CENTRAL
POINT

CITY OF CENTRAL POINT
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA
July 18, 2017 - 6:00 p.m.

I MEETING CALLED TO ORDER
IL. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
HI. ROLL CALL

Planning Commission members, Mike Oliver (chair), Tom Van Voorhees, Elizabeth
Powell, Craig Nelson Sr., Kay Harrison, Amy Moore, John Whiting.

IV.  CORRESPONDENCE

V. MINUTES
Review and approval of the June 6, 2017 meeting minutes.

VI. PUBLIC APPEARANCES

VII. BUSINESS
A. Consideration of a Site Plan and Architectural Review application for Smith

Crossing at Twin Creeks, a 245-unit multifamily development within the Medium
Mix Residential (MMR) zone in the Twin Creeks TOD Master Plan area. The
9.45 acre project site consists of two (lots) on North Haskell Street identified on
the Jackson County Assessor’s Map as 37S 2W 03C Tax Lot 138 and 37S 2W
03DC Tax Lot 3400. Applicant: PCMI, Inc.; Agent: Scott Sinner, Scott Sinner
Consulting, Inc.

VIII. DISCUSSION

IX. ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEWS

X. MISCELLANEOUS

XI. ADJOURNMENT



City of Central Point
Planning Commission Minutes
June 6, 2017

L MEETING CALLED TO ORDER AT 6:04 P.M.

II. ROLL CALL

Commissioners, Mike Oliver, Amy Moore, Tom Van Voorhees, John Whiting and Kay
Harrison were present. Also in attendance were: Tom Humphrey, Community
Development Director, Chris Clayton, City Manager, Matt Samitore, Parks and Public
Works Director, Sydnee Dreyer, City Attorney, Stephanie Holtey, Community Planner,
Molly Bradley, Community Planner, Matthew Burt, Planning Intern, and Karin Skelton,
Planning Secretary.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIENCE
II1. CORRESPONDENCE

Correspondence received was incorporated into the staff report.

Iv. MINUTES

Kay Harrison made a motion to approve the minutes of the May 2, 2017 Planning
Commission Meeting. Tom Van Voorhees seconded the motion. ROLL CALL: Amy Moore,
yes; Tom Van Voorhees, yes, John Whiting, abstain; Kay Harrison, yes. Motion passed.

V. PUBLIC APPEARANCES
None
VI. BUSINESS

A. Public Hearing to consider a Site Plan and Architectural Review application
for Smith Crossing at Twin Creeks, a 245-unit multifamily development
within the Medium Mix Residential (MMR) zone in the Twin Creeks TOD
Master Plan area. The 9.45 acre project site consists of two (lots) on North
Haskell Street identified on the Jackson County Assessor’s Map as
37S2W03C Tax Lot 138, And 37S2W03DC Tax Lot 3400. Applicant:
PCML, Inc.; Agent: Scott Sinner, Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc.

Mike Oliver, Planning Commission Chair read the rules governing the quasi-judicial hearing
process.

Commissioner Amy Moore announced a conflict of interest and recused herself, reserving the
right to speak as a private citizen during the hearing.
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Mike Oliver announced that a neighbor of his mentioned the project in his presence, but there
was no discussion. He also announced that he had met with the planning department regarding
the procedure of the hearing.

Stephanie Holtey, Community Planner explained that the Twin Creeks Master Plan was
approved in 2001 to provide guidance and instruction for land use and development on 230 acres
of land within the city. The Master Plan provided a mix of housing types and densities
throughout the Twin Creeks community. Per the Master Plan, medium density multifamily
residential housing is planned for two tracts of land along North Haskell Street near the
intersections of Griffin Oaks (Tax Lot 138) and Richardson Drive (Tax Lot 3400). At this time
the applicant, PCMI, Inc., is requesting Site Plan and Architectural Review approval to construct
a multifamily residential housing development on Tax Lots 138 and 3400. It is the Applicant’s
intent to develop the project in phases:

e Phase 1) 37S 2W 03C Tax Lot 138 would havel00 units, and
e Phase 2) 37S 2W 03DC Tax Lot 3400 would have 145 units.

The project site is served by all planned infrastructure identified in the Master Plan, including but
not limited to streets and stormwater treatment facilities. All utilities are available to the site.

Ms. Holtey explained the approval criteria for the Planning Commission. She said the application
was subject to the Medium Mix Residential standards, of Municipal Code Chapter 17.65
including parking. All applications within the TOD District must follow the approval criteria
outlined in Chapter 17.66 which requires compliance with a Master Plan. Design and
Development standards for the Transit District and Corridors also apply as well as Site Plan and
Architectural Review procedures in Chapter 17.72 which includes Public Works, Fire Code
Requirements, Design and Development standards particularly related to off-street parking and
dimensions for maneuverability within a parking lot.

Ms. Holtey stated that in the packet there was correspondence from Sandy Martin dated May 31,
2017 concemning the proposed development which posed questions regarding obtaining a traffic
impact analysis as well as requirements relative to the Master Plan. She indicated that staff
responded in a letter dated June 1, 2017, attached to the staff report as attachment K. Staff has
prepared additional findings which are attached to the Planning Department’s Supplemental
Findings.

The revised staff report incorporates updates to the exhibits, and identifies an issue regarding
accessible parking that was not addressed when the packets were prepared.

The Applicant’s findings included reference to a Master Plan modification. Ms. Holtey clarified
that there is no Master Plan modification being proposed as part of this Site Plan and
Architectural Review request. There was a separate application submitted and approved for a
minor modification to eliminate a minor pedestrian accessway.

Additionally, on Applicant’s findings for Phase 2 they reference 219 parking spaces but the site
plan indicates there are 222. Staff used what was shown on the plan, which was 222 spaces.
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Ms. Holtey described the area surrounding the project. To the north of Phase 1 is a vacant lot
which is currently approved for construction. The City approved Pear Valley Senior Living, a 2
story assisted living and memory care facility at that location. To the northeast of Phase 1 there
is a vacant site which is planned for employment/commercial land uses. Staff have received no
inquiries or proposals relative to that site. To the north of both of those properties there is Twin
Creeks Crossing which will be the location for a Twin Creeks Rail Crossing which is to begin
construction in the fall,

Ms. Holtey explained that the Twin Creeks Master Plan established the planned street network
and the location of different land use designations. The location for Smith Crossing was
designated Medium Mix Residential. Additionally there was a designation of housing types and
the distribution of the housing types throughout the Master Plan area. This was the only location
designated for multi-family housing when the Master Plan was prepared. Over time, as this area
was built out, there were some site specific minor modifications, and development has occurred
consistent with the Master Plan and those modifications.

Ms. Holtey stated that the Applicant proposes to construct a total of seventeen (17) multifamily
apartment buildings, including eight in Phase 1 and nine in Phase 2. The structures vary in size
and unit count; however, each multifamily building includes 1 and 2 bedroom apartment flats and
2 and 3 bedroom townhouse style units. The parking plan consists of off-street parking spaces
and garages. The proposal is within the minimum/maximum range for density and complies with
the minimum parking requirements for multifamily housing.

Open space and recreation amenities are proposed, including a clubhouse, pool, and playground
in Phase 1, and a large central open space square in Phase 2. Both phases include significant
landscape improvements, as well as a network of pedestrian pathways.

Architecturally, the multifamily buildings are three-story wood frame construction with
articulation and craftsman detailing. All the building elevations demonstrate the craftsman
style design using a blue/gray or green/tan color palette, including the clubhouse and garages.
Per the Applicant’s Findings, the proposed development was designed to be compatible with
existing surrounding architecture and was presented to the neighborhood for comment at a
voluntary meeting on January 6, 2017. There were 9 attendees at that meeting. The City has not
received any feedback from that meeting.

Ms. Holtey stated that there are some issues relative to the proposed development. She
enumerated them along with proposed actions that can demonstrate compliance with the Master
Plan.

1. Master Plan. The Twin Creeks Master Plan governs land use and circulation. A review
of the proposed site development in the context of the Master Plan requires clarification
of shared access and traffic impacts as follows:

a. Shared Access. Phase 1 provides a private drive connection with the adjoining
property to the northeast (TL 1500), which is illustrated in the Master Plan,
Circulation Detail. The Applicant is requesting that the shared connection be for
emergency vehicle use only through placement of a fire access gate or similar
apparatus. Per the Applicant’s findings, the basis of the request is to avoid
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potential safety conflicts of off-site commercial traffic generated by a future land
use on Tax Lot 1500. Twin Creeks Development has written a letter in support
of restricted access.

On January 24, 2017 the Community Development Director approved a senior
living and memory care facility on TL 1400 (File No. 16032). At that time the
provision for shared open access was shifted to the east to avoid potential
conflicts between the residential facility and a future commercial use on tax lot
1500. The current request reflects similar concerns for resident safety associated
with shared open access to accommodate off-site commercial traffic on TL 1500.
In consideration of these concerns and written testimony in support of the
Applicant’s request provided by the property owner of TL 1500, staff
recommends the Planning Commission grant the request to provide shared access
for emergency vehicles only.

Kay Harrison asked whether there were enough exits for residents to leave the area quickly in an
emergency. Ms. Holtey said that the fire department required two points of access and Phase 1
did have two access points.

John Whiting said that because the shared accessway traveled through a planned playground area
it would be a good idea to restrict traffic to emergency vehicles only.

Ms. Holtey stated that the accessway was in compliance with the Master Plan.

b. Traffic. The Master Plan includes a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) that
evaluates the impacts of land uses planned throughout Twin Creeks. Per the
analysis and public agency feedback, a trip cap was imposed to assure traffic
generated by new development is completed in sync with specified street
capacity enhancement projects. The Twin Creeks Rail Crossing is the last
project to be completed before the trip cap is removed. Based on an analysis of
existing and approved development projects in Twin Creeks, there is sufficient
capacity to accommodate the proposed development in Phase 1. However, Phase
2 will exceed the available trips identified in the Master Plan and cannot be built
until the Twin Creeks Rail Crossing project is complete.

The Traffic Impact Analysis identified the traffic impact for each stage of the
development.

Tom Humphrey identified the traffic improvements completed to date. There was
a signal at West Pine and Haskell, improvements at West Pine and Front Street,
Haskell Street was extended through Rogue Valley Bin and the bridge at Griffin
Creek was built to extend Haskell into the project area. A bridge was built over
Jackson Creek to extend circulation onto Grant Road to the west and the last
improvement is the Twin Creeks Railroad Crossing.

Ms. Holtey restated that the trip cap was imposed to ensure that new
development happens in sync with the road improvements.

Per the Public Works Staff Report dated May 19, 2017, the Twin Creeks Rail
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Crossing is scheduled for construction in September 2017 with an estimated
completion of between January and July 2018, weather permitting. Per the
Applicant, Phase 1 construction is estimated to be complete in December 20138,
which would be 6 months after completion of the rail crossing. It is the
Applicant’s intent to immediately begin construction of Phase 2 in December
2018 with estimated completion one and half years following completion of the
Twin Creeks Rail Crossing project. Although there is no apparent conflict in
timing, the Public Works Department recommends Phase 2 be subject to the trip
cap in the event there are unexpected delays in completing the Twin Creeks Rail
Crossing.

Tom Humphrey added that the Twin Creeks Development was a Transit Oriented Development
which had not yet received transit service. Rogue Valley Transportation District has said that
once the railroad crossing is complete they will modify Route 40 to include Twin Creeks. He
said that the higher density of this project would support the transit service.

2. Special Flood Hazard Area. A small portion of Phase 1 is within the SFHA . Most of
the impacted area is planned for parking and landscape improvements but utilities for
Building 5 are shown within the SFHA.

Floodplain development proposals are subject to compliance with CPMC 8.24, Flood
Damage Prevention. There are no requirements relative to the proposed landscape and
parking improvements, however Building No. 5 will be subject to the residential
construction standards for development in high risk floodplains. Compliance verification
is a function of the building permit process. Staff recommends a condition that the
Applicant obtain a floodplain development permit for Building No. 5 prior to building
permit issuance unless it can be demonstrated through a Letter of Map Amendment that
the building site is located above the 100-year flood elevation.

Mike Oliver asked if there were any floodplain impacts to Phase 2. Ms. Holtey replied that there
were not.

3. Accessory Structure Setback. Phase 2 proposes placement of the garage and
maintenance facility 3-ft from the rear property line. Per the Applicant’s Findings,
placement of the structure in this location is necessary to provide a visual and auditory
buffer from the railroad and industrial area east of the project site.

The proposed garage and maintenance building is an accessory structure. Per CPMC
17.60.030(A), accessory structures in residential districts may be located 3-ft from the
rear and/or side property line when the building is at least 10-ft from all other structures
and 55-feet from the street right-of-way. The proposal locates the garage/maintenance
building at least 20-feet from all other buildings and 311-feet from North Haskell Street
consistent with the setback standard in CPMC 17.60.030(A). No conditions are
recommended.

Mr. Oliver asked if the garages were included in the total number of parking spaces. Ms. Holtey
replied that they were included.
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4. Minor Pedestrian Accessway. Phase 1 proposes a minor pedestrian accessway required
per Master Plan. There is a 65-ft segment at the northeast property corner that does not
provide the required 24” landscape row between the drive and the pathway per the
standard identified in the Master Plan.

The Master Plan identifies the pedestrian connection from North Haskell Street to Twin
Creeks Crossing, which could be on the project site or the adjacent open space tract
owned by Twin Creeks Development Co. To meet the standard pathway cross section, it
will be necessary for the Applicant to locate a portion of the pathway on the open space
tract. Staff recommends that the Applicant provide written authorization and a revised
site plan demonstrating compliance with the Minor Pedestrian Accessway standard per
the Master Plan prior to building permit issuance.

5. Landscaping. The Applicant’s Landscape Plan does not provide adequate tree
placement at the north entrance to Phase 1 as required in CPMC 17.67.050(K)(2)(a).
This section of the code requires tree placement at 30-ft on center. Phases 1 and 2 do not
provide adequate screening at the parking lot driveway entrances from North Haskell
Street. CPMC 17.67.050(K)(2)(b) requires screening evergreen hedges or decorative
fences walls or transparent screens.

There is sufficient area on the site to accommodate the required landscaping and
screening per CPMC 17.67.050(K)(2)(a-b). Staff recommends that the Planning
Commission impose Condition No. 5 to require submittal of a revised landscape plan at
the time of building permit issuance.

6. Accessible Parking. The parking plan identifies four (4) accessible parking spaces in
Phase 1 and five (5) accessible parking spaces in Phase 2. The Oregon Structural
Specialty Code requires a minimum of six (6) accessible parking spaces in parking lots
with 151-200 total spaces and seven (7) spaces in parking lots with 201-300 total spaces.
Per the Building Department, Phases 1 and 2 do not meet the minimum requirement for
accessible parking .

Based on an analysis of the proposed parking plan for Phase 1 and the minimum parking
requirement in Table 1, there are 18 spaces in excess of the minimum requirement. Phase
2 provides 2 spaces in excess of the minimum requirement. Although the addition of two
(2) accessible parking spaces in Phase 2 would reduce parking to the minimum required,
provision of accessible parking can be provided in conformance with the Oregon
Structural Specialty Code while remaining compliant with the minimum parking standard
in CPMC 17.65.050(F)(3). Staff recommends the Applicant submit a revised site plan
showing the required accessible parking for Phases 1 and 2 at the time of building permit
application.

Tom Van Voorhees asked for clarification regarding the railroad crossing schedule. Ms. Holtey
confirmed that the crossing was scheduled to be completed prior to the completion of Phase 1.
She added that should there be a delay in the completion of the crossing, building permits would
not be issued on Phase 2 until the crossing was completed.
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Ms. Holtey advised that the Site Plan and Architectural Review application for Smith Crossing
Phases 1 and 2 has been evaluated for compliance with the Central Point Municipal Code
requirements set forth in the applicable sections of Chapters 17.65, 17.66, 17.67, 17.72 and 17.75
and found to comply as evidenced by the Planning Department Supplemental Findings.

Tom Van Voorhees asked if there were any issues with the fire department regarding access to
Phase 2 of the project. Ms. Holtey stated that there was only one point of access to Phase 2 and
the Fire Department was requiring sprinklers for fire suppression.

The conditions of approval are:

1. Prior to building permit issuance for any structure in any Phase, the Applicant shall
provide a copy of a signed and recorded reciprocal access easement with the adjoining
parcel to the North (37S 2W 03CA Tax Lot 1500 and 37S 2W 03CA Tax Lot 1400) as
necessary to allow shared access between the Lots for emergency purposes.

Mike Oliver suggested that the condition should include the word “only” to make it more clear.

2. Per the Public Works Staff Report dated May 19, 2017, the Twin Creeks Rail Crossing
shall be complete prior to issuance of building permits for any portion of Phase 2.

3. Prior to building permit issuance for Building No. 5 in Phase 1, the Applicant shall either
1) provide a Letter of Map Amendment (LOMA) from the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) demonstrating that the site for Building No. 5 is outside
Flood Zone AE; or, 2) obtain a floodplain development permit for Building No. 5 in
Phase 1 as necessary to comply with CPMC 8.24, Flood Damage Prevention
requirements for residential construction.

4. Prior to building permit issuance for any building in Phase 1, the Applicant shall provide
a written authorization to locate a portion of the Minor Pedestrian Access way identified
in the Twin Creeks Master Plan, on the adjacent open space tract, as necessary to comply
with the Minor Pedestrian Access way standard in Master Plan Exhibit 12.

5. At the time of building permit issuance, the Applicant shall submit a revised landscape
plan demonstrating compliance with the tree planting and parking lot screening
requirements in CPMC 17.67.050(K)(2)(a-b).

6. The Applicant shall comply with agency conditions as per the Fire District #3, Building
Department and Public Works Department staff reports.

7. At the time of building permit application, the Applicant shall submit a revised site plan
for Phases 1 and 2 demonstrating compliance with the Accessible Parking Spaces
requirement in the 2010 Oregon Structural Specialty Code and the overall parking
standards in CPMC 17.65.050(F)(3).
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APPLICANT

Scott Sinner, Agent for the Applicant stated that the application meets the Master Plan
requirements and that the designated lots were zoned for multi-family development. He added
that the Applicants designed the project to be compatible with the surrounding area. He stated
that the Applicants agreed to all the conditions of approval.

Mike Oliver asked if there were other similar developments in the area. Mr. Sinner replied that
the Applicants owned approximately 750 other units and were very experienced with this type of
development. He added that there was significant need for quality multi-family housing in the
area. Mr. Oliver said that Twin Creeks had set a high standard for design and maintenance. Mr.
Sinner provided photos of the Charles Point development in Medford which are owned by the
Applicants. He stated that the photos showed the maintenance standards that the Applicants
provide. He added that they retained their own staff to maintain the property.

Applicant Phillip Smith spoke to the Commissioners. He said that their goal was to build a
quality, attractive Development. He emphasized the need in the Rogue Valley for affordable
housing. He said that they were the only developers in this area doing apartments. He added
that their own staff maintained their developments.

Commissioner Kay Harrison asked if they did all the maintenance, including inside, outside and
landscaping. Mr. Smith replied that they did maintain everything. He stated that they maintain
their apartments to a high standard in order to attract and keep good tenants. Additionally it was
a family business that they are proud of.

Applicant Milo Smith spoke to the planning Commissioners and said that they would be members
of the Homeowners Association and therefore the park strip on Haskell would be maintained by
the Twin Creeks HOA. He added they would prefer to maintain it themselves. He added that they
maintain staff physically on the site during the day, seven days a week in order to enforce rules,
oversee maintenance and handle any issues that might arise.

Scott Sinner said that they were requesting approval of the project.
PUBLIC HEARING OPENED

Hope Williams

Mrs. Williams said she and her husband lived on Steamboat Dr. Her daughter also lives on
Steamboat Drive. She stated that as her daughter was going through chemotherapy she was not
able to attend. Mrs. Williams then read a letter from David and Sandy Martin. The letter stated
three basic concerns. 1) the notification to the current residents was insufficient, 2) the traffic
impact would be significant and the traffic impact study needed to be reviewed and updated, and
3) the proposed parking would be insufficient.

Henry Williams

Mr. Williams stated that his testimony was as a private citizen and not in any official capacity.
He read a statement stating concerns of both himself and his wife, Hope Williams. He said that
they felt the size of the development would overwhelm the community and that they believed the
proposed parking was insufficient. He suggested 2 parking spaces per unit would be a better ratio
than 1.6 spaces per unit. He also identified the traffic impact as a concern and said they felt it
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would detrimentally affect the area. He suggested the proposed project needed to be modified to
address these issues.

Chuck Stamps

Mr. Stamps stated that he had several concerns that had come to mind as people were speaking.
He added that he had not been aware that this hearing was taking place tonight. He said he
thought they should have a chance to look at the project again. He stated he was on the board of a
Twin Creeks association and he had concerns about several issues and needed some time to
address them. He asked if there were any way they could have additional time to review what
had been proposed at this meeting.

Sydnee Dreyer, City Attorney explained that the Planning Commission would decide whether
they wanted to close the hearing tonight or continue the hearing to a date specific. She said the
hearing could be closed tonight and the record left open for 7 days to allow the submittal of
additional written testimony. She added that deliberations could be continued to the July 18,
2017 meeting.

Mr. Stamps asked if the Homeowners Association would be responsible for the planting strips
along the pedestrian pathway and said there was too much for them to keep up with now, adding
that the additional upkeep would be a hardship.

Matt Samitore, Parks and Public Works Director stated that a private agreement could be worked
out with the landowners and the Homeowners Association regarding who would maintain the
planter strip.

Paul Simas

Mr. Simas stated that he moved to Twin Creeks in 2014 and loved the area. He said that he
worked as a Human Resources Director in the area and though he was speaking as a private
citizen he had seen firsthand the difficulty of finding housing for new staff coming to the area.
He had concerns regarding the safety of young children with additional traffic and wondered if
there had been a study of the impact on law enforcement in the area. He also asked if there would
be security at the apartment buildings.

Mike Oliver asked if there were any other citizens who wished to speak before the public hearing
was closed.

Scott Sinner, Applicant’s Agent said that the Applicants had followed the specifications of the
Master Plan and worked closely with the City in regard to this development. He stated they met
all the requirements of the Master Plan and would comply with all conditions of approval.

Philip Smith, Applicant stated that his understanding was that they would be a part of the current
Homeowners Association and would pay significant fees to the Homeowners Association. He
added that they would much prefer to leave the Homeowners Associating and maintain
landscaping themselves.

Matt Samitore stated that a private agreement could be made with the current Homeowners
Association allowing the Applicants to maintain all areas themselves.
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Philip Smith said that regarding the tenant base, the average age of their tenants was 34 years old
and their average income was $40,000. Almost half of them were employed in either medical or
related fields, 16% worked for state, federal, and local agencies and 6% were retired. The
remaining tenants were in various professions. He added that this information was taken from
the Charles Point tenant base, but it was recognized that this project would be similar as it drew
from the same economic area. He stated that the apartments would be affordable on an average
income, however they were not “low income” housing.

With regard to security, there would be staff on site at the apartments during the day and there
would be security cameras throughout the project.

Community Development Director Tom Humphrey said that he recommended the Planning
Commuission evaluate the project based on the planning packet information and that the
membership in the Homeowners Association was a separate matter between the Applicants and
the Association.

Attorney Sydnee Dreyer reminded the Planning Commission that they could either close the
hearing and keep the record open or they could continue the public hearing. If the record were
left open they could continue the deliberations to the July 18, 2017 meeting.

Chair Mike Oliver requested Mr. Stamps clarify for the Commissioners if he was formally
requesting more time for evaluation.

Chuck Stamps

Mr. Stamps said that he did want the record left open. He added he was discouraged that there
was no time to evaluate the proposed development. He said that the Homeowners Association
responsibilities were overwhelming and that there were issues regarding workload and expenses.
He felt it was extremely important to identify what properties were the responsibility of the
Homeowners Association and which ones needed to be maintained by the land owner.

Matt Samitore stated that he would offer to help work out an agreement with the Homeowners
Association and would talk with the City Council regarding specific landscape maintenance
issues.

Mr. Sinner stated that the Homeowners Association was a separate matter and that the Applicants
were very willing to maintain their share of the landscaping.

Sydnee Dreyer asked Mr. Sample to clarify whether he was specifically asking for time to look
over what is in the record and comment on that information or if he was concerned mainly with
the landscaping maintenance issues.

Mr. Stamps said he was not sure. Ms. Dreyer then stated that her recommendation was to close

the public hearing, keep the record open for 7 days for submission of additional written testimony
and continue the deliberations to the July 18, 2017 Planning Commission meeting.

THE PUBLIC HEARING WAS CLOSED
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Kay Harrison Made a motion to keep the record open for 7 days for additional written evidence
to be submitted and continue deliberations to the July 18, 2017 Planning Commission meeting.
John Whiting seconded the motion. Roll Call: Tom Van Voorhees, yes, John Whiting, yes; Kay
Harrison, yes. Motion passed

Attorney Sydney Dreyer explained that during the 7 day period the record would remain open for
anyone to submit written evidence. Then the next 7 days period, if anyone submitted new

evidence anyone with standing could respond only to the new evidence submitted. Then the
Applicant would have seven days to submit a closing argument.

VII. DISCUSSION
A. Costco update. Tom Humphrey said that Costco had picked up their building
permits. He noted they would have to make some interim improvements on Table Rock Road

until the County initiates their construction process, but anticipate Costco being open in time for
the holidays.

Matt Samitore added that the County project would actually begin Jan. 1, 2018. He added that
the ODOT improvement of exit 33 would begin in 2019.

VIII. ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEWS

IX. MISCELLANEOUS

X. ADJOURNMENT

Kay Harrison made a motion to adjourn. Tom Van Voorhees seconded. All members said “aye”.
Meeting was adjourned at 7:55 p.m.

The foregoing minutes of the June 6, 2017 Planning Commission meeting were approved by the
Planning Commission at its meeting on the day of, July, 2017.

Planning Commission Chair



CONSIDERATION OF A SITE PLAN AND ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW APPLICATION
FOR SMITH CROSSING AT TWIN CREEKS



- CENTRAL Community Development

“Tom Humphrey, AICP
STAFF REPO RT POI NT Community Development Director
STAFF REPORT
July 18, 2017

AGENDA ITEM: (File No. SPAR-17002)

Consideration of a Site Plan and Architectural Review application to construct a 245-unit multi-family
residential development. The 9.51 acre project site consists of two (2) lots located in the Twin Creeks
Transit Oriented Development (TOD) Master Plan area within the Medium Mix Residential (MMR) zone.
The site fronts North Haskell Street and is identified on the Jackson County Assessor’s Map as 37S 2W
03C Tax Lot 138 and 37S 2W 03DC Tax Lot 3400. Applicant: Milo Smith, PCMI, Inc.; Agent: Scott
Sinner, Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc.

STAFF SOURCE:
Stephanie Holtey, Community Planner 11

BACKGROUND:
PCMLI, Inc. (“Applicant”) is requesting Site Plan and Architectural Review approval to construct multi-
family housing on two (2) lots each lot representing a separate phase of development as follows:

e Phase 1 —37S 2W 03 Tax Lot 138 — 100-units

e Phase 2 - 37S 2WO03DC Tax Lot 3400 — 145 units

The Site Plan and Architectural Review application was considered at the June 6, 2017 Planning
Commission meeting. At that time staff presented an evaluation of the proposal relative to its compliance
with the site plan and architectural review criteria for applications in the TOD per CPMC 17.66.050(B).
Based on the evidence submitted, the proposal was found to comply with the applicable review criteria as
conditioned.

The Planning Commission heard testimony from the applicant, proponents, and opponents of the
application. One participant requested that the record be left open for seven (7) days following closure of
the public hearing to allow additional time to review the evidence in the record and submit additional
written evidence. The public hearing was closed and, per a duly seconded motion, the request to leave the
record open was grantéd with written comments to be submitted by the deadlines below:

e  Open record period — Tuesday, June 13, 2017 at 4:30 p.m.
e New evidence rebuttal period — Tuesday, June 20, 2017 at 4:30 p.m.
e Applicant rebuttal period — Tuesday June 27, 2017 at 4:30 p.m.

Written testimony and new evidence was received during the open record period. There were no requests
to respond to new evidence submitted during the open record period. The Applicant submitted their
written rebuttal addressing concerns raised during the open record period. Staff has reviewed the
evidence submitted during the open record period, Applicant’s Rebuttal, and all other evidence in the
record and finds that the conditions previously recommended by staff adequately address the site plan and
architectural review approval criteria and do not need to be modified. However, per the Planning
Commission’s direction, Condition No. 1 has been modified to limit shared access between Phase 1 and
the adjoining parcels for emergency purposes “only.”



ISSUES:

During the open record period, new evidence was submitted including photos of on-street parking
conditions for a similar development in Medford, and a revised site plan for Phase 2. Additionally, the
City received three (3) letters in opposition to the proposal. The Applicant responded to opposing
testimony with a timely rebuttal. It should be noted that multiple arguments were raised beyond the scope
of the site plan and architectural review criteria in CPMC 17.66.050(B), some of them addressing
aspirational statements (i.e. solar orientation, views and building massing, and transitions in density).
Other arguments raised beyond the scope of the site plan and architectural review criteria include property
value impacts, company reputation and commitment concerns, and social factors such as the impacts of
home ownership vs. rental occupancy on educational attainment, etc. Aspirational statements are not
code standards and are addressed in the Planning Department Supplemental Findings (Exhibit 9). A
summary of the new evidence and written testimony is provided below:

1. New Evidence. During the open record period, the following new evidence was submitted into
the record:
a.  Revised Site Plan. The Applicant submitted a revised site plan for Phase 2 (Exhibit 1).
The revised site plan illustrates 251 total parking spaces, which exceeds the minimum

number of spaces required for Phase 2 as illustrated in Table 1 below.

Table 1. Density and Parking Analysis

I " . Min

Site . Min. Max. Min. ! Proposed | Surplus

Area g::m ¢ No. 'g:r)l(-si ¢ No. z:’o%onsi:: Parking g:l:kin Parking [Deficit

(Ac.) Y | units Y | units . Ratio S 9 Spaces (+/-)

paces

Phase 1 4.25 14 60 32 136 100 1.5 150 168 18
Phase 2 5.26 14 74 32 168 145 1.5 217 251 34
TOTAL: 9.51 14 134 32 304 245 1.5 367 419 52

To achieve the increase in parking, the site plan illustrates a decrease in landscaped open
space by roughly 11,700 square feet. Based on analysis of the proposed revisions and
the Applicant’s rebuttal, the landscape open space accounts for 22% of the Phase 2 site
area, which meets the 20% minimum landscape area requirement per Table 2 in CPMC
17.65.050(F). The Planning Department Supplemental Findings have been updated to
reflect changes proposed in the revised site plan.

b. On-Street Parking. A public hearing participant submitted photographs of on-street
parking conditions at Charles Point, a development built by the Applicant in Medford
(Exhibit 2). These photos supplement oral testimony in opposition to proposed parking
on the basis that the number of spaces is inadequate.

2. Written Testimony. Three (3) letters were received in opposition to the proposed project on the
basis that the project will adversely impact Twin Creeks and the immediate neighborhood.

Several arguments were raised contesting the adequacy of the City’s code requirements for
landowner notification in CPMC 17.05.400 and lack of covered parking required in the TOD for
multifamily housing per CPMC 17.65.050(F)(3)(a), as well as provisions in the Twin Creeks
Master Plan (“Master Plan”). Code amendments are not within the scope of the current
application, and the project does not trigger the need to modify the Master Plan per CPMC
17.66.030(1)(b). Arguments addressing code amendments and master plan updates are not
addressed further. Written testimony primarily cites the following concerns:



a.

Project Size. There are concerns that the project is too big (i.e. too many
buildings/units).

Comment: Project size is a function of density and the demonstrated ability of the
proposal to meet the design and development standards in the TOD district and MMR
zone. As conditioned in the Revised Staff Report dated June 6, 2017, the proposed
development for Phase 1 and 2 complies with the requirements for site plan and
architectural review including density.

Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA). There are concerns that the Traffic Impact Analysis
needs to be updated prior to the Planning Commisston’s decision and that traffic
generated by the proposal will cause congestion and safety concerns, specifically at the
intersection of West Pine and Haskell Street.

Comment: The Applicant’s Rebuttal (Exhibit 7) states that traffic concerns relative to
traffic congestion and safety were addressed as part of the Twin Creeks Master Plan,
which included a Traffic Impact Analysis. This is further supported by the Planning
Department Supplemental Findings in Exhibit 25, which addresses Traffic Impact
Analysis/Master Plan requirements and concludes that no further traffic studies are
needed for the proposed multifamily housing project because:

1) The application is consistent with Chapters 17.66.030, 17.72 and 17.05.900,
which govern the requirement to obtain a TIA at the time of master plan
application, site plan and architectural review criteria, and TIA requirements.

2) A traffic impact analysis was conducted as part of the Twin Creeks TOD Master
Plan and resulted in enactment of a trip cap to assure development within a 230-
acre planning area can be accommodated by the street system based on assumed
full build-out in 2020.

3) The proposed development has been reviewed against the Twin Creeks TOD
Master Plan and found to comply with the density, housing type, and trip cap as
conditioned per the Revised Staff Report dated June 6, 2017.

Based on the above, staff recommends that the traffic concerns raised in the written
testimony is addressed by the Applicant’s Rebuttal and evidence in the record and that a
new traffic study is not a condition of approval under City Code.

Parking. Written testimony expresses concern that the proposed off-street parking plan
is inadequate and will adversely impact the neighborhood. An additional concern was
raised regarding the adequacy of the code requirements relative

Comment: The Applicant’s Rebuttal (Exhibit 7) addresses concerns raised during the
public hearing and the open record period concerning the proposed off-street parking plan
being inadequate. To address this, the Applicant submitted a revised site plan for Phase 2
(Exhibit 1) increasing the off-street parking from 219 spaces to 251 spaces. The
proposed changes exceed the minimum requirement to provide 1.5 parking spaces per
unit by 34 spaces. The Planning Department Supplemental Findings have been updated
to reflect the changes submitted during the open record period, which are consistent with
the minimum parking standards in the TOD, the Twin Creeks Master Plan and
responsive to public opposition to the lower parking threshold.



d. Landscaping. Due to past problems in other areas of Twin Creeks, written testimony
asserts that proposed landscaping needs careful review to assure plant selection and
placement avoids utility conflicts, hazardous conditions and maintenance issues.

Comment: Per the Public Works Department, landscape improvements in the public
right-of-way are evaluated for utility conflicts prior to building permit issuance. Since
this is a separate requirement of the building permit process, no conditions of approval
are recommended.

e. Transition in Density. Written testimony states that the density transition from Blue
Moon Drive to Phase 1 is not “incremental” per CPMC 17.67.050(1).

Comment: Written testimony states that the proposed multifamily housing for Smith
Crossing does not comply with CPMC 17.67.050(I)(7), which recommends incremental
transitions in density with a focus on housing type. As stated in the Planning Department
Supplemental Findings (Exhibit 7, Attachment “K,” incremental changes in housing type
and density were addressed in the land use and housing exhibits in the Master Plan,
which identified zoning districts (i.e. density requirements) and housing types for the
project site and adjoining neighborhoods. In particular, the Master Plan identifies
existing housing on North Haskell Street and Blue Moon Drive as one- and two-story
single-family attached row house development as a transition between small lot single-
family dwellings and the project site, which was designated multifamily apartment
housing. Additionally, per the Planning Department Supplemental Findings, the proposal
provides a 101-foot buffer between the proposed buildings and existing structures on
North Haskell Street and Blue Moon Drive, which will be comprised of street right-of-
way, public and private landscape improvements. Given the proposal’s compliance with
the Master Plan and standards relative to buffering and screening, it is found to provide
incremental transitions in density with adjustments as necessary to the landscaping and
buffering to mitigate adverse impacts on adjoining neighborhoods.

f. Notification Requirements. Written testimony contests the adequacy of the City’s code
requirements for landowner notification in CPMC 17.05.400, which requires that
landowners within 100-feet of the project perimeter be notified of the proposed land use
action within 10-20-days of the public hearing.

Comment: The Applicant’s Rebuttal addresses notification concerns. On May 2, 2017
written notice of the sitc plan and architectural review application and the June 6, 2017
public hearing was mailed to property owners within 100-feet of the project perimeter. In
addition to meeting the minimum notification requirements, the Applicant’s Rebuttal
states that additional notification for a voluntary neighborhood meeting in January was
held consistent with the above municipal code requirements. As shown above, evidence
in the record demonstrates landowner notification complies with the municipal code
requirements in Section 17.05.400.

g. Building Height. Written testimony identified a discrepancy between the applicant’s
findings and the Planning Department Supplemental Findings (Attachment “K,” Revised
Staff Report dated Junc 6, 2017) relative to building height. The Applicant’s Findings
reference a maximum building height of 37-feet and the Planning Department
Supplemental Findings reference a maximum building height of 34-feet.

Comment: The Planning Department Supplemental Findings are based on the
Applicant’s Building Elevations (Exhibits 3-11, Planning Department Supplemental



Findings). It appears the discrepancy is a typographical error. Based on the written
testimony received, the Applicant’s Findings have been corrected for the record. The
discrepancy has been reviewed and determined to have no impact on the proposal’s
ability to meet the building height requirements in CPMC 17.65.050, Table 3.

h. Pedestrian Accessway. Written testimony in Exhibit 4, referenced the proposal’s
compliance with the Master Plan Exhibit 3, Circulation and CPMC 17.67.040(A)(9)
relative to off-street pedestrian accessways. Specifically, there is a 65-ft segment of the
proposed minor pedestrian accessway that does not comply with the standard as
illustrated on the site plan, but which can comply if relocated. The letter asked if owner
approval has been obtained to relocate the path.

Comment: As conditioned, the Applicant is required to provide written authorization
from the open space tract owner (i.e. Twin Creeks Development Co., LLC) to relocate the
subject section of the pedestrian accessway. This requirement must be met prior to
building permit issuance. No evidence was submitted during the open record period
demonstrating this requirement has been satisfied. If not satisfied, building permits will
not be issued. No additional conditions are recommended.

i. Housing Demand. Written testimony addresses impacts of the proposed multifamily
housing project on housing demand and vacancy rates in other areas of Central Point.

Comment: Typically this topic is addressed as part of a land use or zoning amendment,
and at the time of site plan and architectural review. However, during the public hearing
the Applicant spoke to the current housing shortage in the Rogue Valley, including
Central Point. He stated that typically there is currently a 3% vacancy rate throughout the
valley when the vacancy rate is typically 5%. Additionally, he said that similar projects
they own have less than a 1% vacancy rate, indicative of strong demand for multifamily
housing.

j- Code Amendments. Several arguments were raised contesting the adequacy of existing
code provisions (i.e. lack of covered parking requirement for multifamily housing and
lighting provisions).

Comment: The municipal code requirements for site plan and architectural review in
effect at the time of application acceptance are the only criteria that can be considered.
Any future changes to the municipal code requirements will have no impact on the
current application.

EXHIBITS:

Exhibit 1 — New evidence from the Applicant: Revised Site Plan (Phase 2), received June 7, 2017

Exhibit 2 — New evidence from Henry Williams: Charles Point Photos, received June 12, 2017

Exhibit 3 — Letter from Charles R. Stamps, received June 12, 2017

Exhibit 4 — Letter from Jim Huefner, received June 13, 2017

Exhibit 5 — Letter from Michael & Svieta King, Susan Gressett, and Hanna King, received June 13, 2017

Exhibit 6 — Applicant’s Rebuttal, received June 27, 2017

Exhibit 7 — Revised Staff Report dated June 6, 2017 including all attachments thereto, except
Attachments “C-2,” “D,” and “K,,” which are superseded by Exhibits 1, 8, 9, respectively

Exhibit 8 — Revised Applicant’s Findings (Modified to address new evidence)

Exhibit 9 —Revised Planning Department Supplemental Findings, including all Exhibits thereto



CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:

1. Prior to building permit issuance for any structure in any Phase, the Applicant shall provide a
copy of a signed and recorded reciprocal access easement with the adjoining parcel to the North
(37S 2W 03CA Tax Lot 1500 and 37S 2W 03CA Tax Lot 1400) (“Lots”) as necessary to allow
shared access between the Lots for emergency purposes only.

2. Per the Public Works Staff Report dated May 19, 2017, the Twin Creeks Rail Crossing shall be
complete prior to issuance of building permits for Phase 2 residential buildings.

3. Prior to building permit issuance for Building No. 5 in Phase 1, the Applicant shall either 1)
provide a Letter of Map Amendment (LOMA) from the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) demonstrating that the site for Building No. 5 is outside Flood Zone AE; or, 2) obtain a
floodplain development permit for Building No. 5 in Phase 1 as necessary to comply with CPMC
8.24, Flood Damage Prevention requirements for residential construction.

4. Prior to building permit issuance for any building in Phase 1, the Applicant shall provide a
written authorization to locate a portion of the Minor Pedestrian Accessway identified in the Twin
Creeks Master Plan, Exhibit 3 on the adjacent open space tract, as necessary to comply with the
Minor Pedestrian Accessway standard in Master Plan Exhibit 12.

5. At the time of building permit issuance, the Applicant shall submit a revised landscape plan for
Phases 1 and 2 demonstrating compliance with the tree planting and parking lot screening
requirements in CPMC 17.67.050(K)(2)(a-b).

6. The Applicant shall comply with agency conditions as per the Fire District #3 (Attachment “H”),
Building Department (Attachment “I”"), and Public Works Department (Attachment “J”) staff
reports.

7. At the time of building permit application, the Applicant shall submit a revised site plan for
Phases 1 and 2 demonstrating compliance with the Accessible Parking Spaces requirement in the
2010 Oregon Structural Specialty Code and the overall parking standards in CPMC
17.65.050(F)(3).

ACTION:

Consider the site plan and architectural review application, and 1) approve; 2) approve with conditions; or
3) deny the application.

RECOMMENDATION:

Move to approve the site plan and architectural review application for Smith Crossing, as per conditions
1-7 in the Staff Report dated July 18, 2017, including the revision to Condition No. 1 per the Planning
Commission’s direction at the June 6, 2017 meeting. This motion is based upon the following evidence
in the record: a) the Revised Staff Report dated June 6, 2017 including all exhibits thereto, except as
modified by the Staff Report dated July 18, 2017, b) Stall Report dated July 18, 2017 including Exhibils
1,6,7, 8, and 9 to said Staff Report.




SMITH CROSSING AT TWIN CREEKS

EXHIBIT 1

PHASE 2
APPLICANT / OWNER HOUSING SUMMARY:
WICT_PRILIP & CHUCK SHITH
353 DALTON STEET
MEDFORD, OREGON 97501 B 17 1 peoROOM - 1 BATH
(54D 621-2923

ACENT S0 2 BEDROOM - 1 172 BATH
SCOTT _SINNER CONSULTING, INC P
2401 SAN JUAN DR. SUITE G 42 - 2 BEDRODM 2 1/2 BATH
MEDFORD, OREGON 7504 TOWNHOUSE SECOND AND THIRD FLOORS z
\ (541> 60i-0917 36 -3 BEDROOM 2 1/ BaTH o m M
TOWNHOU: COND AND THIRD FLOO
SURVEYING g
FARBER SURVEVING 145 TOTAL LIVING UNITS S o
431 OAK STREET o
CENTRAL POINT OR. 97502
= (541> 664-5599
o
- LOT AREAS
= e i
- TOTAL LOT AREA =526 ACRES HHE wanTENANCE FaCILITY
-
&

(229,125 SQFT)
LOT COVERAGE= 75,334 SQFT
LANDSCAPE AREA = 51,308 SQFT

B BIKE RACK LOCATION
= SIGN LOCATION
STREET LIGHTS

DESTRIAN/PARKING LOT LIGHTS
" OMMUNITY MAIL BOX LOCATIDN

....w\n UNIT
PARKING

I ™
ﬁL TYPICAL PARKING SPACE i

TO BE BUILT BY
P.M.C.. INC.
298 OALTOW TSR
NEDPORD, OR VOB
FHONE: (541) im0

%
3ol

o

7
s
B bt B

145 ASSIGNED PARKING SPACES
51 OPEN PARKING SPACES

S HANDICAP PARKING SPACES
2 VAN ACCESSIBLE HANDICAP
20 GARAGES

251 TOTAL PARKING SPACES

(=)

o

__u

33 n—p
~:- ,,._

SMITH CROSSING
AT TWIN CREEKS

NORTH HASKELL STREET




CHARLES POINT, MEDFORD, OREGON Sunday afternoon, June 11, 2017
. + . )

JUN T4

ECEIVE

=
TSy

EXHIBIT 2

“mmanny

J

Note many cars parke.. on the Street with the last photo being out of the apartment complex

Tane 12,207 /%74%4;/4’ L

8




EXHIBIT 3

June 12, 2017

City of Central Point
140 S 3rd Street
Central Point OR 97502

Attention: Planning Commission
Inre: Smith Crossing
To Whom It May Concern

| want to thank you for allowing us this extra 7 days to review and learn more about
“Smith Crossing" in the Twin Creeks Developement.

Most areas of concern have been previously addressed in and by other neighbors. 1and
others still have great concerns with traffic congestion generated by this project.

Since the June 6, 2017 meeting we have learned that the Senior Housing complex at the
corners of N, Haskell, Richardson Drive and Taylor is planning on adding 40 units to their
apartments as soon as they can get the funding.

There is, also. the develoment being planned for S. Haskell, which will only add more
traffic to the comer of N Haskell, S Haskell and Pine Street.

Many new homes have been added to Twin Creeks.

In today's world, most people do not take the newspaper and many others, also, do
not have internet capabilities. Most of my neighbors had no idea this proposal was in the works
and then we oniy had a few days to express our concerns

At this time | would ask that the traffic survey be updated before the July 18, 2017
meeting.

| have gone to Charles Point and have spoken with the Manager there and she put at
rest many of my concerns. | feel that the project, overall, is in good hands.

Sincerely, CI\M:EM ? ﬁm{ﬂ
Y- 665 Ol




EXHIBIT 4

June 13, 2017 E @ E [] V E

City of Central Point Juy 1320
140 So. 3" Street
Central Point, OR 97502

Attention: Planning Commission
RE:  Smith Crossing
To Whom It May Concern:

| have reviewed the “Planning Department Supplemental Findings of Fact and
Conclusions of Law” and the “Findings of Fact” prepared by Scott Sinner, Agent
for the Applicant regarding the Smith Crossing at Twin Creeks application and
have several comments and questions. The references are to those documents.

Finding: Master Plan Exhibit 3, Circulation: There is “an opportunity to relocate
(a) portion of” a 65 foot section of the Off-Street Pedestrian Accessway.
Regarding Finding 17.67.040 (A) (9), “the Applicant shall coordinate with Twin
Creeks Development Co. to locate a portion of the path....” Has that been done?

17.65.050 Zoning Regulations, Table 2 shows the “Maximum Building Height”
for both Phase 1 and Phase 2 as 34 feet. However, in the Findings of Fact
prepared by Scott Sinner, the “Maximum Building Height” for each building is 37
feet. This inconsistency concerns me. The Planning Department found the
parking spaces required and proposed by the Applicant were not correct. See
Table 3 of the Planning Department response. Are there other “Findings in Fact”
which are not consistent, not accurate, not really “facts”?

Finding 17.67.050 (F) (3): The application refers to the Twin Creeks Transit
Oriented Development (TOD) Master Plan, which sets parking standards. That
document apparently indicates: “Except for multifamily housing, fifty percent of
all residential off-street parking areas shall be covered.” | suggest that exception
may no longer be appropriate, that the Master Plan needs to be reviewed prior
to approval of this application. Despite that exception, “The project includes 25
single car garages (5 in Phase 1 and 20 in Phase 2).” | wonder why there are
garages for only 5% of Phase 1 units yet nearly 14% of the Phase 2 units.

Finding 17.67.050 {D) addresses “Solar Orientation” and indicates what “should”
be done to take “advantage of the climate of Central Point.” This finding states
“The proposal maximizes solar orientation to the greatest extent possible with
the context of the existing street network.” (Emphasis added.) | think that is not
the case if there were fewer buildings in the project. if there were fewer
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buildings, the “orientation” could be adjusted. Regarding “Solar Orientation” in
the Scott Sinner Findings of Fact, it says “Both Phases of the development
considered solar orientation in the design process. The siting objectives of this
section were utilized and considered with other site constraints and existing
easement. CPMC (Central Point Municipal Code) standards for building
orientation adjacent to a right of way and natural features (Griffin Creek)
constrained the site. The sites, particularly Phase 1 are further encumbered with
existing sanitary and irrigation easements. The structures were sited with the
solar orientation in the code as much as possible given all the site constraints
and density requirements.” (Emphasis added) That might be the case if all the
buildings included in the application are built, eight in Phase 1 and nine in Phase
2. However, if fewer buildings are constructed on the site, | suggest many of
these “constraints” would no longer exist.

Finding 17.67.050 (G): “The massing of individual buildings should be adjusted to
preserve important views while benefiting new and existing occupants and
surrounding neighborhoods. Views of Table Rock and Mt. McLoughlin were
identified in the Twin Creeks TOD Master Plan.” From our home on Blue Moon
Drive, our view of Table Rock will be blocked by the two story row houses across
from our home when construction is completed in the near future. Our view of
Mt. McLoughlin will similarly be blocked by the Smith Crossing apartment
complex. This project is NOT “Consistent” with that provision of the TOD Master
Plan.

Finding 17.67.050 (H): The TOD Master Plan states “care should be taken to
minimize the impact of noise, lighting, and traffic on adjacent dwellings.” The
finding indicates “The majority of vehicle parking and loading areas are centrally
located within the site and therefore screened by buildings and site landscaping.”
If the occupants in each phase have one vehicle per unit, a total of 245 vehicles,
most of which will travel along Haskell, traffic will be significantly increased.
While that will have an “impact” on those living in “adjacent dwellings,” the
greater impact will likely be at Richardson Elementary School, at the intersection
of Haskell and Pine Street. How many children will be hurt or killed in traffic
accidents before people regret approving this increased traffic? But of course, at
that time, the project will have been built so other efforts and additional
expense will be required to reduce the likelihood of further injuries.

Finding 17.67.050 (1}{1): The Master Plan “addresses transitions in density.” The
finding points out “Property to the west of Phase 1 is ... developed with existing
two-story single family attached residents.” There are also numerous single story
row houses west of Phase 1. The finding says “the proposal is consistent with the
density transition standard of this item as evidenced by its compliance with the
TOD Master Plan....” (Emphasis added.) In view of the impact on “existing”
residents, | submit the Master Plan be reviewed and revised prior to approval of

2
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this application. Furthermore, Finding 17.67.050 (1)(7) indicates “density should
be increased incrementally, to buffer existing neighborhood from incompatible
building types or densities.” Crossing Haskell to existing homes on Blue Moon
cannot reasonably be characterized as “increased incrementally.” (Emphasis
added)

Finding 17.67.050 (1)(5): The finding states “the Master Plan establishes a mix of
housing types throughout @ 230-acre community, which encourages interaction
among individuals with diverse backgrounds and income levels.” How is that
accomplished when the “Site Plan for each phase illustrates a network of private
(limited to residents of Smith Crossing, emphasis added) pedestrian walkways
with the housing development to provide connectivity between the apartment
buildings, clubhouse and pool, playground and open space amenities.” (Finding
17.67.040 (C).)

Numerous landscaping issues are of concern. In several of the findings regarding
17.67.050 (KN2), “trees shall be (emphasis added) planted” in prescribed
locations and sizes. The master plan in force at the time many existing trees
were planted has resulted in numerous problems. Some trees were planted aver
underground utilities and water lines, which, as the trees have grown, have
disrupted service. In other cases trees and lighting poles are so close together
that the tree prevents effective lighting. The roots of other trees have caused the
sidewalks to become uneven, resulting in safety hazards. Some homeowners are
concerned about the size of some trees, afraid that in a wind or snow storm part
of the tree might fall, damaging their homes. Some trees are very “dirty,”
dropping acorns, nuts, fruit, and leaves that create trip or slip hazards. | strongly
recommend a thorough review of tree, shrub and ground cover requirements be
done before this project is approved. For example, 17.67.050 (K){2)(d)(i),
provides that “trees and shrubs must be (emphasis added) fully protected from
patential damage by vehicles,” A corresponding requirement apparently does
not exist protecting people and property from trees and shrubs.

In a similar manner, Finding 17.67.050 (L){1-3) specifies “metal-halide lamps ...
shall be used for general lighting .... Sodium-based lamp elements are not
allowed.” There might be better lighting available now or in the near future.
Specifying what is allowed and what is prohibited may not be in the best interest
of the citizens, the environment, etc.

This Smith Crossing proposal refers to the Twin Creeks Transit Oriented
Development (TOD) Master Plan. In the Findings of Fact prepared by Scott
Sinner, “The purpose of the Central Point transit oriented development (TOD)
district is to promote efficient and sustainable land development and the
increased use of transit as required by the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule.”
Furthermore, “The Twin Creeks Master Plan identifies proposed service routes
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from Rogue Valley Transit District (RVTD), however, RVTD does not currently
have Route 40 into the Twin Creeks area. The closest RVTD stop is 2" and
Manzanita .66 miles from the site with schedules (sic) service every % hour from
6:18 AM to 7:18 PM weekdays.” In view of that, until public transportation is
better utilized (because it better fits the needs of citizens), | think it is
inappropriate to base proposed construction on the Twin Creeks Transit
Oriented Development {TOD) Master Plan.

I am also concerned about the need for additional housing in Central Point. What
are the demographics of people who might live in Smith Crossing? Is there a
market for this type of housing in Central Point? If there is, will it merely increase
the vacancy rate in other parts of the city creating blight elsewhere?

I was unable to find any information regarding the Applicant, PMCI, Inc. Are they
financially sound? Will they complete any approved construction? Who will
manage the property when built? What is their history? Nobody wants a large,
vacant, partially completed building in the city. What guarantees has the
Applicant/Developer provided the City of Central Point? Has the City of Central
Point made any commitments to the Applicant/Developer regarding this

property?

in conclusion, | urge that action on this proposal be delayed until the Twin
Creeks Transit Oriented Development (TOD) Master Plan is reviewed and
updated. As Finding 17.67.050 (1)(7) indicates “There are no changes proposed to
the Jand use plan or zoning text.” Perhaps changes are appropriate at this time to
promote safety and be in accordance with public interest.

Sincerely,

\I //-7’
JI ! Y 3 . ’____.‘3
Jim Huefner

523 Blue Moon Drive
Central Point, OR 97502
541-727-8998
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EXHIBIT 5
13,2017

To the Planning Committee, City Council, and Mayor Williams:

We are shocked and concerned about the disadvantage that the proposed Smith Crossing Apartment
Complex brings to the community of Central Point.

Our greatest concern rests on how simply massive the project will be: with 245 rental units and many
additional low-income houses. Why is the city encouraging the development of the flood of social
liquidity instead of promoting and protecting homeownership in our community? The negative effects of
this direction are already undermining the Twin Creek neighborhood as people are hurrying to list their
homes in order to leave the area—before ground has even been broken yet.

Our neighborhood more than any other will feel the reduction in value—not only due to the proximity
to a transient populous, but also due to the noise and vastly inadequate parking plan. The only people
benefiting from this plan are the developers exploiting our city to satisfy their pursuit of profit. No
homeowner wants to purchase a house in a neighborhood that will only decrease in value, while taxes
for a small home are already outrageous. We ask that you read the article provided.

Homeowners are the pillars of a community, and a city that does not pratect the foundation of a
progressive society instead promotes an influx of population that has no attachment to the
neighborhood. This in turn promotes higher crime, social instability, decrease in educational
achievement, etc.. The research and support for this is included in the article provided.

We believe that Central Point should move towards developing and encouraging home ownership. This
will benefit the city in encouraging a strong community. In our neighborhood, particularly, we see
families that want to live here—that sacrifice a lot and will do almost anything to preserve and develop
their lives and homes here. Moving instead towards encouraging transient renters will only destroy this
communal attitude.

“In addition to tangible financial benefits, homeownership brings substantial social benefits for families,
communities, and the country as a whole.” We are the reason that this area has become a desirable

place to live; you owe it to us to hear our concerns.
Michael and Svieta King
Sy SOl B e
M Latys D/

Susan Gressett
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Social Benefits of Homeownership and Stable Housing

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS®
Research Division

April 2012
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Introduction

Research has consistently shown the importance of the housing sector on the economy and the
long-term social and financial benefits to individual homeowners. The economic benefits of the
housing market and homeownership are immense and well documented. The housing sector
directly accounted for approximately 15 percent of total economic activity in 2011. Household
real estate holdings totaled $16 trillion in the last quarter of 2011. After subtracting mortgage
liabilities, net real estate household equity totaled $5.9 trillion.

In addition to tangible financial benefits, homeownership brings substantial social benefits for
families, communities, and the country as a whole. Because of these societal benefits, policy
makers have promoted homeownership through a number of channels. Homeownership has been
an essential element of the American Dream for decades and continues to be so even today.

The purpose of this paper is to review existing academic literature that documents the social
benefits of homeownership. Furthermore, this paper examines not only the ownership of homes,
but also the impact of stable housing (as opposed to transitory housing and homelessness) on
social outcomes, looking specifically at the following outcome measures:

o Educational achievement;
¢ Civic participation;
e Health benefits;
e Crime;
e Public assistance; and
e Property maintenance and improvement.
In general, research supports the view that homeownership brings substantial social benefits.

Because of these extensive social benefits - what economists call positive externalities - policies
that support sustainable homeownership are well justified.!

! There is a strong correlation between homeownership with income, education, age, marital status, and several other
factors. Therefore, a strong correlation between homeownership and social outcome variables may simply be
superfluous in that the correlation is simply capturing the impact of higher income, education, and the like. To
isolate the impact solely attributable to homeownership and/or stable housing, it is important to controt for factors
that are generally present with homeownership (like higher income and older age). Carefully executed research, as
documented below, takes these and many other factors into account to isolated the impact of homeownership on
social outcomes.
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Trends in Homeownership

The prevalence of homeownership is not universal. Across different demographic groups and
even within different regions of the country, the homeownership rate varies widely. Many of
these gaps are long standing. Therefore, the social benefits of homeownership differ widely
from community to community.

Less than half of Americans owned their homes at the beginning of the 20™ century (see Exhibit
1). Homeownership remained fairly stable until the onset of the Great Depression, during which
many homeowners lost their homes. In the subsequent two decades, the homeownership rate rose
dramatically with the rate easily topping 60 percent by 1960. Modest gains were made during the
1960s, 1970s and 1980s. However, during the early 1990s, the homeownership rate once again
trended upward as mortgage rates steadily declined and the economy expanded at rates not
experienced in many years. By 2004, 69 percent of Americans owned their homes — a record
high. The homeownership rate has since declined to 66.0 percent as of the end of 2011.

Exhibit 1

Homeownership Rate for Selected Years (1900 — 2011)
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Minorities have made marked progress in homeownership in recent years (see Exhibit 2). But
even with these gains, the homeownership rate among minorities still lags significantly behind
that of whites. In 2011, fewer than half of African-American and Hispanic households owned
their homes. In contrast, more than 74 percent of non-Hispanic whites were homeowners.

A large part of the gap in homeownership among minorities can be attributed to differences in
economic circumstances and the age composition of minority populations. Income and wealth
holdings among minorities are typically lower than that of whites. Furthermore, there is a
disproportionately higher share of younger households — who are less likely to be homeowners —
among minorities. Finally, a large number of minorities, particularly Asians and Hispanics, live
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in less affordable urban centers on both the East and West coasts. By some estimates, if income,
age, and family type (but not location) of minorities were similar to that of whites, the
homeownership gap would be reduced from roughly 25 percentage points to about 10 percentage
points. Even after adjusting for financial and demographic factors, minorities would have a lower
homeownership rate than whites.

Exhibit 2

Percentage Point Gains in Homeownership Rate by Racial Group (1994 —2011)
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Housing Vacancy Survey

Recent research suggests that targeting discrimination in housing and mortgage markets or
targeting renters’ lack of information about the home buying process would confribute to
narrowing of racial gaps in homeownership. Also important are efforts to reduce differences in
household circumstances by race and ethnicity—including wealth, income, and marital status—
that account for a large majority of observed differences in homeownership rates.>

One of the primary drivers of homeownership is income. As Exhibit 3 shows, the
homeownership rate is less than 35 percent for households in the lowest income bracket while it
approaches 90 percent for those in the top income bracket. Higher income clearly widens the
choice of available homes for purchase and increases the likelihood that a household will qualify
for a mortgage. While homeownership is not limited to those with higher incomes, households
with lower incomes face barriers such as too few homes in lower price ranges in locations near
their place of employment.

Exhibit 3

Homeownership Rate by Income Level

? Haurin, Donald R., Herbert, Christopher E. and Rosenthal, Stuart S., Homeownership Gaps Among Low-Income
and Minority Households. Cityscape, Vol. 9, No. 2, 2007.
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A home purchase entails substantial transaction costs, as measured both in financial resources
and search time; therefore it is rational for people who are expecting to move frequently to
forego homeownership. Younger households are more mobile because they are more likely to be
single and more likely to change employers. As a result, mobility rates decline as age rises.
According to the U.S. Census Bureau, about one-quarter of those aged 20 to 29 years moved
during 2010 while only 4 percent of those aged 55 and over moved during the same year,
Higher mobility rates among young people contribute to lower homeownership rates for this
group. In addition, due to the large upfront cost associated with purchasing a first home,
households need time to accumulate necessary savings. Therefore, as Exhibit 4 depicts, it is not
surprising to see that homeownership rates rise with the age of households.

Homeownership and Stable Housing

Homeownership and stable housing go hand-in-hand. Homeowners move far less frequently
than renters, and hence are embedded into the same neighborhood and community for a longer
period. While 4.7 percent of owner—occupled residents moved from 2010 to 2011, 26 percent of
renters changed residential location.* The key reason for the higher “mover rate” among renters
is the fact that renters are younger — that is, changing and searching for ideal jobs, not yet
married, and hence, literally, less committed. The mover rate or percentage of people changing
residence, among 20-to-24 year-olds was 27 percent, and for 25-to-29 year-olds it was 26
percent, as shown in Exhibit S. The mover rate then declines rapidly from 14 percent for those
in their early 30s to less than 5 percent for those 65 years or older.

! , The (,urrent Populanon Survey, Geographlcal Moblhty 2008 to 2009, Table 1.
hi 0 b
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Exhibit 4

Homeownership Rate by Age
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As to why people move, the predominant reason given by Current Population Survey
respondents in 2010 to 2011 was housing-related. Almost one-third said they moved to a better
home, a better neighborhood, or into cheaper housing. The second most popular reason cited
was family-related at 28 percent. Work-related reasons (new job, lost job, easier commute,
retired, etc.) were reported by only 18.5 percent of respondents. Very few indicated change of
climate and health reasons for moving.

Poverty status and marital status also have strong relationships with mobility. The mover rate
among those living below the poverty level was almost twice as high as those living above the
poverty line. By contrast, the mover rate for married-couple family households was only half the
rate compared with households living in other arrangements.

To determine the impact of homeownership on mobility, it is necessary to employ a
mathematical regression model to isolate the impact of individual variables. Just because renters
are five times more likely than homeowners to move, does not mean that the renters are moving
because of their tenure status. High renter mobility could be a result of renters being young and
not married. The Census report, after employing such a technique, found that homeownership
does have a statistically significant impact of lowering the mover rate. That is, among people of
the same age, same income, and same marital status, a person was significantly more likely to
change residence in a given year if he or she was a renter rather than a homeowner. Homeowners
bring stability to neighborhoods.
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Exhibit 5§

Mover Rate (percentage of people changing residence) by Age 2010-2011
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Many sociology studies have found that residential stability strengthens social ties with
neighbors.® Other research has focused on how mobility diminishes the depth of social ties
because there is less time to build long-term relationships. Sampson and his colleagues argue
that sc%cial cohesion and strong ties are paths through which resources for social control are
made.

As we shall see, the purported benefits of homeownership may partly arise not directly from
ownership, but from greater housing stability and social ties associated with less frequent
movements among homeowners. Therefore, policies to boost homeownership can raise positive
social outcomes, but only to the extent that homeownership brings housing stability.

Homeownership and Educational Achievement

In this section several studies on the relationship between homeownership and educational
achievement are discussed. Consistent findings show that homeownership does make a
significant positive impact on educational achievement. Less clear, however, is whether
homeownership in itself, stable housing (i.e., less frequent residential change), or favorable

5 Warner, B. and P. Roundtree, 1997, "Local social ties in a community and crime model: questioning the systematic
nature of informal social control," Social Problems 44: pp. 521-536

§ Sampson, R., S. Raudenbush, F. Earls. 1997. “Neighborhoods and Violent Crimes,” Science 277: pp 918-24.
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neighborhood characteristics are the main underlying factors contributing to better educational
outcomes.

Green and White found that homeowners have a significant effect on their children’s success.
The decision to stay in school by teenage students is higher for those raised by home-owning
parents compared to those in renter households.” Furthermore, daughters of homeowners have a
much lower incidence of teenage pregnancy. The authors point to certain behavioral
characteristics required of homeowners that get passed onto their children. First, a home
purchase naturally involves one of the largest financial commitments most households will
undertake. Homeowners, therefore, tend to minimize bad behavior by their children and those of
their neighbors that can negatively impact the value of homes in their neighborhood. Second,
homeowners are required to take on a greater responsibility such as home maintenance and
acquiring the financial skills to handle mortgage payments. These life management skills may
get transferred to their children. However, the causation link between homeownership and
improved schooling performance is not completely clear. It could very well be that
homeownership brings residential stability, and it is the stability that raises educational
attainment. Such an interpretation would be consistent with a study by the New York Federal
Reserve Bank which found that, though homeownership raises educational outcomes for
children, neighborhood stability further enhanced the positive outcome.? In addition, a study by
Hanushek, Kain, and Rivkin showed that changing schools negatively impacts children’s
educational outcomes particularly for minorities and low income families.” Aaronson found that
parental homeownership in low-income neighborhoods has a positive impact on high school
graduation.'” But he cautioned that some of the positive effects may arise due to the greater
neighborhood stability (less residential movement) and not necessarily to homeownership alone.

In another study by Harkness and Newman, the authors examined whether children from lower-
income and higher-income families benefit equally from homeownership and found that for
children growing up in families with incomes less than 150 percent of the federal poverty line,
homeownership raises educational attainment, earnings, and welfare independence in young
adulthood. These positive results do not extend to the long-term outcomes of children in families
with incomes more than 150 percent of the poverty line, however. These findings suggest that
homeownership effects are not only attributable to unobserved characteristics of homeowners,
but also indicate causal effects'".

In another study, jointly authored by a sociologist and an economist, a higher overall quality of
life among homeowners is believed to contribute to the well-being of both homeowners and their
children in a number of ways. For example, young children of homeowners tend to have higher

7 Green, Richard K. and Michelle J. White 1997. “Measuring the Benefits of Homeowning: Effects on Children,”
Journal of Urban Economics 41(3): 441-461.

$ Harkness, J. and S. Newman, 2003 “Effects of Homeownership on Children: The Role of Neighborhood
Characteristics and Family Income,” FRBNY Economic Policy Review.

® Hanushek, E., J. Kain, S. Rivkin, “The Cost of Switching Schools,” Working Paper, University of Texas, 1999,
' Aaronson, D., A Notc on the Bencfits of Homcownership, Journal of Urban Economics, 47 (3): 356-369.

! Joseph Harkness, Sandra Newman. Differential effects of homeownership on children from higher- and lower-
income families. Journal of Housing Research. Washington: 2003, Vol. 14, Iss. 1; pg. 1

22



levels of achievement in math and reading and fewer behavioral problems (which often carry
over into reduced deviant behavior in later years). Better social outcomes arise as parents provide
a more supportive environment for their children. These factors, as well as many others, help
explain increased educational attainment and higher lifetime annual incomes of homeowners’
children.'> Research has also confirmed that access to economic and educational opportunities
are more prevalent in neighborhoods with high rates of homeownership and community
involvement.”” Boehm and Schlottmann show that the average child of homeowners is
significantly more likely to achieve a higher level of education and, thereby, a higher level of
earnings. The authors further find the housing tenure of parents plays a primary role in
determining whether or not the child becomes a homeowner. 4

Finally, a recent study examining whether homeownership has positive effects on the academic
achievement of children finds significant effects of home environment, neighborhood quality,
and residential stability on the reading and math performance of children between the ages of
three and twelve.'® Because it appears that educational outcomes were strongly influenced by
homeownership and residential stability, the authors suggest that govemnment policies that
promote homeownership or residential stability should be considered as part of any strategy to
improve education.

Homeownership and Parenting

Though the homeownership effect on success of children has been debated in academic
literature, a recent study approached this question from a different perspective. Instead of trying
to account for unobserved characteristics of homeowners, they examined whether there is a
relationship between home ownership and engaged parenting behaviors in the home, school, and
wider community for low to moderate income households. Researchers focused on four
variables: parental school involvement, frequency of reading to child, child's participation in
organized activities, and child's screen time (television viewing and playing videogames).
Altogether, these measures reveal parenting behaviors broadly believed to be associated with
positive child outcomes. The authors propose that homeownership provides for engaged
parenting practices in two ways: economic and psycho-social. The economic impact of home
ownership refers to the positive impact of nurturing neighborhoods. While both home owners
and renters may aspire to be engaged parents, home owners likely live in neighborhoods with
more opportunities for school involvement or participation in neighborhood activities. The
psycho-social component refers to the idea that being a home owner may limit the severity of
economic hardships and the degree to which financial hardships result in psycho-social stress

" Haurin, Donald R., Toby L. Parcel and R. Jean Haurin 2001. “The Impact of Homeownership on Child
Outcomes.” Low-Income Homeownership Working Paper Series LIHO-01.14, Joint Center for Housing Studies of
Harvard University.

" Ellen, Ingrid Gould and Margery Austin Turner 1997. “Does Neighborhood Matter? Assessing Recent Evidence, ”
Housing Policy Debate 8(4): 833-866.

* Boehm, Thomas P.; Schlottmann, Alan M. Does Home Ownership by Parents Have an Economic Impact on Their
Children? Journal of Housing Economics, Sept. 1999, Vol. 8, Iss. 3, pgs 217-232.

1% Lisa L. Mohanty, Lakshmi K Raut. Home Ownership and School Outcomes of Children: Evidence from the PSID
Child Development Supplement. The American Journal of Economics and Sociology. Malden: Apr 2009. Vol. 68,

Iss. 2; pg. 465
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and disengaged parenting. This idea works through two channels. First, low- to moderate-income
households that are able to buy a home have already found ways to manage their limited finances
in order to become eligible for a mortgage. If such effective strategies are sustained, it could help
reduce economic pressure. Second, they have greater access to formal credit to sustain the
household during times of economic hardship, putting less strain on familial relationships and
parenting. Home owners in this study have higher adjusted net worth and liquid assets than
renters: The authors, therefore, assume that home ownership promotes parental engagement by
giving parents more options for managing financial hardships and reducing the severity of
financial hardships when they do occur, thereby reducing stress and disengagement from
children. It is important to emphasize, especially considering the housing crisis, that all of the
homeowners studied received prime fixed-rate 30-year mortgages with a 38% debt-to-income
criteria. Therefore, these home owners have not experienced the financial shocks of interest rate
adjustments or the stress of excessively high interest rates associated with many sub-prime
mortgages. The results of the study suggest that children of selected home owners are more
likely to participate in organized activities and have less screen time when compared with
renters. However, home owners were found less likely to read to their children than renters.
There was no effect of home ownership on parental school involvement. On the whole, their
findings suggest that home ownership and financial stability may create opportunities for parents
to engage in some positive parenting behavior. As noted, the group of home owners surveyed in
this study was less likely than renters to report financial hardships. The authors suspected that
these financial stressors may reduce the ability of renters to afford organized activities for their
child. Screen time, on the other hand, is relatively inexpensive for most families.

Homeownership and Civic Participation

Homeowners have a much greater financial stake in their neighborhoods than renters. With the
median national home price in 2010 at $166,000, even a 5 percent decline in home values will
translate into a loss of more than $8,300 for a typical homeowner. Because owners tend to
remain in their homes longer, they add a degree of stability to their neighborhood. Homeowners
also reap the financial gains of any appreciation in the value of their home, so they also tend to
spend more time and money maimainin% their residence, which also contributes to the overall
quality of the surrounding community.'®'? Renters, with less wealth tied to a specific locality,
have less incentive to protect the value of their property via the political process. The right to
pass property to an heir or to another person also provides motivation to properly maintain the

property.

The extent of community involvement and the benefits that accrue to society are hard to
measure, but several researchers have found that homeowners tend to be more involved in their
communities than renters. For example, homeowners were found to be more politically active

16 Rossi, Peter H. and Eleanor Weber 1996. “The Social Benefits of Homeownership: Empirical Evidence from
National Surveys, ” Housing Policy Debate 7(1) 1-35.

17 Rohe, William M. and Leslie S. Stewart 1996. “Homeownership and Neighborhood Stability, ” Housing Policy
Debate 7(1): 37-81.
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than renters.'® Homeowners participate in elections much more frequently than renters. A study
by Glaeser and DiPasquale found that 77 percent of homeowners said they had at some point
voted in local elections compared with 52 percent of renters. 1% The study also found a greater
awareness of the political process among homeowners. About 38 percent of homeowners knew
the name of their local school board representative, compared with only 20 percent of renters.
The authors also found a higher incidence of membership in voluntary organizations and church
attendance among homeowners.

As before, it is not clear if homeownership in itself determines more civic participation or if the
correlated variable of residential stability is more responsible for higher civic participation. One
study that directly attempted to disentangle the two impacts found length of residence to be more
important than homeownership. Therefore, according to this study a renter household in a stable
neighborhood is more likely to be engaged in 2 community and civic activity than a homeowner
who frequently moves. There also is some evidence that homeownership programs may result in
increased property values near subsidized or locally assisted homeownership sites and can, under
the right circumstances, draw other non-housing investment to the community.?

Two most recent studies examined civic engagement and social capital of homeowners. A study
looking at civic engagement investigated whether people volunteer more if they have a stake in
the community such as owning a home. The authors argued that homeowners have a stake in the
community given that home is a unique investment where the asset is tied to a fixed geographical
location and consequently the value of the property is determined by the condition of the
neighborhood in which it is located and the social institutions that serve its residents. The study
found that simply owning a home increases the number of hours volunteered, but low-value
homeowners do not volunteer any more or less than high-value homeowners. Thus, while
homeownership increases the number of hours volunteered, home value itself has no impact on
volunteering. Another important finding suggests that homeownership yields a positive influence
on volunteering regardless of how long the homeowner has lived in the neighborhood. This
result challenges previous studies which implied length of tenure was critical. The study focusing
on social capital discusses the importance of social networks and given the greater social
network of homeowners, homeowners’ resultant access to social capital®'. Social capital refers to
social resources a person can access through contacts with others in his or her social networks.
To differentiate between an individual’s overall social capital and the social capital connected
with his or her neighborhood, authors asked whether any of the people a respondent knows who
could provide a given resource reside in his or her neighborhood. If homeownership creates
social capital, homeowners are expected to have more overall social capital resources and also
more resources within their neighborhoods. If homeownership only influences the geographical
distribution of social capital, homeowners are expected to know more people in their

18 Cox, K., 1982, “Housing Tenure and Neighborhood Activism,” Urban Affairs Quarterly 18, pp. 107-29.

Y DiPasquale, D. and E. Glaeser, 1998, “Incentives and Social Capital: Are Homeowners Better Citizens?”, Journal
of Urban Economics 45, 354-384.

. Ellen, Ingrid Gould, Scott Susin, Amy Ellen Schwartz, and Michael Schill 2001. Do Homeownership Programs
Increase Property Value in Low Income Neighborhoods? Low-Income Homeownership Working Paper Series
LIHO-01.13, Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University.

21 Manturuk, K, M. Lindblad, and M Quercia. 2010. Friends and Neighbors: Homeownership and Social Capital Among
Low- to Moderate-Income Families. Journal of Urban Affairs 32.
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neighborhoods but not more people overall. In other words, if homeownership produces
beneficial social impacts associated with social capital, homeowner will have more social
contacts inside and outside his neighborhood than renters. But if homeownership only fosters
relationships within a neighborhood and there is not a greater social benefit to it, homeowners
will only know more people in the neighborhood but not also outside of it. The results indicate
that homeownership does create social capital and provide residents with a platform from which
to connect and interact with neighbors. Neighborhood tenure duration has no impact on social
capital acquired via social ties with neighbors. But, neighborhood group membership does, as
does having a child in the home.

The study also discusses several interesting phenomena about homeownership and the power of
attachment arising from homeownership. Homeowners in many ways identify with their
neighborhood, whether through interaction with neighbors, membership in neighborhood groups
or by selection of social ties with other homeowners. As the authors argue, homeowners are
more likely to seek out opportunities to interact with their neighbors because they feel a sense of
attachment to others who live near them, particularly in urban communities. Owning a home
means owning part of a neighborhood, and a homeowner’s feelings of commitment to the home
can arouse feelings of commitment to the neighborhood, which, in turn, can produce interactions
with neighbors. Overall, attachment to the neighborhood is stronger for homeowners and long-
term renters than for more transient residents. Another study found that the strongest predictor of
attachment is not a place characteristic but rather whether the person is a homeownerg.

Another interesting point the authors made is that individuals select the people with whom they
form social relationships within a social space that facilitates routine interaction with others. The
most common place to form social relationships is the workplace. Like a workplace,
homeownership serves to facilitate interactions within a neighborhood and open opportunities for
the acquisition of social capital. However, people also consider the potential long-terms costs
and benefits®, thus homeowners may see ties to other homeowners as more valuable because of
a higher potential for longer lasting relationships. As the authors further argue, both homeowners
and renters are less likely to look for social ties with renters because renters are perceived as
temporary residents. Homeownership implies permanence, while renting implies mobility?*. In
fact, previous studies have found mobility does impact the creation of social capital.
Communities with higher in-migration and out-migration were shown to have lower levels of
social capital®.

Homeownership and Health Benefits

Homeowners are happier and healthier than non-owners. But again, it would be incorrect to
simply look at the correlation between homeownership and health outcomes to draw conclusions
since homeownership is also correlated with such factors as income and education levels. And
surely, higher income and education are associated with better health. Nonetheless, there are a

22 Woldoff, R. A. 2002. The effects of local stressors on neighborhood attachment. Social Forces, 81, 87-116.

23 Van Der Gaag, M., & Snijders, T. A. B. 2005. The resource generator: Social capital quantification with concrete items.
Social Networks, 27, 1-29,

24 CofTe, H. 2009. Social capital and community heterogeneity. Social Indicators Research, 91, 155-170.

25 Coffe, H.,& Geys, B. 2006. Community heterogeneity: A burden for the creation of social capital? Social Science
Quarterly, 87, 1053-1072.
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few academic studies that provide evidence of the positive impact of homeownership on health
even after controlling for factors like income and education.

Rohe and Stegman found that low-income people who recently became homeowners reported
higher life satisfaction, higher self-esteem, and higher perceived control over their lives.?® But
the authors cautioned on the interpretation of the causation since residential stability was not
controlled for. Similarly, Rossi and Weber concluded that homeowners report higher self-esteem
and happiness than renters.”” For example, homeowners are more likely to believe that they can
do things as well as anyone else, and they report higher self ratings on their physical health even
after controlling for age and socioeconomic factors. In addition to being more satisfied with
their own personal situation than renters, homeowners also enjoy better physical and
psychological health.”® Another study showed that renters who become homeowners not only
experience a significant increase in housing satisfaction, but also obtain a higher satisfaction
even in the same home in which they resided as renters.”’

More recently, research examining the association of self-rated health with socioeconomic
position showed that social mobility variables, such as the family financial situation and housing
tenure during childhood and adulthood, impacted one’s self-rated health. In particular, the
socioeconomic disadvantage indicated by not being able to save any money or not owning or
purchasing a home, is negatively associated with excellent or very good self-rated health. ** A
similar examination, but looking at self-reported financial well-being, also showed financial
well-beisnlg depends on home ownership, the number of children, health insurance, age, and
income.

Homeownership and Crime

Homeowners have a lot more to lose financially than do renters. Property crimes directly result
in financial losses to the victim. Furthermore, violent non-property crimes can impact the
property values of the whole neighborhood. Therefore, homeowners have more incentive to
deter crime by forming and implementing voluntary crime prevention programs.

% Rohe, W. and R. Stegmun. 1994. “The Effects of Homeownership on Self Esteem, Perceived Control, and Life
Satisfaction of Low Income People,” Journal of the American Planning Association, 60(2), pp. 173-84,

%" Rossi, P. and E. Weber. 1996. “The Social Benefits of Homeownership: Empirical Evidence from National
Surveys,” Housing Policy Debate, 7, pp. 1-15.

2 Rohe, Willam M., Shannon Van Zandt and George McCarthy 2001. The Social Benefits and Costs of
Homeownership: A Critical Assessment of the Research. Low-Income Homeownership Working Paper Series
LIHO-01.12, Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University.

* Luis Diaz-Serrano. Disentangling the housing satisfaction puzzle: Does homeownership really matter? Journal of
Economic Psychology. Amsterdam: Oct 2009. Vol. 30, Iss. 5; pg. 745

* Catherine R Chittleborough, Anne W Taylor, Fran E Baum, Janet E Hiller. Monitoring Inequities in Self-Rated
Health Over the Life Course in Population Surveillance Systems. American Journal of Public Health. Washington:
Apr 2009. Vol. 99, Iss. 4; pg. 680, 10 pgs

*! David Penn. Financial well-being in an urban area: an application of multiple imputation. Applied Economics,
London: Oct 2009. Vol. 41, Iss. 23; pg. 2955
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Research on crime and homeownership shows that homeowners are far less likely to become
crime victims. A study of both property and violent crime in New York City suburbs found that
homeowners encountered significantly lower crime rates even after controlling for other
socioeconomic variables®>.  Glaeser and Sacerdote also found a lower incidence of crime
victims among homeowners.**

From sociological literature on social disorganization, recent research by Miles-Doan showed
residential mobility as a contributing factor for the higher violence rate by spouses and
intimates.”  In a similar vein, a recent work by Kubin found that residential mobility is
significantly and positively related to homicides. ]

The results are congruent with sociologists’ theories of social disorganization, or a breakdown in
social bonds, family and neighborhood association.”® A high level of social disorganization is
said to exist where there is a high level of deviance in social norms and a lack of community to
realize common values. Crime, suicide, juvenile delinquency, teen pregnancy and drug usage
are all the consequences of social disorganization. The generally accepted causes of social
disorganization include poverty, low educational attainment, family disruption, and racial
segregation in urban life. In addition, frequent residential mobility is also considered one of the
key causes of social disorganization.

For example, one of the first college textbooks on the subject, appropriately titled Secial
Disorganization, mentions crime, unemployment, divorce, venereal disease, illiteracy,
undernourishment, and mobility and transiency (our emphasis) as indications of a disorganized
society.”’ In another study Bursik showed the link between mobility and crime.*®

A stable neighborhood, independent of ownership structure, is also likely to reduce crime. It is
easier to recognize a perpetrator of crime in a stable neighborhood with extensive social ties.
Therefore, the empirical studies showing a lower crime rate among homeowners and people
living in a stable housing environment are consistent with theories on social disorganization.

32 Alba, R., J. Logan, P. Bellair. 1984. “Living with Crime: The Tmplications of Racial/Ethnic Differences in
Suburban Location,” Social Forces 73: pp. 395-434.

3 Glaeser, E. and B. Sacerdote. 1999, “Why is there more crime in cities?” Journal of Political Economy 107: pp.
§225-5258.

3 Miles-Doan, Rebecca. 1998. “Violence Between Spouses and Intimates: Does Neigbborhood Context Matter?”,
Social Forces, 1998, pp.623-645.

35 Kubrin, Charis E., “Structural Covariates of Homicide Rates: Does Type of Homicide Matter?” Journal of
Research in Crime and Delinquency, 2003, pp. 139-170.

3 Shaw, C. and H. McKay. 1942. Juvenile Delinquency and Urban Areas. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
7 Elliot, M. and F. Merrill, Social Disorganization, 1941, Harper & Brothers Publishers.

38 Bursik, R.J., Jr. 1999, "The Informal Control of Crime through Neighborhood Networks," Sociological Focus 32:
pp. 85-97.
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Homeownership and Public Assistance

We found earlier that housing stability lowers teenage pregnancy. There is vast literature on the
link between teen pregnancy and the likelihood of receiving public assistance.” Therefore, to
the extent that homeownership and stable housing reduce teen pregnancy, one can expect a
reduction in the incidence of public assistance among those living in a stable neighborhood.

Furthermore, Page-Adams found that homeowners are better able to adjust after being laid off
from a job due to their access to home equity credit lines, and hence, lessening their need for
public assistance.

Homeownership and Property Maintenance and Improvement

Another key benefit received by homeowners is the structural quality of their housing.*’
However, a well maintained home not only generates benefits through consumption and safety,
but research has shown that high quality structures also raise mental health.*?

It is often suggested that owner-occupied housing is better maintained than renter-occupied. In a
study by Henderson and Ioannides, the authors argue that landlords cannot distinguish between
households that will maintain a rental unit from those that will cause damage. Consequently,
landlords charge rents based on the expected level of care that will be taken by renters and
households that plan to take care of their dwelling are motivated to become homeowners.*
Further, homeowners have a financial interest in ensuring that their unit is well maintained and
repaired while mobile households may ignore damage.* In contrast, Ozanne and Struyk find that
including information about the neighborhood and housing structure in estimating statistical
relationships causes the owner-occupancy effect to disappear.*’

% Sawhill, I, 1998. “Teen Pregnancy Prevention,” Brookings Institute’s Policy Brief #38.
* Page-Adams, D., and N. Vosler. 1997. Homeownership and Well-Being Among Blue-Collar Workers,
Washington University, School of Social Work.

# R.D. Dietz, D.R. Haurin, 2003. The social and private micro-level consequences of homeownership. Journal of
Urban Economics 54 (2003) 401450 423

*2 G.W. Evuns, N.M. Wells, A. Moch, 2003. Housing and mental health: a review of the evidence and a
methodological and conceptual critique, Journal of Social Issues 59.

# J.V. Henderson, Y.M. Toannides, 1983. A model of housing tenure choice. American Economic Review 73, 98~
113.

# G.C. Galster, 1983, Empirical evidence on cross-tenure differences in home maintenance and conditions. Land
Economics 59, 107-113.

* L.J. Ozanne, R.J. Struyk, Housing from the existing stock: comparative economic analyses of owner occupants
and landlords, Working paper 221-10, The Urban Institute, Washington, DC, 1976.
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Another early study finds that owner-occupant landlords are more likely to rehabilitate housing
dwellings than other rental housing landlords because owners most directly experience the
improvements, as opposed to current and future renters or tenants.*¢

Heywood also finds that income impacts the level of maintenance with low-income owner-
occupants maintaining their homes less than high-income owner-occupants. *’

When looking at the different effect renters have on maintenance, research compared differences
in price appreciation using the repeat sales technique and found some evidence that renter-
occupied housing appreciates less than owner-occupied housing.*® Finally, a study looking at
how much neighbors affect each other provides evidence that the maintenance behavior of
individual homeowners is influenced by those of their neighbors.*’

Conclusion

Owning a home embodies the promise of individual autonomy and is the aspiration of most
American households. Homeownership allows households to accumulate wealth and social
status, and is the basis for a number of positive social, economic, family and civic outcomes.
Two-thirds of all U.S. households who own their home currently are enjoying these benefits.

The positive social benefits from homeownership and stable housing are compelling. As this
paper has shown, there is evidence from numerous studies that attest to the benefits accruing to
many segments of society. Homeownership boosts the educational performance of children,
induces higher participation in civic and volunteering activity, improves health care outcomes,
lowers crime rates and lessens welfare dependency.

Owning a home is different from renting. With the home purchase comes the pride of ownership
and the sense of belonging in a community where one has a financial stake in the neighborhood.
Perhaps, homeowners are “happier” just from having achieved the so-called “American Dream”
-- a sense of accomplishment, a milestone. Also, ownership entails greater individual
responsibility. As discussed above, homeownership requires a large (if not the largest) financial
outlay of a person’s life and often requires the responsibility of a mortgage spanning 30 years.
Therefore, it is a long-term commitment, which may alter human behavior.

Given such an opportunity, public policy makers would be wise to consider the immense social
benefits of homeownership for families, local communities and the nation.

“N.S. Mayer 1981. Rehabilitation decisions in rental housing: an empirical analysis. Journal of Urban Economics
10, 76-94,

7 F. Heywood, Poverty and disrepair: challenging the myth of ignorance in private sector housing, Housing Studies
12 (1997) 2746.

** D.H. Gatzlaff, RK. Green, D.C. Ling, Cross-tenure differences in home maintenance and appreciation, Land
Economics 74 (1998) 328-342,

“'Y M. Ioannides, Residential neighborhood effects. Regional Science and Urban Economics 32 (2002) 145-165.
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EXHIBIT 6
SUPPLEMENTAL REBUTTAL FINDINGS OF FACT — SMITH CROSSINGS

The Central Point Planning Commission conducted a public Hearing for the Smith Crossings at
Twin Creeks site plan application on June 6, 2017. At the request of a resident with standing, the
public record was held open for 7 days to review the record and submit additional comments.

This document is the applicant’s rebuttal to the written testimony submitted on or before close

of business on June 13, 2017.

The testimony submitted indicated concerns for the proposed development in the following

areas.

Parking E@EHVE

Traffic Impacts
Noticing of the application JUN 27 2017
Existing Code

g DS

Demographics

Parking:

Testimony was presented at both the Public Hearing and the period of open record where citizens
expressed concern for the on-street parking of the proposed development. The Central Point
Municipal Code requires a minimum of 1.5 parking spaces per Dwelling Unit (DU) in the Twin
Creeks Transit Oriented District (TC TOD). The code does not have a standard for the maximum
parking in the TC TOD.

The site plan submitted with the application proposed 168 total parking spaces for the 100 DUs
in Phase 1 for a 1.68 spaces per DU. Phase 2 proposed 145 DUs and 222 parking spaces or 1.53
spaces per DU. The Applicant responded the concerns expressed at the public hearing that
proposed a revised site plan for Phase 2. The revised site plan proposes 30 additional spaces for
phase 2 for a total of 252 spaces and 1.73 spaces per DU.

The site plan for Phase 2 was revised by reducing the amount of open space in the phase from
the proposed slightly over 27% landscaped area to 22% landscaped area. The Code requires 20%

landscaped area.

The applicant responded to the concerns raised in the testimony of the public hearing with a
revised site plan for Phase 2 with an increase of 30 parking spaces while still meeting standards

for landscaping.

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creeks Page10of 4
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SUPPLEMENTAL REBUTTAL FINDINGS OF FACT — SMITH CROSSINGS

Traffic Impacts:

Neighbors expressed concerns of the traffic impacts on the existing transportation system, and
lack of a requirement for a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA} to be submitted with the applicant’s

development application.

The City provided supplemental Finding of Fact, Exhibit 25, to the record prior to the public
hearing. This exhibit discusses the requirement for a TIA in development applications and the TIA
completed with the adoption of the Twin Creeks Master Plan.

The approved Twin Creeks Master Plan Identified Apartments on the proposed sites. The
approval of the master plan included a review of the proposed traffic impacts of apartments on
the subject properties.

The TIA provided with the Master plan contemplated development of the subject parcels at the
maximum density of the MMR zoning district, which is 32 units per acre.

The adoption of the TCMP considered a maximum of 304 dwelling units at 32 units per acre for
the proposed parcels. This application proposes 245 dwelling units. The traffic impact of the
development contemplated in the Master plan is 304 x 6.86 Average Daily Trips (ADT) for
apartments equals 2,085 ADT for the parcels. The application proposes 245 dwelling units at 6.86
ADT per DU for a total of 1,680 ADT.

The development proposed with this application reduces the traffic impact considered in the
TCMP by 408 ADT.

The Conditions of Approval recommended by Staff for Planning Commission approval
acknowledged the adopted Traffic Impact Analysis of the TCMP. The Staff Report discusses the
traffic impacts and trip caps to assure the transportation system remains above the level of
service standards of the Code and the TCMP.

The trip cap effects Phase 2 of the proposed development and once the rail crossing is developed
this year, the trip cap identified in the TCMP will be lifted allowing for the full development of
Phase 2.

Noticing of the application:

Supplemental testimony indicated the noticing of the application was not adequate. The Code
identifies the notification area and requirements for land use actions. This application for a site
plan review requires a notification of all properties within 100 feet of the subject properties.

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creeks Page 2 of 4
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SUPPLEMENTAL REBUTTAL FINDINGS OF FACT — SMITH CROSSINGS

The applicant, and the City, complied with the noticing requirements. The applicant also
conducted a voluntary neighborhood meeting in January to allow residents to see the project at
a conceptual stage and provide comments directly to the applicants. The applicants asked staff
for a recommendation on the mailing for the neighborhood meeting and the 100 foot notice area

was recommended and used for the meeting.

The subject properties are within the Twin Creeks Master Plan area which was adopted in 2001
by Ordinance No 1817. All adjoining properties are within the TCMP area. The land uses propose
by the application are consistent with the prescribed housing types (apartments) and within the

density requirements of the plan.
The Master Plan was adopted prior to any development and construction in the Master Plan area.

The properties within the Master Plan area have a deed declaration recommending a purchaser
should check with the local planning department to verify permitted uses on their property as
well as the rights of neighboring property owners. It is incumbent on a purchaser of a parcel in a
master plan area to review the approved plans for the area prior to the purchase of the property.

Existing Code

The City of Central Point has adopted a Land Use Ordinance with clear and objective standards
for development. Clear and Objective standards protect the City, residents and developers with

known and published standards for development.

The subject parcels are also within the area of the Twin Creeks Master Plan. The Master Plan was
adopted in 2001 by City Council action. Any development in the Master Plan is subject to the

standards of the approved master plan.

The applicant used the Code and Master Plan standards in the design of the development of the
project, and Staff agreed with the applicant, the proposed application is consistent with the Code

and Master Plan standards.

The standards represent a “fixed goal post” meaning the application is subject to the Code at the
time of submission of the application to the City. Any Code revisions after the date of submission

are not applicable to the submitted application.

Demographics

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creeks Page 3 of 4
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SUPPLEMENTAL REBUTTAL FINDINGS OF FACT — SMITH CROSSINGS

The subject parcels are in the MMR zoning district. The Code does not permit single family
detached dwellings as a housing type for the zoning district. Apartments are an outright
permitted housing type in the MMR zoning district. The City contemplated and acknowledged
apartments as the only housing type approved for the subject parcels.

The apartments proposed for the subject properties are market rate apartments. The applicant
manages over 800 units in the valley and all prospective tenants are subject to credit verification
prior to renting an apartment. The applicants provide onsite management for the facilities.

Summary

Staff completed a technical review of the proposed development to assure the application
complies with all standards of the development code and the Twin Creeks Master Plan. The Staff
Report concluded the application with the conditions of approval meet the approval criteria and
Staff has provided a recommendation for Planning Commission approval.

The applicant has a demonstrated ability to development, maintain, and manage multifamily
developments. The applicant has reviewed the staff report and the conditions of approval and
respectfully requests the Planning Commission approval of Smith Crossings at Twin Creeks

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creeks Paged of 4
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REVISED STAFF REPORT
June 6, 2017

AGENDA ITEM: (File No. SPAR-17002 )

Consideration of a Site-Plan and Architectural Review application to construct a 245 unit multi-family
residential development. The project site consists of two (2) lots located in the Twin Creeks Transit Oriented
Development (TOD) Master Plan area within the Medium Mixed Residential (MMR) zone. The 9.51 acre
project site fronts North Haskell Street and is identified on the Jackson County Assessor’s Map as 37S 2W
03C Tax Lot 138 and 378 2W 03DC Tax Lot 3400. Applicant: Milo Smith; Agent: Scott Sinner.

STAFF SOURCE:
Stephanie Holtey, CFM, Community Planner II
Matthew Burt, Planning Technician

BACKGROUND:
The Twin Creeks Master Plan (“Master Plan™) was approved in 2001 to provide guidance and instruction for
land use and development on 230 acres of land within the city. The Master Plan provides a mix of housing
types and densities throughout the Twin Creeks community. Per the Master Plan, medium density
multifamily residential housing is planned for two tracts of land along North Haskell Street near the
intersections of Griffin Oaks (Tax Lot 138) and Richardson Drive (Tax Lot 3400) (Attachments “A” and
“B™). At this time PCMI, Inc. (“Applicant”) is requesting Site Plan and Architectural Review approval to
construct a multifamily residential housing development on Tax Lots 138 and 3400 (Attachment “C-1” and
“C-27). It’s the Applicant’s intent to develop the project in phases as follows:

e Phase 1 — 378 2W 03C Tax Lot 138 — 100-units

e Phase 2 — 378 2W 03DC Tax Lot 3400 — 145 units

The project site is served by all planned infrastructure identified in the Master Plan, including but not limited
to streets and stormwater treatment facilities. All utilities are available to the site.

Project Description:

The Applicant proposes to construct a total of seventeen (17) multifamily apartment buildings, including
eight (8) in Phase 1 and nine (9) in Phase 2. The structures vary in size and unit count; however, each
multifamily building includes 1 and 2 bedroom apartment flats and 2 and 3 bedroom townhouse style units.
The parking plan consists of off-street parking spaces and garages. As illustrated in Table 1, the proposal is
within the minimum/maximum range for density and complies with the minimum parking requirements for
multifamily housing.

Table 1. Density and Parking Analysis
i ' = " Minimum |
Site Minimum | Minimum | Maximum | Maximum | Proposed r:rmum No. Ig:r)ll(’;sed [S):H::Iil:s’
Acres | Density No. Units | Density No. Units | No. Units «ing Parking 9
Ratio s Spaces (+/-)
| paces
Phase 1 4.25 14 60 32 136 100 1.5 150 168 18
Phase 2 5.26 14 74 32 168 145 1.5 217 219 2
TOTALS: 9.51 14 433134 32 304 245 1.5 367 390387 203

Open space and recreation amenities are proposed, including a clubhouse, pool, and playground (Phase 1)
and a large central open space square (Phase 2). Both phases include landscape improvements, as well as a
network of pedestrian pathways (Attachments “C-12”3a5nd “C-137).



Architecturally, the multifamily buildings are three-story wood frame construction with articulation and
craftsman detailing. All the building elevations demonstrate the craftsman style design using a
blue/gray or green/tan color palette, including the clubhouse and garages (Attachments “C-3 through “C-
117). Per the Applicant’s Findings, the proposed development was designed to be compatible with existing
surrounding architecture and was presented to the neighborhood for comment at a voluntary meeting on
January 6, 2017 (Attachment “E”).

ISSUES:

There are three (3) issues relative to the proposed development as follows:

1. Master Plan. The Twin Creeks Master Plan governs land use and circulation. A review of the
proposed site development in the context of the Master Plan requires clarification of shared access
and traffic impacts as follows:

a.

Shared Access. Phase 1 provides a private drive connection with the adjoining property to
the northeast (TL 1500), which is illustrated in the Master Plan Exhibit 3, Circulation Detail
(Attachment “G”). The Applicant is requesting that the shared connection be for emergency
vehicle use only through placement of a fire access gate or similar apparatus. Per the
Applicant’s findings, the basis of the request is to avoid potential safety conflicts of off-site
commercial traffic generated by a future land use on Tax Lot 1500.

Comment: On January 24, 2017 the Community Development Director approved a senior
living and memory care facility on TL 1400 (File No. 16032). At that time the provision for
shared open access was shifted to the east to avoid potential conflicts between the residential
facility and a future commercial use on TL 1500. The current request reflects similar
concerns for resident safety associated with shared open access to accommodate off-site
commercial traffic on TL 1500. In consideration of these concerns and written testimony in
support of the Applicant’s request provided by the property owner of TL 1500 (Attachment
“F”), staff recommends the Planning Commission grant the request to provide shared access
for emergency vehicles only.

Traffic. The Master Plan includes a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) that evaluates the
impacts of land uses planned throughout Twin Creeks. Per the analysis and public agency
feedback, a trip cap was imposed to assure traffic generated by new development is
completed in sync with specified street capacity enhancement projects. The Twin Creeks
Rail Crossing is the last project to be complete before the trip cap is removed. Based on an
analysis of existing and approved development projects in Twin Creeks, there is sufficient
capacity to accommodate the proposed development in Phase 1. However, Phase 2 will
exceed the available trips identified in the Master Plan and cannot be built until the Twin
Creeks Rail Crossing project is complete.

Comment: Per the Public Works Staff Report dated May 19, 2017, the Twin Creeks Rail
Crossing is scheduled for construction in September 2017 with an estimated completion of
between January and July 2018, weather depending (Attachment “J”). Per the Applicant,
Phase 1 construction is estimated to be complete in December 2018, 6 months following
completion of the rail crossing. It is the Applicant’s intent to immediately begin
construction of Phase 2 in December 2018 with estimated completion one and half years
tollowing complction of the I'win Crecks Rail Crossing project. Although there is no
apparent conflict in timing, the Public Works Department recommends Phase 2 be subject to
the trip cap in the event there are unexpected delays in completing the Twin Creeks Rail
Crossing. (Condition No. 2).
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3.

Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA). A small portion of Phase 1 is within the SFHA (Attachment
“C-17) Most of the impacted area is planned for parking and landscape improvements but utilities for
Building 5 are shown within the SFHA.

Comment: Floodplain development proposals are subject to compliance with CPMC 8.24, Flood

Damage Prevention. There are no requirements relative to the proposed landscape and parking
improvements; however, Building No. 5 will be subject to the residential construction standards for
development in high risk floodplains. Compliance verification is a function of the building permit
process. Staff recommends a condition that the Applicant obtain a floodplain development permit for
Building No. 5 prior to building permit issuance unless it can be demonstrated through a Letter of
Map Amendment (LOMA) that the building site is located above the 100-year flood elevation
(Condition No. 3).

Accessory Structure Setback. Phase 2 proposes placement of the garage and maintenance facility
3-ft from the rear property line (Attachment “C-2”). Per the Applicant’s Findings, placement of the
structure in this location is necessary to provide a visual and auditory buffer from the railroad and
industrial area east of the project site.

Comment: The proposed garage and maintenance building is an accessory structure. Per CPMC
17.60.030(A), accessory structures in residential districts may be located 3-ft from the rear and/or
side property line when the building is at least 10-ft from all other structures and 55-feet from the
street right-of-way. The proposal locates the garage/maintenance building at least 20-feet from all
other buildings and 311-feet from North Haskell Street consistent with the setback standard in
CPMC 17.60.030(A). No conditions are recommended.

Minor Pedestrian Accessway. Phase 1 proposes a minor pedestrian accessway required per Master
Plan, Exhibit 3. There is a 65-ft segment at the northeast property corner that does not provide the
required 24" landscape row between the drive and the pathway per the standard identified in Master
Plan Exhibit 12 (Attachment “B”).

Comment: The Master Plan identifies the pedestrian connection from North Haskell Street to Twin

Creeks Crossing, which could be on the project site or the adjacent open space tract owned by Twin
Creeks Development Co. To meet the standard pathway cross section, it will be necessary for the
Applicant to locate a portion of the pathway on the open space tract. Staff recommends that the
Applicant provide written authorization and a revised site plan demonstrating compliance with the
Minor Pedestrian Accessway standard per the Master Plan prior to building permit issuance.

Landscaping. The Applicant’s Landscape Plan (Attachments “C-12” and “C-13") does not provide
adequate tree placement at the north entrance to Phase 1 as required in CPMC 17.67.050(K)(2)(a).
This section of the code requires tree placement at 30-ft on center. Phases 1 and 2 do not provide
adequate screening at the parking lot driveway entrances from North Haskell Street. CPMC
17.67.050(K)(2)(b) requires screening evergreen hedges or decorative fences walls or transparent
screens.

Comment: There is sufficient area on the site to accommodate the required landscaping and
screening per CPMC 17.67.050(K)(2)(a-b). Staff recommends that the Planning Commission
impose Condition No. 5 to require submittal of a revised landscape plan at the time of building
permit issuance.

6. Accessible Parking. The parking plan identifies four (4) accessible parking spaces in Phase 1 and

five (5) accessible parking spaces in Phase 2. The Oregon Structural Specialty Code requires a
minimum of six (6) accessible parking spaces in parking lots with 151-200 total spaces and seven (7)
spaces in parking lots with 201-300 total spaces. Per the Building Department, Phases 1 and 2 do
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not meet the minimum requirement for accessible parking (Attachment *1™).

Comment: Based on an analysis of the proposed parking plan for Phase 1 and the minimum parking
requirement in Table 1, there are 18 spaces in excess of the minimum requirement. Phase 2 provides
2 spaces in excess of the minimum requirement. Although the addition of two (2) accessible parking
spaces in Phase 2 would reduce parking to the minimum required, provision of accessible parking
can be provided in conformance with the Oregon Structural Specialty Code while remaining
compliant with the minimum parking standard in CPMC 17.65.050(F)(3). Staff recommends the
Applicant submit a revised site plan showing the required accessible parking for Phases 1 and 2 at
the time of building permit application (Condition No. 7).

FINDINGS:

The Site Plan and Architectural Review application for Smith Crossing Phases 1 and 2 has been evaluated for
compliance with the Central Point Municipal Code requirements set forth in the applicable sections of
Chapters 17.65, 17.66, 17.67, 17.72 and 17.75 and found to comply as evidenced by the Planning
Department Supplemental Findings (Attachment “KE”), including all figures and exhibits therein. -

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:

1. Prior to building permit issuance for any structure in any Phase, the Applicant shall provide a copy
of a signed and recorded reciprocal access easement with the adjoining parcel to the North (378 2W
03CA Tax Lot 1500 and 37S 2W 03CA Tax Lot 1400) (“Lots™) as necessary to allow shared access
between the Lots for emergency purposes.

2. Per the Public Works Staff Report dated May 19, 2017, the Twin Creeks Rail Crossing shall be
complete prior to issuance of building permits for any portion of Phase 2.

3. Prior to building permit issuance for Building No. 5 in Phase 1, the Applicant shall either 1) provide
a Letter of Map Amendment (LOMA) from the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
demonstrating that the site for Building No. 5 is outside Flood Zone AE; or, 2) obtain a floodplain
development permit for Building No. 5 in Phase 1 as necessary to comply with CPMC 8.24, Flood
Damage Prevention requirements for residential construction.

4, Prior to building permit issuance for any building in Phase 1, the Applicant shall provide a written
authorization to locate a portion of the Minor Pedestrian Accessway identified in the Twin Creeks
Master Plan, Exhibit 3 on the adjacent open space tract, as necessary to comply with the Minor
Pedestrian Accessway standard in Master Plan Exhibit 12.

5. At the time of building permit issuance, the Applicant shall submit a revised landscape plan
demonstrating compliance with the tree planting and parking lot screening requirements in CPMC
17.67.050(K)(2)(a-b).

.°\

6. The Applicant shall comply with agency conditions as per the Fire District #3 (Attachment “H”),
Building Department (Attachment “I”), and Public Works Department (Attachment “J”) staff reports.

6-7. At the time of building permit application. the Applicant shall submit a revised site plan for Phases |
and 2 demonstrating compliance with the Accessible Parking Spaces requirement in the 2010 Oregon
Structural Specialty Code and the overall parking standards in CPMC 17.65.050(17)(3).

ATTACHMENTS:

Attachment “A” — Project Location Map
Attachment “B” — Twin Creeks Master Plan Exhibits 3, 12, 35, 18 and 35 printed; remaining pages herein
incorporated in the record by reference. Copies available upon request.
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Attachment “C-1” — Phase 1 Site Plan

Attachment “C-2” — Phase 2 Site Plan

Attachment “C-3” — Elevation Overview

Attachment “C-4” — 12-Plex Street Side Elevation

Attachment “C-5” — 12-Plex Parking Lot and Side Elevation

Attachment “C-6" — Roof Plan, typical

Attachment “C-7” — 18-Plex Elevation

Attachment “C-8” — 11-Plex Elevations

Attachment “C-9” - 22-Plex Elevations

Attachment “C-10” — 6-Plex Elevations

Attachment “C-11” — Clubhouse and Typical Garage Elevations

Attachment “C-12” — Phase 1 Landscape Plan

Attachment “C-13” — Phase 2 Landscape Plan

Attachment “C-14” — Phase 1 Conceptual Utility and Drainage Plan

Attachment “C-15" — Phase 2 Conceptual Utility and Drainage Plan

Attachment “D” — Applicant’s Findings (Stricken and incorporated in Attachment “K" as Exhibit 16))
Attachment “E” — Neighborhood Meeting Notice and Sign-in dated January 6, 2017
Attachment “F” — Letter from Twin Creeks Development Co. dated May 22, 2017
Attachment “G” — Master Plan Exhibit 3, Detail

Attachment “H” — Fire District #3 Plan Review Comments

Attachment “I” — Building Department letter dated May 9, 2017

Attachment “J” — Public Works Staff Report dated May 19, 2017

Attachment “K” — Planning Department Supplemental Findings (Revised)
Attachment “L” — Resolution No. 842

ACTION:

Consider the site plan and architectural review application 1) approve; 2) approve with conditions; or 3) deny
the application.

RECOMMENDATION:

Approve Resolution 842 approving the site plan and architectural review application for Smith Crossing per
the Revised Staff Report dated June 6, 2017, based upon the Revised Planning Department Supplemental
Findings (Attachment “K), including all exhibits attached thereto, as conditioned by Conditions of Approval
Nos. 1-7. -
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ATTACHMENT "A"

CENTRAL
POINT

. Project Location Map
e " |Smith Crossing at Twin Creeks
a8 File No. SPAR-17002

Legend
' BCG = Bear Creek Greenway
I c-2 (M) = Comme-cial - Medical District
mmmw C-4 = Tourist and Office
iz .,_ C-5 = Thoroughfare Commercial
[] ©N = Neighborhoos Commercial
[ civic (Top)
I EC = Employment Commercial (TOD)
[ ] GC = General Commercial (TOD)
[ ] HMR = High Mix ResidentiallCommercisl (TOD)
"] LMR = Low Mix Residential (TOD)
[ 7] M1 = Industrial
m | M-2 = Induslrial General
[ ] MMR = Medium Mix Residential (TOD)
| 05 =Open Space (TOD)
[ R-3 = Muttiple Family Residential
| | R-2= Two-Family Residential
[ | R-1-6 = SF Residential - ,000
[ ] R-1-8 = SF Residential - 8,000
[ |R-1-10 = SF Residential -10,000
[ ]R-L=Low Density Residential

MAP FOR ILLUSTRATION
PURPOSES ONLY
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ATTACHMENT "B"

STREET/R.O.N. CLASSIFICATIGNS:
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Exhibit 3. Circulation Plan

Master Plan Application

41



DEVELOPMENT SUMMARY:

=~ = _ Emplayment/Cammercial (EC): 42 acres (1 B%)
\ {No change 2014}
1\
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-
"- i.:q 5k - Medium Mix Residential (MMR): 25.57 acres (11.1%)

409 units @ 16 u/a mimimum (144 built—2014)
(2001 plan, 27.6 acers (12.0%) 441 units)
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(2001 plan, 61.4 acres (26.7%) 368 units)
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HOUSING TYPES: MR MMR  HMR  TOTAL
\ SINGLE FAMILY DETACHED
Large Lots {>7000sf) 142 142
st d Lots (4500-7000s)| 132 | 19 151
L a(?l::[ers (;9303!) = 32 32
Small Lots (3000-4000sf
R | ST estons. (30000
> Clusters  (3900s() 44 70 114
24 24
SINGLE FAMILY ATTACHED
T he Condominiul
el e S i ) 97
8 57 65
(> W | ,ccessony unms
= 33 49 82
; MULTI—FAMILY
09 q’i Apartments/Plexes 19 192 192
A 3 %\ B | piveo use Aportments 265 | 265
v\ \}:, B | senior Living 330 | 349
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SMITH CROSSING AT TWIN CREEKS

PHASE 1

APPLICANT/ OWNER
MILT, PRILIP & CAUCK SMITH
353 DALTGN STEET

MEDFDORD, OREGON 97501
(541) 621-2923

AGENT

SCOTT SINNER CONSULTING, INC,
4401 SAN JUAN DR SUITE G
MEDFORD, OREGON 57504
541> 60{-0917

ATTACHMENT “C-1”

431 DAK STREET
CENTRAL POINT DR, 97502
(541> 664-5599

HOUSING SUMMARY:

11 1 BEDROOM - 1 BATH
35 2 BEDROOM - 1 1/2 BATH

22 - 2 BEDROOM 2 1/2 BATH
TOWNHOUSE SECOND AND THIRD FLOORS

32 - 3 BEDROOM 2 1/2 BATH

TO BE BULT BY
P.M.C.I. INC.

TOWNHOUS SECOND AND THIRD FLOORS
100 TOTAL LIVING UNITS

LEGEND
0 BIKE RACK LOCATION

= SIGN LOCATION
~ STREET LIGHTS

PEDESTRIAN/PARKING LOT LIGHTS
N, '® COMMUNITY MAIL BOX LOCATION

B rLor crounp

PARKING
/ 100 ASSIGNED PARKING SPACES
_ 59 DPEN PARKING SPACES
7 3 HANDICAP PARKING SPACES
Sl VAN ACCESSIBLE HANDICAP
4 S  GARAGES

SMITH CROSSING

168 TOTAL PARKING SPACES

lI
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TWIN CREEKS

LOT AREAS

TOTAL LOT AREA =4.41 ACRES (192,099 SQFT)
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LOT COVERAGE= 47,301 SQFT

LANDSCAPE AREA = 55,292 SOFT
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ATTACHMENT “C-2”

Phase 2 Site Plan

Superseded by Exhibit 1 in the Staff Report dated July 18, 2017 addressing new evidence submitted
during the open record period.
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ATTACHMENT “C-3”
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ATTACHMENT “C-6”
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ATTACHMENT “C-7”

£
_ = gLl
0L 4011 S m
i (| - Eid (| ™™ o L §T ;= |
= _ E
18Plex Street Side Elevation 3/16" = 1' I = |
Al
i3y
2
-
i cE

s | -:E pia| R ,_- R =

18 Plex Parking Lot Side Elevation 3/16" = 1' S ]

._ﬂ.wdu._. - SCALE: |




ATTACHMENT “C-8”
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ATTACHMENT “C-10"

¢ Plex Elevation
Parking Lot Side

8 Plex Elevation
Street Side

Typical Side Elevation 3/16" = 1
Occurs on one end of each 15 and 11Plex

Typical Side Elevation 3/16" = 1'

o Plex Elevations &

SHEEY TMLE;

ROJELT FESCRIPTION
Twin Creeks
Apartments and Townhiomes || ,pical Side Elevations

DRANINGS PROVIDED BY:
PMCI, Inc.
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ATTACHMENT “C-12”

Central Point. Or 97502
541-684-7055
madaradesigng@yahoo com
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ATTACHMENT “C-14"
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ATTACHMENT “C-15"
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ATTACHMENT “D”

Applicant’s Findings

Superseded by Exhibit 8 in the Staff Report dated July 18, 2017
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ATTCHMENT “E”

January 6, 2017

As a Twin Creeks neighbor, we would like to invite you to a neighborhood meeting to
review plans for our new multifamily development located on North Haskell Street.

| 1 J-L] - il

3 Dimensional Street Yiew Elevatior

The meeting will be Friday January 27" at 6:00 PM at:

Twin Creeks Retirement Center
888 Twin Creeks Xing,
Central Point, Oregon 97502

We will be available to discuss the
project and answer your questions. ‘:?

Thank you and we look forward to
meeting you. 7%

Milo Smith

Scott Sinner
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Twin Creeks Neighborhood Meeting January 27, 2017

Sign.in Sheet

Name Address _ . Phone
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ATTACHMENT “F”

TWIN CREEKS DEVELOPMENT Co., LLC

PO_Box 3577_ o - a _ Phone_(_s41) 6-65’5401

- 1
._Tw_-m_,_CREEKS ! Central Point, OR g7507 Fax (541) 665-5402

May 22, 2017

Tom Humphrey, Community Development Director
City of Central Point

140 Sauth 3" Street

Central Point, OR 97502

Dear Tom:

The purpose of this letter is to request a clarification of the Twin Creeks TOD Master Plan relative to
Exhibit 3, Circulation Plan specifically for the following properties:

® 375 2W 03CA Tax Lot 1500 — Zoned Employment Commercial {EC)

® 3752w 03C Tax Lot 138 — Zoned Medium Mix Use Residential (MMR)
We would like shared access to be limited to use by emergency vehicles between these lots, which will be
controlled by a fire access gate or other similar device. The basis of this request is that the Master Plan
does not articulate a clear requirement for private shared access other than to illustrate 3 canceptual
connection in Exhibit 3. If required to allow unlimited shared access, there are concemns that commercial
traffic generated by a future land use on Tax Lot 1500 would be incompatible with and cause a safety
hazard to future residents of the medium residential multifamily development on Tax Lot 138. By limiting
access to emergency vehicles only, concerns about resident safety will be addressed.

If this clarification is deemed acceptable, access to Tax Lot 1500 will be limited to the intersection of
Boulder Ridge Drive and Twin Creeks Crossing. As shown on Exhibit 3, this intersection is restricted to
right-in/right-out turning movements due to its proximity to the rail crossing. We understand that limited
access conditions will require a Traffic Impact Analysis for any potential future development. This may
pose a challenge to future development and use of the site, which is acceptable to Twin Creeks
Development, Co.

We request that the City accept this letter and justification as clarification that the internal circulation be
provided for emergency vehicle access only. Pending approval of this request, Twin Creeks Development
Co., current owner of the subject properties, agrees to record a shared access agreement reflecting the
approved clarification.

If you have any questions, let me know.

Since(rgyf———

/ ﬁ O

Bret Maore
Twin Creeks Development Co., LLC

www.twincreeksincentralpoint.com
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ATTACHMENT “G”

Exhibit 3, Circulation Plan Detail




ATTACHMENT “H”

Jackson County Fire District 3

8383 Agate Road

White City, OR 97503-1075
(541) 826-7100 (Office)
(541) 826-4566 (Fax)
www.jcfd3.com

Plan Review Comments

Project # MP 17001

Smith Crossing at Twin Creeks
North Haskell St

Central Point, OR. 97502

A plan review was conducted for the Smith Crossing at Twin Creeks Apartment buildings. This is for both phase one and two. A
site inspection will be needed to ensure compliance will all applicable codes. We have no concerns with access and water supply at
this time. Provided are comments and concerns for planning purposes only. Plan review comments will be given at a later date
when full sets of plans are available.

Plan review completed by: DFM Mark Northrop

This plan review is conducted utilizing the 2014 Oregon Fire Code as amended an adopted by JCFD3.

The issuance or granting of a permit shall not be construed to be a permit for, or an approval of, any violation of any provisian of applicable codes and standards.
Permits presuming to give authority to violate or cancel the provisions of a code, ordinance, or standard shall not be valid. The approval and issuance of a permit
based on construction documents and other data shall not prevent the fire code official from requiring the correction of errors in the construction documents or data.
Review and approval by the fire code official shall not relieve the applicant of the responsibility of compliance with applicable codes, ordinances, and standards.

Prepared by Mark Northrop 5/30/2017 Page 1
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date date

ltem # Noncompliance Reference Corrective action corrected approved

1 |[|Access. Phase Il has a single access point OFC appendix [[For future refernce. This would require the
which is allowed by OFC if ALL buildings are ||D106.1 storage/garage units to be sprinkled.
sprinklered to NFPA 13 or 13R

2 |Huniper are fire prone plants. Firewise Please use caution when planting these

Standards items in groups or near buildings.

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Prepared by Mark Northrop 5/30/2017

Page 2

65



ATTACHMENT “”

i

City of Central Point, Oregon
140 S Third Street, Central Point, OR 97502
541.664.3321 Fax 541.664.6384

www.centralpointoregon.gov

Building Department
g Lep
POI N'r Derek Zwagerman, P.E., Building Official

May 9, 2017

Stephanie Holtey, CFM

Community Planner I1

City of Central Point

RE: SPAR-17002 — Smith Crossing at Twin Creeks
Building Department Comments

The site plan accessible parking spaces are less than required by the Oregon Structural Specialty
Code (OSSC) Table 1106.1.

No other comments for compliance with the OSSC, can be determined at this time.

Derek Zwagerman, P.E.
Building Official

66



ATTACHMENT “J’
Public Works Department CENTRAL Matt Samitore, Director

POINT

PUBLIC WORKS STAFF REPORT
May 19, 2017

AGENDA ITEM (Land Use File: SPAR-17002):

Site Plan and Architectural 245-unit multifamily development to be constructed in two (2) phases.
Applicant: Chuck and Milo Smith

Traffic:

The apartments proposed were part of the original Twin Creeks Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA). The original TIA had a
list of improvement projects to facilitate multi-modal transportation. The only remaining project still left to be
completed is the Twin Creeks Rail Crossing. The crossing project is anticipated to start work in September and
conclude in April of 2018.

There originally was a trip cap associated with Twin Creeks that will be lifted when the rail crossing project is complete.
Public Works has reviewed the Applicant’s construction schedule to ensure that additional traffic issues associated with
West Pine and Haskell are not exaggerated by the apartment project, and to confirm that units will not be occupied until
May 2018.

As provided in the table below, the Twin Creeks Rail Crossing is scheduled to be complete at least 6 months prior to
completion of Phase 1. Even if there is a delay in the rail crossing, there are enough trips available to accommodate all
proposed development in Phase 1 but not Phase 2. Although further delays in the rail crossing are unlikely, Phase 2 is
subject to the trip cap per Condition No. 1 below.

Twin Creeks Rail Crossing Smith Crossing
Start Phase 1 Underground Work — July 2017

Project Bid Opening — August 10"
Start of Construction — September 2017

Start Phase 1 Construction — December 2017
Project Completion — April-July 2018 Start Phase 2 Underground Work — Summer 2018
Complete Phase 1 Construction— December 2018
Start Phase 2 Construction — December 2018
Complete Phase 2 Construction — April 2019

Existing Infrastructure:

Water: Both sites are services by 8” stub outs.
Streets: North Haskell is a two lane collector that is fully improved, except for sidewalks and landscape row

adjacent to tax lot 138.
Storm water:  Both sites are serviced by 12-24” stub outs.

Conditions of Approval:

1. Trip Cap - Prior to building permit issuance for any building in Phase 2, the Twin Creeks Crossing project shall
be complete per the Twin Creeks Master Plan implementation plan and trip cap.

2. Street Improvements — Prior to Public Works Final Inspection for Phase 1, the Applicant shall construct
sidewalks and landscape rows consistent with Public Works Standards and Specification per drawing ST-20 2
Lane Collector Street.

140 South 3 Street » Central Point, OR 97502 ¢ 541.664.3321 » Fax 541.664.6384
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ATTACHMENT “K”

Planning Department Supplemental Findings

Superseded by Exhibit 9 in the Staff Report dated July 18, 2017
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FINDINGS OF FACT EXHIBIT 8

BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF CSNTRAL POINT OREGON:

IN THE MATTER OF AN APPLICATION FOR A )

SITTE PLAN REVIEW OF PROPERTY IDENTIFIED AS ) FINDINGS OF FACT
T37-R2W-03C TL 138 AND 37-R2W-03DC TL 3400 ) AND

PMCI, INC APPLICANT )  CONCLUSIONS
SCOTT SINNER CONSULTING, INC. AGENT ) OF LAW

L BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Applicant:;

PMCI, Inc

353 Dalton St

Medford, OR 97501

Milo Smith milosmith@gmial.com
Philip Smith Philips.pmci@yahoo.com

Agent:

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc.
4401 San Juan Dr. Suite G
Medford, OR 97504
541-601-0917

scottsinner@yahoo.com
Propertyl:

372W03CTL 138

Twin Creeks Development Co, L.L.C

N Haskell St

PO Box 3577

Central Point OR 97502

4.25 Acres

Zoning MMR Medium Mix Residential (TOD)

Property 2:

37 2W 03DC TL 3400

Twin Creeks Development Co, L.L.C

N Haskell St

PO Box 3577

Central Point OR 97502

5.26 Acres

Zoning MMR Medium Mix Residential (TOD)

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creek SPR Page 1 of 26
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FINDINGS OF FACT

Project Summary:

This Site Plan Review application proposes the development of 245 dwelling units on two
parcels in the Twin Creeks Development. The standards of the Twin Creeks Master Plan
(TCMP)apply to this development proposal. The development is proposed in two phases.

Phase 1is on TL 138 and proposes 100 dwelling units in 8 three story multifamily buildings,
a Club House and pool for the benefit of the residents and extensive landscaping of the
Haskell Street frontage as well as the internal parking and maneuvering areas. Phase 1
also provides a pedestrian walking plan consistent with the adopted Twin Creeks Master
Plan.

Phase 2 is on TL 3400 and proposes a total of 145 dwelling units in 9 three story multi plex
buildings. This phase features a large center square open space for the resident’s
enjoyment. A row of garages adjacent to the existing rail road tracks provides a sound
and vision buffer from both the train traffic and the industrial activities on the west side
of the tracks.

The site plan proposes garages along the tracks to mitigate noise from the adjacent

industrial uses and the tracks. The garages are proposed as accessory structures with a 3-
foot setback to the property line for the most efficiency as noise and nuisance abatement.
This request complies with the setback reduction elements of CPMC 17.60.030(A).

Approval Criteria
The applicants participated in a required pre-application conference with the City (PRE-
17001). The pre-application summary identified relevant Central Point Municipal Code

(CPMC) criteria relevant to the proposed site plan review

Per the Pre Application Report prepared by Staff:

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creek SPR Page 2 of 26
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Page: 2

[£|Number: 1 Author: stephanieh Subject: Inserted Text Date: 6/6/2017 10:12:51 AM
This statement is incorrect and is hereby remaved from the record. A Master Plan modification was submitted independently (File No.
MP-17001) and is not included as part of this application.

71



FINDINGS OF FACT

Preliminary plans for the Project have been reviewed for compliance with the
applicable standards and criteria set forth in Chapters 8.24, 17.65, 17.66 and
17.67. The following comments reflect the general nature of the preliminary
submittal and therefore are not intended to be all inclusive.

Chapter 17.65
TOD DISTRICTS AND CORRIDORS

17.65.010 Purpose.

17.65.020 Area of application.

17.65.025 Special conditions.

17.65.030 Conflict with other regulations.
17.65.040 Land use--TOD district.
17.65.050 Zoning regulations--TOD district.

17.65.010 Purpose.

The purpose of the Central Point transit oriented development (TOD)
district is to promote efficient and sustainable land development and the
increased use of transit as required by the Oregon Transportation
Planning Rule

The Oregon Transportation Planning Rule requires all mode of transportation are
considered in a land use action.

The subject parcels are within the Twin Creeks Transit Oriented District. Water
transportation facilities are not available at the site. Phase 2 of the development is
adjacent to the railroad tracks; however, the development has no provision for any form
of rail transportation. The site is proposed for multifamily development and there is no
demand for rail freight, and the area does not have any passenger services utilizing rail.

The subject parcels are 3.35 miles from Rogue Valley International Airport and 1.3 miles
from Interstate 5 and .4 miles from Highway 99.

The Twin Creeks Master Plan identifies proposed service routes fram Rogue Valley Transit
District (RVTD), however RVTD does not currently have Route 40 into the Twin Creeks
area. The closest RVTD stop is 2™ and Manzanita .66 miles from the site with schedules
service every ) hour from 6:18 AM to 7:18 PM weekdays.

The Twin Creeks Master Plan provides extensive bicycle and pedestrian transportation
activities with connected sidewalks, bike lanes and multiuse trails.

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creek SPR Page 3 of 26
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FINDINGS OF FACT

The proposed site plan implements the pedestrian and bicycle transportation plans.

17.65.020 Area of application.

These regulations apply to the Central Point TOD districts and corridors. The
boundaries of TOD districts and corridors are shown on the official city
comprehensive plan and zoning maps.

A. A development application within a TOD district shall comply with the
requirements of this chapter.

B. At the discretion of the applicant, a development application within a TOD
corridor shall be subject to:

1. The normal base zone requirements as identified on the official zoning map
and contained in this code; or

2. The TOD corridor requirements contained in this chapter.
17.65.025 Special conditions.

On occasion, it may be necessary to impose interim development restrictions on
certain TOD districts or corridors. Special conditions will be identified in this
section for each TOD district or corridor.

A. Eastside Transit Oriented Development District (ETOD) Trip Caps. Development
within the ETOD shall be subject to the following schedule:

The subject properties are not in the area of the Eastside TOD.,
17.65.030 Conflict with other regulations.

When there is a conflict between the provisions of this chapter and other
requirements of this title, the provisions of this chapter shall govern.

OK

17.65.050 Zoning regulations--TOD district.

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creek SPR Page 4 of 26
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Page: 4

g Number: 1 Author: stephanieh Subject: Inserted Text Date: 6/6/2017 9:44:05 AM

~'This statement is incorrect and is hereby removed from the record, A Minor Master Plan modification (File No. MP-17001) was submitted
independently of this Site Plan and Architectural Review application.
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FINDINGS OF FACT

A. Permitted Uses. Permitted uses in Table 1 are shown with a “P.” These uses are
allowed if they comply with the applicable provisions of this title. They are subject
to the same application and review process as other permitted uses identified in
this title.

B. Limited Uses. Limited uses in Table 1 are shown with an “L.” These uses are
allowed if they comply with the specific limitations described in this chapter and
the applicable provisions of this title. They are subject to the same application
and review process as other permitted uses identified in this title.

C. Conditional Uses. Conditional uses in Table 1 are shown with a “C.” These uses
are allowed if they comply with the applicable provisions of this title. They are
subject to the same application and review process as other conditional uses
identified in this title.

D. Density. The allowable residential density and employment building floor area
are specified in Table 2,

E. Dimensional Standards. The dimensional standards for lot size, lot dimensions,
building setbacks, and building height are specified in Table 2.

F. Development Standards.

1. Housing Mix. The required housing mix for the TOD district is shown in
Table 2.

2. Accessory Units. Accessory units are allowed as indicated in Table 1.
Accessory units shall meet the following standards:

a. A maximum of one accessory unit is permitted per lot;

b. The primary residence and/or the accessory unit on the lot must be
owner-occupied;

c. An accessory unit shall have a maximum floor area of eight hundred
square feet;

d. The applicable zoning standards in Table 2 shall be satisfied.

Findings of Fact

The subject parcels are located within the area of the Twin Creeks TOD and subject to the
standards of the Twin Creek Master Plan (TCMP). The parcels are within the MMR (TOD)
zoning district. The relevant standards for development are identified in 17.65.050.

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creek SPR Page 5 of 26
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This application proposes multifamily housing in the MMR zoning district. According to
17.65.050 Table 1 Multifamily dwellings are a permitted use.

17.65.050 Table 2 provides the Density Standards, dimensional standards for the zoning
district.

Referring to the Table 2, The minimum density for the zoning district is 14 units per acre and
the maximum density is 32 units per acre.

Phase 1is a 4.25-acre parcel. Development at the minimum density would be 59 dwelling units
and at maximum density would be 136 units. The proposal is submitted at 100 unit and a
density of 23.5 units per acre.

Phase 2 is a 5.26-acre parcel. Development at the minimum density would be 73 dwelling units
and at maximum density would be 168 units. The proposal is submitted at 145 unit and a

density of 27 units per acre.

The proposed development complies with the density standards of the Code.

Zoning Data
Table 1
TOD District Land Uses
Use Categories Zoning Districts
(MR | MM | HMR | EC | ac | c | os
Residential
Dwelling, Multifamily
Multiple
aparsne’“m p P P L1 L1 N N
:gs::;g L6 P P L1 L1 N N

The application proposes apartments on each phase. The proposed use in consistent with the
standards of Table 1 and the TCMP.

Table 2 provides the standards of the zoning district. The standards are identified as well as the
applicability of the proposed application for each phase.

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creek SPR Page 6 of 26
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Table 2
TOD District Zoning Standards
Standard
Required Phase 1 Phase 2 | Complies
MMR

Density--Units Per Net Acre (f)

Maximum 32

Minimum 14 235 27 yes

The proposed site plan does not have land division component. The parcels were created under
a prior land use action and are lot dimension standards of Table 2 are not applicable. The lots are
pre-existing.

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creek SPR Page 7 of 26
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Table 2
TOD District Zoning Standards
Dimensional Standards
Required Phase 1 Phase 2 | Complies

Minimum Lot or Land Area/Unit

Large single-family NA NA NA NA

Standard single- NA NA NA NA

family

Zero lot line

detached 2,700 SF NA NA NA

Attached row 1,500 SF NA

houses

Multifamily NA NA NA N/A
Average Minimum Lot or Land NA
Area/Unit

Large single-family NA NA NA NA

Standard single- NA NA NA NA

family

Zero lot line

detached 3,000 SF NA NA NA

Attached row 2,000 SF NA

houses

Multifamily NA NA NA NA
Minimum Lot Width NA

Large single-family NA NA NA NA

Stal?dard single- NA NA NA NA

family

Zero lot line .

detached 30 NA NA NA

Attached row 29' NA

houses

Multifamily NA NA NA NA
Minimum Lot Depth 50’ NA NA NA

The propaosed site plan was developed to comply the following dimensional standards. Phase 1
is encumbered with several significant easements for existing urban facilities. The size and
orientations of these existing facilities constrain the design.

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creek SPR Page 8 of 26
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Table 2
TOD District Zoning Standards

Bullding Setbacks

Required Phase 1 Phase 2 | Complies
Front (min./max.) 10'15' 15° 15’ yes

5 )

detached Over 5 Over 5
Side (between bidgs.) o
(detached/attached)

attached yes

(a)(c)
Corner (min./max.) 5'10° 10’ 10’ yes
Rear 15 15’ 15 yes
Garage Entrance (d) off street | off street yes
Maximum Building Height 45’ 31 yes
Maximum Lot Coverage (g) 80% 25% Y yes
Minimum Landscaped Area () | 29%°" | 2ge, 273 es
P slte area Y

The TCMP requires Apartments as the only housing type on the subject parcels.

Table 2
TOD District Zoning Standards
Housing Mix

< 16 units in
development: 1

16--40 units In
Required housing types as listed development: 2
under Residential in Table 1.

> 40 units in TCMP
development: 3 or
more housing types

(plus approved _|3partments

requires

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creek SPR Page 9 of 26
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Page: 9

4/ Number: 1 Author: stephanieh Subject: Inserted Text Date: 7/5/2017 5:33:29 PM

‘Revsied to 34-ft as illustrated on the Building Elevations

«|Number: 2 Author: stephanieh Subject: Inserted Text Date: 7/5/2017 5:32:57 PM

~ Revised to 34-feet as illustrated on the Building Elevatians.

[E]Number: 3 Author: stephanieh Subject: Inserted Text Date: 6/6/2017 10:12:37 AM

This appears to be a mathematical error and is hereby amended as provided below. Per the site plan for Phases 1 and 2, there is 47,301 s.f.
(75.4%) and 75,334 s.f. (72.5%) of lot coverage area, respectively.

[%|Number: 4 Author: stephanieh Subject: Inserted Text Date: 6/6/2017 10:12:22 AM

This appears to be a mathematical error and is hereby amended as provided below. Per the site plan for Phases 1 and 2, landscaped area
provided is 55,292 square feet (25.6%) and 63,005 s.f. (27.5%), respectively.
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Conclusions of Law

The Planning Commission can conclude the proposed application is consistent with the
standards of CPMC 17.65 for TOD Districts and Corridors.
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Approval Criteria

Chapter 8.24
FLOOD DAMAGE PREVENTION

8.24.190 Site improvements and subdivisions.

A. All proposed new development and subdivisions shall be consistent with the
need to minimize flood damage and ensure that the building sites will be
reasonably safe from flooding as set forth in Section 8.24.050. The test of
reasonableness is a local judgment and shall be based on historical data, high
water marks, photographs of past flooding, etc.

B. Building lots shall have adequate buildable area outside of the regulatory
floodway and the special stream setback set forth in Section 8.24.230, which
shall be preserved as an open space by easement.

C. New development proposals and subdivision development plans, including
tentative plat and approved engineered drawings and as-buiits, shall include the
mapped flood hazard zones from the effective FIRM, including the regulatory
floodway, if applicable, and estimated BFEs at each parcel.

D. Subdivisions shall be created and designed to minimize risk of damage to
property and potential loss of life from flooding, and minimize the disturbance of
floodplain riparian zones by locating infrastructure and lots outside the SFHA and
preserving as open space by easement. When a subdivision proposal includes
improvements that encroach into the SFHA, the applicant shall demonstrate that
adverse impacts to existing and anticipated future development, in the form of
increased flood elevations, flood velocity, floodplain extent and floodway extent,
are avoided or mitigated by providing the following information:

1. Engineered grading plan.

2. Floodplain encroachment analysis certified by a registered professional
civil engineer that identifies the cumulative impacts of the proposed
encroachments, including fill and new construction, on the flooding source
(i.e., stream) and all associated insurable structures, on the SFHA
boundaries, BFE, and regulatory floodway, if applicable.
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3. CLOMR from FEMA.

E. Where BFE data has not been provided or is not available from another
authorized source, the applicant shall provide a hydrologic and hydraulic
engineering analysis that generates BFEs for all subdivision proposals and other
proposed developments, at least one acre or four lots in size (whichever is less).

F. New development and subdivisions shall have public utilities and facilities such
as sewer, gas, electric and water systems located and constructed to minimize

flood damage.
G. On-site waste disposal systems shall be prohibited.

H. Subdivisions and manufactured home parks shall have adequate drainage

provided to reduce exposure to flood hazards as provided in Section 8.24.240. In
AO and AH zones, drainage paths shall be provided to guide floodwater around
and away from all proposed and existing structures. (Ord. 1947 §1(part), 2011).

The proposed Site Plan for Phase 1 identifies the extent of the mapped flood way
impacting the site. The CPMC requires a 25-foot setback from a mapped flood way. The
site improvements are proposed to be consistent with the flood prevention standards.

The development proposal does not include a land division and there is no tentative plat
submitted with this application. The site plan includes the 25’ setback line for the
floodway. The conceptual grading and utility plans are proposed with consideration to
areas susceptible to flood impacts.

Upon approval of the proposed site plans, the design team will prepare construction
documents with all required flood hazard information. The construction documents will
be submitted to the City for a technical review and approval prior to the start of
construction.

The proposed plan does not utilize on site waste disposal systems, the dwelling units will

be connected to the public sanitary sewer facilities.

Chapter 17.66
APPLICATION REVIEW PROCESS FOR THE TOD DISTRICT AND CORRIDOR

17.66.010 Purpose.

Scott Sinner Consulting, inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creek SPR Page 12 of 26
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17.66.020 Applicability.
17.66.030 Application and review.

17.66.040 Parks and open spaces.

17.66.050 Application approval criteria.
17.66.060 Conditions of approval.
17.66.070 Approval expiration.

The subject properties are within the Twin Creeks Master Plan Area. Page 9 of these findings
located the site on the Master Plan. The standards for the TOD District apply to this application.
The size of the project requires a Type 3 site plan review.

17.66.030 Application and review.

A. Application Types. There are four types of applications which are subject to review
within the Central Point TOD district and corridor.

1. TOD District or Corridor Master Plan. Master plan approval shall be required for:

a. Development or land division applications which involve two or more acres
of land; or

b. Modifications to a valid master plan approval which involve one or more of
the following:

i. An increase in dwelling unit density which exceeds five percent of
approved density;

ii. An increase in commercial gross floor area of ten percent or two
thousand square feet, whichever is greater;

iii. A change in the type and location of streets, accessways, and parking
areas where off-site traffic would be affected; or

iv. A modification of a condition imposed as part of the master plan
approval,

2. Site Plan and Architectural Review. The provisions of Chapter 17.72, Site Plan
and Architectural Review, shall apply to permitted and limited uses within the TOD
district and corridor. For site plan and architectural review applications involving
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84



FINDINGS OF FACT

two or more acres of land, a master plan approval, as provided in this chapter,
shall be approved prior to, or concurrently with, a site plan and architectural

review application

The applicant has submitted the proposed development on a single application. The basis

for a single application is as foliows:

* One common plan for development. The proposed development consists of two
phases that are part of one common plan for development (i.e. shared amenities
between the phases, including the clubhouse, maintenance facilities, recreational
trails). Although the intervening open space lot is intended for public benefit, it
provides a visual amenity to both phases of the project and has been considered
in the overall site layout and design. ;

¢ Intervening lot purpose is to restore and preserve a natural feature. The lot
separating the properties is for the sole purpose of restoring and preserving a
natural feature (i.e. Griffin Creek).

* Proposal is consistent with a City-approved Master Plan. The proposed use and
the existing open space designation is part of and consistent with the Twin Creeks
Master Plan;

e The proposed development is on lots within the same zoning designation. The
lots for Phase 1 and 2 are within the same zoning district (i.e. Medium Mix
Residential);

* The project is not separated by a street. The lots are not separated by a street
as defined in CPMC 17.08; and,

* Same Ownership. All three (3) lots are under the same ownership at the time of
application. The properties are currently owned by Twin Creeks Development
Company, LLC,

This application is a Type 3 Site Plan Review. The use proposed is multifamily housing
consistent with the MMR zoning district. The proposed density for each Phase is
consistent within the requirements of 14 to 32 units per acre.

3. Land Division. Partitions and subdivisions shall be reviewed as provided in

Title 16, Subdivisions. For a land division application involving two or more acres of
land, a master plan approval, as provided in this chapter, shall be approved prior
to, or concurrently with, a land division application.

This application does not include a land division. The existing parcel configuration is
adequate for the proposed development.

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creek SPR Page 14 of 26

85



FINDINGS OF FACT

4. Conditional Use. Conditional uses shall be reviewed as provided in
Chapter 17.76, Conditional Use Permits.

The proposed application will develop multifamily dwelling units and the TCMP identified
apartments as the housing type. The application proposing apartments is consistent with
the TCMP and Apartments are a permitted use in the zoning district. A Conditional Use
Permit is not required to approve the proposed application.

B. Submittal Requirements. A master plan shall include the following elements:
1. Introduction. A written narrative describing:
a. Duration of the master plan;
b. Site location map;
¢. Land use and minimum and maximum residential densities proposed;

d. ldentification of other approved master plans within the project area (one
hundred feet).

The development proposed with this application is consistent with the TCMP. Both phases
proposed multifamily apartment buildings. This housing type is consistent with the TCMP
exhibit on page 9 of these findings. This exhibit also provides the site location map with
the sites indicated.

The MMR TOD zoning district allows housing densities from 14 units per acre to 32 units
per acre. Phase 1 is proposed at 23.5 units per acre and Phase 2 is proposed at 27 units
per acre. The proposed density is within the standards of the zoning district.

All properties within 100 feet of the site are within the TCMP area.

2. Site Analysis Map. A map and written narrative of the project area addressing
site amenities and challenges on the project site and adjacent lands within one
hundred feet of the project site.

a. Master Utility Plan. A plan and narrative addressing existing and proposed
utilities and utility extensions for water, sanitary sewer, storm water, gas,
electricity, and agricultural irrigation.
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b. Adjacent Land Use Plan. A map identifying adjacent land uses and
structures within one hundred feet of the project perimeter and remedies for

preservation of livability of adjacent land uses.

Both parcels are on street frontages with full street sections and have direct access to
Category A facilities. A conceptual grading and utility plan is attached with this application

as required for this Code section.

Phase 1 has an existing sanitary sewer trunk line and easement running diagonally
through the parcel from the south west to the north east. An irrigation easement is
identified on the site plan. The easement if for an underground facility and a maintenance
access easement for the irrigation facility. The site is designed around these easements.

Offsite water lines will be tapped and brought on to the site. A public water line and the
necessary easements will supply fire hydrants. The public lines will be tapped and private

domestic water supply system will be provided to each structure.

Sanitary sewer and storm water plans are identified on the conceptual utility plan. Upaon
approval, the civil engineer will prepare construction documents for all infrastructure.
These plans will be submitted to the City for technical review and consistency with all

master plans.

Phase 1 is adjacent to Griffin Creek on the south and north property lines. A portion of
the site is within the defined floodway and subject to a 25-foot floodway setback. The site
design was developed to be consistent with all elements and requirements of the CPMC

with respect to development in flood hazard areas.

Phase 2 is adjacent to Griffin Creek on the north property line. This phase is not within

the floodway.

Assite utility and grading plan is also attached to the application and provides a conceptual
utility layout. Upon approval of the site plan review, the civil engineer for the project will
design construction documents for review and approval by the City. The design of the

infrastructure for all utilities will minimize risk of flood damage.

An irrigation easement is identified on Phase 1. The easement includes the irrigation

facility and access for maintenance of the facility.
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3. Transportation and Circulation Plan. A transportation impact analysis (TIA)
identifying planned transportation facilities, services and networks to be provided
concurrently with the development of the master plan and addressing

Section 17.67.040, Circulation and access standards.

The approved Twin Creeks Master Plan identified Apartments on the proposed sites. The
approval of the master plan included a review of the proposed traffic impacts. Of
apartments on the subject properties.

The TIA provided with the Master plan contemplated development of the subject parcels
at the maximum density of the MMR zoning district, which is 32 units per acre.

The adoption of the TCMP considered a maximum of 304 dwelling units at 32 units per
acre for the proposed parcels. This application proposes 245 dwelling units. The traffic
impact of the development contemplated in the Master plan is 304 x 6.86 Average Daily
Trips (ADT) for apartments equals 2,085 ADT for the parcels. The application proposes
245 dwelling units at 6.86 ADI per DU for a total of 1,680 ADT.

The development proposed with this application reduces the traffic impact considered in
the TCMP by 408 ADT.

4. Site Plan. A plan and narrative addressing Section 17.67.050, Site design
standards.
17.67.050 Site design standards.
The following standards and criteria shall be addressed in the master plan, land division,
and/or site plan review process:

A. Adjacent Off-Site Structures and Uses.

B. Natural Features.

C. Topography.

D. Solar Orientation.

E. Existing Buildings on the Site.

F. New Prominent Structures.

G. Views.
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H. Adjoining Uses and Adjacent Services.
1. Transitions in Density.

J. Parking.

K. Landscaping

L. Lighting.

M. Signs.

A. Adjacent Off-Site Structures and Uses.

% Google Barth
% . J-’.‘ ._:

!

The subject parcels are within the TCMP area. The property contiguous to the north is
vacant in the EC TOD zoning district. The property to the north west is vacant within the
HMR TOD zoning District.

The property to the east and south is vacant and owned by Twin Creeks Development Co,
L.L.C. The parcel contains Griffin Creek and will remain undeveloped.

Directly west, across the N. Haskell right of way from Phase 1 is MMR TOD zoning
developed with attached row houses and some OS park spaces.

The properties to the north and north west are owned by Twin Creeks Development Co,
L.L.C. The parcels contain Griffin Creek and will remain undeveloped. The north-east
property line abuts the railroad right of way.

The abutting property to the east is a bin manufacturing plant within the HMR TOD zoning
district. A portion of the subject parcel is fenced and being used for RV storage by the
current owner.
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North Haskell is fully improved with all urban facilities and the approved street section,
curb to curb. The ROW landscaping and sidewalks adjacent to Phase 1 will be developed
with Phase 1, The sidewalks and landscaping adjacent to Phase 2 will be developed with
Phase 2.

Upon site plan review approval, the applicant will commence the design of the
infrastructure according to the current standards. The plans will be submitted to the City
for review and compliance with the standards.

B. Natural Features.

Both parcels do not contain any significant trees. Griffin Creek flows between the two
parcels. Phase 1, north of the Griffin Creek channel, does have portions of the parcel
impacted by the floodway of Griffin Creek. The site plan design includes the identified
flood hazard areas and the design includes the measures prescribed by the CPMC.

The TCMP has desighated the parcel between the two phases as an open space. The
property is subject to a conservation / preservation easement.

C. Topography.

Flat, Flat, Flat. Griffin Creek flows between the two subject parcels and is within a single
parcel. The creek corridor area was specifically identified for preservation and adequate
separation was provided in the land division process to protect the stream and the stream
banks.

The subject parcels are basically flat with a slight slope to the creek. Both subject parcels
appear to have been graded and leveled for historical agricultural uses. Imagery form
1994 depicts a channelized Griffin Creek.

The development of the Twin Creeks restored and enhanced Griffin Creek and the
conservation / preservation easements and master plan status will insure protection of
the feature.

The proposed development complies with all streamside setbacks established to protect
and enhance Griffin Creek as well as protecting the development and residents from the
dangers of flooding.
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D. Solar Orientation.

Both Phases of the development considered solar orientation in the design process. The siting
objectives of this section were utilized and considered with ather site constraints and existing
easements. CPMC standards for building orientation adjacent to a right of way and natural features
(Griffin Creek) constrained the sites. The sites, particularly Phase 1 are further encumbered with
existing sanitary and irrigation easements. The structures were sited with the solar orientation in

the code as much as possible given all the site constraints and density requirements.

The common areas and open spaces were strategically sited for solar access and the cooling
summer winds and reduced shadow impacts, particularly in winter, on adjacent buildings and
outdoor spaces.

E. Existing Buildings on the Site.

Both subject parcels are currently vacant. The proposed architecture of the buildings has been
designed to be compatible with other existing buildings in the neighborhood, featuring articulations,
porches, gables, recesses, and attractive materials and paint scheme.

|13 Al

LI
1

3 Dimensional Street View Elevation

The proposed development is medium density housing build to a density of 23 and 27
units per acre. The proposed architectural style is 3 story wood frame construction.

The closest existing buildings are across N Haskell from Phase 1 as seen it the photograph
below.
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FINDINGS OF FACT

The senior housing development pictured below is across N. Haskell from Phase 2. This is
a three story building with architectural styles compatible with the proposed

development.
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The front elevations of proposed buildings will be sited within the CPMC setback range
for the TCPM. These setbacks provide an attractive front elevation of the buildings and
adequate area for an attractive landscape design to provide an attractive streetscape for
both pedestrians and vehicles traveling through the area.

F. New Prominent Structures.
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FINDINGS OF FACT

This application proposed apartments consistent with the TCMP requirements for the
housing type and the zoning district. There are no public or civic buildings proposed with
this application.

G. Views.

Both phases of the development propose apartments as the housing type. The buildings
share an architectural theme designed to meet the standards of the CPMC and the TCMP
and meet the density requirements of the MMR TQOD zoning district.

The buildings proposed are three story wood frame structures. The multi-plex buildings
vary from 6 dwelling units to 18 dwelling units. The use of these multiplexes provides

space between buildings for views, landscaping and pedestrian access to the sites.

The configuration of the buildings on the sites preserves views in the vicinity and reduces
massing while achieving the targeted densities of the zoning district.

H. Adjoining Uses and Adjacent Services.

One of the primary design objectives of the development was to create an attractive
streetscape to be compatible with existing uses and development in the vicinity. The N.
Haskell frontage of both phases provides an attractive streetscape with landscaping and
spacing between the buildings to reduce massing of a medium density development.

The common amenities of the development to be used by the residents of this
development are internally located the reduce impacts to the surrounding developments
and residents.

The TCMP considered the impacts of uses and compatibility when designing the master
plan, the zoning districts and the intensity of adjacent uses.

The subject properties are within the MMR TOD zoning district. The properties are
abutting the same, or more intensive zoning districts or open space zoning districts. The
master planning has reduced the potential for conflicting adjacent uses and buffering

requirements.

Both Phases use a single access from N. Haskell for access to the developments. This
creates an attractive streetscape and screens the parking areas and the common
amenities to be used by the residents of this development.
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FINDINGS OF FACT

The site facilities for storage and maintenance equipment is purposely located away from
public view. The mail boxes for the development comply with the standards of the CPMC.

I. Transitions in Density.

The TCMP and the CPMC adequately provided standards to implement transitions in
density and intensity of uses. The subject parcels were master planned for apartments as
the only permitted housing type. Additionally, the properties are only abutting the same
or more intensives zoning districts and designations or open spaces.

The height of the propose buildings are within the range permitted in the Code.

J. Parking.

The parking proposed for the development complies with the standards for the CPMC and
the TCMP. The location of parking is internal to the development with no parking between

the structures and the public street frontages.

Phase 1 has 100 dwelling units and provides a total of 168 total parking spaces. Phase 2
has 145 dwelling units and provides 222-fjjtal spaces. The total parking supplied is 1.6
spaces per dwelling unit.

The parking is dispersed and landscaped throughout the sites to limit distances to the
dwelling units minimize the areas dedicated to parking and maneuvering.

K. Landscaping.

The proposed landscape plan meets or exceeds all standards of the CPMC and the TCMP.
The N. Haskell street frontages provide street trees and landscape areas to provide the
desired streetscape envisioned with the master plan.

Phase 1 includes the pedestrian path with prescribed landscape border described in the
TCMP. The north-west corner of Phase 1 is encumbered by the 25’ floodway setback. |
grasscrete fire department turnaround is provided to ensure public safety and meet the

requirements for the Floodway setback.

The south and west boundaries of Phase 1 are adjacent to Griffin Creek greenway and the
location of the buildings and the open spaces are designed to provide as must
unobstructed view to the creek as possible.
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Page: 24

4|Number: 1 Author: stephanieh Subject: Inserted Text Date: 7/5/2017 5:39:52 PM

‘A revised site pian was submitted on June 7, 2017 in response to public testimony that off-street parking is inadequate. The parking plan
modification illustrates 251 off-street parking spaces. It should be noted that the Parking Summary states there are 252 spaces but this is
incorrect and is hereby corrected as noted above.
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FINDINGS OF FACT

Phase 2 borders Griffin Creek on the north border and the development provides views
and pedestrian access to the areas bordering the Creek. The western boundary of Phase
2 is adjacent to the railroad tracks and industrial development on the west of the tracks.

The site plan proposes garages along the tracks to mitigate noise from the adjacent
industrial uses and the tracks. The garages are proposed as accessory structures with a 3-
foat setback to the property line for the most efficiency as noise and nuisance abatement.

L. Lighting.

Pedestrian scale lighting is proposed for sight and right of way lighting to comply with the
CPMC and the TCMP.

M. Signs.

The site plans indicate the location reserved for a ground mounted sign at the south side
of each access off N. Haskell. The actual design of the signs will be submitted to the City
for review to comply with the standards for signage contained in the Code.

5. Recreation and Open Space Plan. A plan and narrative addressing Section 17.67.060,
Public parks and open space design standards.

6. Building Design Plan. A written narrative and illustrations addressing

Section 17.67.070, Building design standards.
7. Transit Plan. A plan identifying proposed, or future, transit facilities (if any).

8. Environmental Plan. A plan identifying environmental conditions such as
wetlands, flood hazard areas, groundwater conditions, and hazardous sites on and

adjacent to the project site.

Applications shail be submitted as required in Chapter 17.05. (Ord. 1971 §4 (Exh. C)
(part), 2013; Ord. 1815 §1(part), Exh. B(part), 2000).

Application summary and Conclusions

The Planning Commission can conclude the proposed site plan application for Smith Crossing at
Twin Creeks, Phase 1 and Phase 2 is consistent with all design requirements of the Central Point
Municipal Code and the Twin Creeks Mast Plan.
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FINDINGS OF FACT

The application meets the standards for a site plan review with-a-reguestto-modify-an-approved

planflhe requirements for development in a flood hazard and all elements for the development
of the proposed 245-unit development.

On behalf of the application, | respectfully request the approval of the application.

Regards,

Scott Sinner
Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc.
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Page: 26

) Number: 1 Author: stephanieh Subject: Inserted Text Date: 6/6/2017 10:15:32 AM
This statement is incorrect . A Minor Master Plan modification was requested independent of this application. The Master Plan Modification (File
No. MP-17001) was approved to eliminate Minor Pedestrian Accessway from North Haskell Street to West Pine Street, which would have
impacted Phase 2 of the proposed development.
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REVISED PLANNING DEPARTMENT SUPPLEMENTAL FINDINGS OF FACT
AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
File No.: SPAR-17002

Consideration of a Site Plan & Architectural Review application
to construct a 245-unit multifamily development known as Smith Crossing at Twin Creeks

Applicant: ) Findings of Fact
PCM], Inc. ) and

353 Dallon Streel ) Conclusion of Law
Medford, OR 97501 )

PART 1
INTRODUCTION

Project Summary

The applicant proposes to construct a 245-unit multi-family housing development (“Project”) on two (2)
lots totaling 9.51 acres within the Twin Crecks Transit Oricnted Development (TOD) Master Plan area.
The project is to be developed in two (2) as follows:

e Phase 1 —37S 2W 03C Tax T.ot 138 — 100-units
e Phase 2 —37S 2W 03DC Tax Lot 3400 — 145 units

The proposed development includes open space and recreation areas, including a clubhouse, pool and
playground (Phase 1), as well as an open space square (Phase 2) an a network of pedestrian walkways
(both phases). Other improvements associated with the proposal include:

e Off-street parking, including some garages within each phase;
e Street frontage improvements (i.e. sidewalks and landscape rows)
e Parking lot and site landscaping.

Review Procedures

The site plan and architectural review request is a Major Project, which is typically reviewed using Type
II procedures per CPMC 1705.300. However Bue-due to the scope and location of the project the
Community Director determined that this application is being-processed-usingsubject to Type III
procedures in-aecordance-withper CPMC 17.05.300(B)(3)(a). The Type III procedures set forth in CPMC
17.05.400 provide the basis for decision in the development code and the comprehensive plan, when
appropriate.

The project site consists of two (2) lots are separated by an open space conservation lot for Griffin Creek.
Although non-contiguous lots are typically processed as separate applications, the City has determined
this project may be processed as one application based on the following findings:

e One common plan for development. The proposed development consists of two phases that are
part of one common plan for development (i.e. shared amenities between the phases, including
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the clubhouse, maintenance facilities, and recreational trails). Although the intervening open
space lot is intended for public benefit, it provides a visual amenity to both phases of the project
and has been considered in the overall site layout and design;

e Intervening lot purpose is to restore and preserve a natural feature. The lot separating the
properties is for the sole purpose of restoring and preserving a natural feature (i.e. Griffin Creek)

via -a Conservation Easement.

e Proposal is consistent with a City-approved Master Plan. The proposed use and the existing open
space designation is part of and consistent with the Twin Creeks Master Plan;

e The proposed development is on lots within the same zoning designation. The lots for Phase 1
and 2 are within the same zoning district (i.e. Medium Mix Residential);

e The project is not separated by a street. The lots are not separated by a street as defined in CPMC
17.08; and,

e Same Ownership. All three (3) lots are under the same ownership at the time of application.

Applicable Criteria

The project site is located in the MMR, Medium Mix Residential zone within the Transit Oriented
Development (TOD) District and is subject to the following standards and criteria in the Central Point
Municipal Code (CPMC):

Chapter 17.65, TOD Districts and Corridors;

Chapter 17.66, Application Review Process for the TOD District and Corridor;
Chapter 17.67, Design Standards-TOD District and Corridor; and,

Chapter 17.75, Section 39, Off-Street Parking Design and Development Standards.

Findings will be presented in three (3) parts addressing the requirements of Section 17.05.300 as provided
below. Findings for CPMC 17.67, Design Standards-TOD District and TOD Corridor will include those
sections with standards denoted by “shall” or “must” and not recommend standards denoted by “should”.

1. Introduction

2. Twin Creeks Master Plan

3. Central Point Zoning Ordinance

4. Summary Conclusion
PROPOSAL-BACKGROUND

The proposed multifamily housing project is within the Twin Creeks TOD Master Plan (“Master Plan”)
with frontage on North Haskell Street (Figure 1). The Master Plan was approved by the City in 2001
(Ordinance No. +8171815) to guide land use and development on 280-acres within the City. The Master
Plan designates circulation (Figure 2), land use (Figure 3), and housing (Figure 4) requirements within the
planning area. The Project Site has been designated for medium density, multifamily housing since the
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Master Plan was approved. All infrastructure surrounding the site has been constructed in accordance
with the Master Plan with the exception of sidewalks and landscape rows for Phase 1 along North Haskell
Street.

Figure 1 — Project Location Map
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Findings and conclusions addressing the approval criteria are provided in the following sections. These
Findings are based on the Twin Creeks Master Plan (herein incorporated by reference), the Figures
provided herein and the Application Exhibits, including revisions to Exhibits 2 and 16, and the Staff
Report dated July 18, 2017. Exhibits are attached as follows:-attached-asfollows:

Exhibit 1 — Phase 1 Site Plan

Exhibit 2 — Phase 2 Site Plan_ (Revised)

Exhibit 3 — Elevation Overview

Exhibit 4 — 12-Plex Street Side Elevation

Exhibit 5 — 12-Plex Parking Lot and Side Elevation
Exhibit 6 — Roof Plan, typical

Exhibit 7 — 18-Plex Elevation

Exhibit 8 — 11-Plex Elevations

Exhibit 9 — 22-Plex Elevations
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Exhibit 10 — 6-Plex Elevations

Exhibit 11 — Clubhouse and Typical Garage Elevations

Exhibit 12 — Phase 1 Landscape Plan

Exhibit 13 — Phase 2 Landscape Plan

Exhibit 14 — Phase 1 Conceptual Utility and Drainage Plan

Exhibit 15 — Phase 2 Conceptual Utility and Drainage Plan

Exhibit 16 — Applicant’s Findings (Modified)

Exhibit 17 — Neighborhood Meeting Notice and Sign-in dated January 6, 2017

Exhibit 18 - Twin Creeks Development letter dated May 22, 2017

Exhibit +#+19 — Bicycle Parking Memo dated May 30, 2017

Exhibit 20 — Fire District #3 Plan Review Comments

Exhibit 21 — Building Department letter dated May 9, 2017

Exhibit 22 — Public Works Staff Report dated May 16, 2017

Exhibit 23 — Email Correspondence between David and Sandy Martin and Tom Humphrey dated May 31,
2017 and June 1, 2017

Exhibit 24 — Letter from Tom Humphrey to David and Sandy Martin dated June 1, 20171

Exhibit 25 — Supplemental Findings Traffic Impact Analysis/Master Plan Requirements
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PART 2
TWIN CREEKS MASTER PLAN

The Twin Creeks TOD Master Plan (“Master Plan) was approved in 2000 to guide development within a
230-acre land area in accordance with the TOD district zoning and design standards. The Master Plan
governs land use and circulation within the Master Plan area. The Project has been evaluated against the
Master Plan and has been found to comply with all applicable exhibits as follows:

Exhibit 3, Circulation
This exhibit (Figure 2) presents the requirements for public streets and off-street pedestrian acccssways.

Figure 2 — Master Plan Exhibit 3
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| Finding: Master Plan Exhibit 3, Circulation: There are three aspects of the Circulation Plan that
provide guidance and instruction relative to the proposed Project: 1) street network, 2) off-street
pedestrian accessway; and, 3) Phase 1 shared access. These are addressed as follows:

1)

2)

3)

Streets. Exhibit 3 (Figure 2) presents the required street network for Twin Creeks. Both Phase 1
and Phase 2 site have frontage on North Haskell Street, a Collector. North Haskell Street was
constructed per Exhibit 3 as part of Twin Creeks Crossing Phase I and Pine Street Station in
2005-2006. The only outstanding improvement on North Haskell Street is the construction of
frontage improvements (i.e. sidewalk and landscape row) for Phase 1. Per the Applicant’s Site
Plan (Figure 5), the site improvements are proposed consistent with the Master Plan.

Off-Street Pedestrian Accessways. An off-street pedestrian accessway is identified on Exhibit 3
(Figure 2) providing connectivity between North Haskell Street and Twin Creeks Crossing along
the Griffin Creek open space corridor for public purposes. As illustrated on the Applicant’s Site
Plan for Phase 1 (Figure 5), a Minor Pedestrian Accessway is proposed along the project site
perimeter from North Haskell Street to the northeast property boundary. The proposed design
complies with the Minor Pedestrian Off-Street Accessway Cross Section identified as Exhibit 12
in the Master Plan with the exception of a 65-ft section at the north east property corner. Since
the Master Plan doesn’t indicate whether the pedestrian accessway is to be located on the project
site or the adjacent open space lot, there is an opportunity to relocate this portion of the pathway
on the adjoining open space lot and provide the required cross section. As conditioned, the
Applicant is required to provide written authorization and a revised site plan demonstrating
compliance with the Minor Pedestrian Accessway standard per the Master Plan prior to building
permit issuance (Condition No. 4). -As conditioned, the Project can comply with Master Plan
Exhibits 3 and 12.

On May 35, 2017, the Community Development Director approved a Minor Master Plan
Modification (File No. MP-17001) eliminating a pedestrian accessway between North Haskell
Street and West Pine Street, a portion of which would have been located on Phase 2. The
pedestrian accessway would have been parallel and adjacent to the railroad tracks just east of
existing industrial and commercial development on North Haskell Street. The proposed location
near a live railroad and existing industrial commercial facilities was deemed to constitute a
public safety concern. Since there are pedestrian and bicycle facilities within the public right-of-
way, it was determined that the minor modification request was in the interest of the public
health, safety and welfare. Based on the current Master Plan, as modified per MP-17001, There
there are no pedestrian accessways impaeting-to be provided in Phase 2.

Phase 1 Shared Access. Exhibit 3 illustrates an internal connection via a private drive between
Phase 1 and the adjoining properties to the north (Figure 3). The private connection illustrated
appears to be for open access, but the Master Plan does not provide clear instruction relative to
internal circulation. The Applicant’s Site Plan (Exhibit 1) illustrates a private connection at the
northeast property corner as required. However, since the property to the northeast (378 2W
03CA Tax Lot 1500) is planned for Employment Commercial use the Applicant has requested the
shared connection be for emergency vehicle use only. The Applicant’s request is to eliminate
potential safety conflicts between the multifamily community and off-site traffic generated by a
Sfuture commercial use. The owner of the Tax Lot 1500 has provided a letter of support for this
request. Based on the lack of clarity offered by the Master Plan and support offered by the
affected property owner, the City agrees that the Master Plan allows for the access restriction to
protect public safety from the conflicts between a potential high-impact commercial use and
medium density multifamily housing.
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Conclusion Master Plan Exhibit 3, Circulation: _Based on an evaluation of the site plan for both phases
(Exhibits 1 and 2), the proposed Project complies with Exhibit 3, Circulation relative to streets, off-street

pedestrian aecess(as-conditioned) and shared access_as conditioned.

Land Use (Exhibit 18)
The Master Plan distributed land use designations throughout the Master Plan area, which is reflected on

the City’s Zoning Map.

Figure 3 — Master Plan Exhibit 18
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Finding Land Use (Exhibit 18): Per Master Plan Exhibit 18 and the City's Zoning Map, the Project Site
is designated as Medium Mix Residential (MMR), which permits medium density multifamily housing.
The Project is multifamily housing within the minimum/maximum range for density (See Finding
17.65.050(D)) as required by the Master Plan.

Conclusion Land Use (Exhibit 18): As evidenced above the proposed Project complies with the Twin
Creeks Master Plan Exhibit 18.

Housing (Exhibit 35)
The Housing Plan designates the housing types envisioned for each land use category within the 230-acre

| planning area.

Figure 4 — Master Plan Exhibit 35
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Finding Housing Plan, Exhibit 35: The Site Plan for both Phases (Exhibits 1 and 2) illustrate the
proposed multifamily housing project with eight (8) apartment buildings on Phase 1 and nine (9)
apartment buildings on Phase 2. This layout proposes placement of buildings along the street frontage
consistent with the maximum setback allowed in the MMR zone. Other buildings are clustered
throughout the site to promote views of the adjacent open space area.

Conclusion Housing Plan, Exhibit 35: As evidenced by the Site Plan for both Phases (Exhibit 1 and 2),
the Project is consistent with the Twin Creeks Master Plan Housing Plan (Exhibit 35).

Master Plan Summary Conclusion

The proposed multifamily housing development on the Project Site has been evaluated against the Master
Plan and the evidence in the record and has been found to comply with all applieable-attached Exhibits
including but not limited to Land Use, Housing, and Circulation.
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PART 3
ZONING ORDINANCE

17.65.050 Zoning Regulations—TOD District

A.

Permitted Uses. Permitted uses in Table 1 are shown with a “P.” These uses are allowed if they
comply with the applicable provisions of this title. They are subject to the same application and
review process as other permitted uses identified in this title.

Limited Uses. Limited uses in Table 1 are shown with an “L.” These uses are allowed if they
comply with the specific limitations described in this chapter and the applicable provisions of this
title. They are subject to the same application and review process as other permitted uses
identified in this title.

Conditional Uses. Conditional uses in Table 1 are shown with a “C.” These uses are allowed if
they comply with the applicable provisions of this title. They are subject to the same application
and review process as other conditional uses identified in this title.

Finding 17.65.050(A-C): The proposed multifamily housing project site is located in the MMR,
Medium Mix Residential zone within the TOD District. “‘mdtifemilyMultifamily Housing” is
listed in Table I as a “'Permitted Use”.

Conclusion 17.65.0560(B): Consistent.

Density. The allowable residential density and employment building floor area are specified in
Table 2.

Finding 17.65.050(D): In the MMR zoning district, the minimum density is14 units/acre and the
maximum is 32 units/acre. As shown in Table 1 below, the proposed Multifamily Housing project
on the Project Site is within the allowable range for density in the MMR zoning district.

Table 1. Land Use and Density Caleulations

Site Max.

Area  Min. Density Min. Units Density Max. Units
Phase (Acres)  (units/acre) Required  (units/acre) Required Proposed
1 4.25 14 60 32 136 100
2 5.26 14 74 32 168 145
Combined
Totals 9.56 14 134 32 304 245

Conclusion 17.65.050(D): Consistentds demonstrated in Table 1, the proposed multifamily
housing project is within the minimum./maximum range for density in the MMR zoning district.

Dimensional Standards. The dimensional standards for lot size, lot dimensions, building setbacks,
and building height are specified in Table 2.

Finding 17.65.050(E): As shown in Table 2 below, the proposed multifamily housing project has
been evaluated against the dimensional standards of the MMR zoning district and found to
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comply as illustrated in Table 2. It needs to be noted that the setbacks for the front yard are the
maximum, the side yard is the minimum, and the rear yard is the minimum distance measured
from a residential building and the rear property line per the Site Plan in Exhibits I and 2. There
is a proposed garage and maintenance building that is 3-ft from the Phase 2 rear property line.
The proposed setback is consistent with the accessory structure setback reduction per CPMC
17.610.030(A), which is not included in Table 2.

Table 2. Smith Crossing Dimensional Standards Analysis

MMR Combined
District Phase 1 Phase 2 Total
Minimum Lot or Land
Area/Unit N/A 192,099 s.f. 229,125s.f. 421,254 s.f.
Average Minimum Lot or Land
Area/Unit N/A N/A N/A 421,254 s.f.
Minimum Lot Width N/A N/A N/A N/A
Front Yard Setback (min./max.) | 107/15' 15 15’ 15°
10’ (between
Side Yard Setback (min.) 5 15° plexes)
Corner (min./max.) 510" N/A N/A N/A
20' (to
driveway
Rear 10' 46’ curb)
Maximum Building Height 45' 34’ 34’ 34’
Maximum Lot Coverage 80% 75.4% 77.6%2-5% F-974.7%
Minimum Landscaped Area 20% 24.6% 27522.4% 28425.3%

Conclusion 17.65.050(E): Consistent.
Development Standards.

1. Housing Mix. The required housing mix for the TOD district is shown in Table 2.
Finding 17.65.050(F)(1): The proposed multi-family housing facility consists of three-story
multifamily buildings including groupings of 8-9 apartment/ condominium buildings within
Phase 1 and 2, respectively. The housing type is consistent with the TOD Master Plan Exhibit 35,
Housing, which distributes a mix of housing types throughout the 230-acre Master Plan area.

Conclusion 17.65.050(F): Consistent.

2. Accessory Units. Accessory units are allowed as indicated in Table 1. Accessory units
shall meet the following standards:

a. A maximum of one accessory unit is permitted per lot;

b. The primary residence and/or the accessory unit on the lot must be owner-
occupied;

¢. An accessory unit shall have a maximum floor area of eight hundred square feet;
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d. The applicable zoning standards in Table 2 shall be satisfied.
Finding 17.65.050(F)(1): The proposal does not include accessory units.
Conclusion 17.65.050(F): Not applicable.
3. Parking Standards. The off-street parking and loading requirements in Chapter 17.64

shall apply to the TOD district and TOD corridor, except as modified by the standards in
Table 3 of this section (below).

CPMC 17.65.050 - Table 3
TOD District and Corridor Vehicle Parking Standards

Use Categories Minimum Required Parking

Residential

Dwelling, Multifamily
Plexes 1.5 spaces per unit.

Apartments and condominiums 1.5 spaces per unit.

a. Except for multifamily housing, fifty percent of all residential off-street parking
areas shall be covered. Accessory unit parking spaces are not required to be
covered.

b.Parking standards may be reduced when transit service is provided in the TOD
district and TOD corridor and meets the following conditions:

1. Parking standards may be reduced when transit service is provided in the
TOD district and TOD corridor.

1i.  Parking standards may be reduced up to fifty percent when transit service
is provided in the TOD district and TOD corridor and when bus service
includes 15-minute headways during the hours of seven to nine a.m. and
four to six p.m.

c. Bicycle parking standards in Chapter 17.64 shall not be reduced at any time.

d. Shared parking easements or agreements with adjacent property owners are
encouraged to satisfy a portion of the parking requirements for a particular use
where compatibility is shown. Parking requirements may be reduced by the city
when reciprocal agreements of shared parking are recorded by adjacent users.

Finding 17.65.050(F)(3): The minimum parking requirement for -multifamily apartments is 1.5
spaces per unit or 367 total parking spaces for the -245-unit proposal. Per the site plan for each
phase of the project (i.e. Phase 1 and Revised Phase 2), the proposal complies with the minimum
parking requirement as illustrated in Table 3 below. However, it needs to be noted that the
revised site plan for Phase 2 states there are 252 spaces only 251 are shown. Staff’s analysis
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herein is based upon the illustrated site plan as reflected in these Supplemental Findings and the
Applicant’s Findings as modified (Exhibit 16). The project includes 25 single car garages (5 in
Phase 1 and 20 in Phase 2). Since the covered parking requirement does not apply to multifamily
housing types, the Project complies with the parking standards as proposed.

Per Exhibit 21 the site plan for Phases 1 illustrates insufficient accessible parking spaces.- Per
the 2010 Oregon Structural Specialty Code, accessible parking space requirements are based
upon the total number of spaces provided in a parking lot. Six (6) spaces are required for
parking lots with 151-200 spaces and seven (7) spaces are required for parking lots with 201-300
spaces. As illustrated in Table 3, Phase I requires six (6) accessible parking spaces, but the site
plan shows four (4) (Exhibit 1). Phase 2 requires seven (7) accessible parking spaces and the
revised site plan shows seven (7) (Exhibit 2). The parking analysis demonstrates there are
sufficient spaces in excess of the minimum parking requirement in CPMC 17.65.050(F)(3) to
accommodate the needed accessible spaces. No changes are recommended to Staff Report
Condition No. 7, which requires the Applicant to submit revised site plans for Phase | and 2 at
the time of building permit application to verify that all parking standards are met, including the
location and design requirement per the Oregon Structural Specialty Code.

Table 3. Smith Crossing Parking Analvsis
[~ = -

Vehicle Bicycle
No. Parking Spaces Spaces Difference | Parking Spaces  Spaces Difference
Phase Units Ratio  Required Proposed (+/-) Ratio Req'd Proposed (+-)
1 100 1.5 150 168 18 1 100 105 5
2 145 1.5 2178 222251 534 1 145 149 4
Total 245 1.5 3678 390419 2352 1 245 254 9

Conclusion 17.65.050(F): ConsistentComplies as conditioned..

17.66.030 Application and Review

A. Application Types. There are four types of applications which are subject to review within the
Central Point TOD district and corridor.

1.

TOD District or Corridor Master Plan.

2. Site Plan and Architectural Review.
3. Land Division.
4. Conditional Use.

Finding 17.66.030(A): The proposed multifamily housing development is a permitted use on
9.51 acres and has been submitted for a Site Plan and Architectural Review and processed using
Type Il application procedures per Section 17.66.030(4)(2).

Conclusion 17.66.030(A): Consistent.

B. Submittal Requirements. A master plan shall include the following elements:
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1. Introduction.
2. Site Analysis Map.
3. Transportation and Circulation Plan.
4. Site Plan.
5. Recreation and Open Space Plan.
6. Building Design Plan.
7. Transit Plan.
8. Environmental Plan.
Applications shall be submitted as required in Chapter 17.05.

Finding 17.66.030(B): The proposed multifamily housing development is within the Twin Creeks
Master Plan area. A new Master Plan is not required.

Conclusion 17.66.030(B): Not applicable.
17.66.040 Parks and Open Spaces

Common park and open space shall be provided for all residential development within a TOD district or
corridor as per Section 17.67.060.

Finding 17.66.040: The proposed multifamily housing development is within the Twin Creeks
TOD Master Plan area, which established parks and open spaces throughout the Twin Creeks
TOD to meet the requirements of this section.

Conclusion 17.66.040: Not applicable.

17.66.050 Application Approval Criteria
A. FODPPistrict-er-CorriderMasterPlan—TOD District or Corridor Master Plan.

Finding 17.66.050(A): The current application is a Site Plan and Architectural Review within the
Twin Creeks Master Plan area. -

Conclusion 17.66.050(A): Not applicable.

B. Site Plan and Architectural Review. A site plan and architectural review application shall be
approved when the approval authority finds that the following criteria are satisfied or can be
shown to be inapplicable:

1. The provisions of Chapter 17.72, Site Plan and Architectural Review, shall be satisfied;
and

2. The proposed improvements comply with the approved TOD district or corridor master
plan for the property, if required; and
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3.

Chapter 17.67, Design Standards--TOD District and TOD Corridor.

Finding 17.66.050(B): As evidenced by the findings and conclusions set forth herein, the
proposed multifamily housing facility satisfies the approval criteria for site plan and
architectural review.

Conclusion 17.66.050(B): Complies.

C. Land Division.

Finding 17.66.050(C): The current application is a Site Plan and Architectural Review.

Conclusion 17.66.050(C): Not applicable.

D. Conditional Use.

Finding 17.66.050(D): The current application is a Site Plan and Architectural Review.

Conclusion 17.66.050(D): Not applicable.

17.67.040 Circulation and Access Standards

A. Public Street Standards.

1.

Except for specific transportation facilities identified in a TOD district or corridor master
plan, the street dimensional standards set forth in the City of Central Point Department of
Public Works Standard Specifications and Uniform Standard Details for Public Works
Construction, Section 300, Street Construction shall apply for all development located
within the TOD district and for development within the TOD corridor which is approved
according to the provisions in Section 17.65.020 and Chapter 17.66.

Block perimeters shall not exceed two thousand feet measured along the public street
right-of-way.

Block lengths for public streets shall not exceed six hundred feet between through streets,
measured along street right-of-way.

Public alleys or major off-street bike/pedestrian pathways, designed as provided in this
chapter, may be used to meet the block length or perimeter standards of this section.

The standards for block perimeters and lengths shall be modified to the minimum extent
necessary based on findings that strict compliance with the standards is not reasonably
practicable or appropriate due to:

a. Topographic constraints;

b.Existing development patterns on abutting property which preclude the logical
conncction of strects or acccssways;

c. Railroads;

d. Traffic safety concerns;
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e. Functional and operational needs to create a large building; or
f. Protection of significant natural resources.

Finding 17.67.040(A) (1-5): The proposal does not include the creation of blocks. The existing
street network was established in accordance with the Twin Creeks TOD Master Plan and the
provisions of this section.

Conclusion 17.67.040(A)(1-5): Not applicable.

6. All utility lines shall be underground but utility vault access lids may be located in the
sidewalk area.

Finding 17.67.040(A)(6): All proposed utility lines proposed are underground. Per the Site Plan
(Exhibit 1 and 2) there are three (3) PP&L electrical vaults located on the site, outside of public
sidewalks system that provide access the underground utilities..

Conclusion 17.67.040(A)(6): Consistent.

7. Connections shall be provided between new streets in a TOD district or corridor and
existing local and minor collector streets.

Finding 17.67.040(A)(7): All streets have been constructed per the Twin Creeks TOD Master
Plan (Figure 2) as shown on the Project Location Map (Figure 1). As such, the proposal does
not include the creation of new streets.

Conclusion 17.67.040(A)(7): Not applicable.

8. Pedestrian/Bike Accessways Withinwithin Public Street Right-of-Way.

a. Except for specific accessway facilities identified in a TOD district or corridor
master plan, the following accessway dimensional standards set forth in the City
of Central Point Department of Public Works Standard Specifications and
Uniform Standard Details for Public Works Construction, Section 300, Street
Construction shall apply for any development located within the TOD district
and for development within the TOD corridor which is approved according to the
provisions in Section17.65.020 and Chapter 17.66.

b.In transit station areas, one or more pedestrian-scaled amenities shall be required
with every one hundred square feet of the sidewalk area, including but not
limited to:
i.  Street furniture;
ii.  Plantings;
iii.  Distinctive Paving;
iv.  Drinking fountains; and

v.  Sculpture.
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c.Sidewalks adjacent to undeveloped parcels may be temporary.

d.Public street, driveway, loading area, and surface parking lot crossings shall be
clearly marked with textured accent paving or painted stripes.

e. The different zones of a sidewalk should be articulated using special paving or
concrete scoring.

Finding 17.67.040(A)(8): Pedestrian and bicycle accessways proposed within the public right-
of-way for Phase I (Exhibit 1) is consistent with the Twin Creeks TOD Master Plan strect
sections for roadway classifications of the adjoining streets. The public sidewalks within Phase 2
(Exhibit 2) have been constructed in accordance with the Master Plan and Public Works
Standard Specifications for Collector Streets.

Conclusion 17.67.040(A)(8): Consistent.

9. Public Off-Street Accessways.

a.Pedestrian accessways and greenways should be provided as needed to
supplement pedestrian routes along public streets.

b.Off-street pedestrian accessways shall incorporate all of the following design

criteria:

il
iii.

iv.

vi.

The applicablc standards in the City of Central Point Department of
Public Works Standard Specifications and Uniform Standard Details for
Public Works Construction, Section 300, Street Construction;
Minimum ten-foot vertical clearance;

Minimum twenty-foot horizontal barrier clearance for pathway;

Asphalt, concrete, gravel, or wood chip surface as approved by the city,
with a compacted subgrade;

Nonskid boardwalks if wetland construction is necessary; and
Minimum one hundred square feet of trailhead area at intersections with

other pedestrian improvements. A trail map sign shall be provided at this
location.

¢. Minor off-street trails shall be a minimum of five feet wide, have a minimum
vertical clearance of eight feet, a minimum two-foot horizontal clearance from
edge of pathway and be constructed of gravel or wood chips, with a compacted
subgrade.

Finding 17.67.040(A (9): Per the Twin Creeks TOD Master Plan, Phase 1 includes construction
of a Minor Pedestrian Accessway along the property perimeter. Per the Phase I Site Plan, the
trail provides a 5-ft pathway and a minimum 2-ft landscape buffer with the exception of a 65-ft
segment along the north east property boundary. As conditioned, the Applicant shall coordinate
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with Twin Creeks Development Co. to locate a portion of the path on the adjoining open space
tract or amend the site plan to comply with the minimum trail design standard in this section.

Conclusion 17.67.040(A)(1-5): The Phase | Minor Pedestrian Accessway complies as
conditioned. .

B. Parking Lot Driveways.

1.

4.

Parking lot driveways that link public streets and/or private streets with parking stalls
shall be designed as private streets, unless one of the following is met:

a. The parking lot driveway is less than one hundred feet long;
b.The parking lot driveway serves one or two residential units; or
c. The parking lot driveway provides direct access to angled parking stalls.

The number and width of driveways and curb cuts should be minimized and consolidated
when possible.

Where possible, parking lots for new development shall be designed to provide vehicular
and pedestrian connections to adjacent sites.

Large driveways should use distinctive paving patterns.

Finding 17.67.040(B): As illustrated on the Site Plan for each Phase, proposed parking lot
driveways are designed as private drives with standard curb and gutter per Public Works
Standard Specification ST-42. There are two (2) driveways proposed on North Haskell Street for
each Phase in accordance with the Master Plan. The Phase 1 driveways are spaced 270-feet
apart and one shares an intersection with Griffin Oaks Drive. Phase 2 driveways are roughly
160-feet apart and one shares an intersection with Richardson Drive.

Conclusion 17.67.040(B): Consistent.

C. On-Site Pedestrian and Bicycle Circulation. Attractive access routes for pedestrian travel should
be provided by:

1.

Reducing distances between destinations or activity areas such as public sidewalks and
building entrances. Where appropriate, develop pedestrian routes through sites and
buildings to supplement the public right-of-way;

Providing an attractive, convenient pedestrian accessway to building entrances;

Bridging across barriers and obstacles such as fragmented pathway systems, wide streets,
heavy vehicular traffic, and changes in level by connecting pedestrian pathways with
clearly marked crossings and inviting sidewalk design;

Integrating signage and lighting system which offers interest and safety for pedestrians;

Connecting parking areas and destinations with pedestrian paths identified through use of
distinctive paving materials, pavement striping, grade separations, or landscaping.
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Finding 17.67.040(C): On-site pedestrian and bicycle circulation is provided along the public
sidewalk system on Twin Creeks Crossing and North Haskell Street.. In addition, the Site Plan
for each phase illustrates a network of private pedestrian walkways within the housing
development to provide connectivity between the apartment buildings, clubhouse and pool,
playground and open space amenities. There is a Minor Pedestrian Accessway proposed for
public use along the perimeter of Phase 1 the Griffin Creek open space conservation area.

Conclusion 17.67.040(C): Consistent.
17.67.050 Site Design Standards.

The following standards and criteria shall be addressed in the master plan, land division, and/or site plan
review process:

A. Adjacent Off-Site Structures and Uses.

1. All off-site structures, including septic systems, drain fields, and domestic wells (within
one hundred feet) shall be identified and addressed in the master plan, land division, or
site plan process in a manner that preserves and enhances the livability and future
development needs of off-site structures and uses consistent with the purpose of the TOD
district and as necessary to improve the overall relationship of a development or an
individual building to the surrounding context.

Finding 17.67.050(A)(1): All off-site structures are identified in the Twin Creeks Master Plan.
There ure none within 100-feet of the Project Site.

Conclusion 17.67.050(A): Not applicable.

2. Specific infrastructure facilities identified on site in the master plan, land division, and/or
site plan shall comply with the underground utility standards set forth in the City of
Central Point Department of Public Works Standard Specifications and Uniform Standard
Details for Public Works Construction, Section 400, Storm Water Sewer System and,
more specifically, Section 420.10.02, Ground Water Control Plan, in order to safeguard
the water resources of adjacent uses.

Finding 17.67.050(A)(2): All proposed utility infrastructure has been reviewed by the Public
Works Department and determined to comply with all applicable sections of the City of Central
Point Department Public Works Standard Specification and Uniform Standard Details for Public
Works Construction.
Conclusion 17.67.050(A)(2): Consistent.

B. Natural Features.

1. Buildings should be sited to preserve significant trees.

2. Buildings should be sited to avoid or lessen the impact of development on
environmentally critical areas such as steep slopes, wetlands, and stream corridors.

3. Whenever possible, wetlands, groves and natural areas should be maintained as public
preserves and as open space opportunities in neighborhoods.
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Finding 17.67.050(B): The Project Site is a flat, vacant lot vegetated with a mix of grasses.
There are no trees on the site. The proposed development complies with all stream setbacks
established in order to reduce impact to Griffin Creek, which vuns between the two phases.
Located to the North East of Phase 1 is a stormwater pond, which has been designed to treat run-
off from the proposed development and surrounding area per the Twin Creeks Master Plan.

Conclusion 17.67.050(B): Consistent.
C. Topography.

1. Buildings and other site improvements should reflect, rather than obscure, natural
topography.

2. Buildings and parking lots should be designed to fit into hillsides, for instance, reducing
the need for grading and filling.

3. Where neighboring buildings have responded to similar topographic conditions on their
sites in a consistent and positive way, similar treatment for the new structure should be
considered.

Finding 17.67.050(C): The Twin Creeks TOD Master Plan considered the generally flat
topography within the Master Plan area. The proposed building design (Exbhits-Exhibits 3-10)
proposes three-story residential buildings within the maximum allowable building height, which
is similar to the existing two- and three-story residential buildings on North Haskell Street to the
west of Phase 1 and 2, respectively. The clubhouse and garages are single-story buildings that
mimic the design style of the residential buildings (Exhibit 11).

Conclusion 17.67.050(C): Consistent.
D. Solar Orientation.

1. The building design, massing and orientation should enhance solar exposure for the
project, taking advantage of the climate of Central Point for sun-tempered design.

2. Where possible, the main elevation should be facing within twenty-five degrees due
south.

3. In residential developments, the location of rooms should be considered in view of solar
exposure, e.g., primary living spaces should be oriented south but a west facing kitchen
should be avoided as it may result in summer overheating.

4. Outdoor spaces should be strategically sited for solar access and the cooling summer
winds.

5. Shadow impacts, particularly in winter on adjacent buildings and outdoor spaces should
be avoided.

Finding 17.67.050(D): Provisions for solar orientation are aspirational code statements. Per the
Applicant’s Findings, The-the proposal maximizes solar orientation to the greatest extent possible
within the context of the existing street network_and development constraints (i.e.
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easements). Furthermore, the proposed site layout is consistent with the Master Plan prototypes

for the sites. -
Conclusion 17.67.050(D): Consistent.

E. Existing Buildings on the Site.

1. Where a new building shares the site with an admirable existing building or is a major
addition to such a building, the design of the new building should be compatible with the
original.

2. New buildings proposed for existing neighborhoods with a well-defined and desirable
character should be compatible with or complement the architectural character and siting
pattern of neighboring buildings.

Finding 17.67.050(E): There are no existing buildings on the site; however the proposed
building design is architecturally consistent with the single-family and attached row houses in the
surrounding neighborhood to the west of Phase 1 and the three-story residential facility to the
west of Phase 2 '

Conclusion 17.67.050(E): Consistent.

F. New Prominent Structures. Key public or civic buildings, such as community centers, churches,
schools, libraries, post offices, and museums, should be placed in prominent locations, such as
fronting on public squares or wherc pedestrian strect vistas terminate, in order to serve as
landmarks and to symbolically reinforce their importance.

Finding 17.67.050(F): The proposed multifamily housing development does not include any
public or civic buildings.

Conclusion 17.67.050(F): Not applicable.

G. Views. The massing of individual buildings should be adjusted to preserve important views
while benefiting new and existing occupants and surrounding neighborhoods.

Finding 17.67.050(G): Views of Table Rock and Mt. McLoughlin were identified in the Twin
Creeks TOD Master Plan_(e.g. site context analysis map), which was considered when the Master
Plan established the final approved street network, land use designations, housing mix and
building prototypes that addressed maximum building height. — The proposed multifamily
housing development preserves important views by proposing construction within the maximum
allowable building height in the zoning district and consistent with existing structures in the
vicinity of the project site. Although the view preservation is an aspirational statement, the
proposal’s alignment with the Master Plan and compliance with the MMR zoning standards is
deemed sufficient to satisfy this standard.

Conclusion 17.67.050(G): Consistent.

H. Adjoining Uses and Adjacent Services.
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When more intensive uses, such as neighborhood commercial or multifamily dwellings,
are within or adjacent to existing single-family neighborhoods, care should be taken to
minimize the impact of noise, lighting, and traffic on adjacent dwellings.

Activity or equipment areas should be strategically located to avoid disturbing adjacent
residents.

All on-site service areas, loading zones and outdoor storage areas, waste storage, disposal
facilities, transformer and utility vaults, and similar activities shall be located in an area
not visible from a street or urban space.

Screening shall be provided for activities, areas and equipment that will create noise,
such as loading and vehicle areas, air conditioning units, heat pumps, exhaust fans, and
garbage compactors, to avoid disturbing adjacent residents.

Group mailboxes are limited to the number of houses on any given block of development.
Only those boxes serving the units may be located on the block. Multiple units of
mailboxes may be combined within a centrally located building of four walls that meets
the design guidelines for materials, entrance, roof form, windows, etc. The structure must
have lighting both inside and out.

Finding 17.67.050(H): The proposed multifamily housing facility design is similar with the
architectural style and density of surrounding row house development and residential facilities
throughout the Twin Creeks area. The majority of vehicle parking and loading areas are
centrally located within the site and therefore screened by buildings and site landscaping. Group
mailboxes are indicated on the site plan for each Phase (Exhibits 1 and 2). Since there are no
blocks dividing the lots, the proposed locations are in conformance with the mailbox locational
criteria.

Conclusion 17.67.050(H): Complies.

Transitions in Density.

1.

Higher density, attached dwelling developments shall minimize impact on adjacent
existing lower density, single-family dwelling neighborhoods by adjusting height,
massing and materials and/or by providing adequate buffer strips with vegetative screens.

Finding 17.67.050(1)(1): The proposed housing project is consistent with the Twin
Creeks TOD Master Plan land use (Figure 3) and housing plans (Figure 4), which
addresses transitions in density through the planned distribution of zoning districts and
housing types. Property to the west of Phase 1 is zoned MMR and is developed with
existing two-story single family attached residences. Property to the west of Phase 2 is
zoned Open Space (OS) and MMR. The OS lands are part of a conservation easement
for Griffin Creek and the MMR land is developed with a three-story residential care
Sacility. The proposed residential housing project consists of three-story construction,
which uses location (i.e. applies the maximum front yard setback and exceeds the
minimum side yard setback) and landscaping to provide a buffer from the adjacent use
(Exhibits 12-13).
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Conclusion 17.67.050(1)(1): The proposal is consistent with the density transition
standard of this item as evidenced by its compliance with the TOD Master Plan, use of
the maximum front yard setback, and street frontage and site landscaping.

Adequate buffer strips with vegetative screens shall be placed to mitigate the impact of
higher density development on adjacent lower density development.

Finding 17.67.050(I)(2): As shown on the Landscape Plan for each Phase, the proposed
buildings along North Haskell Street are buffered by a combination of setbacks (i.e.
maximum front yard requirement) and street frontage and site landscaping (Exhibits 12-
13)._The use of setbacks and landscaping along the street frontage and between the
right-of-way and the proposed buildings provides a total distance of 101-ft from the
proposed structures to the nearest adjacent one-or two-story row house on North Haskell
Street or Blue Moon Drive. The combination of distance, and landscape improvements is
deemed adequate to mitigate the impact of three-story apartment housing on the adjacent
one- and two-story single-family attached housing.

Conclusion 17.67.050(I)(2): Consistent.

New residential buildings within fifty feet of existing low density residential
development shall be no higher than thirty-five feet and shall be limited to single-family
detached or attached units, duplexes, triplexes or fourplexes.

Finding 17.67.050(1)(3): As shown on the Site Plan for Phase 1 (Exhibit 1), the
proposed multifamily buildings are 75101- feet from the attached row house lots west of
the site on Phase 1. The proposed multifamily buildings on Phase 2 are 73101~ feet from
the residential facility lot to the southwest of the project site. The proposed building
height is 34-ft per Exhibits 3-11.

Conclusion 17.67.050(I)(3): As demonstrated by the site plan (Exhibits I and 2) and the
building elevations (Exhibits 3-11), the proposal complies with the density transition
standard per this section, since the housing types are consistent with the Master Plan
Housing Exhibit, (Figure 4). A-all buildings are at least 101-ft from the existing
structures to the west, anderemore-than35-fifrom-the-existingstructires-to-the-west-aind
the maximum building hetght is 34-f, as measured measwred-per CPMC 17.08 Definition
for “Building Height.”

New commercial buildings within fifty feet of existing low density residential
development shall be no higher than forty-five feet.

Finding 17.67.050(1)(4): The proposed multifamily housing project does not include any
commercial buildings.

Conclusion 17.67.050()(4): Not applicable.

Dwelling types in a TOD district or corridor shall be mixed to encourage interaction
among people of varying backgrounds and income levels.

Finding 17.67.050(D)(5): The proposed multifamily housing development for Phase 1
and 2 is consistent with the land use and housing plans in the Twin Creeks TOD Master
Plan. The Master Plan establishes a mix of housing types throughout a 230-acre
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community, which encourages interaction among individuals with diverse backgrounds
and income levels.

Conclusion 17.67.050()(5): The proposed multifamily housing project complies as
evidenced by its compliance with the Twin Creeks TOD Master Plan.

Zoning changes should occur midblock, not at the street centerline, to ensure that
compatible building types face along streets and within neighborhoods. When dissimilar
building types face each other across the street because the zoning change is at the street
centerline or more infill housing is desired (for instance, duplexes across the street from
single dwellings), design shall ensure similarity in massing, setback, and character.

Finding 17.67.050()(6): The proposal does not include any zone map amendments.
Conclusion 17.67.050(I)(6): Not applicable.

Density should be increased incrementally, to buffer existing neighborhoods from
incompatible building types or densities. Sequence density, generally, as follows: large
lot single dwelling, small lot single dwelling, duplex, townhomes, courtyard multifamily
apartments, large multifamily apartments, and mixed use buildings.

Finding 17.67.050(I)(7): The City has evaluated the proposed multifamily housing
project for compliance with the transitions in density standard three different ways as

provided below:

e Aspirational Statement. The requirement to increase density incrementally is
denoted by "should” and therefore is an aspirational statement. Although
encouraged, aspirational statements are not viewed in the same manner as
statements denoted by “shall,” which are required standards.

e Master Plan. Transitions in density were addressed at the time of Master Plan
approval. At that time, the Applicant submitted proposed land use and housing
designations for the master plan area based on findings of fact and conclusions of
law, which established the framework for land use, circulation and housing. The
proposed multifamily housing project has been evaluated against the approved
master plan for Twin Creeks and found to comply based on the fact that the proposed
housing tvpe, density, and access are consistent with the Master Plan. Similarly,
adjacent existing development to the west consists of medium and high density forms
of housing (i.e. attached row houses (Phase 1), and multifamily senior housing
(Phase 2). Even if the incremental density transition statement in this ifem were
considered in the same manner as a code standard denoted by “shall,” the City
would conclude the proposal complies based on its demonstrated compliance with
the land use and housing exhibits in the Master Plan.

o  Site Plan and Architectural Review. Even if applied at the time of site plan and
architectural review, the proposal would comply based on its compliance with the
master plan and standards relative to buffer distances and building height
adjustments (i.e. CPMC 17.67.050(1)(3)) and other standards in this section as

demonstrated in these findings. Fhe-land-use-and-density-requirementsfor-the-site
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Conclusion 17.67.050(1)(7): Net-applicable-Although the proposed standard is
aspirational and not applicable, staff has evaluated the proposed multifamily housing
project based on applicability of the aspirational statement as a standard in the context
of both master plan and site plan and architectural review and concludes the proposal
complies as conditioned.

Parking.
1. Parking Lot Location.

a. Off-street surface parking lots shall be located to the side or rear of buildings.
Parking at midblock or behind buildings is preferred.

b.Off-street surface parking lots shall not be located between a front facade of a
building and a public street.

¢.If a building adjoins streets or accessways on two or more sides, off-street
parking shall be allowed between the building and the pedestrian route in the
following order of priority:

1. Accessways;
2™ Streets that are non-transit streets.
3", Streets that are transit streets.

d.Parking lots and garages should not be located within twenty feet of a street
corner.

Finding 17.67.050(J)(1): The site plan illustrates proposed off-street parking areas central to the
site. There are some parking spaces located to the side of buildings fronting North Haskell Street
in Phase 1. There are no proposed off-street parking areas between a front fagade and a public
street. Garages are located toward the rear (east) part of each Phase.

Conclusion 17.67.050(J)(1): Consistent.
2. Design.

a. All perimeter and interior landscaped areas must have protective curbs along the
edges. Trees must have adequate protection from car doors and bumpers.

b. A portion of the standard parking space may be landscaped instead of paved. The
landscaped area may be up to two feet in front of the space as measured from a
line parallel to the direction of the bumper of a vehicle using the space.
Landscaping must be ground cover plants. The landscaping does not apply
toward any perimeter or interior parking lot landscaping requirements, but does
count toward any overall site landscaping requirement.

¢.In order to control dust and mud, all vehicle areas must be paved.
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d. All parking areas must be striped in conformance with the city of Central Point
parking dimension standards.

e. Thoughtful siting of parking and vehicle access should be used to minimize the
impact of automobiles on the pedestrian environment, adjacent properties, and
pedestrian safety.

f. Large parking lots should be divided into smaller areas, using, for example,
landscaping or special parking patterns.

g.Parking should be located in lower or upper building levels or in less visible
portions of site.

Finding 17.67.050(J)(2): Paved off-street parking areas are provided within the parking area for
Phases 1 and 2 and include interior and perimeter landscaping (Exhibits 12 and 13). Per the site
plan for both phases, the proposed striping is consistent with the parking dimension standards in
CPMC 17.75.039.
Conclusion 17.67.050(J)(2): Consistent.

3. Additional Standards for LMR, MMR and HMR Zones.

a. When parking must be located to the side of buildings, parking frontage should
be limited to approximately fifty percent of total site frontage.

b. Where possible, alleys should be used to bring the vehicle access to the back of
the site.

c. For parking structures, see Section 17.67.070(H).
Finding 17.67.050(J)(3): See Finding 17.67.050(J)(1).
Conclusion 17.67.050(J)(2): Consistent.
K. Landscaping.
1. Perimeter Screening and Planting.

a.Landscaped buffers should be used to achieve sufficient screening while still
preserving views to allow areas to be watched and guarded by neighbors.

b.Landscaping should be used to screen and buffer unsightly uses and to separate
such incompatible uses as parking areas and waste storage pickup areas.

Finding 17.67.050(K)(1): As illustrated in the Landscape Plan, Phase 1 (Exhibit 12) and Phase 2
(Exhibit 13) provide landscaping along the street frontage, within parking areas and throughout
the development to soften the building appearance and provide screening between adjacent uses.

Conclusion 17.67.050(K)(1): Consistent.

2. Parking Lot Landscaping and Screening.
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a.Parking areas shall be screened with landscaping, fences, walls or a combination

thereof.

il.

1it.

iv.

Trees shall be planted on the parking area perimeter and shall be spaced
at thirty feet on center.

Live shrubs and ground cover plants shall be planted in the landscaped
area.

Each trce shall be located in a four-foot by four-foot minimum planting
area.

Shrub and ground cover beds shall be three feet wide minimum.

Trees and shrubs must be fully protected from potential damage by
vehicles.

Finding 17.67.050(K)(2)(a): The Landscape Plan (Exhibits 12-13) illustrate landscape screening
for off-street parking lot areas, including trees along the site perimeter. As conditioned, the
Applicant is required to submit a revised site plan that includes two (2) additional trees on both
sides of the north entrance to Phase | in accordance with this section.

Conclusion 17.67.050(K)(2)(a): Complies as conditioned.

b. Surface parking areas shall provide perimeter parking lot landscaping adjacent to
a street that meets one of the following standards:

1.

ii.

1.

A five-foot-wide planting strip between the right-of-way and the parking
area. The planting strip may be interrupted by pedestrian-accessible and
vehicular accessways. Planting strips shall be planted with an evergreen
hedge. Hedges shall be no less than thirty-six inches and no more than
forty-eight inches in height at maturity. Hedges and other landscaping
shall be planted and maintained to afford adequate sight distance for
vehicles entering and exiting the parking lot;

A solid decorative wall or fence a minimum of thirty-six inches and a
maximum of forty-eight inches in height parallel to and not closer than
two feet from the edge of right-of-way. The area between the wall or
fence and the pedestrian accessway shall be landscaped. The required
wall or screening shall be designed to allow for access to the site and
sidewalk by pedestrians and shall be constructed and maintained to
afford adequate sight distance as described above for vehicles entering
and exiting the parking lot;

A transparent screen or grille forty-eight inches in height parallel to the
edge of right-of-way. A two-foot minimum planting strip shall be located
either inside the screen or between the screen and the edge of right-of-
way. The planting strip shall be planted with a hedge or other
landscaping, Hedges shall be a minimum thirty-six inches and a
maximum of forty inches in height at maturity.
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c.Gaps in a building’s frontage on a pedestrian street that are adjacent to off-street
parking areas and which exceed sixty-five feet in length shall be reduced to no
more than sixty-five feet in length through use of a minimum eight-foot-high
screen wall. The screen wall shall be solid, grille, mesh or lattice that obscures at
least thirty percent of the interior view (e.g., at least thirty percent solid material
to seventy percent transparency).

Finding 17.67.050(K)(2)(b-c): Surface parking areas are located along the side elevations of
Buildings #1, #2, and #8. Per the requirements of this section, parking lots are screened with 15-
[t deep landscape terminals. As conditioned, the Applicant is required to submit a revised
landscape plan for phases 1 and 2 that provides the parking area screening at the parking lot
driveway entrances on North Haskell Street as required in this section.

Conclusion 17.67.050(K)(2)(b-c): Complies as conditioned.

d.Parking Area Interior Landscaping.

i.  Amount of Landscaping. All surface parking areas with more than ten
spaces must provide interior landscaping complying with one or both of
the standards stated below.

(A) Standard 1. Interior landscaping must be provided at the rate of
twenty square feet per stall. At least one tree must be planted for
every two hundred square feet of landscaped area. Ground cover
plants must completely cover the remainder of the landscaped
area.

(B) Standard 2. One tree must be provided for every four parking
spaces. If surrounded by cement, the tree planting area must
have a minimum dimension of four feet. If surrounded by
asphalt, the tree planting area must have a minimum dimension
of three feet.

Finding 17.67.050(K)(2)(d)(i): Per the Landscape Plan for Phases 1 and 2, the proposed
landscaping plan has been designed to comply with Standard 1 as follows:

Phase 1 provides 168 parking spaces and requires at least 3,360 s.f. of interior landscape
area and 25 trees. The proposed landscape plan (Exhibit 12) illustrates 4,900 s.f. of
interior parking lot landscape area including 35 trees within interior islands, and
terminals.

Phase 2 provides 222-251 parking spaces and requires at least 43865,020 s.f- of interior
landscape area and 27-235 trees. The prepesed-original proposed landscape plan
(Exhibit 13) shows 5,300 s.f. of interior parking lot landscape area including 37 trees
within interior islands and terminals. The proposed revisions would eliminate one
terminal and one (1) tree, which is equivalent to roughly 250 square feet of reduced
parking lot landscape area or 5,050 square feet of total parking lot landscape area and
36 trees consistent with Standard 1.

Additional landscaping is proposed per the revised site plan, including two (2)
landscaped medians, three (3) terminals and one interior island, A revised landscape
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plan was not received during the open record period verifying the final square footage
and tree numbers; however, the proposed changes are consistent with the minimum
interior parking lot landscaping standard as noted above. Although the proposal
complies as shown on the revised site plan, the Applicant must submit a revised
landscape plan for Phase I and 2 demonstrating compliance with the tree planting and
parking lot screening requirements (Condition No. 5) prior to building permit issuance.
At that time the final landscape area and number of trees will be verified.

Conclusion 17.67.050(K)(2)(d)(i): ConsistentBased on a review of the proposed site plan and
lundscape plun for Phases 1 and 2, the proposal can comply with the interior parking lot
standard 1 as conditioned. -

ii.  Development Standards for Parking Area Interior Landscaping.

(A) All landscaping must comply with applicable standards. Trees
and shrubs must be fully protected from potential damage by
vehicles.

(B) Interior parking area landscaping must be dispersed throughout
the parking area. Some trees may be grouped, but the groups
must be dispersed.

(C) Perimeter landscaping may not substitute for interior
landscaping. However, interior landscaping may join perimeter
landscaping as long as it extends four feet or more into the
parking area from the perimeter landscape line.

(D) Parking areas that are thirty feet or less in width may locate their
interior landscaping around the edges of the parking area.
Interior landscaping placed along an edge is in addition to any
required perimeter landscaping.

Finding 17.67.050(K)(2)(d)(ii): The proposed landscaping plan provides for interior landscape
islands, terminals that are landscaped with a combination of trees and ground covers consistent
with the requirements of this section.

Conclusion 17.67.050(K)(2)(d)(ii): Consistent.

3. Landscaping Near Buildings. Landscaping shall serve as a screen or buffer to soften the
appearance of structures or uses such as parking lots or large blank walls, or to increase
the attractiveness of common open spaces.

Finding 17.67.050(K)(3): The proposed landscaping plan (Exhibits 12 and 13) provides a mix of
trees, shrubs and ground covers along the frontage, sides and rear of the proposed buildings and
parking areas consistent with this requirement.

Conclusion 17.67.050(K)(3): Consistent.

4. Service Areas. Service areas, loading zones, waste disposal or storage areas must be fully
screened from public view.
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a. Prohibited screening includes chain-link fencing with or without slats.
b. Acceptable screening includes:

i. A six-foot masonry enclosure, decorative metal fence enclosure, a wood
enclosure, or other approved materials complementary to adjacent
buildings; or

ii. A six foot solid hedge or other plant material screening as approved.

Finding 17.67.050(K)(4): There are five service areas or loading zones indicated on the site
plan, including two (2) in Phase 1 and three (3) in Phase 2. The Site Plans provide a detail for
the service areas that illustrate construction materials consisting of concrete block with 2" inch
tubular metal framing and 4 rectangular metal post to best match main buildings. Landscape
screening is illustrated near each service area to soften the facility appearance.

Conclusion 17.67.050(K)(4): Consistent.

5. Street Trees. Street trees shall be required along both sides of all public streets with a
spacing of twenty feet to forty feet on center depending on the mature width of the tree
crown, and planted a minimum of two feet from the back of curb. Trees in the right-of-
way or sidewalk easements shall be approved according to size, quality, and tree well
design, if applicable, and irrigation shall be required. Tree species shall be chosen from
the city of Central Point approved street tree list.

Finding 17.67.050(K)(5): Street trees are provided in accordance with the Twin Creeks TOD
Master Plan, which was found to be compliant with this section when originally approved.

Conclusion 17.67.050(K)(5): Consistent.
. Lighting.

1. Minimum Lighting Levels. Minimum lighting levels shall be provided for public safety
in all urban spaces open to public circulation.

a. A minimum average light level of one and two-tenths foot candles is required for
urban spaces and sidewalks.

b.Metal-halide or lamps with similar color, temperature and efficiency ratings shall
be used for general lighting at building exteriors, parking areas, and urban
spaces. Sodium-based lamp elements are not allowed.

¢. Maximum lighting levels should not exceed six foot candles at intersections or
one and one-half foot candles in parking areas.

2. Fixture Design in Public Rights-of-Way.

a.Pedestrian-scale street lighting shall be provided including all pedestrian streets
along arterials, major collectors, minor collectors and local streets.

b.Pedestrian street lights shall be no taller than twenty feet along arterials and
collectors, and sixteen feet along local streets.
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3. On-Site Lighting. Lighting shall be incorporated into the design of a project so that it
reinforces the pedestrian environment, provides continuity to an area, and enhances the
drama and presence of architectural features. Street lighting should be provided along
sidewalks and in medians. Selected street light standards should be appropriately scaled
to the pedestrian environment. Adequate illumination should be provided for building
entries, corners of buildings, courtyards, plazas and walkways.

a. Accessways through surface parking lots shall be well lighted with fixtures no
taller than twenty feet.

b.Locate and design exterior lighting of buildings, signs, walkways, parking lots,
and other areas to avoid casting light on nearby properties.

c. Fixture height and lighting levels shall be commensurate with their intended use
and function and shall assure compatibility with neighboring land uses. Baffles
shall be incorporated to minimize glare and to focus lighting on its intended area.

d. Additional pedestrian-oriented site lighting including step lights, well lights and
bollards shall be provided along all courtyard lanes, alleys and off-street bike and
pedestrian pathways.

e.In addition to lighting streets, sidewalks, and public spaces, additional project
lighting is encouraged to highlight and illuminate building entrances,
landscaping, parks, and special features.

Finding 17.67.050(L)(1-3): Lighting levels and fixtures within the public right-of-way and along
the pedestrian accessway in Phase 1 was established per the Twin Creeks TOD Master Plan
Exhibit 34, Lighting Plan. Per the Site Plan, lighting within the pedestrian and parking lot areas
as well as the street right-of-way are provided consistent with the requirements of this section
and the Master Plan.

Conclusion 17.67.050(L)(1-3): Consistent.

. Signs.

Finding 17.67.050(M): Signage is not included in the proposal.

Conclusion 17.67.050(M): Not applicable.

17.67.060 Public Parks and Open Space Design Standards.

A

General. Parks and open spaces shall be provided in the TOD districts and TOD corridors and
shall be designed to accommodate a variety of activities ranging from active play to passive
contemplation for all ages and accessibility.

Parks and Open Space Location.

Parks and Open Space Amount and Size.

Parks and Open Space Design.
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Finding 17.67.060(A-D): The Parks and open space requirements were addressed as part of the
Master Plan by establishing a network of neighborhood parks, pedestrian trails and open space
areas. Phase I includes construction of a Minor Pedestrian Accessway around the property
perimeter consistent with the Master Plan. Additional passive and active recreation areas are
proposed within the multifamily housing project including a swimming pool, clubhouse and
playground (Phase 1) and a large open space square (Phase 2).

Conclusion 17.67.060(J)(2): Consistent
17.67.070 Building Design Standards.
A. General Design Requirements.

1. In recognition of the need to use natural resources carefully and with maximum benefit,
the use of “sustainable design” practices is strongly encouraged. In consideration of the
climate and ecology of the Central Point area, a variety of strategies can be used to
effectively conserve energy and resources:

a. Natural ventilation;

b.Passive heating and cooling;

c. Daylighting;

d.Sun-shading devices for solar control;

e. Water conservation;

f. Appropriate use of building mass and materials; and,

g.Careful integration of landscape and buildings. It is recommended that an
accepted industry standard such as the U.S. Green Building Council’s
LEED™program be used to identify the most effective strategies. (Information

on the LEED™ program can be obtained from the U.S. Green Building Council’s
website,www.usgbc.org.)

2. All development along pedestrian routes shall be designed to encourage use by
pedestrians by providing a safe, comfortable, and interesting walking environment.

3. Convenient, direct and identifiable building access shall be provided to guide pedestrians
between pedestrian streets, accessways, transit facilities and adjacent buildings.

4. Adequate operable windows or roof-lights should be provided for ventilation and summer
heat dissipation.

Finding 17.67.070(A): Pedestrian routes are designed in accordance with the Master Plan.
Streetscape and building frontage landscaping is provided.

Conclusion 17.67.070(A): Consistent.

B. Architectural Character.
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I. General.

a. The architectural characteristics of surrounding buildings, including historic
buildings, should be considered, especially if a consistent pattern is already
established by similar or complementary building articulation, building scale and
proportions, setbacks, architectural style, roof forms, building details and
fenestration patterns, or materials. In some cases, the existing context is not well
defined, or may be undesirable. In such cases, a well-designed new project can
establish a pattern or identity from which future development can take its cues.

b. Certain buildings, because of their size, purpose or location, should be given
prominence and distinct architectural character, reflective of their special
function or position. Examples of these special buildings include theaters, hotels,
cultural centers, and civic buildings.

c. Attention should be paid to the following architectural elements:

i.  Building forms and massing;
ii.  Building height;

iii.  Rooflines and parapet features;

iv.  Special building features (e.g. towers, arcades, entries, canopies, signs
and artwork);

v.  Window size, orientation and detailing;
vi.  Materials and color; and

vii.  The building’s relationship to the site, climate topography and
surrounding buildings.

2. Commercial and High Mix Residential.

Finding 17.67.070(B)(2): The proposed multifamily housing project does not include any
commercial or high mix residential development.

Conclusion 17.67.070(J)(2): Not applicable.
. Building Entries.
1. General.
a. The orientation of building entries shall:
i.  Orient the primary entrance toward the street rather than the parking lot;

ii.  Connect the building’s main entrance to the sidewalk with a well-defined
pedestrian walkway.

132



b.Building facades over two hundred feet in length facing a street shall provide two
or more public building entrances off the street.

c. All entries fronting a pedestrian accessway shall be sheltered with a minimum
four-foot overhang or shelter.

d.An exception to any part of the requirements of this section shall be allowed
upon finding that:

i.  The slope of the land between the building and the pedestrian street is
greater than 1:12 for more than twenty feet and that a more accessible
pedestrian route to the building is available from a different side of the
building; or

ii.  The access is to a courtyard or clustered development and identified
pedestrian accessways are provided through a parking lot to directly
connect the building complex to the most appropriate major pedestrian
route(s).

Finding 17.67.070(C)(1): Building entries are provided for each unit of the multifamily
buildings. Entries for units with frontage on North Haskell Street are oriented toward the street
with second story units being accessed through central stairwells that are interior to the
buildings. Units central to the site connect the ground floor unit entries and central stairwell
entries to the nearest internal pedestrian route and parking lot area.  As shown on the building
elevations (Exhibits 3-10), no building entrances are located along a side elevation.

Conclusion 17.67.070(C)(1): Consistent.
2. Commercial and High Mix Residential.

Finding 17.67.070(C)(2): The proposed multifamily housing project does not include any
commercial or high mix residential development.

Conclusion 17.67.070(C)(2): Not applicable.
3. Residential.

a. The main entrance of each primary structure should face the street the site fronts
on, except on corner lots, where the main entrance may face either of the streets
or be oriented to the corner. For attached dwellings, duplexes, and multi-
dwellings that have more than one main entrance, only one main entrance needs
to meet this guideline. Entrances that face a shared landscaped courtyard are
exempt.

b.Residential buildings fronting on a street shall have an entrance to the building
opening on to the street.

i.  Single-family detached, attached and row house/townhouse residential

units fronting on a pedestrian street shall have separate entries to each
dwelling unit directly from the street.
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ii.  Ground floor and upper story dwelling units in a multifamily building
fronting a street may share one or more building entries accessible
directly from the street, and shall not be accessed through a side yard
except for an accessory unit to a single-family detached dwelling.

c. The main entrances to houses and buildings should be prominent, interesting, and
pedestrian-accessible. A porch should be provided to shelter the main entrance
and create a transition from outdoor to indoor space.

d.Generally, single-dwelling porches should be al least eight feet wide and five feet
deep and covered by a roof supported by columns or brackets. If the main
entrance is to more than one dwelling unit, the covered area provided by the
porch should be at least twelve feet wide and five feet deep.

e.If the front porch projects out from the building, it should have a roof pitch which

matches the roof pitch of the house. If the porch roof is a deck or balcony, it may
be flat.

f. Building elevation changes are encouraged to make a more prominent entrance.
The maximum elevation for the entrance should not be more than one-half story
in height, or six feet from grade, whichever is less.

g. The front entrance of a multi-dwelling complex should get architectural
emphasis, to create both interest and ease for visual identification.

Finding 17.67.070(C)(3): Building entries for each unit of the multifumily structures fuce a
public street. Covered porches are provided for each unit on the ground floor and the central
stairwell entries for all building entries are emphasized with a gabled roof and columns with
craftsman details.

Conclusion 17.67.070(C)(3): Consistent
D. Building Facades.
1. General.

a. All building frontages greater than forty feet in length shall break any flat,
monolithic facade by including discernible architectural elements such as, but not
limited to: bay windows, recessed entrances and windows, display windows,
cornices, bases, pilasters, columns or other architectural details or articulation
combined with changes in materials, so as to provide visual interest and a sense
of division, in addition to creating community character and pedestrian scale. The
overall design shall recognize that the simple relief provided by window cutouts
or sills on an otherwise flat facade, in and of itself, does not meet the
requirements of this subsection.

Finding 17.67.070(D)(1)(a): Buildings with frontage on North Haskell Street
include 11-plex and 15-plex structures (Exhibits 4, 5, and 8). As shown, each
building elevation breaks the facade with architectural elements including
recessed entrances and windows, building entries with gabled rooflines and
craftsman columns and vertical articulation.
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Conclusion 17.67.070(D)(1)(a): Consistent.

b.Building designs that result in a street frontage with a uniform and monotonous
design style, roofline or facade treatment should be avoided.

Finding 17.67.070(D)(1)(b): The proposal includes a mix of 11-plex and 15-plex
building elevations along North Haskell Street using a varied color palette of
green/tan and blue/gray as encouraged by this section.

Conclusion 17.67.070(D)(1)(b): Consistent.

c. Architectural detailing, such as but not limited to, trellis, long overhangs, deep
inset windows, should be incorporated to provide sun-shading from the summer
sun.

Finding 17.67.070(D)(1)(c): The proposed building elevations utilize a
combinations of roof overhangs and inset windows and doors to provide sun
shading as encouraged by this section.

Conclusion 17.67.070(D)(1)(c): Consistent.

d. To balance horizontal features on longer facades, vertical building elements shall
be emphasized.

Finding 17.67.070(D)(1)(d): The proposed building elevations emphasize the
vertical elements through the use of building insets and building materials and
high pitch rooflines.

Conclusion 17.67.070(D)(1)(d): Consistent.

¢. The dominant feature of any building frontage that is visible from a pedestrian
street or public open space shall be the habitable area with its accompanying
windows and doors. Parking lots, garages, and solid wall facades (e.g.,
warehouses) shall not dominate a pedestrian street frontage.

Finding 17.67.070(D)(1)(e): As shown in the building elevations (Exhibits 3-10),
the front entrance doorways and indoor and outdoor living areas face onto the
adjacent public right-of-way, as well as the internal parking lot areas.

Conclusion 17.67.070(D)(1)(e): Consistent.

f. Developments shall be designed to encourage informal surveillance of streets and
other public spaces by maximizing sight lines between the buildings and the
street.

Finding 17.67.070(D)(1)(f): See Finding 17.67.070(D)(1)(e).
Conclusion 17.67.070(D)(1)(f): Consistent.
g.All buildings, of any type, constructed within any TOD district or corridor shall

be constructed with exterior building materials and finishes that are of high
quality to convey permanence and durability.
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Finding 17.67.070(D)(1)(g): The proposed building construction utilizes a
combination of 8-inch horizontal lap siding, board and batten siding, and hardi-
shingle to accent the roofline.

Conclusion 17.67.070(D)(1)(g): Consistent.

h.The exterior walls of all building facades along pedestrian routes, including side
or return facades, shall be of suitable durable building materials including the
following: stucco, stone, brick, terra cotta, tile, cedar shakes and shingles,
beveled or ship-lap or other narrow-course horizontal boards or siding, vertical
board-and-batten siding, articulated architectural concrete or concrete masonry
units (CMU), or similar materials which are low maintenance, weather-resistant,
abrasion-resistant, and easy to clean. Prohibited building materials include the
following: plain concrete, plain concrete block, corrugated metal, unarticulated
board siding (e.g., T1-11 siding, plain plywood, sheet pressboard), Exterior
Insulated Finish Systems (EIFS), and similar quality, nondurable materials.

Finding 17.67.070(D)(1)(h): See Finding 17.67.070(D)(1)(g).
Conclusion 17.67.070(D)(1)(h): Consistent.

i. All visible building facades along or off a pedestrian route, including side or
return facades, are to be treated as part of the main building elevation and
articulated in the same manner. Continuity of use of the selected approved
materials must be used on these facades.

Finding 17.67.070(D)(1)(i): As illustrated in Exhibits 3-11, all side and rear
building articulation s are articulated as the primary building elevation
throughout the proposed housing project.

Conclusion 17.67.070(D)(1)(i): Consistent.

j. Ground-floor openings in parking structures, except at points of access, must be
covered with grilles, mesh or lattice that obscures at least thirty percent of the
intcrior view (c.g., at lcast thirty pereent solid matcrial to scventy percent
transparency).

Finding 17.67.070(D)(1)(j): No parking structures are proposed.
Conclusion 17.67.070(D)(1)(j): Not applicable.

k. Appropriately scaled architectural detailing, such as but not limited to moldings
or cornices, is encouraged at the roofline of commercial building facades, and
where such detailing is present, should be a minimum of at least eight inches
wide.

Finding 17.67.070(D)(1)(k): No commercial buildings are proposed.

Conclusion 17.67.070(D)(1)(k): Not applicable.
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1. Compatible building designs along a street should be provided through similar
massing (building facade, height and width as well as the space between
buildings) and frontage setbacks.

Finding 17.67.070(D)(1)(h): See Finding 17.67.070(D)(1)(b).
Conclusion 17.67.070(D)(1)(h): Consistent.
Conclusion 17.67.070(D)(1): Consistent.
2. Commercial and High Mix Residential/Commercial.

Finding 17.67.070(D)(2): The proposed multifamily housing project does not include any
commercial or high mix residential development.

Conclusion 17.67.070(D)(2): Not applicable.
3. Residential.

a. The facades of single-family attached and detached residences (including
duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes, townhouses, and row houses) shall comply with
the following standards:

i.  No more than forty percent of the horizontal length of the ground floor
front elevation of a single-family detached or attached dwelling shall be
an attached garage.

Finding 17.67.070(D)(3)(a)(@): The proposal does not include single family attached or detached
housing types. Proposed garages are all located along the back section of the development.

Conclusion 17.67.070(D)(3)(a)(i): Not applicable.

ii.  Residential building elevations facing a pedestrian route shall not consist
of undifferentiated blank walls, but shall be articulated with architectural
details such as windows, dormers, porch details, balconies or bays.

Finding 17.67.070(D)(3)(a)(ii): Dwelling units facing the pedestrian accessway to the south west
have a singular wall face articulated with windows and a covered porch.

Conclusion 17.67.070(D)(3)(a)(ii): Consistent.

iii.  For any exterior wall which is within twenty feet of and facing onto a
street or public open space and which has an unobstructed view of that
pedestrian street or public open space, at least twenty percent of the
ground floor wall area shall be comprised of either display area,
windows, or doorways.

Finding 17.67.070(D)(3)(a)(iii): Units facing on to the adjoining public accessway are within
15-ft of the public right-of-way. The typical building elevation (12-plex) has a ground floor wall
face that is 1,248.5 s.f. in area. Doors and windows provided consist of 288 s.f. in area or 23.1%
of the ground floor wall area. If the central stairwell entries are included (220 s.f- additional
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area), the ground floor consists of 40% display area, windows and doorways. All other building
elevations utilize the same unit configuration and exceed the 20% requirement of this section.

Conclusion 17.66.070(D)(3)(a)(iii): Consistent.

iv.

Architectural detailing is encouraged to provide variation among
attached units. Architectural detailing includes but is not limited to the
following; the use of different exterior siding materials or trim, shutters,
different window types or sizes, varying roof lines, balconies or porches,
and dormers. The overall design shall recognize that color vanation, in
and of itself, does not meet the requirements of this subsection.

Finding 17.67.070(D)(3)(a)(iv): See Finding 17.67.070(D)(3)(a)(ii).

Conclusion 17.67.070(D)(3)(a)(iv): Consistent.

V.

Fences or hedges in a front yard shall not exceed three feet in height.
Side yard fencing shall not exceed three feet in height between the front
building facade and the street. Fences beyond the front facade of the
building in a side yard or back yard and along a street, alley, property
line, or bike/pedestrian pathway shall not exceed four feet in height.
Fences over four feet in height are not permitted and hedges or
vegetative screens in no case shall exceed six feet in height.

Finding 17.67.070(D)(3)(a)(v): Fences are not proposed for the multifamily housing facility.

Conclusion 17.67.070(D)(3)(a)(v): Not applicable.

b.The facades of multifamily residences shall comply with the following standards:

1.

Building elevations, including the upper stories, facing a pedestrian route
shall not consist of undifferentiated blank walls, but shall be articulated
with architectural detailing such as windows, balconies, and dormers.

Finding 17.67.070(D)(3)(@)(v): See Finding 17.67.070(D)(3)(a)(iv).

Conclusion 17.67.070(D)(3)(a)(i-ii): Consistent.

il

For any exterior wall which is within twenty feet of and facing onto a
pedestrian street or public open space and which has an unobstructed
view of that pedestrian street or public open space, at least twenty
percent of the ground floor wall area shall be comprised of either display
area, windows, or doorways.

Finding 17.67.070(D)(3)(a)(v): See Finding 17.67.070(D)(3)(a)(ii).

Conclusion 17.67.070(D)(3)(a)(i-ii): Consistent.

i,

Arcades or awnings should be provided over sidewalks where ground
floor retail or commercial exists, to shelter pedestrians from sun and rain.
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Finding 17.67.070(D)(3)(a)(v): Ground floor retail and commercial uses are not proposed as
part of the multifamily housing development.

Conclusion 17.67.070(D)(3)(a)(i-ii): Not applicable.

. Roofs.

1. Commercial and High Mix Residential/Commercial.

Finding 17.67.070(E)(1): The proposed multifamily housing project does not include any
commercial or high mix residential development.

Conclusion 17.67.070(E)(1): Not applicable.
2. Residential.

a.Flat roofs with a parapet and cornice are allowed for multifamily residences in all
TOD, LMR, MMR and HMR districts, in which the minimum for sloped roofs is
5:12.

b.Flat roofs with a parapet and cornice are allowed for single-family attached and
detached residences (including duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes, townhouses, and
row houses) in all TOD residential districts, except the LMR zone.

c.For all residences with sloped roofs, the roof slope shall be at least 5:12, and no
more than 12:12. Eaves shall overhang building walls at a minimum twelve
inches deep on all sides (front, back, sides) of a residential structure.

d.Roof shapes, surface materials, colors, mechanical equipment and other
penthouse functions should be integrated into the total building design. Roof

terraces and gardens are encouraged.

Finding 17.67.070(E)(2): The proposed multifamily buildings are designed with gable roofs with
a roof pitch that is 5:12 consistent with the standards of this section.

Conclusion 17.67.070(E)(2): Consistent.
Exterior Building Lighting.
1. Commercial and High Mix Residential/Commercial.

Finding 17.67.070(F)(1): The proposed multifamily housing project does not include any
commercial or high mix residential development.

Conclusion 17.67.070(F)(1): Not applicable.
2. Residential.
a.Lighting shall not draw inordinate attention to the building facade.

b.Porch and entry lights are encouraged on all dwellings to create a safe and
inviting pedestrian environment at night.
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¢.No exterior lighting exceeding one hundred watts per fixture is permitted in any
residential area.

Finding 17.67.070(F)(2): The building elevations (Exhibits 3 - 11) illustrate building lighting at
each building entry and along the ground floor adjacent to the central stairwell locations.

Conclusion 17.67.070(F)(2): Consistent.

. Service Zones.

1. Buildings and sites shall be organized to group the utilitarian functions away from the
public view.

2. Delivery and loading operations, mechanical equipment (HVAC), trash
compacting/collection, and other utility and service functions shall be incorporated into
the overall design of the building(s) and the landscaping.

3. The visual and acoustic impacts of these functions, along with all wall- or ground-
mounted mechanical, electrical and communications equipment, shall be out of view
from adjacent properties and public pedestrian streets.

4. Screening materials and landscape screens shall be architecturally compatible with and
not inferior to the principal materials of the building.

Finding 17.67.070(F)(2): Service areas for each building (i.e. HVAC) are identified on the
proposed site plan along the side and rear elevations away from public view. Trash and
recycling areas are illustrated within each phase in locations away from the public right-of-way.
Facility designs and landscape screening shown on the site plan (Exhibit 1 and 2) and landscape
plan (Exhibit 12 and 13) further minimize the appearance of service areas.

Conclusion 17.67.070(F)(2): Consistent.

17.72.020 Applicability

No permit required under Title 15, Buildings and Construction, shall be issued for a major or minor
project, as defined in this section, unless an application for site plan and architectural review is submitted
and approved, or approved with conditions, as set forth in this chapter.

A. Exempt Projects. Except as provided in subsection (B)(3) of this section the following projects do

not require site plan and architectural review:
1. Single-family detached residential structures;
2. Any multiple-family residential project containing three or less units;
3. Landscape plans, fences, when not part of a major project;

4. Storage sheds, patio covers, garages and carports, decks, gazebos, and similar non-occupied
structures used in conjunction with residential uscs; and

5. Signs that conform to a previously approved master sign program for the project site.

Exempt projects are required to comply with all applicable development standards of this chapter.
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B. Major Projects. The following are “major projects” for the purposes of the site plan and architectural
review process and are subject to Type 2 procedural requirements as set forth in Chapter 17.05,
Applications and Types of Review Procedures:

1.

2.

3.

New construction, including private and public projects, that:
a. Includes a new building or building addition of five thousand square feet or more;
b. Includes the construction of a parking lot of ten or more parking spaces; or
¢. Requires one or more variances or conditional use permits and, in the judgment of the
director, will have a significant effect upon the aesthetic character of the city or the
surrounding area;

Any attached residential project that contains four or more units;

Any minor project, as defined in subsection C of this section, that the director determines will
significantly alter the character, appearance, or use of a building or site.

C. Minor Projects. Except when determined to be an exempt project or a major project pursuant to
subsections A and B of this section respectively, the following are defined as “minor projects” for the
purposes of site plan and architectural review, and are subject to the Type I procedural requirements of
Chapter 17.05, Applications and Types of Review Procedures:

1.

New construction, including private and public projects, that involves a new building or building
addition of less than five thousand square feet;

Signs that meet all applicable standards as set forth in Section 17.75.050, Signage standards;

Exterior remodeling within the commercial or industrial zoning districts when not part of a major
project;

Parking lots less than ten parking spaces;
Any project relating to the installation of cabinets containing communications service equipment
or facilities owned and operated by a public utility and not subject to Section 17.60.040, Antenna
standards;
Minor changes to the following:

a. Plans that have previously received site plan and architectural review approval;

b. Previously approved planned unit developments;

At the discretion of the director any changes to previously approved plans requiring site plan and
architectural review.

As used in this subsection, the term “minor” means a change that is of little visual significance, does not
materially alter the appearance of previously approved improvements, is not proposed for the use of the
land in question, and does not alter the character of the structure involved. At the discretion of the director
if it is determined that the cumulative effect of multiple minor changes would result in a major change, a
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new application for site plan and architectural review is required. All minor changes must comply with
the development standards of this chapter.

Finding 17.72.020: The proposed Smith Crossing multifamily housing project includes new
construction greater than 5,000 s.f. and qualifies as a Major Project. It is being processed using
Type Il administrative procedures_in accordance with CPMC 17.05.300(B)(3)(a). -

Conclusion 17.72.020: Consistent.

17.72.030 Information Required

Application for site plan and architectural review shall be made to the community development
department and shall be accompanied by the application fee prescribed in the city of Central Point
planning department fee schedule. The application shall be completed, including all information and
submittals listed on the official site plan and architectural review application form.

Finding 17.72.030: The Smith Crossing multifamily housing application was reviewed for
completeness and accepted as complete per the notice of completion dated May 2, 2017.

Conclusion 17.72.030: Consistent.

17.72.040 Site Plan and Architectural Standards
In approving, conditionally approving or denying any site plan and architectural review application, the
approving authority shall base its decision on compliance with the following standards:

A. Applicable site plan, landscaping and architectural design standards as set forth in Chapter
17.75, Design and Development Standards.

Finding 17.72.040(A): The proposal is subject to the off-street parking dimensions and vehicle
maneuvering requivements in CPMC 17.75.039. The project proposal has been reviewed against
applicable criteria set forth in Chapter 17.75 and found to comply with the parking dimension
schedule in Table 17.75.039.1 and the vehicle maneuvering requirements of Section 17.75.039.as
illustrated in Exhibits 1 and 2.

Conclusion 17.72.040(A): Consistent.

B. City of Central Point Department of Public Works Department Standard Specifications and
Uniform Standard Details for Public Works Construction.

Finding 17.72.040(B): The Parks & Public Works Department reviewed the application for
compliance with the Standard Specifications and Uniform Standards Details for Public Works
Construction and found it to be compliant.

Conclusion 17.72.040(B): Consistent.

C. Accessibility and sufficiency of firefighting facilities to such a standard as to provide for the
reasonable safety of life, limb and property, including, but not limited to suitable gates, access
roads and fire lanes so that all buildings on the premises are accessible to fire apparatus.

Finding 17.72.040(B): Fire District #3 evaluated the proposal and determined that adequate

water supply and access are sufficient, provided that additional review will occur at the building
plan submittal.
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Conclusion 17.72.040(B): Complies.

17.75.039 Off-street parking design and development standards.
All off-street vehicular parking spaces shall be improved to the following standards:

A. Connectivity. Parking lots for new development shall be designed to provide vehicular and
pedestrian connections to adjacent sites unless as a result of any of the following such
connections are not possible:

1. Topographic constraints;

2. Existing development patterns on abutting property which precludes a logical
connection;

3. Traffic safety concerns; or
4, Protection of significant natural resources.

Finding 17.75.039(A): The proposed housing project provides connections to North Haskell
Street via parking lot driveways as required per the Twin Creeks Master Plan.

Conclusion 17.75.039(A): Consistent.

B. Parking Stall Minimum Dimensions. Standard parking spaces shall conform to the following
standards and the dimensions in Figure 17.75.03 and Table 17.75.02; provided, that compact
parking spaces permitted in accordance with Section 17.64.040(G) shall have the following
minimum dimensions:

1. Width--Shall be as provided in column B in Table 17.75.02;

2. Length--Shall reduce column C in Table 17.75.02 by no more than three feet.
Finding 17.75.039(B): The proposed parking plan includes 168 spaces in Phase I and 222-219
spaces in Phase 2. All proposed spaces are at a 90 degree angle, which meet the required stall
dimension (i.e. 9-ft wide by 19-feet long) per Table 17.75.02.
Conclusion 17.75.039(B): Consistent,

C. Access. There shall be adequate provision for ingress and egress to all parking spaces.

Finding 17.75.039(C): See Finding 17.75.039(E)(8).
Conclusion 17.75.039(C): Consistent.

D. Driveways. Driveway width shall be measured at the driveway’s narrowest point, including the
curb cut. The design and construction of driveways shall be as set forth in the Standard
Specifications and Public Works Department Standards and Specifications.

Finding 17.75.039(D): The driveways have been evaluated by the Public Works Department and

found to comply with the driveway dimension requirements per the Public Works Standards
Specifications.
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Conclusion 17.75.039(D): Consistent.

E.

Improvement of Parking Spaces.

1.

When a concrete curb is used as a wheel stop, it may be placed within the parking
space up to two feet from the front of a space. In such cases, the area between the
wheel stop and landscaping need not be paved, provided it is maintained with
appropriate ground cover, or walkway. In no event shall the placement of wheel stops
reduce the minimum landscape or walkway width requirements.

All areas utilized for off-street parking, access and maneuvering of vehicles shall be
paved and striped to the standards of the city of Central Point for all-weather use and
shall be adequately drained, including prevention of the flow of runoff water across

" sidewalks or other pedestrian areas. Required parking areas shall be designed with

painted striping or other approved method of delineating the individual spaces, with
the exception of lots containing single-family or two-family dwellings.

Parking spaces shall be designed so that no backing movements or other maneuvering
within a street or other public right-of-way shall be necessary, except for one- and two-
family dwellings with frontage on a local street per the city of Central Point street
classification map.

Any lighting used to illuminate off-street parking or loading areas shall be so arranged
as to direct the light away from adjacent streets or properties.

Service drives shall have a minimum vision clearance area formed by the intersection
of the driveway centerline, the street right-of-way line, and a straight line joining the
lines through points twenty feet from their intersection.

Parking spaces located along the outer boundaries of a parking lot shall be contained
by a curb or a bumper rail so placed to prevent a motor vehicle from extending over an
adjacent property line, a public street, public sidewalk, or a required landscaping area.

Parking, loading, or vehicle maneuvering areas shall not be located within the front
vard area or side yard area of a corner lot abutting a street in any residential (R)
district, nor within any portion of a street setback area that is required to be landscaped
in any commercial (C) or industrial (M) district.

Except as provided in subsection (E)(3) of this section, all uses, including one- and
two-family dwellings on arterial and collector streets, shall provide adequate vehicle
turnaround and maneuvering area through the use of aisle extensions and/or
turnaround spaces as illustrated in Figure 17.75.04 and 17.75.05. Functionally
equivalent turnaround and maneuvering designs may be permitted by the approving
authority through the site plan and architectural review process.

Finding 17.75.039(E): The proposed parking spaces are paved and striped in accordance with
the City’s parking dimension standards and contained with a curb. All spaces have been
evaluated for compliance with the back-up and maneuvering requirements in Item 8 and exceed
the minimum turnaround requirements of this section. No parking areas are within a required
setback or clear vision area for private drives and collector streets per the Public Works
Standard Specifications.

144



Conclusion 17.75.039(E): Consistent.

PART 3
SUMMARY CONCLUSION

As evidenced in findings and conclusions, the proposed multifamily housing project known as
Smith Crossing at Twin Creeks Phases 1 and 2 (Revised) site plan and architectural plan-review
is consistent with applicable standards and criteria in the Central Point Municipal Code as
conditioned in Conditions 1-7 per the Revised Staff Report dated June 6, 2017, except as
modified by new evidence and and-thatthe Supplemental Staff Report dated July 18, 2017,
including Cenditiens1-7Z-all exhibits attached hereto-.-
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EXHIBIT 1

SMITH CROSSING AT TWIN CREEKS

PHASE 1
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APPLICANT/ OWNER
MILT, PRILIP & CHUCK SMITH
353 DALTON STEET
MEDFORD, OREGON 97501
(54D 62i-2923

AGENT

STOTT_SINNER CONSULTING, INC
4401 SAN JUAN DR SUITE G
MEDFORD, OREGON 97504
(541> 601-0917
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431 OAK STREET

CENTRAL PUINT OR, 97502
(541 664-5599

HOUSING SUMMARY :

11 1 BEDROOM - ! BATH
35 2 BEDRDOM - 1 1/2 BATH

22 - 2 BEDROOM 2 1/2 BATH
TOWNHOUSE SECOND AND THIRD FLOORS

32 - 3 BEDROOM 2 1/2 BATH
TOWNHOUS SECOND AND THIRD FLOORS

100 TOTAL LIVING UNITS

LECEND

O BIKE RACK LOCATION
@ SIGN LOCATION
STREET LIGHTS
PEDESTRIAN/PARKING LOT LIGHTS
'? COMMUNITY MAIL BOX LOCATION

B r.~ crounn

PARKING
100 ASSIGNED PARKING SPACES

. 59 0OPEN PARKING SPACES

3 HANDICAP PARKING SPACES
1 VAN ACCESSIBLE HANDICAP
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168 TOTAL PARKING SPACES

LOT AREAS

TOTAL LOT AREA =441 ACRES (192,099 SOFT)
LOT COVERAGE= 47,301 SOFT
LANDSCAPE AREA = 55,292 SOFT

PLOT PLAN
PHASE 1 - 100 UNITS
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EXHIBIT 2
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SMITH CROSSING AT TWIN CREEKS

PHASE 2

APPLICANT/ OWNER
MILT, PRILTP & CHOCK SMITH
353 DALTON STEET

MEDFORD, OREGON 97501
541> s2i-2923

ACENT
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4401 SAN JUAN DR SUITE G
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431 TIAK "STREET
CENTRAL POINT DR, 97502
(541> 664-5599
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NORTH HASKELL STREET

HOUSING SUMMARY:

@ 17 | BEDROOM - 1| BATH

@ S50 2 BEDRDOM - 1 1/2 BATH

42 - 2 BEDROOM 2 1/2 BATH
TOWNHOUSE SECOND AND THIRD FLODORS

36 - 3 BEDROOM 2 1/2 BATH
TOWNHOUS SECOND AND THIRD FLODRS

145 TOTAL LIVING UNITS

LEGEND
4 21 GARAGES

HHHH MAINTENANCE FaCILITY
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==
ﬁC TYPICAL PARKING SPACE
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2 VAN ACCESSIBLE HANDICAP
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PLOT PLAN
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MEDPORD, OR 7801

FHOME: (41) G-

147

SMITH CROSSING
AT TWIN CREEKS

il
i

rrem
[y




—_EXHIBIT3

UoIBA3|T MBIA 19315 |euoISusWId €

) &£ i § w g | ETTRTrr—r— CROJECT DESCRIFTION: SHEET TITLE o, | SOpnenign ity
LR|[«|E § o |[[PMCI, Inc. Twin Creeks 12 Plex —— e
Al=01T13 253 Dakan Stowi =
Hare g sk Apartments and Tau1nzgmes Elevation Overview




. EXHIBIT4

s21qRo @ Warry
2BulS IpeH

| wwigeas ¢

MR 4

bl

SOb-LT

Tl

(II2¥SeH YHON wioud)
uoneAa|l apIg 19346 X3|d G|

PRI
i”§§§
pigfdls
Egugggg
HHH

%‘:;9 {5

LR (0T ZL U S

cvY

FEET

b=t

FANIS

l LioTge
i Alva

DRANING S PROVIILD B

PMCI, Inc.

353 Doon Bleat
Muiiord OR, 97302
3416212428

_'m;c‘ fad i tad ] !_Ntl"-"‘ll.l‘ B [N FPLMIAITTIGN M [OAT] " -
Twin Creeks = e—————h
Apartments and T auqlz %m s Sireet Side Elevation ;




EXHIBIT 5

uoneAs|3 apis
101 buryled Xa|d Gl

uoneAa|3
apis |eaidfL

.> iy i= g}'l ) | {oearinon ravaczo or 11 FROIEET DESCRITION [ [reeerame _'I;".w_i"“""'_"" o — |r|| 7
& !ﬁ b £ § |§ |PMCI, Inc. | Tudn Creeks 12 Plex Parking Lot [ | s |
i:! e pmnten Apartments and Taupgnamea || & Side Elevations [ | ] ."|
Gl L et L - L A T




EXHIBIT 6

=
El
=
0 .ﬁn_.. ||||||||||||| =
= -t —— Y | PSS ——
- ] = | ! 2 i \Q
- =) | MRS SEGEE T o
T 7 17 e Ee LN -7
. | ) i
g, - =18, ==
I -y /
H 1 b, etE . B B
| i LY - 14
] 1 N 7
1 ] II \\ ]
1 I ]
! | ™ -
1 1 _fl ’ E
i ] 4
i 1 J.I '._- ,
1 ~ ] . ’ |
i = i AN I
_ : A 3 | c
1 i i o
1 i o
| [
1 1 m -
] i [~3
' 1
' 1} i m %

FROJECT DESLUIFTION
Twin Creeks

Apartments and Tau?gqmee

2l e

L | S S S S. S—
4:45
il

: g 5
1 [Ty -2, & j
RS poe D — K- w g3
218 : i ' Y qu
Yy T al S b g igs
— 102 Hib ST S o7 1 | SRR Al m 3
l..—-!:im|| chso 2 ._—n i e _ lllllllll w_ » me
DATE:
Roof Plan s
SCALE:
114" =1°
SHEET:

A4




EXHIBIT 7

s Pl

Tha s pwslanpie  Shiame

.Mih..“ ...... ____._m___"ﬂa ____-_3. .____ﬂ 7 _EE imnis _ﬁ-i._
. il . — T
:l._ml i | _l‘! Q fll_

o Plex Elevations

FROMLT PEICRF TN
Tudn Creeks

i Apartments snd_'rourggmcs IL

|_ ...... ..||| il
; _ _Tp P

s e _,m, |2 igﬁi ﬂ_ F-_ "

18 Plex Parking Lot Side Elevation 3/16" = 1'

-
L[
i
=

vﬁ_m |




. EXHIBIT 8
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~ EXHIBIT 10

¢ Plex Elevation
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EXHIBIT 14
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EXHIBIT 16

FINDINGS OF FACT

BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF CSNTRAL POINT OREGON:

IN THE MATTER OF AN APPLICATION FOR A )

SITTE PLAN REVIEW OF PROPERTY IDENTIFIED AS ) FINDINGS OF FACT
T37-R2W-03C TL 138 AND 37-R2W-03DC TL 3400 ) AND

PMCI, INC APPLICANT )  CONCLUSIONS
SCOTT SINNER CONSULTING, INC. AGENT ) OF LAW

L BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Applicant:

PMCI, Inc

353 Dalton St

Medford, OR 97501

Milo Smith milosmith@gmial.com
Philip Smith Philips.pmci@yahoo.com

Agent:

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc.
4401 San Juan Dr. Suite G
Medford, OR 97504
541-601-0917
scottsinner@yahoo.com

Propertyl:

37 2W03CTL 138

Twin Creeks Development Co, L.L.C

N Haskell St

PO Box 3577

Central Point OR 97502

4.25 Acres

Zoning MMR Medium Mix Residential (TOD)

Property 2:

37 2W 03DC TL 3400

Twin Creeks Development Co, L.L.C

N Haskell St

PO Box 3577

Central Point OR 97502

5.26 Acres

Zoning MMR Medium Mix Residential (TOD)

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creek SPR Page 1 of 26
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FINDINGS OF FACT

Project Summary:

This Site Plan Review application proposes the development of 245 dwelling units on two
parcels in the Twin Creeks Development. The standards of the Twin Creeks Master Plan
(TCMP)apply to this development proposal. The development is proposed in two phases.

Phase 1is on TL 138 and proposes 100 dwelling units in 8 three story multifamily buildings,
a Club House and pool for the benefit of the residents and extensive landscaping of the
Haskell Street frontage as well as the internal parking and maneuvering areas. Phase 1
also provides a pedestrian walking plan consistent with the adopted Twin Creeks Master
Pian.

Phase 2 is on TL 3400 and proposes a total of 145 dwelling units in 9 three storfy multi plex
buildings. This phase features a large center square open space for the resident’s
enjoyment. A row of garages adjacent to the existing rail road tracks provides a sound
and vision buffer from both the train traffic and the industrial activities on the west side
of the tracks.

The site plan proposes garages along the tracks to mitigate noise from the adjacent

industrial uses and the tracks. The garages are proposed as accessory structures with a 3-
foot setback to the property line for the most efficiency as noise and nuisance abatement.
This request complies with the setback reduction elements of CPMC 17.60.030(A).

Approval Criteria
The applicants participated in a required pre-application conference with the City (PRE-
17001). The pre-application summary identified relevant Central Point Municipal Code
(CPMC) criteria relevant to the proposed site plan review

Per the Pre Application Report prepared by Staff:

Scott Sinner Consulting, inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creek SPR Page 2 of 26
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Page: 2

[|Number: 1 Author: stephanieh Subject: Inserted Text Date: 6/6/2017 10:12:51 AM

"~ This statement is incorrect and is hereby removed from the record. A Master Plan madification was submitted independently (File No.
MP-17001) and is not included as part of this application.
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FINDINGS OF FACT

Preliminary plans for the Project have been reviewed for compliance with the
applicable standards and criteria set forth in Chapters 8.24, 17.65, 17.66 and
17.67. The following comments reflect the general nature of the preliminary
submittal and therefore are not intended to be all inclusive.

Chapter 17.65
TOD DISTRICTS AND CORRIDORS

17.65.010 Purpose.
17.65.020 Area of application.
17.65.025 Special conditions.

17.65.030 Conflict with other regulations.
17.65.040 Land use--TOD district.

17.65.050 Zoning regulations--TOD district.

17.65.010 Purpose.

The purpose of the Central Point transit oriented development (TOD)
district is to promote efficient and sustainable land development and the
increased use of transit as required by the Oregon Transportation
Planning Rule

The Oregon Transportation Planning Rule requires all mode of transportation are
considered in a land use action.

The subject parcels are within the Twin Creeks Transit Oriented District. Water
transportation facilities are not available at the site. Phase 2 of the development is
adjacent to the railroad tracks; however, the development has no provision for any form
of rail transportation. The site is proposed for multifamily development and there is no
demand for rail freight, and the area does not have any passenger services utilizing rail.

The subject parcels are 3.35 miles from Rogue Valley International Airport and 1.3 miles
from Interstate 5 and .4 miles from Highway 99.

The Twin Creeks Master Plan identifies proposed service routes from Rogue Valley Transit
District (RVTD), however RVTD does not currently have Route 40 into the Twin Creeks
area. The closest RVTD stop is 2" and Manzanita .66 miles from the site with schedules
service every % hour from 6:18 AM to 7:18 PM weekdays.

The Twin Creeks Master Plan provides extensive bicycle and pedestrian transportation
activities with connected sidewalks, bike lanes and multiuse trails.

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creek SPR Page 3 of 26
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FINDINGS OF FACT

The proposed site plan implements the pedestrian and bicycle transportation plans.

17.65.020 Area of application.

These regulations apply to the Central Point TOD districts and corridors. The
boundaries of TOD districts and corridors are shown on the official city
comprehensive plan and zoning maps.

A. A development application within a TOD district shall comply with the
requirements of this chapter.

B. At the discretion of the applicant, a development application within a TOD
corridor shall be subject to:

1. The normal base zone requirements as identified on the official zoning map
and contained in this code; or

2. The TOD corridor requirements contained in this chapter.
17.65.025 Special conditions.

On occasion, it may be necessary to impose interim development restrictions on
certain TOD districts or corridors. Special conditions will be identified in this
section for each TOD district or corridor.

A. Eastside Transit Oriented Development District (ETOD) Trip Caps. Development
within the ETOD shall be subject to the following schedule:

The subject properties are not in the area of the Eastside TOD.
17.65.030 Conflict with other regulations.

When there is a conflict between the provisions of this chapter and other
requirements of this title, the provisions of this chapter shall govern.

oK

17.65.050 Zoning regulations--TOD district.

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creek SPR Page 4 of 26
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Page: 4

F|Number: 1 Author: stephanieh Subject: Inserted Text Date: 6/6/2017 9:44:05 AM

This statement is incorrect and is hereby removed from the record. A Minor Master Plan modification (File No. MP-17001) was submitted
independently of this Site Plan and Architectural Review application.
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FINDINGS OF FACT

A. Permitted Uses. Permitted uses in Table 1 are shown with a “P.” These uses are
allowed if they comply with the applicable provisions of this title. They are subject
to the same application and review process as other permitted uses identified in
this title.

8. Limited Uses. Limited uses in Table 1 are shown with an “L.” These uses are
allowed if they comply with the specific limitations described in this chapter and
the applicable provisions of this title. They are subject to the same application
and review process as other permitted uses identified in this title.

C. Conditional Uses. Conditional uses in Table 1 are shown with a “C.” These uses
are allowed if they comply with the applicable provisions of this title. They are
subject to the same application and review process as other conditional uses
identified in this title.

D. Density. The allowable residential density and employment building floor area
are specified in Table 2.

E. Dimensional Standards. The dimensional standards for lot size, lot dimensians,
building setbacks, and building height are specified in Table 2.

F. Development Standards.

1. Housing Mix. The required housing mix for the TOD district is shown in
Table 2.

2. Accessory Units. Accessory units are allowed as indicated in Table 1.
Accessory units shall meet the following standards:

a. A maximum of one accessory unit is permitted per lot;

b. The primary residence and/or the accessory unit on the lot must be
owner-occupied;

¢. An accessory unit shall have a maximum floor area of eight hundred
square feet;

d. The applicable zoning standards in Table 2 shall be satisfied.

Findings of Fact

The subject parcels are located within the area of the Twin Creeks TOD and subject to the
standards of the Twin Creek Master Plan (TCMP). The parcels are within the MMR (TOD)
zoning district. The relevant standards for development are identified in 17.65.050.

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creek SPR Page 5 of 26
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FINDINGS OF FACT

This application proposes multifamily housing in the MMR zoning district. According to
17.65.050 Table 1 Multifamily dwellings are a permitted use.

17.65.050 Table 2 provides the Density Standards, dimensional standards for the zoning
district.

Referring to the Table 2, The minimum density for the zoning district is 14 units per acre and
the maximum density is 32 units per acre.

Phase 1is a 4.25-acre parcel. Development at the minimum density would be 59 dwelling units
and at maximum density would be 136 units. The proposal is submitted at 100 unit and a
density of 23.5 units per acre.

Phase 2 is a 5.26-acre parcel. Development at the minimum density would be 73 dwelling units
and at maximum density would be 168 units. The proposal is submitted at 145 unit and a

density of 27 units per acre.

The proposed development complies with the density standards of the Code.

Zoning Data
Table 1
TOD District Land Uses
Use Categories Zoning Districts
iR | MM | R | Ec | ec | ¢ | os
Residential
Dwelling, Multifamily
;’;J:f::r']t P P P L1 L1 N N
ﬁg;‘:l’;g L6 P P L1 L1 N N

The application proposes apartments on each phase. The proposed use in consistent with the
standards of Table 1 and the TCMP.

Table 2 provides the standards of the zoning district. The standards are identified as well as the
applicability of the proposed application for each phase.

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creek SPR Page 6 of 26
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FINDINGS OF FACT

Table 2
TOD District Zoning Standards
Standard
Required Phase 1 Phase 2 | Complies
MMR

Density--Units Per Net Acre (f)

Maximum 32

Minimum 14 235 27 yes

The proposed site plan does not have land division component. The parcels were created under
a prior land use action and are lot dimension standards of Table 2 are not applicable. The Iots are
pre-existing.

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creek SPR Page 7 of 26
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FINDINGS OF FACT

Table 2
TOD District Zoning Standards
Dimensional Standards
Required Phase 1 Phase 2 | Complies

Minimum Lot or Land Area/Unit

Large single-family NA NA NA NA

Star_udard single- NA NA NA NA

family

Zero lot line

detached 2,700 SF NA NA NA

Attached row 1,500 SF NA

houses

Multifamlly NA NA NA NA
Average Minlmum Lot or Land NA
Area/Unit

Large single-family NA NA NA NA

Standard single- NA NA NA NA

family

Zero lot line

detached 3,000 SF NA NA NA

Attached row 2,000 SF NA

houses

Multifamily NA NA NA NA
Minimum Lot Width NA

Large single-family NA NA NA NA

Standard single- NA NA NA NA

family

Zero lot line ,

detached 30 NA NA NA

Attached row 20 NA

houses

Multifamily NA NA NA NA
Minimum Lot Depth 50’ NA NA NA

The proposed site plan was developed to comply the following dimensional standards. Phase 1
is encumbered with several significant easements for existing urban facilities. The size and
orientations of these existing facilities constrain the design.

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creek SPR Page 8 of 26
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FINDINGS OF FACT

Table 2
TOD District Zoning Standards

Building Setbacks

Required Phase 1 Phase 2 | Complles
Front (min./max.) 10'15’ 15° 15’ yes

5. L]

detached Over$5 Over5
Side (between bldgs.) o
(detached/attached)

attached yes

(a)c)
Corner (min./max.) 5'10' 10' 10 yes
Rear 15’ 15' 15' yes
Garage Entrance (d) off street | off street yes
Maximum Building Height 45’ yes
Maximum Lot Coverage (g) 80% 25% 33%@ yes
Minimum Landscaped Area (i) e 29% 27% E] L]
pe site area ye

The TCMP requires Apartments as the only housing type on the subject parcels.

Table 2
TOD District Zoning Standards

Housing Mix

Required ho

under Residential in Table 1.

< 16 units in
development: 1

16--40 units in

using types as listed| development:2

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc.

171

> 40 units in
development: 3 or
more housing types

(plus approved

TCMP
requires
apartments

Smith Crossings at Twin Creek SPR
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Page: 9

4/Number; 1 Author; stephanieh Subject: Inserted Text Date: 7/5/2017 5:33:29 PM
‘Revsied to 34-ft as illustrated on the Building Elevations

4| Number: 2 Author: stephanieh Subject: Inserted Text Date: 7/5/2017 5:32:57 PM

~ Revised to 34-feet as illustrated on the Building Elevations.

x|Number: 3 Author: stephanieh Subject: Inserted Text Date: 6/6/2017 10:12:37 AM

This appears to be a mathematical error and is hereby amended as provided below. Per the site plan for Phases 1 and 2, there is 47,301 s.f.
(75.4%) and 75,334 s.f. (72.5%) of lot coverage area, respectively.

|| Number. 4 Author: stephanieh Subject: Inserted Text Date: 6/6/2017 10:12:22 AM

This appears to be a mathematical error and is hereby amended as provided below. Per the site plan for Phases 1 and 2, landscaped area
provided is 55,292 square feet (25.6%) and 63,005 s.f. (27.5%), respectively.
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FINDINGS OF FACT
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@ Subject Parcels

Fhibit 15, Mowing Plin

Masler Plan Applicatinn

4

Conclusions of Law

The Planning Commission can conclude the proposed application is consistent with the
standards of CPMC 17.65 for TOD Districts and Corridors.

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creek SPR Page 10 of 26
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FINDINGS OF FACT

Approval Criteria

Chapter 8.24
FLOOD DAMAGE PREVENTION

8.24.190 Site improvements and subdivisions.

A. All proposed new development and subdivisions shall be consistent with the
need to minimize flood damage and ensure that the building sites will be
reasonably safe from flooding as set forth in Section 8.24.050. The test of
reasonableness is a local judgment and shall be based on historical data, high
water marks, photographs of past flooding, etc.

B. Building lots shall have adequate buildable area outside of the requlatory
floodway and the special stream setback set forth in Section 8.24.230, which
shall be preserved as an open space by easement.

C. New development proposals and subdivision development plans, including
tentative plat and approved engineered drawings and as-builts, shall include the
mapped flood hazard zones from the effective FIRM, including the requlatory
floodway, if applicable, and estimated BFEs at each parcel.

D. Subdivisions shall be created and designed to minimize risk of damage to
property and potential loss of life from flooding, and minimize the disturbance of
floodplain riparian zones by locating infrastructure and lots outside the SFHA and
preserving as open space by easement. When a subdivision proposal includes
improvements that encroach into the SFHA, the applicant shall demonstrate that
adverse impacts to existing and anticipated future development, in the form of
increased flood elevations, flood velocity, floodplain extent and floodway extent,
are avoided or mitigated by providing the following information:

1. Engineered grading plan.

2. Floodplain encroachment analysis certified by a registered professional
civil engineer that identifies the cumulative impacts of the proposed
encroachments, including fill and new construction, on the flooding source
(i.e., stream) and all associated insurable structures, on the SFHA
boundaries, BFE, and regulatory floodway, if applicable.

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creek SPR Page 11 of 26
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FINDINGS OF FACT

3. CLOMR from FEMA.

E. Where BFE data has not been provided or is not available from another
authorized source, the applicant shall provide a hydrologic and hydraulic
engineering analysis that generates BFEs for all subdivision proposals and other
proposed developments, at least one acre or four lots in size (whichever is less).

F. New development and subdivisions shall have public utilities and facilities such
as sewer, gas, electric and water systems located and constructed to minimize

flood damage.
G. On-site waste disposal systems shall be prohibited.

H. Subdivisions and manufactured home parks shall have adequate drainage

provided to reduce exposure to flood hazards as provided in Section 8.24.240. In
AO and AH zones, drainage paths shall be provided to guide floodwater around
and away from all proposed and existing structures. (Ord. 1947 §1(part), 2011).

The proposed Site Plan for Phase 1 identifies the extent of the mapped flood way
impacting the site. The CPMC requires a 25-foot setback from a mapped flood way. The
site improvements are proposed to be consistent with the flood prevention standards.

The development proposal does not include a land division and there is no tentative plat
submitted with this application. The site plan includes the 25’ setback line for the
floodway. The conceptual grading and utility plans are proposed with consideration to
areas susceptible to flood impacts.

Upon approval of the proposed site plans, the design team will prepare construction
documents with all required flood hazard information. The construction documents will
be submitted to the City for a technical review and approval prior to the start of

construction.

The proposed plan does not utilize on site waste disposal systems, the dwelling units will
be connected to the public sanitary sewer facilities.

Chapter 17.66
APPLICATION REVIEW PROCESS FOR THE TOD DISTRICT AND CORRIDOR

17.66.010 Purpose.

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creek SPR Page 12 of 26

175



FINDINGS OF FACT

17.66.020 Applicability.

17.66.030 Application and review.
17.66.040 Parks and open spaces.

17.66.050 Application approval criteria.
17.66.060 Conditions of approval.

17.66.070 Approval expiration,

The subject properties are within the Twin Creeks Master Plan Area. Page 9 of these findings
located the site on the Master Plan. The standards for the TOD District apply to this application.
The size of the project requires a Type 3 site plan review.

17.66.030 Application and review.
A. Application Types. There are four types of applications which are subject to review
within the Central Point TOD district and corridor.

1. TOD District or Corridor Master Plan. Master plan approval shall be required for:

a. Development or land division applications which involve two or more acres
of land; or

b. Modifications to a valid master plan approval which involve one or more of
the following:

i. An increase in dwelling unit density which exceeds five percent of
approved density;

il. An increase in commercial gross floor area of ten percent or two
thousand square feet, whichever is greater;

iii. A change in the type and location of streets, accessways, and parking
areas where off-site traffic would be affected; or

iv. A modification of a condition imposed as part of the master plan
approval.

2. Site Plan and Architectural Review. The provisions of Chapter 17.72, Site Plan
and Architectural Review, shall apply to permitted and limited uses within the TOD
district and corridor. For site plan and architectural review applications involving

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creek SPR Page 13 of 26
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FINDINGS OF FACT

two or more acres of land, a master plan approval, as provided in this chapter,
shall be approved prior to, or concurrently with, a site plan and architectural

review application

The applicant has submitted the proposed development on a single application. The basis

for a single application is as follows:

* One common plan for development. The proposed development consists of two
phases that are part of one common plan for development (i.e. shared amenities
between the phases, including the clubhouse, maintenance facilities, recreational
trails). Although the intervening open space lot is intended for public benefit, it
provides a visual amenity to both phases of the project and has been considered
in the overall site layout and design. ;

¢ Intervening lot purpose is to restore and preserve a natural feature. The lot
separating the properties is for the sole purpose of restoring and preserving a
natural feature (i‘e. Griffin Creek).

* Proposal is consistent with a City-approved Master Plan. The proposed use and
the existing open space designation is part of and consistent with the Twin Creeks
Master Plan;

* The proposed development is on lots within the same zoning designation. The
lots for Phase 1 and 2 are within the same zoning district (i.e. Medium Mix
Residential);

* The project is not separated by a street. The lots are not separated by a street
as defined in CPMC 17.08; and,

* Same Ownership. All three (3) lots are under the same ownership at the time of
application. The properties are currently owned by Twin Creeks Development
Company, LLC,

This application is a Type 3 Site Plan Review. The use proposed is multifamily housing
consistent with the MMR zoning district. The proposed density for each Phase is

consistent within the requirements of 14 to 32 units per acre.

3. Land Division. Partitions and subdivisions shall be reviewed as provided in

Title 16, Subdivisions. For a land division application involving two or more acres of
land, a master plan approval, as provided in this chapter, shall be approved prior
to, or concurrently with, a land division application.

This application does not include a land division. The existing parcel configuration is

adequate for the proposed development.

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creek SPR Page 14 of 26
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FINDINGS OF FACT

4. Conditianal Use. Conditional uses shall be reviewed as provided in
Chapter 17.76, Conditional Use Permits.

The proposed application will develop multifamily dwelling units and the TCMP identified
apartments as the housing type. The application proposing apartments is consistent with
the TCMP and Apartments are a permitted use in the zoning district. A Conditional Use
Permit is not required to approve the proposed application.

B. Submittal Requirements. A master plan shall include the following elements:
1. Introduction. A written narrative describing:
a. Duration of the master plan;
b. Site location map;
¢. Land use and minimum and maximum residential densities proposed,

d. Identification of other approved master plans within the project area (one
hundred feet).

The development proposed with this application is consistent with the TCMP. Both phases
proposed multifamily apartment buildings. This housing type is consistent with the TCMP
exhibit on page 9 of these findings. This exhibit also provides the site location map with
the sites indicated.

The MMR TOD zoning district allows housing densities from 14 units per acre to 32 units
per acre. Phase 1 is proposed at 23.5 units per acre and Phase 2 is proposed at 27 units
per acre. The proposed density is within the standards of the zoning district.

All properties within 100 feet of the site are within the TCMP area.

2. Site Analysis Map. A map and written narrative of the project area addressing
site amenities and challenges on the project site and adjacent lands within one
hundred feet of the project site.

a. Master Utility Plan. A plan and narrative addressing existing and proposed
utilities and utility extensions for water, sanitary sewer, storm water, gas,
electricity, and agricultural irrigation.

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creek SPR Page 15 of 26
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FINDINGS OF FACT

b. Adjacent Land Use Plan. A map identifying adjacent land uses and
structures within one hundred feet of the project perimeter and remedies for

preservation of livability of adjacent land uses.

Both parcels are on street frontages with full street sections and have direct access to
Category A facilities. A conceptual grading and utility plan is attached with this application

as required for this Code section.

Phase 1 has an existing sanitary sewer trunk line and easement running diagonally
through the parcel from the south west to the north east. An irrigation easement is
identified on the site plan. The easement if for an underground facility and a maintenance
access easement for the irrigation facility. The site is designed around these easements.

Offsite water lines will be tapped and brought on to the site. A public water line and the
necessary easements will supply fire hydrants. The public lines will be tapped and private

domestic water supply system will be provided to each structure.

Sanitary sewer and storm water plans are identified on the conceptual utility plan. Upon
approval, the civil engineer will prepare construction documents for all infrastructure.
These plans will be submitted to the City for technical review and consistency with all

master plans.

Phase 1 is adjacent to Griffin Creek on the south and north property lines. A portion of
the site is within the defined floédway and subject to a 25-foot floodway setback. The site
design was developed to be consistent with all elements and requirements of the CPMC

with respect to development in flood hazard areas.

Phase 2 is adjacent t.o Griffin Creek on the north property line. This phase is not within

the floodway.

A site utility and grading plan is also attached to the application and provides a conceptual
utility layout. Upon approval of the site plan review, the civil engineer for the project will
design construction documents for review and approval by the City. The design of the

infrastructure for all utilities will minimize risk of flood damage.

An irrigation easement is identified on Phase 1. The easement includes the irrigation

facility and access for maintenance of the facility.

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creek SPR Page 16 of 26
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FINDINGS OF FACT

3. Transportation and Circulation Plan. A transportation impact analysis (TIA)
identifying planned transportation facilities, services and networks to be provided
concurrently with the development of the master plan and addressing

Section 17.67.040, Circulation and access standards.

The approved Twin Creeks Master Plan identified Apartments on the proposed sites. The
approval of the master plan included a review of the proposed traffic impacts. Of
apartments on the subject properties.

The TIA provided with the Master plan contemplated development of the subject parcels
at the maximum density of the MMR zoning district, which is 32 units per acre.

The adoption of the TCMP considered a maximum of 304 dwelling units at 32 units per
acre for the proposed parcels. This application proposes 245 dwelling units. The traffic
impact of the development contemplated in the Master plan is 304 x 6.86 Average Daily
Trips (ADT) for apartments equals 2,085 ADT for the parcels. The application proposes
245 dwelling units at 6.86 ADT per DU for a total of 1,680 ADT.

The development proposed with this application reduces the traffic impact considered in
the TCMP by 408 ADT.

4. Site Plan. A plan and narrative addressing Section 17.67.050, Site design
standards.
17.67.050 Site design standards.
The following standards and criteria shall be addressed in the master plan, land division,
andy/or site plan review process:

A. Adjacent Off-Site Structures and Uses.

B. Natural Features.

C. Topography.

D. Solar Orientation.

E. Existing Buildings on the Site.

F. New Prominent Structures.

G. Views.

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creek SPR Page 17 of 26
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FINDINGS OF FACT

H. Adjoining Uses and Adjacent Services.
I. Transitions in Density.

J. Parking.

K. Landscaping

L. Lighting.

M. Signs.

A. Adjacent Off-Site Structures and Uses.

R

\

)\_ v Google arfh
L 18 ] " ).—' "y

The subject parcels are within the TCMP area. The property contiguous to the north is
vacant in the EC TOD zoning district. The property to the north west is vacant within the
HMR TOD zoning District.

The property to the east and south is vacant and owned by Twin Creeks Development Co,
L.L.C. The parcel contains Griffin Creek and will remain undeveloped.

Directly west, across the N. Haskell right of way from Phase 1 is MMR TOD zoning
developed with attached row houses and some OS park spaces.

The properties to the north and north west are owned by Twin Creeks Development Co,
L.L.C. The parcels contain Griffin Creek and will remain undeveloped. The north-east
property line abuts the railroad right of way.

The abutting property to the east is a bin manufacturing plant within the HMR TOD zoning
district. A portion of the subject parcel is fenced and being used for RV storage by the
current owner.

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creek SPR Page 18 of 26
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North Haskell is fully improved with all urban facilities and the approved street section,
curb to curb. The ROW landscaping and sidewalks adjacent to Phase 1 will be developed
with Phase 1, The sidewalks and landscaping adjacent to Phase 2 will be developed with
Phase 2.

Upon site plan review approval, the applicant will commence the design of the
infrastructure according to the current standards. The plans will be submitted to the City
for review and compliance with the standards.

B. Natural Features.

Both parcels do not contain any significant trees. Griffin Creek flows between the two
parcels. Phase 1, north of the Griffin Creek channel, does have portions of the parcel
impacted by the floodway of Griffin Creek. The site plan design includes the identified
flood hazard areas and the design includes the measures prescribed by the CPMC.

The TCMP has designated the parcel between the two phases as an open space. The
property is subject to a conservation / preservation easement.

C. Topography.

Flat, Flat, Flat. Griffin Creek flows between the two subject parcels and is within a single
parcel. The creek corridor area was specifically identified for preservation and adequate
separation was provided in the land division process to protect the stream and the stream
banks.

The subject parcels are basically flat with a slight slope to the creek. Both subject parcels
appear to have been graded and leveled for historical agricultural uses. Imagery form
1994 depicts a channelized Griffin Creek.

The development of the Twin Creeks restored and enhanced Griffin Creek and the
conservation / preservation easements and master plan status will insure protection of
the feature.

The proposed development complies with all streamside setbacks established to protect
and enhance Griffin Creek as well as protecting the development and residents from the
dangers of flooding.

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creek SPR Page 19 of 26
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FINDINGS OF FACT
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FINDINGS OF FACT

D. Solar Orientation.

Both Phases of the development considered solar orientation in the design process. The siting
objectives of this section were utilized and considered with other site constraints and existing
easements. CPMC standards for building orientation adjacent to a right of way and natural features
(Griffin Creek) constrained the sites. The sites, particularly Phase 1 are further encumbered with
existing sanitary and irrigation easeménts. The structures were sited with the solar orientation in

the code as much as possible given all the site constraints and density requirements.

The common areas and open spaces were strategically sited for solar access and the cooling
summer winds and reduced shadow impacts, particularly in winter, on adjacent buildings and

outdoor spaces.
E. Existing Buildings on the Site.

Both subject parcels are currently vacant. The proposed architecture of the buildings has been
designed to be compatible with other existing buildings in the neighborhood, featuring articulations,
porches, gables, recesses, and attractive materials and paint scheme.

3 Dimensional Street View Elevation

The proposed development is medium density housing build to a density of 23 and 27
units per acre. The proposed architectural style is 3 story wood frame construction.

The closest existing buildings are across N Haskell from Phase 1 as seen it the photograph
below.

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creek SPR Page 21 of 26
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FINDINGS OF FACT
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The senior housing development pictured below is across N. Haskell from Phase 2. This is
a three story building with architectural styles compatible with the proposed
development.

.
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The front elevations of proposed buildings will be sited within the CPMC setback range
for the TCPM. These setbacks provide an attractive front elevation of the buildings and
adequate area for an attractive landscape design to provide an attractive streetscape for
both pedestrians and vehicles traveling through the area.

F. New Prominent Structures.

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creek SPR Page 22 of 26
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FINDINGS OF FACT

This application proposed apartments consistent with the TCMP requirements for the
housing type and the zoning district. There are no public or civic buildings proposed with
this application.

G. Views.

Both phases of the development propose apartments as the housing type. The buildings
share an architectural theme designed to meet the standards of the CPMC and the TCMP
and meet the density requirements of the MMR TQD zoning district.

The buildings proposed are three story wood frame structures. The multi-plex buildings
vary from 6 dwelling units to 18 dwelling units. The use of these multiplexes provides
space between buildings for views, landscaping and pedestrian access to the sites.

The configuration of the buildings on the sites preserves views in the vicinity and reduces
massing while achieving the targeted densities of the zoning district.

H. Adjoining Uses and Adjacent Services.

One of the primary design objectives of the development was to create an attractive
streetscape to be compatible with existing uses and development in the vicinity. The N.
Haskell frontage of both phases provides an attractive streetscape with landscaping and
spacing between the buildings to reduce massing of a medium density development.

The common amenities of the development to be used by the residents of this
development are internally located the reduce impacts to the surrounding developments
and residents.

The TCMP considered the impacts of uses and compatibility when designing the master
plan, the zoning districts and the intensity of adjacent uses.

The subject properties are within the MMR TOD zoning district. The properties are
abutting the same, or more intensive zoning districts or open space zoning districts. The
master planning has reduced the potential for conflicting adjacent uses and buffering
requirements.

Both Phases use a single access from N. Haskell for access to the developments. This
creates an attractive streetscape and screens the parking areas and the common
amenities to be used by the residents of this development.

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creek SPR Page 23 of 26
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FINDINGS OF FACT

The site facilities for storage and maintenance equipment is purposely located away from
public view. The mail boxes for the development comply with the standards of the CPMC.

I. Transitions in Density.

The TCMP and the CPMC adequately provided standards to implement transitions in
density and intensity of uses. The subject parcels were master planned for apartments as
the only permitted housing type. Additionally, the properties are only abutting the same
or more intensives zoning districts and designations or open spaces.

The height of the propose buildings are within the range permitted in the Code.

J. Parking.

The parking proposed for the development complies with the standards for the CPMC and
the TCMP. The location of parking is internal to the development with no parking between
the structures and the public street frontages.

Phase 1 has 100 dwelling units and provides a total of 168 total parking spaces. Phase 2
has 145 dwelling units and provides taI spaces. The total parking supplied is 1.6
spaces per dwelling unit.

The parking is dispersed and landscaped throughout the sites to limit distances to the

dwelling units minimize the areas dedicated to parking and maneuvering.

K. Landscaping.

The proposed landscape plan meets or exceeds all standards of the CPMC and the TCMP.
The N. Haskell street frontages provide street trees and landscape areas to provide the

desired streetscape envisioned with the master plan.

Phase 1 includes the pedestrian path with prescribed landscape border described in the
TCMP. The north-west corner of Phase 1 is encumbered by the 25’ floodway setback. |
grasscrete fire department turnaround is provided to ensure public safety and meet the

requirements for the Floodway setback.

The south and west boundaries of Phase 1 are adjacent to Griffin Creek greenway and the
location of the buildings and the open spaces are designed to provide as must
unobstructed view to the creek as possible.

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creek SPR Page 24 of 26
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Page: 24

|g]Number: 1 Author: stephanieh Subject: Inserted Text Date: 7/5/2017 5:39:52 PM

A revised site plan was submitted on june 7, 2017 in response to public testimony that off-street parking is inadequate. The parking plan
madification illustrates 251 off-street parking spaces. It should be noted that the Parking Summary states there are 252 spaces but this is
incorrect and is hereby corrected as noted above.
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FINDINGS OF FACT

Phase 2 borders Griffin Creek on the north border and the development provides views
and pedestrian access to the areas bordering the Creek. The western boundary of Phase
2 is adjacent to the railroad tracks and industrial development on the west of the tracks.

The site plan proposes garages along the tracks to mitigate noise from the adjacent
industrial uses and the tracks. The garages are proposed as accessory structures with a 3-
foot setback to the property line for the most efficiency as noise and nuisance abatement.

L. Lighting.

Pedestrian scale lighting is proposed for sight and right of way lighting to comply with the
CPMC and the TCMP,

M. Signs.

The site plans indicate the location reserved for a ground mounted sign at the south side
of each access off N. Haskell. The actual design of the signs will be submitted to the City
for review to comply with the standards for signage contained in the Code.

5. Recreation and Open Space Plan. A plan and narrative addressing Section 17.67.060,

Public parks and open space design standards.

6. Building Design Plan. A written narrative and illustrations addressing
Section 17.67.070, Building design standards.

7. Transit Plan. A plan identifying proposed, or future, transit facilities (if any).

8. Environmental Plan. A plan identifying environmental conditions such as
wetlands, flood hazard areas, groundwater conditions, and hazardous sites on and

adjacent to the project site.

Applications shall be submitted as required in Chapter 17.05. (Ord. 1971 §4 (Exh. C)
(part), 2013; Ord. 1815 §1(part), Exh. B(part), 2000).

Application summary and Conclusions

The Planning Commission can conclude the proposed site plan application for Smith Crossing at
Twin Creeks, Phase 1 and Phase 2 is consistent with all design requirements of the Central Point
Municipal Code and the Twin Creeks Mast Plan.

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creek SPR Page 25 of 26
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FINDINGS OF FACT

The application meets the standards for a site plan review with-arequest-to-modify-anapproved

plaafjlhe requirements for development in a flood hazard and all elements for the development
of the proposed 245-unit development.

On behalf of the application, | respectfully request the approval of the application.

Regards,

Scott Sinner
Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc.

Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc. Smith Crossings at Twin Creek SPR Page 26 of 26
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Page: 26

]| Number: 1 Author: stephanieh Subject: Inserted Text Date: 6/6/2017 10:15:32 AM

" This statement is incorrect . A Minor Master Plan modification was requested independent of this application, The Master Plan Modification (File
No. MP-17001) was approved to eliminate Minor Pedestrian Accessway from North Haskell Street to West Pine Street, which would have
impacted Phase 2 of the proposed development.
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EXHIBIT 17

January 6, 2017

As a Twin Creeks neighbor, we would like to invite you to a neighborhood meeting to
review plans for our new multifamily development located on North Haskell Street.

{1

3 Dimensional Street View Elevation

The meeting will be Friday January 27" at 6:00 PM at:

Twin Creeks Retirement Center
888 Twin Creeks Xing,
Central Point, Oregon 97502

We will be available to discuss the
project and answer your questions. "ﬁ(

Thank you and we look forward to
meeting you. DA e

Milo Smith

Scott Sinner
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Twin Creeks Neighborhood Meeting January 27, 2017

Sign in Sheet
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EXHIBIT 18

TWIN CREEKS DEVELOPMENT Co., LLC

h \ PO Box 3577 " Phone (_541)_;65_—;:()7"_—
L T‘Y-‘-N_CR.EEKS. J Central Point, OR 97502 Fax (541) 665-5402

May 22, 2017

Tom Humphrey, Community Development Directar
City of Central Point

140 Sauth 3" Street

Central Point, OR 97502

Dear Tom:

The purpose of this letter is to request a clarification of the Twin Creeks TOD Master Plan relative to
Exhibit 3, Circulation Plan specifically for the following properties:

e 3752W 03CA Tax Lot 1500 - Zoned Employment Commerecial (EC)

® 3752W 03C Tax Lot 138 - Zoned Medium Mix Use Residential (MMR)
We would like shared access to be limited to use by emergency vehicles between these lots, which will be
controlled by a fire access gate or other similar device. The basis of this request is that the Master Plan
does not articulate a clear requirement for private shared access other than to illustrate a conceptual
connection in Exhibit 3. If required to allow unlimited shared access, there are concerns that commercial
traffic generated by a future land use on Tax Lot 1500 would be incompatible with and cause a safety
hazard to future residents of the medium residential muitifamily development on Tax Lot 138. By limiting
access to emergency vehicles only, concerns about resident safety will be addressed.

If this clarification is deemed acceptable, access to Tax Lot 1500 will be limited to the intersection of
Boulder Ridge Drive and Twin Creeks Crossing. As shown on Exhibit 3, this intersection is restricted to
right-in/right-out turning movements due to its proximity to the rail crossing. We understand that limited
access conditions will require a Traffic Impact Analysis for any potential futyre development. This may
pose a challenge to future development and use of the site, which is acceptable to Twin Creeks
Development, Co.

We request that the City accept this letter and justification as clarification that the internal circulation be
provided for emergency vehicle access only. Pending approval of this request, Twin Creeks Development
Co., current owner of the subject properties, agrees to record a shared access agreement reflecting the
approved clarification.

If you have any questions, Jet me know.

Sincere
OBl

Brét Maore
Twin Creeks Development Co., LLC

ww w.twincreeksincentralpoinl.com
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To:

From:

CcC:

Date:

Re:

Smith Crossing at Twin Creeks

Stephanie Holtey
Milo Smith

Scott Sinner
5/30/17

Smith Crossing at Twin Creeks Bike Parking

EXHIBIT 19

Comments:Each unit’s patio or deck will accommodate one bike parking spot. Residents

will secured their bikes to a 6 x 6 post on each patio or deck.

Phase 1 Bike Parking

Patio bike parking spaces 100
Clubhouse/pool bike parking 3
Community garden bike parking 2
Phase 2 Bike Parking

Patio bike parking spaces 145
Large open space bike parking 4
Thank You
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EXHIBIT 20
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Building Department
Derek Zwagerman, P.E., Building Official

City of Central Point, Oregon
140 S Third Street, Central Point, OR 97502
541.664.3321 Fax 541.664.6384

www.centralpointoregon.goy

z EXHIBIT 21
RA

May 9, 2017

Stephanie Holtey, CFM

Community Planner II

City of Central Point

RE: SPAR-17002 — Smith Crossing at Twin Creeks
Building Department Comments

The site plan accessible parking spaces are less than required by the Oregon Structural Specialty
Code (OSSC) Table 1106.1.

No other comments for compliance with the OSSC, can be determined at this time.

Derek Zwagerman, P.E.
Building Official

198



EXHIBIT 22

Public Works Department CENTRAL Matt Samitore, Director
POINT

Oregon

PUBLIC WORKS STAFF REPORT
May 19, 2017

AGENDA ITEM (Land Use File: SPAR-17002):

Site Plan and Architectural 245-unit multifamily development to be constructed in two (2) phases.
Applicant; Chuck and Milo Smith

Traffic:

The apartments proposed were part of the original Twin Creeks Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA). The original TIA had a
list of improvement projects to facilitate multi-modal transportation. The only remaining project still left to be
completed is the Twin Creeks Rail Crossing. The crossing project is anticipated to start work in September and
conclude in April of 2018.

There originally was a trip cap associated with Twin Creeks that will be lifted when the rail crossing project is complete.
Public Works has reviewed the Applicant’s construction schedule to ensure that additional traffic issues associated with
West Pine and Haskell are not exaggerated by the apartment project, and to confirm that units will not be occupied until
May 2018.

As provided in the table below, the Twin Creeks Rail Crossing is scheduled to be complete at least 6 months prior to
completion of Phase 1. Even if there is a delay in the rail crossing, there are enough trips available to accommodate all
proposed development in Phase 1 but not Phase 2. Although further delays in the rail crossing are unlikely, Phase 2 is
subject to the trip cap per Condition No. 1 below.

Twin Crecks Rail Crossing Smith Crossing
Start Phase 1 Underground Work — July 2017

Project Bid Opening — August 10"
Start of Construction — September 2017

Start Phase 1 Construction — December 2017
Project Completion — April-July 2018 Start Phase 2 Underground Work — Summer 2018
Complete Phase 1 Construction— December 2018
Start Phase 2 Construction — December 2018
Complete Phase 2 Construction — April 2019

Existing Infrastructure:

Water: Both sites are services by 8” stub outs,

Streets: North Haskell is a two lane collector that is fully improved, except for sidewalks and landscape row
adjacent to tax lot 138.

Storm water:  Both sites are serviced by 12-24” stub outs.

Conditions of Approval:

1. Trip Cap - Prior to building permit issuance for any building in Phase 2, the Twin Creeks Crossing project shall
be complete per the Twin Creeks Master Plan implementation plan and trip cap.

2. Street Improvements — Prior to Public Works Final Inspection for Phase 1, the Applicant shall construct
sidewalks and landscape rows consistent with Public Works Standards and Specification per drawing ST-20 2
Lane Collector Street.

140 South 3™ Street « Central Point, 05997502 0 541.664.3321 « Fax 541.664.6384



EXHIBIT 23

Stephanie Holtey

From: Tom Humphrey

Sent: Thursday, June 01, 2017 4:19 PM

To: Sandy E. Martin

Cc: Chris Clayton; 'sbd@medfordlaw.net’; Stephanie Holtey
Subject: RE: Twin Creeks Crossing new apartments
Attachments: Letter to Sandy Martin 6-1-17.pdf; image001.png
Sandy,

Thank you for your inquiry. | have attached a letter to address your concerns and questions more specifically.
Sincerely,

Tom Humphrey

From: Sandy E. Martin [mailto:semartin@retirement.org]
Sent: Wednesday, May 31, 2017 4:00 PM

To: Tom Humphrey

Cc: Chris Clayton

Subject: Twin Creeks Crossing new apartments

Tom,

it was with much surprise and concern that we heard about the development of the 140 new apartments that will be
going into the Twin Creeks Crossing subdivision. When we built our home 12 years ago in that subdivision, we carefully
reviewed the PUD as we were one of the first houses in our phase, we wanted to make sure that subdivision would meet
our family’s needs for years to come. Obviously the addition of 140 rental units at the entrance to our subdivision was
not on that original PUD. There was a much smaller number of higher density rental units on top of commercial
dwellings, similar to the 4 Oaks salon building in downtown Central Point.

This is of substantial concern for us as we feel that the increased traffic and shear number of rental units will negatively
impact our home value and neighborhood livability. Therefore, we are hoping you can answer the following

questions. Did the zoning change to accommodate these rental units? Was the PUD modified to accommodate these
rental units? Is there a requirement to notify homeowners of such a development? If so, how was this notification
delivered and to whom? Was a traffic study done prior to the approval of this project? Was there an impact study done
prior to this approval? Is there an appeal process? And if so, what is it?

We have reviewed your website and were unable to locate the minutes to the meeting where this was approved. Please
provide us a copy of those minutes.

Thank you in advance for your attention to our questions and requests for information.
Sincerely,
David and Sandy Martin

Sandy Martin, VP of Community Outreach
P: 541-857-7213 - C: 541-821-7238
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EXHIBIT 24

City of Central Point, Oregon  (CENTRAL  Community Development

140 S 3rd Street, Central Point, OR 97502 POINT Tom Humphrey, AICP
541.664.332| Fax 541.664.6384 ¢ i Community Development Director

www.centralpointoregon.gov

June 1, 2017

Sandy Martin, VP of Community Outreach
Pacific Retirement Services

1 West Main St., Ste. 303

Medford, Oregon 97501

Dear Sandy,

I am in receipt of your email message and | appreciate your interest in the apartments that are being
considered as part of the Twin Creeks Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) Master Plan. The Twin
Creeks Master Plan was adopted by the City Council in 2001 and has gradually been building out since
that time. Multi-Family Apartments have always been part of the plan and no new zone changes have
taken place to facilitate the construction of these units. 1 have enclosed excerpts (pages 57 & 58) from
the Master Plan to illustrate the location, zoning and concepts from 2001. You are correct in your
understanding that there will also be townhomes and apartments associated with the mixed-use
development that is located in and around the Twin Creeks Park.

The development being proposed consists of a total of 245 units to be built in two phases (one of 100
units and the other of 145 units) on the north and south sides of Griffin Creek and east of Haskell Street.
Housing types consist of 1 and 2 bedroom apartment flats and 2 and 3 bedroom townhouse style units.
The planning commission agenda, staff report and details for this proposal can be found on the City’s
website at the following link, http://www.centralpointoregon.gov/cd/project/smith-crossing-twin-
creeks.

A traffic analysis was conducted for the Twin Creeks Master Plan at its inception and it became the basis
for the various public improvements that have been constructed over the years. These include the signal
at Hamrrick & Pine Streets, the Pine Street Railroad Crossing improvements, the extension of Haskell with
the bridge over Griffin Creek, the bridge over Jackson Creek that connects with Grant Road and the Twin
Creeks Railroad Crossing. The Twin Creeks Railroad Crossing is the last of the public improvements to be
constructed as part of the master plan and work on this project has been budgeted and is scheduled to
begin this summer.

The current proposal that the City is considering was evaluated as a pre-application in March, was
submitted to the planning department in April and is scheduled for a public hearing next week, June 6"
at the City Planning Commission. The property owners actually conducted a public meeting of their own
in January at Twin Creeks Retirement and invited neighbors to attend. The community response was
modest. The City is required to notify property owners within 100 feet of the project site as part of the
land use planning process and those notices were sent out in early May.
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The planning commission meeting next Tuesday is quasi-judicial in nature and is open to the public. The
applicant and members of the public will be allowed to address the commission and there is an appeal
process for what are considered Type lll decisions,
http://www.codepublishing.com/OR/CentralPoint/#!/CentralPoint17/CentralPoint1705.htmi#17,05.550.

| hope that this answers your questions. You are always welcome to come in and look through the
project file, the staff report and conditions, site plans and the comments received from other agencies.

Sincerely yours,

To mphrey AICP

Community Development Director
City of Central Point
541-423-1025

Enclosure
cc. Chris Clayton, City Manager

Sydnee Dreyer, City Attorney
Stephanie Holtey, Community Planner Il
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TwiN CREELKS
TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT

MULTI-FAMILY
Apartments

e This apartment building prototype is
- \ T~ > located in the Medium Mix Residential
O\ (MMR) zone.

_pededtenin patly
—— L_‘H LERTLE S

T

.

N, The building is typically three stories in

height, with residential units on all
levels.
. Surface parking Is provided to the side or

rear of the buildings.
& Zoning Code requirements:

patking Multi-family land use:
Pexmitted in the MMR zone
@ Density units/net acre; 16 —32
T Minimum laext area/unit: 1,500 sq. ft.
R Average land area/unit: 2,000 sq. ft.
Building Setbacks:
Site Plan Front w15
Side ¥ (attached)
5 (detached)
Comer 510
Rear 15
Maximum Building Fleight: 45
Maximum Lot Coverage: 80%
Minimum Lankdscaped Area: 20%
Minimum Parking: L5 spaces/unit
With Transit. 0.75 spaces/unit

Key Concnpts:

Informal placement of buildings creates
conirast with urban parts of district.

Floor plans and window placement
enhance privacy between units.

Patios and decks provide private out-
door spaces.

Ground floor units have direct access to
exterior,

Residential units on all levels.
Path to building eniries. Typical balcony and patio.
Location Plan
pa ap as dusigneu by Paul Franks Archliets for Hampton Park, Junes Parm Development,

Master Plan Application

s?
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TWIN CREEKS
TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT

MULTI-FAMILY
Apartments

Alternative Plan
Key Concepts:
Well-landscaped parking areas soften

transition between public and private
realm.

Varied volumes articulate and break
down overall building massing,

Roof forms provide visual interest and
transition from adjacent lower density
uses.

Multiple building entries create domestic
scale and sense of “ownership”.

Multiple courtyards provide opportuni-
ties for casual socializing, passive use,
Alternative Site Plan and active recreation.

Courtyards open onto community green-
space, creating connection to the larger
landscape and visually enlarging the
courtyards.

Patios and decks provide private out-
door spaces.

Ground floor units have direct access lo
exterior, with street fronting units having
access off the sidewalk.

Building massing and roof forms break down the scale
of the development.

Monotonous facades and large
building mnss presents an intimi-
dating front to the street,

Well landscaped parking courts, Ground floor entries are visible from
the street and courtyard,

Pathways provide links to the court- Courtyard spaces for various nctivi-

yard and community green space. ties. Location Plan

Master Pian Application
B
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EXHIBIT 25

SUPPLEMENTAL FINDINGS
TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS/MASTER PLAN REQUIREMENTS

The Planning Commission received written testimony requesting that the City require the
applicant to conduct a traffic impact analysis. A Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) was not required
in conjunction with the subject application, as a TIA was previously conducted for the
underlying Twin Creeks Master Plan (TCMP).

C.P.M.C. 17.66.010 provides for the “review procedures to be followed for development
proposed within the TOD district . . .”. There are 4 types of applications which are subject to
review within the Central Point TOD as follows:

“1. TOD District or Corridor Master Plan. Master plan approval shall be required for:

a. Development or land division applications which involve two or more acres of land;
or

b. Modifications to a valid master plan approval which involve one or more of the
following:

i. An increase in dwelling unit density which exceeds five percent of approved
density;

il. An increase in commercial gross floor area of ten percent or two thousand
square feet, whichever is greater;

iii. A change in the type and location of streets, accessways, and parking areas
where off-site traffic would be affected; or

iv. A modification of a condition imposed as part of the master plan approval.

2. Site Plan and Architectural Review. The provisions of Chapter 17.72, Site Plan and
Architectural Review, shall apply to permitted and limited uses within the TOD district and
corridor. For site plan and architectural review applications involving two or more acres of
land, a master plan approval, as provided in this chapter, shall be approved prior to, or
concurrently with, a site plan and architectural review application.

3. Land Division. Partitions and subdivisions shall be reviewed as provided in Title 16,
Subdivisions. For a land division application involving two or more acres of land, a master
plan approval, as provided in this chapter, shall be approved prior to, or concurrently with,
a land division application.

4. Conditional Use. Conditional uses shall be reviewed as provided in Chapter 17.76,
Conditional Use Permits.” C.P.M.C. 17.66.030.

205



To approve a master plan, an applicant must submit, in relevant part, a TIA identifying “planned
transportation facilities, services and networks to be provided concurrently with the development
of the master plan and addressing Section 17.67.040, Circulation and access standards.”
C.P.M.C. 17.66.030B(3). In contrast, a Site Plan and Architectural Review Application does not
require submission and approval of a TIA, rather it is subject to satisfaction of the following
criteria, as applicable:

“1. The provisions of Chapter 17.72, Site Plan and Architectural Review, shall be satisfied;
and

2. The proposed improvements comply with the approved TOD district or corridor master
plan for the property, if required; and

3. Chapter 17.67, Design Standards--TOD District and TOD Corridor.” C.P.M.C.
17.66.050B.

The City requires submission of a TIA at the time of Master Plan Approval, rather than upon
development of an individual component of a previously approved Master Plan, so long as the
individual components are consistent with the approved master plan. Similarly, the City does not
require a new master plan in conjunction with a site plan application, so long as the site has been
previously master planned, and the site plan is consistent with the prior master plan. The City
finds this interpretation consistent with C.P.M.C. 17.05.090A which contains the general
requirements for a TIA. In general, a TIA is required when a development application involves
one or more of the following actions: a) a change of zone or plan amendment; b) an increase in
site traffic volume by two hundred fifty ADT; c¢) an increase in peak hour movements to and
from a state highway of 20% or more; or d) an increase in use of adjacent streets by vehicles
exceeding the 20,000 pounds gross vehicle weights by 10 vehicles or more per day. As noted
above, in reading 17.66 and 17.05.900 together, the City finds that the “development”
requirement for a TIA is at the time the TOD Master Plan is approved. Subsequent development
of segments of an approved Master Plan do not trigger a TIA so long as subsequent applications
are consistent with the previously approved master plan.

Here, the TCMP was approved in 2001 for 230-acres of mixed-use development. At that time
the applicant was required to submit a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) that evaluated the total
number of trips to be generated by the Twin Creeks Development, and per that analysis, public
agency comment, and public hearings the City adopted a trip cap to assure traffic generated by
new development was completed in sync with specified street capacity.

Per the approved TCMP, the subject properties were approved as medium density multifamily
residential, which would permit a maximum density of 32 units per acre, 304 units in total. The
proposed application contains 245 units. Further as noted in the Applicant’s findings, the total
traffic generated by the subject application is less than the total amount contemplated under the
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TCMP. The City finds the proposed application is consistent with the approved uses and density
under the approved TCMP.

As noted in the City’s staff report and findings, at the time of this application, all street
improvements have been made with the exception of the Twin Creeks Rail Crossing which is
scheduled to be completed in 2018. Based on an analysis of existing and approved development
projects in Twin Creeks, as well as the subject application, the City finds there is sufficient
capacity to accommodate the proposed development in Phase 1, and construction of Phase 2 will
be conditioned upon completion of the Twin Creeks Rail Crossing.

Conclusion: The proposed application is consistent with Chapters 17.66.030, 17.72 and
17.05.900 in that a Traffic Impact Analysis has been conducted and no additional traffic studies
are required in conjunction with the subject application as the subject application is consistent
with the approved master plan.
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