property is: vacant. The residence, which is located in
theiarea proposed for the:commercial development (Phase: 3),.isto'be removed. The construction of
the east extension.of McAndrews:Road from Foothill Road to Hillcrest Road bifurcates the site and
delineates the proposed phasingiof the residential portion of the project with the initial phase located
southiof the street: The project site.essentially begins at the:east.end of the Foothill Road overpass
and extends along the:new arterial Street to a point whefe it (the street) is nearly tangent and paraliel
to thengrth boundary of-Hillcrest Orchard.

The applicant has inclided a narrative'and findings (Exhibit "E" and "F") which describe the nature of
the site:and.the: 'surrounding‘drea; therefore, 'such descriptions will not be repeated here. It is noted
that the site adjoins property to the south which contains the operations and crop production of
Hillcrest Orchard that ‘is; currently outside of the UGB’ and -zoned Exclusive Farm Use (EFU),
therefore, the requisite Agricultural Impact Analysis (ATA) has been prepared and submitted with this
application- It isfurther noted'that due to the hillside character of'the site, SFR-2 zoning is proposed
onthe steepest portxons of the property which includes the south: flank of the knoll that dominates the
site.
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Relevant Sections of the Land Development Code:.

The Planned Unit Development:(PUD) standards and-criteria, as‘contained in §10.230 through 10.245
of the Land Development Code, establish the: basis, of review for this proposal. Relevant sections of
the code areas follows:

Summary of PUD Criteria-§10.235 (C)

To approve a-preliminary PUD:plan, the Planning Commission:must determine that the proposed
plan-meets all of the following/criteria:

1. All requitements of this-Code, ekcept. for-deviations approved under §10.230(D)
2. Standards and criteria of (if subject to):

a. ORS 197:505 through 197.540 (Development Moratorium)

b. ORS 197.768 Public Facilities Strategy

c. Medford Comprehensive Plan Limited Service Area

3. Goals:and Policies of the Comprehensive Plan

4. The function, safety or efficiency of the development’s circulation system are not impaired by
requested code deviations.

5. Two or more purpose statements'in §10.230(A)(1) through §10.230(A)(8) are satisfied.
6. The common element§ inthe PUD are appropriate for their intended use and function.
7. Any proposed.uses not allowed in the underlymg zoning district (pursuant to

§10. 230(D)(9)(b) do not exceed the capacity of the Category “A” public facilities for that
undetlying zoning district.

 permit-criteria‘in. .§JO_248
9. Appfbvaf'fcﬁteﬁa-=fc'it"any concurrent applications‘as authorized in §10.230(C).

Summary:of T.and Division:Criteria §10.270

To.approve:a tentative plat, the Plarining Comimission must determine that the proposed land.
division:
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1. Is consistent with-the city's long range Comprehenswe Plan.and all-applicable lot design
standards contairied.in‘the Land Dévelopment Code:

2. Will hot prevent developinent of adjacent property, create names which.¢an be confused with
existing developmerits; and, cause any land use conflicts with adjoining lands within the EFU
(Exclusive Farm Use), zoning district.

3. Creates a street ‘pattern which is consistent with existing street: patterns unless the approving

authority finds. it is-in the'public interest to:modify a: street -pattern, distinguishes private
streets from public streets.on the plat, sets forth restrictions related to said private streets,
and, if'applicable, includes:streets and:lots which.maximize use of passive solar energy.

Summary-of Zone.Change Critei'ia" §10.227

Cfiltqrj,g no_t}rgé_lieyant;to’this,appiicatidn-wer_e-deleted fromithe following citation. Land Development

..........

“The approving authority (Plannlng Connmss10n) shall approve’a quasi-judicial zone change if it finds
that the zohe change compliesiwith subsections (1) and (2) below:

)

2

- The:proposed zone ris'i:ccinsj§tent'with the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule (OAR 660)
and the General Land {Use Plan Map designation. (When the City of Medford’s

Transportation System Plan' (TSP) is adopted, a demonstration of consistency with the
acknowledged TSP will assure;compliance with:the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule.)
Where-applicable, the’'proposed zone shall also be consistent with the additional locational
standards of* the below-sections (1)(a), (1)(b), (1)(c), or (1)(d). Where a special area plan
requires a specific zone, ‘any- conflicting or additional requirements of the plan shall take

precedence over the locational criteria below:

(a) For z‘bné changes:-to SFR-2 the zoningshall be approved under either of the following
circumstances: ' .
(i):if at least 70 percent.of the area proposed to.be rezoned exceeds a slope of 15%,
(i) if other-environmental constraints; such-asisoils, geology, wetlands, and flooding,
-restrictithe capacity of the land to- support hxgher densities.

It.shall be ‘demonst'ratcdgth‘ateCategpry A urbaniservices and facilities are available or can and
will. be ‘provided, as' described below, to- adequately servé the subject property with the

Lperrmtted uses allowed under'the proposed zonifig, €xcept as provided in subsection (c)
below., The:mirimum standards for Cétegory, A sérvices.and facilities are contained in the

MLDC: aquoalS ,Pphcy 1 of the Comprehensive Plan’“Public Facilities Element.”
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Summaryof Conditional Use Permit Criteria § 10.248

As the proposed. commercial use:is within 100 feet of the project boundary, the ‘criteria for a
Condltlonal Use Permit are contained’in: §10 248.

(1) .T-he;qevelopme_n't-{g_rop\ogg_]‘.Wi_l_l_'cause;no ‘signiﬁeant 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-developrent proposal 1§ in the public:interest,-and: although the development proposal
may cause.Some adverse: 1mpacts ¢onditions have béensimposed by the approving authority
(Planiiing: Comnnssmn)‘ﬁto produce a balance bétweerithe conflicting interests.

Findings:

The applicant's findingsientitled Findings of Fact and Conclusions:of Law received February 2, 2005,

-(Exhibit "F"), include a detailed.discussion of the planned development and each of the above cited
criteria for approval of'a PUD are discussed (Pages 28. through 36).. As a'zone change.is proposed,
the, requisite discussion of ;the .applicable criteria contained. in §10.227 is also included in the
applicant's findings. (Pages 23 :through 28). A land division is also proposed, and the requisite
discussion:of the: appllcab]e criteria,contained in'§10:270 is:alsoiincluded'in the applicant's findings
(Pages. 36 through 39). Each,oftheabove. 01ted approval criteria.are identified in the findings (Pages
4 through 10); therefore, they-aremot-repeated hereunder.

As mentioned above the property 0. the south is.zoned EFU (Exclusive Farm Use) zoning and
-agricultiiral uses-oi’ "thé site continue, therefore, the, preparatlon of an Agricultural Tmpact Analysis
-with:this.application:is necessary and has béen included.

Any specific réferences to text in the. applicant's findings coritained'in this report are shown in italics
to.assistin‘locating the- applicablesupporting text: The’ apphcant sreferences to exhibits are identified,

-and mcorporated in this. report as:"sub-exhibits. "

Project{Compliance with Relevant:Sections of«th_e Land:Development Code:

The staff: dlscussmn and: analy31s which follows inéliides reférerices to the applicant's findings where
‘télevarit code Sectibnsiarealso discussed. The order ofithe discussions.in this report (i.e., Zoning,
PUD, conditional.use, and land division) are. presented.consistent with the applicant’s ﬁndmgs

The appllcant Proposes to re-zotie the- southerly 11, 15 acre portion of the site'to SFR-2 (Single-
Fariily Restdentlal 2 {inits. per’ acre). The remammg northerly 32.96-acre portion of the site is

4
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proposed to be:rezoned to?SFR-4 (Smgle~FanuIy Residential — 4:units' per acre) and the applicable
criteria;are identified and discussed in;the ﬁndmgs (Page 23— 28)..Given the hillside:locale of the
project; the apphcant has proposed SFR-2 zoning: over: the area that contams slopes -of up to. 33
cgtena of §,1)0 ‘22?,(1)(3.)(1) ”[jhe_, _re_rp_a._;nder Qf the st_te whlch @150 mcludes areas with slopes of 15
percent, is proposed to:berzoned SFR-4.for which there is no:specific locational criteria.

The applicant's ﬁndmg discuss the;adequaCy of-all Category "A" public facilities (Pages 18-22),
arriving:atia .conclusion ofradequacy. Staff concurs with:such conclusions except as follows:

Storm Drainage In.order to assuréthatstorm dramage facilities:are. adequate and available to serve
the proposed development,.the City. Engmeer (ExHibit "H")Has iridicated that such storm drainage
adequacy is dependent upoir preparation of and engineered report and calculations demonstrating
adequacy. Sucha requirement, as.a recorded covenant on the’property, is included as a condition of
the:zone;change consistent with §10 227(2)(C).

Streets The:City Transportation Manager: (Exhibit "U").had:originally indicated that a conclusion of
adequacy for impacted streets could:not be confirmed' without:additional data to update the traffic
analysis preparedby the. apphcant strafficengineer. It shiould be noted that the original TIA that was
prepared (Sub-Exhibit.5) ‘was:based upon.a.different:anticipated project proposal which included
muiltiple-family development. The TIA update (Sub-Exliibit 16) contained. modifications to reflect the
curieiit:proposal to include 111 SFR!s (tiot multiple-family. résidences) and the commercial site based
upon‘a medical officeuse. The: Clty Transportation Manager's comment relates to.updated plpehne
data“to:teflect ‘the current zomng,kmcludmg changesthat: ‘have-occurréd.since preparation: of the
subject TIS. Citystaffhad ‘completed ‘compilation of the-data which neéded to be incorporated, by the
applicant;;into-an updated TIA. Uritil such information was:provided and evaluated, a finding of
adequacy, could.not be confirmed and compliance with:the criteria would not be met. An updated.
analysis.has'been submitted for review: (Exhibit "W") which concludes that the;two intersections:at
McAndrews Road and Foothill Road will fail .and an acceptable: Level of . Semce would require
mitigation in:the form of traffic signals. As the study did not ‘identify increments of traffic.levels
which would; Arigger failure, itis necessary to require assurance of signalization prior to, development
of the first phase to-conclude adequacy of the facility (Exhibits "H" and "X")..As the applicant-has not
‘st:pulatedtto stich;,a-conditicnito record a covenant on the:préperty.and to-provide assurances for
‘51gnahzat10n are:included.

Consolidated, Application - Planned Unit.Development:

Acreage leltatlon ‘The proposed PUD will contain 46:9 ‘acres of property and, therefore,
comphes with the one-acre; minimuin.

Consohdated Applications: As mentioned above, an application to re-zone the property to SFR-4
and.SFR-2 is'included and'the applicablecriteria are- discussed‘in the-findings. An application for a
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land division hasialso beenjincliided as part.of this proposal.asinidividual lots are- proposed to be sold
and common areas-and private streets are to be created. Applicable criteria are discussed in' the
findings. (Pages 25 through 29).

Common Area/Ownership:. As the: proposal. inclades: a land division creating common areas
containing the park (Tract "B"), open space (Tracts "C".and "D"), and the private streets.(Tracts "E"
— "H"), establishment- of-a-Homeowners' Association is? requnred and is proposed by the applicant
(Pages I'1-16, and 22). ‘A draft of thie-document has been. included (Sub-Exhibit 23).

Project Review and Deviations:

Lots and Parcels Each of the proposed detached single:family dwellings is to becontained on an
individual lot per the proposed land division consistent with the SFR-4 and SFR-2 zone.

The -applicant's narrative and. findings (Exhibits "E" .and "F").include Table 3 (Page 17) which
identifies five specific types of deviations for the project; one of which identifies lot size deviations for
6.of.the residential lots. Spec1ﬁcally, theselots will bé less than.the.14;000 square-foot size prescribed
for'the:SFR-2 zone: It shouild be rioted that Lot 97, at:14,070 square feet, would comply.

It should also be noted that Lot 112 representmg the commerc1al development will. exceed the

Phase III in’ the context of the proposed land use dev1at10n

The applicant has also provrded supplemental findings (Exhibit "V") identifying a deviation for
through lots Speaﬁcally, Lots 74 through 86 will. have frontage on two streets due:to the pnvate
-of the lot‘s'tvrll have the requlsrte 30. feet of‘ frontage on the proposed pubhc and pnvate streets. The
lot deviations:can:be:found to be.a-reasonable component-of the project.

Yards,:Setbacks; :and Bu1ldrng Height No building:énvelopés for the single-family residences:are
identified nor :are deviations from yards and setbacks proposed. The footprint of the proposed
commercial building:in Phase-IILis identified-and no: deviationsto- yards or setbacks:associated-with
thitisite are. proposed. It'should benoted that the commercial site’is within the proposed SFR-4:zone
and, therefore; the yards: and sétbacks for that zone are:applicable, partrcularly the:20-foot.front yard
setback for the structure and'the parKing:lot. ‘Compliance’ with:the SFR-4 site development standards
will'be:confiriied.on the final “plais. Considéfatioi:¢could be givén allowirig the 10-foot front yard
setback of the;C-S/P:zone.to be.appliedin Phase’I11.as:an additional deviation.
" No ‘buildings, including the commercial:structure; are proposed to-exceed the 35-foot height limitation
of the uniderlying; (proposed) resideiitial zohing,district.

Parking, Bicycles.: and Pedestrians No.deviations from the two off-street vehicle parking spaces per
dwelling unit:standard are sought-and- compliance will be confirmed at-the time construction plans for
individual-dwellings are-reviewed.
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No deviations ﬁ'om the; commercial office oﬁ"street parking and peﬁestf'ian access requirements are

The Fire Marshal has idetitified concerns.related:to wild fire hazard .where on-street: parking could
restrict:access for fire/fighting apparatiis (Exhibit “J”). A parking prohibition on oneiside of the 28-
foot wide strects-and fire access:roads:and:associated furn-arounds is recommended.

Five-foot sidewalks and park; Strips are proposed along: both sides. of the public streets and no
deviationis;proposed.. A five-foot sidewalk without park: Strip is: proposed along the private streets
except-for the- cul-de-sacs/residential Janes. as.a component:of'the deviations associated with the
-pnvate streets.: -

Decision: The Planning Comihission's/approval:inéréase the:widthiof the sidewalks on the private
streets. from4 feet to 5 feet.

.Frontage:-Access, Landscap ing,-and'Signs  All of the lotswill _ha\(e-the;_requi_site;3_O,feet of frontage
ori the proposed.streets; therefore; no deviation is soughit in regards to frontage. As mentioned
above;;;thrcmg‘h_lot‘sw‘(Lo't's 74~86) are-proposed so-that:rear access can be taken from Garino Lane.

Thete: are: fid. finimum: on=site landscape ‘standards for -thé SFR zones, therefore, no specific
deviatiotis-are: sought. The:applicant: proposes street trees as deplcted on the plans:(Exhibit “C”) and
discussed in:the findiiigs (Page. 14): Theinew publlc istreets will contain:trees within-thie park: strip
except along'the.east end of Palermo:Street where: 4.0f theiproposedired maple trees are shown on
the‘adjoining lots. Itis recommended‘that those trees also.be:located in'the paik strip.

Along the‘private streets whereno parkstrip is proposed, thie trees are; ‘proposed tobe located on the
adjommg lots:

and 1t 1s antnc1pated that landscapmg on the homef:sues wﬂl be mstalled as each lot deve]ops and
‘maintained-by the homeowners: Assurances for theiinstallation. of landscaping: within the-common
areas will betequired atthe tiftie: of final plat approval whéti'the supporting systems and infrastructure
are:Constructed. :

The applicant has provided' details for an arterial street:frontage; treatment ‘along the McAndrews
Road frontage (Exhibits" A"and!"D"):comprised-of a'4-foot; ssplitfaced.concrete block wall topped by
a.4-foot" ornamental ;wrought ‘iron fence and backed by photlma hedge to achieve the 8-foot
separation feature: helght prescnbed in:§10.797[1]. No: devidtioniis sought. Thetreatmentis proposed
to'bé 'a]ong McAndrews Road ‘adjacentto. all smgle famlty résidences” according to:the plan note
‘(EXhlblt "A") The: precise. locationrof:the featiire is. not otherwise identified on the plans-and it is
assuiied thatitwill not be placed:nextto the "residerices " bt rather along the - property (lot) interface
with'the street. The: landscape;plan Takesno spatlal Accofimodation:for the featufe. The street cut
associated-with McAndrewsiRoad iy conflict with.the:described installation-along Lots 23 - 41;

ok
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therefore,.it is- recommended that.the. final plans ideritify.the precise’ location and design.of the feature’
(wall and landscaping) incliding plan view and crossisection, Such a condition is included.

Consideration of an‘alternate dE:SLgn as:a deviatiof may be- appropriate-where there are demonstrable
topographic constraints. Its construction. shall be assiired. at the time of final plat approval for the
‘respective residential phases: (Phases Latid H) A conclmon is mcluded requiring a-final landscape
jplan at the fime;:of final. plaitapprovalto ‘identify the réquisite tree sizes, planting, -and irrigation-details
1o assure: survival of all street ttees within the project.

A location is'identified and a concepfual design’ forasign (and waterfall) are included (Sub Exhibit
:21). Qnly the narrative (Exhibit: "Ef): addresses the proposed sign‘and waterfall féature, located at'the
west:entranceito Phase I at Camina Drive; whichis to beiconsistent with project 51gn prowsmns -of
:§10.300. It should be noted that this Code citation isincorrect asiihe "new project" sign standard is
§10.1300(1): It:is-further noted:that the proposed citation‘is.for a temporary sign which must be
removed:in two years:and set:back-20 feet. Based upon the conceptual:design and proposed location,

it is:assumed that the sign isito be permanent and:placed consistent with-the provisions for Planned
Urit:Development Signs per:§10.1300(3): Therefore; no deviation is sought for this sign.

Tt:should also -be noted that:the plan. (Exhlblt "A") identifies two: addmonal "sign" locations at the east
éftranceito Phase T (lV Eneto’ Clrcle) and the entrance to the commercial site (Phase L1I); respectively.
A demgn forithese s1gns isTiot proposed nor'isa deviation identified. As the commercial site'is to be
withii'the SFR-4- ZOning, district; itiis récommended'that the free: standmg signat’Phase I be -allowed,
‘consistent w1th the .C-S/P standards of. §10 1400(1). No.other sign'proposals have been made for the
commercial'site (i.e., wall signs). It is further fecomimended'thata, signat the east entrance be allowed
. «consistent with:§10. 1300(3) ‘Conditicns reﬂectlng same aréiincluded. The sign CleVIatIOI]S can be
found to:beva reasonable component;of the project.

Streets  The: new streets: witliit Phase I of the PUD will provide direct access to 89 of the

residences:. Two: pubhc streets.are: ;proposed and four.are to be private:and subject to-provisions:of”
the requisite: Homeowner’s:Association. The new street in Phase I'will'serve:18 of the lots with four
lots' frontmg on a;private. street; Reguirements.for. street: dedication and construction have been

identified by ‘the City. Engmeer

The pnvate streets -are des1gned to inchide-a sidewalk on: one side only and o planter §trip to
minimize:the-cut and fill\impacts‘on thethillside location: (Pages' /4 - 17)..Fout of the five private
streets:are. cul-de-sacs, functioning 1as ‘residential lanes, (Page 13), for’ which deviations are also
proposed-due to theunique:nature of the-site characterized by the hillside: topography. Carino Lane
will:be more than:450 feet in length.and a pedestrian walkway is:not proposed. Steepness-of the site
could:make:such'a connectionimpractical. Deviations associated with the.private streets can be found
‘to bé:aireasonable-component of the:project.
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It should be noted that the applicant has provided supplemeiital findings (Exhibit"V").which include a-
proposed exception:toa'previously-anticipated dedication requirement along the McAndrews Road.
frontage.

Street Lights A pedestrian scale;street. hght design is to beutilized along all of the streets (Exhibit
“A”) which is.similar to a design approved for use-on public streets throughoiit the Southeast plan
area (Page 15). Although:an 1nappllcable CGodercitation is'identified by the applicant (i.e. §10 378),
no deviation is soughit-nor necessary as:use of'such. hghtlng is;consistent with the approval authority
of the Commission and:the Public‘Works Director per §10.495(B).

Housing Denszty The apphcant provides an analysis of the allowable density range for the residential
portion:of the project (44.11.gross’acres) based uponthe proposed SFR-2 and SFR-4 zoning (Page
Vi 3) It should be noted that-a devidtion, within- the 20.percentibonus allowance, is proposed for the
SFR-2 portiost of the project:and.idéntified in Table 3 (Page 17). A maximum of 158 dwellings
would be'allowed for.a standard residential developtiient. With the 20 percent density bonus allowed
for PUD's, a maximum:of 189’ dwellings.would be‘allowed. A.miinimum of 91 dwellings would be
required to meet. minimum densﬂy standards. As the applicant is' proposmg a total of 111 units, this
project complies with density requirements.

Allowed Uses  Single-family, residences are'allowed:in'the proposed SFR zones. The applicant is
also proposing commercial office uses in Phase 118 that are not permittedin the proposed residential
zone. The proposed range of uses for.the building isidentified in applicanit's Stipulation #10 (Pages 43
and 44). As:such activity, including the associated parking; is proposed to be located within 100 feet
of the PUD: boundary, the criteria for a-conditional use permit per §10.248 must be addressed.

‘Conditional Use: The-applicant's findings address the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) criteria (Pages
21, 22, and.36) with an.ultimate conclusion that:the:commercial-office activity to be located within
Phase ITT'will cause "no srgmﬁcant adversei rmpaet onithedivability; value, orappropriate development
of abuttmg property-or the surroundrng area", Conststént with-critefion 1. It is recommended that a
Type "A* ‘buiffér be: provrded alongthe nofth srde of Phase IIl cons1stent with:the standards assocnated
with-such.a residential/€onirerdial ifiterface. Such a condition is included.

Housing Types: All11] ofithe:residential lots are; proposed -to’be developed with detached single-
.famlly residencés. .No deviation for housihg type-is proposed.

Commoii. Elements:: . As:mentioned above, the proposed larid division will create lots to facilitate
individual ownership -of each’ dwelhng ‘With the proposed. commonly owned -and/or ‘maintained
elements (e: g.,. streets, street trees, landscaping, etc.), formation of a Homeowners' Association is
necessary; " ‘therefore, the property owner shall record documenis. -containing assurances that the
common‘area will be; 1mpr0ved and maintained for their intended purpose (§10.230°-[E][3]). A draft
of such document hasibeen‘included (Sub-Exhibit 23) whichwill alsobe submitted at the time of final
PUD'plan:approval to, whichthe applicant has also stipulated (Page 42).

9
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The apphcant has not stated that property in Phase Il will not be part of the Homeowner's
Association, therefore, it is presumed that those residents will benefit from the commonly held
facilities within' Phase I, particularly the park. A condition isiincluded requiring'that the documents
establishing the owner'siassociation’address the use and‘maintenance of the common facilities by all
properties within the development gPhases‘.i and 11).

Phasing.- Development Schedule: Three phases of development are proposed although no
construction schedule has been'identified (Page 13). The first; ‘phase will include all residenitial lots-and
common areas south of McAndrews Road. The second phase’is:the residential’and common areas
north of McAndrews Road and the third phase'is comprised of the commercial site.

Asno development schedu]e is;proposed for the 3< phase project; it is recommended that the Planning
Commission approve a 3-year expiration of the tentative plat as.provided by §10:269(2).

Agricultural Impact Analysis:

Bécause: the project adjoins lands to the south that: ar¢ zoned Exclusive Farin Use (EFU), the
applicant has,included the requisite. Agricu}tural Impact Analysis (Sub-Exhibit 9):discussed-in the
findings (Pages-22 and 40 through-42). It is determined: that the presence of the vineyards and
orchards-defines it's status asintensive and: ‘mitigation measures:prescribed for intensive agriculture are
appropnate Such prescribed features include a six-foot fence, a landscape buffer coritaining
evergreentrees, .and recordation of a deed declaration consistent. with §10.804(2). Buffering and a
declaration is also:recommended by Jackson County Planning (Exhibit "L"). The applicant has
proposed-an‘alternative treatment of the interface asa deviation, (Page.17) based upon input from the
adjoining:agriculfurists-(Sub-exhibit 10) and a'negotiated Agricultural Buffering Agreement (Exhibit
*“N”). Such agreement-identifies the:appropriate (negotiated) buffér tieatment to include a.setback
easement, ‘a.low-growing 1rr1gated lafidscape treatment, a 7-foot fence, and deed declaration. A
st1pulat10n for the deed declaration‘isialso proposed (Page-43). Planting of the prescribed evergreen
trees-is determined to be-inappropriate due to the soil characteristics of the hillside location. The
proposed deviation to the agricultural buffer treatmetit cait be found to be a reasonable component of
the project. Conditions are included.for construction‘of the fence, the installation of the landscaping,
and recordation-of the setback:easement and deed declaration prior to final plat approval.

?-Site' Plan and 'Architect‘ur:il Commission (SPAC) Review:

Single-family’ resndences are:not:subject to. SPAC review: therefore; the applicant has not-submitted
designs for:the: individual residential.struétures. A plan for street tree landscaping and treatment of
the ‘commion areas has been included for the: PUD in recognition of “the Planning Commission's
authority to; [approve ¢ suchrdesignstas.a one-step I'CVleWepI'OCCSS per: §10.230(F)(G). Per the analysis
and condmons contamed hereln, the Comtnissiofi can- -approve: ithe project design for residential
Phases Land 1T, ‘subject tosprovisions for final plan‘approval (§10:240), with no referrai to SPAC for
further recommendations. It‘isirecommended:that the:Commission take such action.

10.
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Phase Il is to contain a:commercial.office building for which no specific architectural design has been
proposed. The prehmmary site anid landscape plans:(Exhibits "A" and "C"), and as discussed in the
findings and stipulations (Pages,/6 and 42) indicate compliance with applicable site devélopment
standards to be confirmed at:the time of review by the Site Plan and Architectural Commission. No
deviations'are proposed The apphcant has antlclpated and therefore proposed SPAC review of the
commercial site. A condition reflecting same is incliuded.

‘Consolidated Application - Land Division:
Asithe proposed PUD includes:a subdivision, the applicant's findingsidentify the project’s compliance
with the requisite ctiteria (Pages 36:through 39).'Some of the: specnﬁc items/concerns-associated with

the land dmsmn to be included or.otherwise assured at.the‘time of final plat are discussed below.

Public Works Director

Per the. Recommendations:from‘the Public Works Department (Exhibit "H"), street improvement
requirements are-identified to in¢lude designs:for the private streets consistent-with the proposed
deviations. Improvement and’ dedicatlomreqmrements are also/identified for.all of the public streets
within the-project. Conditions.were previously identified:the dedication of additional right-of-way
along Foothill and McAndrews Roadsalong:the project: :ffontage. As mentioned above, an exception
would rieed to be identified as a component of the apphcatlon if-relief from such a dedication is
sought. However, it has been-determined. that a spec1ﬁc precise: plan line exists for the road, as
approved by the Clty Council, and as the:improvements:and.associated dedications are complete, no
additional dedicationor. improvemeénts are necessary: and'fiéed niot be required of the development as
provided by §10.442. Therefore, McAndrews Road dedication'requirements are not included.

Ani.access festriction-isito be placed-on:individual lots along the McAndrews frontage.
Circulation

The applicant d1scusses the.use of the'proposed cul-dessacs:in'thie context of the deviations for the
use of a'private street. mcludmg a length for Carino Lane which:islonger than the prescribed 450 feet
per §10. 450(2)(b) No:streét:connection'to the: agncultural lands:to the south is proposed asisuch a
connection is not supported by the: agncultural land owner (Sub-exhibit 19). Connections are
proposed to the north-and-east. of Phases Tland HI.. The ﬁndmgs address circulation and connectivity
in the conitext of the land division ¢riterion 2- (Page.3 7).

11
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Water

The Medford Witer Commission (Exhibit “I”") has indicated that adequate water supply is available to
serve the project but that mains:need to be extended to thesite. Furthermore, as the site lies within
two pressure zones, the design and construction of the water infrastructure must be coordinated with
the Water Commission staff prior to conistructioti. Distribution mains-along private streets within the
project will need to be provided with easements. All such easements shall be identified on the final
plat.

Fire Marshal

The Bureau-of Fire Prevention (Exhibit "I") has;identified:the need-for fire hydrants throughout the
subdivision to- meet. prescribed spacing standards of the fire:safety codes. As mentioned above, the
Fire Marshal has identified concerns;rélated to wild fire-hazard where on-street parking could restrict
access for fire fighting apparatus (Exhibit “J). A-parking prohibition on one side of the 28-foot wide
streets and fire-access roads and associated turn-arounds isfecommended. The size of some lots may
also require fire sprinklers if walls are.more than 150 feet from a fire access road. A covenant
reflecting such a.requirement on certain lots is recommended. A condition to comply with the
requirements of the Fire Marshal is included.

Utilities

Public Utility Easements (PUE).are to-b€ extended along all public and private street frontages. An
endorsement by utility providers'is:féquired at the time of final plat approval per §10.279(4).

Sireet Names

The Building Safety staff has:identified the need to modify-some street names within the project to
comply with the street naming:conventions endorsed by emergency:service providers (Exhlblt “K”).
The applicant has been workirig with staffto comply and street names will be confirmed prior to final
plat approval.

Miscellanecus

The Medford Irrigation District has identified réquifements: to identify and maintain the districts
easement along the’ canal which adjoins the west side of the project (Exhibit "0"). The recommended
fence is proposed by the applicant: (Exhibit“A”). The property shall be withdrawn from thie Medford
Irrigation District at. the time of-final plat approval. Conditions to withdraw from the district, identify
the-easement, and construct'the fence are‘included.

Common Area

A Homeowners' Association must be established: to 1nclude provisions for the installation and
maintenance of all. common €lements (streets, stréet tree landscaping, streét lighting, walkways, etc).

12



PUD-05-25 July 28, 2005

A draft of the, document has been provided (Sub-Exhibit 23) which will also be-provided at the time
of final PUD plan approval; .and ultimately recorded with the final plat.

Conclusion:

Per the analysis corit‘ainéd.hereinz the Planning Commission canfind Bella Vista Heights (PUD-05-25)
to be consistent with the criteria for a change of zone, a land division, and preliminary PUD.

Action Taken:

Directed staff to prepare a Final Order and for.approval of the Preliminary PUD Plan, Tentative Plat,
and zone change of PUD-05-25, per the Revised Planning Commission Report dated July 28, 2005,

including:

Exhibit "A"  PUD Site Plan (Preliminary Plan) réceived March 29, 2005;

Exhibit “B"  Tentative Plat received. March 29, 2005:

Exhibit "C"  Master Landscape Planting'Plan: recelved February 2, 2005,

Exhibit"D"  Vertical Separation.Feature received. February 8, 2005;

Exhibit:"E"  Narrative Description of Planned Unit Development received March 16, 2005,
Exhibit "F*  Applicanit’s Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law (pages 1-44) recelved

February 2, 2005, includiiig the following sub-exhibits cifed therein:

Sub-Exhibit 10

Sub-Exhibit 11 -
Sub-Exhibit 12 -

Sub-Exhibit 13
Sub-Exhibit 14
Sub Esxhibit 15

Sub-Exhibit 16
Sub-Exhibit 17
Sub-Exhibit 18
Sub-Exhibit.19

Sub-Exhibit:20

Sub-Exhibit 2 Assessor's Maps

Sub:Exhibit 3 Prellmmary PUD

Sub-Exhibit 4 .Prehmmary Landscaping

‘Sub-Exhibit 5 Tentative Plat

Sub-Exhibit.6 Current Zoning Map

Sub-Exhibit 7 Medfotd General Land Usé Plan Map (GLUPM)

Sub-Exhibit '8 Proposed Zoning;Map

Sub-Exhibit 9 Agricultural Impact Assessmeiit Report . . . dated January 3, 2005

Agricultural Bufféring Letter.from Jack Day dated January 12, 2005
Water and Sewer Improvemetit Plans with letters

Sewer Capacity Analysis dated November 22, 2004

Storm Drainage'Concept Plan and-Analysis dated January 18, 2005
Applicant's Cover. Létter’ and’ Transcnpts from-Condemnation Process
Traffic: Impact Analysis (TIA) dated February 26, 2003 (document on
file)

Letter of Revisions:to:TIA dated December 6, 2004

JRH Traffic Engmeenng letter, addressing Right-in/Right-out for Sorento
RDK Engmeenng letter addressing Right-in/Right-out

Hillerést Corporation Letter addressing street connectivity dated
October 18, 2004

Appraiser's letterion value impacts from office building dated January 3,

2005
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Exhibit "G"

Exhibit "H"
Exhibit "IT"

Exhibit *J*

Exhibit "K"
Exhibit "L"
Exhibit "M"
Exhibit "N"
Exhibit "O"
EXhlblt !.‘IPH
Exhibit "Q"
EXhlblt nRu
Exhibit "S"

Exhibit."T"
Exhibit "U"
Exhibit "V*

Exhibit-"W"
Exhibit "X"
Exhibit "Y"
Exhibit "Z"

Sub-Exhibit 24

July 28, 2005

Sub-Exhibit 21
Sub-Exhibit:22
Sib-Exhibit:23

Fountain with monument sign:concept sketch

McAndrews:Road Post-Construction Photos.

Draft Covenants, Condltlons and Restrictions (CCR's) [document on file]
PUD andZone Ch;mge Appllpaglon forms and agent/owner authorizations

Suppleniental Findings Letter and RVTD:Corrfespondence received March 16 and
May 12, 2005,

Report:from:the Public-Works Department dated.July 6, 2005,

Memmorandum from thie Medford Water:Commmission dated April 8, 2005;
Memoranduni'from the Bureau of Fire Prevention dated April 11, 2005;
Memotandums from Paula Hoffman dated April 15 and 28, 2005;

Letter from Thomas, Bizeau (Jackson County Planning) dated April 11, 2005;
Letter from Arn Wihtol: -applicant.(in response to Bizeau letter) dated Apnl 22,2005,
Agricultural Buffering Agreement received February 2, 2005;

Letter from Medford I[ngatlon District (MID) dated April 8, 2005;

Letter fiom Arn Wihtol applicant (in'response to MID letter) dated April 22, 2005

Supplemental:Geotechnical Evaluation Report:received February 2, 2005;

General Land Use:Plan Map;

Site Photos;

Aerial-Photo,

Memo from Alex Georgevitch (Transportation-Manager) dated May 13, 2005;
Amerndment to Findings of Fact (Through-lot déviation and right-of-way exception)
received May. 17, 2005:

Supplermental Traffic Analysis received Juiie 20.,2005 (document on file),

Meio from Alex Georgevitch (Transportation Manager) dated July 5, 2005;
Letter from Gregory Hathaway of DaviS"Wﬁght ‘Tremaine LLP dated July 13, 2005;
Letter from JRH to Arthur Dubs.dated July 14, 2005;

Exhibit "AA" Letter from JRH to the Medford Planning:Commission dated July 14, 2005;

And'subject to the following.conditions:

1. The'ten (1 0) sti\ﬂp'ul'ati'ons contained in the-applicant's Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Section VII (Exhibit "F") are approved and:acknowledged as conditions to be applied to
devélopment of land within Bella Vista Heights PUD.

2, Within 30 days of: the: ﬁnal order for zonechange. approval, the ‘property owner shall record a
réstrictive covenait on the: subject ‘properties in a:form acceptable to the City Attorney,
speclfymg that: priotf:to'thé'issuance. ofa. development permit or building permit on the subject
properties; oiie of.the'following must have occurred:

a.

Downstream facilities:shall be improved to carry the additional flows resulting from
the development under the new zoning:district; or -
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b. An engineer. licensed in the State of Oregon shall perform a study, including modeling
and/or calculations. subject to the approval -of the City of Medford Engineering
Division, toidemonstrate that the:downstream facilities are adequate to accommodate
the additional flows from; the development; or

c. An engineer licensed in'the State of Oregon.shall prepare a report, which includes
testing, plans and calculations necessary to demonstrate. post-construction runoff
would be limited to:the. current or pre-developed runoff rate. The report shall be
submitted:to the.City of Medford Engineering Division for review and approval.

3. 'Within 30 days of the final order for zone.change approval, the property owner shall record a
restrictive covenant on the: subject properties in ‘a-form acceptable to the City Attorney,
specifying that prior.to the issuance of a development permit 6r building permit on the subject
property fof Phase I, 11, 6r 111, the‘following must have occurred:

a. Traéﬁcr signals shall be ins_talled at-the intérsections of East McAndrews Road and
F_oothillARoad;to the specifications of the City Engineer, or it shall be demonstrated
that acceptable assurances for such signalization have been provided.

4, Prior to:ssuance of the ﬁrst.bui'l_'din_g permits for.excavation and/or infrastructure within any
' phase, the applicant shall do the'following:

a. Receive Final PUD Plan approval pursuant'to §10.240 and the criteria contained
‘therein. Final PUD Plan:approval for all phases-may be requested at the same time
subject to‘c‘o_mpletion,Qﬁagplicable'design review.

5. Prior to issuance of the first building permit for buildings (i.e. vertical construction), the
applicant shall receive approvaliof the subdivision final plat-and return a mylar copy of the
recorded plat to the Planning; Department. Final PUD plan approval is required prior to, or
concurrent with, approval of thé:final plat per §10:240(F).

6. Priorto. development 'of Phase II1, plans (site; building, landscape, etc.) shall be submitted for
Site Plan and Architectural Commission.review:and -approval per Land Development Code
Section 10,285~:10.296: Such review is'in'lieu of postponed Planning Commission review of
designs as: prov1ded by Sections 10. 235(A)(2)(c) and 10.235(F)2). Such application shall
incorporate-design features.included in the finial plan review ‘as identified in Condition #4.

7. The phasing:of the project is hereby acknowledgéd, therefore, tentative plat shall not expire
for three yéars.

8. Final PUD plan submittals shall include:

a. Fma'l landscape plans, showmg landscapmg detalls and specifications for all street trees
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Palermo Street shall be located within the park strip. Plans shall be reviewed and
approved by the Parks and Recreation Department.

Documents to be recorded with the final plat. establishing the owner's association
responsible for the perpetual maintenance of the common elements including the
private streets, associated sidewalks, stréet trees, lighting, and features within Canova
Park.

A design for the free standing sign at Phase III consistent with the C-8/P standards of
§10.1400(1)

A design for the free standing sign.at the east Phase 1 entrance consistent with the
Planned Unit Development Sign standards of §10.1200(3).

All landscape and irrigation plans for the 2.07 acre Canova Park, located in Phase I,
including walkways, paths, putting gréen, benches, picnic tables, and other passive
recreationelements. The Parks.and Recreation Department shall review and approve
such plans.

All sidewalks on private streets: Albéro Lane, Sorrento Lane, and La Estrada Circle,
shall comply with the Public Works’ Staff Report, Exhibit “H”, and shall be at least
five (5 ) feet in width.

9. Prior to final plat approval, the final plat and/or supporting documents shall include the
following as it applies to:the respective phases:

a.

Comply with the Recommendations from _the Public Works Department No. PUD-05-
25 dated July 6, 2005 (Exhibit "H").including, but not limited to, assurances for the
installation of traffic signals at the McAndrews Road/Foothills Road intersections.

Installation of fire hydrants (and reflectors) within the respéctive phases, and access
provisions and parking restrictions per the specifications of the Bureau of Fire
Prevention:(Exhibit "J"). Covenants identifying residential sprinkler requirements shall
be recorded-on the applicable-lots as determined by the Fire Marshal.

Dedication.of '10-foot Public Utility Easements (PUE) to.serve all parcels within the
respective phases. PUE's shall be located along all public and private streets or other

locations approved by the utility companies if deemed necessary by site constraints

adjacent to McAndrews Road.
Evidence that the property has been withdrawn from the:Medford Irrigation District,

identification of the MID easement.on the final plat, and-assurances for construction
of the fence along the canal.
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Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CER's) which include provisions for the

installation. and perpetual maintenance of -all shared elements of the planned
development within the respective phases (e:g., -streets, lighting, walkways,
landscap_mg, 1mg_at10n arterial street frontage landscaping, etc.).

Extend water lines for €ach-phase, 1nc1ud1ng éasements where necessary, to serve each
lot and install meters to Medford Water Commission specifications (Exhibit “I”).

Install the vertical separation. feature (fence and landscaping) along the entire
McAndrews Road frontage (Phases.I:and ).

A deed restriction/plat itotation' prohibiting access to McAndrews Road for all lots
adjoining the right-of-way.

Assurances for-the/installation of street tree landscaping within the respective phases
as follows:

(1).  Street trees'within the right-of-way for the: public streets shall be installed or
the appropriate financial secunty (i.e., bond, létter of credit, etc) provided

(2)  Provision for installation ‘of trees along private streets shall be assured by
explicit a551gnment of such- résponsibility to the association of owners and/or
the owners of the respective.lotsicontaining the trees.

Prior to final plat .approval for the respectlve phases, verification by a licensed
surveyor shall be provided to determine the precise height and location of any existing
structures. The residential structure within Phase III shall be removed.

Assurances for the installation of the.agricultural buffer. landscaping and recordation
of the buffer easement and right-to-farm declaration (Phase I1I).

Construct the: privately-owned and maintained 2. 07-acre Canova Park, located in

Phase Lin- accordance with the approvedplans.

10. At the. time: of - appllcatlon “for Final Plan .approval for each phase, plan revisions and
documents applicable to the phase-shall be included as follows:

a.

A.landscape plan that includes a Type!"A" buffer along the north boundary of the
Phase'TIl commercial office site, reviewed.and approved by the Parks and Recreation

-Department.
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1asedll eommerci 1cwewe afid appro y W and Recreation
o /,Lﬂff /ddf /aed‘ﬁ /L}@n
b. Plans and specificatioris for the arterial street separation feature in plan view and

applicable cross-section(s) depicting the precise location, construction details,
landscaping, and irrigation associated:with ihe‘ffe'atgre to be located in Phases | and I1.
Such plans:shall be reviewed and approved by the Parks and Recreation Department.

c. Appropriate restrictive- covenants which establish .an association of owners
responsible for the maintenance: of all "common elements" for the benefit of all
residents within Phases 1'and II.

d. Appropriate restrictive covenant which establishes the proposed commercial office
uses-identified:in-the applicant's-stipulation #10 (Exhibit "F") to be recorded on all
property within Phase 11T of Bella Vista. PUD.

11. The applicant shall complywith Section 10.296,of the Medford Land Development Code in
accordance with Section 10.235(d){(2) regardinig the sitisfaction of conditions of approval.

MEDFORD PLANNING COMMISSION

SV ) Miggddos

David McFadden, Chair

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA: May 26, 2005
JUNE 9, 2005
JUNE 23,2005
" JULY 14, 2005
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" 50.2 PUD-05-25 Preliminary PUD plan approval, including tentative plat and a zone change

from County OSR (Open Space Reserve), RR-5 (Rural Residential - 5 acre lot size), and
City SFR-00 (Single-Family Residential - one unit. per lot) to SFR-4 (Single-Family
Residential - 4 units per acre) and SFR-2 (Single-Family Residential - 2 units per acre)
zoning districts, for'Bella Vista Heights, a’ smg]e family residential (111-units) and office
commercial (3.7 acres) mixed use plarined unit development on 46.9 acres located on the
north and south sides :of 'East McAndrews Road, east of the intersection with Foothill
Road; Pacific International Enterprises, Applicanit (Hoffbuhr & Associates, Agent).

Commissioner Jackle disclosed-a conflict of interest and recused himself.
Commissioner Bartlett'disclosed he visited the site.

Commissioner Tull noted that the Commission was provided with information prior to the
meeting, which has not been reviewed by Staff or the Cofiimissioners.

Principal Pianner Jim Maizé summaiized the July 6, 2005 staff report and the applicable criteria.
Mr. Maize pointed out that the Commission has a letter. from'Gregory Hathaway dated July 13,
2005 régarding the traffic signal condition, a letter from James Hanks with JRH Engineers dated
July 14,2005, and a draft copy, of CPAC Minutes from. July 12, 2005; all to be included as part of
this application. Mr. Maize noted two corrections in'the. Staff: Report

1) Delete the last three sentences of the fourth paragraph, starting with "although” on
Page' 8.

2) Delete the last four sehtences of the first paragraph, starting with "however” on Page
9.

Staff recommends approval as.per the Planning Comrmission Staff Report dated July 6, 2005 with
the revisions noted.

Cominissioner Bartlett noted two corrections on Page 15 of the staff report:
1) Correct Condition 6, third sentence, to state "Section 10.285" not “Section 10.295™.
2} Condition 5.needs to be deleted or medified.
Commissiorier Bartlett questioned Mr. Maize whether the park on this application would be
approved by-the Planning Commission or the Parks and Recreation Department. Mr. Maize
stated that typ1cally all landscape plans are reviewed by-the: Parks and Recreation Department for
their appropnateness arid_compliance with the standards, iso it would be appropriate if the

Commission-wanted.to'add addmonal reviéw condition§ for the Parks Department.

Upon .questionirig. from. Commissioner Tull whether staff has rev1ewed the additional handouts
from JRH Engmeermg that were included tonight, Mr. Maize stated he had not reviewed these

documents. Mr; Wadleigh, Engineering Department, stated that the Engineering Department has
notreviewed the two-documents, and the “Recommendations; from Public Works” do not include

reference to these docuinents.

Motion: Direct Staff to prepare a Final Order for approval.of the Preliminary PUD Plan,
Tentative Plat and Zoné Change of PUD-05-25 for the next meeting, as per Staff Report



Ty

dated July 6, 2005, including Exhibits “A” through “X” with the following revisions:
1) Delete last three sentences of the fourth paragraph on Page 8 of the Staff Report.
2) Delete'the last four sentences of the first paragraph on Page 9 of the Staff Report.
3) Change Condition.6 to state Section 10.285.

4) Condition &(a)add.language: approve by Medford Parks Department.

5) Condition 9(¢) add language: include arterial stréet frontage landscaping.

6) Condition 9(g) add language: strike out (or provide acceptable assurances for the
samc).

7} Add Condition, 9(1) to state: Prior to final plan, the applicant shall submit all plans,
irrigation and landscaping of 2.07 acres of Canova Park, including walkways, paths,
putting green, benches, picnic tables and. other passive recreation elements, to the
Medford Parks Department for review and approval.

8) Add a Condition 9(m) to state: Prior to final plat, the applicant shall construct the
2.07 acre Canova, Park, prlvateiy owned and maintained per the review and approval of
the Medford Parks Department.

9) Add 9(n) to-state: All sidewalks on private streets, Albero Lane, Sorrento Lane and
La Estrada Circle shall.comply with the Public Works Staff Report, Exhibit "H", at least
5 foot.in width,

10) Strike out references to 4-foot sidewalks on page 15 of the “Applicants Findings”.
11) Condition 10(a) add language: Approved by:Parks and Recreation Department.

12) Condition 10(b) add language: Apﬁroved by Medford Parks Department.

13) Add a new condition stating: The applicant shall comply with Section 10.296 of the
Medford Land Development Code in accordance with Section 10.235 (d) (2) regarding

the satisfaction of conditions of approval.

14) Change Condition 3 (third sentence).add language: specifying that prior to issuance
of a developmént permit:or building permit-for Phases 2 or 3.

Mbved by: Commiissioner Bartlett Seconded by: Commissioner Nelson
Vote: 3_8'-0,

This action was ‘taken after closure of the Public Hearing during which the following people
spoke iri favor. of this. Tequest:

a.. Dennis Hoffbuhr, Hoffbulir & Associates, 880 Golf View Dr, Ste. 201, Medford, OR
97504; representing: the applicant. Mr. Hoffbuhr asKed that the Finding of Fact and
Conclusions ‘of Law, which were submitted as part of tonight's application, be



incorporated in the record of tonight’s proceedings. Mr. Hoffbuhr summarized the
project.

b. Jim Hanks, JRH Engineers, 4756 Village Plaza Loop, Ste. 201, Eugene OR 97401. Mr.
Hanks summarized -the Traffic Engineering Analysis provided by JRH Transportation
Engineering. Mr. Hanks discussed his conclusions based on the analysis which were
included in the letter he Submitted tonight, dated July 14, 2005.

Commissioner Bartlett asked Mr..Hanks if he was avs.zare that'this zone change criteria is one of
the newest c¢hanges in the Medford Land Development Code that the city has passed. Mr. Hanks
stated he was not aware of the change in the Medford Land Development Code.

Commissioner McFadden’questioned Mr, Hoffbuhr regarging the storm drainage containment on
the south property line. Mr, Hoftbuhr stated that typically when there is a down hill slope the
Public Works Departmcnt has a requirement that a storm-drain be placed along that property line.

Commissioner Bartlett stated to Mr Hoffbuhr that he felt the deviation of the private streets are
acceptable but the.deviation of the sidewalks would i impairthe function, safety and efficiency of
the devélopment.-Commissioner Bartlett informed Mr. Hoffbuhr that the Planning Commission
has consisténtly required all residential lanes have 5-foot sidewalks next to the curb without an
exception.

Upon questioning from Commissionier Bartlett regarding the architecture of the building, Mr.
Hoffbuhr stated that the design of the building has not.been determined at this time, but in
looking-at the site 1t Would be p0551b1e and most logical to have a three story building and noted
they have not:asked for a deviation in height.

Upon questioning from Commissioner Tull, Mr. Hoffbuhr confirmed that at the full service
intersections, the access to McAndrews would have a stop sign.

Upon questioning from Commissioner Shean, Mr. Hoftbuhr-confirmed the following:

1) There are no.declaration.lanes east on McAndrews to'turn right into Phase 1.
2) The properties to the west will have:access.to Corino Lane.
3) The parking on the east side is'for'the properties on-the west side.

c. Arn Wilitol, Pacific International Enterprises;, 1133 S: Riverside, Medford OR 97501;
Applicant. Mr. Wilitol responded to the ‘question that was raised about the dramage
along the orchard. Mr. Wilitol stated, thére-i§ a.french ‘drain in the agréement that they
have already signed with the Orchard'to capture that drainage.

Ms. Cooper, Assistant City Attomey; was asked to. address the options the Commission had
regarding the ‘traffic signal issue. Ms. Cooper stated she' saw' three options which were to:
approve'as is; 'with recommendatlon to City Council and Applicant can appeal to City Council;
continue thisitem untll a resolution has been made;:or, approve Phases that are appropriate to go
forward before a traffic signal is to bé piit i, while City, Council is making their decision on this



issue.

Mr. Wadleigh, Engineering:Department, reiterated that the Traffic Engineer has not reviewed the
two reports received tonight by JRH Engineering, and does not know what comments or
recommendations-would be regarding delaying installation-of traffic signals.

There was a discussion-among the Commissioners and Staff regarding the traffic signal issue.

Staff will prepare‘a Final Order of approval for the Plannihg Commission’s consideration at their
next regular meeting.
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Narrative Descﬁpt—ion_:,of Planned Unit Development

Bella Vista Heights Planned Unit Development
Pacific International Enterprises Inc.: Applicant

50,2 PAGE 23

a  The nature, planned use, future ownership and method of perpetnal maintenance of land to be left in natural or
developed open space or which will be held in common ownership.

[n addition to the office building and single-family residential lots, the project
includes common elements. The project proposes common elements approprate
for a small mixed-use planned unit development. A homeowner’s association
(also called an association of unit owners) will have ownership and conirol over

the residential portions of the PUD and all common areas.” The below Table 2

shows the various common elements and the responsibilities for ongoing upkeep
and maintenance. Draft Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (CCR’s) are
provided in Exhibit 23 of applicant’s findings.

Canova Park

Common Elements
Source: Craig A. Stone & Associates, Lid.

This privately owned and maintained element consists of
a common 2.07 acre landscaped park along a portion of
the west boundary of the project. The landscape plan for
the projects depicts amenity improvements such as a
walking path and neighborhood picnic facilities.

Residential

Private Lanes

{Albero, Sorrento,
Carino, Canova Park
Access), and a.Private
Street (LaStrada Circle)

This element provides for vehicular, pedestrian, and
bicycle access and circulation within the development
constructed fo a structural standard equivalent.or
exceeding City of Medford standards

Residential

Off-street Parking Areas

The paved off-street parking area adjacent to Canova
Park

Residential

Other Common Areas

A water feature with monument entrance sign, an
undeveloped area with an accessway path and
landscaping

Residential

Bella Vista Heights includes a landscaped park area, called Canova Park. The
future Homeowners Association(s) will maintain all landscaping and amenities n
the common areas of the development. Applicants also propose pedestrian scale
lighting like that approved for use in Medford’s Southeast Area.

! There may also be a separate association(s) for the
office are to be owned as condominiums pursuant 10

RECEIVED

MAR 1 & 2905
PLANNING ppr,

commercial office building if the interior spaces of the
ORS Chapter 100 (the Oregon Condominium Law).

Bella Vista Heights PUD
Arthur Dubs, Applicant

£rPY-OF- MEDEORD

EXHIBIT g =
Fle# PUD - QS -2




b. A listing of all proposed Code deviations followed by a brief ex

deviation.

| Private Streets

Proposed Deviations to be Authorized within the PUD
Source; Craig A. Stone & Associates, Ltd.

The.propesed private sifeets are intended as
privately owned facilities that. may differ in some
ways from the requirements.for-simitar city standard
streets. The planned cross-section differences are
clearly illustratedin the street crossections in the:
Exhibit S tentative plat. The proposed private streets
will provide access to adjacent lots within the PUD
and may be served by privately owned and
maintained street/pedestrian lighting. Carino Lane
will be more than 450 feet.in length and will provide
access to nine lots

1-6, 42-80,
87, and 95
=3

_ D‘evialiaﬁi

10.230(D)(6)

50,2 PAGE 24

planation which covers the nature and extent of the

10.430, 10.431,

10,439, 10.450
10.500

Lot Size

The minimum lot size standard in the SFR-2 zone is
14,000 square feet. |n the interest of providing &
reasonably shaped SFR-2 district, some fots do not
meet the minimum lot size standard for the SFR-2
zone.

67,73, 74,
75,94, and
97

10.230(DY(1)

Office Building

This area has a GLUP map designation of Urban
Residential. Zoning districts that are identified by the
Comprehensive Plan as being consistent with this
designation do nct allow office buildings as a
permitted or conditional use. See stipulations in
Section VI! of applicant’s findings for the specific
uses requested for the office building.

Office
Building Lot

10.230D)(S)(b)

Residential
i Density
| Increase

In the interest of providing a reasonably shaped SFR-
2 district, the number of single family lots exceeds
the maximum allowed under the SFR-2 Zone by one
fot, which is less than the 20 percent of the total
allowed.

10.230(D)(8)

Agricultural
Buffering

The soils on the south property boundary are not
suited to conifer growth, As such, a deviation is’
requested to provide the landscaping depicted on the
landscape ‘plan and cailed.out in the Agricuftural

Buffer Agreement in lieu of the 8-foot on-center

conifer-planting row requirement. The.conifer
planting row would confiict with instaliation of storm
drainage facilities that are a high priority for the
adjacent farming operation. '

10.230(D)(4)

10.804(2)(b)

Bella Vista Heights PUD
Arthur Dubs, Applicant
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BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION
FOR THE CITY OF MEDFORD
JACKSON COUNTY, OREGON
IN THE MATTER OF APPLICATIONS

CONCERNING A PLANNED UNIT
DEVELOPMENT, TENTATIVE

CITY OF MEDFORD

EXHBIT #__ [~
Fie # YUD 05 ~ D5
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SUBDIVISION PLAT, AND ZONING MAP
AMENDMENT FROM COUNTY OSR AND

RR-5 AND CITY SFR-00 TO SFR-2'AND
SFR-4 AFFECTING 46.92 ACRES OF
LAND TRAVERSED BY THE RECENTLY
COMPLETED SEGMENT OF
MCANDREWS ROAD ABOVE AND EAST
OF ITS INTERCHANGE WITH FOOTHILL
ROAD, IN THE CITY OF MEDFORD,

FINDINGS OF FACT AND
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Applicant’s Exhibit 1

T gttt it it it vttt Vot Vsl Vnmil it el mil ol “oalt

OREGON N e
BRECEy VED

Pacific International Enterprises: "

Applicant FEB § 2 2005

PLANNING DEPT.
[ .

NATURE AND SCOPE OF APPLICATION

Arthur Dubs, dba Pacific International Enterprises, Inc., seeks to develop 46.92! acres of land
primarily for residential purposes, with a small office building component, under the City of
Medford Zone Change  and Planned Unit Development ordinances. The applications are
submitted as a single consolidated application. Medford Land Development Code (MLDC)
10:230(C) and Oregon law expressly permits filing consolidated land use applications.

The subject property is within the corporate limits of Medford and its urban growth boundary.
When annexed, the property was not rezoned and is presently covered by Jackson County’s
Open Space Reserve (OSR), Rural Residential (RR-5) and City SFR-00.2 The three specific
land use actions contemplated in this application filing are:

! The gross acreage of the PUD site, including McAndrews Road right-of-way and rights of way proposed for
dedication in accordance with acreage and density calculation provisions of the MLDC.

* 1t is expected that the Tax Lot 404 in Section 22 (the “Hagle Property”} will be annexed and re-zoned to SFR-
00 by the City of Medford prior to consideration of this-application by the Planning Commission.

Craig A. Stone & Associates, Ltd. Page 1 of 44

i
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DRAFT Findings: of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Applications for Zone Change, Prellmlnary PUD Plan and. Tentative Subdwlsnon Plat
Pacific Interiational Enterprises: Applicant

s Zone Change from County OSR and RR-5 and City SFR-00 to Single Family Residential
(SFR-4-and SFR-2) for all of the privately held subject property

* Preliminary PUD Plan to create:

1 Office building and associated off-street parking
= 111 Single Family Dwelling Lots
* Common Open Space

* A network of public and private streets.

» Land Division (Tentative Subdivision Plat) that will create one hundred eleven (111)
single family detached residential lots and a lot intended to accommodate professional
offices

The findings of fact and conclusions of law herein support approval of the three land use
applications above described. Development of the project is proposed in three phases.

The property is crossed by the recently constructed segment of McAndrews Road, east of
itsinterchange with Foothills Road. Four new accesses are proposed to McAndrews Road.
The proposed PUD includes several new public streets, a private street, and several private
access lanes.

The consulting landscape designer for the project, Michael Starr, has developed a street tree
concept plan that provides for street trees and landscaping of the common areas. A waler
feature with a monument entrance sign is proposed for the southerly entrance to the south side
of the project, See Exhibit 21. Applicants also intend to develop a landscaped park area,
called Canova Park. The future Homeowners Association(s) wiil maintain all landscaping in
the common areas of the development. Applicants also propose pedestrian scale lighting like
that approved for use in Medford’s Southeast Area. The proposed lighting will be provided in
accordance with MLDC 10.378. A typical elevation of the proposed lighting is shown on the
Preliminary PUD Plan. See, Exhibit 3.

The zone change is sought for the entire subject property. The property currently has rural
county zoning designations of OSR, RR-5 and a City holding designation of SFR-00. The
requested zoning designations of SFR-2 and SFR-4-will supply City zoning designations as a
necessary prerequisite for urban development.

As indicated above, additional municipal dpprovals are required for this project. Pending
approval of these applications, applicant will be required to undertake and complete the
following additional land use approvals before the issuance of building permits:

s Site Plan and Architectural Review for the office building in the northwest corner of the
site.

Craig A. Stone &-Associates, Ltd. Page 2 of 44

ey
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c. If one or more signs are intended to deviate:from the provisions of this Code, then a detailed plan for all signs which
require a sign permit shall be submitted. 'l'IgEsti'g}l_'jpiaﬁkhal] specify the size, number, type, height and location of all
signs which require a sign permit and shall clearly indicate all proposed deviations.

A New Development/Project Sign, pursuant to section 10.300, is proposed for
incorporation into the landscape and waterfall feature common element. This
element is depicted on the PUD plan at the southeast corner of the intersection of
the proposed Camina Drive and McAndrews Road. An illustration of the concept
is included as an exhibit in the Applicant’s findings.

d. A proposed development schedule, If the PUD will be constructed in phases, the development schedule for each phase
shall be keyed to a.plan that indicates the bound aries of each phase.

The proposed PUD will be constructed in phases. Phase 1 consists of the project
south of McAndrews Road. Phase 2 consists of the lands north of McAndrews
Road and east of the proposed Camina Drive. Phase 3 consists of the proposed
office-building component in the northwest corner of the project.

e. The gross acreage deveted to the various proposed land uses and housing types.

The acreage devoted to residential use is 44.11 acres. The SFR-2 portion of the
project will occupy 11.15 acres and will accommodate detached single-family
dwellings. The SFR-4 portion will occupy 32.96 acres and will accommodate
single-family dwellings. An office building is proposed to occupy 3.70 gross
acres.

Bella Vista Heights PUD 3
Arthur Dubs, Applicant



e P 50,2 PAGE 28
' DRAFT Findings_ of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Applicaticns:for. Zone Change, Preliminary PUD Plan and Tentative Subdivision Plat
Pacific Infernational Enterprises: Applicant

= Final PUD Plan

EVIDENCE SUBMITTED WITH APPLICATION

Applicant herewith submits the following evidence with its applications for Preliminary PUD
Plan, zone change, and land division:

Exhibit 1. The proposed Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law (this document)
demonstrating how ‘the Preliminary PUD Plan, Zone Change, and Subdivision
applications comply with the applicable substantive criteria of the MLDC

Exhibit 2. Jackson County Assessor plat maps (37-1W-21A and 37-1W-22), which contains
and depicts the subject propertics

Exhibit 3. Preliminary PUD Plan

Exhibit 4. Preliminary Landscaping Plan

Exhibit 5. Tentative Subdivision Plat

Exhibit 6. Current Zoning Map

Exhibit 7. Medford General Land Use Plan Map (GLUP)
Exhibit 8. Proposed Zoning Map

Exhibit9. Agricultural Impact Assessment Report prepared by Craig A. Stone &
Associates, Ltd. and dated January 3, 2005

Exhibit 10. Agricultural Buffering Letter from Jack Day, dated January 12, 2005

Exhibit 11. Water and Sewer Improvement Plans with letters from the Medford Public
Works Department and Medford Water Commission

Exhibit 12. Sewer Capacity Analysis, dated November 22, 2004
Exhibit 13. Storm Drainage Concept Plan and Analysis, dated January 18, 2005
Exhibit 14. Applicant’s Cover Letter and Transcripts from Condemnation Process

Exhibit 15. Traffic Impact Analysis {TIA) prepared by JRH Transportation Engineering, Inc.
dated February 26, 2003

Exhibit 16. Letter of Revisions to TIA from JRH Transportation Engineering, Inc. dated
December 6, 2004

Craig A. Stone & Associates, Ltd. Page 3 of 44
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‘DRAFT Fmdmgs of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Apphcat:ons for; Zone Change Preltmmary PUD Plan and Tentative Subdivision Plat
Pacific International Enterprises: Applicant

Exhibit 17. JRH Traffic Engineering, Inc. letter addressing right-in/right-out traffic
movements for Sorrento at McAndrews Road

Exhibit 18. RDK Engineering letter addressing Right-In/Right-Out

Exhibit 19. Hillcrest Corporation letter addressing street connectivity, dated October 18,
2004

Exhibit 20. Appraiser’s letter on value impacts from Office Building, dated January 3,2005
Exhibit 21. Fountain with monument sign concept sketch

Exhibit 22. McAndrews Road Post-Construction Photos

Exhibit 23. Draft Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (CCR’s)

Exhibit 24. Completed Preliminary PUD and Zone Change application forms and agent
authorization from the record owner of the property

RELEVANT SUBSTANTIVE APPROVAL CRITERIA

The criteria under which the applications for Zone Change, Preliminary PUD Plan and Land
Division must be approved are in Article 1 of the Medford Land Development Code (MLDC).
The criteria for the three land use applications are recited verbatim below and again in Section
V where each is followed by the applicable conclusions of law.

City of Medford Approval Criteria

A. ZONE CHANGE (irrelevant/inapplicabie Provisions Omitted)

MLDC 10.227 Zone Change Criteria

_The approving authority (Planrning Commission) shall approve a quasi-judicial zone change if it finds that the

zone change complies with subsections {1) and (2) below:

(1) The proposed zone is consistenl with the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule (OAR 660) and the General
Land Use Plan Map designation. (When the City of Medford's Transportation System Plan (TSP) is adopted,
a demonstration of consistency with the acknowledged TSP will assure compliance with the Oregon
Transportation Planning Rule.) Where applicable, the proposed zone shall also be consistent with the
additicnal locational standards of the below sections (1)@}, {1)(b), (1){c), or (1)(d}). Where a special arga ptan
requires a-specific zone, any conflicting or additional requirements of the plan shall take precedence over the
locational criteria below.

(a) For zone changes to SFR-2, the zoning shall be approved under either of the following circumstances:

(iy if at least 70 percent of the area proposed to be rezoned exceeds a slope of 15%,

Craig A. Stone & Associates, Lid. Page 4 of 44
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DRAFT Flndlngs of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Appllcatlons for; Zone Change Preliminary PUD:Plan and Tentative: Subdivision Plat
Pacific International Enterprises: Applicant

(i) if other envirohmental constraints, such as soils, geclogy, wettands, and flooding, restrict the
capacity of the land to support hlgher densities.

(2) 1t shall be demonstrated that Category A urban services and facilities are available or can and will be
provided, as described below, to adequately serve the subject property with the permitted uses allowed
under the proposed zoning, except as provided in subsection (c} below. The minimum standards for
Category A services and facilities are contained in the MLDC and Goal 3, Policy 1 of the Comprehensive
Plan “Public Facilities Element.”

(a) Storm drainage, sanitary sewer, and water facilities must already be adequate in condition, capacity,
and Jocation to serve the property or be extended or otherwise improved to adequately serve the
property at the time of issuance of a building permit for vertical construction.

(b) Adequate streets and street capacity must be provided in one of the following ways:

(i) Streets which serve the subject property, as defined in Section 10.461(2), presently exist and have
adequate capacity; or

(i) Existing and new streets that will serve the subject property will be improved and/or constructed,
sufficient to meet the required condition and capacity, at the time building permits for vertical
construction are issued; or

(iy If it is determined that a street must be constructed or improved in order to provide adegquate
capacity for more than one proposed or anticipated development, the Planning Commission may
find the street to be adequate when the improvements needed to make the street adeguate are fully
funded. A street project is deemed to be fully funded when one of the following occurs:

{a) The project is in the City's adopted capital improvement plan budget, or is a programmed
project in the first two years of the State's current STIP (State Transportation improvement
Plan), or any other public agencies adopted capital improvement plan budget; or

(b} When an applicant funds the improvement through a reimbursement district pursuant to the
MLDC. The cost of the improvements will be either the actual cost of construction, if
constructed by the applicant, or the estimated cost. The “estimated cost” shall be 125% of a
professional engineer's estimated cost that has been approved by the City, including the cost
of any right-of-way acquisition. The method déscribed in this paragraph shall not be used if the
Public Works Department determines, for reasons of public safety, that the improvement must
be constructed prior to issuance of buitding permits.

(iv) When a street must be irmnproved under (b)(ii} or (b)(iii) above, the specific street improvement(s})
needed to make the street adequate must be identified, and it must be demonstrated by the
applicant that the improvement(s} will make the street adequate in condition and capacity.

(c) In determining the adequacy of Category A facilities, the approving authority (Planning Commission)
may evaluate potential impacts based upon the imposition of special development conditions attached
to the zone change request. Special development conditions shall be established by deed restriction of
covenant, which must be recorded with proof of recordation returned to the Planning Department, and
may include, but are not limited to the following:

(i} Restriction of uses by type or intensity; however, in cases where such a restriction is proposed, the
Planning Commission must find that the resulting development pattern will not preclude future
development, or intensification of development, on:the subject property or adjacent parcels. In no
case shall residential densities be approved which do not meet minimum density standards,

(i} Mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly design which qualifies for the trip reduction percentage allowed by
the Transportation Planning Rule,.

(i) Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures which can be reasonably quantified,
monitored, and enforced, such as mandatory car/van_pools.

Craig A. Stone & Associates, Ltd. Page 5 of 44
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'DRAFT Findings:of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Applications for,Zone Change, Preliminary PUD Plan and Tentative Subdivision Plat
Pacific’International Enterprises: Applicant

[Amd. Ord. No. 7036, Dec, 5, 1991; Amd. Sec. 1, Ord. No. 1999-88, June 3, 1999; Amd. Sec. 1, Crd. No. 2003-
27, Feb. 6,2003)]

OREGON TRANSPORTATION PLANNING RULE
Oregon Administrative Rules Chapter 660, Division 12

OAR 660-12-060: Plan and Land Use Regulation Amendments

(1Y Amendments to functional ptans, acknowledged comprehensive plans, and land use regulations which
significantly affect a transportation facility shall assure that allowed land uses are consistent with the
identified function, capacity, and performance standards (e.g. level of service, volume to capacity ratio, etc.)
of the facility. This shall be accomplished by either:

(a) Limiting allowed land uses 10 be consistent with the planned function, capacity and performance
standards of the transportation facility;

{b) Amending the TSP to provide transportation facilities adeqguate t0 suppoert the proposed land uses
consistent with the requirements of this division;

(c) Altering land use designations, densities, or design requirements to reduce demand for automobile
travel and meet travel needs through other modes; or,

{d} Amending the TSP to modify the planned function, capacity and performance standards, as needed, to
accept greater motor vehicle congestion to promote mixed use, pedestrian friendly development where
muitimodal travel choices are provided.

{2) A plan or land use reguiation amendment significantly affects a transportation facility if it:
(a} Changes the functional classification of an existing or planned transportation facility;
(b) Changes standards implementing functional classification system;

(c) Allows types or levels of land uses which would result in levels of travel or access which are
inconsistent with the functionat classification of a transportation facility; or

{d) Would reduce the performance standards of the facility below the minimum acceptable level identified
in the TSP,

B. PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD)

MLDC 10.235 Preliminary PUD Plan - Application Procedures.

(C) Approval Criteria for Preliminary PUD Plan: The Planning Commission shall approve a Preliminary
PUD if it concludes that compliance exists with each of the following criteria:

{1) The PUD complies with the appiicable requirements of this Code, except those for which a
deviation has been approved under Subsection 10.230(D).

{(2) The property is not subject to any of the following measures or if subject thereto the PUD can be
approved under the standards and criteria thereunder:

(a) Moratorium on Construction or Land Development pursuant to ORS 197.505 through
197.540, as amended.

(b} Public Facilities Strategy pursuant to ORS 197.768 as amended.

(c) Limited Service Area adopted as part of the Medford Comprehensive Plan.

Craig A. Stone & Associates, Ltd. Page 6 of 44
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DRAFT Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law )
Applications, for. Zone Change, Preliminary PUD Plan and Tentative Subdivision Plat
Pacific International Enterprises: Applicant

{3) The PUD is consistent with:goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan, if any, which by their
language or context were intended to function as approval criteria for planned unit
developments.

(4) Deviations from the limitations, restrictions and design standards of this Code will not materially
impair the function, safety or efficiency of the circulation system or the development as a whole.

{5) The proposed PUD satisfies two or more of the purpose statements in Subsection 10.230(A)(1)
through 10.230(A)(8).

(8) The location, size, shape and character of all common elements in the PUD are appropriate for
their intended use and function.

{7) If the Preliminary PUD Plan includes uses not allowed in the underlying zone pursuant to
Subsection 10.230(D)(9)(b}, the applicant shall alternatively demonstrate that either: 1) demands
for the Category “A" public facilities listed below are equivalent or less than for one or more
permitted use listed for the underlying zone, or 2) the property can be supplied by the time of
development with the following Category "A” public facilities which can be supplied in sufficient
condition and capacity to support development of the proposed use:

(a) Public sanitary sewerage collection and treatment facilities.
{b) Public domestic water distribution and treatment facilities.
{c) Storm drainage facilities.

(d) Public streets,

Determinations of compliance with this criterion shall be based upon standards of public facility
adequacy as set forth in this Code and in goals and policies of the comprehensive plan which by
their language and context function as approvai criteria for comprehensive plan amendments,
zone changes or new development. In instances where the Planning Commission determines
that there is insufficient public facility capacity to support the development of a particular use,
nothing in this criterion shall prevent the approval of early phases of a phased PUD which can
be supplied with adequate public facilities.

(8) If the Preliminary PUD Pian includes uses proposed under Subsection 10.230(D)(9){b), approval
of the PUD shall also be subject to compliance with the conditional use permit criteria in Section
10.248.

If approval of the PUD application includes the division of land or the approval of other concurrent development
permits applications as authorized in. Subsection 10.230(C), approval of the PUD shall alsc be subject to
compliance with the substantive approval criteria in Article 1l for each of the additional development applications

C. CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT CRITERIA (Subset Of PUD Criterion 8 For Approval Of
Office Building through a PUD)

MLDC 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.

(i} 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, conditibns have been imposed by the approving authority (Planning Commission) 1o
produce a balance between the conflicting interests. In authorizing a conditional use permit the approving
authority {Pianning Commission) may impose any of the following conditions:
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(1)

(2)
3)
4)
(5)
(6)

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

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

Limit the height, size, or location of a building or other structure

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

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

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

Limit or otherwise designate the number, size, location, height, or lighting of signs.
Limit the location and intensity of outdoor lighting, or require its shielding.

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

{10} Designate the size, height, location, or materials for a fence.

(11) Protect existing trees, vegetation, water resources, wildlife habitat, or other significant natural resources.

D. LAND DIVISION — Tentative Subdivision Plat

MLDC 10.270 Land Division Criteria.

The approving authority (Planning Commission) shall not approve any tentative plat unless it first finds that, the
proposed land division together with the provisions for its design and improvement:

(1) Is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, any other applicable specific plans thereto, and all applicable
design standards set forth in Article IV and V;

(2) Will not prevent development of the remainder of the property under the sameé ownership, if any, or of
adjoining land or of access thereto, in accordance with this chapter;

{3) Bears a name thal has been approvéd by the approving authority and does not use a word which is the
same as, similar to, or pronounced the same as a word in the name of any cther subdivision in the City of
Medford; except for the words "town”, "city", "place”, "court”, "addition”, or similar words; unless the land
platted is contiguous to and platted by the same applicant that platted the land division bearing that name; or
unless the applicant files and records the consent of the party who platted the land division bearing that
name and the block numbers continue those of the plat of the same name last filed;

{4) Includes the creation of streets, that such streets are laid out to conform, within the limits of the City of
Medford and its Urban Growth Boundary, to the plats of land divisions already approved for adjoining
property unless the approving authority determines:it is in the public interest to modify the street pattern;

(6) Has streéts that are proposed to be held for private use, that they are distinguished from the public street on
the tentative piat, and reservations or restrictions relating to the private streets are set forih;

{6) Contains streets, if applicable, and lots which are oriented to make maximum effective use of passive solar
energy: exceplions to this provision may be granted whenever it is impractical to comply due to:

(a)

The configuration or orientation of the property;
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{b) The nature of surrounding circulation patterns, or other existing physical features of the site such as
topography;

{7) Will not cause an unmitigated land use conflict between the land division and adjoining agricuitural lands
within the EFU (Exclusive Farm Use) zoning district,

E. Mitigation and Impact Management

MLDC 10.804 Mitigation and Impact Management

(1) Agriculturai Classification (Intensive or Passive). Agricultural land is hereby classified as either intensive or
passive. Intensive agriculiure is defined as farming which is under intensive day-to-day management, and
includes fruit orchards and the intensive raising and harvesting of crops or, notwithstanding its current use,
has soils of which a majarity are class | through 1V as determined by the NRCS, has irrigation water available
and is outside of the Urban Growth Boundary. Passive agriculture is defined as farming that is not under
intensive day-to-day management, and includes land used as pasture for the raising of livestock. The
approving authority shall determine whether adjacent agricultural uses are intensive or passive based upon
the specific circumstances of each case and the nature of agriculture which exists on the adjacent land
zoned EFU or EA at the time the drban development application is filed and accepted by the City.

(2) Mitigation - Intensive Agriculture. To minimize or mitigate the adverse potential impacts associated with the
proximity of urban and agricultural tand 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 Jink fence, masonry wall, or other comparable fence, as approved by
the approving authority not less than six (8} 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 common property line with land zoned EFU or EA. In no case shall a
fence be required within a front yard area. The fence or wali 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.

(B)Landscaping. On the property proposed for urban development there shall be a landscaped strip
adjoining the fence required in subsection 10.804(2){a) which shall have a width of not less than
eight (8) feet within which there shall be planted a row of evergreen trees spaced not more than
eight (8) feet apart. The species and variety of evergreen trees proposed shall be approved by the
approving authority and shall be selected on the basis of fast growth and vegetation density. The
City may compile and adopt a list of trees suijtable for agricultural buffering and once adopted, only
trees from the approved list may be selected to: satisfy the requirements of this section, The trees
shall be served by an underground irrigation system. Information shall be provided regarding the
long-term responsibility for care and maintenance of the landscaping.

{C) Deed Declaration. All urban land proposed for development which lies within two hundred {200} feet
of an EFU or EA zoning district boundary shall be subject to a deed declaration that requires the
owner and all successors in interest to recognize -and accept common, customary and accepted
farming practices. The declaration shall also provide that the perpetual maintenance of fencing, the
horticultural care for and maintenance of landscaping, and the maintenance of other buffering
features shall be the sole responsibility of the owners of property subject to the deed declaration.
The deed declaration shall be in a form approved.by the City. After the deed declaration is signed it
shall be recorded in the official records of Jackson County, and copies shall be mailed to the
owners of adjacent agricultural lands zoned EFU or EA.

(D) Irrigation Runoff. Measures appropriate to the: circumstances present shall be undertaken by the
urban developer to mitigate adverse impacts which occur from periodic naturally occurring runoff
and inadvertent agricuitural irrigation runoff.

(3) Mitigation - Passive Agriculture. To minimize or mitigate the adverse potential impacts associated with the
proximity of urban and agricultural land uses, the following measures shall be undertaken by the developer
when urban development is proposed adjacent to land in passive agricultural use:

(A) Fencing. A wood fence, chain link fence, or masonry wall. not less then six (6} feet in height shall be
instafled at the property boundary where the development property adjoins and has a common
property line with land zoned EFU or EA. In no case shall a fence be required within a front yard
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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.

(B} Deed Declaration. The deed declaration required in subsection 10.804(2)(c) shall be required.

(C) Irrigation Runoff. Measures appropriate to the circumstances present shall be undertaken by the
urban developer to mitigate adverse impacts which occur from periodic naturally occurring runoff
and inadvertent agricultural irrigation runoff,

(4) Discretionary Mitigation Measures/Design Considerations. In addition to the specific mitigation measures
required in Subsections {10.804(2) and 10.804(3), an applicant shall also consider the following design items
and the approving authority may, in its sole discretion, impose conditions which do any of the following:

(A} Increase the rear or side yard setback to afford greater spatial separation between agriculture and
urban development

(B} Reguilate the location of garages and parking areas to place them between dwellings and other
buildings intended for human occupancy and agricultural land.

(C) Require the placement of streets, driveways, open space or common areas between urban
development and agricultural land.

(D) Require fencing and landscaping, including the use of berms, in excess of that required in Section
10.804.

(E} Regulate or require other mitigation measures or features deemed reasonably necessary and
appropriate by the approving authority to protect the public health, safety and general welfare, and

to make urban development compatible with agricultural uses which exist on adjacent lands zoned
EFU or EA.

v

FINDINGS OF FACT

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

1. Description; Size; Existing Zoning; Tax Code; Existing Development: According to
the records of the Jackson County Assessor and Medford Planning Department, the subject
property has the following characteristics:
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and Tax:Lot

Table 1

Description, Ownership, Size, Zoning, Tax Code and Existing Development
Sources: Jackson County Assessor; Craig A. Stone & Associates, Ltd.; Hoffbuhr & Associates, inc.

Assessors Map | Owner of - . .. Existing | Taj Existing’
Zoning : Development

Annexation | Acreage

37-1W-21A 200 | Arthur Dubs 2001-32 . 7 Vacant

37-1W-21A 201 | Arthur Dubs 2001-32 . Vacant

37-1W-21A 1000 | Arthur Dubs 2001-32 . Single Family Dwelling

37-1W-21A 1001 | Arthur Dubs 2001-32 . Vacant

| 37-1W-22 404 | Arthur Dubs Pending ) - Vacant

Total

Table Footnotes:

' A public hearing before the Medford City Council is scheduled for February 17, 2005 during which the

annexation of Tax Lot 404 to the City of Medford will be considered. If this parcel is not annexed, applicant
may revise these applications to omit this portion of the project.

2 Applicant's professicnal land surveyor, Dave Minneci of Hoffbuhr & Associates, Inc. has completed a survey

of the property and has concluded the total project area is 46.92 acres with 0.25 acres of right-of-way on
Foothills Road and 0.64 acres to the centerline of the right-of-way on McAndrews Road adjacent to proposed
lots 98 and 99. For density and acreage calculation purposes, this yields 47.81 acres for the zone change
area with 3.70 acres proposed for an office building {including right-of-way to all centerlines adjacent to the
proposed office building development)

de ok %k ok ok %k ok k ok %k K kK ok kK K ok

Property Location: The property is traversed by the recently constructed portion of
McAndrews Road, east of Foothills Road. The easternmost portion of the project is
adjacent to the east boundary of the Foothills Road right-of-way, immediately east of the
McAndrews interchange with Foothills Road. The property is within the corporate limits
of Medford and its urban growth boundary (UGB). The location of the property in relation
to the present corporate limits of Medford and other land in the surrounding area is
depicted in Exhibit 6.

Comprehensive Plan and Zoning: All of the subject properties are wﬁhm Medford’s
Urban Residential Comprehensive plan map designation (GLUP).> Applicant has
submitted a concurrent application to change the zoning of the subject property to Single
Family Residential (SFR-4) and (SFR-2) from its existing Jackson County OSR and RR-5
zoning and City SFR-00 zoning. Since the subject property contains topographic

* Medford refers to its comprehensive plan map as the GLUP (General Land Use Plan).
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constraints and the properties to the south are further constrained by the need for
agricultural buffering, the lower density SFR-2 zoning is sought for the southerly portion
of the property. The demarcation line between the two sought zoning districts, was
determined as a function of project design, regulatory requirements, and attempts to
practicably map a reasonable and uniform zoning district boundary which conforms to the
requirements of the Medford Land Development Code (MLDC).

4. Surrounding Land Uses: The Exhibit 6 zoning map accurately depicts the pattern of land
partitioning and development in the surrounding area. Exhibit 2 identifies the subject and
nearby parcels as to Tax Lot number. Land uses that presently surround the property are:

A. North and Northeast: Tax Lot 100 is a vacant parcel zoned OSR within the Urban
Growth Boundary (UGB) but outside the present corporate limits of the City of
Medford. This property is owned by Twin Creeks Development, LLC. Further north
and to the northeast are Tax Lots 3600 and 3700, in Section 16D, and 1000 in Section
15. These parcels are zoned OSR and owned by Pacific Corporation. They are mostly
vacant but do contain some electrical sub-station facilities. Also to the northeast, is a
parcel owned by the City of Medford.

B. North and Northwest: Nearby Tax Lot 1100 is zoned SFR-6 and owned by Lake &
Lake, LLC and contains two dwellings. Across Foothills Road to the northwest are
vacant and underdeveloped commercially zoned lands owned by Scheuneman
Properties, LLC.

C. West: Tax Lots 600 and 801 are owned by Arthur and Diane O’Hare. Lot 600
contains a single family dwelling. Tax Lot 500 is owned by the applicant. Tax Lot
400 is outside city limits, zoned RR-5, contains a single family dwelling owned by
William and Gwen Reen. Further to the west, are lands zoned SFR-4 and owned by
the City of Medford which contains the Foothills Road interchange with McAndrews
Road.

D. Southwest: Tax Lot 1500 is a vacant EFU zoned parcel owned by Rocky Knoll, LLC.

E. South & Southeast: Lands to the south and southeast are owned occupied by a pear
orchard and vineyard. See, Exhibit 9 Agricultural Impact Assessment for a detailed
land use description and analysis.

F. East: Tax Lots 400 and 404 in Section 22 are outside Medford City Limits, zoned
OSR, are owned by Jane Hagle and contain one single family residence. Tax Lots 300
and 401 in Section 22 are outside Medford City Limits, are zoned OSR, and are owned
by Mary Ann Fletcher, Trustee et al.
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5. Topography: The topography of the proposed PUD is shown in the PUD plans. See,
Exhibit 3. A.large knoll with slopes up to 25 percent dominates the project area. The
proposed PUD is located atop the knoll and wraps around its north side from the northeast
slope to the west slope. Figure 9 of the Environmental Element of the Comprehensive
Plan identifies the entire project area as containing slopes greater than 15 percent.

6. Description of the Planned Unit Development (PUD): The proposed PUD has the
following physical and operating characteristics:

A. Phases; Number of Housing Units; Density: The PUD is proposed to be constructed
in three distinct phases. The first phase will consist of the portion of the project south
of McAndrews Road. The second phase will consist of the residential and common
elements north of McAndrews. The third phase will consist of the office building
parcel. The Medford Planning Department calculates housing density by adding the
gross area of the property to be devoted to residential use to the centerline of the
adjacent road right-of-way, in this instance McAndrews Road. The acreage devoted to
residential use is 44.11 acres. The SFR-2 portion of the project will occupy 11.15
acres. The SFR-4 portion will occupy 32.96 acres. The minimum number of housing
units for the SFR-2 portion of the project is 9 and a maximum of 22 residential units
allowed.® There are 23 units proposed for the SFR-2 zoned portion of the project. The
PUD ordinance provides that a deviation may be authorized to allow up to a 20 percent '
increase in residential density. With authorization of said deviation, an additional unit
is within the acceptable PUD density range for the SFR-2 zoned portion of the project.
The minimum number of housing units for the SFR-4 portion of the project is 82 and a
maximum of 158 residential units allowed.” Applicant has initially proposed 111
single-family residential lots, a number of housing units which is within the
permissible minimum and maximum density ranges.

B. Common Elements: In addition to the office building and single-family residential
lots, the project includes common elements. A homeowner’s association (also called
an association of unit owners) will have control over the residential portions of the
PUD and all common areas.® The below Table 2 shows the various common elements

4 Minimumi residential density is calculated by multiplying the gross acreage of the residential portions of the
PUD (including common area) by the minimum density allowed for the zoning district. For land zoned SFR-4,
the minimum units per acre is 2.5 and the maximum is 4.0. The gross acreage devoted to residential use is 44.11
acres. The minimum SFR-2 density calculation is 11.11 x .08 = 8,88 The maximum SFR-2 density calculation
under a PUD is 11.11 x 2.0 x 1.2=26.66.

5 The minimum SFR-4 density calculation is 33.00 x 2.5 = 82.5. The maximum SFR-4 density calculation under
a PUD is 33.00 x 4,0 x 1.2 = 158.40.

¢ There may also be a separate association(s) for the commercial office building if the interior spaces of the office
are to be owned as condominiums pursuant to ORS Chapter 100 (the Oregon Condominium Law).
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and the responsibilities for ongoing upkeep and maintenance. Draft Covenants,
Conditions and Restrictions (CCR’s) are provided in Exhibit 23.
Table 2

Common Elements
Source: Craig A. Stone-& Associates, Ltd.

Maintenance

‘Common, Area'Component Description.of Common.Area e
- y e iR Responsibility:

This privately owned and maintained element consists of

Canova Park a.common.2.07 acre landscaped park aleng a portion of | Residential
the west. boundary of the project

Private Lanes . . . .

(Albero, Sorrento, Carino This element provides for vehicular, pedestrian, and

Canova" Park Acc'ess) an' da bicycle access and circulation within the development Residential

Private Street (LaSt raa a constructed to a structural standard equivalent or

Circle) exceeding City of Medford standards

Off-street Parking Areas ;gtrakpaved off-street parking area adjacent to Canova Residential
A water feature with menument entrance sign, an

Other Common Areas undeveloped area with an accessway path and Residential
landscaping

C. Landscaping; Landscape Maintenarnce: The Preliminary Landscaping Plan is shown
g ary ping

in Exhibit 4 and covers-all portions of the project which are not devoted to buildings,
streets and other areas covered by hardscape materials. Applicants are required and
will supply documents that demonstrate how the association(s) of umt owners will
maintain the landscaping and other common elements. Exhibit 4 also shows a tree
planting detail and the specified plant materials. Detailed final landscaping plans will
be furnished as part of the Final PUD Plans and applicant has agreed to so stipulate.

Lot Size, Coverage, Dimensions: Topographic constraints and access restrictions
from McAndrews Road contribute to a development pattern with relatively large lots.
The lots are large enough that residential development typical of similarly zoned lands
in the drea can feasibly comply with minimum setbacks and maximum lot coverage
requirements. Only a handful of lots require deviations to the minimum lot size
standards. All lots have sufficient width and depth as proposed.

Private Streets: Applicant has proposed public streets to serve most all of the
development. Three private residential lanes are proposed to provide frontage and
access to less than eight lots for each lane. Applicant is required and will supply the
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Association documents needed to demonstrate how the Homeowners Association will
maintain these private lanes, streets, and other common elements.

The private residential lanes are Sorrento (north of Palermo Street), Albero, and
Carino. One additional lane is proposed to provide access to at least two and possibly
four single-family residential lots, in addition to providing access to Canova Park.
With the exception of Carino Lane, the proposed cross-sections of the reg'dential lanes
will be a 24-foot paved surface with parking on one side, curb and gutter;a ¥-foot wide
sidewalk on one side, all within a 30-foot easement. LaStrada Circle is proposed as a
private residential street that deviates from the minor residential standard, as outlined
below under deviations, to address top%graphic constraints, LaStrada Circle is planned
to include a 28-foot cross section with a ¥-foot sidewalk on one side to minimize the
cut and fill associated with street construction and driveways entrances.

The MLDC includes provisions for cul-de-sacs, dead end streets and residential lanes.
The MLDC includes no definitions for any of these street terms. Webster’s Dictionary
defines both cul-de-sac and dead-end generally as a street without an exit.” The
MLDC restricts the length of cul-de-sacs, dead end streets and residential lanes to 450
feet. MDLC 10.439 provides that the length of a.dead-end street may be extended
where it is the only feasible method of developing the property for which it is zoned.
MLDC 10.450 provides that cul-de-sacs may be provided where slopes exceed 15%.
MLDC. 10.430 restricts residential lanes to providing access to 8 lots. The stecpest
portion of the project is in the area where Carino Lane is proposed and the arrangement
of this lane is intended to serve two purposes. One purpose is to allow top-loaded
garages for lots 74-79. This will reduce cuts and fills that would otherwise be
necessary for garage entrances on LaStrada Circle. The second function is to provide
access to Lots 72 and 87. These lots are located in an area where slopes exceed 25
percent. In order to provide access in the steep slopes of this area, deviations are
requested to residential lanes requirements to-allow Carino Lane to be constructed as a
dead-end cul-de-sac in excess of 450 feet and to provide access to nine lots. The
design proposes two turnouts that are intended to compensate for any degraded safety,
efficiency or functionality that would otherwise be expected as a result of the length
and access deviations.

F. Lighting: Applicants propose pedestrian scale lighting like that approved for use in
Medford’s. Southeast Area. The proposed lighting will be provided in accordance with
MLDC 10.378. An elevation and specifications for the proposed exterior lighting are
shown on the Exhibit 3 Preliminary PUD Plan. Lights within the rights-of-way of the
public streets are intended to be dedicated, owned and mainiained by the City of

" Websters definitions: a) Dead end: 1 : an end (as of a street) without'an exit; b)cul-de-sac: 2 1 a street or passage
closed at one end
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Medford. Any Street lights provided along private residential lanes or streets will be
maintained by th¢ Homeowner’s Association.

G. Sidewalks and Walkways: Sidewalks are proposed for both sides all public streets,
and on one side of the private access lanes, and the private street. Camina Drive,
Veneto Circle, and Palermo Street will all be constructed with sidewalks and planter
strips in accordance with minor residential street standards pursuant to MLDC
10.430(2). A walkway is proposed at the south end of Canova Park which connects it
to Lastrada Circle. A private accessway is proposed from the northwestern stub of
Palermo Street across the Tract “C” Open Space connecting to McAndrews Road.

H. Off-street Parking: Off-street is shown on the PUD plans in Exhibit. 3. Parking lot
spaces are a typical ninety-degree configuration and each space will be 9 feet wide by
20 feet deep, although compact parking may be provided when the Final PUD Plan is
submitted. On-street parking is in accordance with the MLDC. Parking for disabled
persons is provided in accordance with the MLDC and requirements of the Americans
with Disabilities Act (ADA). The Homeowners Association document(s) will also
clearly delineate responsibilities for common parking area maintenance at Canova
Park. All residential lots are of sufficient size to provide two parking spaces per
single-family dwelling. The owner of the office building lot will be responsible for
maintenance of the parking area on this lot. Ninety off-street parking spaces are
depicted for the office building lot, which will meet MLDC requirements for the
16,286 square-foot proposed medical office with eight doctors. The parking areas will
be surfaced with asphaltic concrete and striped to delineate the individual spaces.
There will be 6-inch concrete curbing around the perimeter of all asphalt areas to
contain storm waters and define landscape areas. Applicant has agreed to stipulate to
showing bicycle parking in sufficient numbers, types and locations to be consistent
with the MLDC and the same will be provided as part of a future Site Plan and
Architectural Review application for the office building.

I. Concealment of Trash Receptacles and HVAC Equipment: There will be at least
one dumpster for the office building. Applicant has agreed to stipulate to concealment
of trash receptacles and HVAC equipment consistent with the MLDC and the same
will be provided as part of a future Site Plan and Architectural Review for the
commercial office building.

7. PUD Deviations: The PUD proposes deviations that fall within the broad categories set
forth in below Table 3:
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Type of
Dewatlon

Private Streets

Table 3

Proposed Deviations to be Authorized within the PUD
Source: Craig A. Stone & Associales, Ltd.

‘Nature:and Extent of Deviation

The proposed private streets are intended as
privately owned facilites that may differ in some
ways from the requirements for similar city standard
streets. The planned cross-section -differences are
clearly illustrated in the street crossections in the

Exhibit 5 tentative plat. The proposed private streets

will provide access to adjacent lots within the FUD
and may be served by privately owned and
maintained streetpedestrian lighting. Carino Lane
will be more than 450 feet in length and will provide
access to nine lots

1-6, 42-80,
87, and 95-
98

" Authority

“for’
Dewatlon

10:230{D)(6)

Relevant=MLDC

10.430, 10.431,
10.439, 10.450
10.500

Lot Size

The minimum lot size standard in-the SFR-2 zone is
14,000 square feet. In the interest of providing a
reasonably shaped SFR-2 district, a few lots do not
meet the minimum lot size standard for the SFR-2
zone.

67,73, 74,
75, 84, and
a7

10.230(D)(1)

Office Building

This area has a GLUP map designation of Urban
Residential. Zoning districts that are idéntified by the
Comprehensive Plan as being consistent with this
designation do not allow office buildings as a
permitted or conditional use. See stipulations in
Section Vil for the specific uses requested. for the
office building.

Office
Building Lot

10.230(D)(9)(b)

Residential
Density
Increase

in the interest of providing a reasonably shaped
SFR-2 district, a the number of single family lots
exceeds the maximum allowed under the SFR-2
zone by one lot, which is less than the 20 percent of

‘the total allowed..

10.230(D)(8)

Agricultural
Buffering

The soils on the south property boundary are not

suited to conifer growth. As such, -a deviation is

requested to provide the landscaping depicted on:the
landscape plan and called out in the Agricultural
Buffar Agreement in lieu of the 8-foot on-center
conifer-planting row requirement. The conifer
planting row would have conflicted with installation of
storm drainage facilities’ ‘that are a higher priority for
the farming operation.

68-72, 87-
a8

10.230(D)}4)

10.804(2)(b)

Craig A. Stone & Associates, Ltd.
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8. Essential (Cate’_gory “A”) Public Facilities: The Medford Comprehensive Plan defines
Category “A” public facilities as: (1) Sanitary sewage collection and treatment; (2) Storm
Drainage; (3) Water Service; (4) Transportation Facilities. The following facts regard the
Category “A” public facilities that serve the subject property:

A. Sanitary Sewer Service (Collection): There is an existing 8-inch sanitary sewer line
that lies on the northwest corner of the subject site and is available for connection.
Analysis by Patrick Havird, P.E. indicates that connection to the existing system will
be sufficient to convey anticipated peak flows from the proposed development, See,
Exhibit 12. This exhibit indicates the scope of this engineering analysis was directed
by Medford Public works and the calculations indicate over half of the available sewer
capacity will remain, once the additional flows generated by the new development are
added to the existing collection line.

B. Samitary Sewer Service (Treatment): According to Jim Hill of the Medford
Engineering Department, sewage wastewater collected and transported by the Bear
Creek Interceptor is treated at the Medford Regional Water Reclamation Plant. Mr.
Hill serves as the principal staff person in charge of operations at the regional plant,
which is located near. Bybee Bridge near the Table Rock Road crossing of the Rogue
River. The plant serves the Rogue Valley Sanitary Service (RVSS) and the cities of
Central Point, Jacksonville, Medford, Phoenix and Eagle Point. A portion of the
service charges levied on customers is allocated to treatment costs. The Regional Rate
Committee as established in the September 23, 1985 Regional Sewer Agreement is
authorized to set treatment charges and rates for the regional system. The Regional
Rate Committee reviews the charges and rate structures annually, and rate adjustments
are made as necessary. Systems development charges are allocated to plant expansion.
Monthly service charges levied on customers are allocated to treatment costs,
equipment repair and replacement, and plant upgrades to meet changing regulations.

The regional treatment plant was constructed in 1969-1970. The present average dry
weather plant capacity is 20.0 million gallons per day (MGD). The peak hydraulic
capacity is 60 MGD. Plant capacity was doubled between years 1980-1990 through
several incremental expansions. A treatment plant facilities plan, developed 1n 1992,
established a capital improvement program to meet growth need to Year 2010.

Average dry weather flow into the treatment plant was 13.2 MGD in 1988, increasing
to 14.1 MGD in 1994. Existing 1997 flows are anticipated to be approximately 18.0
MGD. The population receiving sewer service in 1988 was 77,475. Sewer
connections since 1988 have increased the residential population served by sewers to
approximately 94,000. The regional plant has a capacity for a population equivalent of
approximately 115,000, including commercial and industrial flows. The population
forecasts by consulting engineers Brown and Caldwell, including analysis of rural as
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well as urban population densities, estimate the ultimate population that the plant
would serve-at 190,800,

C. Water Distribution Lines: Engineered construction drawings for the extension of
water to the property and letters authorizing extension of an 8” waterline to the eastern
boundary of the project from Medford Engineering and Medford Water Commission’s
Principal Engineer are provided as part of Exhibit 11. Water conveyed from the Vista
Point PUD (which exists at an elevation which is higher than the subject property) via
an 8-inch line is expected to provide sufficient capacity and pressure to serve the
proposed development.

D. Water Supply: According to Medford Water Commission Manager Larry Rains, the
Medford water system presently serves a population of +/-80,000. The present
maximum daily use is 57 million gallons per day, (MGD). The present source and
distribution system has an existing capacity of 71.4 MGD. There is an additional
water source capability of 15 MGD available,

E. Storm Drainage: Applicant’s Professional Engineer, Patrick Havird, prepared a
conceptual storm drainage plan and preliminary capacity analysis. See, Exhibitl3.
This analysis indicates adequate capacity is available and that final engineering can
reasonably be expected to result in a system design that will provide adequate storm
drainage facilities.

F. Streets and Traffic: The Planning Commission reaches the following findings of fact
with respect to streets and traffic:

1. Access: The recently constructed section of McAndrews Road (east of Foothills
Road) traverses the project area. Accesses to McAndrews Road are proposed for
Camina Drive, Veneto Circle and Sorrento Lane. The Veneto Circle access is
located at a planned access point. The Camina Drive access point is located where
existing street connection improvements were. provided as part of the McAndrews
Road extension project. A right-in/right-out access is proposed for Sorrento Lane.
This right-in/right-out access was expressly contemplated in valuating the right-of-
way compensation due Pacific International Enterprises for McAndrews Road. See,
Exhibit 14. This access will serve as primary access until such time as Palermo
Street connects with a street that makes an alternative connection to McAndrews
Road, either connecting to Camina Drive to the north or making the connection
opposite Veneta Circle. At such future time, this access will serve a more
secondary access function and can then be vacated pursuant to the MLDC and
Oregon law. With the right-in/right-out configuration, the interim access will serve
22 lots. Expert traffic engineers James R. Hanks and Robert D. Kortt evaluated this
intersection independently and both concluded the right-in/right-out configuration at
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the proposed location would not.cause operational problems for McAndrews Road.
See, Exhibits 17 and 18.

2. Street Classification: According to the Medford Transportation System Plan,
McAndrews Road is classified as a Major Arterial. All other streets within the
development are proposed as either public or private local streets and/or private
access lanes.

3. Roadway Improvements: McAndrews Road is a public street that was recently
constructed to Medford standards, with requisite right-of-way and improvements.
The improvements contemplated along local streets and access lanes which serve
the various lots in the PUD can feasibly provided pursuant to the MLDC. The sireet
improvements will be installed before Final Subdivision Plat(s) are approved by the
City.

4. Existing Traffic Loading: The application includes traffic impact analysis
prepared by JRH Transportation Engineering, Inc. See, Exhibits 15 and 16. The
base-line traffic information used in the preliminary analysis is included in
Appendix II for the 14 intersections identified for analysis pursuant to the City of
Medford Traffic Analysis Scoping Letter in Appendix I of Exhibit 15.

5. Peak Hour Traffic: Medford has consistently interpreted the term *peak hour
traffic” to equal ten percent of total average daily traffic, and, similarly, peak hour
street capacity is equal to ten percent of the total average daily street capacity.

6. Trip Generation (Proposed SFR-2 and SFR-4 Zone). As above described,
Applicant engaged JRH Transportation Engineering, Inc. to estimate traffic loading
in connection with-rezoning and development of the property as herewith proposed.
JRH analyzed the residential and office components of the PUD and estimated the
proposed development will generate 173 pm peak hour trips.

7. Traffic Impacts: The results of the traffic analysis performed by JRH demonstrates
that all 14 analyzed intersections are expected to continue to operate at least a Level
of Service D for the PM peak hour, in accordance with the City of Medford’s
adopted performance standard.

8. Slope Easements: Slope easements are currently located along McAndrews Road.
These ecasements were established as part of the McAndrews Road extension
project. Photos of the post-construction slopes are provided Exhibit 22. Since
completion of this project, applicant has significantly reduced the slope grades
extending up from the McAndrews Road right-of-way. Additional reduction in
these slopes is expected to occur as part of final grading for project. Final grades

Craig A. Stone & Associates, Ltd. Page 20 of 44



50.2  PAGE 46
@ ®
DRAFT Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Applications for Zone Change, Preliminary PUD Plan and Tentative Subdivision Plat
Pacific Intérnational Enterprises: Applicant

can feasibly be established so as to allow considerable reductions in the existing
slope easemerits; assuring adequate buildable area for lots 10 through 41.

9. Office Building’s Affect on Livability; Value; Appropriate Development: Exhibits 2
and 6 illustrate the pattern of land partitioning and development in the surrounding area
and evidences that lands are almost universally planned for urban residential development.
The stipulations offered in Section VII provide a list of uses proposed for the office
building. The following shall be considered written testimony of Applicant’s Agent:

o In McCoy v. Linn County, 16 Or LUBA 295, 301-302 (1987), aff'd 90 Or App
271 (1988), it was held that a similar standard required the fact finder to identify
the qualities and characteristics which constitute “livability” and determine
whether the proposed use will cause more than a minimal adverse impact upon
those. Livability concerns of surrounding residents will concern aspects of the
proposed use that may create adverse noise, trespass, lifter, traffic, headlights,
and general lighting impacts beyond conditions that would otherwise be expected
from a single-family subdivision. The office building component of the PUD
lies on the corner of two major arterials. Significant topographic relief separates
properties to the south and southwest. The aspect of lands immediately to the
east and northeast are such that future development is likely to be oriented
toward the power station to the north. A gully-like feature topographically
separates lands immediately to north.

The uses contemplated for the office building are uses that typically operate on
weekdays during regular business hours and were selected specifically because
these uses tend to seek out high quality office space. See, applicant stipulations
in the below Section VII for the list of potential office uses. High quality office
space, occupied by one or a combination of the contemplated uses, would
reasonably be expected to have high professional standards that are unlikely to
generate significantly more noise, trespass, or litter impacts than would otherwise
normally be expected if this area of the project were devoted to single-family
development. In Section VII, applicant agreed to stipulate to future site plan and
architectural review for construction of the office building and the same review
may be delegated from the Planning Commission to the Site Plan Architectural
Review Commission, as specified in Medford’s PUD ordinance. Lighting
impacts to adjacent lands are usually a key component of this process and the
City’s requirements can reasonably be expected to address this issue in detail by
providing that future exterior lights are shrouded and directed in ways that
prevent direct light from shining upon adjacent properties. Impacts from
additional automobile headlights-are expected to be minimal, because the typical
hours of operation for the contemplated uses are such that most of the vehicle
circulation will occur during daylight hours.
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With respect-to additional traffic impacts, the proposed office building is likely
to generate significantly more traffic than would otherwise be expected from
single family development. However this area is not developed with urban
intensity uses-and thus livability impacts for this area is appropriately considered
in terms of the net effect on expected future conditions. Applicant’s expert
traffic engineers have estimated that the proposed office building will generate
173 p.m. peak-hour trips. McAndrews Road is planned to accommodate over
2,500 vehicles per hour. Foothills Road is planned to accommodate over 1,200
vehicles per hour. Thus, the traffic generated by the office building represents a
small fraction of the total traffic planned for the adjacent roads. Not only will the
additional traffic be a small percentage of the total traffic on these adjacent roads,
but the location and orientation of the office building should function, to some
extent, as a sound barrier to the lands owned by Twin Creeks, LLC to the
northeast.

s East Medford has some of the highest land values in the City of Medford. The
letter in Exhibit 20 from William Miller, MAI, identifies several areas in East
Medford where his professional opinion is that well designed commercial uses
(including office buildings) have the potential to enhance the value of
surrounding properties. Currently the Southeast Plan area and the Vista Point
PUD, which contain a combination of residential and commercial components
(including office buildings), are both developing with strong land values and
market demand. Based upon these considerations, the office building proposed
through this PUD is not expected to produce a greater than minimal impact upon
‘the value of properties in the abutting and surrounding area in companson to the
impacts of permitted development that is not classified as conditional.

10. Agricultural Impact Assessment: Applicant has submitted as Exhibit 9 an Agricultural
Impact Assessment Report dealing with the -potential impacts to adjacent land zoned
Exclusive Farm Use (EFU), which exists along the southern boundary of the project. The
assessment was coordinated with the adjacent farm operation, Hillcrest Orchard and Roxy
Ann Vineyards. Applicant has proposed setbacks of at least 50 feet for all housing units
located along the common boundary with the adjacent lands zoned EFU, as shown on
Exhibits 3 and 4. The landscape plan in Exhibit 4 shows how the agricultural buffer
elements will be developed. John Day of Hillcrest Corporation provided a letter indicating
that a conifer planting agricultural buffer would be of limited utility and that the land
characteristics in the area are not suited o such a buffer planting. See, Exhibit 10.

11. Subdivision Name: Applicant herewith testifies that it. sought a reservation of the project
name (“Bella Vista Heights Subdivision”) through the Jackson County Surveyor and the
same was granted because the subdivision does not bear a name that has been approved by
the Commission and does not use a word which is the same as, similar to, or pronounced
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the same as a-word in the name of'any‘othér subdivision in the City of Medford, other than.

3% &4

the words “town”, “city”, “place”, “court”, “addition”, or similar words.

11. General Project Description: The general description of this project hereinabove in
Section I is herewith incorporated by reference as the testimony of the undersigned
applicant’s agent.

v

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The following conclusions of law are based on the evidence enumerated in Section II and the
findings of fact contained above in Section IV of this document and relate to the approval
criteria for a Zone Change, Preliminary PUD Plan and Land Division. The approval criteria
are recited verbatim below and are followed by the conclusions of law of the Planning
Commission:

A. ZONE CHANGE FROM COUNTY OSR AND RR-5 AND CITY SFR-00 TO CITY SFR-4
AND SFR-2

MLDC 10.227 ZONE CHANGE CRITERIA

The. approving authority (Planning Commission] shalf approve a quasi-judicial zone change if it finds that the
zone change complies with subsections {1) and (2) below:

Zone Change Criterion 1

(1} The proposed zone is consistent with the Oregon Transpaortation Planning Rule (OAR 660) and the General
Land Use Plan Map designation. {(When the City of Medford's Transportation System Plan (TSP} is adopted,
a demonstration of consistency with the acknowledged TSP will assure compliance with the Oregon
Transportation Planning Rule.) Where applicable, the proposéd zone shall also be consistent with the
additional locational standards of the below sections (1)(a), (1)(b), {1)(c). or (1)(d). Where a special area plan
requires a specific zone, any conflicting or additional requirements of the plan shall take precedence over the
locational criteria below.

Discussion; Conclusions of Law: Subsection 1 of the applicable zone change criteria is
threefold; consistency with the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule, consistency with the
General Land Use Plan Map, and compliance with additional locational criteria for a specific
zone — in this instance, the locational criteria for SFR-2 are applicable. The Planning
Commission addresses these criteria as follows:

State of Oregon Approval (Transportation Planning Rule) Criteria

The following provisions of the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule (OAR 660-12-060) operate as approval
criteria for zone changes:

OAR 660-12-060: Plan and Land Use Reguiation Amendments
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{I) Amendments to functional plans, acknowledged comprehensive plans, and land use regulations which
S|gn|f|cantly affect' a transportation facmty shall -assure-that allowed land uses are consistent with the
identified function, capacity, and performance standards (e g. level of service, volume to capacity ratio, etc.)
of the-facility. This shall be accomplished by either:

(a) Limiting allowed land uses to be consistent with the planned function, capacity and performance
standards of the transportation facility;

(b) Amending the TSP to provide transportation facilities adequate to support the proposed land uses
consistent with the requirements of this division;

{c} Altering land use designations, densities, or design requirements to reduce demand for automabile
travel and meet travel needs through other modes; or,

(d) Amending the TSP to modify the planned function, capacity and performance standards, as needed, to
accept greater motor vehicle congestion to promote mixed use, pedestrian friendly development where
multimodal travel choices are provided.

{2) A plan or land use regulation amendment significantly affects a transportation facility if it:
{a) Changes the functional classification of an existing or planned transportation facility:
(b} Changes standards implementing functional classification system;

(c) Allows types or levels of land uses which would result in levels of travel or access which are
inconsistent with the functional classification of a transportation facility; or

(d) Would reduce the performance standards of the facility below the minimum acceptable level identified
in the TSP.

Continued Discussion; Conclusions of Law: Taken as a whole, Oregon’s system of land use
regulation requires cities to accommodate most state population increases, while counties have
the equally important task of protecting resource fands.® Cities are encouraged and required
by state rules to establish compact urban growth boundaries. Cities are also required to
accommodate growth by similarly increasing the density of city residential areas and the
efficiency/intensity of commercial/industrial areas. Oregon’s system also requires the
adoption of comprehensive plan maps (which illustrate planned future land uses) and zoning
maps (which illustrate current permissible land uses). Required increases in permissible
housing density can only occur through amendments to the comprehensive plan and zoning
maps or through changes to a city’s land use regulations. Any change (in plan or zoning maps
or to land use regulations) is required to comply with the Oregon Transportation Planning
Rule, including the above-cited OAR 660-012-0060.

Based upon the foregoing findings of fact and conclusions of law, the Planning Commission
concludes that the application will not significantly affect.a transportation facility in any of the
ways expressed in the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule — OAR 660-012-0060(2) —
because, with the imposed conditions:

® Oregon’s land use regulations are principally set forth in the Statewide Land Use Planning Goals, Oregon
Administrative Rules (OAR) Chapter 660, Oregon Revised Statutes (OSR) Chapters 197, 215 and 227.
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1. The only roadways that are expected to experience more than nominal additional
traffic loading as a result of the proposed zoiie change are major arterials and major
collectors in the area. According to the Medford Transportation System Plan, major
collectors are planned for typical average daily traffic up to 15,000 ADT. The traffic
analysis prepared by JRH does not indicate this threshold will be exceeded for any of
the affected collectors. Major arterials are the highest classification, so additional
traffic will not alter the functional classification of these facilities.

2. No changes to standards implementing the functional classification are requested nor
are any changes required for the approval of this zone change.

3. Connections to the higher order road network are via McAndrews Road. McAndrews
is functionally classified as a major arterial. This facility is classified for the highest
levels of travel and lowest levels of access within the Medford functional classification
system. The Camina. Drive access is located where street connection improvements
were constructed as part of the McAndrews Road extension. The Veneto Circle access
is proposed at the designed location, where street connection improvements are
currently installed. The Sorrento Lane access is proposed as right-in/right-out and is
expected to function as a more secondary access of convenience for certain traffic
flows after a connection for this area can be made to either Camina Drive to the north
or a new public street that connects at the designed McAndrews Road access point
opposite the Veneta Circle access. Alternatively, the Sorrento Lane access can be
vacated in the future after alternative access is provided in one of the other ways
described above. The proposed accesses will not violate any substantive access
requirements of the Medford Transportation System Plan or MLDC.

4. The City of Medford has adopted Level of Service (LOS) D as its standard for
municipal streets. The JRH traffic engineering analysis is provided in Exhibits 15 and
16. This analysis identified 14 intersections where LOS system performance analysis
was required in accordance with MLDC requirements and as set forth in the scoping
letter for this traffic analysis. The results of the Transportation Impact Analysis
indicate that all 14 intersections analyzed will continue to operate at LOS D. No State
highway intersections were-analyzed and since the development is consistent with the
General Land Use Plan as discussed herein below, background traffic that may
increase on State facilities as a result of the proposed development is already planned.
Moreover, this property is located more than two miles from any state-owned
transportation facility.

Consistency with the Medford General Land Use Plan Map (GLUP)

Continued Discussion; Conclusions of Law: Based upon the findings of fact in Section IV,
the Planning Commission concludes that the proposed zone change is consistent with the
GLUP map because the SFR-2 and SFR-4 zones are. consistent with the Urban Residential
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GLUP plan designation, subject to-compliance with apphcable locational criteria. While the
MLDC contaitis‘locational criteria for thé SFR-2 zone, there is no locational criteria applicable
to the SFR-4 zone.,

Additional Locational Criteria for a Specific Zone (SFR-2)

(a) For zone changes fo SFR-2, the zoning shall be approved under either of the following circumstances;
(i) if at least 70 percent of the area proposed to be rezoned exceeds a slope of 15%,
(i) if other environmental constraints, such as soils, geology, wetlands, and flooding, restrict the
capacity of the land to support-higher densities.

Conclusions of Law: Consistent with Figure 9 of the Environmental Element in the Medford
Comprehensive Plan, the Planning Commission concludes that 100 percent of the lands
proposed for SFR-2 zoning are in an area which contains slopes in excess of 15 percent,
thereby satisfying locational criterion (a)(1).

Ultimate Conclusion for Zone Change Criterion 1: The requested zone changes are
consistent with the GLUP map and locational criteria of the MLDC and the requested zone
changes and proposed development are consistent with the Oregon Transportation Planning
Rule because it will not significantly affect any transportation facility. Therefore, the zone
change application is consistent with Zone Change Criterion 1.
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Zone Change Criterion 2

(2) It shall be demonstrated that Category A urban services and facilities are available or can and will be
provided, as described below, to adequately serve the. subject property with the permitied uses allowed
under the proposed zoning, except. as provided in subsection (c} below. The minimum standards for
Category A services and facilities are contained in the MLDC and Goal 3, Policy 1 of the Comprehensive
Plan “Public Facilities Element.”

(a} Storm drainage, sanitary .sewei, and water faciliies must already be adequate in condition, capacity,
and location to serve the property or be extended of otherwisé improved to adequately serve the
propetty at the time of issuance of a building permit for vertical construction.

(b} Adequate streets and street capacity must be provided in one of the following ways:

{i) Strests which serve the subject property; as defined in Section 10.461(2}, presently exist and have
adequate capacity,; or

(i) Existing and new streets that will serve the subject property will be improved and/or constructed,
sufficierit to meet the required condition and capacity. at the time building permits for verticai
construction are issued; or

(i) If it is' determined that a street must be constructéd or improved in order to provide adequate
capacity for more than one propesed or anticipated: development, the Planning Commission may
find the street to be adequate when the improvements needed to make the street adequate are fully
funded. A street project is deemed to be fully funded when one of the following occurs:
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(a) the project is in the City's adopied capital improvement plan budget, or is a programmed
project in the first two years of the State’s current STIP (State Transportation Improvement
Plan), or any other public agencies adopted capital improvement plan budget; or

(b} when an applicant funds the improvement through a reimbursement district pursuant to the
MLDC. The cost of the improvements will be either the actual cost of construction, if
constructed by the applicant, or the estimated cost. The "estimated cost” shall be 125% of a
professional engineer's estimated cost that has been approved by the City, including the cost
of any right-of-way acquisition. The method described in this paragraph shall not be used if the
Public Works Department determines, for reasons of public safety, that the improvement must
be constructed prior to issuance of building permits.

{iv) When a street must be improved under {b){ii) or (b){iii} above, the specific street improvement(s)
needed to make the street adequate must be identified, and it must be demonstrated by the
applicant that the improvement{s) will make the street adequate in condition and capacity.

{c} In determining the adequacy of Category A facilities, the -approving authority (Planning Commission)
may evaluate potential impacts based upon the imposition of special development conditions attached
to the zone change request. Special development conditions shall be established by deed restriction of
covenant, which must be recorded with proof of recordation returned to the Planning Department, and
may include, but aré not limited to the following:

(i Restriction of uses by type or intensity; however; in cases where such a restriction is proposed, the
Ptanning Commission must find that the resulting development pattern wili not preclude future
development, or intensification of development, on the subject property or adjacent parcels. In no
case shall residential densities be approved which do not meet minimum density standards,

{iiy Mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly design which qualifies for the trip reduction percentage allowed by
the Transportation Planning Rule,

(iiiy Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures which can be reasonably quantified,
monitared, and enforced, such as mandatory car/van pools.

[Amd. Ord. No. 7036, Dec, 5, 1991; Amd, Sec. 1, Ord. No. 1999-88, June 3, 1999; Amd. Sec. 1, Ord. No.
2003-27, Feb. 6, 2003.]

Discussion; Conclusions of Law: Goal 3 and Policy 1 of the Public Facilities Element are no
longer in existence. The zone change criteria for determining the adequacy of Category A
public facilities, consistent with the Public Facilities Element, now reside solely in MLDC
10.227(2). The Planning Commission reaches the following conclusions of law with respect
'to each of the Category “A” infrastructure components:

1. Wastewater Collection and Treatment: Based upon the findings of fact in Section IV
and- the wastewater colléction capacity analysis provided in Exhibit 12, the Planning
Commission -concludes that adequate wastewater collection and treatment facilities exist
or can feasibly be constructed to serve the PUD proposed for development under the
requested SFR-2 and SFR-4 zoning districts, prior to vertical construction. Applicant’s
expert civil engineer has calculated that connection to the existing system will leave over
half of the available capacity to accommodate projected peak flows for that specific
gravity flow service area as determined by the city engineer.
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2. Storm Drainage System: Based upon the findings of fact in Section IV and the
engineering concept plan and analysis in Exhibit 13, the Planning Commission ¢oncludes
that adequate storm drainage conveyance exists or can feasibly be constructed to serve the
PUD proposed for development under the requested SFR-2 and SFR-4 zoning districts,
prior to vertical construction.

3. Water System: Based upon the findings of facts in Section IV, the Planning Commission
concludes that an adequate water system exists or can feasibly be constructed to serve the
PUD proposed for development under the requested SFR-2 and SFR-4 zoning districts,
prior to vertical construction.

4. Streets and Transportation: Applicant’s expert traffic engineer has provided substantive
analysis in Exhibits 15 and 16 that the proposed zone change and development plan will
not exceed Medford’s adopted Level of Service standards for streets and has concluded
that all accesses will function in accordance with the designed operations for this segment
of McAndrews Road. Based upon the findings of fact in Section 1V, the evidence in
Exhibits 15 and 16 and conclusions of law pursuant to the Transportation Planning Rule
(which are herewith incorporated and adopted) the Planning Commission concludes the
City’s transportation system is adequate to support the proposed zone change (and
development) in ways required by Zone Change Criterion 2.

5. Ultimate Conclusion for Zone Change Criterion 2: Based upon the foregoing findings
of fact and conclusions of law, the Planning Commission concludes that the application is
consistent with the requirements of Zone Change Criterion 2.
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B. PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) APPROVAL CRITERIA

Planned Unit Development (PUD) Approval Criteria

MLDC 10.235 Preliminary PUD Plan - Application Procedures

C. Approval Criteria for Preliminary PUD Plan: The Planning Commission shall approve a Preliminary PUD if
it concludes that compliance exists with each of the following criteria.

PUD Criterion 1

1. The PUD complies with the applicable requirements of this Code, except thase for which a deviation has
been approved under Subsection 10.230(D).

Discussion; Conclusions of Law: Based upon applicant’s plans and the findings of fact in
Section IV herein, the Planning Commission concludes, except for the deviations approved (as
enumerated in Section IV and under PUD Criterion 4) that this PUD complies with all other
applicable requirements of the code — the MLDC. Therefore, the Commission concludes that
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the application is consistent with PUD Criterion 1.
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PUD Criterion 2

2. The property is not subject to any of the following measures or if subject thereto the PUD can be approved
under the standards and criteria thereunder:

a. Moratorium on Construction or Land Development pursuant to ORS 187.505 through 197.540, as
amended.
b. Public Facilities Strategy pursuant to ORS 197.768 as amended.

¢. Limited Service Area adopted as part of the Medford Comprehensive Plan.

Discussion; Conclusions of Law: It is undisputed that the subject properties are not subject
to any of the measures listed above in 10.235(C)(2). Therefore, the Planning Commission
concludes that the application is consistent with the requirements of PUD Criterion 2.
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PUD Criterion 3

3. The PUD is consistent with goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan, if any, which by their language or
context were intended to function as approval criteria for planned unit deveiopments.

Discussion; Conclusions of Law: The Planning Commission has carefully examined the
goals and policies of the Medford Comprehensive Plan and herewith concludes that no plan
goals and/or policies were intended to function as approval criteria for planned unit
developments of the type here proposed. Therefore, the application is consistent with PUD
Criterion 3.
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PUD Criterion 4

4. Deviations from the limitations, restrictions and design standards-of this Code will not materially impair the
function, safety or efficiency of the circulation system or the development as a whole.

Discussion; Conclusions of Law: Based upon the Preliminary PUD Plan (Exhibit 3), the
Landscaping Plan (Exhibit 4) and the Findings of Fact in Section IV, the Planning
Commission finds that the deviations proposed in this application are described and set forth
in Table 4 in Section IV hereinabove and these consist of the following:

1. Private Streets; Project Entry; Most development in Medford is provided access from
streets built to city standards and dedicated for public use as city streets. Through the
PUD ordinance, streets may be privately held and maintained and constructed to
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alternative standards: The layout proposes private streets to serve some residential
portions of the project. The design of the private streets differ from design requirements
for standard city streets of either minor residential or commercial/industrial type. The
planned differences are shown in the Exhibit 3 Preliminary PUD Plan and Exhibit 5
Tentative Plat. There are different variations of the private street network and these are
shown in crossections on Exhibit 5, which illustrates the planned construction standards
with respect to paving width, parkstrips and sidewalks. The differences in the planned
private street cross-sections versus the municipal street standards in the MLDC can be
easily determined by comparing the crossections in Exhibit 5 to the public street
crossections in the MLDC.

A deviation is also requested to the length and number of lot accesses for the private
residential lane, proposed to be called Carino Lane, to address topographical site
constraintscasi] on the west slope of the knoll near the southern boundary of the project.
[CAS2]

2. Lot Size: In the interest of providing a reasonable SFR-2 zoning district boundary, the
application results in a handful of lots that are located in the SFR-2 zone but do not meet
the 14,000 square-foot minimum lot size for SFR-2.

3. Office Building: The office building is proposed to obtain access from a local City street
that accesses a City major arterial (McAndrews Road) at an access location constructed as
part of the McAndrews Road extension.

4. Agricultural Buffering: The agricultural buffer is not proposed to contain the conifer
planting row prescribed in the MLDC. Alternative landscaping in the agricultural buffer
has been contractually agreed upon between the owner/operators of adjacent Hillcrest
Orchard and Roxy Ann Vineyards and the applicant. This alternative provides more
flexibility in designing an adequate drainage system between the subject property and the
adjacent Hillcrest Orchard/Roxy Ann Vineyards farming operations.

5. Residential Density: A deviation to authorize one additional dwelling under the
residential density increase provisions of the PUD ordinance is requested in the SFR-2
zoned portion of the project.

Based upon the evidence, the Planning Commission concludes that the deviations described
above and in Section IV, will not materially impair the function, safety or efficiency of the
circulation system or the development as a whole because:

1. The travel surfaces of the streets proposed to be private and which deviate from Medford
standards, are of a width that is comparable to the types of city streets that this project
would otherwise require. Therefore, the deviations related to streets will not materially
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impair the function, safety or efficiency of the circulation system or the development as a
whole.

2. Sidewalks and walkways proposed in applicant’s plan will provide a safe, efficient and
well-connected pedestrian circulation throughout the project and will connect to the public
sidewalk system on Camina Drive, Vencto Circle, and Palermo Street. and Highgate
Street.

3. Neither the proposed lot size dewviation nor the agricultural buffering deviation will
materially impair the function, safety or efficiency of the circulation system or the
development as a whole because lot size and the agricultural deviation sought, will
produce no affect whatsoever upon traffic.

4. The increase in traffic based upon there being one additional housing unit (over the
permitted density in the SFR-2 zone) and the additional traffic from one additional
housing will not, due to degree of magnitude, materially impair the function, safety or
efficiency of the circulation system or the development as a whole.

5. Based upon Exhibits 15 and 16, the increase in traffic based upon a portion of the property
being used for professional offices, will not materially mmpair the function, safety or
efficiency of the circulation system or the development as a whole.

6. Two turnouts are proposed along Carino Lane. These turnouts will be sufficient to assure
the safety, function and efficiency of Carino Lane will be not be materially impaired as a
result of authorized deviations to allow the lane to exceed 450 feet in length and provide
access to nine lots.

7. All accesses to McAndrews Road will meet or exceed Level of Service D and no
operational or safety concerns are expected to result from the proposed development.

Based upon the foregoing findings of fact and conclusions of law, the Planning Commission
concludes that the application is consistent with PUD Criterion 4 because the proposed
deviations will not materially impair the function, safety or efficiency of the circulation system or
the development as a whole.
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PUD Criterion 5

5. The proposed PUD satisfies two or more of the purpose statements in Subsection 10.230(A)(1) through
10.230(AX8).

Section 10.230 Planned Unit Development (PUD) - General Provisions.
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A. Purpose and Intent: The PUD -approach permits greater flexibility in urban development than would
otherwise be podssible under the strict requirements of this Code. The intent is to serve the following
purposes:

1. To promote more creative and imaginative.urban development.
2. To promote urban development that is more compatible with the natural topography.
3. To preserve important natural features and scenic qualities of the Jand.

4. To promote more economical urban development while not materially compromising the public health,
safety or. general welfare.

5. To promote a more efficient use of urbanizable tand.
6. To promote a mixture of land uses and housing types that are thoughtfully planned and integrated.
7. To permit in-fill development on parcels that are otherwise difficult or impossible to develap.

8. To promote the development, utility and appropriate maintenance of open spaces and other elements
intended for common use and ownership.

Discussion; Conclusions of Law: The Planning Commission concludes that this PUD
satisfies the following purpose statements:

1. Pursuant to Purpose Statement 2, this PUD promotes urban development that is more
compatible with the natural topography. The topography of the west slope is such that the
width requirements of standard City streets would result in large cuts and fills as part of a
standard subdivision. While the layout of LaStrada Circle and Carino Lane does not
entirely eliminate cuts and fills, the combination of a 35-foot right-of-way for LaStrada
Circle and the ability to “top load” garages from the 24-foot Carino Lane for the houses on
the uphill side of LaStrada Circle, will reduce the magnitude of cuts and fills. Reducing
cuts and fills on the west slope of this highly visible hillside will provide a development
that is more compatible with the natural topography. Based upon the foregoing, the
Commission concludes that this PUD is consistent with PUD Purpose Statement 2.

2. Pursuant to Purpose Statement 6, this PUD includes. @ mixture of thoughtfully planned
non-residential land uses that, in additional to single family detached housing, includes a
park and professional office building. The park area is located to the south of McAndrews
Road where most of the residential lots are proposed. The office building is proposed for
a small knob that is adjacent to two major arterial streets and a local street. Considering
the high intensity transportation uses abutting two sides of this small land area, the office
building is thoughtfully planned as a transitional use to the residential uses planned to the
northeast. Based upon the foregoing, the Commission concludes that this PUD s
consistent with PUD Purpose Statement 6.

3. Pursuant to Purpose Statement 8, this PUD promotes the development, utility and
appropriate maintenance of open spaces and other elements intended for common use and
ownership because the proposed plan supplies parkland that the Commission concludes is
adequate for the number of dwellings in the PUD. The City of Medford has emphasized
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the development of regional parks and is in the process of developing two more, but the
need for smaller scale local parks is also important. The proposed Canova Park will be
privately owned an maintained and is proposed to include a walking path, putting green,
benches, picnic tables, and other passive recreation elements. The project also includes a
water feature at the entrance at McAndrews Road and Camina Drive that will be owned
and maintained by the homeowners association. The water feature will provide an
attractive visual cue for entering residents and visitors, while enhancing the McAndrews
streetscape. A concept sketch of the water feature is provided in Exhibit 21. Based upon
the foregoing, the Comniission concludes that this PUD is consistent with PUD Purpose
Statement 8.

Based upon the foregoing findings of fact and conclusions of law, the Planning Commission
concludes that the application is consistent with the requirements of PUD Criterion 5 because
it is consistent with two (2) or more of the purpose statements in MLDC 10.230(A).
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PUD Criterion 6

6. The location, size, shape and character of all common elements in the PUD are appropriate for their
intended use and function.

Discussion; Conclusions of Law: The common elements include a water feature with a
monument entrance sign, a local park, landscaped bikeway and frontage along McAndrews
Road, private streets. These elements are described in Sections I and IV and are shown in
Exhibits 3, 4, 5 and 21. The Planning Commission concludes that the private streets are
appropriate for residential access and emergency vehicles, which constitute the intended use
and function. The Planning Commission concludes the other common elements provide an
appropriate set of common element amenities for a medium-sized single-family residential
project.

Based upon the evidence, the Planning Commission concludes that the application satisfies
the requirements of PUD Criterion 6.
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PUD Criterion 7

7. If the Preliminary PUD Plan includes uses not allowed in the underlying zone pursuant to Subsection
10.230(D)(9)(b), the applicant shali alternatively demonstrate that either: 1) demands for the Category "A”
public facilities listed below are equivalent or less than for one or more permitted use listed for the
underlying zone, or 2) the property can be supplied by the time of development with the following Category
“A" public facilities which can be supplied in sufficient condition and capacity to support development of the
proposed use:

a. Public sanitary sewerage collection and treatment facilities.

b. Public domestic water distribution and treatment facilities.
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c. Stormdrainage facilities.

d. Public streets.
Determinations of compliance with this criterion shall be based upon standards of public facility adequacy as set
forth in this Code and in goals and policies of the comprehensive plan which by their language and context
function as approval criteria for comprehensive plan amendments, zone changes or new development. In
instances where the Planning Commission determines that there is insufficient public facility capacity to support

the development of a particutar use, nothing in this criterion shall prevent the approval of early phases of a
phased PUD which can be supplied with adequate public facilities.

Discussion; Conclusions of Law: The Planning Commission concludes that this application
proposes an office building in the area where SFR-4 zoning is requested and that such use is
neither a permitted or conditional in the SFR-4 zone. The Planning Commission herewith
determines the findings of fact in Section IV and the conclusions of law for Zone Change
Criterion 2 have demonstrated that Category “A” public facilities exist or can feasibly be
provided as a condition of approval in sufficient condition and capacity to support the
proposed.office building. Therefore, this application is consistent with PUD Criterion 7.
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PUD Criterion 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 to compliance with the conditional use permit criteria in Section 10.248.

Discussion; Conclusions of Law: The Planning Commission concludes that this application
proposes an office building in the area where SFR-4 zoning is requested and that such use is
not a permitted or conditional in the SFR-4 zone. A single specific end use of this building
has yet to be determined, nor is it categorically necessary to make this specific determination,
at the time of preliminary PUD application. Under MLDC 10.230(D)(9)(b), the application
has proposed a set of potential uses which are listed below, and these represent uses whlch
may only be allowed in an SFR-4 zone through an authorized deviation as part of a PUD:’

»  #615 Business Credit Institutions

= #621 Security Brokers, Dealers, and Flotation Companies
= #622 Commodity Contracts Brokers and Dealers

= #628  Security and Commodity Services

=  #635 Surety Insurance

=  #636 Title Insurance

s #637 Pension, Health, and Welfare Funds:

s #654  Title Abstract Offices

= #655 Subdividers and Developers

? In Section VII, applicant has agreed that the uses not otherwise permitted in the SFR-4 zone will be limited to these
specific commercial uses; unless:so modified by a PUD amendment.
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= #0671
T #672
= #673
" #679
= #731
.  #732
" #733
= #737
= #738
= #801
= #802
°  #803
= #3804
= #811
= #371
= #874
s #0911
= #919
= #931

Holding Offices.

Investment Offices

Trusts

Investing NEC

Advertising

Credit Reporting and Collection

Mailing, Reproduction, Stenographic
Computer and Data Processing

Business Services NEC

Offices of Doctors of Medicine

Offices of Dentists

Offices of Osteopathic Physicians

Offices of Other Health Practitioners

Legal Services

Engineering, Architectural & Surveying Services
Management and Public Relations Services
Executive Offices

General Government NEC

Finance, Taxation, & Monetary Policy

Under MLDC 10.230(D)(9)(b)10, approval of the PUD is subject to compliance with the city’s
Conditional Use Permit criteria in MLDC 10.248 which states and requires (alternatively) as

follows:

The approving authority (Planning Commission) must determine that the deveiopment proposal

complies with either of the following criteria before approval can be granted.

{1) The development proposal will cause no significant adverse impact on the livability, value, or
appropriate development of abutting property, or the surrounding area when compared to the

impacts of permitted development that is not classified as conditional.

{2) The development proposal is in the public interest, and although the development proposal may
cause some adverse impacts, conditions have been imposed by the approving authority {Planning
Commission) to produce a balance between the conflicting interests, In authotizing a.conditional
use permit the approving authority (Planning Commission) may impose any of the following
conditions:

10 MLDC 10.230(D)(9)(b) provides: “Use(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 ne portion of the use(s), including its parking, is located
nearer than 100 feet from:the extefior 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 permil 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.”
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The Planning Commission incorporates the findings of fact in Section IV with respect to
impacts upon livability, value and appropriate development of abutting property and the
surrounding area and ¢oncludes as follows:

1. While this office building might be occupied by one or more public uses, the end uses at
this time are unknown. There are no other aspects of this project upon which it might be
“in the public interest” pursuant to alternative criterion 2. Therefore, applicant is required
to proceed under alternative criterion 1.

2. Based upon the findings of fact in Section IV and the evidence enumerated in Section II,
the Commission concludes that this 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, in compliance with PUD Criterion 8.
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PUD Criterion 9

9. |If approval of the PUD application includes the division of land or the approval of other concurrent
development permit applications as authorized in Subsection 10.230(C), approval of the PUD shali also be
subject to compliance with the substantive approval criteria in Article |l for each of the additional
development applications

Discussion; Conclusions of Law: Applicants have also applied concurrently for a zone
change from County OSR and RR-5 and City SFR-00 to SFR-2 and SFR-4 and also fora land
division to create 111 single-family residential lots, and lot for the Phase 3 office building.
The Planning Commission herewith incorporates the findings of fact and conclusions of law
pursuant to the above addressed approval criteria for zone changes. The Commission also
herewith incorporates the findings.of fact and conclusions of law pursuant to the criteria for
subdivisions addressed herein below. The Planning Commission concludes adoption of
findings of fact and conclusions of law for approval these concurrent development
applications for zone change and land division demonstrates compliance with PUD Criterion
9.

C. LAND DIVISION — TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION PLAT
Land Division Approval Criteria

MLDC 10.27¢ Land Division Criteria.

The approving authority (Planning Commission} shall.not approve any tentative plat unless it first finds that, the
proposed land division'together with the provisions for its design and improvement:

Land Division Criterion 1
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(1) Is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, any other applicable specific plans thereto, and all applicable
design standards set forth.iin Article 1V and V;

Discussion; Conclusions of Law: As to consistency with the comprehensive plan and the
specific plans thereto, the Planning Commission herewith incorporates and adopts its findings
of fact and conclusions of law for similar standards which apply to the approval of zone
changes and PUD’s as the same are hereinabove addressed and, based thereupon, the Planning
Commission concludes that the land diviston is compliant. With respect to design standards
of the MLDC, based upon the findings of fact in Section IV and evidence enumerated in
Section 1I, the Planning Commission concludes that the land division is compliart with the
requirements in MLDC Articles IV and V, except where authorized in this consolidated
application by the Planning Commission under its authority to approve code deviations as part
of a PUD, pursuant to MLDC 10.230(D). Based upon the foregoing findings of fact and
conclusions of law, the Planning Commission concludes that the application is consistent with
the requirements of Criterion 1.
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Land Division Criterion 2

(2} Will not prevent development of the remainder of the property under the same ownership, if any, or of
adjoining land or of access thereto, in accordance with this Chapter;

Discussion; Conclusions of Law: The Planning Commission finds, based on the Findings of
Fact in Section IV and the Preliminary PUD plan that the applicant has provided street
connectivity for future development of the adjoining urban and/or urbanizable land — land
within Medford’s UGB. The Comntission concludes that the stubbing of Camina Drive and
Palermo Street provides planned and adequate connectivity to the north. Palermo Street 1s
stubbed to the east property line to connect with a future street system on this abutting
property. No streets are stubbed to the west because an access to these propetties fronting on
Foothill Road would be of limited utility because land west of the subject property is divided
from it by an existing irrigation canal. No urban and/or urbanizable lands are located to the
south. Jackson County has no Transportation System Plan or other circulation plan as part of
the Jackson County Comprehensive Plan that identifies the need for street or access
connections in this area, nor has the County taken the requisite goal exceptions that would be
required for adopting such a plan. The owner to the.south, Hillerest Corporation, provided a
letter in Exhibit. 19 indicating no desire for an urban street connection to their rural lands
which are planned and zoned for Exclusive Farm Use and exist outside Medford’s UGB.
Applicant owns no other land in the vicinity of the subject property. Therefore, the Planning
Commission concludes that the approval of this application will not prevent development of
the remainder of the property under the same ownership, if any, or of adjoining land or of
access thereto, in accordance with the MLDC, consistent with Land Division Criterion 2.
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Land Division Criterion 3

(3) Bears a name that has been approved by the approving authority and does not use a word which is the
same as, similar to, or pronounced the same as a word in the name of any other subdivision in the City of
Medford; except for the words "town”, "city", "place”, "court", "addition”, or similar words; unless the land
platted is contiguous to and platted by the-same applicant that platted the land division bearing that name; or
unless the applicant files and records the consent of the party who platted the land division bearing that
name and the block numbers continue those of the piat of the same name last filed;

Discussion; Conclusions of Law: The name of the proposed subdivision/PUD is Bella Vista
Heights Subdivision. Based upon the findings of fact in Section IV, the Planning Commission
concludes that the proposed subdivision name does not use a word that is the same as, similar
to, or pronounced the same as a word in the name of any other subdivision in the City of
Medford and is, in all ways, consistent with Land Division Criterion 3.
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Land Division Criterion 4

(4} Includes the creation of streets, that such streets are laid out to conform, within the limits of the City of
Medford and its Urban Growth Boundary, to the plats of land divisions already approved for adjoining
property unless the approving authority determines it is in the public interest to modify the street pattern;

Conclusions of Law: The proposed land division includes the creation of new public streets.
The Commission concludes that no adjoining properties have approved plats for which these
new streets do not or will not conform in alignment or in any other way. As such, the
Planning Commission concludes that the application is consistent with Land Division
Criterion 4.
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Land Division Criterion 5

{5) Has streets that are proposed to be held for private use, that they are distinguished from the public street on
the tentative plat, and reservations or.restrictions relating to the private streets are set forth;

Discussion; Conclusions of Law: The proposed development does have streets that are
proposed to be held for private-use. The submitted plans distinguish the private streets from
the public streets. Applicants have addressed the private streets as a permissible deviation
through the PUD Ordinance and have agreed to provide the documents that establish a
homeowner association and -any Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (CCR’s) or other
rules it may elect to impose. Applicant has agreed to provide the same for review and
approval at the time an application for Final PUD Plan approval is filed with the City. The
CCR document(s) will set forth any initial reservations or restrictions relating to the private
streets. Based upon the foregoing, the Planning Commission concludes that this application is
consistent with the requirements of Land Division Criterion 5.
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Land Division Criterion 6

(6) Contains streets, if applicable, and Iots which are oriented to make maximum effective use of passive solar
energy; exceptions to this provision may be granted whenever it-is impractical to comply due to:

(a) The configuration or orientation of the property:.

(b} The nature of surrounding circulation patterns, or other existing physical features of the site such as
topography;

Discussion; Conclusions of Law: Conclusions of Law: Ideally, the maximum utilization of
solar radiation occurs when the longest side of a home (or other habitable building) is oriented
in a north/south direction. The longest side of the home is typically its front (and/or rear
rather than its side) elevation. However, in this instance, a PUD had been filed in addition to a
tentative plat, relieving the Planning Commission from speculating as to dwelling orientation
and location. For this site, the topographic and access constraints are the physical
characteristics that necessarily control the design. Opportunities for solar orientation will be
maximized through the dwelling design process. Therefore, based upon the Exhibit 3 PUD
Plan and Exhibit 5 Tentative Plat (and foregoing findings of fact and discussion) the Planning
Commission concludes that this application is compliant with the requirements of Land
Division Criterion 6 because the streets and buildings are oriented to make maximum effective
use of passive solar energy, given the topographic and circulation constraints of the site.
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Land Division Criterion 7

(7) Will not cause an unmitigated land use conflict between the land division and adjoining agricultural lands
within the EFU (Exclusive Farm Use) zoning district.

Discussion; Conclusions of Law: MLDC 10.802 states that if multiple applications are
proposed, an agricultural impact analysis must only be done for the “first such application.”
This project has proceeded under consolidated applications and Medford’s Agricultural
Buffering Ordinance must now be considered. The subject property is adjacent to land that is
outside Medford’s Urban Growth Boundary and which is planned and zoned for Exclusive
Farm Use (EFU) along its southerly boundary. This land is an operating pear orchard and
vineyard. Pursuant to the findings of fact in Section IV, the Agricultural Impact Assessment
Report, the Agricultural Buffering Agreement (provided as an attachment to the Agricultural
Impact Report) and the Conclusions of Law addressing MLDC 10.804 hereinbelow, the
Planning Commission concludes that the proposed agricultural buffering is sufficient to
prevent an unmitigated land use conflict with orchard and vineyard operations to the south,
consistent with Land Division Criterion 7.
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Agricultural Mitigation and Impact Management
MLDC 10.804 Mitigation and Impact Management.

1. Agricultural Classification (Intensive or Passive). Agricultural land is hereby classified as either intensive or
passive. Intensive agriculture is defined as farming which is under intensive day-to-day management, and
includes fruit orchards and the intensive raising and harvesting of crops or, notwithstanding its current-use,
has soils of which a majority are class | through |V as determined by the NRCS, has irrigation water available
and is outside of the Urban Growth Boundary. Passive agriculture is defined as farming that is not under
intensive day-to-day management, and includes land used as pasture for the raising of livestock. The
approving authority shalt determine whether adjacent agricultural uses are intensive or passive based upon
the specific circumstances of each case and the nature of agriculture which exists on the adjacent land
zoned EFU or EA at the time the urban development application is filed and accepted by the City.

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 (8) 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 common property line with land zoned EFU or EA. In no case shall a fence 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.

B. Landscaping. On the property proposed for urban development there shall be a landscaped strip
adjoining the fence required in subsection 10.804(2)(a) which shall have a width of not less than eight
(8} feet within which there shall be planted a row of evergreen trees spaced not more than eight (8) feet
apart. The species and variety of evergreen trees proposed shall be approved by the approving authority
and shall be selected on the basis of fast growth and vegetation density. The City may cormpile and
adopt a list of trees suitable for agricultural buffering and once adopted, only trees from the approved list
may be selected to satisfy the requirements of this section. The trees shall be served by an underground
irrigation -system. Information shall be provided regarding the long-term respensibility for care and
maintenance of the landscaping.

C. Deed Declaration. All urban land proposed for development which lies within two hundred (200} feet of
an EFU or EA zoning district boundary shall be subject to a deed declaration that requires the owner
and alt successors in interest to recognize and accept common, customary and accepted farming
practices. The declaration shall also provide that the perpetual maintenance of fencing, the horticultural
care for and maintenance of landscaping, and the maintenance of other buffering features shall be the
sole responsibility of the owners of property subject to the deed declaration. The deed declaration shall
be in a form approved by the City. After the deed declaration is signed it shall be.recorded in the official
records of Jackson County, and copies shall be mailed to the owners of adjacent agricuttural lands
zoned EFU or EA.

D. Irrigation Runoff. Measures appropriate to the circumstances present shall be undertaken by the urban
developer to mitigate adverse impacts which occur from periodic naturally occurring runoff and
inadvertent agricultural irrigation runoff.

3. Mitigation - Passive Agriculture. To minimize or mitigate the adverse potential impacts associated with the
proximity of urban and agricultural land uses, the following measures shall be undertaken by the developer
when urban development is proposed adjacent to land in passive agricultural use:

A. Fencing. A wood fence, chain link fence, or masonry wall, not less then six (6) feet in height shall be
installed at the property boundary where the development property adjoins and has a common property
line with land zoned EFU or EA. In no case shall.a fence be required within a front yard area. The fence
or wall used to buffer agricultural land shall comply with the regulations regarding fencing, Sections
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10,731 through 10.735. Information shall be provided regarding the long-term maintenance
rasponsibility:for the fence.

B. Deed Declaration. The deed declaration required in subsection 10.804(2)(c) shall be required.

C. lmrigation Runoff. Measures appropriate to the circumstances present shall be undertaken by the urban
developer to mitigate adverse impacts which occur from periodic naturally occurring runoff and
inadvertent agricultural irrigation runoff.

4. Discretionary Mitigation Measures/Design Considerations. In addition to the specific mitigation measures
required in Subsections {10.804(2) and 10.804(3), an applicant shall also consider the following-design items
and the approving authority may, in its sole discretion, impose conditions which do any of the following:

A. Increase the rear or side yard setback to afford greater spatial separation between agriculture and urban
development,

B. Regulate the location of garages and parking areas to place them between dwellings and other buildings
intended for human occupancy and agricultural land.

C. Require the placement of streets, driveways, open space or common areas between urban development
and agricultural land.

D. Require fencing and landscaping, including the use of berms, in excess of that reguired in Section
10.804.

Regulate or require other mitigation measures or features deemed reasonably necessary and appropriate by the
approving authority to protect the public health, safety and general welfare, and to make urban development
compatible with  agriculturai  uses which exist on adjacent Jands zoned EFU or EA.
[Amd. Sec. 4, Ord. No. 8014, Jan. 4, 1996.]

Discussion; Conclusions of Law: Applicants submitted an Agricultural Impact Assessment
Report detailing all of the requirements of MLDC 10.804. As described under the
conclusions of law for Land Division Criterion 7, lands to the south are outside the Urban
Growth Boundary of the City of Medford and are planned and zoned for Exclusive Farm Use

(EFU).

Orchard and vineyard operations are present on these abutting farm lands and are thus
classified .as intensive agriculture under the MLDC Agricultural Buffering standards. Fencing
will be provided as shown on the Preliminary PUD landscape plan and will be consistent with
MLDC 10.804(2)(A). Proposed landscaping in the buffer area is depicted in the preliminary
PUD landscape plan. The PUD deviations hereinabove addressed include an exchange of the
conifer-planting row with specific landscaping jointly agreed upon by applicant and the
owner/operators of the adjacent Hillcrest Orchard and Roxy Ann Vineyards. Moreover,
applicant has agreed to stipulate that it will record in the official records of Jackson County —
as required by MLDC 10.804(2)(C) — the deed restriction accepting and acknowledging
comimon, customary, and accepted farm practices on the lands to the south and the same will
be a restriction on the title for all lots located within 200 feet of the south boundary of the
subject property. The aspect of the Hillerest farming operation slopes are to the south and
west and thus drainage from agricultural activities onto the subject property will not occur.
Applicant’s storm drainage concept plan in Exhibit 13, includes a drainage system on the
south property line to address storm water runoff from the project site onto the EFU lands and
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the same was coordinated with the owners of Hillcrest Orchard and Roxy Ann Vineyards.
Based upon the-foregoing findings of fact and conclusions of law, the Commission concludes
that the application is consistent with the requirements of MLDC 10.804, Medford’s
Agricultural Mitigation and Impact Management Ordinance.

Vi

ULTIMATE CONCLUSIONS

Based upon the preceding findings of fact and conclusions of law, the Planning Commission
ultimately concludes that the case for zone change, Preliminary PUD Plan approval and Land
Division is consistent with all of the relevant criteria in the Medford Land Development Code
as hereinabove enumerated and addressed.

Vil

STIPULATIONS OFFERED BY APPLICANTS

If made conditions attached to the approval of either of these land use applications, applicants
herewith agree to stipulate:

1. Pollution Control Devices. Pollution control devices will be installed in all catch basins
for new parking lot improvements contemplated in the PUD.

2. Storm Drainage; Storm Water Detention. Applicant will undertake detailed engineering
of a storm drainage system to serve the property. The system will be engineered and
constructed according to Medford standards.

3. Association Documents. Final documents that establish associations of unit owners and
any Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&R’s) will be submitted to the City for
review at the time applicants submit an application for Final Plat or Final PUD Plan
approval, whichever first occurs.

4. Final Landscaping Plans. Detailed final landscaping plans will be furnished as part of the
Final PUD Plans.

5. Bicycle Parking. Bicycle parking for the commercial buildings wiil be shown in sufficient
numbers.and locations as part of the more precise plans submitted for future Site Plan and
Architectural Review for the proposed office building.

6. Perimeter Fencing: Applicants will install fencing around the south property boundary
where required to satisfy Agricultural Buffering requirements.
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7. ConstructiomStan’dards for Private Streets: All private streets will be constructed to a
structural standard that meets or exceeds the City standard for a street intended for
comparable traffic.

8. Concealment of Trash Receptacles and HVAC Equipment. There will be at least one
dumpster for the office building. Applicant will conceal trash receptacles and HVAC
equipment consistent with the MLDC and designs for the same will be provided as part of
a future Site Plan and Architectural Review for the commercial office building.

9. Restrictive Covenant. Pursuant to MLDC 10.804(2)(C) Applicant record in the official
records of Jackson County, a deed restriction accepting and acknowledging common,
customary, and accepted farm practices which occurs on the lands to the south. The
restrictive covenant will be a restriction on the title of all lots located within 200 feet of the
south boundary of the subject property.

10. Uses Not Otherwise Permitted in the Underlying Zone. In seeking the approval of
certain uses not otherwise permitted in the requested SFR-4 zoning district, applicant
agrees that the following language should be incorporated into any approval of this
application as a condition attached thereto:

There shall be no greater than 3.70 acres of land within the boundaries of the subject
property devoted to commercial uses which are herewith defined as uses that are not
permitted within an SFR-4 zoning district but are provided in one or more of the city’s
commercial zoning districts. The potential commercial uses (all as set forth in the Table
of permissible uses in MLDC 10.337) shall be limited to the following;:

s #615 Business Credit Institutions

s #621  Security Brokers, Dealers, and Flotation Companies
#622 Commodity Contracts Brokers and Dealers
#628  Security and Commodity Services

#635  Surety Insurance

#636  Title Insurance

#637  Pension, Health, and Welfare Funds

#654  Title Abstract Offices

#655  Subdividers and Developers

#671  Holding Offices

#672 Investment Offices

#673  Trusts

#679  Investing NEC

#731  Advertising

#732  Credit Reporting and Collection

#733  Mailing, Reproduction, Stenographic

» #737 Computer and Data Processing
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s #7138
= #3801
" 4802
= 4803
v #3804
= 4811
s #871
. 4874

Business Services NEC

Offices of Doctors of Medicine

Offices of Dentists

Offices of Osteopathic Physicians

Offices of Other Health Practitioners

Legal Services

Engineering, Architectural & Surveying Services
Management and Public Relations Services

Dated:, February 3, 2005

Craig A. Stone & Associates, Lid.

Page 44 of 44




vz WS dYRITE

VR M8 YR RIS

L MK YR EES

Jdze M LR
dVY AN J38

£ AU LE JYR 2T

PITE TE TR AU
T verauk 6 CMETOH Stk
VEEALL b AR I o
Ry ]
VAL . TN ap
BAHIGNON 10

XL GITHoNW?

QUOTIN. -
2= ML :

N F\\\
/.J ‘ 79 7Y
S ] WOI HE

brH

S Al & JY¥N 338

ATNO
SR NOLLYX¥L UNV
LNGEEISY WA YN STL

INVIHOL3]

LD D0k = HOWE 1 WTVOS

AINMOO NOSMOVT

WM MTH SAEL 28 NOLLXIS

it

ViZ Ml & JVK TS

A

£ 3¢
EOD MS

T

SOCK

AR Al LS VR3S

'1d30 ONINNVd
600¢ 7 0 844
AATIIEN

L= In,u@ nw..jﬂl #:o4
gd‘.@?w‘ L=

QYO403N 0. E.,o

£2:£5:80.5002/50/L0:

paiesald jpd
ZTMLLE

VEDLYId 00/0/22/ ML/ dYHAN ATHAVIER

OINOSELD A9 AY 218 700 20 HIGREXI0 Avas3nl Q3LvaEs

|



50.2 PAGE 72

- W sdewsanAsanmsa s '600Z 21 usr 818p 10

. Rdad apEIB a0|0 PO PD LHW @303 ISEIY

‘padl] 10 PRssRaXe "$IUELEM OU 918 Q.31
Koo puogEed o SLOISSAUD 'S8
s Ayigsuodsal jdeaze U ARNoS WOSHEM
‘$@0.n05 Jo AFUBA B way AUnoD Losyaer AG
peidwo 9SG EIEN (B)SIP B LO PSS §) dew SpL

193; 009 =}

| projpaly l

spw A O

00S

‘Buieay o} Joud
00;4d4S psuoZ
pue paxauuy.
8q 0} pajoadx3

"

Q0¥ 1

N43

AuEpunog UMoIS uegqin m} k%e

Buiuoz [_]
sjoxel [ |

T S0 Ana # pid
# LIgIHX3

1430 ONINNY1d
G002 2 0 64

ot Wi

dS0

|0
00€ =

sapiadold 108lgng

[0

00c

00¢ |

00¢

Lo N

001
4S0

GIA™IN )

(

EE

00LE

S1HOIEH Y1SIA Y1138

dVIN ONINOZ LNIHAND

g ligIHX3

WILSAE NOILYAWHOQIH| DIHAYH903D
ALNADD NOSHIWM

009¢

HEEERp——

i

VA |

L Irridi

A\



50,2 PAGE 73

ﬁn.,wn.n.EmaJEnnim}“u 5002 12} Leq* @R 10

Jpajdw| Jo passeidxa .mu_._._ntwi.o::&u 8yl
RIBING3G |BLG S0 10 SLOISSILD ‘S0P

0 .a:_z_mr.o.nmu._ uu.uu.on oues ARIOD LOSHIE

'530505 Jo AlRLEA ¥ WOy Aunas vosyaar Aq

pajduxIo asBGEIED [BIGIP 8 LD paskq 5| dBul SIyL

wa00g =l

o ]
184 009 oor 0

NOILYNDISIA dN19

AT

S1HOIFH VLSIA V1134

dviN dN1D

L LgIHX3

Jacied apeal B3O PO Y 3 PADE, GSES|]

1430 ONINNY1d

CETTS TSI # o
\HTRZ 8 LAk

30403 40 ALID

q00¢ 2 0 934
QIATININ

95 WJe4 aAIsn|oxg pauue|d Aunod

Ew_..m»,m,. Z.D_F-(Iznmzv DiHdYHO032
ALNNOD NOSNOYF

W W L W WS

]

[ ]

®

]

. ]

M ]

|

[l ..".

: . . %

- ° R .
H LBLY NS
0 . .

.
i

¢




» oroicaton
o AT

TUHIS

arss

EMIBIT
FILE MO, DATE

PARCEL NO. TL 28D :MIM

E:EFVED BY.
REVIELED BY.

rL..l"-‘

magEl W TRSTEE KT AL

n un
S T Towrship 37 South, Ranqe 1 Werad W,
vl A ackson County, Dragon
Tax'Lote wé 4 wgo
~
. . AGENY
FACFIC INTERNATIONAL ENTERERISES  HORFBUMR 1 ABGOCIA
133 5, RIVERSIDE, SUTE | 280 GOLF VIEW DEUVE eulYE 201
ME: 1504 MEDFORD), OREGON &
1541 1122980 < (541 118 deat

wB
‘!

vt maraL

le;gv T

)
Tkt T AL

BELLAVISTA HEIGHTS SUBDIVISION
PHASES |2 ¢ 3 ;
TENTATIVE PL-AT

FOR
PACIFIC INTERNATIONAL ENTERPRISES
Locaiad in:
Lote 2 £ 5°and a Porilon of Lot |
of Bleck |, FIERCE SUBDIvISION

In the Northeasl 1/d of Section 21, and
the Northuaest /4 of Section 22,

BCHOOL DISTRICT: . B43C
IRRIGATION DI2TRICT: M1,
SANITATION DISTRICT:

3 45T AL
éOﬂNG. BFR -2, -4
XIS TING USE: - Vi -
FROFOSED USE: RESBIDENTIAL /COMHERCIAL

e

PAL!."OC?T!ET

SOMPENTO LANE (HedOatusy ROAD 10 PALERMS BTRERT)
CPuE G STRERT -

-

I , ‘
. csteass cmaLE /e%_—?f
o REREE S

j KELEZLVED s

L. 8
13 AL EMDETA STAEETS UL davE

2 Au_caﬂmﬂ. s uu. mva
A B WLE, ASITTING. RiCafT

34 BLOME EASSMWNT TO DRt RELOCATED 10
FERIBTHG TOm OR BANKCS Off FUTURE CONS
- FET ARdthc UALLS.

GRARHIC SCALE

P 5

ROXT SN VINET ARDE

i e >
Lo 00

Ducitimer:

Te crasing lo = Fraliry MO Flaa by natirs
anges Shapimt A

4ot

~ ' FEB D2 2. 2005
N s
PL@NMN_G,DEPT. " 15
——— LAND SURVETOR
oo farEn ._aa_)u.) [ZRR-CRYILYY (3'.7’ TR ~“O
CiTY OF MEDFORD i : =
EXHIBT #_. selb ol
- File- Q= i




and siybiay e)sip ejjega | abeg yodayjoeduljeiminauby,

“digszetped;paynur
[[omsS0)) U Yim jouia2.43 Yy Butiaffng 1o, ::___:E.‘MT ug'gunnoaxs Aq uonjerado: m:E:mm
510N S1F Lf}M SIDIJUOD SSAUPPE. 0) __o_.woa&c aanoeold. e uaxey sey: jueorjdde m‘ﬁ
"SIEAA (0 J9AO JO) 95T UL UL USS(: SkY UOMEDO] SNE], "ATRpUIOg UOWUINd J6139F 910.C
Apejeunxoidde o) jusoelpe ale Em\mmas piiz, spieyoio- tead axeym Apadord 9sa1o[H:
a1} Jo AJEpunog yHou auj o}’ Emom:um s1 Juamdojossp pasodord oy “Alduip Uy £x0y
pUE pIEUDI) ISIIS[[TH SE O} pailigjar. A[uouruod: jpue drysroujied- pajini- :uBmon aip Aq
poUMO PreAstiA pug pIBYoIo WENL0YaRs Jafoad ayyJo (INos oLy 0F-Spue| .oy Apuesaig:

CHIRUBLE GTIERL NS |
spugr _F:.:_:u_gm«\.u-.uu«mmﬁ.m@ ﬁ.cmw;m__umw&..“._m..u:u.mu q

‘Ajunop) uosioef

TS PIOJPSTA] JO SHu] Ao ayy mo PISMO-3sN. uLiey Funsixa ue 0}- -Juadelpe pue pIOJPOA!
Jo suunp meoEoo oLy UTUHM P&IRDO] ST aUS uomEzm ay ], =owEO. “AJunoz); uosHOE[ ‘UEIPLISIA
DIPWER[[IAN Y JO M mwzmm;hm gEmFSO L ‘Z7 uonosg Ul p(p puk Y uonNIeg W [00{
‘0001 “10Z ‘007 107 XeL U0 pajeso] ‘woisiaipqus pue. juswdojeaa(riur) peuuk]q pasodord v

-193l05g-s)ySey eIsiA vjPg pasodoay jo wondudsaq -V

- suopdensaqleig

. UOISIAIPDS
pue (Nd SWSLH esip ey pesodoid. ey Jo spedun [eyuaiod. ay sossaippe podar Sy

L1 DV bﬁ.n‘momﬁmﬁﬁom:mu joaes ‘Taaunguy
[e1m[nousy: Sunjnsuo)) ‘uossaNy g UBULION A" mzosmuﬁzm wioyy PaUIRIGO SEM UOBEIUAIINDO(
yuq:Aeids ‘0661 01 1961 Woi YYON tioly paydiios ejep todn pas - SS0UAIDG atraydsowry
pue o1ead() -8l JO 8F9[[0)) ANSISATU[] -9JElS WOZRI() Te-NZIR] mccmE 3 pajapout 2194 $a50Y
PUAy EGGT U S[qE[IEAR SPRUr PUE /86T Ui” pa1e[diwics SAGAINS. (105 UD, PIseq Amumzv 2OIAIRG
UOIEAIISUO)) S30IR0SEY |BIMEN oY) iidY pdue}qo Sem UCHRULIONN S|I0S; g Rcu:m%:\ 298 ‘DN
diysisupiegd payunry [jems3o)) ay1Aq paumo ‘SpIeABUIA uuy AX0Y, pue:spIeys1Qy SEETGIITE | Emommum
oy io] 1afeuepy suonersd() ‘SIOPEA WO[ AL, :o_,”,_EomooU ar peredeid s Seq ‘podar oy,

~S08:0f ydnoI 10801
msozumw AUD,.:ZV ovou Eman_o_»oQ w:_ﬁ Eom_uo_z el wo suoisiaoid ﬁ:s mu:m:a_.:ou W opry

b.:c.:.&,m:.« .:._._.__B.__.?EE T

A@) T VO S )

OT—- S0 -Alig, #9d 5007 ‘€. Kuener -
ﬂﬂ m # L83 PrT SOIRID0SSY P oU0S Y Ble1)
TUO403N 0 ALD : -Aq paredaig
. . U0321() ‘pIojpap
"1d3Q ONINNYd  sosudIejuy [eUONEUIBJU] 2OE

§00¢ 2 0 934 UOISIAIPQNG:SIYIOY EISIA VIRE

GIATzyem  Moday EoSmmomm< yoeduy _S::so:w,ﬂ

6 NAIXT ® @

S/ B 205



and siybisy E1sIA elleg zabeg

poday yoedwy feangnoliby

B 0] [Iosqns oy oIy} mm:uE §Z. Moqe AB[O, SNOATRI[ED :305 am&ﬁm Jaep puie AeiS
JIep A19A s1JSAR| JXaU Y[, IONY) Sayour (g noqe:Aed Aeid x..mv Atea 51 Joke] sogjms:

o Afjeord&). “pos pauerp £1100d Jerjsuios’ pue: dasp Kioa e ST SIYY, ;Eu Lm«bu VEE

‘ungy ayy uo spredoura aaionpord Jsour ey se ‘Auedoid
sqn(y S JO-INOS. A|S)eIPALILII Iy 31 1o “un Ji0s - SIif) JO A[pAISN[OXS JS0UIE pasoduro
BaIE PO{[IY 2} PALHINIAPI spieAauia uuy "AXOYijO. Ke@-d wyof PS1AWS $007 18quuada(g
E uQ ‘SpIeydIo mawosvoi Jo A103siy wmo_ € sey pieypIQ 1SeL0fji. ‘eiow sad siead
Jo'suoy ¢ Ajareunxoidde pjoik [im pue dA[ SSeJo.SIS[108- spejeduin 104 Ajnjiqeden pueT]
-uononposd 1ead I0J pajer J0U Si'ple SA] $SEJ2-SI S]I0S pajegLII-Uou 10} . Aypiqedes. puer

"UOISO15 JO SISV} SZIUITHIN Pue: Jounl aaIssaoxs juasald o3 djpy “Jajem
Jo uoneoipdde pafonuod ‘USAS UR EEmm Swia)sAs asey], Iejem ‘Suik(dde Jo. spoipew
155Q B1J) 918 SWIISAS uoESLUIT ool pue IBR{Odg. “sdord )solu 3o tonpnpoid winuixew
aU) 10] popsau s1 uoneSN TSWNS U] SSSUNYSNOIp puk. ‘eI u3jem JO Sjel #aojs
e ‘Ae[o o Jusjuod ygiy o) Aq-Ajwew pejiunj-s1y) ‘sdoro pajeSinn 03 panns st yun sy,

Buzeid yo0isoAl] mamf_u.:&o_owmw”B_mmEo:.
J0J SjQENNS SI Osje 3] HNJ 921 103 Jo -oymsed pue Aey 1of Ajuiewspasn st jun oy,

‘jdy ySnong 1equisoa(
woy 103§ ¢ pue (' Jo Sypdep, usemaq sajenony -9[qey I19jem AL WSS, $1 LOISOId
e 3O prezey m£ pug ‘ofs st ouny mm:ua_ 0b-03.07 st ﬁauﬁ mE«oE oEﬁwﬁm sl L

“Auogs I0 £[qqod
. §1 10AB[ SOBJINS 1) SE9JE SWOS U] “saydul. ov 0} (7 woy mmmcE 301paq, 3o yadop AL
‘ssypm ¢¢ oqe.Jo dep e je 51 Fo0Ipaq: PRIBIRESAN SN SeYOULET INOGE Aejo usmoIq

Jjiep s1 os[e Jade| Jxau Y], oI selpul § jnoqe ABo UMOI]-HIEprSt J9Ae[ s0BpINS Y,
‘AleordAL Tios peurelp |em A[dleiapows dmmv Kjojesopolu: siSI |, AD] ) APDT (IZC

@ Hquyxg w papidop:sesuoneidisap
uOIEORISSE[ 105 YN € 30 sisisuod Apedoid-isaioqi =1 3o uorpiod WIoN Ay,

"£66 [ ISNENY panssi-UOTIEULIO U
W0 UONEUIOfUl (§)YN) 901418 UONEAISSUO)) SIDIN0STY [BSNIEN DY} 0T} ASATTG 10§

speg

mou__ocxm::o@mm:mu_t@» ﬁvﬁw.ﬁﬁ_ﬂ:ﬁce_m: bEmEQoE%Eﬁ_E
0} ado[s pnos a1} dn spusjxe %ﬁmaoa ASeud|[If: 9L -odo[s Jsea -8y} 0} punoie mmo_m
1som s, Jjous o wogy sdeim Kadosd, Jseiofiy eyy, edoys 1sam ayy o) adojs JseapIow
s oy punose-sdeim pue ot ey yo-doj-uo pajescy:st dnd- pasodoxd-at[[, ‘BoreAprys;
wedun (emnynouse syl SAIEUNUOP 9,¢7 O) dn; mmao_m Oy [[ouy o81e| ¥ D x.cﬁ%&m

W Umoys SI pugj [eImjnouge queoelpe pue (qnd -pesodord ayy Jo Aydeiodoy oyj,
* Aydeagodery,

€

T

. “pr] 'seleroossy g.auols 'y Bleld .

9 BWd 2'0



and siubiey eysip ejleg ¢giabed , Hodey jaedw [eamnoLy

v

5655 ANIqede) ISy

‘a10€ Jod SIpUOW JuN [ewlue 7 AJUo: Buipoddis ‘ainjsed se Surjel [pymynoLBe eunuinn g
Auo yym pue aA] sse|d sI'sjios Ja3usgd(] pjesiin-uol pue pajedLil Joj; iniqeden.pue
‘a10e Jod sypuow sjun jewsme | A[uo, m:Eo&:m ‘aanysed.se Suner E_E_zo:wm Cuii
e ATUO 1[}is pue o[ SSB|d SI S|IOS 1apeig:peedLir-ion pue pajediun Joy b___smawo pue’

mbdmmn pue Agy Em _umm: ole;seale: m:_mo_m

-

yaim.

0] @1BIopotu sl U0IS0Ia Jo plezey S} w:m._,_u_%hog‘:ﬁsimﬁ ST JJouny] ‘soydll gp-03 (7 SU
pdap Bunool sAnae ey, 'SPl ¢.3noge’s! E.ommmu 193eM B[QR[IBAY. "[IOS 103usqa(]’
3} Ul &)eI3pOUI SI A[IQRSULIS] SAUDUL: ()40} (T Sk §01paq paisipam o). ydag o
SaOIN ¢ IN0QR Wieoj Ao pal SiMofjek Pu UMOIG SIPpaI ST [I0SqNSIL Y, YOI Seydu
b MOQE UIEO] UMOIq YSIPPSL-S1 19A] 1¥eU SY |, “OI Sayoul ¢ NOqE WED| UMOIQ >iep
* 51 104A] aoepns ol ‘Ajjeards ) .ﬁmﬂ_uﬁ_w.__‘_mg piie. dodp A[ejelspowi-si [10s 138u0ga(] Sy L

31y 10 S1ISpowW
S1 UOISOIO Iojeam JO piezey oy pue @E.E JO Wipatu sI_gouity  Ssipul o7 03 7] S
ipdap Sunoo) saTpape syl “seypur:z.inoqe suAjoedes sajem sjqeieAY [10S JopRIg O
Ui 9JEISPOUT S AYjIqesULIag  'SAYDUI(Z 0F 7 S1 300Ipaq; peroypesm o) yidep:syL,. oup
SaYoU / JNOGE UIEO[ UMOIq SIPPSI 3Iep ST JoAk| [IOSqNS YL, SONf'Seyoul-g INoqe Weo|
UMOiq IEp st JeAe( 90gjIns oy} ‘AjeoidA], ‘paweIp |[am pue mO]|eys:SIi0S Japeig Sy,

"ULIEJ ISSID[|IH S\
3o aui] Apadoxd weypiou auy Je-Jun.siq Jo Burddew ey oy Furpuodsaliod ‘Apadord sqng
31} JO OUSLIBIORIRYD ‘S[[OW. pUg SATPLIUO SI JIUN [0S:SI1] ], (SWDO] A98UBGI[ZIPDIT AT

-a1oe Jad siead
Jo suoy .7 Apjeunxordde prald jjis pue m \.ﬁ SSE[2 SI 5[10S pajediL 10] Aupqedes puer
‘uorpnpoid 1ead 103 pajes JoU SIpUE-MA[ SSE[d SI s[ios pajeSLu-tou ioj ANjiqedes pue]

e
pue Joununs ur sssunygnop pue. ‘Fousds; pue ISJUIA Ul Ssaugem “aqeul 13)EM JO:B)RI MO[S
e ‘AB[o JO R0 YaIy sl Aq Ajureur payur| st J ‘sdoo vﬁ_me. 0): PapInSsSI JuUN S,

iswdGeasp ayseiuoy pue ‘wrerd [jeis ‘Furzeid yo0iseal|
10} [qeMns SI OS[E I N0K 935).10§ 10 a1njsed pue.Aey loj A[urew pasn’ ST pun SIjf,

B[S S LU0ISOId

+ I0Jesm Jo piezey oy pue ‘mo[s st gouny |udy yInonp .sequisas(g woly 158f. G| 6}
100 ¢'0 JO yidep & J& ST YOTYM ‘B[qE)ISJeA S} ] pajriul] ST tadep wzsoo,ﬂ SATRVES BN,

- 'seipul g Jnoqe st Aoeded Jejem oqefieAy [0S 1a307) ayy Ul MOs AFoA s b:BmEEmm

"alour I0 SayoLn:
09 S1}201paq Jo pdop oL R[> SNOGIE[ED “WMOlq ySIARIT Njrep ST satoul 0/ o ydap

L0 AN 208 . o _wom_gﬁﬁsa.q o .



and swbiay eysip elieg y.8bed Hoday joedus jemynouby

pakeidg sjeLsapefy jo sadAf |
suonetadQ deadg D)
‘uoronpoid doso padigieq
e 2TBIN0ouR 0} UOSEAS YR JNOYSHOIL)SHUIA PUE Sa31)-9Y) sunid pueyf smald I0qer “seale:

- ssess ozijenacr 03 Ajjuenbaly ss5y Pasii ‘st (poc) Sulids 10 Nsip’ pajjnd JojoeL} Y. SMOI:
ucem1aq petuerd saq sey yoiym sseid wejuew 03 siskq Jejndar ud pesh. si ramowr

=£§m__=u%,.E_.WE, T
LESH ALY | :EEZ:_:U d
‘peoy S{IIIoo JO.SPISTISEa ) U0 PojEoo
SI IOIM [eUEd woreSLI mﬁ woly adrd DA 4 e1a padind s1 uoreSLT Wl pasn Iajem
SOLN[IE{-UONEBLLI[ JO 0RO T
‘parediu dup-Apueuriopaid a1e seoIe
pieAauia pug papsjuiids &”_:E_*Eovma ale seale: pIepl() Siopfuids 5aij1epunr pue

9311-13A0 385 PI[0§ ‘SIopuLIds-oronu “dup: apnjowispoyiaul, norjedijddy w0€" 1aquisydeg
ySnonp ) Mady [eued jses s pusiq :oamm_b_ PIOJpON ‘W0l parddis. st uoneSuj

UONLLIL JO POYIIA puE:32dn0g )
uonedl] 'y
IS ean L3y Jo sansuaesey) [puonedo 1o
‘sodesd oum Aypenb:ySi swos. Furonpoid

oi€ pue Spie4auta 0] PapaAtnd Usdq sAEY uoijeied( 1s812]IH 9 mc,_,.m@o.mtca.,.muwm%.ﬁ&
SB[ 9 JBA() 'SIRAA ()] F9AO AOF PJRYDIO URISE 95N Ul U3 SABY:O} UMOID] SL-aYis SIYL

3S[) ULILY [BILIOISEH b

‘HoneAning, io smoId Juejdiypim SIBHIAUE 30ELINS [0S
Y YO 10 Ul 1ojem B} mmwmo_vE SSED. \S_—_ammmu S TUIMOY|0F M, TOTIS] B5BD. 13MO[ BN,

._uoEEEmE.m_ 19400 yuerd Suwmorg-asop SS{Un UOIS013 JO sl S
HORENL IR ST Jery) sajedpun sse[:ANfiqedes sy Surmo([o], 8, 19Na] 35E 18MO] SY,

“(suoneuy) sessepGng Apjiqedey

“UOTJRAIY 1D
10y dqepnsun Ajjeausd woy) oyew Jeq) SUOHEJUI 2JeAdS BABY S[I0S A SSE[D).

10q:J0 ‘Justisdeurur [NJored.
Axoa-a1nbai ‘syue(d jo 23i0YD YY) AONPAI-IBIY SUOLIEIII| 3I9ASS AISA SARY S|I0S AT SS€[)

‘sag1joeid NONBATESUOD. G)EISPOLL
annbar jet 10 sjue(d jo 901040 1) SINPAL JRU} SUCHIRINIE] 15495 -0AY] S[IOS JJJ SSE[D)

. “PIY ‘sejeio0ssy g sucis v Blein .

8/ 3d ¢°09



' . Crafg A. Stone & Asso;:ialésj Ltd. . 50 --2 PAGE 7 9

The sprays ; that’ are typically .used in the orchard. areas include; fé.rtil_iziers, pesticides,
fungicides; herbicides;, and plant growth. regulators. Simular sprays are used in the
vineyard areas With: the exception of the growth: regulators.

2. Spray.Equipment Used

Tractor pulled:fan driven air-blast sprayers apply the sprayed chemicals. Granular
fertilizeistare: apphed to the ground by a tractor: pul]ed broadcastet. ‘Strip spraying of
feitilizers is accomplished with a tank mounted ‘on a tractor with nozzles-aimed directly
at the'ground. Some fertilizers are distributed'in solution within the wrigation water.

3. Normal Sin aying" Practices

oy

name Strlp Spiay Add:tlonal spraymg isidoie’ by an -air blast sprayer AppllCﬂthT‘l of
fertilizers, funglmdes pesticides and hormores:are:applied monthly throughout the year
with theexception of December. Thehours and days of.spraying-are subject to weather
and wind .condittoris.  Spray activities are weather dependent and are coordinated on
those ‘days “when wind is less likely to:affect: spray drift. Attempts are also made to
perform spray activities during the least windy portions of the day.

D. Fertilization
1. Types of Materials:Applied
Nitrogen, potasslum phosphorus, sulfur; and calcium-are applied to both orchard and

vineyard areas. Calcium po]ysu]ﬁde is also; apphed ‘to the orchard areas. Magnesium is «
also applied to the; vme_:_yard,areas

2. Method of Application

Several: fhethods of-application are employed Soriie is distributed throuigh'the irrigation
system:. Plant specific bands are sprayed;in specific areas around the trees. Tractor
pulled broadeaster applies granular fertilizers'between rows -and at the base-of the:trees.

E: Frost'Protection
1. Method(s) of Frost Protection
‘Critical to the viability of the.orchard:is the protection: of the treés-soon after budding
occurs’ Vmeyards are. sllghtly more, frost prone than orchards, thus requiring, more
. Tegularfrost- protection activities. Wind machines:provide-the. prlmary source of frost

protection. These;machifies are then- supplemented within the individual blocks with a -
“conbination of'eil heaters; overhead sprinklers, and undertree sprinklers.

2. Frequeiicy:of Frost Protection
Ovérhead sprmkler protection is normally‘done 12: times throughout the frost protection
'season.. Thissvaries according to the- weathiet- conditions occurring -within that ‘season.
Thejise of fans; will normally be 12 to 24 tlmes«throughOut the frost protection season.

“The:increased’ use of fans is do to economical factors. Propane generated fans are more
efficient to use than, sprinkler protectioriand. therefore are used more often.

‘Agricultural Impact Report . Page 5 ' . Bella Vista'Heights PUD
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F. Monthly Farming Practices

January: Pruning and trimming of trees. Mulching and general .clean.up with application of
dormant spray. Vineyard-pruning.

February:: Dormant:spray applied, continued pruning and planting of new trees. Equipment
repair. Vmeyard-prunmg

March: _Pfill’l'ing, ciltting_’grass; chopping pruning brush, frost control, disease-control sprays.
Vineyard-pruning.

April: 'Replaht‘mis_sf‘j_ng trees,. insect and disease control sprays, chop.brush and mow grass.
Frost control. Begin: lrmigation. Vineyard.finish pruning, bepin diséase control sprays (Sulfur
orail);

May: Insect and'disease control sprays; possibly apply fertilizers, irrigation, mowing grass.
Vineyard-select’ and thin new:shoots, and disease: control sprays (Sulfur or oil).

June: Ingect and disease:control sprays, 1mgat10n possible fertilizer applications: Begin fruit
thinning. Follow up weed control with suppiemental herbicide applications. Vineyard- Select
and thin new shoots, ‘disease control sprays (Sulfur or gil). irrigation, fertigation, foliar
fertilizer applications; anid erbicide applications‘or. mechanical weed control.

July; Insect and disease control sprays, irrigation,. ‘apply nitrogen fertilizer at recommended
ratesrabout 6-8 wéeks: pre—harvest Vineyard-.Shoot thmnmg and positioning in the trellis,
disease control applications, irrigation, fertigation,. foliar:fertilizér-applications

August: Lirigation, fruit’ thinning, cutting grass,. other mechanical weed control measures.
Insect and diseasé control ‘sprays: possible- ‘pre-harvest appl;catlons Begin harvesting fruit.
'Vineyard- bird control .using: noise makers: and nets, final fruit thinning; possibly one last
diseasé:coritrol appl;catnon foliar fertilizer, applications, mow grass' before harvest.

September: Contiriue harvest, mamtain irrigations up-to harvest time including some post-
harvest irrigation, Prepare orchard for harvest.crews by iowitig grass. Begin to apply foliar
fertilizers.containing Boton-and Nitrogen. Vinéyaid- bird:control using noisemakers and nets, .
g‘r’_af)éj{har-Vest‘:'(_hana‘hafr\{es;t)‘_._-

Qctobéer:  Finish: tree fruit harvest, finish apphcat:ons of foliar fertilizers containing Boron
and Nitrogen: Spray.post-harvest ﬁJllglC}dB/mSGCtlclde containing lime sulfur, and oil. Begin
tree pruning. Vihéyard- - bird control usihg noisemakers and nets, .grape harvest (hand
harvest).

November: Prune fruit trees, maintain Jrrigation: -systems:in. .the:orchard. Other work done as
weather penmts including some fall herbicide . veed control applications: Vineyard- some
years.may Tequire fate harvest, bird control using noisemakers and-nets, grape harvest (hand
harvest).

Agricultural lmpact Report: Page 6: Bella Vista Heights PUD
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December: Prune fruit. trees. Test or maintain frost control wind.machines, Vineyard-
Maintain trellises prepare‘for planting.

IV. Potential _IA(I_verse Impacts
A. Noise
1. Noise Sotrces

Noisé’is produced by thte operation of farmy equipment. Wind machiries are used during
frost protection and ‘imited to that time of yéar when dafiger. of frost is present. Tractor
pul]ed sprayers and mowers are tyﬁi'r;ally presernit_year around. Noisemakers provide
bird control. foi“the, vineyard plots. Chain saws, pole saws and chippers are used as

needed for maintenanceof the trees.

2. Noise Levels
The loudest ;sources ‘of :noise in. proximity to the: subject property are the vineyard
noisemakers .and. wind. fachines. The noisemakers currently consist: of an outdoor
speaker system that’ plays background noises, bird:distress calls, and predator imitations.
These:systems: are»located near the centér of vmeyard plots. Hillcrest has contemplated
cannons:and.othef” ‘booming’ noisemakers, but has'not:found the need.to introduce this’

type of system ! at 'this. time. The. wind machines geneérate noises, particularly when
ambient: wmds strlke the blades at certani’ angles

»

3. Frequency of Ni)ise'
The. operation _ of ‘noisemakers for bird control varies by the intensity of bird pressure.
As the vineyards.begin:to bear. grapes’ ‘the; attractiveness of the vineyard increases. It is

possible that this,naisé sotirce will be operated ! 24 hours'a day during-periods of intense
bird pressure. -

The operation of wind machines is limited to frost protection and varies according to
weather for a given year. In years Wwith infavorable weather conditions, these noise
sources 1itay.opeiaté: over ten hours a day-for over 14 days a-year.

Other-sources.of-noise such as tractors-are lessiacute, but-occur on a regular basis.

B. Dust

Hillcrest:practices grass\weed:citting as.a means: ‘of maintenance between rows. This sarface:
of-grass\weed prevents excessive amounts of dust: during:windy- penods or while-equipment is
-used ‘Due to the soil‘type: (heavy as opposed to; fine: loam) very little dust is produced when
disking. the field and therefore dust has very little: impact to the site. The dust that is
-generated occurs imostly duting ‘summer months- and ‘early fall when the ground is- dry.
Southerly windsithat would have sufficient:strength ‘to.carry dust particles from the Hillerest
propérty to.the Bella Vista-Heights project-arerare ‘during these times of the year.

C. Storm and Iifi‘i.:g_iltib'n';Whter_Runoff

Agricultural Impact Réport Page 7 X Bella Vista Heights PUD
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The vast majority of:the: propesed development slopes away from the Hillcrest operations.
Without:an. engmeered storim dramage: solution, there is potential for some erosion or other
adverse: lmpacts on‘the farming operation. The Hillcrest operation and associdted trrigation -
systems are down slope from the proposed development, so impacts to the development from

D. Trespass, Theft and Vandalism

Vandalism:has occurred but is:infrequent. Cérisidering,the location of the Hillerest operation
along existing rirajor roadways, opportunities. for vandalism, theft and tréspass have been
present for.a considerable period. The proposed development is not expected to increase
these opportunities.

E. Odor

Odors are:most commonly catised by.the apphcatlon of lune sulphur, which produces a rotten
egg: smell. This product is:usually applied in the fall:and winter months.

F. Spray Drift

Southeasterly to Southwesterly winds present the gieatest-opportunities for spray drift into
the proposed development ‘Southwesterly and’ southerly winds-are relattvely uncommeon, but
southeasterly winds: are; prevalent durmg the months of October through March.
Southeasterly winds ate historically the strongest wmds observed at the Rogue Valley
International Airport, These months have: hlstoncally still iad calm.winds at least 20% of the
time, with several of these manths’ havmg calm winds over:30%.of the time; See Appendix E.

V. Mitigation
A. Noise

Applicant ackihowledges the'presence of customary:noise associated with agricultural use. A -
déed declaration will ‘make-the, applicant and future:owners aware that ceitaii orchard and
vineyard practices:will impact their property.

B. Dust

Due to the:soil type; very little dust is created even when disking., The dust that is generated
occurs mostly durmg sutiimer months and: early fall when the.ground is-dry. -Southerly winds
that would have sufficient-strength to carry"dust partlcles from the Hillcrest property toithe
Bella. Vista Hetghts project are- rare during: these times ‘of the year. Af depicted i the
preliminary, landscape plan and prescribed i thie agrlcultural buffer agreement; applicant also
will be. planting.a. landscape buffer which will help to.control the effects of dust.

C. ‘Storm and Irrigation Water Runoff

Most:of.the property proposed for developmént drains, away from the farming operation to the
northwest, aind west. The storm water management plan included with this application has
‘been engineered to:minimize adverse storm.water meacts on the Hillcrest operation for the
1snds that do draifv 6tito’the Hillcrest property. The:Hillcrest propeity does not drain to the

Agricultural:impact Report Page'8 Bella Vista Heights PUD
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propeity proposed for .development, so runoﬂ" from the orchards and vineyards will not
impact the proposed development.

D. Trespass, Theft-and Vandalism

The.applicants proposed development is'not expected to-exacerbate any existing trespass,
theft or vandalisin threats. The fencing required. by the MLDC for intensive agriculture
mitigation-should provide a significant-deterrerit: to using the. Bella. Vista Heiglits development
as'a point of unauthorized access to the Hillcrest property:

E. QOdor

Applicant: acknowledges the presence of custoniary odors-associated with agricultural use. A
- deed declaration will make the applicant and, ﬁlture owners aware that certain orchard and -
viticulture ‘pra‘ctrlce‘s‘ will impact-their property.

F. SprayDrift

Diie to prevallmg wind patterns and ‘the low wind characteristics for optimal spraying
conditions discussed above, acute conflicts as a’ resiilt: of 3 spray drift are;not expected. Site
design features. are’ also’ planned that will' further mitigate: spray drift impacts. The site plan
provides for at least a 507 agricultural buffef:for all habitable: structures. The Preliminary
PUD landscape plaii depicts the Agricultural Buffer Iandscaping that was mutually agreed
upon by the farm' operators .and Pacific: International Enterprises, See Appendix A-
Agriculture al ‘Buffer-Agreement. Joln. P. Day-of Hiilerest. Corporation has indicated on a
fettsr dated. January 12 ‘2005 that the landscaping: proposed by the applicant should be
sufficieirt to' mitigate spray drift-impacts.

VI. Appendices

A. Agricultural BufferingiAgreement

B. Farm Use.Questionnaire Résponse by Jon' Meadors, Hillerest’ Operatlons Manager
C.. Contour Map

D. Sdils Map

E. Wind Analysis

F. Dataon:Orchard Spray Equipment

Agriculturallmpact Repdtf: Page 9. Bella Vista Heights PUD
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GENEHAL{OFF ICES:
-2303 SEA‘H‘LE TOWER'
ng THIRD AVENUE
SEATTLE WA 95108
‘(2053 623-2674
FAX {208} 6230838

HILLCREST CORPORATION + 15417799114, _ ' NO.B78 D@1
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HILLCREST CORPORATION

GENERAL PARTNER:
‘COGSWELL LIMITED PARTNERSHIP
MOUNTCREST LIMITED PARTNERSHIP

HILLCREST ORCHARD
3285 HN_LCHEST nmn
MEDFORD; OR BT504
{G41),773-1487 oA
(541) 7792043
FAR 15a1) 779:2043

January 13,2005

"MEMORANDUM' TO Jay Harland:c/o Craig Stoner&;Associates
Fax:: 541-779:01 14
708 Cardley: Ave
‘Medferd, OR 97504

REF: Municipal Codg:Section 10:804 rcgardmg Landscapmgifor Mitigation -between
development lands andlinténsive agricultural land

Any mitigation:othér thar 16w, growth: planting.in the:ate. depicted along the boundary:
‘between'the proposed Dubs’ subdivision, called Bellavista-Heiglits; would-appear to be
inappropriate.

It-will be difficult:to:sustain lite by any medium- to large:size.conifer or evergreed due to
the;shallow. soils:and imestone base.

The topography in‘this general area -and the prevmhng nofther]y winds:during spray’
petiods-do not presenit:spray:drift.issues for operations'in the:orchard or vineyard
immediately’ _ad! acent {o the subdivision.

Thank,you:for your consideration tegarding this matter.

Sincérely:yours,

Jokin;P! Day
Vlce President

et

Bt VED CITY OF MEDFORD
x4 = _Syla
FEB 0. 2005 Flle # UD - 0. QS

PLANNING DEPT.

PEAAS AND TIMBERLANDS « CONTINUOUS FAMILY. OPERATION SINCE 1909
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CIiTY OF MEDFORD

811 WEST 8TH' STREET TELEPHONE!
| PUBLICWORKS DEPARTMENT, MEDFORD. OREGON 97501 (541)/ 7742100
ENGINEERING & DEVELOPMENT DIVISION www:ci.medfordior.us FAX;: (541) 774-2552

“Névember 3, 2003

Mr.. Arthur Dubs:

Patific Intgrational Enterpriscs; Inc:
P:0.Box 1727

Medford, OR.97501

Subject: Watcrline from Vista Pointe fo'Dubs Propeny;a;;{staii0n3521+50

{ have reviewed theiconstruction’plans, which:you provided. for theisubject project. I will beable to
fd'tWard,thjs;p‘_r_ojec’tf-férfCory Crebbin’s approval 'whcn'thcréfolloiiki'ng'fis'esubmittcd 1o the Public Works
Departmentiforreview:

" 1. ‘Traffic:Control Plan ‘

2. Erosion Prevention andiScdiment Control Plan.

Sinc¢e mostiof ticwork will'beiperformiéd in proximity to theekisting sidewalk, Public. Works is
congg:medfthél"cxwi'l_lfbc spmeedh'm;i‘;gc;]t_o"nthg’:§id9Walk:duﬁ'n'gat'heiqgurﬁc..cif this project. The existing
sidewalk-willbe.videocd:prior to the projéct, and-any:sidewalk damaged as.a result of the waterline
construction must be zr’gp'_l‘_iiccd*at-rio-.cht'tb‘ihc'Ciiyiéf- Medford:

Should you have qiestions or _gqqg@_ﬁae}diti%ﬁal ‘information, pléase do not hesitate to call.

Sincerely,

K oe Boslsar BEC s VED
Larry Beskow, P.E. . FEB 0 2 2005
CityEngineer -

City of Medford PLANNING DEPT.

CC: Larry Ramns; _PéE-.,fMédfbrﬁ-”‘w;itpr Commussion

502 PACE'Es
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200'South- ivy S Srreet Room 177 Medrord Orcgon 97501
Customer Semce (54 l) 774:2430 » Admmtstronon {541y 774- 2140
Fax (541)774.2555 & vm'com@c: medford.or.us
www.medfordwiter. org

-MEDFORD wma-comusswv )

November 17,:2004.

Arthur Dubs
P.O. Box 1727
Medford, Oregan 97501

RE: McAndrews Road Waterline:from Vista Point'to Station:524+50
Dear Mr, Dubs;

Medford’ Warer Commission:has:received plans, fees and:a; ‘signed letter of‘agreement
from you: for'the abovefstated project. MWChas, prepared and issued a work'order for
this project: MWC!is: ready o proceed with this, projectonceiyou satlsfy Public Works
requirements:as. stated in Larry:Beskow's letter dated November 3/2003. Upon satistying
Pubhc Works*condltions ‘pleaseihave: hyour contractor-call MWC 'siinspector, Lester
McFall, at 944 3690 10ischeduléia: preCOnstruchon to start tHelwaterline.

Sjn'ce.r.e}y '
EncC Johnson, P: E : . A
PrmCspar Engrneer . .f'fﬂ'&-ﬁ:i. V&D-
Ct: Latry'Rains, MWC _ FEB B¢ 2005
Larry Beskow, Public:Woiks! . '
' S PLANNING DEPT.
‘CITY OF MEDFORD

CEXHBIT# = Solq
File #_PUR-05 —2.5

Committed to
Excellence in Wdter Quality « -Professionalism « Customer Satisfaction « System Reliability

- B Emaéﬁ«ﬂ’ \
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P.O. BOX 1724 ¢"MEDFORD, OR 97501 * PH (541) 779-5268 -* FAX (541) 779-3139

November 22, 2004

.City of Medford
Planning Department
411 West 8" Street
Medford, Oregon 97501

RE: Aurthur Diubs Property, Zone Change
Dear Planning Staff:

We have completed an enginee'r”ihgfstudy to determine if there s sufficient capacity in the existing
sanitary sewer system to accommodate the requésted Zohe change. The scope of the study, as
determined by the City’s Enginéering and Development Division, included all downstream pipes
smaller than 12-inches in diametér. Engineering; staff:supplied a table of pipes, their respective
slopes, the existing pipe matérial type, and the number of existing homes connected to-each pipe.
Engineering staff also provided us with-a map of the‘sanitary sewer. branch in need of thé capacity
-analysis. Both the table and the map have been incloded:in ourstudy.

The results of the study show’ that the existing sanitary sewer system has the capcity to accomodate
the projected peak sanitary sewer flows generated from the'specific property in question.

" If you have any questions, comments, or need additional information please feel free to give me a
call.

Sincerely,
CONSTRUCTION ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS

Patrick W. Havird, P.E. o
cc: file k&{:E-_&VED
4

enc. Drawings, Calcs )
FEB 0 ¢ 2005

PLANNING DEPT oy

i REGONQQ‘

21,2

CITY OF MEDFORD
exviaT 4 2o
Fle #2058 ~3S

EXHIBIT /2
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ENGINEERING

P.O. BOX 1724 « MEDFORD. OR 97501 PH (541) 779-5268 * FAX (541) 779-3139

January 18, 2005 KELi.VED
City of Medford FEB 0 2 2005
Planning Department

411 West 8" Street PLANNING DEPT.

Medford, Oregon 97501 CITY OF MEDFORD

ExhiaT #__[= SV

RE: Aurthur Dubs Property, Zone Change Fle & ’Pug— 05 as

Dear Planning Staff:

We have completed a conceptual dramage plan to illustrate the probable method of providing a
means of draining surface water from the proposed development. The scope and purpose of the plan
is to show City staff and commission members that there is a viable means of providing drainage to
the project. The plan shows the location of existing storm drain pipes and their respective sizes, the
location of existing natural streams, and the location of existing man-made irrigation canals. The
plan also shows the proposed location of new pipes, new inlet locations, new manholes, and
proposed outlets. Preliminary calculations are made to verify that the existing down stream system
can accommodate the anticipated flows produced by the new development. If these prehminary
calculations indicate that the down stream system is not large enough to handle the anticipated flows,
then the use of a detention system or an upgrade of the existing down stream system is considered.
The proposed storm drain pipe sizes are not considered at this time as they are not important in
determining if the existing system has capacity. Proposed pipe sizes will be determined at the time of
detatled engineering for the project.

At present, the project site drains to four separate existing drainage facilities. Approximately 23.5
acres ( 50 %) drains westerly into the existing M.1.D. canal that runs along foothill road. Another
10.6 acres (23 %) drains northerly into the existing McAndrews Road storm drain pipe system. 6.8
acres (14%) on the north side of McAndrews Road drains northerly into Lone Pine Creek, and 6.1
acres (13%) drains southerly into a natural draw which continues to flow overland onto the
agricultural property to the south.

The intent of our conceptual plan is to put as much storm water into the McAndrews system as it can
handle. The McAndrews system contains detention basins for quality and quantity control near the
overpass. The more we can put into this system the less we have to put in the canal. The canal is very
flat and does not convey excess storm water very well. The net area that discharges to the canal will
be reduced by diverting some of this arca through pipes to the McAndrews system.. The portion of
the project discharging to Lone Pine Creek will remain unchanged due to topgraphic constraints.

The area that presently drains to the south onto the agricultural property will be reduced with some of
this area intercepted and taken to the McAndrews system.

EXHIBIT JBJ
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We have done the preliminary:calculations ahd have concluded that therexisting systems can handle
the:conceptiial plan.dnticipated flows. These calcs are preliminary and. some;minor'adjustments may
Have to be made.once the détailed éngineering is complete. It'is’even possible that some detention
may be needed to limit ﬂbw's,_once'itheTdétaileél'}célculations.are'-.don'e,;but the:overall conclusion is
that thie project storm runoff can’be accomodated..

If you have any questions, commeiits, or-need additional information please feel free to give me a
call.

Sincerely, . ~
CONSTRUCTION NG‘I’N’EERING CONSULTANTS

Patrick W. Havird, P.E.

cc: file
enc. Drawings, Calcs
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:T}S\)/ Hﬁa(pﬂs COPy with Eikibis, Hand Delivered -
‘M. Mike Montero/:Craig Stone- | RECESVED. CITY OF MEDFORD!

Montero-& Associates, LLC: . o EXHBT#_& SR
802 Nadia Way FEB: 0 2: 2005 Fle# DUD -0 -5

Medford, OR:97504 ANNING DEPT

PLANNING DEPT.
RE: ‘Right In— Right Out exit:to,Dubs McAndréws Road Property at Station 48 and.50
Dear'Mike

Attached is 4 print dated September'20; 2004 of ourlatest Bella Vista Heights Preliminary PUD
Plan., ' '

Per*your Tequest:we have reviéwed.our files and find;absolutely no:dgreement with the'City of
Medford that:specified Mr.. Dubs,would'not be allowed:a:righit in riglit out exit to his isolated 5+-
acres northeast:of McAndrewsroad. Tothe contrary we foiirid the attached;testimony from.City
personnel: o'rfe'xt_i'eHShﬁihtdep_osit’_ior_lsgqg-“at’ tAhc'ag:lualjcoffifefﬁ'riatidnatrial, all underroath, that Mr.
Diibs property-would be granteda-fight.insright out exit:.

3/20/02 Depasitioi testimotiy of Bob Deuel:Medford City Engineer - in'which.he
confirmed that'the City: of Medford Public Works Directorand City Attorney had
reVi"eW'ed“tﬁiS‘?pcis'sibili‘t‘y;'andjwili‘sstrongly‘-re’c’o‘rﬁménd:.'it.

4/8/02 and__e{_x_l_patio_n‘T::ial,]'te’s"f'iﬁmhn."y? of:Stéve Ward, thé.Independent. Civil
Engineer the City of Medford hired to-evaluateithe:McAiidrews road-project. Mr:
Ward testifiéd the he was.told by‘Bob:Deuel that the:city-of Medford would allowa Right
in Right out.to Mr.,Dubs:, ' )

4/12/02 Condemnation-trial téstiniony of:Ron Doyle,:City of Medford Attorney. Mr.
Doyle t‘,e_sti_ﬁed_‘that-,<6ity~1regﬂ'lz{tf'iéns' prohibif land -_l.pc':ked?apé'r'ééis‘;‘ that there is a history of
rightinright-out approvals and the:city would approvea.right in.right out for this exact
pigce:of property. )

.4/12/02;Condemnation; trial testimony. of. Duane Venékaimp the City's'hired
-appraiser. M. Venekamp testifiedithat iﬁef.City-:'ehgihéérfad,yi'sed,hi'm a right ineright otiv
-would tieﬂ'appftjyea:_ (This:lowered theésdariageamount;that Mr, Dubs would be paid.)

4/12/02;Coridemnation tridlitestimony of Cliff Vandagrift another:City hired
appraiser, Mr: Vaﬂdagnﬁ also advised themtytgldh[m 5 gh ¢ in.right ouit would be
approvedand:so-hie based fiis.damages.on that assuniption. (This again lowered the
damage arountithe Mr. Dubs would be paid:)

G2 EIMY, Dodiments MeAndrews! Right'in Right out-info to-Montero 109 04.doc
1133 SOUTHRIVEASIDE, SUITE'#1  « P.O;BOX 1727 & MEDFORD,OREGON:97501 ST(BA1) 779-0990 « FAX (581)

LOvR
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‘There was-no-testimony ‘at:allistating-a:right in right out: ‘would.not be granted. Please use'the
above in your justification/arguments for-Mr: Dubs RightiIn nght Out acéess. Art‘and I'would
likeitoget: together regarding-two questions pertalmng tothie latest iSsues you raiséd in our office
last week and revieWwiyolir total'projectéd. costs ofGiirproject. Pléase give Arthura call. Thank
You.

Arn §. Wihtol
Vice:President
PACIF IC INTERNATIONAL

ASW/mae _
cC: Arthir Dubs

\i02'¢-2\X1y Doclifents\McAndrews\ Right ii Right autiinfo to Montero 10 4 04.dog
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.0  DESCRIPTION

Thisiréport addresses transportation and traffic issues related to the development of
Township 37 Range | W Sections 21A and lots 200, 500, and 1000 in Medford,
Oregon. The 46.2 acre site is located east of Foothill Road and south of Lone Pine
Road in the southeast quadrant of the Foothill Road and McAndrews Road
interchange: The:subject parcels afe currently vacant. The parcels are currently zoned
Open Space. Reserved (OSR).. The proposed zoning for these parcels is MFR-15 and
SFR-10, with a Planned Unit Development (PUD) with a density of 10 units of less
per acre.

The site plan includes the development of 232 multi-family housing units, 156
townhomes units, 14 single-family housing units, and 28 custom homes units. Full
build out in Year 2004 is expected to generate 271 PM peak hour trips with 180
entering and 91 exiting. All trips to and from the site are considered new trips. Local
access is being.proposed from three access points on McAndrews Road.

2.0 RESULTS

The City of Médford requires the analysis of any intersection to which the proposed
development contributes a total of 25 or more peak hour trips. They further require
that the transportation facility operate at.an acceptable level of service (LOS) with the
addition of the traffic generated by the development. The minimum acceptable LOS
for intersections under City of Medford jurisdiction is LOS D.

A total of 11 intersections on McAndrews Road and 3 intersections on Foothill Road
were found to be impacted by 25 or more peak hour trips generated by the proposed
development.

These intersections were analyzed for operation in Year 2004, both with and without
the-proposed.development traffic. The analysis included the adjustment of traffic
: volumes for both growth and pipeline trips. (Pipeline traffic represents the traffic
growth in the area due to developments other than those being investigated as part of
thissstudy.)

All of theisignalized -and unsignalized intérséctions analyzed maintained a minimum
of LOS D for the Year 2004 both withand without traffic generated by the proposed

development.

Based on this analysis it is recommended that the proposed zone change and PUD be
approved withdut any mitigation or improvements required.

[RH TRANSPORTATIONENGINEERING | February 26,.2003.| Arthur Dubs Project | 1
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This:report-addresses transportanon and traffic issues related to the proposed zone
change of Township 378, Range 1W, Sections 214, tax lots 200, 500, and 1000 in
Medford, Oregon. The 46.2 acre site is located in the:southeast quadrant of the
McAndrews Road and Foothill Road Interchange. The subject parcels are currently
vacant and are zoned.as Open Space Reserved (OSR). The proposed zoning change
for these parcels is to MFR-15 and SFR-10 with a planned unit development (PUD) of
10 units or less per-acre. '

The site plan.includes the development-of 232 multi-family housing units, 156
townhome units, 14 single-family housing utiits_, and 28 custom single-family housing
units. Access to the.development will be from local stréets, which connect to
McAndrews Road. No direct access will be made to McAndrews Road.

Completion of the development is scheduled for Year 2004. On completion the
devélopment is expected to generate 271 PM peak. hour trips with 180 trips entering

and 91 trips exiting the development. All trips entering and exiting the site are
considered new trips.

A vicinity map-and site.location is provided in Figure 1.

This analysis-addresses: requirements set:forth by:the. City of Medford in the scope of
work letter dated December 12, 2002. A ¢opy of this letter is included in Appendix L.

JRFTRANSPORTATION ENGINEERING | February 26, 2003 | Arthur Dubs Project | 4



52450 (east entrance)

2.1 ROAD: SY STEM
‘The general characterlstlcs of streets 1n the study'are prov1ded in Table 1.

"The: followmg 1ntersectfons are mcluded in’ the study area:

[T

.. McAnd’rewsrR ad’ at Brookdale Avenue -

R ‘M(-:Andrews Road at west access
° ,,_-McAndrews Road at centeraccess .
o McAndrews Road-at east: access
Lane: conﬁguratlons for all of the mtersectlons 'mclu_ded in the study area are shown in
Flgure 2. w3y - ‘

;. JEHTRANSPORTATION ENGINFERING | February 26, 20031 Arthur Oubs Project | 6
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2.2 TRAFFIC COUNTS

Traffic counts for'the intersection:of Foothill Road at Lone Oak:Road and the
intersections on McAndrews Road west of Foothill Road interchange were provided
by:the'City of Medford. Traffic count data for these intersections is included in
Appendix IL.

McAndrews,Road"current!y ends at.F'oothill"Road; however, the extension of
MecAndrews Road east of Foothill Road has been constriicted but is not curently open
to traffic. ‘This required the adjustment:of traffic at the Foothill Road interchange to
reflect eastbound:traffic movements onto. McAndrews Road.

Tréfficcounts_,_:for\t'hé_: Foothill Road ir'lt_ei'changgand McAndrews Road east-of
Foothil] Road were derived from the RVCOG EMME/2 model, Scenario 20035, for
PM peak hour counts at the Foothill Road interchange.

The model did not include any traffic projections for the ramp connections to
McAndrews Road eastbound. The assumiption was.made that 10 percent of the north
and southbound-traffic on Foothill Road would travel east on McAndrews Road. The
interchange PM peak hour traffic was redistributed to reflect the addition of the
movements onto McAndrews Road eastbound. The RVCOG EMME/2 model
information and redistribution of projected traffic volumes is included in Appendix
1.

The network PM peék hour for the intersections in the study area, based on existing
traffic'volumes, is 4:30' PM to 5:30 PM.

3.0 TRIP GENERATION

In order to determine the traffic impacts.of a development on a roadway system, the
number of vehiclé trips resulting from-the:development must be estimated. This is the
trip gencration. The estimated trip generation for this development is based on the ITE
Trip Generation Manual.

The proposed site-plan includes the development of 232 multi-family housing units,
156 townhome hiousing units, 14 single-farmily Housing units, and 28 custom housing
units.,

The peak hour! tnps generated were determined-using the average for land use code

220, Multi- Famlly Dwelling Units, code 230 Townhouse Units, and code 210 Single-
Family Units. The PM peak hour trip generation is shown in Table 2.

JRH TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERING | February 26, 2003 | Arthur Dubs Project | '8



50.2 PAGE 101
o ® i

Table'2; PM Peak Hour Tnp Generatlon
e

156 054 84 67 56 33 2%
42 1o 42 64 27 36 15
271 180 7 91

4.0 TRIP DISTRIBUTION AND ASSIGNMENT

After determinipg the trip generation, the next step in the analysis requires distributing
and assigning- the trips'tothe existing-traffic.network. Trip distribution allocates the
trips generated from the development to/from their destinations/origins.

Trips accessing the development were distributed with 95 percent to/from the west
and 5 percent to/from the-east. All other distributions were computed using existing
intersectiori splits.. Care-was taken to ensure that the trip distribution and assignment
made sense and was reasonable, which meansithat:in a few-cases trip distribution did
not follow exactly the existing intérsection splits.

Trip distribution to and from the proposed site is included in Appendix IV,

5.0 TRAFEIC VOLUMES ADJUSTMENT

' 5.1 YEAR 2004 (NO-BUILD) VOLUMES AND PIPELINE ADJUSTMENTS

The proposed development is scheduled for completion in Year 2004. The existing
traffic volumes were adjusted to represent Year 2004 traffic.conditions. This was
accomplished by applying a growth rate of two percént per year to the existing counts.
The City of Medford provided the 2 percent.growth rate used in this study.

In addition to-adjusting volumes to Year 2004 conditions, pipeline trips were also
added to the traffic volumes. Pipeline traffic:répresents the traffic growth in the area
due to developments:other than those-béing:investigated as part of this study.

The City of Medford supplied pipeline trip information for the following approved
development projects.

o Hillcrest Acre Subdivision
Hillcrest Meadows Subdivision
Crystal Ridge Subdivision
Becker-E Bamett
Breeze-E Bamett
Pactrend-Stonegate Estates
Mahar Homes

e & & o .8 O

JRH TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERING | February 26, 2003°| Arthur Dubs Project | 9
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atio

- Traffic fows.freely. elay-
A {Desirable) Free Drivers ¢an maneuver easily and find freedomin -~ <10
operation.
Traffic still flows smoothly with few delays. Some
B (Desirable) Stable drivers feel somewhat restricted within groups of > 10 and < 20
' vehicles.
Traffic generally flows smoothly but occasionally
) , _ vehicles may be delayed through,one signal
C (Desirable) Stable cycle. Desired urban area-designilevel. Backups > 20 and <35
o mdy develop behind turning Vehicles. Most
drivers féel.somewhat estricted.
Traffic delays:may be.mcre than one signal cycle
during peak hours but excessive back-ups do not
occur. ‘Considerediacceptable urban area design > 35 and <55
leve!. Maneuverability is fimited during short
periods due totemporary back-ups.
Delay may be great &hid Up to Several signal
cycles: ‘Short periods of this level may.be
the cost and
] buted 16 préviding a:higher fevel of
service. Therg aré typically fong queuss of
vehicleswaiting'upstream of the-intersections.
Excessive defay.causes reduced capacity.
Always considered unsatisfactory. May be
tolerated in recreatiohal areas where accurrence 80
is rare. Trafficis backed up from other locations
and may.restrict or prevent movement of vehicles
_ at the infersection.
;.De]ay Range relates to the range of average vehicle delay (in-seconds per vehicle) that falls within the associated level of
SErvice.

Approaching

D {Acceptable) Unstable

> 55 and < 80

E (Unsafisfactory).  Unstablé:

F (Unsatisfactory) ~ Forced

For this study, level of service analyses were completed according to the Highway
Capacity Manual (HCM) method implemented in.SYNCHRO Version 5.

The City of Medford-provided the signal timing data. This is enclosed in Appendix
VL

7.0 PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

7.1 YEAR 2004 NO-BUILD PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

Yeéar, 2004 no-build perfoimance:analysis was:performed on all City of Medford
intersections with a classification of cdlle_ctor"or‘higher which had their volumes
increased by 25 or more peak hour trips. Performance analysis was performed using
the methodology described above.

RH. TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERING | Fepruary 26, 2003 | Arthur Dubs Project |13
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Our analysis shows that-all of the signalized and unsignalized intersections-meet the
minimum LOS:requirements. Based on meeting or exceeding the City’s requirements,
no mitigation is required due to the traffic.generated by this proposed development.

9.0 RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of a traffic impact study-(TIS)'is to access the impact of.traffic generated
by a proposéd development. The goal.ofthe TIS is to insure that the traffic generated
does not degrade the existing transportation facilities below the minimum standards
established by the'local agency. When minimum standards are exceeded, the TIS
identifies mitigation measures and improvements that are required to maintain the

" minimum standards due to the additional traffic generated by the proposed
development.

The proposed Diibs properties'zone:change request and planned unit development
(PUD) are'within the City of Medford and'the TIS accesses the impact of new traffic
generated by the development base on City of Medford development code

* requirements.

The City of Medford requires that any intéfsection which is impacted by 25 or more
peak hour trips bé-analyzed to determine that the operation meets minimum standards
for level of service both with and without the traffic generated when the development
1s completed.

The minimum level of service established by the City of Medford is LOS D, and the
year of completicn of the Dubs Properties development is Year 2004.

The traffic generated by the Dubs properties development is determined.to be a total
of 271 PM pedk hour trips, with 180 of the trips entering the development and 91 trips
leaving the development.

The distributioh of:the these trips resulted in.analysis of 14 intersections on both
McAndrews Road-and Foothill Road: The.intersections were analyzed using traffic
volumes which-were adjusted for growth, pipeline trips, and development-generated
traffic for the Year 2004.

The analysis shows that all of the intersections meet or exceed the minimum LOS D
requirement established by the City:of Medford with any mitigation or improvements

required.

Based on the results of this TIS,; it is recommended that the Dubs properties zone
change and PUD.bejapproved without any required mmgatlon or improvements.

JRH TRANSPORTATION: ENGINEERING | February 26, 2003 | Arthur Dubs Project | 15
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Appendix I

Scoping Letters
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. wnnengequsstx‘cxvcd. Public Works will E;fii::}ilyfall"nﬁ;aq plpehne mfoxmanon within

A improiestents o it tion measive sesessary to mainta facily
ions, Mitigation mieasures may incliide stipulations and/or
transp rtation imiproveinents and: shall bie ri  to.the extent that the

- transpomnon famhncs, mder'CzlyJunsmcnon, operate at a acccptiblc levcl of service (LOS)
mththcaddmanofpm_]ectn'afﬁc : ' -

" Pcakpmodwmmg mis movemen ynré;must?‘ibﬁzatfléa"st two-hour pinimurms and captire the peak
Seria: in ; { ’-éﬁ;d-adjﬁstédtothc,dmgnywofthcpmjm A

ngagrcm if coitts weren’t prepared during the
_ peak penod of the year and count data shows a; 10% mcruse in traffic volumes

Breate) 300 ve ‘ :bcrlaneshouldnotbeusedunlss
f'pmject vicifuty.. "Queue lengthsishall be calculated at the 95
;Actual peak hour: factors ‘shoiild be. used for, each movemet or lane &
the ana]ys;s. For ncw Jmigse?uons* pedic] hourf: faEto; cxceéain'g 0:90 shall not be

‘ collcctor and artmal slxects shallbc evaluated for
)fls,?derezmmed to-be’ below standaxdmmtmxnns L e
such as lcﬁ and tight: tum lanes; shall.also be evaluatcd where none

. are curreriﬂy pronded.

10.: ngmhzed mtcrsecnon analyses on.City:i mtezsectmns shall Ye inaccordance with the: City's
timing shieets. Analyscs wﬂl follow. -either pn:-umed acmmed-coordma:ed, or.actuated-
uncoordmated timing plans ‘Oneeithe: study afea'is defined. bythe apphcant straffic cngmccr

and a written' reqiiest is. recclvcd, Public Works: will: supply all timing information: within one
we_.t;h- ,

5

[ y'can'be found inthe Medford Land Devclopmcnt Code, section
1 : whxch isnot'in. accorda.nce with this mcthodology will:be Teturned o the: applicant:
vmhout review: If you'have: any qucsnons feel free to comact me at 774-2121. -
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December 6, 2004 FEB 02 2005
PLANNING DEPT.
Craig Stone S
Craig A. Stone & Associates ‘
708 Cardley Avenue CITY OF MEDFORD
Medford, OR 97504 EXHBIT#_ = S0\

Fle# PUuD-05 -5

RE: Revisions to Arthur Dubs Project

Dear Mr. Stone:

At the request of Mr. Dubs, I am preparing this evaluation of the revisions to his
proposed project, known as Bella Vista Heights Subdivision — PUD,

On February 206, 2003, JRH Transportation Engineering submitted a traffic impact
report for the subdivision. At that time, the subdivision was planned for 232 multi-
family housing units, 156 townhome units, 14 single-family housing units, and 28
custom home units. Full build-out was expected to generate 271 PM peak hour trips,
with 180 entering and 91 exiting. Analysis in the report, in accordance with City of
Medford scoping, analyzed the impacts at 14 intersections. All were found to operate
within an acceptable level of service upon the opening of the development, including
traffic from pipeline projects.

Table 1 shows the projected PM peak hour trip generation resulting from the revised
land use. This land use includes 111 single-family units, as well as a 16,286 square

foot medical office building.

Table 1: PM Peak Hour Trip Generation — Revised Land Usc

Peak
Land Use Units  Hour  Trips % In Yo ‘Out

Rate In Out
Single-Family A _
{Code 210) 111 1.01 112 64% 72 36% 40
Medical Office Bldg 16286  3.72 61 27% 16 73% 45
{Code 720) KSF

173 88 85
Feb. 26, 2003
Arthur Dubs Project TIA
Trip Generation 271 180 91
REDUCTION IN TRIPS 098
vorcr 341.687.1081 Fax 541.345.6599

47605 VILLAGE PLAZA LOOTD SUTTE 201 EUGENE ORIGON 97401
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Letter from James R. Hanks, P.E.

RE: Revisions to Arthur Dubs Project
December 0, 2004

Page 2

As can be seen in the table, this revised land use has a reduction in daily traffic, as
well as inbound and outbound traffic. Because total traffic, as well as traffic in each
direction, is diminished, all intersections away from the site can be assumed to have
traffic volumes less than originally projected and, therefore, a better than or equal to
level of service than projected in the initial study.

To ensure that there will be no adverse effect, we also investigated the level of service
at each of the entrances from-the development onio McAndrews Road, to ensure that a
spot problem will not result from the reatlocation of the trips. For this analysis we
used a peak hour factor of 0.75 for internal trips, and the previously used 0.90 was
used for McAndrews Road. The results for this analysis are given below, in Table 2.

Table 2: 2004 Level of Service Analysis — PM Peak Hour

Entrance Southbound Movements Northbound Movements
West Entrance LOS A LOS B
Center Access LOS A N/A
East Access N/A L.LOS'B

Based on this analysis, the conclusions contained in the original report remain, and the
modifications to the proposal will have no adverse effect upon the transportation
system.

Very trulp ydurs,

James R. Hanks, P.E.

cc: Arthur Dubs
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HCIVI Uns;gnallzed Intersect’Capamty Analysis . Build - 2004
1: McAndrews Road & Dubs-West:Ent Timing Plan: DEFAULT

O T 2 i N S S SR 4

Lane Confguratlons by 5. A + & &
Signicontrol ..~ - “Free S 7 Free T stop LT Stopr o+ |
Grade 0% 0% 0% 0%
Volumel(ven/hy M5y 295 Al - 4 433 1. 24 0 0 xR O .43
Peak Hour Factor 075 090 075 075 0980 075 075 090 075 075 080 075
Hourlyilowirate (vpn), T - 207 . 328 . b5 148 {1 . 132 0 0 - .3 .0 . 57
Pedesfrians

Lanewidthi(ft), -~ - : i e - s
Walking Speed (ft/s) , ,

Percent'Blockage + = e . . o R L . 5]
Right turn flare (veh)

Mediantpe Tt T oI N Ngme =1
Median storage veh)
U T T T L ]

pX, platoon-unblocked _
vG; conflictingvolume) . 149 - 3828 TTB297 547 A0 4355, TT574 - 75
vC1, stage 1 confvol _

VE2;stage:2 confvol - - - ‘ : R ' : b SRR A
vCu, unblockedival 149 382 529 547 191 355 574 75
€. snoeE) . . A4 . .. A& ps Gl B9 o 75 65 6.9
tC, 2 stage (s)

[ - N D - I35 TR0, 3:8, 35 a0y ¢ 3.3
p0.qleue free %. 99, 100 100 100 100 o4
cMicapacity:| (veh/h) L 430, 436:_ . 818, 569, 421 972

yolume Totaiiz 4 5 . 1 2, B
Volume Left 0 1 0 0 32 3
Volume:Right e, - s - 40 0 55 gy Qv A R -TAN - ]
cSH 1430 1700 1700 1173 1700 1700 402 942
Volumeroicapacity, . . 0,01 10713~ 010 0100 {006 0.03.° 0108 006t ~ < ~Fv . YT )
Queue Length 95th (ft) 1 0. 0 0 0 0 6 5
Control Delay (). . T 00 00 B 010 0.0, A&7 adH o o eI
Lane LOS A A B A
Bpbroach Delay 8l 04 v oo gy g
Approach LOS B A

ntersection: Summ:

Average Delay 1:8:
m P g oo T . - TR - e ¥ 5
2 427:9% ICU evel of.Service: ot AL Tl e ]
d (m 15
» B 4 LT A - " N - i CEON PR ) AN EE
LN P I R S . . e mar a ¥ i . SRR

Jii Synchro 6 Report
Authur Dubs.Properties Page 1
JRH Transportation Engineering
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HCM Unsignalized InterSectg Capacity Analysis Build - 2004
2: McAndrews & Dubs:Center Ent Timing Plan: DEFAULT

Grade ' 0% 0% 0%
Volumeilfveh/)r -~ - 13T 984" 428 4 4 7 ik FI
Peak-Hour-Factor ‘075 090 090 0.75 0.75

Hoarlyflow.rate:(vph): 177 _31p 142 O SR IR T

Pedestrians
Laneswidih (i), = e L ) e ]
Walking Speed (ft/s)

Percent Blockage ™ " N . e TR N
Right turn flare (veh) .
Mediantype’ 37 .. . . T ToTNene 4 o T ey ]
Median storage-veh). _

Upstream Signal (fty=~ .~~~ — — T " T T A ]
pX, platoon unblocked

VvE; conflictingivolume’ ™ 144 7 7,7 T 335 . 72 Ly T
vC1, stage 1 conf vol

VG2 stage2iconbyol . T o T T L e e A
vCu, unblocked vol 144 335 72

tChsinglei(s)y, . <. . . 4l R - . R
tC, 2 stage (s)
T T P S - R T T ey
p0 queue free % 99 100 99
cMicapacityi(Veh/n)y - H4375T v 0 oy L . 627 . 976- .

v
@
“

Al

e - 2,

. EBSRWBImWEIZLISBRE %
Volume'Totall < » 8-, 4587; 95 449 1T . 40T
Volume Left 0 0 0 0 1
Volime Right T ™™ ™o~ 0. 0 0 0~ 4 N A RN 5
cSH _ 1437 1700, 1700 1700 1700 912
VOIMeofCapacty s o 004 0109, 009 0.06 003 001 . ;e o & e ey
Queue . Length 95th (ft) 1 0 0 0 0 1
Control:Delayi(s). TR 00 000 0.0, 00 90 L e )

o
PRI

Lane LOS A A

L s

45

e

RpToach Dely,B) &5 0 T T L L T PRI

Approach LOS A

IntersectioniSummary, A Ly
‘Average Délay 0.5
AtersechionCapacy Utz aton: - o 120i4%, . 1CU kavel of Service, -+ A~ T man ]
Analysis Period (min) 15 - |

" o gg;- " :, — -,3; K 0y " ~ RN . - . BB . ;.; u R "«-» 5

Jli 7 Synchro 6 Report
Authur Dubs Properties Page 2
JRH Transportation Engineering
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HC‘M Unsignalized Intersep& Capacity Analysis . BuiIJ 32004

S T A N

3t McAndrews & Dubs-East Ent Timing Plan: DEFAU“LT"*‘“‘\

Mow R AL R CBRGW B AW B T NB N BRI s e e P S R Bty

Lane- Conﬂguratlons Ap N M b

signcontrol ¥ - IFree -~ Tt "% ~FRrgeic.Stop. ., T T R e
Grade. 0%. 0% 0%

Vollmei(vehih) . .~ - @0~ A5 & A, 8 @ o oy e o]
Peak Hour Factor 090 075 075 080 0.75 075

HoUry oW rate(vpn), (300" 20 4 84 i BT e ]
Pedestrians

LaneiWidth:(fty_- . e g o T . : N
‘Walking Speed (ft/s)

PercentBlockage: ~  ~ -~ - O . L s e )
Right turn‘flare (veh)

Median type, - " & S . Nene- . | . N
Median storage veh) o :

Upstream signal (fiyi = =~ &~ Y e o AR
pX, platoon unblocked

VE, conflictingvolume: * . L 320 " . 380 - 160, RN
vC1, stage 1 conf vol

ve2, stagerleonf Vol - < o AR A
vCu, unbiocked vol 320 380 160

CEnge®),. o T 68 .69 - St e e A
tC, ZStage (s)

() RN
pO-queue-free %

cM;capac:ty (veh/h) g

=

5!

k:
—

Volume Total R 200"’ 1201 -, A
Volume Left 00 | |
Volime Right ~ <. & <. 0 ~_ 20 [ R - R R Y
cSH. 7 1700 1700 1237 1700 1700 633

Vélume toiCapacity? = . 042.~.0:07 0:00° 0.04 004, 002 -~ . "~ . . .7 a Thag v f
Queue Length 95th (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 2

CoRtBIDelay (B) =, T 00 00,79 T 00. s0W: A0, e e T
Lane LOS A B
Approach Delay,(s) .. 0.0 — 0 T " AT TR0 e e et 3
Approach LOS B

Intérsection.stmmar
AverageiDelay 03,

IRtarsection:C apacity Uilzatom,. . 18d%, . ICU Level ot seivies, ¢ R i e ]
Analysis Period (min) 15 '

7 * T w e g —rT
. s " L o, * B Lt R .- b e i E w . LR "ﬁgua‘ :§‘1
s RS Sy O S Pt LE . 2 - z : b - L s -

Jil Synchro 6 Report
Authur Dubs Properties Page 3
JRH Transportation Engineering



CITY OF MEDFORD
November’ 18, 2002 : . Eled : — =

Pacific Internationial Enterprses MECES VED
l%I;JBfS'odth‘RiVergidc‘ ' : ‘ - :
Meédford, OR:-97501 FEB 02 2005 »~
RE: R’eédﬁifﬁéndededvey»:a)" Location PLANN ING DEPT.

-for‘-Pr_?pg_(;y;__LQg_a_xﬁ_t@‘f;ifﬁ'é“rnhea.st o N
-of McAndrews Road; Westof the Footkhi] I;Road Interchange

Deiar M'.-:"Dubs_:

' } . Ihis letteris.in rfesponsetg, your.questionregarding the:recommended access point for
’ - the'partion of your 42,1 gross;asre sits. This;is thetriangularishaped northeast comer,
!= bordered by the nqu_;a.n’d{é:’a’.’sr;by-your.p,rc_)p_e\r_;y'.l_i'ne‘, addion the south by the
: - alignment.of McAridrews Road. The McAndrews:Road street:plans curresitly have a
‘ fufl'zac'c'e:sskintersecribnu;g approximataly Station.52+50; Thisiintersection provides-

!
,f access to your propertyisouth of McAndrews Road: however, ‘it does not supply
f access to'your propérty-north of McAndreves..
[ Based onia review of theihofizorital alignment of McAndrews Road, I would
3 recommend’that's fight-in, fight-out drivewsy be providad.io the property at
' de of a horizontal curve,

. approximatzly Station 48+50, This:locatisr ision the-outsi :
! thus affording maximum s:tedistance for x.-ch:'c'[é;;:g'g;itj.pg‘tl_jgsp;c_pe;ry, and the 400

foot spacing'benweeh interSections.is sufficientitotelimifiate intar-intersection

; conflicts. Becalse:this would.be amght-in, right?oRidnveway, thers would not be a :

il problem with left-urmconflicss . ;

I : i-
includé d'stb steet to the property lr

Twould further récormend that the projecy dasign in
to.the 25t sotharan eveqial sra3Astvork-could comnzctto the fuli intarsecticn.a:

; Starion $2%50.
' 1

’

5 T would also racommend that any cul-gi-sacsdmitnittin thzdangh limits establishad
{: Bitne Fira Marshal:,
o Pizase{dims: know il youhaveany fither Guestonitragirding thus.

)
\”erj' tuly yours, L/ .

R A R e WL Jad psew W DRHWESC QA
I A S A N R S W10 101 1o ST E dog CEC R DHRECO ™ 27400

T T AT AT v Uy e gt [T

(VS &ONI  ShizhL  HAM hOsd WaRZHE ZeZ-81—1.l

8555 Sy
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’- __RDK Engineering
TRAFFIC ENGINEERING/SIGNAL:SYSTEMS
3350 Green: Acres Dr., Cétitiall Poirit, OR 97502 - Phone (541):664-0393 Fax:(541) 664-9320

December 19, 2002

Arthur Dubs

Pacific Intemational Enterprises, Inc..
1133 Riverside #1 )

Medford, OR 97501

RE: Proposed Access.for Piéperty"bh'McAndr__cws.Rd'.,;E‘a.s’t of Foothill.-
_ Dear Mr. Dubs

The McAndrews Rd. project. from Foothill' Rd. to Tamarack Dr: is-nearing completion.
THe stréet project'has constructédia new full access intersection’at sta..52:+ 50. The
intersection will provide access to your propérty lying South of McAndrews Rd. The
intersection does not provide access to your property té the North-of McAndrews Rd.

I'reviewed the site/and the:new-sectionof McAndrews Rd. with you on December 13,
2002, A proposedinew driveway location at Sta. 48+ 50'to serve the property to the
North wasTeviewed: McAndrews Rd. has:afconcrete médianibarrieriin place through this
area which wouldifimit tuming movements to “Right Tum In’’ and‘Right Tum Out™ only.

The driveway location is-on'the cutside ofa horizontal.curve. This:should provide in
excessof. SO0'R. sight distanceifor approdctingitraffic: Theproposed driveway will be-
400 fi. West of the:existing intersection. This‘is sufficient distance-to cledr any
intersection conflicts: “ '

The néw driveway should be:considered for:approval.

Please let me know if you haveany questions. N
CITY OF MEDEORD
o Trely Yours ' EXHIBT #__— 390
ety Truly Yours:  File# ?M.D“OS’:S
RECE:VED
RDK Engineering FEB 02 2005

PLANNING DEPT.
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HILLCREST CORPORATION

GENERAL PARTNER:
COGSWELL LIMITED PARTNERSHIP
MOUNTCREST LIMITED PARTNERSHIP

GEMNERAL OFFICES: HILLCREST ORCHARD:
2303 SEATTLE TOWER 3285 HILLCREST ROAD
1218 THIRD AVENUE MEDFCRAD, OR 97504
SEATTLE. WA 98101 {541) 773-1487 OR
(206} 6232874 (541) 779-2043
FAX {2086) 623-0538 FAX (541) 779-2043

EC L VIED

October 18, 2004
rel 002 2005

PLANNING DEPT.
Medford Planning Commission
City of Medford
CITY OF MEDFORD
REF: Bella Vista Heights Subdivision EXHIBIT #—EP\Q
Fle #._Pul -0 —2 5

i p— e

Ladies and Gentlemen:

We have reviewed the proposed plat done by Hoffbuhr and Associates, dated September
29, 2004, and agree with its design. The design does not provide for any connectivity to
~ Cogswell Limited Partnerships property commonly known-as Hillcrest Orchard. We feel
that it would be inappropriate to have any connéction:in this general area of our property
as we envision the development.of the property to have no requirements for connections
to McAndrews road in this immediate area. All transportation needs would be met
through systems leading to Foothill road near the; present alignments of the existing

drivéways.

Thank you for you considération regarding this matter.

Sincerely.

0 }’mﬂzjq%&t
Walter 1. Bagnall ,

Senior Vice President, Operations
Hillcrest Corporation, General Partner

Cc: Metro and Associates, L.1..C. Consultants & Real Estate Development
Craig Stone

PEARS AND TIMBERLANDS » CONTINUQUS FAMILY OPERATION SINCE 1908
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Feb 26 70 06:18p RPC. Medford 54.1-8S0-7263 : p.2
' ‘I REAL pROPERT‘( o WILLIAM M, MILLER, MAI
_L' CONSULTANTS ELLENA. MILLER
' MEDFORI
541/773-2300
P.O.Bex 276 - ‘MEDFORD! GR 97501, Fax 541/773-5764
REAL ESTATE APRAISERS & COUNSELOHS E-Mail: rocmedford@charter net
January 3, 2005 7
RECL:VED " CITY OF:MEDFORD
o e EXHBIT = s
o | o FEB 022005 Fie #_2UD s -20 5
City Planning Commission B
City of Medford PLANNING: DEPT.
Lausmann .Annex N
Medford, Oregon 97501
Re; Retail and :service ccmmercial uses ‘as part of & PUD plan

for the Dubs Property, McAndrews Road at Foothill Roed, Medford,
Oregon.

Dear Commission:

At the request: of Jay Har.ard, Craig A. Stone and Associates,

thilss lettér 1is t&é -address po'téh’tiwiall ~ valuation impacts on
adjoining .and surrounding property if ‘tetail «nd service

comitercial uses are peéimitted in the northwest corner of the
Dubs Property that would be part of _an overall planned unit

I ‘have appraised tHé Dubs 2ruperty in the past. I am familiar

with the attached 'propesec ¢evelopment plan and have recently
J,nspected ‘the property and iis surroundings. A commercial use
in the northwest 'section of the property will not adversely
affect surroundlng residential 1ised. In fact, if such a

development is 'well designed, #t .cowld ‘enhance the area by
;-blendlng in with it and 4t the same time supplylng sufrounding
properties with heeded services.

There fare. numeérous exé'mplé; in support of this con:lusion. Fiy
few Include the: establlshc’d cnmmercral use and zoning across

‘Foothill Road from the sub ect, the garden style office park in

the middle Gf the Alder Creel PUD approximately two miles south
of the subject, ‘the ne.gtberhood, shopping center at the
soluthwest: cofner of North I'hoenix Road and Barnett Road, and

REAL PROPERTY.CONSUL TANTS, INC.
AFFILIATE OFFICES:

nts F‘ortlahd Real Property Cor sultants Medford Reai F'roperty Consultants Klamath Falls-
Real Property Consu s Salem Real Property. Cor sultants Grants Pass Each'office is independently. owned & operated.

E%HEBH’ Zoj
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nunerous other examples ip ‘Medford dnd. ‘the. Rogue Valley where
nelghborhood commercial deelopment. ‘was provided acjoining the
re51dent1al neighborhcods. the’ serve., These developments do not
adversely affect the residential ases adjoining them.

The phy51cal <haracteristics of the proposed Ccommercial ‘portion
alsdo make it a loglcal transitional use between the McAndrews
Road and IEoo_hlll Road arterials &nd any futuro adjoining
residential uses to the north and east.

If you have any further que;tions on concerns, please call.
Respectfully submitted,

William M. Miller, MAI

Page 2 o2
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DECLARATION’ ;
oF eV
y . < D
CONDITIONS, COVENANTS, AND RESTRICTIONS @@;[k -
OF =

- 1- Declaration,of Conditions, Covenant_’s,ff;and’Reé:tﬁctions PLANNING DEPT. Q@
"D

BELLAVISTA HEIGHTS, A PLANNED COMMUNITY ( T -
: oA AT 25—]

THIS DECLARATION, made this day of , 2005, by Pacific
International Enterprises Inc., a Subchapter S Corporatiori orgdnized under the lago
the State of Qregon, hereinafter “Declarant”, 6F ':EDFORD
EXHIBIT # Sule
RECITALS ;Ile# TUD 05 -5
: _peae doeuwmed o & l%
i. Declarant is the owner of real property within the City of Medfofd,

Jackson Courty, Oregon (hereinafter sometimes “BellaVista Heights”), described in
Exhibit A (the “Property”) attached hereto, which real-property and Lots are also
described in the subdivision:plat.to be recorded in the:official-recotds of Jackson County,
Oregon, a copy of which is attactied hereto as Exhibit «B”, and contains those Common
Areas and other portions ofthe Property described below. The subdivision is a Class I
Plarined Community known as “BellaVista Heights”, and is subject to ORS 94.550-

94.783.

2. Declarant desires to. provide for the preservation:and enhancement of the
property values, amenities, and opportunities in BellaVista Heights, and for the

miaintenance of the Property and improvements thereon, and to this end desires to subject

the Property toﬁthe‘covenant_s, conditions, restrictions, easements, charges, and liens

hereinafter set forth, each and all of which is and are for the benefit of the Property and
cach owner of any Lot or unit thereof,

3. Declarant has deemed’it desirable for the efficient preservation of the
values and amenities in'such community to create a non-profit corporation, to which
should be delegated and assigned the powers of owning, maintaining and administering
the common property and facilitiés and administering and enforcing the Covenants,
Conditions, and Restrictions, and disbursing the assessments and charges hereinafter
cr'éated,;and)promoting the recreation, health, safety and well-being of the members of

the. Association.
DEFINITIONS

The following definitions apply to the terms used in this Declaration, and the
attached Bylaws. )

i “Articles”, “Bylaws”, and “Directors” shall refer to the Articles of
Incorporation of the Association, the Bylaws of the Association (attached hereto as
Exhibit “C™), and the-Boatd of Directors of the Association, respectively.

RECE:VED

FEB G 2 2005 %&y:
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BYLAWS
OF
BELLAVISTA HEIGHTS HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC.

AN OREGON NONPROFIT.CORPORATION

1. NAME AND LOCATION.

The name of:the corporation is BELLA VISTA HEIGHTS HOMEOWNERS
ASSOCIATION, INC., (thereinafter referred to as the “Association”). The Association is
organized under the Oregon Nonprofit-Corporation Law: The pr"inc,ipal office of the Association
shall be located in the City of Medford, County of Jackson, State of Oregon, but meetings of
Members and Directors may be held as such other places as are close as possible to the property
within Jackson County; Oregon, a§ may be designated by the.Board.

2. DEFINITIONS.

The terms used herein shall have the meaningsset forth in'Section 1, Declaration of
Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for BellaVista Heights, a Planned Community, recorded
on , 2005, as Document No: _ in the Official Records of Jackson
County, Oregon (the “Declaration”), unless otherwise.specifically provided for in these Bylaws.

3. MEMBERSHIP.

3.1 Qualification. Every person or entity who is-a Owner of Lot 1 thru 111 in Phases
1 and 2 of BellaVista Heights which is subject by covénants of record to assessment by the
- Association shall be a Member of the Association andsshall be entitled to one membership for
each Lot owned. The foregoingis not intended to include:persons or entities who hold an
interest merely as security for the performance.of an obligation. A vendee under a recorded land
sale contract or recorded memorandum of land sale contract shall be considered the Owner for
purposes of membership in the Association. Membership shall be appurtenant to and may not be
separated from the ownership of any Lot which is subject to assessment by the Association. '
Owriership of such Lot shall be the.sole qualification for membership. Any transferof title to a
Lot shall operate automatically to transfer the membership'in the Association appurtenant thereto
to-the new Owner thereot.

32 Voting.

(a) All membership and v’oting';fprocedur,es are governed by the Articles and
Bylaws of the Association.

(b) The Association shall have two classes of voting membership:

BYLAWS OF BELLAVISTA HEIGHTS HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC. -1
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CRAIG A@TONE & ASSOC@TES, LTD.

Consultants in Urban Planning and Development 50,2 PAGE 126

708 Cardley Avenue ® Medford, Oregon 97504-6124
Telephone: (541) 779-4108 ® Fax: (541) 779-0114 @ E-mail: jay(@cstoneassociates.com

MEMORANDUM

To: Scott Rogers
Date: March 11, 2005 _
Subject: Incompleteness Letter for Bella Vista Heights PUD

This memorandum addresses bullet items three and four of your incompleteness letter dated
March 4, 2005.

Please add this memorandum and associated attachments to supplement the record for the
land use permit request for the Bella Vista Heights PUD and Subdivision:

Findings of Fact pursuant to MLDC Section 10.806: Figure 7-1 of the Medford
Transportation System Plan does not designate any streets in the vicinity of the
proposed development as planned transit routes. Applicant’s agent Dennis Hoffbuhr
has contacted RVTD about the project. The District’s response indicates no need for
transit facilities.

MLDC Section 10.806 Discussion and Conclusions of Law: The Planning
Commission concludes the City of Medford does not have sufficient nexus to require
transit facilities as a condition of development approval, based upon the lack of
existing or planned transit services in this area. As such, the Planning Commission
necessarily concludes that a requirement for transit facilities, as a condition of
development, would not be appropriate.

Attached you will find a PUD narrative, per your request in bullet item 4, and correspondence
documentation between RVTD and applicant’s agent, Hoffbuhr and Associates, Inc.

Please contact applicant’s agent, Hoffbuhr and Associates, if you have any questions
regarding

CRAIG A STONE & ASSOCIATES, LTD.

m ' RECEIVED

Jay Jarla
Consultin Planner 18R ' 6 9005

PLANNING DEPT.
‘av\QP\ N SO RLANNIN
CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHBIT # (=
File # .PU’D._O.:S’\ 75
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City Of Medford

Planning Deparitrment

City Halt

Medford, Qregon ’ RECEIVED
MAY 1 2 2005

PLANNING DEPT,

The Rogue Yaley Transportation District has.reviewed the tentative plat for

@Eu«-"*““sw* QF’“’"‘"S L PL)Q' ‘and find that this profect Has:

# No need forirnass transitfacilities:

o Hasthe:following need for mass transit'facilltfe's

CITY OF MEDFORD

ExHBiT#_(5 “ Soapl .

Rogue Valtey Transportation District. Fle # 00 ~ OS5 -2 5
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DATE: July 6, 2005

7 \ | NO.: P.UD. 05-25

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT STAFF REPORT -
BELLA VISTA HEIGHTS SUBDIVISION

“Fha

NOTE: Items A —D Shall bé' Completed and Accepted Prior to Approval of the Final Plat

A. ZONE CHANGE

1. Sanitary Services:

A. Currently-serviced by;

This site is within the City of Medford sanitary:sewer service area. There is an existing 8”
sanitary sewer main-at the northwest corer of this-site.

2. Streets:
A. Current condition ofinearest streets:

McAndrews Road, désignated-a Major Arterial Street, is an improved street with curbs, gutters,
park strips and sidewalks through this site.

Foothill Road, designated a Major Arterial Stréet, is pavéd but without curb and gutter along the
frontage-of this site.

B. Who has maintenance responsibilities:. City of Medford
C: Transportation analyses for the surrounding street systen are stated below:

Transportation analysis for potential impacts to the surroundingistréet system and anticipated road
improvements for the proposed zone change are-stated below:

Land Development: Code Section 10.461 gives the City ‘the authority to require.a traffic
‘impact report to. determine development impaéts on the surrounding street system. The
proposed tentative plat.and.zone change-from County OSR (Open-Space Reserve), RR-5

(Rural Residential — 5iacre. lot: size) and City SER-00/(Single-Family Residential —1 unit per
lot) to City’ SFR-4 (Single-Family Residential —4-units per acre) for an 88-lot residential
planned umit: development that will geiérate;842 average daily trips (ADT) and to SFR-2
(Single-Family Residential — 2 units per. acre) for a 23-lot residential planned unit
developiment that will generate 220.average daily trips (ADT) The net increase in trips to the
transportatlon system is 1062 ADT. Based on this:and the MLDC, section 10.461, a traffic
impact analys:s; (TIA)is required. A trafficimpact analysis was prepared two years ago and is
out of date: ‘A revised traffic impact -analysis was prepared by JRH Transportation

! CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT #___Y

Fis # UD- O - 25

Ty
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Engineering.

The study shows two (2)‘ intersections fail with pipeline trafﬁc The two ihtersections in

that if mgngl_;__zg:d thq intérsections run at an: appropn_ate level of'service (LOS D or better),
including the traffic from this development. The study does not give any indication of how
much development could:occur before these two'intetsections would be impacted with 25 or
more peak hour trips. Therefore the development shall either mitigate the two intersections
by designingand building the traffic signals required, wait uritil the City builds the signals
(not in the current TSP), or submit a revision or addefidum to the TIA that shows how much
development-can occur priorto 25 peak hour trips impacting this intersection and provide a
stipulation to that affect’in their findings.

At the timé of any site developrient of this site the City of Medford will recommend any necessary
improvements and/or dedications along this proposed zone change’s frontage on McAndrews Road
and Foothill Road.

3..Drainage:

Thisssite lies within the Lone Pine Creek Drainage Basin: The City’s current Drainage Master
Plan indicates improvements are required in the downstream storm drainage system to meet
current design standards:for this:basin. Asa zone.change.is not allowable without adequate
storm drain facilities, one: of the following criteria. must be met prior to issuance of a
development permit or a building permit:

a) Downstream facilities'shall be improved to carry-the additional flows resulting from the
development underthe new zoning district; or

b) An engineer registerediin'the State of Oregon'éhallw’pérfohn a study, including modeling
and/or calculations, stbject to the approval of the City of Medford Enginecring Division to
demonstrate that the downstream facilities are adequate to-accommodate the additional flows
from the development; or |

) An engineer registered in: the State of Oregon shall prepare a report which includes
testing, plans and calculatiohsinecessary to demonstrate post-construction runoff would be
limited to the current or predeveloped runoff rate. Thereport will be submitted to the City of
‘Medford Engineering Division for review and approval,

At the time of zone-changes; the City of Medford addresses capacity-issues with respect to the
sanitary'sewer and-storm-drainage systems.

B. STREETS
a. DEDICATIONS

Foothill Road is classified as a major arterial street-with-a required right-of-way width of 100-feet.
2
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Therefore, the developer.shall dedicate:to the'public a 20-foot wide strip, of right-of-way along the
westetly. side:frontage of Phase’11l.of this proposed development.

The City assesses System Development Charges (SDCS) to help pay for acquisition of right-
of-way arid-construction of additional Arterial & Colléctor Street capacity required as a result
of new development. ‘SDC calculations are based on réprésentative trip generation rates for
developments 0f a particular type. SDC’s assess costs to a-hew developrrient based on the
representative proportionate.impact (i.e. new trips'gerierated).

The Developer shall receive 5.5.D.C. (Street System Development Charge) credits for the
public right-offway dedication on Foothill Road dnd McAndrews Road, per the value
established by the Medfoid Municipal Code, Section 3.815.

Camina Drive, Palermo Street, V'eneto Circle and Sorrento Lane from McAndrews Road to Palermo
Street shall be 55-foot rights-of-way-dedicated to the public.

Local street right-ofiway dedication and construction requirements identified by the Public
Works Department and required by the City-are the minimum required to protect the public
interest and are necessary for additional or densification of development in the City without
detracting from the common good enjoyed by existing properties. Developmentsare 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 urbanrservices and adequate street circulation is
maintained.

The benefits of the rights-of-way dedication for the- development of this site include:

providing access.and transportation connections:at-urbanlevel.of service standards, on-street
parking, decreased emergency response times, benefitsifrom using right-of-way to provide
utility serv1ces the. addltlonal trafﬁc that is bemg generated by this proposed subdivision and

b. IMPROVEMENTS
i. Public Streets

The portion of McAndrews Road, through this developmenthas been improved with curb, gutter and
sidewalks: The setback for the sidewalks is-currently 5. 5-feet and does not meet the City Standard of
10-feet. Engineeringrecommends that the streét improvenients'and sidewalks be left in there current
location.

Camina Drive, Palermrio Stieet, Veneto Circle:and Sorrénto Lane from McAndrews Road to Palermo
Street shall be 1mproved tosMifior Residential Street'standards with a 28-foot wide paved section,
(designed to the City of Médford Standards), complete with curbs, gutters, 5-foot widesidewalks and
8-foot wide park strips.

The benefits to thisproposed subdivision of these public right-of-way improvements include:
3
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providing access and transportation connections at urban level of service standards, on street
parking, improved connectivity reducing the léngth of all modes of trips generated, decreased
emergency response times, benefits from using right-of-way to provide public utility
services, and City maintenance of the improved street.

ii. Private Streets

Albero Lane, Carino Lane, La Strada.Circle and Sorrento Lane north of Palermo Street are private
streets that will be maintained.by: a Home Qwners: Association, La Strada Circle.is shown to be
improved with a.28-foot wide paved section complete with. ciirbs, gutters and a 5-foot wide sidewalk
on one side. Albero Lane and Sotrentd Lane north of Palermo Street are shown to be improved with
a 24-foot wide paved section complete with curbs, gutters arid.a*5-foot wide sidewalk on one side.

Carino Lane is shown to be improved with a 24-foot wide paved section complete with curbs and
gutters and two' 7-foot wide paiking bays on one side of the lane.

In accordance with Section 10:239.0f the Medford Municipal Code these private streets are allowed
deviations from the City standards; provided the structural sections meet the City standards.

jii. Lighting and'signing

All str_eet’li_ghts and signing for _publ_i'c:streets shall be installed to City of Medford specifications.
The following street lighting and signing installations .will be required:

1. Traffic Siens ‘and Devices - City Installed
‘A. 8 — street:name signs
B. 4 —stop signs
C, 2 — dead end signs
D. 3 — dead end barricades

2. Street Lighting - Developér Provided & Installed
A. 4 — 100W street lights

The pedéstrian lights shall be constriicted on Caniina Drive, Palermo Street, Veneto Circle, Sorrento
Lane:from McAndrews Road to Palermo Street, Albero Lane, Carino Lane, La Strada Circle and
Sorrento,Lane north'of Palermo Street. The pedestrian lights shall be installed per Municipal Code
Section 10.495. Base mounted cabinets (BMC) shall' be:installed to serve the pedestrian lights.

The streetlightson Albero Lane; Carino Lane, La‘VSTA.r'ada-‘_Cii'c'Ie;and Sorrento Lane north of Palermo
Street shall be on-séparate electric meters and billed to the Home Owners Association.

Allstreet lights shall be operating and turned on at the time of the final walk through by the Public
Works Department:
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¢. ACCESS AND CIRCULATION

The Developer: shall place a-note of the Final Plat stating.there shall be no access direct vehicular
-access from Lots 10 thru.22 and Lots 23 thru 41 and Lots 58, 59, 98, 99 and the proposed
commercial site at the northwest comner of McAndrews Road and Camina’Drive, to McAndrews
Road.

B. SANITARY SEWERS

All publi¢ sanitary sewers sha]l‘be.c:()nstructed to the standards of the Department of Environmental
Quality in addition to standards;approved by the City of Medford."

The developer will be required to provide and verify sewer capacity for future upstream development
through this development. The sanitary sewer through this development will be constructed so there
is-sufficient. capacity for all'the anticipated upstream’ deve]opment If capacity issues exist for the
offsite downstream pipe for future upstream development, it will be the responsibility of the future
upstream developers.

A.sanifar.y‘sewer lateral shall be constructed to each lot.prior to approval of the Final Plat. Easements
shall be shown on the Final Plat for public sanitary sewers within private streets and laterals crossing
lots other then the one being'served by the lateral.

All public sanitary sewers shall be located in public streets:or in private streets w1th easements that
will be:shown on the Final‘Plat.

C. STORM DRAINAGE

‘a. Hydrology

The Désign Engineer shall provide an.investigative report of the off-site drainage on the subdivision
perimeter; a distarice not less than 100 féet in all directions. All off-site drainage affecting the
subdivision shall be addressed on thé subdivision drdiriage plan. A hydrology map depicting the
amount of:aréa the sibdivision‘will be draining shall be:siubmitted with hydrology and hydraulic
calculations. The opening of :each curb inlet shall be: sized in accordance with ODOT design
standards. These calculations.and'maps shall be submitted' with the public improvement plans for
approval by, the Engineering Division:

b. Detention

This site lies within the Lorie Pine Creek Drainage’Basin. A drainage plan in which post-construction
runoff rate does not exceed the predevelopment runoff rate shall be prepared by an engineer,

registered in the State of Oregon, and submitted to the Engineering Division for approval. In lieu of
performinga hydrology study, a controlled storm water.release of no more than 0.25 C.F.S. per acre
of dévelopment is-acceptable. The drainage _plan shal] show the entire project site with sufficient spot
elevations to determine direction of runoff to the proposed drainage system, as well as elevations on

5;
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-the drainage system..Upon:completion of the project; the developers design engineer shall certify that
the construction of the controlled storm water release drainage §ystem was constructed per plan. The
Property Owners Association will be responsible for the maintenance of the storm drainage systein.

¢. Grading

A comprehensive grading plan:showing the relationship between adjacent property and the proposed
subdivision will be.submitted with the public improvement plans for approval. The Developer shall
be responsiblethat the final grading of the development:shail be in compliance with the approved
grading plan.

d. Mains and Laterals

If storm drainage discharge from.this proposed development is‘ditected to the MIDrirrigation canal
the developer shall maintain the exiting hydrology-and not increase the rate and quantity of storm
drainage flow to the canal.

Asrequired by the Medford Municipal Code if the MLI.D. canal is to be used as a storm drain it-shall
be sized and improved to City Standards as part of this development.

If storm drainage is discharggd_‘into Lone Pine Creek to the north, the developer will obtain offsite
easements for the storm drain mains: frpm the adjoining property owner.

In the event the lot drainage should drain to the back of the lot;the developer shall be;responsible for
constructing a private drain line; including a tee at-the low point-of each lot to provide a storm drain
connection: All roof drains:and foundation drains shall be connected directly to a storm drain system.

A storm drain lateral shall be constructed to each. tax, lot prior to approval of the Final Plat. .
Easements shall be shown-on the Final Plat for storm drain.laterals.crossing lots other then the one
being served by:the lateral.

All public storim dfain mains'shall be located in paved public streets or in private streets with
easements that will be shown on'the Final Plat.

é. Wetlands

The Developer shall contact the Division.of State Lands for the approval or clearance of the subject
property with regards to.wetlands.and/or waterways, ifthey are present on the site.

For all areas susceptlble to being inundated by-watet froim any source, a drainage and hydrology
study mhust be- prepared by a licensed civil engineer. The:study must establish the 100-year flood
plain boundaries and the 100-yéar base flood elevations. It will be assumed that the property is
susceptible to. inundation if thére is any watercourse,. €ither-natural or man-made on or near the
subject propérty.
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f. ErosionControl

Subdivisions/P.U.D.’s of one-acre and greater- require a runzoff and érosion control permit. from
‘DEQ. The permit must be submitted to the Engmeenng Diviston: pnor to ¢onstruction plan-approval.
‘The erosion prevention.and sediment control plaii:shall'be includéd as part of the:plan set.

D. SURVEY MONUMENTATION

All survey monumentation shall be inplace, field-checked, and approved by the City Surveyor prior
to the final inspection/"walk-through" of the public improvements by City staff.

E. GENERAL
a. Design Requirements

All public improvements including streets, street lights; sanitary sewers and storm drainage facilities
shall be designed and constructed in accordance with the “Engineering Design Standards-for Public
Improvements”, adopted by the.Medford City Council in December, 2004. Copies of this document
are availablein'the office of the City Engineer.

b. Construction Plans

Construction drawings for this. project-shall be prepared by-an.engineer registered in the State of
Oregon and submitted to the Engineering Division for approval -Approval shall be obtained prior to
beginning-construction. Only a.complete set of cofistruction: drawmgs will be accepted for review.
This includes plans:and proﬁles for.all streets, minimum access drives, sanitary sewers, storm drains,
and street llghts as-required by the Planring Commission’s Final Order, together with all pertinent
details and calculations.

In order to-properly maintain an"updated inifrastructure data base, the Engineer of Record shall
submit mylar “as-constructed” dfaWings 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 ttility locations on the "as:built" drawings.

¢; Phasing

The Tentative Plat shows that:this-will be developed in ~threé,’pha$es. The Engineering Department
recommends that-any public:improvements, which: corres'pohd ‘Wwith'a particular phase, beimproved
at the time each phase-is being developed. The public ifhprovémerits that are not included within the
phase being: developed but-are rieeded to serve éach respective phase (IE. sanitary sewers, storm
drainage) shall bé constructed with each phase as needed.

d. Draft of Final Plat

The developer shall submit a preliminary draft of the final plat at the same time the public
improvement plans are submitted. No lot number or lot line'changes on the plat will be allowed after

7
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that time, unless approvéd by the City and all utility companies.
e. Easements

Easements shall be skown on the Final Plat for.all sanitary sewer laterals and storm drainage laterals
that cross lots or parcels other than the one being served by the laterals, including sanitary sewer and
storm drainage mains-within the private streets.

f. Permits

Building Permit appliCations»_Wil] not be accepted by theBuilding Department until the Final Plat for
each phase has been recorded and a*‘walk through” has been conducted and approved for al! public
improvements required by the Planning Commission for this development.

Concrete or block walls built within a P.U.E., sanitary sewer; or storm drain easements require
review and approval from the Engineering Department ‘Walls will require a separate permit from the
Building Department-and may require a professional engineer's certification.

The developer shall contact the Division of State Lands for the approval or clearance of said
development with regard to wetlands and/or waterways if thiéy are present on subject land. The
Developer shall address all floodway-issues with the proper ‘Agencies and acquire all necessary
permits for work within the floodway.

g. System Development Charges

Buildings in:this development are subject to a street, 'S'oﬁfﬁ;_int’éfdhange, sewer collection and sewer
treatment system development-charges. These will bepaid at the timé individual building permits are
taken out. This development i5'also subject to a storm:drain;systém development charge, but the
developer will réceive-a credit of 25% of the estimated cost of storm drains, as established by
Ordinance No. 4940, which are24 inches in diameteror larger and are not used for storm drainage
detention. The storm drain system: dévelopment charge will be collected at the time of the approval
of the'fiial plat. Developments'in-which Collector/Arterial streets are being constructed are subject
to reimbursemnent for strect constiuction and public right of - way dedication as stated in City of
Medford Code.

h. Pavement Moratoriums.

The developer shall be responsible for notifying, by:certified letter, all utility companies and existing
property owners of pdrcels, which afe adjacent to'any public street being constructed or paved as part
of this project. The lettér'shall inform the utility companies and property owners of the City's street
moratorium pohcy with respect to pavement cutting, for future utlhty services. The utility companies
and property owners shall be given the opportunity to.install ut111ty services within the right-of-way
prior to paving and the subSequent moratorium. Notifications shall be mailed by the Developer prior
to the final order of approval of the Tentative Plat by‘the Planning Commission. Copies of the
certifications shall be subinitted to the City Engineer with the submittal of the preliminary
construction drawings.



. . 50,2 PAGE 136

i. Construction and Inspection

Coiitractors 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 i improvement
drawings, which have béen approved by the City of Medford Engineering Division. Work within the
County right-of-way will require a permit to- perform from the County.

The City Public Works Maintenance Division requires that both public sanitary sewer and storm
drain mains be.inspected by T.V. prior to acceptance of these systems by the City.

The developer shall bear all expenses resulting from the adjustment of manholes to finish grades asa
result of changes in the finish street grade.
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BOARD:OF:WATER COMMISSIONERS

SAEY  Staff Memo

REL cNED

TO: Planning Department; City of Medford l\pR 2 0 2605
FROM: Rodney Grehn, Water Commission Staff Engineer NG DgthTMEﬂl
SUBJECT: File:No. PUD:05-25:  Land Development Committee Meeting EU\N.“‘ '

Developer/Location:  Consideration of preliminary PUD plan approval, including
tentatlve plat: and azone! change from County OSR (Open
Space Reserve) RR 5 (Rural Residential - 5 acre lot size),
and CityiSFR-00 (Smgle -Family Residential — 1 unit per lot) to
SFR-4 (Srngle Famlly Residential - 4 units per acre) and SFR-

(Slngle Family Re5|dent|al 2 units per acre) zoning
districts, for Bella Vlsta Heights,-a 'single-family residential
(11 1-unrts) and offlce .commercial (3.7 acres) mixed use
planned umt devetopment on 46.9 acres located the north and
south 5|des of East McAndrews. Road east of the intersection
with FOOthl” Road Pacmc Internatlonal Enterprlses Applicant
(Hoffouhr & Associates; Agent). Scott Rogers, Planner.

DATE: April 8, 2005

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

CONDITIONS

1. The water facility pIanmngldemgnlconstructlon process.will be: done in accordance with the
Medford Water Commrssmn (MWC) Regulations GovernmgLWatenServrce ‘and “Standards For
Water Facilities/Fire Protection SystemslBackﬂow Prevéntion Devices.”

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

3. A meeting with MwC engmeerlng staff is required'to’ discuss master planning of proposed on site
improvements; prior to the. desugn process begins.

4. Adutility pre-design meeting with MWC engineering staff IS REQUIRED for on-site infrastructure
development.

5. Easements will be:required over all proposed Medford’ Water Commission water facilities located
in private streets and:across any private properties.

COMMENTS

The MWC system DOES have adequate capacity:to:serve this property.

Off-site water lipe* mstallatlon IS required.

On- site: water facrl:ty constructlon IS required.

MWC- metered water service; DOES NOT exist to thls property:

Access to MWC water Ilnes for connection. IS: avallable

This development is;inciuded with two pressure zones, zone 1 & 2 (See Condition 3)

CITY OF MEDFORD
XHIBIT #

U ewN =

‘H:APUD'Bella Vista Heights PUD-05-25MWC memio.doc File # ) B ~ ) =2 =

N
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MEDFORD BUREAU OF FIRE PREVENTION
A Division of the Medford Fire Department
200 S.'Ivy Street Room #257
Medford, OR 97501
Phone (541)' 7742300 FAX (541) 774-2514

TO:

Land Development Report
Inter-Office Memo

Scott Rogers, Medford Planning Department:

FROM: Dan Patterson, Fire:Marshal

DATE: 11 April 2005

RE: File #: PUD-05-25 Pacific International Ent./Consideration of preliminary PUD plan
approval

D We have no comments-at this time.

[] Fire apparatis access roads and water supply for fire protection (hydrants) are

X

required ‘to be installed and made serviceable ptior to and during the time of
construction. IAW, UFC 901.3.

The following items:are.required for this.application:

Address Signs/Numbers
[ ] Address Numbers:.Building numbers shall'be placed in a position that is
plainly legible’and visible from the street or road fronting the property. These
numbers shall contrast with their backgiound. OFC Sect. 505.1.
o Additional notes:

Fire:Hvdrants

XI  Fire Hydrants and reéflectors will be required for this project.
IAW UEC 'Sect.901.4.3 and Sect.903.4.2.
° Hydrant locations ias’ follows As :indicated on map, 12 required where

_ 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. TAW UFC sect.901.2.2.2.
o Additional notes:
-1-

-GITY OF M‘ED‘FO"RD RECEIVED
EXHIBIT #, \3 .
Fis # oD DA 2:) APR 2 G 2005

PLANNING DEPT.
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e~ BUD-05:25 Continued

Fire hydrant spacing in Commercial:areas to, be a maximum of 300 feet, due to
operational needs -of the fire depattmerit hydrants on arterial ‘streets and some
collector streets shall bé located on the same side of the street as the project.
IAW UFC Art. 903.4.2.

e Additiorial notés:

Minimum Access Streets-No:Parking Signs'

[

Minimum Access: Streets, Residential Lanes and Minor Residential Streets do
not allow parking-on.¢€ither side. An approved “NO PARKING” sign shall be
erected at a predetérmined location. This “NO PARKING” restriction must
appear on the final plat or be deeded with the property. See attachment. IAW,
UFC 901.4.2.

e Additional notes:

Parking bays are required on minimum access streets.
IAW UFC Art. 901.2.2.1 and 902.2.2.1.
o Additional notes:

The developer must provide a minimum access' Address sign. See attached

minimum access street address sign installation sheet for the proper

installation information: A pre- approved address sign can also be utilized.
IAW, UFC 901.4.5.

o Additional notes: At entrance to Carino Lane.

Fire Dépdrtinent Access:

]

Fire Apparatus access roads shall be provided for every facility, building or
portion of a bulldmg hereafter constructed or moved into or within the
jurisdiction when any portion of the: facility or any portion of an exterior wall
of the first story of the building is located. more than 150 feet from fire
apparatus access as measured by an approved route around the exterior of the
building or facility. TAW UFC Art. 902.2.1.

o Additional notes:

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,
IAW UFC Art. 902.2.2.1, The tequited 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 902.2.2.1,
shall be maintained at all times. IAW UFC Art. 902.2.4.1.

o Additional notes:
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Eilew#t: » PUD-05-25 Continued

[[] Medford Fire Department response times may be increased where the
Medford Plafining Department arid ot Médford Planning Commission allows
55 ft. ROW, with a 28 Ft. paved travel surface with parking on both sides,
therefore Medford Fire Department ‘will require fire hydrants at each
intersection and spacing to meet operational needs. [AW UFC 1001.9.

e Additional notes:

<]  Reminder that this. project is located in a “Wildfire Hazard Area” ingress for
fire vehicles and egress for residents would be difficult due to road grade
therefore we require a 20 foot ¢lear and ‘unobstructed roadway. This
re_quirementwi_l_l‘,rieces_sii_tate 28-foot streets (Minor Residential Streets) to have
“NO PARKING? signs.installed on onerside of the street..
IAW UFC Sect. 902.2.2.1.
o Additional notes: As per submittal

[[]  Fire department access shall be maintained between. and also
between lots and . Access control devices must be approved by
Medford Fire Department. TAW UFC'Art. 902.2.1 and Art.902.2.4.1.

° Addit_iona'lin_otes;

Fire Department Turn-Arounds
X ‘Dead-end Fire Apparatus access roads in excess of 150 feet in length shall be
provided with approved provisions for the tiithing around of fire apparatus.
IAW UFC Sect: 902:2:2 4.
o Additional notes: as per submittal

fire department 'tum-éarounds. This restriction shall appear on the final plat or
be deeded with this:property. IAW UFC Sect. 901 .4.2.
e Additional notes: Carino Lane Turn=around

[ ] A fire department; turharound shall be located at the: terminus of
When 1§ comiplete and makes a.circulation connection the requirement
of the turnaround will be removed. Fiteé department turn-around must be
posted with “N® PARKING” signs. AW, UFC Art. 901.4.3.
o Additional notes:
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File#: . 'PUD-0525 Coritiniied

Fire Sprinkler Svstem Requirements

L]

X

A fire sprinklér system will be required for-this project as noted.
AW, UFC 902.2.1, 1003.
e Additional notes:

There are several large lots that could require. Residential Fire Sprinklers. UFC

Section 902.2:1 states, “Required access”. Fire, apparatus access roads shall be
provided, for every facility, building ot portion of a building hereafter

constricted or moved into or within the Junsdlctlon when any portion of the
exterior wall of ‘the first story of the building is located more than 150 feet

from fire apparatus access as measured by an approved route around the

exterior of the bulldmg Exception: When buildings are completely protected

with an approved autofiatic fire sprinkler system. This potential requirement
shall appear on the final plat.

o The following lots are affected: 68,69;70,71,72,87,88,89,90-92,93,95
and 98. . '

o This restriction may apply to other lots as identified.

e Additional notes:

Horizontal Standplpe System is required for this project IAW the Medford
Fire Department: hiandout. Prior to comstruction the proposed Standpipe
System shall be approved by the Fite Marshal.

e Additional.notes:

The Fire Department Connection .shall be located 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.

e Water flow alarm bell to beattached to FDC.

e Additional notes:,

Comments for this’project. dated. , also apply.

Other:
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CITY OF MEDFORD
INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDOM .
To: Scott Rogers, Associate Planner
From: Paula Hoffmann, Database/Address Téchnician
Date: April 15, 2005
Subject: Bella Vista.Heights Subdivision PUD

Street naming convention dictates that “you cannot have.a street loop around

in a manner-that would create two intersections of the'saine two streets. One

leg of it would have to be:designed to create a definite intersection and, therefore,
have a different street name.”

This: PUD indicates that the two intersections with the same names are
La Strada Circle and Camina Drive as well as Veneto Circle and Camina Dr.

In addition, a street when changing directions will not have the same
name. Camina Drive changes its direction at LaStrada Circle. Either the
north/south Camina Drive or the east/west Camina Drive will have to

be renamed.

CITY OF MEDFORD

EXHIBIT 4\ " Y=
Fie i_0D ~05- 25

APR 2 ¢ 2005
ELANNING DEp,
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CITY OF MEDFORD
INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDOM
To: Scott Rogers, Associate Planner
From: Paula Hoffmanh, Database/Address Technician
Date: April 28, 2005

Subject: Bella Vista Heights.Subdivision PUD

Attached is the approval for‘the East/West designations for
Veneto Cir. and La Strada Cir,

Venéto Cir. will split-between Lots 108 and 109 and Lots:88 and:89. “E”
will include Lots 109, 110,111, 100, 23, 99, 94, 93, 92,.91,'90, aid'89. The
“W*» directional will incliude Lots108, 107, 106, 105, 81, 82, 83,84, 85, 86 and 88.

La Strada Cir. will split between Lots 69-and 70.and 49:and 50. The
“E” directional - will apply to:Lots 49,48, 47, 46,.45, 44, 43, 42,.80, 79,
78, 77, 76:.75,'74, 73, 71, and 70. The “W? directional will apply to
50, 51, 52, 53,54, 55, 56, 57,'58,/61, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68.4iid 69.

Directional'designations:are to bé indicated on the Firial Plat,
APR 2 8 ag05
BLANNG DEPT.

CITY OF MEDFORD

exnT 44 T2

=
Fle#_ LU~ 052D
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APR 18 2005
PLANNING DEPT Flabning Services

T : ‘ X ) Assistant Planning Manager
. AN - L W 3 A | . l 10 S. Oakdale Avenue

Medford, OR 87501-2802

Oregon o e

bizeaute @ jacksonéounty.org

Roads, Parks and

April 11, 2005
RE: FILE NO.- PUD - 05 -25

TO: SCOTT ROGERS
Lausman Annex
200 S. Ivy Street — Rm. 240
Medford, OR. 97501

Legal: T37-RIW - Sec.21A - TL.’s.200,201, 1000 & 1001; Section 22, TL 404.
Scott,

i.am in receipt.of a notice for the above case file;for a.Planned Unit Development. I have one point that I would like
to make and maybe you have already noted 'the problem on the proposal. ‘The buffer strip that is proposed along the
southern boundary.of Tax Lots 200 and 404.shows an. Agricultural Buffer which does not meet the standards of
Section 10.801- 10.805 of the Medford Land Development Code (January 29", 2002 version). Unless this section
has changed, I belicve that the applicant would be required to meet these requirements. Modification of this section
does not appear to be possible and no intent to. modify was described in:the Land Use Notice.

Acrial-photos clearly indicate that property to the south of these tax lots:is in “intensive” agricultural use as described
in this section of the code and is outside of the Urban Growth Boundary-at this time, The Land Development Code
requires that an Agricultural Impact Assessment Report be completed.as well as Mitigation measures depicted for
fencing, landscaping with evergreen trees, 8 feet on center [See specifications in.subsection 10.804 (2)(b)]. The plan
proposal as noticed, indicates that only native: grasses will be-planted.in:the buffer-area, in violation of the required
‘mitigation. There'is also the requirement:for deed declarations, [foriall-lots within 200 feet of this boundary which
would need to'be.made a.condition of:aiy.approval of the.final developmem plan, - T would also suggest that the deed
‘declaration-indicate the:responsibility of*homeowners who are.adjacent to the boundary to maintain the vegetation
wlm,rcp,lacemgnt,m like fast growing species; irrigation-and natural;growth.

It:may be‘that one of the.motivating marketing factors for the lots. may-be the view into adjacent agricultural lands.
However, the buffer is. required to minimize impacts’to; both,the. agrlcultural land and to mitigate adverse impacts on
urban development. Please consider these comiments when writingirecommendations and conditions for this
proposal.

Give me.a call with any questions-and or comments that you:might-have.concerning the County’s interest in this
matier.
Sincerely, CITY OF MEDFORD
ExHigms L. "
Fie #_DIN- C5 - 25~

/

Thomas Bizeau



ﬁér 22 05 01x33p ‘P‘l;f'i_é, International 54').79—9,980 52 PAGE]!LIS

B

i ronys \,.‘3:---;.. 1" ‘
Pacific International Enterprises;Inc.
Auniversal force in-family film production and distribution

April 22, 2005

VIA Fax 774-2564
( Z pages)

Mr. Scott'Rogors

City of- Medford Planning Department
Lausmanr Annex

200 South Ivy S1. Room 200
Medford, OR 97501

File PUD-05-25 - Agricultural Buffer along southwest border
Dear Mr. Rogers

In revic#wing the matcrials You:gave me Wednesday moming at the Land Development
Committee mécting, of the:imput you had reccived on our above project, | becameé. aware
of the letter of April 11, 2005 sérit.to you by Thomis Bizeau.

As you know, the matter that Mr. Bizcau addresses in his letter was.not even discussed at
the mieeting. As you: will notc-in reviewing our entire application we have spent many
hours: with Jack Day-of the Hillcrest, Orchard in discussing, preparing and executing a
detsiled written agricultural buffer agreement. That buffering agreement is Lully
satisfaciory to-the orchard owncrs and Pacific Interational and tatlored to the specifics of
our respective propertics: ‘The buffering plans and deviations are discussed on pages
17,21,22,29,30 and 39-42 of our Finding of Facts and Conclusions of Law.

An Agricultural Impact Agsessment report. and a4 copy of the exccuted Ruffering
Agréement were also: submitted with our applicatiori detailing and supporting the
specified buflers, I have.also attached for review a.copy. of the letter Mr. Jack Day, Vice
President of Hillerest Corporation submitted on Jariuary 13, 2005 regarding this matter.

I will-contact you the first of ‘next week to révicw this further. Thank you for your

assistance.
Vice I"residcnt .
Pacific International
Ent Inc,
cc:  ‘Thomas Bizeau via fax 774-6791 CITY OF M\EDFO!'\:
Arthur R, Dubs - President Pacific Iaterational EXHIBIT #
Dennis | loffhubr via fax 770-2573 Fie 8 PO - 5 -25

Pat Havird via fax 779:5268

1133 solRVERBBR Sarivindibiwen 1420 05 ASFORTOREGON 97501 « (501)7790990 « FAX (541) 770-8880

ouw/22/2005 0O1:41PM
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. _ i Teeas ional 54148879 -8880 .
Ap# 22 05 01:33p P.\_.nc Internatio ‘. M
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JAN 1 42005 ne
/\\Q BL2135 20005 14:31 MILLOREST CORPORAT ION + 1541 77P5@1 14 NOLE7B  pay

HILLCREST CORPORATION
. CENERAL PARTNER
COGEWELL LIMITGD, PARTNERS P
MOUNTCREST LIMITED PARTNERSHIP

GENESAL OFFIGES: RILLCRESY ORCHARD:
30 SEATTLE TOWER 93 "RLCARST ROAD
VA TIND AYEMUE OF taoe

. WA 310 13} y7X 2ay7 OR
(208) GD2WT4 HY) Pre204)
CAK (200) 423-0838 FAX 541) 1To-004
January 13, 2005

MEMORANDUM ‘T0:. Jay Haslaod /o Craig Stone & Associates
Fax: 5417790114
708 Cirdley Ave
Medford, OR 97504

REF: Municipal Codr:Section 10.504 r2gerding Landscaping for Mitigation berween
development Jands and intensive apriculiura) land

Any mitigation gther than low growth planting.in the are depicted ajong the boundary
betweeq the p;oms__ed'Di:ba“mbdivision,-ca:lcd:Bcuavisu-Hgsghts, would appear 1o be
inappropriate,

It will be difficult o sustain life by any medium 1o large size conifer or cvergrees due 10

the shaliow sails apd Limestang base,
Thank you for your consideration regarding this matter,
Sincerely yours,

Joba P. Day
Vice President

oY OF\MW\QQ‘D%\,.M\

EXHIBIT # 2 e~

Fep YD - 057 2>

PEARS AND TIMBERLANDS - CONTINUOUS FastLy OFERATION SINCE 1908

euoas 2reun BEE:E0 S0 #1 uep

r-d PIIDBLLIPS
o0y4/22/2005 O01:41PM
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AGRICULTURAL BUFFERING AGREEMENT W

E'L':-m oty Cﬂ&'u{-\{ﬂ

“Effective.Date”: __\(: /5 / 2004
{date of last signature)

Parties:
COGSWELL LIMITED PARTNERSHIP, . {("Cogswell™)
a Washington Limited Partnership ﬁ@q@
c/o Hillerest Corporation T 'Z““S-
attn: Walter T. Bagnall T N
2303 Seattle Tower w\&“ﬁ
Seattle, WA 88101 .
ARTHUR R. DUBS . ' {"Dubs”)

2248 Dellwood Ave.
Medford, OR. 87504

Recitals:

1. Cogswell is the:owner.of the real proper’ty described in EXRHIBIT "A",
attached heréto (“Cogswell property”). Dubs is currently the-owner of the real property
déscribed in EXHIBIT “B", attached hereto ("Dubs property Y.

2. The parties desire to settle all issues between them relating to the
development of the Dubs property (EXHIBIT B) and the creation of an agricultural buffer
between their properties (EXHIBITS A and B).

Agreements:

1. No Opposition by Cogswell. Cogswell agrees that neither it nor any
Affiliate. will.appear in epposition to, or appeal the decisions on a Plat Application, a
PUD Apphcatlon or Future Land Use Applications so long as: i) such applications ¢go not
seek approval for uses other than those allowed underthe Singte-Family Residential or
Multiple=Family Residéntial zoning districts of the Medford Land Development Code in
effect as: of tfie Effective. Date; and ii) such apphcatrons or decisions do not allow for
modification of the Agricultural Buffer for the property that is the subject of such
application or decision, as provrded in Section 3 hereof. For purposes of this
Agreement, “Affiliate” shall mean with respect.te any person or entity: 1) any person or
entity controlling Cogsweil i) any person-or entity controlled by Cogswell; or iii) any
person.or entlty under common control with Cogswell. The terms “contreliing”,

“controlled.by” or “under common control with™shall. mean, with respect to an entity, the
possession of the power to direct'the management and policies of an entity.

A ' : CITY OF MEDFORD
1-AGRUCULTURAL BUFFERING AGREEMENT . EXHIBIT # M '

Fie #-2UN -0 “ 28
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o Water Control, Fencing, Vedgetation, Irrigation and Easement. Dubs agrees

t6 provide the following water cantrol, fencing, vegetation, irmigation and easement:

a)

Dubs shall vegetate the ‘agricuttural buffer (descfibed in section 3)
as required by the Medford‘Land Development.Code and.in a
manner that will reasonably prevent erosion onito the Cogswell
Property. In the event erosion occlrs as a result of Dubs
negligence, Dubs shall indemnify Cogswell from any costs of
damages resulting from ercsion.

Dubs shall 'cgmstruct a drainzs‘ys,tem commonly known as a “french
drain” along the entire boundary between the Cogsweli property
and the Dubs property to prevent thé drainage of ground water and

surface water from the Dubs property onto the Cogswell property.

An engineershall design the drain system. Dubs shall bear the
engineering cost. Cogswell shall have the right to review and
approve the éngineered plans with Cogswell's own engineer prior
to construction. Cogswell's approval shall not be unreasonably or
arbitrarily withheld and Cogswell shall bear the expense of it's own
engineer. '

On or before the expiration of 60 days following the execution of

. this Agreefnent, Dubs shall install a standard 7-foot chain link fence

on the northern boundary of the Cogswell property. The fence shall
be constructed within and immediately adjacent and contiguous to
the north boundary of the Cogswell property. The existing fence,
brush and other obstacles to the instaliation of such fence shall be
removed b_y'Dubs. The fence will be installed from the northwest
corner of the Cogswell property to the westerly terminus of an
existing e¢hain link fence along the northerly boundary of the
Cogswell property. The fence shali include two gates. One gate
shall be installed approximately mid-way in the easterly half of said
fence and one gate should be installed approximately mid-way in

the westérly half of said fence. The boundary line between'the .

Cogswel! property and the Dubs property shall be surveyed and
staked prior-to the construction of the fence. Dubs shall bear the
cost of the'survey and staking. Cogswell shall have the right to
review and approve the survey and staking prior to the construction

of the fence. Cogswell's approval shall not be unreasonably or

arbitrarily withheld.

Dubs shall vegetate the agricultural tuffer (described in Section 3)

prior to receiving final piat approval from the City of Medfora. VWnhen

the agricultural buffer is planted with vegetation, Dubs shall

construct an irrigation system adequate to support the vegetation.

The irrigation system may be.constructed in a manner allowing the

"5 . AGRUCULTURAL BUFFERING AGREEMENT
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use of a single water meter. Dubs shall be responsible for
providing water to vegetation within the agricultural buffer during
development of the subdivision and shall also be responsible for
replacing or repairing any damage to the vegetation, irgation
system or the boundary fence occurring during development and
construction of the subdivision. After a homeowner's association
has been‘formed for the purpose of managing common areas
within the subdivision (the Dubs property), the homeowner's
association.shall alse be responsible for providing adequate water
to vegetation within the agricuttural buffer and shall be further
responsible for replacing or repairing any damage to the vegetation,
the irrigation system or the:boundary fence. Upon receiving final
plat approval, Dubs agrees to. record restrictive covenants creating
the homeowner's association and requiring said association io
maintain and replace any damaged or dead vegetation within the
agricuttural buffer requiring the agsociation to provide adequate
water to-such vegetation and requiring the association to replace or
repair any damage to the irrigation system or the boundary fence
between the Dubs and Cogswell properties. Dubs shall provide a

" copy of the restrictive covenant to Cogswell within a reasonable
time after receiving final piat approval. . The irrigation system shall
be constructed in a manner that will permit Cogswell to access and
utilize: city water for the purpose of providing water to the vegetation
within the.agricultural buffer. Cogswell's access 10 city water for
such purposes shall be located' within the easement described In
Section 2(e) of this agreement. Gogswell shall not be required'to
water or maintain any vegstationwithin the agricuftural buffer
(which:shall remain the responsibiiity'of Dubs and the homeowner's
association), but may do so at its discretion. Dubs and/or the
homeowner's association shall pay the cost cf any city water
furnished to irrigate vegetation within the agricultural buffer.

e) Upon approval of any tentative plat for the development of the Dubs
property, Dubs shall forthwith execute and record-a non-exclusive,
perpetual easement granting Cogswell the right to enter upon the
agriculfural buffer described herein for the purpose of maintaining.
replacing, adding of improving the vegetation, or using, mainiaining
or replacing the irrigation system.

3. Aaricultural Buffer. The Cogswell property is used for agricultural
pUrposes. Dubs intends to develop his propetty for residential purposes. In order to
orovide a buffér between the agricultural use and residential use on the properties.
Dubs shall provide one or more of the foliowing buffers (depending on the type of use)
within the Dubs propeny: .

a) Sinale-family residential. [fthe use is single~fami\y residential as

"4 . AGRUGULTURAL BUFFERING AGREEMENT
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defined in the Medford Code:as of the Effective Date, the following
buffering requirements shall-apply:

i) - A50-foot agricultural buffer shall be designated on the
tentative and final subdivision plats and shali be described in
restrictive covenants. The agricultural buffer is to be located
:along the most southerly portion of the Dubs property and
-adjacent to the boundary with the Cogswell property.
Notwithstanding anything herein to the contrary, the
agricultural buffer shall.be 75 feet along a porticn of the most
southerly boundary with the:Cogswell property. The
westerly end of the. portion of the beundary affected by the
75 foot buffer is to be located in the center of a gully located
in the easterly portion of the common boundary between the
Dubs property and the Cogswell property. The easterly end
of the.boundary affected by the 75 foot buffer is the easterly
‘end of common boundary-between the Dubs property and
the Cogswell property. Upon receiving final plat approval,
Dubs agrees to ptace restrictive covenants on the Dubs
-property imposing the agricultural-buffer requirements
provided for herein and, specifically, providing that within
areas designated for single:family residential use, no
structures or improvements of any type or nature wiil be
erected, placed. altered or permitted to remain on. under or
within the agricultural buffer, except as provided herein.

i Ground cover shall be planted in a 25-foot wide area within
the southerly most portion of the ‘agricultural buffer. The
ground. cover species shall inciude Arctostaphylos v.
‘Emerald Carpet’ (Kmmkmmck) Cotoneaster salicifolla
'‘Repens’ (Willowleaf Cotoneaster) and Baccharis pilularis
(Coyote Brush). Alternate species may include
Arctostaphylos v. ‘Massachusetts! (Kinnikinnick), *
Cotoneaster dammerii ‘Lowifast (Bearberry Cotoneaster) .
and Hypericum Calycinum (St Johns Wart). These species
are the same species used between the southerly boundary
of McAridrews Road and the northeriy boundary of the
Cogswell property | in a |ocation that is easterly of the
agricultutal buffer described in this agreement. Dubs will
provide any. additional landscape vegetation required by the
City of Medford pursuant to its Iand development code.

fi) No habitable structurés may be constructed within the 50 or
75 foot agncultural buffer. Garages and othgr non-habitabie
structlres may be canstructed in the northerly 25 feet of the
agricultural buffer, provided the doocrs and other openings to

4 - AGRUCULTURAL BUFFERING-AGREEMENT
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any such buildings face north. No uncovered or unenclosed
garages, habitablé structures or open-air parking areas
maybe constructed or maintained within the 50 or 75 foot
agricuitural buffer,

b) M'ultiple—famil_gesidential. If the use is multiple-family residential.
as defined in the Medford Code as aof the Effective Date, the
following buffering requirements shall apply: '

) A 50-foot agriculturai buffer shall be designated on the
tentative and final subdivision plats and shall be described in
restrictive covenants. The agricultural buffer is to be located
alonig the most southerly portion of the Dubs property and
adjacent to the boundary with the Cogswell property.
Notwithstanding anything herein to the contrary, the
agricuitural buffer shall be 75 feet aiong a portion of the mosi
sotithérly boundary with the Gogswell property. The
westerly end of the poriion of the boundary affected by the
75 foot buffer is to be located in the center of a gully located
in the easterly portioh of the common boundary between the
Dubs. property and the Caogswell property. The easterly end
of the boundary affected by the 75 foot buffer is the easterly
end of common boundary between the Dubs property and
‘the Cogswellproperty. Upon.receiving final plat approval,
Dubs agrees to place restrictive covenants on the Dubs
property imposing the agricuitural bufier requirements
provided for herein and ; specifically, providing that within
areas designated for single-family residential use, no
structures or improvements of any type or nature will be
erected, placed, altered ér pérmitted to remain on, under or
within the agricultural buffar, except as provided herein.

bl Ground cover shall be planted in a 25-foot wide area within
the:southerly most portion of the agricultural buffer. The: .
ground cover species shall include Arctostaphylos v.
'Emerald Carpet’ (Kifnikinnick), Cotoneaster salicifolia
‘Repans’ (Willowleaf Cotoneaster) and Baccharis pilularis
(Coyote Brush). Alternate species may include
Arctostaphylos v. ‘Massachusetts’ (Kinnikinnick),
Cotoneaster dammerii ‘Lowfast’ (Bearberry Cotoneaster)
and Hypericum Calycinum (St. Johns Wart). These species
are thessame species.used between the southerly boundary
of McAndrews Road and. the northerly boundary of the
Cogswell propefty in.a location that is easterly of the
agricultural buffer described in this agreement. Dubs will
providesany addifional landscape vegetation required by the

5 - AGRUCULTURAL BUFFERING AGREEMENT



@ | ® 50,2 *PAGE 152

City of Madford pursuanttoe its land development code.

iy ~ 'No habitable structures may be censtructad within the
50 or 75 foot agricultural buiffer. Garages and other non-
habitable structures may be constructed in the northerly 25
ieet of the agricultural buffer, provided the doors and other
openings to any such buildings face north. .No uncovered or '
unenciosed garages, habitable structures or open-air parking
areas maybe consiructed or maintained within the 50.or 75
foot agricultural buffer:

c} Plat/deed declaration. Upon receiving final plat approval, Dubs
agrees that festrictive covenants-shall forthwith be placed on the
Dubs property and on-the final subdivision plat and such restrictive
covenants shall: i) identify and describe the applicabie agricultural
buffer described above (the restrictive covenants, not the plats,

- shall describe each of the bufféring requirements applicabie to the
intended use); i} include the following declaration, "This property
abtits of lies within close proximity to agricultural iand. Property
.owners may be subjected to noise, dust, odor, spray residue or
other types of pollution incidental-to common, customary-and
accepted farm practices"; iii) contain a restriction that removal or
damage to boundary line fences on the Cogsweil property is
prohibited-; iv) contain a restriction to the effect that the consiruction
of cross fences in the most southefly 25 feet of the agricultural
buffer is. prohibited uniess gates are included in the fences in order
to aliow Cogswell to exercise thé.easements rights granted
pursuant to this agreement and v) contain a requirement that the
owners of property adjacent to the Cogswell property notify the
superintendent of Hillcrest Orchard'prior to spraying any chemicals
within 100 feet of the Cogswell property.

'd) Additional restrictions and covenants, Upon receiving final plat
- appioval Dubs shall forthwith place and record restrictive covenants -
against the entire Dubs property which provide for the
acknowledgments and restiictions set forth in EXHIBIT "C™which is
attached hereto. ' '

e) " Utility system appurtenances. Cogswell acknowiedges that the
following above ground applirtenances to utility systems co not
constitute.structures and may be permitted within agricuituraj
buffers:-transformers, vaults, manholes-and other vertical
appurtehances associated with underground utilities. Cogswell
acknowledges that the following are examples of pon-habitable
structures: covered, enclosed garages; werkshops, storage sheds

5 - AGRUCULTURAL BUFFERING AGREEMENT
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provisions of this Agreement.

f) Severability. If'a court of competent jurisdiction or an arbitrator
finds any provision of this Agreement te be invalid or unenforceable
as to any persen or circumstance, such findings shall not render
that provision invalid or unenforceable as to any other persons or
circumstances, and all other provisions of this Agreement in all
other respects shall remain valid and enforceable.

g) interpretation and Construction. The provisions of this Agreement
have been examined, negotiated, and revised by counsel for each
Party, ahd no implication shall be drawn against any Party hereto
by viftue of the drafting of this Agreement.

h)  Attorneys. Cogsiwell is represented by Keliington, Krack,
Richmond, Blackhurst, Sutton. & Glatte LLP, Medford, Oregon.
‘Dubs is répresented by Fronnmayer, Deatherage, Pratt, Jamieson,
Clarke & Moore PC, Medford, Oregon. Each of the parties Is
relying éntirely upon the advice and counsel of their separate
attorneys and acknowledge that-they are voluntarily entering into
-this Agreement with the advice and.consent of their own attorneys.
Each party further acknowledges that they are not relying upon the

" attorney or attorneys of the other-party for the preparation of this
Agreement or for any matter whatsoever. )

- 5. Binding Effect. This.Agreement is_ﬂbi"m'd_ihg on and will inure to the benefit
of the parties hereto and their respective heirs, lega! representatives, successors and
assigns.

6.-  Execution. This Agreement will be executed in duplicate originals. Each -

origihal may consist of multiple-counterpart signaiure pages. Facsimile copies of
signatures will be deemed as effective as original signatures, but will be replaced with
original signatures as soon as possibie. '

7. Notice. Any.notice or communication given pursuant to this Agreement
shall Be in writing and shall be given by personal delivery, by United States mail.or -
Uriited ‘States Express Mail, or other established express delivery service, postage or
defivery chargés prepaid, return receipt:requested; to the.addresses listed below. Al

“notices shall be deemed given upon “receipt’, Feaning the earliest of any of the
following: (A) the'date of defivery: ofitiizinotice asishown on the return receipt; (b) the
date of actual receipt: or (c) the date-of attempted deivery, as evidenced by postmark
on the return receipt or the date of receipt of notice of non-delivery.

8 - AGRUCULTURAL BUFFERING AGREEMENT
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If to Cogsw_ell:

Cari R. Krack .
. Kellington, Krack, Richmond, Blackhurst and-Sutton, LLP

P.0O.-Box 1583 _ .

Medford, OR 87501

If to Dubs: |

Arthur R. Dubs
2249 Dellwood Ave.
Medford, OR. 97504

8. Attorney Fees. In the event-of any suit, action or arbitration arising out of
this Agresment, or in the further event suit or action is instituted to enforce any of the
restrictions. covenants or agregments contained herein; the prevailing party shall be
entitled to his or its reasonable attorneys fees in such suit; .action or arbitration and shall
beentitled to recover from the losing party such sums as'the court may adjudge
reascnable as attorney fees in such case, suit of action erin any appeal therefrom.,

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties have-hereto affixed their signatures.

‘Dated: Jvwe 2 9 2004 COGSWELL LIMITED PARTNERSHIP

By %y@—mﬁ/mw
 Waltet T. Bagnall, ®resident
and CEQ of Hillcrest Corpora-
tion, its-General Partner

2004 Arthur'R. Dubs

ey e ™ 5
By {/1’/7//"'/"4‘{’/- b f::df.&w
Arnur R. Dubs ‘

g - AGRUCULTURAL BUFFERING AGREEMENT'
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RECEIVED
APR 18 2005
PLANNING CEPT

MEDFORD IRRIGATION DISTRICT
1340.Myers Lane
Medford, Oregon 97501
Phone (541) 779-1462

Clty of Medford
;.Planmng Departrient
200:South Ivy Street
Medford, Oregon 97501

April'8, 2005
File No. PUD-05:25

To Whom It May Concern:

Nerj
The Medford-Irrigation Distiict]s:East:Maiti Caiial’is:on: ‘the East side of this development
along;tax lot 1000. All.¢asements-and District’s ownerships need to be recognized. The
District’s standard. easenierit on.the Main, canal'is:50 feet'wide, 25 féet on each side of the
center. Thehaintendance Toad and easement, needs to:remain as'it is, and there should be
no walkway or landscapingiin this:area.

A six-foot-fénce needsito be installed for:public:safety. Thisis.an open canal and it is a
requirement of the District:

"The Medford Irrigation. District'isinot a-storm: dramage District, storm drainage is.not to
be released into the District’s canal. Storm dramage issues niced to'be addressed by the
City of* Medford.

In review we'have discovered a‘purge:ofitax lot:900 (37-1W-21A) done in 1999. The
District was:not notified the ownership was'transferred from-and given to the owner of
tax 16t°1000. How can this happen without:notifying:us? We expect a response:on this
matter.

Sincerely,
CITY OF MEDFORD
- EXHIBIT # i
Carol Bradford - Fle# DU o o5

District Manager
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Pacific International Enterprises, Ing:
A universal force in family film production'and distribution

April 22, 2005
Via Fax 774-2564
5 Pages
Mr. Scott Rogers
City of Medford Planning. Department
Lausman Annex
200 South Ivy St. Room 200 ﬁaNED
Medford, OR' 97501

File PUD-03:25 AR pERl.

Dear Mr. Rogers

In reviewing the copies you gave me at the land: Development Committee meeting
Wednesday . moming of ‘the: correspondence you had received on our companies ahove
project I'became aware of thic April 8, 2005 letter sent 1o you by Carol Bradford of the
Medford Irrigation District:

The matter Ms. Bradford is addressing in her Jetter regarding tax lot 900 first surfaced in
1999 when our Prcsident Mr: Arthur Dubs purchascd. this property from Mrs. Edna
Zundel.  The Title Insurince report discovered that tax lot 900 had been erroncously
decded to the MID by the.county cven though it wis only a right of way and.cascment on
Mrs. Zundels Tax lot. 1000.. Copics of the ‘Tile report-and subscquent: corrcctions are
attached. As-you will notc the Jackson County Cartographer had copied the MID when
this correction was ade in 1999,

The attached shouid answer:the question regarding the pirrging of tax Lot 900. T will be
contacting you and. Ms Bradford to confirm this information is satisfactory. We also
acknowledge the additional points mised in Ms. Bradford’s. letter regarding casement
locations; that we'will beirequited to build-a ferice and the-Storm Drainage issucs. Thank
you for your‘a_w_i"stance;

jhtol
ety OF Mﬁﬁ%gp:? ﬁ |
N (v
EXHIBIT #:-C-S—":Z

Vice President

Flle- #.2= B Pacific Tntetnational
// Enl, lnc-

cc: Carol Bradford MID District Manager (including attachments) via fax 779-3594

Qu/22/2005

1133 saﬁ‘iﬁﬁ&iﬁeﬂt%\.‘éw\ﬁ#"m'W&W"’-’":m;monEGc'm 97501 = {541)779-0980 + FAX (541) 779-8880

12:05PM
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Apr 22 05, 12103p;

No 004

DEPARTMENT OF ASSESSMENT
DANIEL G. ROSS

Tackson-County Assessor

10 South Oakdale Roam 3K)
MEDEORD'QR:97301

Infurmation §41-77440%y
Drufiing 7744095

JACKSON e S
COUNTY |

Oregon

September 24, 1999

Am Wihtg]

1133 S, Riverside #1, Box 1727
Medford, QR 9750}

Fax: (54]1) 779-8880

Re: Assessors Map/Tax Lot 371 W21A:900, Account No  1-39672.2
Dear Mr, Wihtol:

The above referenced tax tot- wasreated by document recorded Vol 388 Pg. 336, This document
iS conveying a perpetualn ght-of*way and easement only, 1o the Medford Imigation District, not fee
title. Since thereis no title heingtransferred on this-decument, only the nghts touss the deseribed

area, tax lot 00 should not have'baen created,

Tax [0t 371W21A-1000 includes this area in it"s legal description'byrecorded docurnent Vol, 400

" Pg. 323 We will be comecting the map by consolidating 1ax lot 900 back ino 1000 after
centification of the 1ax rojl (October:25, 1999) for collection. Wher the taxes are paid on 1ax lot
1000, we will be able to add.this area bick it the lot. State law requires thai the 1axes be paid on
the property before we can add tax lot'900 back'into it,

Thank vou for bringing this problem 1o our atiention. We will'be correcting the map as soon as we
Cdni.

Respectfuily yours

Pl B A
_ ,/{;-‘f{-‘:’\_ . : By .
m. Catka "/Li“{’%"{ 3

Cartography Manager

¢ Medford Imigation District

Edna F. Zundel '
T Recers dhrhs 2445

ou/s22/2005 12: 05%
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JACKSON' COUNTY 'TITLE Cory
DIVISION OF OREGON TITLE INSURANCE COMDANY
502 WEST MAIN - P.O. BOX 218 o
MEDFORD, OREGON 97501 CCro 109
TEL: (541)779- 2911/FAJ: (541)772-6079 .

October 5, 1999

ARTHUR R. DUBS

P.Q. BOX 1727
MEDFORD OR 57501

Re: Egerow Neo. 89325

1830 N. FOOTHILL =~ Taw toT \fp 371 (1w ZIA
'MEDFORD OR 97504

In connection with the above escrow, we are pleased to enclose
Policy of Title Insurance for your receords.,

Again, we wish to thank you for the oppertunity to assist you in
the purchase of your property. Pleaue cons;der us for any £futurc
property transactions you may hav

Slncerely,

lﬂ AMARA COR*;' U

Escrow Offlcer

Enclosure

elny /2272005 12:05PMEE
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SCHEDULE B

This policy does not insure against loss or damage, nor against costs,
:at;brneys’ fees or expenses, any or all of which arise by reason of the
mattérs shown or referred to in thig Schédule execept to the extent that

the

owner of any mortgage or deed of'tqut,isJexpressly insured on page 1

of this policy.

1,

Taxes or aazessments which are not shown as existing liens by the

records of any taxing authority thit lTevies taxes OY assessments on

real property or by the public record; proceedings by a publjic agencgy

6.

De

7.

which may result in. taxes or assessments, or notices of such
procéedings, whether or not shown by 'the records of such agency or by
the public record,

Any facts, rights, interests, or claims which are not shewn by the
public records but which could be asgcertained by an inspection of
said land or by making inquiry of persons in possesasion thereof.
Easements,. or claims of easement, not shown by the publie records:;
reservations or exceptions in patents or in Acts authorizing the
issuance thereof; water rights, claims or title to water.

Any lien, or right to.a lien, for services, labor or material
heretofore of héxeafter furnished, imposed by law and not shown by
the publié¢ records.

Discrepancies, conflic¢ts in boundary lines, shortage in area,

encroachments or any other facts which a correct survey would disclose.

Taxes for the fiscal year 1995-2000 are a lien in an amount yet to
determined, but not yét payable.

Taxes, including the current figcal year, are classcd as

non-assessaple. If thée éxempt status is terminated under the statute prior

Lo
in

{Co

[ Lot

Sazx

Ass

in

the date on which the assessment roll becomes the tax roll in the vear

which said taxes are assessed, an additional tax may be levied.
de 49-3, Account #1-49672-2, Map #371W21A, Tax Lot #500)

NOTE: It appears that Jacksen County has erroneously assessed Tax

200 to the Medford Irrigation District based upon ingtrument recorded
Volume 388, page 336 of ‘the Deed Records of Jackson County, Oregon.

d instrument is a grant of eaéemen;, not a conveyance of fee title. The

parties should. .contact thé*dfaﬁﬁiﬁg“aeﬁartmenb.offthe Jackson County

esgore Office if they désire to pursue this matter.

Order No, 89325 Policy N&. 13601:723-248

Ro-&e:a; '-&/z?/ci‘-: £ 5

%

Qu/s22/2005 12:05PM
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;07 YOUR'PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERING TEAM!SINCE1957

P SRETIRTIS F SATTFO0T0 120 EASTIAGKSON. PO BOX90 MEDFORD OR 97301
EMALLSAE marquess.com WEB waaw indrguessicony

. . RECEVED
September 15, 2003 '
' FEB 02 2005
PLANNING DEPT.
Arthur Dubs - '
Pacific Infernational Enterprises, Inc. , CITY OF MEDFORD
1133 South Riverside, Suite #1 . : _ EXHIBIT 4.
P.0. Box 1727 : Flle #_DUD -0z —2 5
Medford, Oregon 97501 .
RE: SUPPLEMENTAL GEOTECHNICAL EVALUATION REPORT
ARTHUR DUBS PROPERTY
MEDFORD, OREGON.

MAI JOB NO. 1-7249.1
Dear Mr: Dubs:

We. dre pleased to provide this supplemental geotechnical evaluation report for your property at
the southeast corner of McAndrews and Foothill Roads in'Medford, Oregon. The purpose of this
“supplemental evaluation was to observe the subsurface conditions exposed in several test pits
and develop general conclusions regarding the excavation charactéristics of the bedrock
matérials at the site for foundation engineering, aspects of the. project. Detailed engineering
recommendaticns for the 'site'development were outside the scope of this work.

We previously prepared a preliminary geotechnical investigation report dated November 22,
1999, for -the proposed development of the parcel Present development. plans are still
conceptual; however,-the project will likely include multizfafiily residential buildings and single
family residences. .

Method.of Investigation.

Nine additional. éxploratory test ‘pits were observed on September 10, 2003, at the locations
'shown on Drawing 1, Site'Plan. The testpits-were dug by J ohnny Cat on two’ dlfferent occasions
at least one month prev:ously Two -different trackhoes weré used; a 4300 weighing 60,000
pounds and 4 200-weighing 48,000 pounds. It is not! known which trackhoe was used at each p1t
A 36 inch bucket.-with conventional (non-rock) teeth was used-in all test pits.

The pits were‘located by interpolation ‘of the features: shown on the site plan. These locations
should be considered accurate only to'the degree 1mpl1ed by thé method used.

CITY OF ME ORD

EXHIBIT #_
File # >-O5 2
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Mr: Arthur Dubs
September 15,2003
Page 2

A. Surface

The surficial features:are ur'lc_hanged from our previous work: at the site except now McAndrews-
Road is in and all of the-deer brush previously at the top of the hill is now gone.

B. Subsurface

Test Pits A-D encountered conglomerate and sandstone bedrock:at depths of 1.0 to 2.0 feet. The
soils overlying the conglomerate included.sandy gravels while the soils overlying the sandstone
consisted of sands and gravels. Generally, the soils overlying:the conglomerate and sandstone
were very graniilar and low in clay content.
Test Pits E-H encountered clay soils overlying mudstone bedrock. The clay soils were highly
expansive and varied between?Q;-.-_S:a_n_d 6.5 feet thick.

Test Pit I encountered soil materialsito the depth explored (eight feet). The soil included clayey
sand, sandy clay, and s1lty sand. .Based on the surrounding topography, Test Pit I appeared to
have been located within an old landslide deposit. The landslide deposit appeared to be
relatively old and stable based on the soil stratification observed:in the test pit. The approximate
limits of the landslide deposit:are shown-on Drawing 1.

The attached pit.logs:and irelated information depict subsurfa¢e conditions only at the specific
locations shown on Drawing 1 and on the date observed. Soil and bedrock conditions at other
locations may differ from:conditions occurring at these locations. Also, the passage of'time may
result in;a change.of conditions‘at'these pit locations due to-environmental changes.

C. Groundwater

No free groundwater was observed;in the test pits. Fluctuations‘in the groundwater level may
occur, however, because of variations in rainfall, temperature, runoff; irrigation, and other factors
not evident at the time our observatlons were made and repdited héréin.

D. Geolog}g

- The geologic miap :0f thé site v1cm1ty ("Prehmmary Geologlc Map of the Medford. East and
Medford West- Quadrangles Jackson County; Oregon"; by Wiley and Smith, 1993, DOGAMI
OFR 0-93-13) indicates the site is underlain by-the Upper Eocene portion of the Payne Cliffs
Formation. The unit consists of sandstone conglomerate, and mudstone
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Mr. Arthur Dubs
September 15, 2003
Page 3

b

'Ereliminarv"Goncflu'sidns

A. Bedrock Distribution

The conglomerate and sandstone matetials form a "caprock” that covers the upper elevations of
the hill as shown on Drawing 1. The lower areas, especially the steep west-facing hillside, are
underlain by mudstone. - The conglomerate and. sandstone ‘are relatively stronger and more
resistant to natural erosive processes than the mudstone and resultantly-have formed topographic
ridges.

B. Excavation

The mudstone and c_onglo.m_e'ra_tefbe_‘dgo_ck is diggabler with. conventional equipment such as the
48,000 pound or 60,000 pound trackhoes.

The upper-portion of the'sandstone bedrock is diggable with the:above trackhoes. The sandstone
becomes progressively harder such that-practical excavation refusal with conventional equipment
will probably be encountered after penetrating -the rock about five feet. (Rock excavation
equipment, such as hoe-rams, will.likely be needed to loosen the sandstone below this level.)

We have provided our preliminary conclusion_s" in accordance with generally accepted
geotechnical -engineering principles and practices: No other warranty, either expressed or
implied, is.made: -

If you"-have-fany.questionS‘-regafd-iﬁgatHis report, pléase call.

Very truly yours,

MARQUESS & ASSOCIATES, INC.

/(:z/éjiew_—__‘

- Rick Swanson, P.E.
Civil Engineer 16885

RS/pma  JEXRIRES: 630 =7 ]

Copies: Addressee (2)

Attachments! Site:Plan, Drawing 1
Key to Boring.and Pit Logs, Drawmg 2.
'Key to Rock Descriptors, Drawing;3

Summary of Test Pits A-I, Drawings 4:6:
15\1-7249. 1Report.doc - .



50,2 PAGE 165

GENERAL LAND
Cou2e PLAKR WAP
CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT #
Fle # DU O - ZA

§OIpOy BIYaNHMAN
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CITY OF MEDFORD
S N .
File # PO - O 57 - 2
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Scott G. Rogers

From: Alex T. Georgevitch

Sent; Friday, May 13, 2005'2:40 PM

To: Scott.G. Rogers N RECEIVED

Cc: Jim W. Maize; John R. Huttl; Cory J. Crebbin;'David Y. Jiao

Subject: Bella Vista Recommendation for Denial May 13 2005

Attachments: Alex T. Georgevitch.vcf ELMNMG DEpy
Scott,

We have reviewed the:application for the above referenced:project. Attime.of review we were told that the
applicant had submitted a traffic study: dated Feb. 2002 along with an update dated Dec. 2004. It is my

understanding that the application date is.March 31,:2005. The: original scoping letter for this project was dated

Dec. 2002. Due to the. age of-thé data ah’dithe:signiﬁcant developmentithat'has occurred in the area, public works
has requested an update to the submitted traffic data. This requéest:was:made in writing at the LD meeting.
immediately following the LD meeting the‘applicant and agent came to the PWD counter to request what was
needed. At that time it was explained that thé data was to old to'be:considered for a 2005. application and they
would need to update their data'to better reflect pipeline traffic (per MMC- 10. 461(5)(1)} in the area. At the time
PWD gave the applicant.the optnon of ‘generating pipeline data for the Vista Point development (no traffic study is
available to show trip distribution). Since that time the applicant has refused to generate the pipeline traffic or
make changes to the study.

PWD has created pipeline traffic for the+Vista Point subdivision as of today and we wil| provide this to the
applicant and his agent and-éngineer. Unfortunately the applicant ‘does’not 'sound willing to make revisions. PWD
has not reviewed the applicants'traffic’data submitted as it is’not current'nor does it meet the requirements of the
scoping letter. The scoplng letter, per MMC requires pipeline trafflc to be mcluded in the study. Even though there
may be pipeline included in the study; it is now old and does not meet the code due to the submittal date.

Without-a revision to the fraffic study to include pipeline traffic as well-as.updating (or adjusting) counts to 2005,
PWD has no choice but to recommend: denial for this application..Denial’is based on a lack of information in the
record to adequate facilities per MMC 10.462.

Please let me know if you have any. questions or comments...
Thanks

Alex Georgevitch, PE
Transportation Manager
City of Medford
541.774.2114 v
5416181778 f

CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT #
Flo¥_DUD - OFS -25

5/16/2005
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P

AMMENDMENT TO FINDINGS OF FACT SUBMITTED

ON BEHALF OF
PACIFICINTERNATIONAL ENTERPRISES
APPLI&%ugﬁgugfosas RECEIVED
Mo 14, 2008 MAY 17 2005
PLANNIHG DEPT.

During the review of the above referenced application the City of Madford
Planning Staff found'that Lots 74-80 and 81-86 are’technically through lois
because the have frontage on two streets. A deviation to Section 10.704 to
the Medfard Land' development Code is'thereby required.

This deviation is necessary to provide reasonable access to the referenced
lots: The naturaltopography in this area’is quite; steep 20 -30 %, the through
lots will allow thé lots to.be accessed from the uphill side to allow for
driveways:without the:need for a large:amount of cut that charactarizes
trying to serve lots from the downhill side i steep terrain.

The Planning Commission can find that'the requested.deviation does not
violate substantive:provisions of the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule.

The Public Warks Department has requestéd.that the developer either
dedicate additional nght of way along McAndrews Road to meet the City
Code requiremeént-of’ 100 feet or request:an exception to.the Code in
conformance with-Sectioni10.251. The. Public Works Department has stated
that the addmonal nght-of-way is not necessary, The appllcant submits the
following to meet-the exception criteria ‘contained in Section 10. 253 of the
Code.

(1) The: grantmg of this exception will not:be: ‘Injurious to the general
area or otherwise detrimental-to:the Public Woelfare. McAndrews
Road when constructed was approved, by the Medford City Council
with safety.and welfare conslderations:in mind. ‘The additional
right-of-way, would do nothing to'improve the situation.

(2) The: grantmg of this:exception.will not permit the establishment of
ause not permitted in the ‘Zoning district.

f

(3) There are special eircumstandes in that the existing road as
constructed was reviewed and:approvad by the City: $taff and the

CITY OF MEDFQRD
EXHIBIT #_ _SL

Fie 5D OS5 -2 05/17/2005

09:56AM
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City. Councu The Punuc Works: Depaltment has stated that the

,,,,,

;dedlcatlon except for the code requlrement of 100' ﬂght-of-way
width. The: strict -application of- this'code section would deprive
the:applicant’ the use:of a: pomon of his property.

(4) The'need for-this exception Is not the result of an illegal act.

{5) The: requested exception would simply. permit McAndrews Road to
remain with an 85" right-of-way rather than:the code required
100", The- request is the: minimum exception that.will accomplish
this purpose. The: appllcant would be denied the use of the
additlonal land dedimted to the street. The land would remain
unused, by the City because’it is not nieeded but the City would be
required:to.compensate the applicant for the additional right-of-

way.

(6) The proposed exception will not impair-adequate supply of light
and:alr to-adjacent property, substantially increase the congestion
inithe puhllc street, increase the; danger:of fire; endanger the
public-safety, or substantially.diminish-or impair property values.

Based on the above findingsthe Planning Commission:can. grant the proposed
exception In. accordance with.Section 10251 of the Land development Cade.

Respectfully Submiitted

Dennis Hoffbuhr
Applicants Agent

0571772005 09:56AM



ENGINEEI‘\S. rRO]JECT MAN.»\LJE[. PLANMNERS

Tune 1, 2005

Arthur Dubs JUN 25
Pacific International Enterprises 2005
1133 South Riverside ING pep
Medford 97501 ARTMENy

RE:  Supplemental Analysis to Address Additional Pipeline Trips
Dear Mr. Dubs:

Subsequent to the completion review by the City of Medford, the Public Works
Department has set a requirement for additional analysis regarding pipeline trips
for projects approved after the initial scoping letter to you was provided. The first
set of pipeline trips was sent in a letter from David Jiao to me, dated Aprit 21,
2005. This letter included excerpts from five traffic impact anialyses. The second
letter, dated May 13, 2005, also from David Jiao to me, gives the pipeline trips for
the Vista Pointe subdivision. These numbers were developed by City staff,
because the Vista Pointe subdivision was not required to provide a traffic impact
analysis.

The only locations impacted by the pipeline distributions provided by the City and
the Bella Vista Heights project are the two intersections of the ramps between east
McAndrews Road and Foothill Road and the intersection of east McAndrews
Road and Brookdale Avenue. The traffic volumes attributed to these

s developments are listed in Table 1. Table 1 also adds background and Bella Vista
- Heights traffic.

Table 2 summarizes the results of SYNCHRO modeling runs at the three locations
impacted by pipeline traffic. The intersection of McAndrews Road and Brookdale
P Avenue meets adopted mobility standards after full development of the Bella Vista
) Heights project and pipeline trips.

CITY OF MEDFORD

EXHIBIT #_°
Fio # 2O —OOS - 25

valor 5416871081 FAXx 540.345.6599 wie JRHWEB. COM
4765 VILLAGE TTLAZA LOOT SUITE 201 LUGENE OREGON 9740
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Letter from James R. Hanks
RE: Supplemental Analysis to Address Additional Pipeline Trips
June 1, 2005

Page 2

Table 1: Traffic Volumes at Locations Impacted by Plpelme Trips
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Letter from James R. Hanks

RE: Supplemental Analysis to Address Additional Pipeline Trips
June 1, 2005

Page 3

Table 2: Level of Service

N LOS
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Both the eastbound and westbound ramps connecting McAndrews Road at
Foothill Road are shown to exceed the adopted mobility standards, before the
construction of the Bella Vista Heights project, for the eastbound left and right
turns. Traffic signals at these locations will bring the locations into meeting
mobility standards. [f traffic from Bella Vista Heights 1s added to the signalized
intersections needed to accommodate the pipeline trips, the mobility standards will
still be met.

We have attached to this letter a copy of both pipeline trip letters from the City, a
copy of the SYNCHRO runs with and without a traffic signal, and a printout
showing the meeting of signal warrants.

Enclosures




LETTERS FROM CITY OF MEDFORD
REGARDING PIPELINE TRIPS
APRIL 21, 2005
MAY 13, 2005
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CITY OF MEDFORD
411 WEST 6TH STREET - TELEPHONE
____PUBLIC WORKS DEP/ RTMENT . MEDFORD, OREGON 97501 (841) 774-2100
ENGINEERING & DEVELOPIENT DIVISION werw,ci.medford, of.u PAX: (841) 774.2552

April 21, 2005

TamesR. Harks, PE.
JRH Transportation'Engincering.
4675 Village Plaza Loop Suite 201
Eugene, OR 97401

Re: Additional Pipeline trips for Bella Vista Heights Subdivision

Mr. Hanks;

The attached fles are the pipeline trips after your previous traffic study for Arthur Dubs Project. You may
nced them in"your upclated study.

If you have any questions, feel free to contact me at 774-211].

Sincerel}',-
”a\v'i:d_-J'i"z'lo _
Asst. to the Traffic Engineey
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CITY OF MEDFORD
411 WEST 8TH STREET TELEPHONE
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT MEDFORD, OREGON. 97501 (541) 774-2100

ENGINEERING & DEVELOPMENT DIVISION www.cimedford.or.us FAX: (541) 774.2552
May 13, 2005

James R. Hanks, P.E.

JRH & Associates

4765 Village Plaza Loop Suite 201

Eugene, Oregon 97401

RE: Pipeline Traffic from Vista Pointe Subdivisions

Dear Mr. Hanks: -

Public Works Department created the plpelme traffic from Vista Pointe Subdivision. The trip distribution
hasbeen attached for you to use in your traffic impact study.

If-you have any questions, feel free to contact me at 774-2111.

Sincerely,

d Jiao
Assistant to the Traffic Engmeer

Cci  Alex Georgev1tch Transportation | Manager
Arthur Dubs, Pacific International Enterpnses
Jim Maize, Senior Planner
John R. Huttl, Sr Assist City Attomey

"y ’
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SYNCHRO RUNS

WITH AND WITHOUT TRAFFIC SIGNAL

. CITY OF MEDFORD s
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection CapaC|ty Analysis Build'- 2004 with

413: McAndrews WB. On/ Off & Foothill'Road

pipeline trips-unsignalized
Timing Plan: DEFAULT

S 2 N B Y
Movement ' EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations L hi + 4 d
Sign Control Stop Free Free
Grade 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 107 25 114 449 570 66
Peak Hour Factor 080 090 090 090 090 090
Hourly flow rate (vph) 119 28 127 499 633 73
Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage .
Right turn flare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh)
Upstream:signal (ft)
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume ~ 1386° 633 707
vC1, -stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, Unblacked vol 1386 633 707
tC;single (s) 6.4 6.2 4.1
tC; 2-stage (s)
tF(s) T 35 33 22
p0 queue free % 12 94 86
cM capacity (veh/h) 135 480 892
Direction; Lane# ™™ EB1 NB1 NB2 SB1 SB2 T
Veolume Total 147 127 499 633 73
Volume Left’ 119 127 0 0 0
Volume Right 28 0 0 0 73
cSH 157 892 1700 1700 1700
Volume to Capacity 0.94 014 029 037 0.04
Queue Length'95th (ft) 170 12 0 0 0
Control Delay (s) 1128 97 00 00 00
Lane.LOS F A
Approach Delay (s): 1129 20 0.0
Approach LOS' F
Intersection Stimmary = T
Average Delay 12.0 _
intersection Capacity Utilization 56.2% ICU.Level of Service

16

Analysis Period (min)

AT TN

JH
Authur Dubs Properties
JRH Transportation Engineering

Synchro 6 Report
Page 1



HEM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis Build - 2004 with pipeline tr[ps un3|gnallzed

‘412 McAndrews EB On/ Off & Foothlll Road _ Timing Plan: DEFAULT
2N st s

Movement % SBT'™SBR™ .
Lane Configurations’ 7ﬁ’_‘f ‘?' ’i ‘I'" 4 T

Sign Contral T T stop™® "”'“::;_._Tﬁb Free. Free.”

Grade _ 0% ) 0% 0%~

Volume {veh/h) _ 93 132 . 74 fh"483 485 157

Peak Hour Factor 0. 80 0 90 0.90 Q QQ 090 0.90

Hourly flow rate (vph) = 10377 147 7 82% 537 539 174

Pedestrians
Lane Width (ft) =
Walking Speed (ft's)

Percent Blockage . - - L . -
Right turn flare (veh)

Mediantype:  © ™ None, il T A v

Median storage veh)

Upstream.signal (ft). """~ ™ rrE i mgmemeeee -

pX, platoon uriblocked I
vC, conflicting volume . 1240 530'%,, 713@@5?“? o
vC1, stage 1-conf vol

r—-

vC2, stage 2 conf vol" RRCEN

vCu, unblocked vol 1240

IC, single(s) %% 847 -

tC, 2 stage (s)

tF (s) L TRE .

po queue free % 41 '3 . 91

cM capacity (veh/h) "~ 7 T {757 54377 8g7EERS '
Direction, Lane: #m&ﬂg EB] 1WNB;9W NBI2E-SEHR ¢ SB TR T T
Volume Total ... i 250:4 824 53745395 174, .
Volume:Left ' 103 82 0 0 0

Volume Right, . “-0F 147 53 0048 OB 0% 1742 o
cSH 291 887 1760 1700 1700

ey

Vollme to Capacity 322, 0.86% 0.095 0328 2 0323 0 10“ R
Queue’ Length 95th (ft) 186 8 0 - 0
Control Delay (s) 37354 61.875.. . .55 0.0 oo:‘}}
Lane LOS - F
Approach Delay (s} 5761 8%«‘% ;

Approach LOS

LY

Intersection Simmaryis B I rNTT R e T S T
Average Delay . 10 3 -
Intersectlon Capac;ty Utl!lzatlon ’%ﬁ‘_. 55:3% 0%, ICU Levelof Service, . B
Anaiy3|s Period (mm) 1“5., .
N I S DT R e e

JH , ' ' ' : Synchro 6 Report
Authur Dubs Properties . Page 1
JRH Transportation Engineering



Lanes Volumes, Timings

106 McAndrews Road & Brookdale Avenue

Build - 2004 with pipeline tnps unS|gnaI|zed

Timing Plan: DEFAULT

0.0

O A N N Y R T/
Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR. NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane:Configurations % s % 4 ] & 4 o
ideal Fiow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Storage Length (ft) 0 0 200 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1
Totai Lost Time (s) 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40
Leading Detector {ft) g4 215 90 314 314 50 180 50 144 16
Trailing Detector (ft) 3 3 3 0 0 0 4 0 3 3
Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9 15 9 15 9
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 085 085 100 1.00 100 100 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.975 0.850 0.972 0.850
Flt Protected 0.950 0.950 0.988 , 0.990
Satd. Flow {prot) 1676 3269 0 1876 1765 1500 0 1695 0 0 1747 1500
Fit Permitted 0.859 0.485 0.914 0.931
‘Satd. Flow (perm) 1163 3269 0 85 1765 1500 0 1568 0 0 1643 1500
Right Turn on'Red No No. No No
‘Satd. Flow (RTOR) , . -
Headway Factor 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 1.00
Link Speed (mph) : 35 35 35 35
Link Distance {ft) 236 1894. 838 602
Travel Time (s) 4.6 . 389 16.3 _ 11.7
Volume {vph) 36 264 44 26 127 12 42 96 40 5 51 27
Peak Hour Factor 073 080 066 067 082 088 071 074 082 025 064 065
Adj. Flow {vph) 49 330 67 39 155 14 59 130 49 20 80 42
Lane Group Flow (vph) 49 397 c 39 155 14 c 238 0 0 100 42
Turn Type pm+pt pm+pt Prot Perm Perm Perm
Protected Phases’ 7 4 3 8 8 2 6
Permitted Phases 4 8 2 6 6
Detector Phases 7 4 3 8 8 2 2 T8 6 6
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 8.0 5.0 8.0 B.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0
Minimum Split (s) 80 240 80 240 240 270 270 270 270 270
Total Split{s) 80 240 0.0 80 240 240 280 280 00 280 280 280
Total Split.(%)_ .~ -13.3% 40.0% 0:0% 13.3% 40.0% 40.0% 46.7% 46.7% 0.0% 46.7% 46.7% 46.7%
Yellow Time (s) 3.0 4.0 30 40 40 40 4.0 40 40 4.0
All-Red Time () ", 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0 00
Lead/Lag ‘ Lead Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag'Optimize?  Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes ) )
‘Recall Mode None WNone None None None Min Min Min Min Min
Act Effct Green (s) 128 11.9 128 119 11.9 11.5 115 115
Actuated g/C Rat:o 032 0.34 032 034 034 0.33 033 0.33
vicRato 7™ < 011 035 0.11 026 0.03 0.46 0.18 0.08
Control Delay 79 103 79 10:8 105 121 10.7 . 10.5
Queue Delay”,. 7 00 0.0 00 00 00 0.0 00 00
Total Delay 7.9 103 T 9 108 105 12.1 10.7 105
LOS .. A B A B . B B . - B B
Approach Delay 10.0 10:3 12.1 10.6
Approach LOS ™ } B B B . B
Queue Length 50th (ft) 4 18 3 13 1 24 9 4
Queue Length 95th (ft) 16 68 13 64 12 84 33 18
Internai Link Dist (ft) 156 1814 758 522

Jil
Authur Dubs Properties

JRH Transportation Engineering

Synchro 6 Report
Page 1
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Lanes Volumes, Timings " Build - 2004 with pipeline trlps -~unsignalized
106:McAndrews Road & Brookdale Avenue ] Timing Plan: DEFAULT

T S ol U N . B
i‘“‘*EBLw EBT# EBRECWBLT"WBT WBR NBL 'NBT NBR SBL SBT ° SBR

Lane Group %

Turn Bay Length (ft) .~ R 2000 T , .
Base CapaCIty (vph) 433 1579 366 853 725 821 860 785
Starvation Cap Reductn ” 0>~ 0 “FEEeT o o g 0 0 0
Spiliback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 -0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn ~ _~ 0 '~ 0 | "Ti7Es 0 0 0 : 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.11 025 011 018 002 0.29 0.12 0.05
Intersection Summary S R TN TR IR

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length:60 .. L

Actuated Cycle Length: 346 )

Natural Cycle: 60 * "%, o .

Control Type: Actuated- Uncoordlnated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.46 ¥ e EREERRAT

intersection Signal Delay 10 6 Intersec’tlon LOS B

e ‘...._.-‘.

Intersection Capacity Utilization 40. 4% “‘“‘ﬁﬂsm ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases;  106: McAndre\ivs' Road & Brookdale Avenue

T B2 . , ¥ o3 _|=~* o4
3 o S = Ay ; -IL S ) 5’.
t 1215 _ - . .B7 - L]
e : — : 7 RIS
Ji _ ' ' : Synchro 6 Report
Authur Dubs Properties Page 2

JRH Transportation Engineering -



Lanes, Velumes, Timings

413: McAndrews WB: On/ Off & Foothill Road

Build - 2004 with pipeline trips-signalized

Timing Plan: DEFAULT

328

S 2 U B S
LaneGroup ~ ™ ' EBL _EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Lane Configurations hd N 4 4 i
Ideal Flow {vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Storage Length (ft) 0 0 300 300
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1
Total Lost Time (s) 40 40 40 40 40 40
Leading Detector (ft) 50 50 50 50 50
Trailing Detector (ft) 0 0 0 0 0
Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 15
Lane Util. Factor 100 100 100 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt . 0.974 0.850
Flt Protected 0.961 0.950
Satd. Flow (prot) =~ 1652 0. 1676 1765 1765 1500
Flt Permitted 0.961 0.:250
Satd. Flow (perm) 1652 0 441 1785 1765 1500
Right Turn on Red No No
Satd. Flow (RTOR) . .
Headway Factor 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Link Speed (mph) = 30 . - 50 50
Link Distance (ft) 252 847 408
Travel Time (s) =~ 57 116 56
Volume (vph) 107 25 114 449 570 a6
Peak Hour Factor 0.90 080 080 090 090 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 119 28 127 499 633 73
Lane Group Flow (vph) 147 0 127 499 633 73
Turn Type Perm Perm
Protected Phases 4 2 6
Permitted Phases 2 6
Detector Phases. 4 2 2 6 6
Minimum Initial (s) 40 40 40 40 40
Minimum Split (s) ~ ~ 20.0 200 20.0 20.0 20.0
Total Split (s) 200 00 200 200 200 .200
Total Split (%) - -~ ".50.0% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 35 35 35 35
All-Red Time (s) ~" ™ 0.0 00 00 00 00
Lead/Lag ’
Lead-Lag Optirize?, , '
Recall Mode. " None Min  Min  Min Min
Act Effct: Green (s)% 10.6 39.6 396 396 396
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.18 072 072 072 072
v/c Ratio' © ## 5T 0,49 040 039° 050 0.07
Control Delay 11.6 142 58 85 43
Queue Delay 2= 0.0 00 00 00 00
Total Detay 1.6 142 518 85 43
LOS “’ B B A A A
Approach. De!ay 116 75 80
Approach :OS- -:. B A A
Queue Length: 50th (ft) 29 12 46 865 5
Queue Length 95th (ft) 46 #73 118 #219 19
Internal Link Dist (ft) 172 767

Ji
Authur Dubs Properties
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings ' Bunld 2004 with plpehne trips- s:gnallzed
413: McAndrews WB On/ Off & Foothill Road ' Timing Plan: DEFAULT

SRR
Lane:Group™ B BT EBLT T EBRF T NBIEPNE T SBT.Y SBR

Turn Bay Length (ft) e 30080s Sl o 300
Base Capacity (vph) " 485 318 1272 1272 1081
Starvation Cap Reductn = 0 IR 00 0 7 0
Spillback Cap Reductn .0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 o0 0 o
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.30 040 038 050 0.07
Intersection Summary ¥ ¥ 7 ¥ B R I IR e TR e
Area Type: Other ) .

Cycle Length: 40 et L T
Actuated Cycle Length 54, 9

Natural Cycle: 50, i
Control Type: Actuated- Uncoordlnated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.50 - e er g CETERERRIIUTE

"'lntersecﬁbn LOS: A

Intersection Signal Delay: 8.1 T L
. JCU'Level of Service B

Intersection Capacity Utilization 56.2%

Analysis Period: (min) 15 :

# 95th percentile volume exceeds capamty queue may be longer.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles

¥

Splits and Phases: 413 McAndrews:'WB On/ Off & Foothill Road
f L
;252 . @4

Py

Ji ‘ : Synchro 6 Report

Authur Dubs Properties’ Page 2
JRH Transportation Engineering



Lanes, Volumes, Timings
412 McAndrews EB On/ Off:& Foothill Road

Build - 2004 with pipelme trips- sugnahzed

Timing Pian: DEFAULT

T
LaneGroup:-=""*-"" EBL. .EBR NBL NBT SBT ' SBR
Lane Configurations . % % 4 4 d
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Storage Length (ft) 0 0 300 300
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 1
Total Lost Time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Leading Detector (ft) 5 5 5 5 5
Trailing Detector-{ft) 0 0 0 0 0
Turning Speed (mph)’ 15 9 15 9
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt T 0021 - 0.850
Fit Protected 0.980 0:950
Satd. Flow (prot)” 1503 0 1676 1765 1765 1500
Fit Permitted 0.980 0:282
Satd. Flow {(perm) 1593 0 498 1765 1765 1500
Right Turn on Red No No
Satd. Flow (RTOR) .
Headway Factor 100 100 100 1.00 1.00 1.00
Link Speed (mph) " " 30 .50 50
Link Distance (ft) 171 - 710 847
Travel Time(s}) . 38 7 .. 87 16
Volume (vph) 93 132 74 483 485 157
Peak Hour Factor. . 090 090 090 090 090 0.90
Adj. Flow (vph) 103 147 82 837 539 174
Lane Group Flow (vph) 250 0 82 537 539 174
Turn Type Perm Perm
Protected Phases - 4 2 6
Permitted Phases 2 6
Detector Phases ., 4 2 2 6 6 -
Minimum Initial (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Minimum Spiit (s} .- 20.0 200 200 200 200
Total‘Split {s) 200 0.0 200 200 200 200
Total Split (%) **7, " .50.0% 0:0% '50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% )
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 35 3.5
All-Red Time ().~ "~ 0.0 06 00 00 00
Lead/Lag
Lead- Lag Optlmlze'7 v
Recall Mode Ncne Min  Min  Min  Min
Act Effct. Green (s) o114 2.1 227 22"7_ 22 7
Actuated g/C’Ratio 0.27 057 0. 57 0.57 0. 57 .
vic Ratio . *ZF0IETE (.59 029 0537 053 020 T
Control Delay 1.9 10.8 ‘11 3 11. 3,_ 71 L
Queve Delayte gy 0:0 00 00 700" 00 ST
Total Defay 11.9 108 113 113 74
LOS: il . B B B B A .
Approach Delay 11.9 : 112 103
Approach LOS ™77 " B B B
Queue Length 50th (ft) 39 8 65 66 17
Queue Length 95th (ft)" 78 40 #217 #218 52
Internal Link Dist {ft) 91 630 767
Jil Synchro 6 Report

Authur Dubs Properties
JRH Transportation Engineering
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Lahes,.Volumes, Timings ' Build - 2004 with pipeline trlps S|gnallzed

412: McAndrews EB On/ Off & Foothill Road Timing Plan: DEFAULT
S T N A Y

LaneGroup -~ V¥ EBLITEBR” NBIESTNBTE™ SBTE "SBRTT™ "

Tumn Bay Length (ft). 3007 = - 300

Base Capacity (vph) 569 286 1014 1014 862

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0P 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0.,.0. 0 "o

Reduced v/c Ratio - 0.44 029 053 053 0.20

Intersection Summary © T T T e R e T T T

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 40 )
Actuated Cycle Length: 39.5
Natural Cycle: 45
Control Type: Actuated- Uncoordlnated
Maximum v/c Ratio:'0.59 _ e -
Intersection Signal Delay: 10.9 Intersectron LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 55:3% ICU Level of Service B
Analysis Period {min) 15
# 95th percentile volume exceeds.capacity; queue may be longer.

Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Splits and Phasés:  412: McAndrews EB On/ Off & Foothill Road

Ji _ ' : | Synchro 6 Report
Authur Dubs Properties Page 2
JRH Transportation Engineering
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Tonsuitant signatwarrants_2005_vorson2 . .

8212005

Count Date {pm) N/1900 T0% Warrants

OREGON DEPARTMENT. OF TRANSPORTATION. Anslyss by: 0
TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANT COMPARISON . Pnona. [
Foothlll Road at McAndrowt wa onioff Ramp
T o MPO Major Streot has two Bpproaching lanes
Count Data {am} 11041900 0: Minor Streat has one approaching lane

R Rirs "«I-l .
r ) I“ \ _,—l i @ % Reduction in minor st nght tum volume
e el o : i D00 % growth paryearfor 0

years
VOLUME DATA
| 5:00 - .00 - B:C_)Ol-' 00~ 10:00 - 11:00 - 12:00 - | 13:00- 14:00 - 15:00 - 18:00 - 17.00 - 18:00 - 19:00 -
Time 14 Hours 7:00 800 9:00 .10:00 11:00 12:00 13:00 14:00 15:00 16:00 17:00 18:00 19:00 20:00
Hourly Vol
oAl IR I R N BN AN AN N B B B B ACR
Hourly Vol N
Minor St 132|0[0|0'0|0|o|-o|o|rolo.|o|o[o
Hourty Vol otho
_M‘i’:o'?’&“"""lolo,0|o|n|_o|o.|o’o|olo’o|o|o
Warrants Minimum Number of Hours Warrants  Waeight
Yolumo Warrant Warrant is Met met Value
e e LU G AL o —
1 Elght-Hour Veshicular Voluma: NO
Condition A Minimum Vehicliar Volume
Major Street (tota! of beth approaches) 420
Minor. Street {one direction only) 105 14 {8 hours required)
Conditian B:- Interruption of Continous Traffic .
Major Streat {total of both approacnes) #30
Minor Street {one direction oniy) 53 1 {8 hours requirad}
**Condition A; Mirimum Vehicular Volume, 80% -
Major, Street (total of both approaches) 480
Minor. Street (one direction only) 120 i 1 (B haurs required)
~Condition B: Interuption of Continuous Traffic, 80% |
Major Street (total af both approdaches) 720
Minor Street {one direétion oniy} . 80 1 {8 hours required)
2. Four-Hour Vehicular Volume; . NO
Graph attached . 1 (4 hours required)
3. Peak Hour:- c oRllueh e e e o b o, - YES 5
Condition A: .
1.} Totai stopped time delay on one minor street approach & vehicle-hours
2 J: Miror Street (one direstion only) 400 "] {1 hour required)
3.3 Totai entering volume serviced duning the hour 850 [ {1 hour required)
Condition B: ¢ Graph attached. 1 {1 hour required] .
4. Podestrian Volume: N/A
Condition A:
1) Pedestnan Voluma for each of any four hotirs N/A:
2.} Pedastnan Volume during any hour N/A
Condition B:
1.} Number of gaps per hour of adequate length: -WN/A
Condition C: _ ’
1.} Distance to nearest traffic signal along major street (ft); N/A,
v I

1of2
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consultant_signalwarrants_2005_version2

70% OF WARRANTS: MAJOR 2 x MINOR 1 INPUT

G % Reduction in minor street right turn volum

0.00 % growth per year,

0

year projection

4-HOUR MET

PEAK HR M 3

[Time 13 6:00 - 7:00 -
Hours 7:00 8:00

8:00 -
. 5:00

10:00

8:00- -

10:00 -
11:00

11:00- | 12:.00- | 13:00-
14:00

12:00 13:00

14:00 -
15:00

15:00 -
16:00

16:00- | 17:00-
17.00 18:00

18:00 -
18:00

19:00 -
20:00

Hourly
Volumes on| 1199 0
Malor Street|

0 G

[Hourly
Volumes on 132 0
Minor Straet]

MINOR STREET HIGH VLUME APPROACH - VPH

Figure 4C-1 (Figure 4C-2 if using 70% Factor)

Warrant 2.- Four-Hour Vehicular Volume

—100—
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MAJOR STREET - TOTAL OF BOTH APPROACHES - VPH
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SRR S P R R
MAJOR STREET - TOTAL OF BOTH APPROACHES - VPH
B

6/2/2005

Figure 4C-3 (Figiire 4C-4'if using 70% Factor)
‘Warrant 3-= Peak Hour

[FOURE WET: 1

Attached Graphs
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VcAncrews WB an_oft ramp at Fooihil Road . I - B/2/2005

OREGON DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION . Analyss by: 0
TRAFFIC SIGNAL WARRANT COMPARISON, | .o Phana:
Faathlll Road  ;at McAndrews EB on/off Ramp
, ¢ M. P ] Major.Streat has two approaching lanes
Count Date {am} 1/6/4800 0 Minor Street has one approaching lane
Count Date {pm} 1101900 e ; 70% Warrants
L *’"‘" ! Mf\ o .
) \ _r"' i 0 % Reduiction in minor s1 nght 1Um volume
— 0.00 % growth paryear for " 0 —teers
) VOLUME DATA.
l 6:00 - I 800 I oo 100~ | 11:00- | 4200 - | 13:00- [ 14:00- | 1500- | 16:00- ] 17.00- | 18:00- | 19:00-
Time 14 Hours 7:00 10:60 11:00 izoo. | 13:.00 14:00 15:00 18:00 17:00 $8:00 19.00 20:00
- —l
Hourty Voiumes on
i 11ggfu[o|o|o]o|o|o|o|o|o|o'o|o
Hourly Vol
M‘i’,‘.‘;’sw:'t"“""225]0'o!o!o|o|0|o|0,0|o|0|olo
Hourly Volumes othar
- [misior st. ]DIOIU|0|0|_0]0|0|0|010|n|o|u
[Warrants Minimum Number of Hours Warrants  Waight
Volume Warrant Warrant Is Met met Value
— e ——————— A AR LR AL L e — =N
1. Eight-Hour Vahlcular Volume: .. NO
Condition A: Minimurt Vehiclitar Yolume
Major Street (iotal of both approaches)” « 420 .
Minor Street (one direction only) 105 1 (8 hours required)
Condition 8: Interruption of Continous Traffic -
Major Strest (1otai of both approaches) . 530
Minor Street (one direction only) 53 1 (B hours requiced)
"Condition A: Minimum Vehicular Volume, 80% -
Major Street (total of both approaches) 48D
Minor Street (one direction only) 120 1 {8 hours required)
“*Condition B: Interuption of Continuous Traffic, 80%
Major Street (totai of both approaches} 720
Minor Street (one direction only) . B0 (8 hours reguired)
2. Four-Hour Vahicular Yolume: NO
Graph attached 1 (4 hours required)
e
3,:P¢§!(|_-|our: . AT E R e g ey, N ik mem e — N _ YES, 5
Condition A:
1.} Tolal siopped time delay on One minor street approach 4 vehicle-hours
2) Minor Street (oné direction unly) 100 0 (1 hour required)
3.) Total entering voiume serviced during the hour B850 0 (1 hour required)
Condition B: “ Graph aitached. 1 {1 hour. required) .
4. Podestrian Volume: N/A
Condition A: )
1.) Pedestrian Volume for sach of any four hours - N/A . _
2.) Pedestrian Volume during any hour —N.L.. __"‘
Condition B: )
1.} Number of gaps per hour of adequate length: - N/A .
Condition C: .
1.) Distance to nearest traffic signal along major street (fty N/A .




McAndrews WB on_off ramp at Foothill Road . 6/2/2005

-
__. . : . 70% OF WARRANTS: MAJOR 2 x MINOR 1 INPUT b
| _ | 0 % Reduction in minor street right turn volum 0.00 % growth per year, 0 year projection : m m._.a
- h 4-HOUR MET =
N . |Peak HRME . k)
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) ® 20:2 pEACK 7

Scott G. Rogers

From: Alex T. Georgevitch

Sent: Tuesday, July 05,.2005i6:38 PM
To: Scott'G. Rogers

Subject: PUD 05-25

Attachments: Alex T. Georgevitch.vcf

Traffic has reviewed the TIA prepared for the above referenced project by JRH Transportation Engineering. The.
study shows two (2} intersections’ fall with: pipelrne traffic. The two intersections in question are the ramp
terminals of McAndrews Road with Foothlli Road: #t further states, that- if signalized, the intersections run at an
appropriate level of service (LOS:D or better) including the traffic from thrs development. The study does not give
any indication of how much development could.occur-before these two 'intersections would be impacted with 25 or
more peak hour trips. Therefore'the. development shall elther mitigate the two intersections by designing and
building the traffic signals reqmred -wait-until the City builds the: srgnais {notin-the current TSP), or submit a
revision or addendum to the TIA that shows how much: development can-occur prior to 25 peak hour trips
impacting this intersection and provide a stipulation to that affect in theirfindings.

Thanks

Alex Georgevitch, PE r- .
Transportation Manager ﬁk Ui WEEB'
City of Medford

541.774.2114 v JUL 5 a5

541.618.1778f
BLANNING DEPARTMENY

CITY OF MEDFORD

HIBIT #
Flle # T SUDN- A 2

7/5/2005



