SPRINGFIELD

Planning Commission

%E GON Ag cn da Planning Commissioners:
. Greg James, Chair
Development and Public Works Director, City Hall Nick Nelson, Vice Chair
Len Goodwin 541-726-3685 225 Fifth Street Johnny Kirschenmann
Current Development Manager: Springfield, Oregon 97477 Steve Moe
Greg Mott 541-726-3774 541.726.3610 Stacy Salladay
Management Specialist: Online at www.springfield-or.gov TimAVOhS
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The meeting location is wheelchair-accessible. For the hearing-impaired, an interpreter can be provided with 48
hours notice prior to the meeting. For meetings in the Council Meeting Room, a “Personal PA Receiver” for the
hearing impaired is available. To arrange for these services, call 541.726.3610.

Meetings will end prior to 10:00 p.m. unless extended by a vote of the Planning Commission.

All proceedings before the Planning Commission are recorded.

July 15, 2014

5:45 - 6:15 p.m. Commissioner Bean Recognition
Jesse Maine Room

6:15 p.m. Work Session
Jesse Maine Room

(Planning Commission work sessions are reserved for discussion between Planning Commission,
staff and consultants; therefore, the Planning Commission will not receive public input during work sessions.
Opportunities for public input are provided given during all regular Planning Commission meetings.)

CONVENE AND CALL TO ORDER THE WORK SESSION OF THE SPRINGFIELD PLANNING
COMMISSION

ATTENDANCE: Chair James , Vice Chair Nelson , Kirschenmann ___, Moe___, Salladay__,

Vohs , and Bean

WORK SESSION ITEM(S)

1. Development Advisory Committee Update

Staff: Jim Donovan, Planning Supervisor
15 Minutes

2. Appeal of Director’s Decision - Laurelwood Subdivision

Staff: Mark Metzger, Senior Planner
30 Minutes
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ADJOURN WORK SESSION OF THE SPRINGFIELD PLANNING COMMISSSION
July 15, 2014

7:00 p.m. Regular Session
Council Chambers

CONVENE AND CALL TO ORDER THE REGULAR SESSION OF THE SPRINGFIELD PLANNING
COMMISSION

ROLL CALL - Chair James , Vice Chair Nelson , Kirschenmann ___, Moe___, Salladay__,

Vohs , and Bean

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

ADJUSTMENTS TO THE REGULAR SESSION AGENDA

In response to a request by a member of the Planning Commission, staff or applicant; by consensus

BUSINESS FROM THE AUDIENCE

Testimony is limited to 3 minutes; testimony may not discuss or otherwise address public hearings
appearing on this Reqular Session Agenda

PUBLIC HEARING(S)

QUASI-JUDICIAL PUBLIC HEARING -

Appeal — Appeal of Director’s Decision - Laurelwood Subdivision TYP314-00005

Staff: Mark Metzger
60 Minutes

CONDUCT OF QUASI-JUDICIAL PUBLIC HEARING BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION

O

Staff explanation of quasi-judicial hearing process (ORS 197.763)

Chair opens the public hearing

Commission members declaration of potential conflicts of interest; disclosure of “ex-parte”
contact

Staff report

Testimony from the applicant

Testimony in support of the application

Testimony opposed to the application

Testimony neither in support of nor opposed to the application

Summation by staff

Rebuttal from the applicant

Consideration of request for continuation of public hearing, extension of written record, or both
Close or continue public hearing; close or extend written record (continuance or extension by
motion)

Planning Commission discussion; possible questions to staff or public

O Od

Ooooooooo

O

UPDATED 2/6/2014 bj
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0 Motion to approve, approve with conditions, or deny the application based on the information
contained in the staff report, oral and written testimony, and all other evidence submitted into
the record
0 Final Order signed by Chair incorporating findings and reasoning to support the decision

REPORT OF COUNCIL ACTION

BUSINESS FROM THE PLANNING COMMISSION

e Upcoming Planning Commission meetings, committee assignments, appointments or other business

BUSINESS FROM THE DEVELOPMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR

ADJOURN REGULAR SESSION OF THE SPRINGFIELD PLANNING COMMISSION

UPDATED 2/6/2014 bj



AGENDA ITEM

SPRINGFIELD
PLANNING COMMI

SUMMARY Meeting Date: 7/15/2014

Meeting Type: Work Session
Staff Contact/Dept.: Jim Donovan/DPW
Staff Phone No: 541-726-3660
Estimated Time: 15 Minutes
Council Goals: Community and

SSION Economic Development

and Revitalization

ITEM TITLE: DEVELOPMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE STATUS UPDATE.
ACTION Conduct a Work Session with the Development Advisory Committee (DAC) and
REQUESTED: discuss current status of DAC work products, resources and timelines. No formal
action is requested at this time.
ISSUE The DAC has made significant process toward its top priority of streamlining MDS
STATEMENT: and Site Plan Review procedures, with a focus on ministerial site plan review
standards. This work session is to review the status of work products, timelines and
necessary resources for completion of top DAC priorities.
ATTACHMENTS: 1. Original DAC Mission and Priorities
2. Existing Site Plan Review Procedures
3. Draft In-progress Ministerial Code Standards Document
4. Timeline and Resource Matrix
DISCUSSION/ Pursuant to the Committee’s mission statement, priorities and direction of The City
FINANCIAL Council, the DAC has worked diligently toward its top priorities of site plan review
IMPACT: applicability. The DAC is at a significant juncture in its development of a

streamlined ministerial site plan review process and felt it timely to update the
Planning Commission of its progress.

After a brief presentation by DAC leadership with Planning Commission and City
Council Liaisons, the Planning Commission is invited to discuss priority items with
the DAC and provide feedback on ministerial procedures, staff resources,
committee appointments and expected timelines for public involvement and
adoption procedures.

City Council will receive a similar update on July 21, 2014 and will take under
consideration the questions of resourcing and timelines in the context of pending
decisions on broader Glenwood and City wide priorities.




CITY OF SPRINGFIELD

DATE: July 7, 2014
TO: Springfield Planning Commission
FROM: DAC Committee

Jim Donovan, CDD Supervisor

SUBJECT: Development Advisory Committee Adopted Mission and Priorities

The following information is presented for DAC and Planning Commission Work Session discussion on 7/15/14.

The DAC Mission Statement as adopted by City Council:

The Development Advisory Committee shall: 1. review the customer service process and requirements of land use
and economic development in the City of Springfield to be competitive in attracting development; 2. provide the
Planning Commission and City Council with recommendations on improving this process and outcome consistent
with the Council Goal of promoting and enhancing our hometown feel while focusing on livability and
environmental quality; 3. provide a robust forum and venue for citizen participation in this process.

The DAC work priorities are as authorized and directed by the City Council in the following order. The current DAC
has worked on the top three priorities, with a focus on Site Plan Applicability.

DAC Matrix & Rankings

Item & Consensus Mandate Resources | Public Calendar Difficulty Council Public
Ranking Involvement | Time Composite Goal(s) Demand
Score Supported

#1 Site Review

Applicability 3 5 5 5 18 1,2,6 5
#2 Project

Advocacy &

Communication 1 5 3 3 12 1,2,6

#3 SDC Context 1 3 3 3 10 2,6

#4 Fees - General 1 3 3 3 10 1,2,6

#5 Planning

Application Fees 1 3 3 3 10 126 1

#6 Incentivizing Use
of Brownfields

1 5 3 5 14 1,2,6 3

(as revised by the DAC, post PC WS)
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SITE REVIEW PROCEDURES

Counter Determination (Recent MDS/SP-BP) NONE*

L.U.C.S Checklist (Recent MDS) !
LOW
Site Plan Review/MDS
Site Plan Review (Type Il) NORMAL
Master Plans ’
HIGH
Refinement Plans
*INTENSITY
SCALE

2/27/13
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TIMELINE

Counter
Call

Business
Decisions
Researched

<~

Business
Plan

DIM
Meeting

VARIABLE

Pre
Submittal-
App/Meet

Complete
Application

|

Completeness
Determined in
Meeting with
Applicant

Financing
Questions

Purchase
Agreement
Info

2/27/13

ORS 120 STARTS

TYPE Il - SITE PLAN REVIEW

-------------------------- 60 DAYS----------
\ 4
DRC Review Tentative
Notice Write Decision

20 Day
Notice,
Hearing &
Decision

Alternate 120 Day Deadline

LUBA or CIRCUIT
COURT APPEAL
6-12 MONTH
PROCESS DELAY
TO NEXT STEP

FSP/PIP
Prep

FSP
App.

+/- 120 DAYS----VARIABLE

DA
FSP
APPVD

Const.

LDAP

Occupancy
Inspection
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5.15-12? Standards Applicable to Ministerial Site Plan Review & Application Submittal*

*Current status as of 7/10/14, highlighted areas represent current MDS standards, remainder of text is
considered ministerial by DAC, red text indicates areas currently under construction and consideration
for allocation of additional time and resources.

In order to grant MSP R approval, the Director shall determine compliance with all applicable
standards specified below. Final approvals and/or occupancy is contingent upon the completion of all
required site improvements. Application materials shall be submitted as required on application
submittal checklists and in sufficient detail to demonstrate compliance with the following standards:

A The minimum landscaping required shall include

1. Landscaping standards for private property as specified in this Section and other
Sections of this Code.

2. Street trees in the public right-of-way as specified in Section 4.2-140.
3. Curbside planter strips in the public right-of-way as specified in Section 4.2-135.
The following areas of a lot/parcel shall be landscaped:

1. All required setback areas and any additional planting areas as specified in the
appropriate zoning district.

2. Parking lot planting areas required in this Section.

All required landscape planting areas shall have at least 65 percent coverage with living plant
materials within 5 years of the date of installation. The living plant materials shall be distributed
throughout the required planting area. The planting acceptable per 1,000 square feet of required
planting area is as follows:

1. As a minimum, 2 trees not less than 6 feet in height that are at least 2 inches in
caliper (at the time of planting, not including root ball); and

2. Ten shrubs, 5 gallons or larger.

3. Lawn and/or groundcover may be substituted for trees or shrubbery, unless
required for screening..

All required parking lot planting areas shall include 1 canopy tree at least 2 inches in caliper
that meets City street tree standards as may be permitted by the City's Engineering Design
Standards and Procedures Manual and 4 shrubs, 5-gallon or larger, for each 100 square feet of
planting area. Shrubbery that abuts public right-of-way or that is placed in the interior of any
parking lot shall not exceed 2-1/2 feet in height at maturity. Parking lot planting areas shall
include:
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1. Parking and driveway setback areas specified in the applicable zoning district;
and

2. 5 percent of the interior of a parking lot, exclusive of any required parking
setbacks, if 24 or more parking spaces are located between the street side of a building
and an arterial or collector street, and are visible from any street.

All new required planting areas shall be provided with a permanent underground irrigation
system except where planted with approved? native species or plant communities.

Landscaped setbacks abutting required screening on the same property are exempted from
planting requirements if the area is not visible from any public right-of-way or adjacent property.

Planting Installation Standards.

1. The applicant shall provide methods for the protection of existing plant material,
which will remain through the construction process. The plants to be saved and the
method of protection shall be noted on the Planting Plan.

2. Existing trees to be retained on private property shall not have construction
occur within the drip line, unless a landscape architect or certified arborist provides
written certification that affected trees will have at least a 90 percent chance of survival
over a 5-year period. Trees to be saved shall be kept free from trunk abrasion.

3. The Planting Plan shall include specifications for topsoil, including depth and
organic matter requirements, to ensure the health and vitality of required planting.
Where planting areas have been excavated, the Planting Plan shall provide for the
replacement of topsoil. All waste material shall be removed from required planting areas
prior to the application of topsoil.
a. Inspection may be made by the Director prior to planting to verify proper
rough grade and installation of irrigation systems.

b. Plant materials and soil preparation may be inspected prior to or in
conjunction with the occupancy inspection to ensure that placement, quantity,
size and variety conform to the approved Planting Plan and the requirements of
this Section. Nursery tags identifying variety and species shall remain on plant
specimens until the Final Building Inspection by the Building Official or the
issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy.

Street Trees. Street trees are those trees required within the public right-of-way. Street trees
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may be located within planter strips, in individual tree wells within a sidewalk, round-abouts, or
medians. In order to meet street tree requirements where there is no planter strip and street
trees cannot be planted within the public right-of-way, trees shall be planted in the required front
yard or street side yard setback of private property as specified in the applicable zoning district.

A. New Street Trees. New street trees shall be at least 2 inches in caliper. New street trees
shall be selected from the City Street Tree List and installed as specified in the City’'s Engineering
Design Standards and Procedures Manual.

B. Existing Street Trees.

1. Street Tree Retention Standards. Existing trees may meet the requirement for
street trees (i.e., trees on the City Street Tree List specified in the City’'s Engineering
Design Standards and Procedures Manual with a minimum caliber of 2 inches) if
excavation or filling for proposed development is minimized within the dripline of the
tree. Sidewalks of variable width, elevation and direction may be used to save existing
trees..

Existing street trees to be retained on private property shall not have construction occur
within the drip line, unless a landscape architect or certifies that affected trees will have
at least a 90 percent chance of survival over a 5-year period. Trees to be saved shall be
kept free from trunk abrasion.

1. Where there is an unimproved street, a 4-foot wide landscaped planter strip
shall be required to be set back 1foot from the property line.

2. Where there is insufficient space for the landscaped strip required in
Subsection A., above due to existing buildings, street width, paved parking, changes
of elevation or location of utilities including catch basins,the following are
acceptable alternatives:

a. Decorative fencing located immediately behind the property line.
The fencing may be wrought iron or masonry and shall be subject to the
fence height standards of the applicable zoning district and the vision
clearance setbacks of Section 4.2-130; and/or

b. Landscaping equivalent to the amount required in Subsection A.,
above may be placed at the property corners or other areas of the property
that are visible from the street.

B. Trash receptacles shall be screened, covered and connected to the sanitary system
in accordance with the Engineering Design Standards Manual . All outdoor storage areas
shall be screened by a structure or enclosure permanently affixed to the ground as
specified below:
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Unless otherwise specified in this Code, screening shall be required:

1. Where commercial and industrial districts abut residential districts and no
approved screening exists;

2. For outdoor mechanical devices and minor and major public facilities;

3. For outdoor storage yards and areas in non-residential districts abutting
residential districts along their common property line;

4. For trash receptacles; and
5. For automobile wrecking and salvage yards

Screening shall be vegetative, earthen and/or structural. Screening shall be continuous to at least
6 feet above ground level. The following standards shall apply:

1. Vegetative Screening. Evergreen shrubs shall be planted to form a continuous
hedge. The 6-foot height standard specified in Subsection B., above shall occur within 4
years of planting. When immediate screening is required where commercial or industrial
development abuts a residential use a sight-obscuring fence shall be installed in place
of, or in conjunction with the shrubs.

2. Earthen Screening. Earthen berms may be used to screen either visual or noise
impacts. A berm may be combined with evergreen plantings or a fence to provide
screening. . The maximum height of a berm shall be 6 feet along local streets and 8 feet
along collector and arterial streets or railroad rights-of-way. Height shall be measured
from the base of the berm to the top of the berm and does not include additional fences
or landscaping. The exterior face of the berm shall be constructed as an earthen slope.
The interior face of the berm may be constructed as an earthen slope or retained by
means of a wall, terrace or other means. The maximum slope shall be 1:3. The crest
area shall be a minimum of 4 feet wide. The slopes shall be protected by trees and
shrubs or groundcover to prevent erosion. Berms shall be irrigated except where planted
with approved? native species or plant communities No part of a berm shall encroach
into an easement. The toe of a berm over 3 feet in height shall be set back at least 5
feet from any property line, unless when abutting public right-of-way. Berms shall not
interfere with the drainage patterns of the property.

3. Structural Screening. A fence or masonry wall shall be constructed to provide a
uniform sight-obscuring screen.

Specific Screening Requirements
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a. All screening shall comply with vision clearance requirements of Section
4.2-130.

b. Wherever a required screen in the form of a fence is adjacent to a
residential or commercial district or an arterial or collector street, it shall be non-
metallic and of an earthen tone unless coated chain link and slatting of an
earthen tone are used.

C. Any commercial sized refuse container or disposal area which would
otherwise be visible from a public street, customer or resident parking area, any
public facility, adjacent property, or any residential area, shall be screened from
view as specified in Subsections 1. and 3., above. All refuse materials shall be
contained within the screened area. See also Section 3.2-240D.3.b. for
multifamily design standards. This standard does not apply to single and 2-family
dwellings.

d. When abutting a public street right of way outdoor storage areas and
yards shall be provided with a 5-foot planting strip as specified in Section 4.4-
100.

C. Bicycle parking spaces shall be added to meet the numerical standards for the
appropriate use or upgraded to meet the standards specified below:

a) The required minimum number of bicycle parking spaces for each principal use is
3 spaces. Specific requirements per use are given in Section 4.6-155.

b) Each bicycle parking space shall be at least 2 by 6 feet with an overhead
clearance of 7 feet, and with a 5-foot access aisle beside or between each row of
bicycle parking, and between parked bicycles and a wall or

c) All required long-term bicycle parking spaces shall be sheltered from
precipitation. Short-term bicycle parking is not required to be sheltered.

d) Direct access from bicycle parking spaces to the public right-of-way shall be
provided with access ramps, if necessary, and pedestrian access from the bicycle
parking area to the building entrance. (6211)

D. Parking and circulation areas shall be provided. Paving, striping and wheel stops shall be
installed as specified below. Required paving and other impervious surfaces on the site
shall comply with on-site stormwater management standards as specified below:

Off-street parking spaces shall be provided for all new construction and expansion of commercial,
industrial, multi-unit residential and public and semi-public uses triggering minimum development
or site plan standards. If an existing development is expanded, new parking spaces shall be
provided in proportion to the increase only.
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If parking has been provided to serve an existing use, the number of parking spaces shall not be
reduced if the result would be fewer spaces than required by this Section.

Required parking spaces shall not be used for storage of vehicles or materials. Parking for
company motor vehicles that remain on the premises overnight shall be provided in addition to
the number of parking spaces required by this Section.

The total requirement for off-street parking spaces is the sum of the requirements for all uses. If
the total number of required parking spaces results in a fraction, the fraction shall be rounded up
to the next whole number.

Parking spaces in a public right-of-way directly abutting the development area can be counted
as fulfilling a part of the parking requirements for a development as follows: For each 18 feet of
available on-street parking, there will be 1/2 space credit toward the required amount of off-
street parking spaces. The developer is responsible for marking any on-street spaces.

All off-street parking areas shall comply with the ministerial standards of SDC Section 4.6-115.

All parking areas shall conform to the setback, vision clearance, planting and screening provisions of this
Code and shall be completed prior to occupancy. Required parking spaces shall be improved as follows:

A. All parking areas shall have a durable, dust free surfacing of Asphaltic concrete, Portland
cement concrete or other materials as specified in the Building Safety Codes and approved by the
Building Official. Parking lot surfacing shall not encroach upon the public right-of-way.

B. Drainage improvements shall be provided to dispose of all on-site run-off. Provisions shall
be made for the on-site collection of drainage waters to eliminate sheet flow onto sidewalks,
public rights-of-way, and abutting private property. All drainage systems shall be approved by the
Building Official and shall be constructed in conformance with the Building Safety Codes.

C. All parking stalls fronting a sidewalk, alley, street, landscaped area or structure shall be
provided with a secured wheel bumper or linear curb not less than 6 inches in height to be set
back from the front of the stall a minimum of 2 feet to allow for vehicle encroachment. Wheel
bumpers shall be a minimum of 6 feet in length. Curbs shall be constructed in conformance with
the Standard Construction Specifications.

EXCEPTION: As an option, the sidewalk or landscaped area may be widened 2 feet beyond the
minimum dimension required to allow for vehicle encroachment. A curb not less than 6 inches in

height shall protect the widened sidewalks and planter areas.

D. Backing into the public right-of-way, other than alleys is prohibited.
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E. All spaces shall be permanently and clearly marked. Old striping shall not be visible after
being replaced by new striping.

F. Parking areas shall be designed to connect with parking areas on abutting sites within
the same zoning district to eliminate the use of the street for cross movements.

G. Not more than 30 percent of the total parking spaces in a parking lot may be designated
for compact cars. These spaces shall be signed and/or the space painted with the words
“Compact Car Only.”

H. Parking Spaces For Disabled Persons shall be provided in accordance with the federal
ADA standards and the Oregon Structural Specialty Codes.

1. Parking spaces for disabled persons and accessible passenger loading zones that
serve a particular building shall be located as close as possible to a building entrance.
2. The number and dimensions of parking spaces for disabled persons shall be as

specified in the Structural Specialty Code.

l. Motor Vehicle Parking Space Reduction Credit. Bicycle parking can substitute for up to 25
percent of required vehicular parking. For every 5 non-required bicycle parking spaces that meet
the short or long term bicycle parking standards specified in Table 4.6-3, the motor vehicle
requirement is reduced by 1 space. Existing parking may be converted to take advantage of this
provision.

Stormwater Management

The Approval Authority shall grant development approval only where adequate public and/or private
stormwater management systems provisions have been made.

THIS AREA IS UNDER CONSTRUCTION AND REQUIRES AN ALLOCATION OF RESOURCES
NECESSARY TO CREATE NEW ENGINEERING STANDARDS FOR SDC AND EDSPM REVISIONS.

ALSO SEE CRITERION H

E. Access from the proposed development area to the public right-of-way shall comply with
Section 4.2-120.

THIS AREA IS UNDER CONSTRUCTION AND REQUIRES AN ALLOCATION OF RESOURCES
NECESSARY TO CREATE NEW ENGINEERING STANDARDS FOR SDC AND EDSPM REVISIONS.

4.2-120 Site Access and Driveways

Site Access and Driveways—General.

1. All developed lots/parcels shall have an approved access provided by either
direct access to a:
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a. Public street or alley along the frontage of the property;

b. Private street that connects to the public street system. The private street
shall be constructed as specified in Section 4.2-110 (private streets shall not be
permitted in lieu of public streets shown on the City’s adopted Conceptual Street
Plan or TransPlan); or

C. Public street by an irrevocable joint use/access easement serving the

subject property that has been approved by the City Attorney, where:

i. A private driveway is required in lieu of a panhandle driveway,
as specified in Section 3.2-220B.; or

ii. Combined access for 2 or more lots/parcels is required to reduce

| the number of driveways along a street, , Deleted: as determined by the Public
Works Director.

2. Driveway access to designated State Highways is subject to the provisions of this
Section in addition to requirements of the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT)
Highway Division_OAR /ORS Chapter Citation . Where City and ODOT regulations conflict,
the more restrictive regulations shall apply.

C. Driveways shall be designed to allow safe and efficient vehicular ingress and egress as
specified in and limited to Tables 4.2-2 through 4.2-5 and the City’s Engineering Design
Standards and Procedures Manual and the Public Works Standard Construction Specifications.

F. Concrete sidewalks shall be installed where the proposed development area abuts a curb
| and gutter street as specified below:

4.2-135 Sidewalks

A. Sidewalks and planter strips abutting public streets shall be located wholly within the
public street right-of-way
B. Sidewalks shall be designed, constructed, replaced or repaired as specified in the City’s

Engineering Design Standards and Procedures Manual, the Public Works Standard Construction
Specifications and the Springfield Municipal Code, 1997.

C. Planter strips may be required as part of sidewalk construction. Planter strips shall be at
least 4.5 feet wide Maximum planter strip width is dependent upon the type of tree selected as

specified in the City’'s Engineering Design Standards and Procedures Manual.

D. Maintenance of sidewalks is the continuing obligation of the abutting property owner.
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G. Streetlights required to serve the development area shall be installed as specified in Section
4.2-145 and as follows:

Street lighting shall be included with all new developments or redevelopment as specified in the
City's Engineering Design Standards and Procedures Manual and the Public Works Standard
Construction Specifications. Existing street lights shall be upgraded to current lighting standards
with all new developments or redevelopment. The developer is responsible for street lighting
installation costs.

H. The development area shall connect to public utilities as specified in Sections 4.3-105, 4.3-
‘ 110, 4.3-120,4.3-125 and 4.3-130 and comply with the Springfield Building Safety Codes,where

applicable. Easements may be required as specified in Subsection 4.3-140_for the extension of
surrounding facilities on to the subject site?,

THIS AREA IS UNDER CONSTRUCTION AND REQUIRES AN ALLOCATION OF RESOURCES
NECESSARY TO CREATE NEW ENGINEERING STANDARDS FOR SDC AND EDSPM REVISIONS

‘ 4.3-105 Sanitary Sewers CAN IMPROVEMENT AGTS BE USED? NO- Delay requires discretion.

A. Sanitary sewers shall be installed to serve each new development within the city limits
and to connect developments to existing mains. Installation of sanitary sewers shall provide
sufficient access for maintenance activities and shall comply with the provisions of this Code, with
the Public Works Standard Construction Specifications, the City's Engineering Design Standards
and Procedures Manual, the Springfield Municipal Code, 1997 and Department of Environmental
Quality (DEQ) regulations.

JHIS AREA IS UNDER CONSTRUCTION AND REQUIRES AN ALLOCATION OF
RESOURCES NECESSARY TO CREATE NEW ENGINEERING STANDARDS FOR SDC AND
EDSPM REVISIONS

4.3-110 Stormwater Management

B. The Approval Authority shall grant development approval only where adequate public [and[or
private stormwater management systems provisions have been made as determined by the Public Works
Director, consistent with the policies set forth in the Stormwater Management Plan and the Engineering
Design Standards and Procedures Manual. The stormwater management system shall be separated from
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Deleted: ,

Deleted: for the extension of existing
facilities on or near the site? .

Deleted: B. = The City Engineer shall
approve all sanitary sewer plans and
proposed systems prior to development
approval.|

1
C. . Proposed sewer systems shall include
design consideration of additional
development within the area as projected by
the Metro Plan.{

1
D. . Proposed developments shall provide
dedication and improvements indicated in an
adopted Capital Improvements Program or
Public Facilities Plan. The developer shall pay
a proportional share of the cost according to
adopted City Council policy.{

1
E. For proposed developments in
unincorporated urbanizable land, the Lane
County Sanitarian shall approve all septic
system designs.q

Comment [jpd1]: Placeholder here for
discussion of ministerial standards from
Engineering. See MDS original Criterion D, Parking
Lot Stormwater comments.
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any sanitary sewer system. Surface water drainage patterns shall be addressed on every Preliminary Site
Plan, or Tentative Partition or Subdivision Plan.
THIS AREA IS UNDER CONSTRUCTION AND REQUIRES AN ALLOCATION OF
RESOURCES NECESSARY TO CREATE NEW ENGINEERING STANDARDS FOR SDC AND
EDSPM REVISIONS

Utility Provider Coordination

The developer shall be responsible for the design, installation and cost of utility lines and facilities
to the satisfaction of the utility provider. All utility lines shall be placed underground.

Water Service and Fire Protection

A. Each development area shall be provided with a water system having sufficiently sized
mains and lesser lines to furnish an adequate water supply to the development with sufficient access for
maintenance.

B. Fire hydrants and mains shall be installed by the developer as required by the Fire
Marshal and the utility provider_in accordance with adopted Fire Code, /,/{ Deleted: .

4.3-140 Public Easements

THIS AREA IS UNDER CONSTRUCTION AND REQUIRES AN ALLOCATION OF RESOURCES

NECESSARY TO CREATE NEW ENGINEERING STANDARDS FOR SDC AND EDSPM REVISIONS
A. Utility Easements. The applicant shall make arrangements with the City and each utility
provider for the dedication of utility easements necessary to fully service the development or land
beyond the development area, as necessary. The minimum width for public utility easements
adjacent to street rights-of-way shall be 7 feet. The minimum width for all other public utility
easements shall be also be 7 feet. However, the utility provider or the Public Works Director may
require a larger easement for major water mains, major electric power transmission lines,
sanitary sewer lines, stormwater management systems or in any other situation to allow
maintenance vehicles to set up and perform the required maintenance or to accommodate
multiple utility lines. Where feasible, utility easements shall be centered on a lot/parcel line.

B. Watercourse or Riparian Area Maintenance Easements. Where the Public Works Director
has determined that a watercourse or riparian area will be part of the City’s Stormwater
Management System, a maintenance easement shall be required in order to maintain the
functionality of these areas. For watercourses, the easement shall be measured from either the
top of the bank, ordinary high water mark or the delineated setback line. The easement shall be
a minimum of 10 feet wide where no equipment is required for access or maintenance. The
easement shall be extended to a maximum of 25 feet wide to allow City maintenance vehicles to
set up and perform the required maintenance.

1. MDS Major Approval pursuant to Section 5.15-110, Subsection A.3 shall

10
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also meet the following submittal standards in addition to Subsections A.through
H:

1. The applicant shall prepare an MDS Site Assessment of Existing
Conditions meeting the following standards:

a. The plan shall be drawn by a licensed engineer, architect,
landscape architect, or land surveyor.

b. The plan shall provide the name, location and dimensions of all
existing site features including, but not limited to, significant stands of
trees, watercourses shown on the Water Quality Limited Watercourse Map
and their riparian areas, wetlands, flood designations and slopes.

2. The applicant shall provide an MDS Site Plan meeting the
following standards:

a. Prepared by a licensed engineer, architect, landscape architect, or land
surveyor.

b. Proposed building envelopes.

C. Location and dimension of proposed landscape areas

including percentage of landscaped coverage.

d. Required screening*.

e. Required street tree location and types.

f. Planting list*.

. Dimensions of the Development Area.

h. Where applicable, location of existing planned or proposed transit
facilities*.

i Area of all property to be reserved,conveyed or dedicated.

3. The applicant shall submit an Improvement and Public Utilities Plan meeting
the following
standards:
a. Prepared by a licensed engineer where utility systems are proposed.
b. Location and width of proposed easements.
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c. Location and dimensions of all existing and proposed rights-of-way.

d. Location of existing of proposed utilities and infrastructure on or
adjacent to the subject

-site including the following as applicable: stormwater management

systems, sanitary sewer mains, power, water mains, gas, telephone and
cable connections.

e. Drainage patterns and connection points with supporting
documentation to demonstrate the proposed system will function consistent
with the City of Springfield Engineering Design Standards and Procedures
Manual.
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Ministerial Site Plan Review
Thursday, June 19, 2014

Staffing Resources

DRAFT
Item Timing*
Zoning Code Development
3-6 Months*
and Legal Review
Transportation Code and
3-6 Months*

Design Standards
Development

Storm Water Code and
Design Standards
Development

6 Months including modeling /
testing of new design
standards *

Sanitary Sewer Code and

Design Standards 3 Months*
Development
Fire & Life Safety Code
3 Months*

Development

As general permit activity
increases and pending major
developments in Glenwood
and other areas of the City

limit the availability of staff
resources for other projects,
Council has tasked staff with

an inventory and

recommendation on the use of
staff resources for major
projects. In that context,
direction from Council is
needed to dedicate additional
resources to the development
of new/revised design
standards and code. If council
deems this activity a priority,

staffing resources will be
prioritized and made available
to develop these codes and

standards.

*These items have the potential to be developed concurrently
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AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY Meeting Date: 7/15/2014

Meeting Type: Work Session/Reg. Mtg
Staff Contact/Dept.: Mark Metzger/DPW
Staff Phone No: 541-726-3775
Estimated Time: 30 Minutes
SPRINGFIELD Council Goals: Mandate

PLANNING COMMISSION

ITEM TITLE:

APPEAL OF A DIRECTOR’S DECISION FOR LAURELWOOD SUBDIVISION

ACTION
REQUESTED:

In work session, staff will brief the Planning Commission on the appeal of a staff
decision approving a subdivision tentative plan. In regular session, the Planning
Commission will conduct a public hearing and affirm, modify or reverse the
Director’s decision and shall adopt findings in support of their decision.

ISSUE
STATEMENT:

Subdivision Tentative Plans are reviewed and approved by staff with public notice
and the opportunity for appeal (Type I1). Appeals of such staff decisions (called
Director’s Decisions) come before the Planning Commission for review. A staff
decision approving the proposed Laurelwood Subdivision located near the
intersection of Ivy Street and S. 55" Place has been appealed.

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Appeal of Director’s Decision—Staff Report

2. Staff Report and Decision for the Laurelwood Subdivision Tentative Plan
3. Tamie Yarnall appeal application and supporting documents

4. Barbara Parmenter submission in support of the appeal

5. Comments received during the subdivision comment period

6. Laurelwood Subdivision application and exhibits

DISCUSSION:

SDC Section 5.3-115 states that when reviewing a staff decision which has been
appealed, the Planning Commission shall consider the Director's staff report and all
other evidence presented, including oral and written testimony in making their
decision. The Commission may affirm, modify or reverse the Director’s decision
and shall adopt findings in support of their decision. The Planning Commission
may attach conditions as may be reasonably necessary in order to allow the appeal
to be granted. The Planning Commission's decision is final.

In work session, staff will provide background that will help Commissioners
understand various elements of the appeal. The purpose is not to argue the staff
position in advance of the public hearing. The briefing will cover the steps followed
in processing the subdivision application and the criteria which were applied in
evaluating the proposal.

Attachment 1 is the staff report responding to appeal issues raised by the appellant.
Attachment 2 is the original Staff Report and Decision which has been appealed.
The report contains the criteria for approval which were applied to the subdivision
application and the conditions of approval applied to bring it into conformance with
city planning and engineering standards. Attachment 3 is the appeal application
and supporting materials submitted by Ms. Yarnall. Attachment 4 is the document
submitted by Ms. Parmenter as an intervener in support of the appeal. Attachment 5
is a compilation of all comments received during the comment period for the
subdivision. Attachment 6 is the Laurelwood Subdivision application and
supporting exhibits.







SPRINQFIELD

Appeal of Director’s Decision
Laurelwood Subdivision—Hayden Homes

Project Name: Laurelwood Subdivision—Hayden Homes
Appeal Case Number: TYP314-00005

Issue: Hayden Homes has submitted a proposal to subdivide property in southeast Springfield, creating
a 65-lot detached single-family subdivision in two phases known as Laurelwood Subdivision. The subject
of this appeal is the Director’s approval with conditions of Subdivision Tentative Plan, TYP214-00004,
which proposes to create 25 lots as Phase 1. The appellant has submitted eight general issues of appeal.

Project Location: Vacant land located south and west of the intersection of Ivy Street and South 55t
Place and north of Mt. Vernon Rd. The development area is about 21.29 acres. The property is
identified as Map No. 18020400 Tax lot 313.

Plan and Zoning Designations

Zoning: Low Density Residential

Overlay Districts: N/A

Applicable Refinement Plan: East Main Refinement Plan
Refinement Plan/Metro Plan Designation: Low Density Residential

Processing

Subdivision Application Submitted: March 20, 2014
Decision Issued: May 20, 2014 (Approved with Conditions)
Appeal Submittal Date: June 4, 2014

Appeal Hearing Date: July 15, 2014

CITY OF SPRINGFIELD DEVELOPMENT REVIEW TEAM

POSITION REVIEW OF NAME PHONE
Planner llI Land Use Planning Mark Metzger 726-3775
Transportation Planner Transportation Michael Liebler 736-1034
Public Works Engineering Sanitary & Storm Sewer, | Clayton McEachern 736-1036
Utilities & Easements
Deputy Fire Marshall Fire and Life Safety Gilbert Gordon 726-2293
Building Official Building David Bowlsby 736-1029
APPELLANT SUBDIVISION APPLICANT APPLICANT’S REPRESENTATIVE
Tamie Yarnall Hayden Homes LLC Cardno
996 South 55" Place Jesse Lovrien Michael Cerbone
Springfield, OR 97478 2464 Glacier Place, Suite 110 5415 SW Westgate Drive, Suite 100
Redmond, Oregon 97756 Portland, Oregon 97221
(503) 888-0985 (503) 419-2500

Laurelwood Subdivision Appeal
TYP314-00005
July 15, 2014 Page 1
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I. Overview of the Laurelwood Subdivision Proposal.

The Laurelwood subdivision is proposed as a two phased residential subdivision located between Mt.
Vernon Road and Glacier Drive, just west of S. 55th Place within the City of Springfield and Lane County.
The City/County boundary splits the site in a diagonal north north/south alignment; all development
that is a part of this land use request will occur in Phase 1 that is wholly within the City boundaries. A
225-foot wide BPA power line easement extends along the eastern site boundary. The northernmost
portion of the site drops sharply about 80 feet in elevation to a wetland at the toe of the slope. The
northern edge of the property is bounded by the Weyerhaeuser haul Rd. which is owned by the
Willamalane Park and Recreation District. An existing house is located within its own tax lot in the
northern portion of the site that is proposed to be retained.
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The project includes an extension of vy Street into the project with plans to connect to Mt Vernon Road
in Phase 2. Additional local streets will extend from Ivy Street and provide access to other lots and

adjacent, undeveloped properties. A temporary fire access drive is provided to Mount Vernon Road as a
part of Phase .

The parcel is about 21 acres in size but is constrained by a 225-foot wide BPA Transmission Line
easement (Tracts C and D) on the east and an area of steep slopes and wetlands on the northern portion
of the site (Tract B). The actual development area is about 15 acres. The BPA easement, sloped area
and wetlands are not included in the development area.

Laurelwood Subdivision Appeal
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Opposition to the proposed subdivision plan has been expressed by many neighbors in the adjoining
neighborhood on South 55" Place which will be affected by increased traffic traversing their
neighborhood to access the new subdivision. Neighbors have expressed their preference for access to
the new subdivision to be accomplished by extending Glacier Street as shown on the Springfield
Conceptual Local Street Map, or that the subdivision only take access for Mt. Vernon Rd.

City Engineering staff and applicant’s engineers examined the prospects for a Glacier Drive extension as
shown on the Conceptual Local Street Map during pre-submittal procedures and concluded that
extending Glacier Drive to serve the Laurelwood Subdivision as shown on conceptual transportation
plans was not feasible due to slope, wetland and tree preservation issues found on the ground. This
appeal staff report highlights the Director’s consideration of these and other issues contained in the
appeal submitted. This staff report concludes that while the concerns are natural and valid, the
Director’s Decision addressed the concerns with findings and conditions that support the approval and
demonstrate compliance with the applicable development standards of the Springfield Development
Code.

Il. Procedural Requirements for Processing Appeals of Director’s Approvals.

Section 5.3-100 of the Springfield Development Code (SDC) describes the procedures and process for
appealing land use decisions. The Laurelwood Subdivision Tentative Plan is classified as a Type Il
application (SDC 5.12-110). The decision approving the Laurelwood subdivision has been appealed.

SDC Section 5.3-115 provides direction for processing Type Il appeals. Section 5.3-115 states:

“A. Standing to Appeal. Only the property owner, applicant, if different and those persons
who submitted written comments within the specific comment period for limited land use
decisions, or those persons entitled to notice for non-limited land use decisions shall have
standing to appeal the Director’s or Hearings Official’s decision.

B. Filing an Appeal. An appeal application shall be filed with the Director within 15 calendar
days of the Director’s or Hearings Official’s decision.

C. Notice. The Director shall provide notice of the public hearing to the property owner,
applicant, if different, the appellant and all persons who submitted comments or requested
notice of the decision as part of the process leading to the Director's or Hearings Official’s
decision. The notice of the appeal hearing shall be as specified in Section 5.2-115.

D. Review. The review is de novo and the public hearing shall be conducted as specified in
Section 5.2-135.

E. Decision. The Planning Commission or Hearings Official shall consider the Director's staff
report and all other evidence presented, including oral and written testimony in making their
decision. The Planning Commission or Hearings Official may affirm, modify or reverse the
Director’s decision and shall adopt findings in support of their decision. The Planning
Commission or Hearing’s Official may attach conditions as may be reasonably necessary in order

Laurelwood Subdivision Appeal
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to allow the appeal to be granted. The Planning Commission's or Hearings Official’s decision is
final.”

Role of the Planning Commission. The Planning Commission responsibility in the matter of the
Laurelwood Subdivision Tentative Plan appeal is to “consider the Director's staff report and all other
evidence presented, including oral and written testimony in making their decision. The Planning
Commission or Hearings Official may affirm, modify or reverse the Director’s decision and shall adopt
findings in support of their decision” (SDC 5.3-115 E). The Planning Commission will evaluate whether
staff fairly and appropriately applied the decision criteria used for approving the subdivision tentative
plan (SDC 5.12-125) and issue its own decision about the proposal. The staff report approving the
Laurelwood Subdivision (Director’s Decision), with conditions, is attached. The report contains the
criteria for approval and includes findings with respect to those criteria.

Some issues of appeal may not be relevant to the Director’s Decision or to the criteria for approving the
subdivision tentative plan. In such cases staff has attempted to provide a response if it is at all related to
the impact of the subdivision. Other issues raised which are outside the purview of the City or of this
approval process are identified as such and are not addressed.

Procedural Findings

Finding #1. Standing. The appellant, Tamie Yarnall, submitted written comments to staff
concerning the proposed subdivision. In addition, Ms. Yarnall organized a neighborhood meeting to
discuss the subdivision proposal with staff and neighbors living near the development. Her participation
has given the appellant standing to bring the appeal. In addition, a Barbara Parmenter has submitted
comments as an Intervener in the appeal. Ms. Parmenter submitted comments to staff during the
review process, qualifying her to participate in the appeal process.

Finding #2. Filing an Appeal. The closing 15-day appeal period was Wednesday, June 4, 2014. The
appellant submitted the appeal application to staff at the counter at 4:45 pm on June 4™, The
statement from Barbara Parmenter as an intervener in the appeal was received by fax on the afternoon
of June 4™ as well.

Finding #3. Notice. Notice of the appeal hearing before the Planning Commission was mailed on
June 16, 2014 as attested to be affidavit. The notice was sent to all persons providing comment as well
as additional residents in the neighborhood. The notice timing and content was consistent with the
provisions of SDC Section 5.2-135.

Finding #4. Notice of the appeal hearing was published on July 7, 2014, in the Register Guard, a
newspaper of general circulation in the Springfield area.

Finding #5. Review. A hearing before the Springfield Planning Commission was scheduled for July
15, 2014, at 7:00pm in the Springfield Council Chambers at 225 Fifth Street in Springfield. The hearing
will be a be conducted as a de novo hearing, allowing new testimony to be heard in addition to the
materials that are part of the existing record.

Laurelwood Subdivision Appeal
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Finding #6. Decision. The Planning Commission shall consider the Director's staff report and all
other evidence presented, including oral and written testimony in making their decision. The Planning
Commission or Hearings Official may affirm, modify or reverse the Director’s decision and shall adopt
findings in support of their decision. The Planning Commission or Hearing’s Official may attach
conditions as may be reasonably necessary in order to allow the appeal to be granted. The Planning
Commission's or Hearings Official’s decision is final.”

Finding #7. The procedural criteria for processing an appeal of a Type Il land use decision as
outlined in SDC 5.3-115 have been followed.

lll. Appellant Issues and Staff Response:

While access through the existing neighborhood is the primary issue, other issues have been raised by
the appellant. These issues are summarized below but are included in their entirety in the applicant’s
issue statement.

Appellant Issue #1. “Unacceptable/partial notification regarding the 300-ft notification of adjacent
neighbors.”

e There are still neighbors who have not received any of the 4 mailings that the city has sent out
for information about Laurelwood. Isn’t it Mr. Metzger’s job to make sure notification was
complete?

o When asked about how the city came up with the 300-ft area, Mr. Metzger showed me and
other neighbors at an April 3" meeting a computer generated “pink bubble” on the land in
question. |then asked for and received this document. The document appears to have a larger
pink bubble but | cannot prove this since | was only shown the document at the meeting.
Regardless, the document | received shows 12 homes in Royal Ridge being notified by the 300-
ft. notice sent out on March 24, 2014. In actuality upon asking for and receiving a copy of the
mailing labels used for the first mailing, it shows only 4 houses of the 12 were actually notified.

e However, the pink bubble | remember seeing at the April 3" neighborhood meeting, | only
remember seeing 4 1/2 homes inside the pink bubble and | stated so in front of the neighbors
and Mark Metzger at the time. Mark asked me for a copy of our neighborhood telephone
directory and said he would use this as information for part of a second notification mailing
which was sent on April 10™.

e The second notification sent on April 10 still did not include all residents that were 300-ft. from
the Laurelwood proposal. | asked for a copy of how these addresses were chosen. | was given a
copy of the mailing labels and not a second pink bubble. Again 850 S. 55" Place was not mailed
notifications, nor was BPA, Weyerhaeuser, Emerald Isle residents, etc.

e | went to the City and asked Mark Metzger for information about how/what criteria was used in
the 300-ft notice area. Mark said it was a computer generated pink bubble. | claimed that it
was his job to as supervisor of the project to know before the first mailing who was receiving the
information. He should have verified for any errors. At the city | was told they use the actual
land boundaries for the 300-ft notification. In this case many many should have been notified
and they still have not.

Laurelwood Subdivision Appeal
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e On May 29, | called and talked to Luke Kinch of BPA and had questions regarding the tower. He
asked me to send all three mailings and the application approval notice as he had not seen any
of the four mailings from the City.

Staff Response: 300 ft. Notification. SDC 5.2-115 requires mailed notice of pending land use actions to
be mailed to “all property owners and occupants within 300 feet of the subject property.” Upon receipt
of an application, staff produces a mailing list of owners and residents within 300 feet of the proposed
action using a computer mapping system with the capability of identifying owner and resident addresses
within the required radius. The computer produces both a set of mailing labels and a map showing the
area covered by the 300-ft radius. The appellant refers to this map of the notice area as the “pink
bubble” because of the pink shading used to depict the 300-foot notice area.

The mailed noticed was sent on March 26™. Shortly after the notice went out, the appellant requested
staff to attend a neighborhood meeting on April 3" at a home on S. 55" Place. At the meeting the issue
of the inadequate notice was raised to staff. Staff had a copy of the mailing list with an accompanying
map (with the pink bubble) showing tax lots within 300-feet of the subdivision. Upon checking the list of
mailing addresses, staff agreed that the notice was insufficient and that there was an error in the
process. At the April 3" meeting, staff speculated that perhaps the intervening 225-foot BPA power line
was responsible for the small number of addresses produced by the computer mapping tool. More
likely there was some other flaw in the computer programming that affected this notice.

A second mailing was sent out on April 10™. The mailing covered all of the homes on Glacier Drive,
South 56" Street and S. 55" Place, in some instances, far exceeding the 300-ft minimum notice area
(See Figures 1 and 2 below). The second mailing was created by hand selecting the tax lots. No “pink
bubble” was created by this hand selection process. As mentioned above, the computer generated 300-
ft notice area is depicted by a pink shaded area.

The partial notice issue was raised to staff at the April 3" neighborhood meeting. The appellant asserts
that some homes were still not included in the second notice. The appellant asserts that lists two
addresses that did not receive the second notice; 850 S. 55" Place and 5548 Glacier Drive.

With each mailed notice, a notarized affidavit is created and a copy of the address labels is attached
showing addresses that were included in the mailing. The affidavit shows that both 850 S. 55" Place
and 5548 Glacier Drive were included in the mailing.

Finding #8. The initial notification of the proposed subdivision was insufficient. Staff provided a
timely correction which included all of the residents and property owners on Ivy Street, S. 55" PI., S. 56™
Street and Glacier Drive. The time period for submitting comments was extended accordingly and a
neighborhood meeting attended by staff and the applicant’s representative was held to discuss
community concerns.

Conclusion: The corrective action taken by staff on April 10, 2014 with respect to the required notice
meets the requirements found in SDC 5.2-115.
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Appellant Issue #2. vy Street and Glacier Drive are both unsafe for entrance and exits of Laurelwood.

e On May 29" | asked Luke Kinch how he felt about the use of Ivy Street as one of the exit streets
from Laurelwood. He said normally 50-ft. away from the tower was used, but each case was
looked at individually. He said he wasn’t happy about Ivy Street being used but could not stop
the City. He said he would insist on several conditions to make it work.

e The majority of the Royal Ridge neighborhood does not want lvy Street used for safety reasons.
Especially the Ivy to South 55 to Glacier route. As we have stated in our concern letters, we
believe it could be the cause of several accidents and possible death.

e Approximately 6-8 years ago, Barbara Parmenter applied for Wild Goose Landing Subdivision.
She was told if she ever wanted to build she would have to extend Glacier Street to connect to
the subdivision. She was told lvy Street was never to be used as it was unsafe. Now, several
years later, Hayden Homes applies for the same connection and is told by the City it is the only
route to be used as the city now believes Glacier (lvy) Street is now unsafe. This appears to be
discrimination to Ms. Parmenter. This also appears to be a double standard for the
neighborhood. Both Ivy and Glacier should be deemed unusable for safety reasons and a new
exit/entrance should be found.
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Figure 1. Map showing the 300-ft. notice area as a Figure 2. Map showing the area covered by the
"Pink Bubble." The computer generated mailing list second notice. The tax lots highlighted in blue
failed to capture several homes on S. 55th Place. A received the second mailing. As the drawing shows,
second mailing was sent to all homes on Glacier the second mailing exceeded the 300-ft minimum
Drive, S. 56th Street and South 55th Place. notice.
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Staff Response: BPA Easement. BPA has a 225-foot wide easement for towers and transmission lines
across the Hayden Homes property. The 300-ft notice was sent to property owners and to residents
near the proposed subdivision. BPA is neither a property owner nor a resident and as such did not
receive a mailing. Early in staff discussions with Hayden Homes, it was understood that the BPA had
been contacted regarding development within the power line transmission easement.

Cardno Engineering, Hayden Homes design consultant, contacted Luke Kinch at BPA in January 2014
concerning the subdivision. On February 10, 2014, Cardno submitted an application to the BPA for a
right-of-way permit which included the same plan set as was submitted to the City of Springfield on
March 20, 2014. Cardno provided staff with an e-mail from Luke Kinch affirming receipt of the
application and support materials. In addition to the right-of-way application, there is documentation of
additional e-mails and phone call summaries which demonstrates that BPA was well informed of the
subdivision tentative plan as submitted to the city for review.

On February 18, 2014, Jordan Bernhardt, Civil Project Designer for Cardno discussed the subdivision plan
with Luke Kinch at BPA, and made the following notes of their conversation:

e “BPA understands that the location of the road [Ivy Street connection] cannot be easily changed
and they don’t have significant issues with the layout.
0 BPA will likely require a traffic barrier to protect the towers.
e Access/pathways
0 The pathway connection to the eastern neighborhood will need to be designed for HS-
20 loading to limit damage from trucks.
0 BPA will likely require a 16’ curb cut/driveway for access to the towers.
= Ultimate location and actual width TBD by engineering.
O BPA does not like ponds in easement due to restricting access.
= North pond should not be an issue because that area is inaccessible already due
to the slope.
e Booster pump/water main
0 BPA does not have an issue with the booster pump location.
=  Pump station likely would not be approved under the transmission lines — max
building volume is 1,000 cubic feet.
0 BPA s concerned with the location of the water main. Pressure lines within 50’ of the
towers require additional protection.
= Additional protection is typically sleeving across the entire easement.
= Luke mentioned an HDPE sleeve, but details to be provided by engineering later.
e Moving forward
0 Luke says that the plan is much better than the previous plan they saw and that we
should have no problem getting everything approved for construction this year.
0 BPA will hold off on processing application further/sending to engineering until there is
more detail.
0 City will ask BPA if there are any significant issues — Luke does not foresee any outside of
those already mentioned.”

Laurelwood Subdivision Appeal
TYP314-00005
July 15, 2014 Page 8

Attachment 1, Page 8 of 33



Figure 3 Existing road and BPA towers on the subject site. The proposed extension of lvy Street extension
follows an alignment very similar to the existing road alignment.

The proposed alignment of the lvy Street extension follows the existing road alignment. It will pass
less than 50 feet from the base of two BPA towers (See Figure 3). Towers located less than 50 feet
from local streets and even a state highway can be found near the proposed subdivision. The next set of
towers north of the subject site is adjacent to the Emerald Isle Manufactured Home Park. The Emerald
Isle towers are less than 10 feet from a street in the park (See Figure 4). Continuing north along the
same transmission line, the next set of towers are located at the intersection of Main Street and Hwy
126, less than 10 feet from the street (See Figure 5).

———

Figure 4. The location of the BPA towers at the Emerald Isle Manufactured Home Park, north of the
proposed subdivision is located less than 10 feet from a local street.

Upon approval of the Subdivision Tentative Plan, review of the Public Improvement Plan (PIP) for the
subdivision will evaluate the construction level details for the street construction, stormwater design,
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and the installation of utilities. At this stage of design, added conditions may be included to protect
the existing BPA towers as needed.

--------

Figure 5 BPA towers at Hwy 126 and Main Street are less than 10 feet from the street.

Glacier Drive Extension. Extending Glacier

()3
it ??» ' :" Drive to access the proposed subdivision was
GLACIER N \ initially considered. The extension of Glacier
XN | Driveis shown on the Springfield
BN = Conceptual Local Street Map (see the
B, ’ excerpt from the Conceptual Map at left).
By The map was developed by a consultant in
T 0.‘,.,1 the 1990’s to show how transportation
3.%'55\ W .+ connectivity should be established as
'z % "‘PN 2C . Springfield grows. While connecting the
' % v Royal Ridge subdivision to development to
= ) IMTVERN_UN, i+ the west and south is anticipated by the
\ 'FLmnm E ' Conceptual Street Map, the consultant did

not consider the slope of the land at the end
of Glacier Drive when preparing the map.

It is likely that the staff response to Ms. Parmenter’s initial development proposal was based on the
Conceptual Local Street Map and not on an engineering analysis of the site. Ms. Parmenter hired a
geotechnical engineer to evaluate extending Glacier Drive to access the area covered by the Laurelwood
subdivision. Ms. Parmenter’s consultant came to the same conclusion as City staff and the consultant
working for Hayden Homes—extending Glacier Drive to access the new development is not feasible and
would likely destabilize the slope and possible impact the wetland at the toe of the slope.
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SDC Section 4.2-105 (A) (1.) (b) states, “the Director, in consultation with the Public Works Director, may
modify the Conceptual Local Street Map when a proposed alignment is consistent with the street
connection standards in Subsection 1.a., above or when existing conditions make application of the
Conceptual Local Street Map impractical or inconsistent with accepted transportation planning
principles.”

The proposed Ivy Street extension is a more reasonable connection for accessing future neighborhoods
to the west and south. Extending Glacier would violate the general provisions for street design listed in
SDC Section 4.2-105 (A) (1) by forcing an alignment of Glacier that would cut deeply into the contour of
the hill and would likely damage the wetlands found at the base of the slope.

The connection will bring additional traffic into the existing vy Street/ S. 55 Pl. neighborhood, but
volume of traffic that will be added will not raise the total volume higher than that which is common
on other local streets in other neighborhoods. Traffic from the 25 new homes proposed for
construction during Phase | of the Laurelwood development will no doubt use Ivy Street, S. 55" Pl and
then Glacier Drive to access and egress the area. The slowing and turning movements from Ivy to
Glacier on S. 55" PI will help reduce the speed of new traffic through the area. This will offer a measure
of traffic calming. New residents will need to exercise the same caution in yielding to traffic at
intersection of Glacier and S. 55" Place that is expected of current residents.

Finding #9. BPA was not included in the mailed notice sent to property owners and nearby residents
regarding the subdivision. Hayden Homes filed an application for a right-of-way permit with BPA on
February 10, 2014, including the same subdivision plan set submitted to the city. The applicant has
provided staff with notes summarizing comments made by Luke Kinch regarding the proposal on
February 18.

Agencies are contacted separately for their comments as part of the development review process. The
BPA is not on our standard list of agencies who receive regular notification of land use applications. In
this case, staff understood from Hayden Homes that contact has been made with the BPA regarding the
subdivision design.

Finding #10.  Staff is concerned about BPA comments with respect to the subdivision. Condition of
Approval #6 in the Staff Report and Decision approving the subdivision requires Hayden Homes to
obtain written approval for the detention pond/swale within the BPA easement.

Finding #11.  Extension of lvy Street across the BPA easement is required by the topography of the
site. The proposed extension follows the alignment of the existing road which passes less than 50 feet
from the base of one of the BPA towers. Other towers in the immediate area are located less than 50
feet adjacent streets.

Finding #12.  Issues raised by the BPA will be addressed as part of the Public Improvement Planning
process.

Finding #13.  Extending Glacier Drive to provide future street connections to undeveloped areas in
the vicinity of the proposed subdivision is clearly shown on the Springfield Conceptual Local Street Map.
The Conceptual Map was prepared without a substantive analysis of the topography. SDC Section 4.2-
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105 (A) (1.) (b) states, “the Director, in consultation with the Public Works Director, may modify the
Conceptual Local Street Map when a proposed alignment is consistent with the street connection
standards in Subsection 1.a., above or when existing conditions make application of the Conceptual
Local Street Map impractical or inconsistent with accepted transportation planning principles.”

Finding #14. The proposed extension of lvy Street to connect to the new subdivision is considered by
staff to be a safe and more reasonable connection to make given the steep slope and slope instability
found at the end of Glacier Drive as documented by Exhibit F of the Laurelwood Subdivision application
submittal. The issue of stability was also raised by the purported findings of a geotechnical engineer
hired by Barbara Parmenter in planning for another development for the site which was not built.

Conclusion: Extending Glacier would violate the general provisions for street design listed in SDC
Section 4.2-105 (A) (1) by forcing an alignhment of Glacier that would cut deeply into the contour of the
hill and would likely damage the wetlands found at the base of the slope. The staff decision to extend
Ivy Street avoids cutting into a steep unstable slope. The lvy Street alignment follows the existing
roadway across the BPA easement. Design considerations required by the BPA to protect the existing
towers are best made during the Public Improvement Planning step in the development process.

Appellant Issue #3. Vision and slope problems for Glacier Street—adding extra cars may not be smart
or safe.

e Driving up glacier later in the day, there is a sun problem making vision impossible. The South
55" neighborhood consisting of 19 homes has learned over time to negotiate this difficult, near
impossible situation. Mr. Metzger said he would recommend planting trees along the end of
Glacier to take care of the problem. The trees would have to be so tall to remedy the problem
that BPA doesn’t allow trees to be under their power lines. Adding the possibility of 65 homes
or even 25 homes, to this vision problem is adding to the unsafe conditions.

e Glacier is extremely steep. Ice and snow makes it so some cars cannot get up the hill. Mark said
he could add our street to the City’s gravel help route. Will that really remedy the problem for
the increase of cars potentially heading up that hill? Is there documentation to show us that?

e Recommending that Ms. Scott cut down her yard plants still will not fix the blind corner problem
at Glacier and South 55, The steepness of the road will still cause a driver to cut the corner
when turning onto S. 55" Place. Ms. Scott’s plants are really not the fix for this problem.

Adding more cars to an already existing problem again seems not smart or safe.

Staff Response: The intersection at S. 55" Pl and Glacier Drive is an uncontrolled “T” intersection. The
downhill slope on S. 55™at the intersection with Glacier Drive does have the potential to shorten sight
distance and reaction time, particularly if drivers on S. 55" PI. fail to stop at the intersection with
Glacier. The failure to yield to traffic on Glacier at the uncontrolled “T” at S. 55" PI. is a violation of ORS
811.277(1). Even when there is no stop sign, the law implies a responsibility for vehicles on S. 55" Pl to
stop or slow sufficiently to see and yield to traffic on Glacier.

Sun Glare. Staff made several site visits to the Glacier Drive, S. 55t Place, Ivy Street area. On one such
visit, staff met with neighbors who were working in their yard at the corner of Glacier and S. 55" Place.
The problem of afternoon glare from the sun was discussed. The Transportation Engineer suggested
that perhaps planting of trees at the end of Glacier could help mitigate the sun problem. Sun glare is an
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existing problem that Hayden Homes is not responsible for. New residents accessing Laurelwood
Subdivision will likely experience the same blinding glare and will need to exercise the same driving
precautions as existing residents. The appellant may be correct in saying that the planting of tall trees at
the end of Glacier may conflict with the BPA easement. The Traffic Engineer did not require the
applicant to plant trees at the end of Glacier as a condition for approving the subdivision plan.

Icy Conditions. The Traffic Engineer also discussed the problem climbing Glacier and S. 55" during
winter storm conditions. Glacier and S. 55 Place were not on the de-icing route for city road crews.
The city uses both gravel and newer chemical de-icing methods to assist residents who live on steep
hills. The Transportation Engineer contacted Public Works Operations and has arranged for Glacier and
S. 55" Place to be added to the de-icing routes.

Vegetation on the corner. The staff visit to the intersection of Glacier and S. 55" Place revealed other
contributing factors which reduce visibility at the corner. One of the items noted was the height of the
decorative landscaping on the corner. SDC 4.2-130 requires homeowners maintain a “vision clear
triangle” on corners. No visual obstructions, including landscaping, between 2 % feet and 8 feet are
allowed within 25 feet of the corner. This does not exclude decorative landscaping on corners, but the
height of the vegetation must be monitored to maintain clear visibility. Vegetation on the southeast
corner of the intersection appears to violate the vision clear triangle. Lowering the height of the shrubs
would reduce, but not eliminate the visibility issue. Neighbors complain that residents parking their
vehicles too close to the corner also contribute to the problem.

No code enforcement order was issued, but it is hoped that self-management by residents, whether it is
vegetation maintenance, or leaving room at the corner when parking vehicles, will help reduce the
hazard reported by current residents.

Finding #15.  The sloping intersection at the corner of 55 PI. and Glacier Drive can shorten sight
distances for cars making turning movements. The proposed development will add traffic to the
intersection, but the volume will remain within the expected numbers for a local street. Observing
normal driving precautions such as stopping at the corner as required by law and keeping obstructions
out of the “vision clear triangle” as required by City ordinance (SDC 4.2-130) can increase turning safety
at the intersection. New residents will need to exercise the same precautions as existing residents at
the intersection.

Finding #16.  Icy conditions can make it difficult to traverse sloped streets. The city has street routes
which it sands and or applies de-icing chemicals during winter road conditions. In response to the
concerns expressed about the icing problem, staff has added Glacier Drive to the de-icing routes. The
icing problem is not related to the subdivision development. New residents will need to exercise the
same precautions as existing residents during icy conditions.

Finding #17.  Sun glare is a common problem on east west streets at certain times of year in many
neighborhoods. The problem is not related to the subdivision development. New residents will need to
exercise the same precautions as existing residents during such conditions.

Conclusion: The intersection of Glacier Drive and S. 55" PI. presents driving challenges which are
common in many areas of Springfield. Whether the issue is short sight distances at an intersection, icy
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conditions, or sun glare require driver caution. The proposed subdivision is not responsible for the
existing conditions. New residents using S. 55" PI. and Glacier Drive will be required to use the same
precautions as current residents. Efforts of current residents to keep the vision clear zone free of
obstructions will help increase safety in the neighborhood.

Appellant Issue #4. Tree Felling Notice.

e There was inadequate notice of the tree felling permit. The permit application should be placed
on hold to allow people to submit their concerns.

e The notice said that “some trees” would be removed. Speaking with Mr. Metzger after the
notice, he said that he had spoken with a Forest Service person who said that all of the trees
would have to be cut down because of the instability of the remaining trees. | have attached a
map showing approximately 50 trees (single and small groups) that were left when the Royal
Ridge Subdivision was built. They have never blown down.

e C(Clear cutting trees to make money is just plain savage. Why start a subdivision with everything
gone? | would like to see real evidence from the city and several tree specialists proving they
must be cut down due to instability. Royal Ridge has proof in the years of the opposite.

e Mr. Metzger said all of the trees are small like a runaway tree farm. | believe that there are
plenty of larger trees and several which could be hand-picked for the lots.

e Give Laurelwood its name by saving the trees and giving character to Laurelwood.

Staff Response: Tree-Felling Notice. Notice of the Tree-Felling Permit application was mailed on April
16, 2014 as verified by affidavit. The notice was sent to the same list of addresses prepared for the
second subdivision notice mailing (See Figure 2 for the mailing coverage). The notice covered owners
and residents on S. 55" Place, S. 56" Street and Glacier Drive.

The appellant was correct in stating that a sentence on the tree-felling application stated that the
applicant “proposed to remove some trees...” Standing alone, staff agrees that the statement could be
misleading. The applicant was not proposing to remove all of the trees on the 21 acre site, but was
proposing to remove the trees within the 13 acre block shown on the map. The mailed tree-felling
notice included a map of the development site showing the general location of the trees which would
be removed and those which would be preserved (See Figure 6). Clearly printed on the diagram was
the following statement, “Hayden Homes proposes to remove the planted stand of Douglas fir and
two isolated stands of trees shown in yellow-green on the map. The applicant contends the removal
is required to allow development of the subdivision. The overall site is constrained by the BPA
Transmission Line easement and the steep slopes at the north end of the property. The natural stands
of oak and other species on the slope and adjacent to the wetland at the base of the slope shall be
preserved.”

Tree-Felling to make money. The proposed tree-felling is required to allow for the grading required to
construct streets, infrastructure and 65 home sites. The parent parcel is constrained by a BPA
Transmission Line easement and by steep slopes. About 75% of the buildable portion of the site (Figure
6.) is covered by the planted fir stand.
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Figure 6. Diagram showing the proposed tree-felling area. The area represents about 13 acres of a 21 acre
site. The diagram did not highlight the tree-covered acreage which will be preserved. The developable area
for the subdivision is shown within the dashed line. Trees within the area outlined by the green shading are

proposed for removal.

In its tree-felling application for Laurelwood, Hayden Homes stated, “specific trees targeted for removal
and retention have not been determined at this time.” This makes it difficult to assess whether removal
of all of the trees is necessary. The development of streets and supporting infrastructure for this urban
density residential development will likely require the removal of the great majority of the tree stand.
The danger of windthrow affects the decision to retain some trees on site or to remove the entire stand.
Windthrow refers to trees uprooted or broken by wind. Removing large areas of a tree stand may leave
the remaining trees susceptible to windthrow if the remaining trees are at the interior of a stand.

The risk of windthrow to a tree is related to the tree's size (height and diameter), the 'sail area’
presented by its crown, the anchorage provided by its roots, its exposure to the wind, and the local wind
climate. Some species which have rapid early growth such as lodgepole pine, Douglas fir, larches, ash
and sycamore produce large crowns in relation to their root systems. As a result, they are vulnerable to
toppling in high winds before their roots systems are extensive enough to provide good stability®.

The large single tree stand proposed for removal is a monoculture planting of Douglas fir. Douglas fir
have rapid early growth with large crowns in relation to their root system. They are among those
species which are prone to windthrow. “Forestry Focus” an online forestry newsletter, notes that there
is little that can be done to prevent windthrow; there are forestry practices which can reduce its risk.
One of the measures cited in the article recommends, “clearfelling stands to windfirm edges where the
trees have become more adapted to exposed conditions.*”

Staff contacted the Oregon Department of Forestry office in Springfield to discuss the proposed tree-
felling with Marvin Vetter, Stewardship Forester. Staff questioned Vetter about “windthrow” and the

' Forestry Focus, http://www.forestryfocus.ie/growing-forests-3/threats-to-forests/windthrow/
? Forestry Focus, http://www.forestryfocus.ie/growing-forests-3/threats-to-forests/windthrow/
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characteristics of the subject site. Vetter brought up the site on his GIS and commented that retained
trees should be on the south and western edges of the stand where most of our local winds emanate.
Vetter also indicated that complete removal of the stand was supportable because of the prospect of
windthrow, considering of the age and the species of the trees.

Finding #18.  Notice of the Tree-Felling Permit application was mailed on April 16, 2014 as verified by
affidavit. The notice was sent to the same list of addresses prepared for the second subdivision notice
mailing (See Figure 2 for the mailing coverage). The notice covered owners and residents on S. 55™
Place, S. 56" Street, Ivy Street and Glacier Drive. The coverage area exceeds 300-ft.

Finding #19.  The statement in the notice the “some trees” on the subject site would be removed is
accurate when taken in the context of the entire notice. The notice included a map clearly showing the
area where trees would be removed. With the map was a statement stating “Hayden Homes proposes
to remove the planted stand of Douglas fir and two isolated stands of trees shown in yellow-green on
the map. The applicant contends the removal is required to allow development of the subdivision. The
overall site is constrained by the BPA Transmission Line easement and the steep slopes at the north end
of the property. The natural stands of oak and other species on the slope and adjacent to the wetland
at the base of the slope shall be preserved.” Not all trees on the site were proposed for removal.

Finding #20.  The tree felling permit evaluated against the criteria for approving removing trees found
in SDC 5.19-125. It was approved separate from the subdivision application. The applicant showed that
the removal of the trees more than was approved by staff was necessary to allow for development of an
urban density residential development.

Finding #21. The primary area proposed for tree removal is covered by planted a Douglas fir stand.
Douglas fir is a species that is susceptible to windthrow, especially younger stands as the one on the
subject site. When contacted by staff, a representative of the Oregon Department of Forestry
confirmed that that the stand could be subject to wind throw and that only those trees on the south and
western edges of the development should be retained. That representative also stated that removal of
all of the trees would be justifiable for safety.

Conclusion: The tree felling permit was properly noticed. The permit, which is separate from the
subdivision application, met the criteria for approval on the basis that the removal of trees form the site
was needed to allow development at city established minimum densities and that the removal of the
Douglas fir was justified for safety reasons due to their susceptibility to windthrow.

Appellant Issue #5. Save the integrity of the Royal Ridge Neighborhood/subdivision.

e Give Laurelwood a temporary or permanent second exit somewhere other than Ivy Street. Use
Ivy as a last resort emergency exit only but do not use it as a through-way. The City could
purchase one of the homes on South 57" Street and use that for a second access/exit for the
Laurelwood subdivision, or as a last resort, wait and make the second exit through the property
owned by Grafted Gains and exit out on S. 56" Street. The intersection at South 56" and Glacier
is flatter and has better sight lines. Overall it is much safer.

e Royal Ridge is a very special and unique subdivision. Because of the very low traffic volume, kids
are able to play in the street. Neighbors often spend time visiting with each other in the street.
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It has the feel of a long gone neighborhood community feel. Why take this away by having the
Laurelwood Subdivision driving through to get home when there are other options.

e lvy should be used only as an emergency second exit for Royal Ridge to Laurelwood in case of
fire or quicker evacuation needs.

Staff Response: Access the subdivision from somewhere else besides lvy Street.

Staff has considered other alternatives to accessing Laurelwood besides Ivy Street. The appellant and
other neighbors have suggested taking access from Mt. Vernon Rd. to the south and not connecting the
subdivision to the existing Royal Ridge subdivision.

The existing Royal Ridge subdivision was built with stubbed off streets which were intended for future
connections. While connecting to Laurelwood via Glacier is not feasible, lvy Street is a street stub that
already exists and can be used to make the needed connection to the west and south. South 56" Street
currently has a street stub which will allow it to connect to the south and perhaps the west S9See Figure
7).

Springfield Development Code Sections (SDC) 4.2-105 and 5.12-125 (F) require neighborhood
connectivity to shorten travel distances and to provide a more even dispersal of traffic across
neighborhoods. In addition, the Springfield Fire Code requires at least two routes of approved access
(2010 Springfield Fire Code Appendix D, Section D107.1. The proposed development will have access via
Glacier Drive and from 57" street and from Mt. Vernon Rd. The subdivision is also required to provide
two stubbed off street connections on the west side and one on the east side of the development for
future street development to new and existing neighborhoods (56" Street).

Connection to the subdivision from just Mt. Vernon does not satisfy the requirements of the code, given
the option to make a connection to Glacier and S. 57" Street via Ivy Street. The Royal Ridge Subdivision
as approved in 1980, probably would not meet current code standards for access which were adopted in
2004. If Glacier Drive was impassable, S. 55" Place, Ivy Street and S. 56" Street would not be accessible
to local traffic or to emergency vehicles. The connection to Mt. Vernon Rd. will give residents and
emergency vehicles secondary access to the existing neighborhoods.

There will be additional traffic in the neighborhood attributable to the new subdivision. Hayden Homes
submitted a Traffic Assessment letter estimating the additional traffic that can expect to be generated
by the development. The study concludes that in Phase 1 about 20 new vehicle trips would be
generated in the morning “peak hour” and 27 trips in the afternoon “peak hour.” The total number of
trips from Phase 1 is expected to be about 258 trips in a 24-hour period. Staff assumes that all Phase 1
traffic will initially use Glacier Drive for access. This number, when added to the existing traffic on
Glacier, is consistent with the traffic on other local streets in Springfield.
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Figure 7. The highlighted street stubs within the existing Royal Ridge subdivision shows that the development
was built with the expectation that it would connect to additional development.

Finding #22.  Springfield Development Code Sections (SDC) 4.2-105 and 5.12-125 (F) require
neighborhood connectivity to shorten travel distances and to provide a more even dispersal of traffic
across neighborhoods. In addition, the Springfield Fire Code requires at least two routes of approved
access (2010 Springfield Fire Code Appendix D, Section D107.1.

Finding #23. Extending Glacier Drive to connect to the proposed subdivision would require
significant cut and fill on a steep slope which qualified geotechnical engineers have stated is unstable.

Finding #24.  The Royal Ridge Subdivision was constructed with street stubs which were intended to
provide future connections as growth occurred in the area. These stubs exist today. The proposed
subdivision will take access from the lvy Street stub.

Conclusion: The Royal Ridge Subdivision was built to accommodate expansion. Little growth has
occurred since it was originally developed in the 1980s. The proposed connection of Royal Ridge to new
development, including the proposed Laurelwood Subdivision is consistent with the Springfield
Development Code and Fire Code. The extension of lvy Street for access to Laurelwood is safe and
reasonable.

Laurelwood Subdivision Appeal
TYP314-00005
July 15, 2014 Page 18

Attachment 1, Page 18 of 33



Appellant Issue #6. The unclear approval says “open up the walking path” under the power lines.

e It doesn’t say anything about maintaining it or what does that mean?

e Who takes on the liability if anyone is injured, raped etc. on that pathway?

e Finally after talking with the Royal Ridge Neighborhood, the consensus was everyone thought it
would bring more people/theft into our back yards and front yards. We would have to purchase
security systems. No one else wants the path opened up.

e The area under the power lines should be cleared of blackberries and noxious weeds up to our
back fences. Hayden Homes needs to be directed to maintain all of their property.
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Figure 9. Pathway connection is part of the existing

Figure 8. Pathway connection to S. 55th PI. Royal Ridge Subdivision.

Staff Response: Opening up the walkway. The “walking path” mentioned by the appellant refers to the
requirement made by staff for Hayden Homes to “clean the existing pedestrian pathway within the BPA
Transmission Easement and clear any intruding vegetation.” The pathway is an existing asphalt path
that runs north-south beneath the BPA power lines and connects to the S. 55" Place neighborhood.
Portions of the path within the BPA easement, on Hayden Homes property, are blocked by blackberries
and other overgrowth (See Figures 10 and 12). The conditions of approval related to the pathway are
listed below:

“Condition of Approval #1: The developer will clean the existing pedestrian pathway within the BPA
Transmission Easement and clear any intruding vegetation to restore full functionality to the pathway.

Condition of Approval #2: The developer will provide a raised crosswalk where the pedestrian pathway
crosses the lvy Street extension. The crosswalk will be ADA compliant and will also calm traffic as it exits
the proposed development and enters the existing neighborhood on 55" Place.”

Liability. Liability for accidents on the walkway area is a matter of civil law. It is not the role of the
Planning Commisison or staff to assess liability. Typically a property owner is liable for accidents on
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their property and even on the sidewalk in front of their house. Presumably a similar principle would
apply to the pathway on the subject property.

Security. The pathway on Hayden Homes property is located in the middle of the BPA easement. The
Laurelwood subdivision will establish a presence on the west side of the BPA easement, just as the Royal
Ridge development provides a presence on the east side. Generally, the frequent use of a community
walkway by members of the neighborhood, will reduce unwanted activity in the same area. Areas that
are unobserved, and seldom used by the public, attract unlawful uses.
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Figure 10. Walking path within the BPA Easement. The aerial shows the alignment of the path. The
connection with S. 55th Place is less visible, but a paved connection exists.

Existing Pathway Connection. The Royal Ridge subdivision includes a 10-foot wide public right-of-way
for connecting to the pathway (See Figures 8 and 9). This connection is not located on Hayden Homes
property. Figure 8 shows the termination of the path on S. 55" pI.

Figure 11. below shows the pathway connection to S. 55 PI. has been blocked by an extension of a
wooden fence similar to that behind the neighboring yards. It is evident that the connection was cut off
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prior to Hayden Homes purchased the site (2013). Removal of the fence is required to reopen the right-
of-way connection to the pathway.

Figure 1. Fence blocking pathway connection

Figure 12. Pathway blocked by overgrowth.
to S. 55th PI, g y y g

Finding #25.  The condition of approval requiring Hayden Homes to clean up the existing pathway
consistent is proportional and has a direct nexus with city policies requiring neighborhood connectivity
and the development of pedestrian facilities.

Finding #26.  The Royal Ridge subdivision includes a 10-foot strip of paved pathway which connects to
the existing pedestrian pathway that is located within the BPA easement. The strip shows appears to be
a public right-of-way on City GIS maps. The 10-foot strip was created as part of the original subdivision,
apparently with the intent of connecting to the pathway in the BPA easement.

Finding #27.  The Royal Ridge connection to the pedestrian path has been blocked by a wood fence
similar to that behind the neighboring yards. Removal of the fence is required to reopen the right-of-
way for public use.

Conclusion: The requirement that the pathway within the BPA easement be cleared of obstructions and
cleaned up is consistent with city policies. The fence section blocking the public right-of-way that was
established with the creation of the subdivision should be removed to reestablish the connection of the
pathway to S. 55" Place.

Appellant Issue #7. Insufficient water pressure at Royal Ridge.

e Water pressure measuring 20-30 Ibs. is horrific to live with. We who live at the end of South
55" Place have real problems. This is the time for Springfield to step up to the plate and make
sure PVC pipe are connected to the lvy Street connection to help this suffering community.

e Mark Metzger said the new water booster pump installation would give better pressure to Royal
Ridge. However after speaking with Scott Higley, on June 1, 2014 at SUB, he told me it would
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only help the new subdivision. He said the only way it would help Royal Ridge (and only part of
Royal Ridge—12 homes) is if pipe was laid and connected from the booster pump to Ivy Street
and small easement section between 970 S. 55" Place and 968 S. 55" Place. | spoke with Jesse
Lovrien with Hayden Homes and he said he’d be glad to pay for the engineering costs but would
not want to pay the approximately $2,000 necessary for pipe costs. This cost should be picked
up by SUB or the City of Springfield. There have been numerous complaints over the years
informing SUB and the City of the water pressure problem.

Staff Response: The issue of water pressure was discussed at a meeting of the Development Review
Committee, shortly after the Laurelwood Subdivision application was received. Stemming from the
comments received through the development review process, staff imposed the following conditions of
approval for approval of the subdivision plan:

“Condition of Approval #20: The proposed development shall require a looped water system from the
west end of Ivy Street to Mt. Vernon Road to provide fire flow capacity. It will also require extension of
existing water system west in Mt. Vernon Road from Linda Lane to the west edge of the proposed
development.

Condition of Approval #21: A booster pump station is proposed by the applicant to address the base
water level issue. The applicant shall contact SUB Water Division to discuss the location and
construction of the pump station.”

It was concluded that a booster pump would be needed to provide adequate pressure for the new
subdivision. The subdivision will be built in two phases. It is anticipated that with the completion of the
second phase, a “looped system” will be created. SUB staff indicated that construction of the new
subdivision will not decrease water service to the existing Royal Ridge customers. City staff
understood from the Development Review meeting that that establishment of a looped system may
help with water pressure in the area.

The existing water pressure problem was not be created by Hayden Homes, and installation of the
required booster pump will ensure that the development will not degrade existing water service to
Royal Ridge.

Staff cannot corroborate the appellant’s discussion with SUB staff, but if there is a solution to the Royal
Ridge water pressure issue involving Hayden Homes, it must be worked out on a voluntary basis
between the neighbors, the developer and SUB. Requiring the developer to fix a pre-existing problem as
a condition of approval for the subdivision likely exceeds the bounds of the kind of exactions which a
City may require for new development. Federal courts have made decisions which require exactions
(conditions of approval for new improvements) have a nexus or causal relationship to the development
and that the required mitigations be proportional to the impact of the development. In this case, the
conditions of approval require a booster pump to ensure that the new development will have sufficient
pressure and that it will not degrade existing water pressure in the nearby neighborhood.

Finding #28.  The problem of insufficient water pressure is a pre-existing condition.

Laurelwood Subdivision Appeal
TYP314-00005
July 15, 2014 Page 22

Attachment 1, Page 22 of 33



Finding #29.  Staff, in conjunction with SUB, is requiring the installation of a booster pump built to
SUB specifications to service the proposed subdivision (Condition of Approval #20). SUB has indicated
that the pump system will provide adequate service to the subdivision. Service to the new subdivision
will not decrease the water pressure in the adjacent Royal Ridge neighborhood.

Finding #30.  Condition of Approval #21 also requires the proposed development to construct a
looped water system from the west end of Ivy Street to Mt. Vernon Road to provide fire flow capacity.
It will also require extension of existing water system west in Mt. Vernon Road from Linda Lane to the
west edge of the proposed development.

Conclusion: A booster pump designed and installed to SUB specifications will provide the proposed
subdivision with adequate water service. The service will not decrease water pressure in the adjoining
neighborhood.

Appellant Issue #8. Comments from Barbara Parmenter.

Documentation from Environmental Solutions, provided by Barbara Parmenter, shows that the ground is
not stable for a stormwater treatment plant. The documentation proves the ground is not stable for a
road or the water plant.

Staff Response: Environmental Solutions Report. The document prepared by the environmental
consultant, Environmental Solutions, for Barbara Parmenter is a wetland delineation and a Joint Permit
Application dated August 4, 1999. The delineation identifies the location of the wetland at the base of
the steep slope on the northern edge of the Hayden Homes property. The Joint Permit Application is a
document filed with the US Army Corps of Engineers and the Oregon Department of State Lands to
obtain permission to conduct construction activities which would impact the wetland. In this case, the
Joint permit was related to the construction of a condominium development south of the wetland.
Then property owner, Barbara Parmenter was seeking permission dig a trench through the wetlands to
connect to existing water and sewer trunk lines located near Weyerhaeuser Road. No diagram was
provided, but it is assumed that the condominiums were proposed for construction on the slope, or at
the toe of the slope near the wetland. Existing water and sewer lines are accessible from Ivy Street and
Glacier Drive, if the development was proposed for the top of the slope. The Environmental Solutions
report did not address slope stability, it only provided information and permitting related to the wetland
at the base of the slope.

In a separate submittal on June 4, 2014, Barbara Parmenter included in her comments the following
statement: “I had an additional geological report from a gentleman named Gunnar [likely Gunnar
Schlieder, a certified Engineering Geologist who practices in the Springfield area], but | have not located
the report as yet. In his report, he contended that the North Slope and the lower land was not an
alluvial formation but was a slide area...” “Gunnar’s report said the slope was unstable and putting
water on the slope would cause a slide (Section 10, pages 7 and 8 of Barbara Parmenter’s ‘Motion for
Intervention into Appeal of the Notice of Decision for the Laurelwood Subdivision’).”

While staff does not possess the report prepared by Gunnar, his purported findings are consistent with
the findings made by consultants for Hayden Homes with respect to the slope at the north end of the
subject property. The report supports the decision by city staff not to extend Glacier Drive across the
face of the slope to access the subdivision (See Figure 13).
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The ground is not stable for a road or water plant. The geotech report referred to by Ms.Parmenter
apparently addressed the slope. Hayden Homes contracted with Branch Engineering to prepare a
geotechnical report on the Laurelwood Subdivision Site. In its report, Branch Engineering found that
“The steep north-facing slope at the end of the site is a mapped landslide; no development is
proposed for the area. The stormwater detention facility proposed near the top of this landslide
should be lined to prevent infiltration of water into the slide area” (Laurelwood Subdivision Tentative
Plan Application, Exhibit F—Geotechnical Report, Section 3.2, page 6).
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Figure 13. Excerpt from the Laurelwood Subdivision Plan showing the proximity of the lvy Street extension
and the stormwater treatment facility to the north-facing slope.

The proposed use of Ivy Street to access the subdivision is consistent with the findings of the
geotechnical report. The final design of the stormwater treatment facility will incorporate the findings
of the Branch Engineering report with respect to preventing stormwater infiltration into the slide area.

The proposed Ivy Street extension is setback from the top of slope by 60 feet or more. The setback is
sufficient to assure that the road bed will be stable.
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The proposed stormwater treatment facility is also set back from the top of the slope. It will be
engineered consistent with the findings made in the geotechnical report prepared by Branch
Engineering that is referenced above.

Finding #31. Hayden Homes submitted a geotechnical report (Exhibit F of the subdivision application)
prepared by Ronald Derrick, Principal Geotechnical Engineer for Branch Engineering. Section 3.2 of the
report states “The steep north-facing slope at the end of the site is a mapped landslide; no development
is proposed for the area. The stormwater detention facility proposed near the top of this landslide
should be lined to prevent infiltration of water into the slide area.”

Finding #32.  Section 4 of the Hayden Homes geotechnical report concluded that “the site is geologic
and geotechnically suitable for the proposed development provided that the recommendation of this
report are incorporated into the design and construction of the project. Our investigation did not reveal
any specific site features or subsurface conditions that would impede the proposed building design or
construction.”

Finding #33.  Section 5 of the report includes several recommendations for inclusion in the
construction level design of the subdivision. These recommendations that will be incorporated into the
Public Improvement Plan and into the construction design for the individual homes.

Finding #34.  Section 5.4 of the report addresses drainage. The report repeats its recommendation
that the stormwater detention facility at the north end of the development near the mapped landslide
be lined to prevent subsurface infiltration, that it be moved south.

Conclusion: The purported findings of the geotechnical report commissioned by Ms. Parmenter and the
report commissioned by Hayden Homes agree that the north slope of the site is unstable. The Hayden
Homes report states, “the site is geologic and geotechnically suitable for the proposed development
provided that the recommendations of this report are incorporated into the design and construction of
the project.” The Hayden Homes report includes recommendations for construction design which will
be applied in the construction level detail of the Public Improvement Plan.

Applicant Issue #9. What’s the rush?

This decision affects many lives and the future of Springfield in general. The neighborhood wants to be
heard and seen by the Planning Commission.

Staff Response: Consistent with state law (ORS 227.178) quasi-jurisdictional land use decisions are
processed within a 120-calendar day period, including appeals. The appeal of the Director’s Decision
approving the Laurelwood Subdivision application has provided the appellant an opportunity to come
before the Planning Commission.

Finding #35.  State law requires land use applications to be processed in a timely manner. ORS
227.178 defines a 120-day limit for processing applications such as the Laurelwood subdivision proposal.
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Conclusion: The development review process allows adequate time for gathering public comments,
evaluating the subdivision proposal against the established criteria for approval. The community and
the developer are entitled to closure on the matter in a timely period as dictated by state law.

IV. Intervener’s Issues and Staff Response.

On the afternoon of June 4 2014, Barbara Parmenter faxed a lengthy document with comments that she
was submitting as an “Intervener” in the appeal. The faxed document was titled “Motion for
Intervention into Appeal of the Notice of Decision for the Laurelwood Subdivision, File No. TYP214-
00004,” (Motion). Ms. Parmenter had submitted earlier comments and has standing to include appeal
comments. It was apparent from conversations with Ms. Yarnall that she and Ms. Parmenter had been
in communication with one another about Parmenter’s comments. Ms. Yarnall included documents
given to her by Ms. Parmenter in her appeal submittal (See Appellant’s Issue #8).

While the applicability of “Intervener” status may not be appropriate in this appeal process, staff has
included the Ms. Parmenter’s comments and have responded to those comments.

Role of the Planning Commission. The Planning Commission responsibility in the matter of the
Laurelwood Subdivision Tentative Plan appeal is to “consider the Director's staff report and all other
evidence presented, including oral and written testimony in making their decision. The Planning
Commission or Hearings Official may affirm, modify or reverse the Director’s decision and shall adopt
findings in support of their decision” (SDC 5.3-115 E). The Planning Commission will evaluate whether
staff fairly and appropriately applied the decision criteria used for approving the subdivision tentative
plan (SDC 5.12-125) and issue its own decision about the proposal. The staff report approving the
Laurelwood Subdivision (Director’s Decision), with conditions, is attached. The report contains the
criteria for approval and includes findings with respect to those criteria.

Some issues of appeal may not be relevant to the Director’s Decision or to the criteria for approving the
subdivision tentative plan. In such cases staff has attempted to provide a response if it is at all related to
the impact of the subdivision. Other issues raised which are outside the purview of the City or of this
approval process are identified as such and are not addressed.

Intervener’s Issue #1. Improper court action and inability to protect her property rights.

Sections 1.,2.,3.,4,,5,6.,7.,8.and 9., (pages 1-7) of Ms. Parmenter’s Motion assert that she has a right
to intervene in this appeal; that she is a person with disabilities; that her civil rights were violated by
unlawful court actions; that she is the victim of discrimination and of hate crimes; and that any person
who participates in or who does not stop the crimes against her when they have the ability to do such is
also guilty of the crime as well. The Motion also asserts that Ms. Parmenter was never bankrupt and
that she was coerced and was not able to protect her property interests in the courts because of her
impairments.

Staff Response: Staff has included Ms. Parmenter’s Motion for Intervention into the record for Planning
Commission review. Hayden Homes provided evidence of legal ownership of the property as required
by the subdivision application. In addition, staff researched the chain of ownership for the subject lot on
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the Lane County Deeds and Records website, downloading evidence of the legal sale of subject property
to Hayden Homes. Ms. Parmenter disputes the legality of the taking of her land and its later sale.

The Planning Commission is not the competent jurisdiction to judge Ms. Parmenter’s assertions set forth
in Sections 1-9. The Title Report provided to the City shows no cloud over the current ownership of the
property by Hayden Homes.

Finding #36. Hayden Homes submitted with their application, a title report which documents the
legal sale of the subject property. Staff has researched the Regional Land use Information Database
(RLID) for information about the sale or exchange of the subject property and found evidence of a chain
of land sales and ownership changes for the subject property dating back to 2006 (Figure 14). The
records show that Hayden Homes is the owner of record for the subject site.

Sales & Ownership Changes

Sale Date Sale Doc # ImageAnalysis  Multiple  Grantor(s) Grantee(s)
Price Code Accts?
07/24/2013 $350,000 2013-41161 » K Yes UMPQUA BANK HAYDEN HOMES LLC
00/18/2012 $270,104 2012-47857 | o B Yes FULLERTON KY UMPQUA BANK
04/206/2007$0 2007-28122 . o K Yes PARMENTER BARBARAK |BARBARA K PARMENTER
IRREVOCABLE TRUS

11/14/2006 $0 2006-82066, o K Yes BARBARA K PARMENTER | BARBARA K PARMENTER

IRREVOCABLE TRUS IRREVOCABLE TRUS

Data source: Lane County Assessment and Taxation

Figure 14. RLID record of land sales and exchanges for the subject property identified as 18-02-04-00 Tax lot
313 on the Lane County Assessor’s Map.

Conclusion: There is credible evidence in the public record that Hayden Homes is the legal owner of the
property. It is not the purview of the City nor the Planning Commission to judge the assertions made
Ms. Parmenter’s assertions set forth in Sections 1-9.

Intervener’s Issue #2. Stability of the Slope.

Section 10 of the Motion explains that Ms. Parmenter’s family property is located above the wetland
that is located at the base of the steep slope at the northern end of the subject property. She relates
her experience with the slope stability and the findings of a geotechnical report that she commissioned
in the past. Ms. Parmenter stated that the report prepared by a man named Gunnar [likely Gunnar
Schlieder, a certified Engineering Geologist who practices in the Springfield area] concluded that the
“...North Slope and lower land was not an alluvial formation but was a slide area.” She further stated
that Gunnar’s report said the slope was unstable and putting water on the slope would cause a slide.

Ms. Parmenter challenges the location of the stormwater treatment facility on the North Slope,
asserting that the location of the facility is an unstable fill area.

Ms. Parmenter also asserts in Section 10 that Branch Engineering, whom she once contracted,
“exceeded their estimates for their work... and used wetland delineation reports and soil tests she paid
for, and gave them to Hayden Homes.
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Staff Response: Hayden Homes commissioned a geotechnical report for inclusion in their subdivision
application. Appendix F of the Laurelwood Subdivision application is a geotechnical report prepared by
Ronald Derrick, a professional engineer working for Branch Engineering. In his report, Derrick stated,
“The steep north-facing slope at the end of the site is a mapped landslide; no development is proposed
for this area. The stormwater detention facility proposed near the top of the landslide is recommended
to be lined to prevent infiltration of water into the slide area. (Appendix F, page 6.)"

The Hayden Homes report makes a similar finding to the purported finding made by Parmenter’s
engineer with respect to slope and makes a recommendation that the proposed detention facility by
lines to prevent infiltration of water into the slide area. The subdivision tentative plan, when approved,
is followed by the development of construction level plans for the transportation and utility facilities
(Public Improvement Plan or PIP). The final PIP design for the stormwater treatment facility proposed
near the slope will comply with the geotechnical engineering desigh recommendation stated in
Appendix F.

Ms. Parmenter’s contract issue with Branch Engineering is a civil matter. A wetland delineation, if it is
accepted by the Oregon Department of State Lands (DSL), becomes a public document. DSL provides a
“letter of concurrence” and a copy of the approved delineation map to the City. These are used to
update the Springfield Local Wetland Inventory, which is a public document.

Finding #37.  As set forth in Findings # 31-34 of this report, the geotechnical report prepared for
Hayden Homes agrees with the finding of Ms. Parmenter’s geotechnical report with respect to the north
slope being unstable.

Finding #38.  Findings #31-34 also show that Hayden Homes consultant, Ronald Derrick, Principal
Geotechnical Engineer for Branch Engineering found that the subject site is suitable for development if
the recommendations found in his report are followed.

Finding #39.  The Public Improvement Plan process which follows the subdivision tentative plan
approval is the proper step in the design process to apply the recommendations included in Hayden
Homes geotechnical report.

Conclusion: The purported findings of the geotechnical report commissioned by Ms. Parmenter and the
report commissioned by Hayden Homes agree that the north slope of the site is unstable. The Hayden
Homes report states, “the site is geologic and geotechnically suitable for the proposed development
provided that the recommendations of this report are incorporated into the design and construction of
the project.” The Hayden Homes report includes recommendations for construction design which will
be applied in the construction level detail of the Public Improvement Plan.

Intervener’s Issue #3. Conceptual Plan.

Section 11 of the Motion describes a response to Ms. Parmenter’s proposal for a subdivision proposal
for the subject property when it was under her ownership. She describes a meeting with “Masood”
wherein he refused to address the fact that “the Conceptual Plan had streets and roads going over 40 to
80 foot cliffs.” Ms. Parmenter indicated that her engineer “stated he had to design the subdivision
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according to what the city required.” Section 11 concludes by saying “I hope for all of our safety and
neighborhood continuity that we can all step back and do a better job than what has been done.
Obviously neither access is safe or acceptable.”

Staff Response: Masood was a staff member working with development review of transportation
facilities in the late 1990’s. Early in the development process it would have been standard procedure to
reference the Springfield Conceptual Local Street Map as guidance for planned transportation links
throughout the city. The map was, and still is, limited to conceptual transportation connections. It does
not take into account specific engineering problems that might face actual development of the streets
and roads shown on the map. Glacier Street is shown on the Conceptual Street Map as the location for
future connection of the Royal Ridge neighborhood to points east and south. It is conceivable that staff
took a literal stance on Glacier Drive extension shown on the map as a means of accessing new
development on Ms. Parmenter’s property prior to submittal of a response to the criteria for
amendment of the conceptual plan or detailed construction information demonstrating the connection
was infeasible.

Hayden Homes consultants and current city staff acknowledge the Glacier Street extension shown on
the Conceptual Street Map would cut across the face of a steep and unstable slope. The Laurelwood
Subdivision proposes to take access from Glacier Drive, S. 55" Place and Ivy Street Phase 1 of the
development. Phase 2 will take access from Mt. Vernon Rd. to the south and allow Phase 1 traffic to use
Mt. Vernon as well if residents choose. The Mt. Vernon Rd. connection will provide both the new
subdivision and the existing Royal Ridge development a second means of access. Currently, if Glacier is
impassible, the neighborhood is not accessible to residents or emergency vehicles.

The safety of the Glacier, S. 55" Place and Ivy Street connection has been addressed in the staff
response to Appellant’s Issues #2, #3 and #5.

Finding #40.  Extending Glacier Drive to provide future street connections to undeveloped areas in
the vicinity of the proposed subdivision is clearly shown on the Springfield Conceptual Local Street Map.
The Conceptual Map was prepared without a substantive analysis of the topography.

Finding #41.  SDC Section 4.2-105 (A) (1.) (b) states, “the Director, in consultation with the Public
Works Director, may modify the Conceptual Local Street Map when a proposed alignment is consistent
with the street connection standards in Subsection 1.a., above or when existing conditions make
application of the Conceptual Local Street Map impractical or inconsistent with accepted transportation
planning principles.”

Finding #42. The proposed extension of lvy Street to connect to the new subdivision is considered by
staff to be a safe and more reasonable connection to make given the steep slope and slope instability
found at the end of Glacier Drive as documented by Exhibit F of the Laurelwood Subdivision application
submittal. The issue of stability was also raised by the purported findings of a geotechnical engineer
hired by Barbara Parmenter in planning for another development for the site which was not built.

Conclusion: Extending Glacier would violate the general provisions for street design listed in SDC
Section 4.2-105 (A) (1) by forcing an alignment of Glacier that would cut deeply into the contour of the
hill and would likely damage the wetlands found at the base of the slope. The staff decision to extend
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Ivy Street avoids cutting into a steep unstable slope. The lvy Street alignment follows the existing
roadway across the BPA easement. Design considerations required by the BPA to protect the existing
towers are best made during the Public Improvement Planning step in the development process.
Intervener’s Issue #4: Different rules for some people. Inadequate notification. Clear-cutting trees
under a misinformed opinion.

Section 12 of the Motion questions why Ms. Parmenter was required to told that she needed to extend
Glacier Drive despite the assessment of Branch Engineering that the west end of Glacier was
undermined and unstable. She asserts that the City did not think it was too expensive for her to have to
extend Glacier, but it is not financially feasible for Hayden Homes to do so. Ms. Parmenter states
“Considering how Hayden Homes knowingly secured the land there appears to be more discrimination
against this female developer going on than just in the State Circuit Courts, Oregon Court of Appeals and
the U.S. Federal District Court and the U.S. Bankruptcy Court for the District of Oregon by Oregon
judicial officials.”

In Section 12, Ms. Parmenter further states, “Numerous adjacent property owners were never given the
right to review the city’s approval because they were never notified. By law, this review must be
nullified.”

In concluding Section 12 and her Motion statement, Ms. Parmenter states that the City should get
involved in correcting the many issues being raised, and not to partake in an act of retaliation by
approving the clear cutting of desirable trees under a misinformed opinion. Of the original 52 original
large fir trees in Royal Ridge none have fallen as dangerous trees in over 30 years.

Staff Response: Using the literal application of the Conceptual Local Street Map showing an extension
of Glacier Drive would not be good planning or engineering given what is known about the condition of
the slope. If a developer proposed to extend Glacier today, such an alignment would not have been
accepted by current staff given what is known about the slope. There is no discrimination based on
gender. If there was staff error, it was in taking a literal stand on a map showing conceptual street
connections in the face of engineering evidence that doing so would further destabilize the existing
slope.

Finding #43.  Extending Glacier Drive to provide future street connections is clearly shown on the
Springfield Conceptual Local Street Map. The map was prepared without a substantive analysis of the
topography.

Finding #44.  SDC Section 4.2-105 (A) (1.) (b) states, “the Director, in consultation with the Public
Works Director, may modify the Conceptual Local Street Map when a proposed alignment is consistent
with the street connection standards in Subsection 1.a., above or when existing conditions make
application of the Conceptual Local Street Map impractical or inconsistent with accepted transportation
planning principles.”

Finding #45. The proposed extension of lvy Street to connect to the new subdivision is considered by
staff to be a safe and more reasonable connection to make given the steep slope and slope instability
found at the end of Glacier Drive as documented by Exhibit F of the Laurelwood Subdivision application
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submittal. The issue of stability was also raised by the purported findings of a geotechnical engineer
hired by Barbara Parmenter in planning for another development for the site which was not built.

Finding #46.  There is no discrimination based on gender in the decision not to extend Glacier Drive to
connect to the proposed subdivision. If there was staff error in the 1990’s, it was in taking a literal stand
on a map showing conceptual street connections in the face of engineering evidence that doing so
would further destabilize the existing slope.

Conclusion: Extending Glacier would violate the general provisions for street design listed in SDC
Section 4.2-105 (A) (1) by forcing an alignment of Glacier that would cut deeply into the contour of the
hill and would likely damage the wetlands found at the base of the slope. The staff decision to extend
Ivy Street avoids cutting into a steep unstable slope.

Inadequate Notice.

The issue of inadequate notification is addressed in the staff response to Appellants Issue #1. Staff
conceded that the initial notice informing neighbors of the pending subdivision was inadequate. As
explained, the process for generating mailing labels for residents and owners is automated and clearly,
the list of addresses produced by the normally reliable process did not include several neighbors that
should have received the 300-ft notice. When the matter was brought to the attention of staff, a second
notice mailing was sent out, covering all neighbors on S. 55" Place, Glacier Drive, S. 56" Street and Ivy
Street. In some cases, mailings were sent to addresses more than 700 feet from the subdivision.

After the first mailing, subsequent mailings for the Tree-Felling Permit, the Subdivision Notice of
Decision and the Notice of Appeal used the larger address list that was produced for the second mailing.
Notarized affidavits attesting to the mailings include a copy of the mailing labels used for each.

Finding #47.  The initial notification of the proposed subdivision was insufficient. Staff provided a
timely correction which included all of the residents and property owners on Ivy Street, S. 55" PI., S. 56
Street and Glacier Drive. The time period for submitting comments was extended accordingly and a
neighborhood meeting attended by staff and the applicant’s representative was held to discuss
community concerns.

Conclusion: The corrective action taken by staff on April 10, 2014 with respect to the required notice
meets the requirements found in SDC 5.2-115.

Retaliatory Tree-Felling.

The staff response to Appellant’s Issue #4 addresses the need for the tree-felling and the issue of notice
for the tree-felling permit. Hayden Homes applied for and received a tree-felling permit which
preserves trees on and near the slope at the north edge of the subdivision site. The constrained nature
of the site limits subdivision development to less than 15 acres of the 21 acre site. About 13 acres were
proposed for tree-removal. In processing the tree-felling permit, there was no issue of retaliation. The
permit was approved in advance of the subdivision permit being appealed.
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Ms. Parmenter submitted comments concerning the subdivision dated April 6, 2014. No mention of an
objection to potential tree-felling was expressed. No comment was received from Ms. Parmenter in
response to the Tree-Felling permit which was mailed on April 16™.

The need to remove most if not all of the planted Douglas fir stand was carefully considered by staff. It
would be preferable to keep small pockets of trees throughout the subdivision. However, research on
the problem of windthrow and the particular susceptibility of young stands of Douglas fir to the problem
led to a condition of approval for the subdivision plan that limited retention of trees to those which
were likely to be “windfirm.” Windfirm trees are those which are on the outer edges of tree stands
which are buffeted by winds and develop a root system that sustains them. These trees would likely be
located on the south and west edges of the subject tree stand.

In addition, staff contacted Marvin Vetter, Stewardship Forester at the Oregon Department of Forestry’s
Springfield office to discuss the issue of windthrow and the characteristics of the subject site. Vetter
brought up the site on his GIS and commented that retained trees should be on the south and western
edges of the stand where most of our local winds emanate. Vetter also indicated that complete
removal of the stand was supportable because of the prospect of windthrow, considering of the age
and the species of the trees.

The Douglas fir stand will be replaced with homes and yards which have decorative landscaping and
trees which are more suitable in scale and growth pattern to an urban setting than the fir trees. In
addition to the residential landscaping, street trees are required to be planted under Section 4.4-105 of
the Springfield Development Code.

Finding #48. The Tree Felling application is a separate land use action from the proposed subdivision.
Notice of the tree felling permit was mailed on April 16, 2014. The notice was sent to the same list of
addresses prepared for the second subdivision notice mailing (See Figure 2 for the mailing coverage).
The notice covered owners and residents on S. 55" Place, S. 56 Street, Ivy Street and Glacier Drive. The
coverage area exceeds 300-ft.

Finding #49.  No comments were received by staff opposing the tree removal during the comment
period. The Tree-felling permit was approved and issued on May 21. The tree-felling permit was not
appealed.

Finding #50.  The statement in the notice the “some trees” on the subject site would be removed is
accurate when taken in the context of the entire notice. The notice included a map clearly showing the
area where trees would be removed. With the map was a statement stating “Hayden Homes proposes
to remove the planted stand of Douglas fir and two isolated stands of trees shown in yellow-green on
the map. The applicant contends the removal is required to allow development of the subdivision. The
overall site is constrained by the BPA Transmission Line easement and the steep slopes at the north end
of the property. The natural stands of oak and other species on the slope and adjacent to the wetland
at the base of the slope shall be preserved.” Not all trees on the site were proposed for removal.

Finding #51.  The tree felling permit evaluated against the criteria for approving removing trees found
in SDC 5.19-125. It was approved separate from the subdivision application. The applicant showed that
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the removal of the trees more than was approved by staff was necessary to allow for development of an
urban density residential development.

Finding #52.  The primary area proposed for tree removal is covered by planted a Douglas fir stand.
Douglas fir is a species that is susceptible to windthrow, especially younger stands as the one on the
subject site. When contacted by staff, a representative of the Oregon Department of Forestry
confirmed that that the stand could be subject to wind throw and that only those trees on the south and
western edges of the development should be retained. That representative also stated that removal of
all of the trees would be justifiable for safety.

Conclusion: The tree felling permit was properly noticed. The permit, which is separate from the
subdivision application, met the criteria for approval on the basis that the removal of trees form the site
was needed to allow development at city established minimum densities and that the removal of the
Douglas fir was justified for safety reasons due to their susceptibility to windthrow. The tree felling
permit was not appealed.

IV. Conclusion.

Most of the issues raised by the appellant were considered by staff in its original staff report decision to
approve the proposed Laurelwood Subdivision. For example, the appellant asserts that using the
Glacier, S. 55" PI., Ivy Street connection to access Phase 1 of the Laurelwood development is an unsafe
approach. The transportation engineering staff does not believe this to be the case. There are existing
sight issues at the corner of S. 55" and Glacier, but these can best be remedied by observing the existing
driving standards and taking the kind of precautions that are expected of all drivers. Extending Glacier
Drive to access the subdivision requires road construction on a steep slope that is unstable. Some
issues, such as the issue with sun glare and low water pressure, are existing problems. There may be
some measures that can be taken to remedy these existing problems, but the remedies imposed upon
Hayden Homes should be limited to the connection of the problem to the new development.

Staff believes that approval of the proposed subdivision, as conditioned in the staff report, is a fair and
appropriate application of the approval criteria for subdivision tentative plans.
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SPRINQFIELD

Staff Report and Decision Subdivision Tentative--Type Il %
Laurelwood Subdivision—Hayden Homes .

Project Name: Laurelwood Subdivision—Hayden Homes

Project Proposal: To create a 65-lot detached single-family subdivision in two phases. This application
is for Phase | which will create 25 lots.

Case Number: TYP241-00004

Project Location: Vacant land located south and west of the intersection of Ivy Street and South 55"
Place and north of Mt. Vernon Rd. The development area is about 21.29 acres. The property is
identified as Map No. 18020400 Tax lot 313.

Plan and Zoning Designations

Zoning: Low Density Residential

Overlay Districts: N/A

Applicable Refinement Plan: East Main Refinement Plan
Refinement Plan/Metro Plan Designation: Low Density Residential

Processing

Application Submitted Date: March 20, 2014

Decision Issued Date: May 20, 2014

Decision: Approval with Conditions

Appeal Deadline Date: June 4, 2014

Associated Applications: TYP214-00006 Tree-Felling Permit

CITY OF SPRINGFIELD DEVELOPMENT REVIEW TEAM

POSITION REVIEW OF NAME PHONE

Planner llI Land Use Planning Mark Metzger 726-3775
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L. Executive Summary

The Laurelwood subdivision is proposed as a two phased residential subdivision located between Mt.
Vernon Road and Glacier Drive, just west of S 55th Place within the City of Springfield and Lane County.
The City/County boundary splits the site in a diagonal north north/south alignment; all development
that is a part of this land use request will occur in Phase 1 that is wholly within the City boundaries. A
BPA power line and easement extends along the eastern site boundary. The property slopes to a high
point in the north central portion of the site; steep terrain slopes down to the northwest. An existing
house is located within its own tax lot in the northern portion of the site that is proposed to be retained.

The subdivision is proposed as single-family detached lots, with all but Lots 18, 19, 21, 22 and 25
exceeding 6,000 SF in area. Lot widths are between 60-ft to 92-ft and lot depths are between 90-ft and
131-ft. All lots are regular in shape, with no proposed panhandle or flag shaped lots. The project
includes an extension of lvy Street into the project with plans to connect to Mt Vernon Road in Phase 2.
Additional local streets will extend from Ivy Street and provide access to other lots and adjacent,
undeveloped properties. A temporary fire access drive is provided to Mount Vernon Road as a part of
Phase I.

The parcel is about 21 acres in size but is constrained by a 225-foot wide BPA Transmission Line
easement (Tracts C and D) on the east and an area of steep slopes and wetlands on the northern portion
of the site (Tract B). The actual development area is about 15 acres. The BPA easement, sloped area
and wetlands are not included in the development area.

Applicability of the East Main Refinement Plan

In addition to the approval criteria for Subdivision Tentative Plan applications, this proposal is subject to
the goals and policies defined within the East Main Refinement Plan. While a more detailed response is
provided within the body of this narrative, the proposed Laurelwood Subdivision, as conditioned, can
be made to conform to the approval standards for subdivisions found in SDC Section 5.12-125 and
the applicable policies found in the East Main Refinement Plan.

The East Main Refinement Plan Residential Policy 3 (a) requires the application of the Hillside
Development Overlay District to applications for development within Area #1 of the Plan. A small
portion of the subdivision is within Area #1 (see Figure 1.). The Hillside Development Overlay District
only applies to development on slopes greater than 15% or on land that is greater than 670 feet in
elevation. The proposed subdivision does not meet these criteria for applicability since it is below 670-
feet in elevation and the average slope within the development area is less than 15 percent. There is a
steep slope with a wetland at the base of the slope, on the northern portion of the parcel (Tract B on the
Plan). This area is not part of the subdivision plan and is excluded from the development area. The
Hillside Development Overlay District provisions do not apply to this proposal.
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Figure 1. East Main Refinement Plan and Laurelwood Subdivision
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The East Main Refinement Plan was adopted in 1988. Policy 3 (d) of the Refinement Plan calls for
development proposals in Area #1 of the Plan (see Figure 1) to be accompanied by a “Conceptual
Development Plan.” The content of a Conceptual Development Plan is intended to show how
infrastructure and transportation facilities for a proposed development will fit into future transportation
and infrastructure development in the general area. The East Main Refinement Plan indicates that the
Conceptual Development Plan is to be reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission, but not
necessarily in a public hearing.

The submission requirements for Subdivision Tentative Plan applications now require applicants to show
how a proposed subdivision will integrate with current and future transportation and infrastructure
development. In addition, the applicant must show that there is adequate infrastructure capacity to
serve the development. Subsequent to the 1988 adoption of the East main Refinement Plan,
infrastructure plans have been adopted which show current and future infrastructure connection. Staff
and the applicant use these plans to evaluate how a proposed subdivision would be provided services
and how transportation connections will be made. As such, the preparation of a duplicative Conceptual
Development Plan is unnecessary. Table 1 below lists these plans.

Table 1. Adopted Plans Providing Conceptual Development Guidance

Infrastructure Plan Content Adopted or Last
updated

Springfield Conceptual Local Shows existing and needed future August 2012
Street Map transportation connections.
Springfield Transportation Shows existing and planned transportation February 2014
System Plan facilities and includes policies guiding how

transportation needs will be met in the future.
Springfield Stormwater Facilities | Shows existing and planned facilities and October 2008
Master Plan projects for stormwater management.
Springfield Wastewater Shows existing and planned facilities and June 2008
Facilities Plan projects for wastewater management.
Eugene-Springfield This is a Regional Plan which shows existing and | December 2011
Metropolitan Area Public needed water, wastewater, stormwater, and
Facilities and Services Plan electrical services. The plan lists current and

future projects for infrastructure development.

The Laurelwood application that was submitted on March 24, 2014, is complete and addresses the
current and future connection to local infrastructure and transportation facilities as part of its overall
tentative plan. The submittal serves as a conceptual plan for this project.

The Springfield Development Code states that Subdivision Tentative Plan applications are to be
processed using a Type |l procedure. Type Il procedures are reviewed and approved by staff with public
notice and the opportunity for public comment. The decision of staff may be appealed to the Planning
Commission for review. For this reason, Planning Commission review discussed in the East Main
Refinement Plan will occur in the event of an appeal of the staff decision, as required by the Springfield
Development Code (SDC 5.3-115).
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Opposition to the proposed subdivision plan has been expressed by many neighbors in the adjoining
neighborhood on South 55" Place which will be affected by increased traffic traversing their
neighborhood to access the new subdivision. Neighbors have expressed their preference for access to
the new subdivision to be accomplished by extending Glacier Street as shown on the Springfield
Conceptual Local Street Map.

Decision: Based on a review of the proposed subdivision tentative plan against the criteria for approval
found in Section 5.1-125 of the Springfield Development Code (SDC), staff has approved the submitted
tentative plan, with conditions, as of the date of this letter. The criteria of approval are listed herein
and are satisfied by the submitted plans and notes unless specifically noted with findings and conditions
of approval. All improvements are required to be installed as shown on the approved plan or as
conditioned. Any proposed changes to the tentative plan must be submitted to the Planning Division
and approved prior to installation. Public Improvement Plans and the Subdivision Plat must conform to
the submitted tentative plan as conditioned herein. This is a limited land use decision made according
to city code and state statutes. Unless appealed, the decision is final. Please read this document
carefully.

Conditions of Approval:

Condition of Approval #1: The developer will clean the existing pedestrian pathway within the BPA
Transmission Easement and clear any intruding vegetation to restore full functionality to the pathway.

Condition of Approval #2: The developer will provide a raised crosswalk where the pedestrian pathway
crosses the lvy Street extension. The crosswalk will be ADA compliant and will also calm traffic as it exits
the proposed development and enters the existing neighborhood on 55" Place.

Condition of Approval #3: Prior to approval of the Final Plat, the applicant shall provide a complete, city
approved set of construction plans for all public streets and sidewalks as part of the PIP for Laurelwood
Phase I.

Condition of Approval #4: The applicant shall work with the owner of the Parmenter property to
resolve the access easement issue as directed by the conditions of the easement cited in Finding #16
and in the easement documents.

Condition of Approval #5: Prior to approval of the Final Plat, the applicant shall provide a complete, city
approved set of construction plans for all sanitary sewer elements as part of the PIP for Laurelwood
Phase 1.

Condition of Approval #6: Prior to acceptance of the final plat, the applicant will obtain written approval
for the detention pond/swale within the BPA easement. The applicant shall also provide an access
easement for the city of Springfield to ensure future maintenance access to the treatment facility.

Condition of Approval #7: The applicant is required to obtain approval from Lane County for the
discharge along Mt Vernon prior to approval of the final plat.

Condition of Approval #8: Prior to approval of the Final Plat, the applicant shall provide all required
permits to work in delineated wetlands if required to complete any improvements for the development.
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Condition of Approval #9: Prior to approval of the Final Plat, the applicant shall provide a complete, city
approved set of construction plans for all stormwater elements as part of the PIP for Laurelwood Phase 1.

Condition of Approval #10: Prior to Final Plat approval, the applicant shall submit a vegetation plan for the
stormwater ponds/swales that meet the requirements of the City’s interim design standards as required in
Section 3.02 of the EDSPM. The City of Eugene stormwater management manual may be referenced for
design. This will be done as part of the PIP.

Condition of Approval #11: To ensure a fully functioning water quality system and meet objectives of
Springfield’s MS4 permit, the Springfield Development Code and the EDSPM, the proposed detention
ponds shall be shall be fully vegetated with all vegetation species established prior to approval of City
Council acceptance of the Public Improvement Project. Alternatively, if this condition cannot be met,
the applicant shall provide and maintain additional interim erosion control/water quality measures
acceptable to the Public Works Department that will suffice until such time as the detention pond
vegetation becomes fully established.

Condition of Approval #12: The Tentative Plan shall be amended to show the boundaries of wetland
M30 as it affects Tract B and D as required by SDC Section 5.12-120 (F)(9). The mapped boundary of
M30 shown on the LWI Map is based on a wetland determination and is not a delineated wetland.
Given the 200 foot separation of the wetland from the nearest edge of the development envelope, the
provisions of SDC Section 5.12-120 (F)(9) may be met by showing the wetland boundary (based on the
wetland determination) shown on the LWI. No new formal delineation of the wetland will be required
for the purposes of showing the wetland on the Tentative Plan.

Condition of Approval #13: Prior to approval of the Final Plat, and as required in Section 5.12-120 (F)(10)
of the Springfield Development Code, the applicant shall submit approved copies of necessary required
permits to demonstrate compliance with Federal and State permits.

Condition of Approval #14: Fire apparatus access roads shall be an all-weather surface capable of
supporting an 80,000 Ib. imposed load per 2010 Springfield Fire Code 503.2.3 and SFC Appendix D102.1.

Condition of Approval #15: Landscaping plans shall show distance of at least three feet or greater from
fire hydrants meeting 2010 Springfield Fire Code 507.5.5.

Condition of Approval #16: The applicant will use the emergency vehicle access on Mt. Vernon Rd. for
all heavy vehicle construction access to minimize impacts to the existing neighborhood around Glacier
Drive and vy Street and reduce impacts to the existing roadways.

Condition of Approval #17: The emergency access to Mt Vernon will be provided with a suitable gate
and public works lock per Fire Department requirements to be finalized as part of the PIP.

Condition of Approval #18: Easements will be required for any new facilities being installed by SUB: 10’
for three phase underground, 7’ for single phase underground and 5’ for secondary underground
(120/240V). Management is looking at possible feeder locations for this subdivision and future
subdivisions that may develop to the west (see comments for more detail).
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Condition of Approval #19: The following easements shall be required by the SUB Electric Division.
Some elements of the planned electrical service to the subdivision will be completed as part of the
Public Improvement Plan. As such some of the easement requests require continued discussion
between Hayden Homes and SUB Electric:

e An easement will be required along the Weyerhaeuser Haul Road to the NW corner of the
property. The applicant shall work with Willamalane Park and Recreation District to obtain the
easement.

e SUB is proposing running an overhead line from the NW corner of the subject property, south
along the west property line to south of the 70’ slope (slope conditions may prevent
undergrounding line through slope). SUB could then underground the feeder from this point to
the SW corner of lot #31 (Intersection of Holly & S.56™ place). This will require Hayden Homes to
acquire an easement across tax lot 18-020-04-00 00307.

e SUB s requesting a 10’ easement across lot #16 and due east across BPA R.O.W. to the east BPA
property line.

e SUBis requesting a 10’ easement across the entire south property line.

e SUB has a primary vault located at the NE corner of 920 S 55" Place. Instead of coming across
the existing easement south of the BPA towers would SUB be able to acquire a 10’ easement
along the south side of lvy Street to the water booster pump. This would be a straight route due
west (instead of west, south, west and north using the existing easement). Would there be an
issue of the tower footings if SUB wanted to use this route?

e Is Hayden Homes requesting a vacation of SUB’s existing easement (Between BPA R.O.W. and
Tax lot 00307 to the west)? SUB would need to verify existing easement at this location. If
easement exists, vacation of easements needs SUB board approval (present at monthly board
meeting).

Condition of Approval #20: The proposed development shall require a looped water system from the
west end of Ivy Street to Mt. Vernon Road to provide fire flow capacity. It will also require extension of
existing water system west in Mt. Vernon Road from Linda Lane to the west edge of the proposed
development.

Condition of Approval #21: A booster pump station is proposed by the applicant to address the base
water level issue. The applicant shall contact SUB Water Division to discuss the location and
construction of the pump station.

Il. PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS

SDC Section 5.1-130 of the Springfield Development Code indicates that subdivision tentative planis a
limited land use decision that shall be reviewed as a Type Il procedure.

Under a Type Il procedure, SDC Section 5.1-130 requires the Director to provide notice of the submittal
of the application for a subdivision tentative plan to the property owners and occupants within 300 feet
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of the property being reviewed and to the appropriate neighborhood association, if any. Those notified
are to be given a 14-day period from the date of notice to provide written comment to the Director.
Type Il applications are to be distributed to the Development Review Committee for comments.

Finding #1. Notice was sent to owners and occupants within 300 feet of the subject site on March
26, 2014. A second notice was mailed on April 10, 2014 when it was discovered that the initial mailing
was received by only a small number of persons. Using GIS to identify owner and resident addresses
within a 300-foot radius of the tax lot to be subdivided did not account for the 225-foot BPA
Transmission Line easement which separates residents from the proposed subdivision. Consequently,
there were only a handful of residents that received the first mailing. The second mailing was sent to all
residents and owners on Glacier, South 55 Street, South 55" Place and on Ivy Street.

Finding #2. An informal neighborhood meeting was held on August 3, 2014 in a home on South 55"
Place to discuss the proposed subdivision development and the comments that were submitted. Fifteen
adults were in attendance.

Finding #3. A second neighborhood meeting was held on Wednesday April 23" with concerned
residents and with representatives of the applicant and City staff. Twenty residents registered their

attendance at the meeting which also included the applicant’s representative, and staff.

Finding #4. Letters and e-mails were received from 12 concerned residents. A staff summary and
response to these comments are shown in the section below.

Finding #5. A Development Review Committee meeting was held on April 8, 2014 to discuss the
proposal and receive comments from participating agencies and various city departments.

Conclusion: The requirements described in SDC Section 5.1-130 for a Type Il procedure have been met.

ll. SUMMARY OF CITIZEN COMMENTS

Tammara Coleman and Comment: We support Hayden Homes not extending Glacier St. We
Mark Sandefur oppose granting access through the Royal Ridge Subdivision because of
820S. 55" Place the limited sight distance and blind curves at the corner of Glacier Drive &

S. 55" Place and S. 55" Place and Ivy Street. The sun blinds drivers during
certain months of the year, increasing the danger at the intersection. We
do not believe that the city code requires two means of access and
egress. They should add a loop through lots (44, 43, 42, or 40) as Exit #2
[on to Mt Vernon]. With annexation so close, we think it would be fair to
make both access roads off of Mt. Vernon Rd. There are about 10 families
with school-age children that will be impacted by the additional traffic on
Glacier Drive.

Response #1: Springfield Development Code Sections (SDC) 4.2-105 and 5.12-125 (F) require
neighborhood connectivity to shorten travel distances and to provide a more even dispersal of traffic
across neighborhoods. In addition, the Springfield Fire Code requires at least two routes of approved
access (2010 Springfield Fire Code Appendix D, Section D107.1. The proposed development will have
access via Glacier Drive and from 57" street and from Mt. Vernon Rd. The subdivision is also required to
provide two stubbed off street connections on the west side and one on the east side of the
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development for future street development to new and existing neighborhoods (56th Street).

Connection to the subdivision from just Mt. Vernon does not satisfy the requirements of the code, given
the option to make a connection to Glacier and S. 57" Street via Ivy Street. The Royal Ridge Subdivision
as approved in 1980, probably would not meet current code standards for access which were adopted in
2004. If Glacier Drive was impassable, S. 55" Place, Ivy Street and S. 56" Street would not be accessible
to local traffic or to emergency vehicles. The connection to Mt. Vernon Rd. will give residents and
emergency vehicles secondary access to the existing neighborhoods.

There will be additional traffic in the neighborhood attributable to the new subdivision. The applicant
has submitted a Traffic Assessment letter estimating the additional traffic that can expect to be
generated by the development. The study concludes that in Phase 1 will about 20 new vehicle trips
would be generated in the morning “peak hour” and 27 trips in the afternoon “peak hour.” The total
number of trips from Phase 1 is expected to be about 258 trips in a 24-hour period. Staff assumes that
all Phase 1 traffic will initially use Glacier Drive for access. This number, when added to the existing
traffic on Glacier, is consistent with the traffic on other local streets in Springfield.

The intersection at S. 55 Pl and Glacier Drive is described as an uncontrolled “T” intersection. The
downhill slope on S. 55"at the intersection with Glacier Drive does have the potential to shorten sight
distance and reaction time, particularly if drivers on S. 55" PI. fail to stop at the intersection with
Glacier. The failure to yield to traffic on Glacier at the uncontrolled “T” at S. 55" PI. is a violation of ORS
811.277(1). Even when there is no stop sign, the law implies a responsibility for vehicles on S. 55" Pl to
stop or slow sufficiently to see and yield to traffic on Glacier.

A staff visit to the intersection revealed other contributing factors which reduce visibility at the corner.
SDC 4.2-130 requires homeowners maintain a “vision clear triangle” on corners. No visual obstructions,
including landscaping, between 2 % feet and 8 feet are allowed within 25 feet of the corner. This does
not exclude decorative landscaping on corners, but the height of the vegetation must be monitored to
maintain clear visibility. Vegetation on the southeast corner of the intersection appears to violate the
vision clear triangle.

Wallace and Shirley Reade | Comment: There is a blind corner (insufficient sight distance) at the

975 S. 55" Place corner of Glacier and S. 55" Place and S. 55" Place at Ivy Street. Request
that access be taken from an extension of Glacier. Request that
construction traffic use Mt. Vernon. Rd.

Response #2: As discussed in Response #1, drivers on S. 55" Place approaching the uncontrolled “T”
intersection at Glacier Drive have a responsibility under the law to stop or to slow down sufficiently to
yield to traffic on Glacier. This failure to stop, slow or yield can create a hazard. The proposed
subdivision will not change the driving behavior of current residents.

Extending Glacier Drive to access the proposed subdivision was considered. The extension of Glacier
Drive was originally shown on the Springfield Conceptual Local Street Map. The map was developed by
a consultant to show how transportation connectivity should be established as Springfield grows. While
connecting the Royal Ridge subdivision to development to the west and south was anticipated by the
Conceptual Street map, the consultant did not consider the slope of the land at the end of Glacier Drive.
SDC Section 4.2-105 (A) (1.) (b) states that “the Director, in consultation with the Public Works Director,
may modify the Conceptual Local Street Map when a proposed alignment is consistent with the street
connection standards in Subsection 1.a., above or when existing conditions make application of the
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Conceptual Local Street Map impractical or inconsistent with accepted transportation planning
principles.”

The proposed lvy Street extension is a more reasonable connection for accessing future neighborhoods
to the west and south. Extending Glacier would violate the general provisions for street design listed in
SDC Section 4.2-105 (A) (1) by forcing an alignment of Glacier that would cut deeply into the contour of
the hill and would likely damage the wetlands found at the base of the slope.

The connection will bring additional traffic into the existing Ivy Street/ S. 55" PI. neighborhood, but
volume of traffic that will be added will not raise the total volume higher than that which is common on
other local streets in other neighborhoods. Traffic from the 25 new homes proposed for construction
during Phase | of the Laurelwood development will no doubt use Ivy Street, S. 55" Pl and then Glacier
Drive to access and egress the area. The slowing and turning movements from Ivy to Glacier on S. 55 PI
will help reduce the speed of new traffic through the area. This will offer a measure of traffic calming.
New residents will need to exercise the same caution in yielding to traffic “T” intersections that is
expected of current residents.

Terri Higgins, P.E. Comment: Insure that construction traffic will take access from Mt.

896 S. 56" Street Vernon. Do not take access from lvy or Glacier, take it from Mt. Vernon.
If access is necessary using lvy makes more sense than using Glacier. The
increased turn movements may slow traffic or encourage more residents
of Laurelwood to use Mt. Vernon. It also appears that access from the end
of Glacier would most likely cause a significant amount of environmental
damage to the wetlands which | oppose.

Response #3: Taking access from Mt. Vernon Rd. alone and not connecting the proposed subdivision
would leave the Royal Ridge subdivision disconnected from future development to the west and
potentially to the south. SDC 4.2-105 and 5.12-125 (F) require neighborhood connectivity to shorten
travel distances and to provide a more even dispersal of traffic across neighborhoods. In addition, the
Springfield Fire Code requires at least two routes of approved access (2010 Springfield Fire Code
Appendix D, Section D107.1. At present, Glacier Drive is the only means of access to S. 55" Pl and S. 56™
Streets, as well as homes on Glacier itself. Some residents have stated that during recent winter driving
conditions, some residents were forced to park at the bottom of the hill and walk to their homes.
Having an alternative access with a lesser slope would give residents and first responders a secondary
access to the Royal Ridge neighborhood.

Brian Keiler Comment: The subdivision would cause a huge increase in traffic through

S. 56" Street our quiet neighborhood. Why isn’t the entrance off of Mt. Vernon Rd.?
Why was this notice only sent to homes on Ivy instead of the entire
neighborhood?

Response #4: As shown in the applicant’s traffic impact assessment, the 25 new homes in Phase 1 of the
subdivision would access and egress the area via lvy Street, S. 55" Pl and Glacier Drive. The about 20
new vehicles would be added to the morning peak hour traffic (7-9AM). About 27 would be added to
the afternoon peak hour traffic (4-6PM). This is a relatively minor increase in traffic over each of the
two hour windows of the heaviest traffic in the neighborhood. The overall traffic volume in the
neighborhood would remain within the norms for local street traffic.

The initial mailed notice of the subdivision was mailed on March 26" to residents and owners within 300
feet of the proposed subdivision as required by the City Code. The intervening 225-foot wide BPA
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Transmission Line corridor dramatically shortened the computer generated list addresses that were
identified for the mailing. When residents raised the issue, staff moved to correct the situation on April
10" with a second mailing to all homes on lvy Street, S. 55" Place, 56" Street and Glacier Drive down to
57" Street. The deadlines for submitting comments were also extended and a neighborhood meeting
was arranged (April 23“’) to allow residents the opportunity to discuss their concerns and submit
comments.

Thomas Schulke Comment: My primary concern is the dramatic change in traffic and how
36333 Peel Ln. (850 S. 55t that will affect livability, safety, property values and rental values the
Place), Springfield traffic is routed through Ivy Street. The streets are not configured to

handle large traffic volumes, especially with on-street parking. | would
suggest extending Glacier or coming off of the Weyerhaeuser Haul Rd. to
the north.

Response #5: As noted in Responses #1 and #4, it is recognized that Phase 1 of the development will add
traffic to affected neighborhood. The total volume of traffic, including the added vehicles from the new
subdivision, will not exceed the acceptable volume range for local streets with the same configuration
and parking as found on S. 55" Pl and on Glacier Drive.

Rob Gilliam Comment: Glacier is very narrow. When cars are parked on both sides it
949 S. 56" Street is almost to pass traffic going in the opposite direction. The steepness of
Glacier makes it difficult to spot oncoming cross traffic as you leave S. 56"
to turn onto Glacier. Increasing traffic will make it worse. | would
appreciate delaying the subdivision until access can be taken from Mt.

Vernon Rd.

Response #6: Please see Responses #1 and #4.

Kelly Hickman Comment: The blind corner is a problem, particularly in the afternoon

897 S. 55" Place when the sun is in the west and the glare blinds you. During icy
conditions, its necessary to gun the engine to get up the hill and
sometimes you can’t get up the hill. | propose that extending Glacier

would be safer than using Ivy.

There are a lot of kids who live on the hill, at least 20. Many of them play
outside in the street. With the low volume of traffic now, it is relatively
safe for the kids. Increasing traffic will change that.

| proposed that Hayden Homes sacrifice one or two of their larger lots to
create a park for children. The park could be an amenity for Hayden
Homes buyers. | would be willing to volunteer to help make the park
happen.

Response #7: Please see Responses #1, #3 and #4. On April 30, staff asked Willamalane staff if the
District would be interested in establishing if Hayden Homes was willing to donate land within the BPA
Transmission Line corridor. Willamalane responded indicating that they might be interested if the
subdivision was redesigned to create a park outside of the BPA corridor. Given the percentage of the
Hayden property that is already constrained by steep slopes and by the BPA Transmission corridor,
requiring still additional land to be dedicated to a neighborhood park is beyond the City’s power to levy
proportionate exactions to offset the impact of development.

Kimberly Scott Comment: The impact of the increased impact should be considered.
5563 Glacier Drive There are a number of children who walk to a bus stop at the end of 57™
and Glacier. This is already a questionable spot. Additional traffic could
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make it more dangerous. We want to preserve our property values. Why
can’t Hayden Homes put in their own access and egress? I’'m concerned
about runoff from the development and the impact of and the effect of
felling those trees on the northern hillside. | do not welcome suggestions
that | remove some of my landscaping to provide higher visibility. | object
to building more low income housing in the area, but if it must be, they
should build their own ingress and egress.

Response #8: Please see Responses #1, #3 and #4. Hayden Homes’s target market seems to be younger
families and retirees seeking to downsize. The proposed subdivision is market rate and not “affordable
housing” which typically is built with public or non-profit subsidies. Hayden Homes is paying for access
to both Ivy Street and for Mt. Vernon Rd. Connection to both streets is a requirement of the city.

Hayden is proposing a stormwater collect system that is consistent with city engineering requirements.
Detention and infiltration facilities are shown in the subdivision plan which will collect, pretreat and
gradually release runoff from the site. Much of the water will be infiltrated into the ground through the
proposed system.

SDC 4.2-130 requires homeowners maintain a “vision clear triangle” on corners. No visual obstructions,
including landscaping, between 2 % feet and 8 feet are allowed within 25 feet of the corner. This does
not exclude decorative landscaping on corners, but the height of the vegetation must be monitored to
maintain clear visibility at intersections. This is a matter of safety which is not related to the
construction of additional homes in the area.

Bonnie Gillham Comment: Using lvy as the main exit is the worst choice due to the

907 S. 55" Place snarled traffic it would cause. It would add 40-50 cars traveling on 55
Street S. at least 3-4 times per day. | request that a Transportation Impact
Analysis be done to confirm this is a poor choice. Using Ivy was refused
for the previous development. | wonder if the developer is just trying to
save money. The turn from Glacier onto S. 55" is a blind corner, which
adds to the safety issue. I’'m also concerned that the wetlands would be
affected by this development.

Response #9: There will be additional traffic in the neighborhood attributable to the new subdivision.
The applicant has submitted a Traffic Assessment Letter estimating the additional traffic that can expect
to be generated by the development. The analysis was prepared by Kittelson and Associates, a
transportation engineering firm. The study concludes that in Phase 1 will about 20 new vehicle trips
would be generated in the morning “peak hour” and 27 trips in the afternoon “peak hour.” The total
number of trips from Phase 1 is expected to be about 258 trips in a 24-hour period. Staff assumes that
all Phase 1 traffic will initially use Glacier Drive for access.

Kittelson staff walked the site to evaluate the extension of Glacier Drive as the primary connector to the
proposed subdivision. The Kittelson report states, “Based on field observations, geotechnical analysis,
and conversations with City staff, the project team concludes that topographic challenges effectively
preclude the planned Glacier Drive Extension. In lieu of Glacier Drive construction, Ivy Street will be
extended from S. 55 Place to the west and south to provide a north-south connection through the
site.”

The lvy Street connection is a less expensive alternative to the extension of Glacier Drive. The lvy Street
connection is the preferred connection by the City given the extensive cut and fill that would be
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required to extend Glacier Drive across and up the steep slope that drops quickly to the Weyerhaeuser
Haul Road. In addition to the environmental impacts such hillside engineering would have on the slope
and the wetlands at the toe of the slope, such an alignment is contrary to the East Main Refinement
Plan Residential Policy 3 (c) which specifically applies to Area #1 and the slope in question. Policy 3 (c)
states, “Transportation and access shall be designed to be sensitive to the terrain and recognize City and
regional transportation needs.” This policy recognizes the need for both connecting the neighborhood
to larger street network in the area, but also the need to avoid unnecessary degradation of the slope.

Curt and Doris Lantz Comment: The BPA easement on the east side of the development placed
967 S. 55" Place most of the concerned homeowners outside of the required 300-ft.
notice. This is unjust. The development uses lvy Street as the primary
access for the first phase of 25 lots. This is an unsafe and inadequate
route. The original “safe plan” included an extension of Glacier to provide
access to the new development that would not endanger children on lvy
and S 55" Place.

Response #10: As discussed in Response #4, the initial mailed notice of the subdivision was mailed on
March 26" to residents and owners within 300 feet of the proposed subdivision as required by the City
Code. The mailing list is computer generated based on the addresses and ownership records maintained
by Lane County. The intervening 225-foot wide BPA Transmission Line corridor dramatically shortened
the computer generated list addresses that were identified for the mailing. When residents raised the
issue, staff moved to correct the situation on April 10" with a second mailing to all homes on lvy Street,
S. 55" Place, 56" Street and Glacier Drive down to 57" Street. The deadlines for submitting comments
were also extended and a neighborhood meeting was arranged (April 23“’) to allow residents the
opportunity to discuss their concerns and submit comments.

Barbara Parmenter Comment: Enclosed is a copy of the easement running from the end of Ivy
54009 Ivy Street Street to the Parmenter Living Trust’s, and other entities, property where
| reside. This is not a public easement. The development plan for the
Laurelwood Subdivision has Ivy Street extending over the trust’s
easement for public use. This issue should be resolved before the
subdivision is approved. Does the City have preliminary CC&Rs? What
provisions will be made to ensure that utilities and service will be
continued and that | will not be required to pay additional hook-up fees?
How will stormwater service be provided to the existing 5409 vy Street
residence?

Response #11: The title report for the subject property references the access easement. The applicant
submitted copies of Reception Nos. 9507275 and 9508222 which were recorded at Lane County in
February 1995. Paragraph 2—Grant of Easement, states that the easement is “...an irrevocable, non-
exclusive easement over and across the existing roadway described as Parcel I.” The language clearly
states that the easement is not non-exclusive. Paragraph 6—Condemnation: Dedication, states, “If the
parties are requested by an appropriate governmental jurisdiction to dedicate Parcel | for public use, or
if one of the parties so requests, such a dedication, each party shall promptly execute and deliver
instruments conveying their respective interests in Parcel | for such purposes.” See Findings #16, #17
and #18.

The provisions of the easement documents show that Hayden Homes may choose to request a
dedication of the roadway for public use, and or the city may request the dedication of the roadway for
public use. The proposed subdivision tentative plan includes plans to establish a street within the
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general alignment of the existing roadway. Dedication of the streets built to serve both the Parmenter
residence and the new subdivision will be dedicated to the City for public use. Continued access to the
Parmenter property during construction shall be required, as will continuity of other utilities. Condition
of Approval #4 in this report requires Hayden Homes to initiate a process for resolving the easement
issue pursuant to the provisions of easement documents.

The title report also shows that Barbara Parmenter signed an “Improvement Agreement and Application
for Sewer Hookup” on Nov. 2, 1993. With the agreement, Ms. Parmenter paid $1,734 for a sewer
hookup. The agreement is clear that the payment “does not include the cost of the house connection to
said City Sewer, sewer user charges, connection fees, plumbing permits or other such costs to be
assumed by the property owner.” The 1993 prepayment of $1734, is a “payment in lieu of assessment”
which if assessed today would cost Ms. Parmenter about $8,000 at today’s rate. If the existing home
has a working septic system, the owner will not be compelled to connect to the sewer. The City is
willing to work with the owner to locate the lateral stub to provide the easiest future connection to the
sewer.

The subdivision tentative plan includes stormwater management plan which describes the collection
and conveyance of runoff to two separate detention swales; one on the northern edge of the
subdivision and the other on the southern edge. The stormwater plan was prepared by a professional
engineer. The proposed stormwater management design and facilities have been reviewed and
approved by staff in the tentative subdivision plan. Additional details for the stormwater facilities will
be fleshed out as part of the “Public Improvement Plan” which has yet to be submitted.

Lar_nie Yarnall and Mark Comment: Staff did know or should have known that the 225-foot BPA

uisenga .

996 South 55th PI. easement betwegn the development' and the nelghborh(?od would reduce
the number of neighbors would receive the 300-foot notice.

Driving up Glacier Drive is dangerous and is nearly impossible in ice and
snow. The intersection of Glacier Drive and S. 55" Place is dangerous—a
“possible death trap.” A stop sign should be installed at the corner of
Glacier and S. 55" Place and one at Ivy Street and S. 55 Place if Ivy is
used to access the subdivision. If vy is used, he corner of vy and S. 55th
will become a rolling stop (even if there is a stop sign in place). Using lvy
as the main road will turn it into a quick and dangerous “S” curve.

Staff has stated that extending Glacier would adversely affect Booth Kelly
Road below. Talking with people who have walked Booth Kelly Road say
there are lots of breaks in the path which used to go a very long

way. New development has infringed on the road in several places. Staff
indicated that the wetland at the base of the slope adjacent to Booth
Kelly Road would be impacted if Glacier were extended. However, the
pond appears as if it would still exist but it would be changed. Why is the
pond more important than the safety of our neighborhood cul-de-sac?

The tree-felling notice stated that some of the trees within the subdivision
boundary were proposed for removal. Staff then said that all of the trees
would be removed, perhaps except for some on the south edge of the
subdivision. It seems as though anyone who has lived in our area knows
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these trees cannot stay up when they are disturbed.

OTHER SUGGESTIONS -

1. NOISE - How about keeping all the noise from the construction of
the new Laurelwood development between the hours of 8am-
6pm Monday-Friday?

2. UNDER THE POWER LINES- Please make sure under the power
lines the field will be taken care of and the blackberries will be
killed that grow on the fence that divides the property from S.
55th PI.

3. HORSES are welcome to stay on the property under the power
lines. They are great lawnmowers.

Response #12: As discussed in Response #4 and #10, the initial mailed notice of the subdivision was
mailed on March 26™ to residents and owners within 300 feet of the proposed subdivision as required
by the City Code. The mailing list is computer generated based on the addresses and ownership records
maintained by Lane County. The intervening 225-foot wide BPA Transmission Line corridor dramatically
shortened the computer generated list addresses that were identified for the mailing. When residents
raised the issue, staff moved to correct the situation on April 10" with a second mailing to all homes on
Ivy Street, S. 55" Place, 56™ Street and Glacier Drive down to 57" Street. The deadlines for submitting
comments were also extended and a neighborhood meeting was arranged (April 23™) to allow residents
the opportunity to discuss their concerns and submit comments.

The intersection at S. 55 Pl and Glacier Drive is described as an uncontrolled “T” intersection. The
downhill slope on S. 55"at the intersection with Glacier Drive does have the potential to shorten sight
distance and reaction time, particularly if drivers on S. 55" PI. fail to stop at the intersection with
Glacier. The failure to yield to traffic on Glacier at the uncontrolled “T” at S. 55" PI. is a violation of ORS
811.277(1). Even when there is no stop sign, the law implies a responsibility for vehicles on S. 55" Pl to
stop or slow sufficiently to see and yield to traffic on Glacier.

Extending Glacier Drive to access the proposed subdivision was considered. The extension of Glacier
Drive was originally shown on the Springfield Conceptual Local Street Map. The map was developed by
a consultant to show how transportation connectivity should be established as Springfield grows. While
connecting the Royal Ridge subdivision to development to the west and south was anticipated by the
Conceptual Street map, the consultant did not consider the slope of the land at the end of Glacier Drive.
SDC Section 4.2-105 (A) (1.) (b) states that “the Director, in consultation with the Public Works Director,
may modify the Conceptual Local Street Map when a proposed alignment is consistent with the street
connection standards in Subsection 1.a., above or when existing conditions make application of the
Conceptual Local Street Map impractical or inconsistent with accepted transportation planning
principles.”

The proposed Ivy Street extension is a more reasonable connection for accessing future neighborhoods
to the west and south. Extending Glacier would violate the general provisions for street design listed in
SDC Section 4.2-105 (A) (1) by forcing an alignment of Glacier that would cut deeply into the contour of
the hill and would likely damage the wetlands found at the base of the slope.

The connection will bring additional traffic into the existing lvy Street/ S. 557 . neighborhood, but
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volume of traffic that will be added will not raise the total volume higher than that which is common on
other local streets in other neighborhoods. Traffic from the 25 new homes proposed for construction
during Phase | of the Laurelwood development will no doubt use Ivy Street, S. 55" Pl and then Glacier
Drive to access and egress the area. The slowing and turning movements from Ivy to Glacier on S. 55" p|
will help reduce the speed of new traffic through the area. This will offer a measure of traffic calming.
New residents will need to exercise the same caution in yielding to traffic “T” intersections that is
expected of current residents.

The tree felling notice did indicate that some of the trees within the 13 acre development site would be
removed. The applicant had not specified the number of trees to be removed, but staff attached a color
map to the notice showing the area within which trees would be removed. In addition, on the map
showing the areas within which trees were to be removed, staff included the following language to
clarify the extent and location of the proposed tree-removal:

“Hayden Homes proposes to remove the planted stand of Douglas fir and two isolated stands of trees
shown in yellow-green on the map. The applicant contends the removal is required to allow
development of the subdivision. The overall site is constrained by the BPA Transmission Line easement
and the steep slopes at the north end of the property. The natural stands of oak and other species on
the slope and adjacent to the wetland at the base of the slope shall be preserved.”

IV. CRITERIA OF SUBDIVISION TENTATIVE APPROVAL

SDC 5.12-125 states that the Director shall approve or approve with conditions a Subdivision Tentative
Plan application upon determining that criteria A through J of this Section have been satisfied. If
conditions cannot be attached to satisfy the criteria, the Director shall deny the application.

A. The request conforms to the provisions of this Code pertaining to lot/parcel size and
dimensions.

Applicant’s Statement: As shown on the Site Plan and Tentative Plat included with this submittal
under Exhibit B, the smallest proposed lot along East-West streets is 6,472 SF (Lot 23), while the
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smallest proposed lot along a North-South street is 5,820 SF (Lots 21, 22). The minimum street
frontage for East-West streets is 49.5-feet (Lot 2), while the minimum for North-South streets is 60-
feet. There are no lots proposed within the Hillside Development Overlay District located within the
northernmost portion of the subdivision.

Finding #6. The proposed lots meet the 4,500 sq. ft. minimum lot size and 45-foot street frontage
requirements for east-west streets established by SDC 5.12-125 A.

Conclusion: The proposed lot sizes and dimensions are in full conformance with SDC 5.12-125. The
proposal satisfies Criterion A.

B. The zoning is consistent with the Metro Plan diagram and/or applicable Refinement Plan
diagram, Plan District map, and Conceptual Development Plan [SDC 5.12-125 B].

Applicant’s Statement: The LDR zoning is consistent with the Metro Plan diagram and the East
Main Refinement Plan diagram.

Finding #7. The property is zoned Low Density Residential (LDR). The Metro Plan Diagram and
East Main Street Refinement Plan designation for the subject property is Low Density Residential.

Conclusion: The zoning is consistent with the Metro Plan diagram and the applicable Refinement Plan
diagram. The proposal satisfies Criterion B.

C. Capacity requirements of public improvements, including but not limited to water and electricity;
sanitary sewer and stormwater management facilities; and streets and traffic safety controls shall not be
exceeded, and the public improvements shall be available to serve the site at the time of development,
unless otherwise provided for by this Code and other applicable regulations. The Public Works Director or
a utility provider shall determine capacity issues [SDC 5.12-125 C].

Applicant’s Statement: As part of the memo issued by the City in response to applicant questions
issued before the Development Issues Meeting held on October 31st, 2013, adequacy of public
services were addressed.  According to the City, the sanitary sewer connection would tie into the new
Jasper Sewer Trunkline that was recently completed. Connection would require lateral connections to
the trunk line across adjacent properties. All stormwater quality and quantity will be handled on-site.
Water service will be extended along Ivy Street/South 55™ St to connect to the remainder of the
subdivision.

For all public improvements, the applicant shall retain a private professional civil engineer to design the
subdivision improvements in conformance with City codes, this decision, and the current Engineering
Design Standards and Procedures Manual (EDSPM). The private civil engineer also shall be required to
provide construction inspection services.

City Building Permits are required for installation of private utilities. Developers are advised to obtain
necessary City permits prior to initiation of construction activity.

The Public Works Director’s representatives have reviewed the proposed subdivision. City staff’s review
comments have been incorporated in findings and conditions contained herein.

Criterion C contains sub-elements and applicable code standards. The subdivision application, as
submitted, complies with the code standards listed under each sub-element unless otherwise noted
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with specific findings and conclusions. The sub-elements and code standards of Criterion C include but
are not limited to:

Public improvements in accordance with SDC 4.2-100 and 4.3-100
e Public and Private Streets (SDC 4.2-105 — 4.2-145)
Sanitary Sewer Improvements (SDC 4.3-105)
Stormwater Management and Water Quality Protection (SDC 4.3-110 — 4.3-115)
Natural Resource Protection (SDC 4.3-117)
Water Service and Fire Protection (SDC 4.3-130)
Utilities and Public and Private Easements (SDC 4.3-120 — 4.3-140)

SDC 4.2-105-4.2-145 Public and Private Streets

Applicant’s Statement: The internal street alignments vary from the Conceptual Local Street Map.
However, the proposed street layout provides the same level of connectivity. This alternative street
layout is due to (a) the existing topographic limitations on the site, and (b) the limited land
holdings/parcel control of the development.

The Conceptual Local Street Map shows Glacier extending across the site and connecting to
Weyerhaeuser further to the west. This exact alignment is difficult due to existing steep slopes. As an
alternative, the development extends lvy Street south before it transitions to S 55th Street (the next
local road to the south of Glacier) and connects to Mt Vernon. Holly Street extends from S 55th Street
and stubs at the property to the west. This alternative street pattern provides the connection but
responds to existing topographic conditions.

The Conceptual Local Street Map shows 56th Street extending south and then across the site and
connecting to a Glacier Road extension further to the west. To respond to this planned roadway
connection, the development extends Holly Street up to the power line easement in anticipation of a
future connection.

All internal streets are proposed to City standards and include 36-ft pavement width and developed with
sidewalks on both sides. The northern portions of lvy Street/S 55th Street and Holly Street are proposed
with 56-ft ROW. These designs will accommodate all modes of transportation that are associated with
roadways including automobiles, bicycles, pedestrians, and emergency service vehicles. There are no
wetlands or waterways that will be directly impacted as the result of these street designs.

The proposal includes 25 single family lots within Phase 1 and does not result in 100 or more peak hour
trips OR over 1,000 of average daily trips. Calculating for Phase 2 would generate a total of 620 daily
trips for the 2 phases and 65 weekday PM peak hour trips. Both these impacts are below the minimum
threshold for a TIS. Refer to the TIS enclosed with this submittal under Exhibit E.

Finding #8. Section 4.2-105.G.2 of the Springfield Development Code requires that whenever a
proposed land division or development will increase traffic on the City street system and that
development has any unimproved street frontage abutting a fully improved street, that street frontage
shall be fully improved to City specifications. Exception (i) notes that in cases of unimproved streets, an
Improvement Agreement shall be required as a condition of Development Approval postponing
improvements until such time that a City street improvement project is initiated.
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Finding #9. Springfield Development Code Sections (SDC) 4.2-105 and 5.12-125 (F) require
neighborhood connectivity to shorten travel distances and to provide a more even dispersal of traffic
across neighborhoods. In addition, the Springfield Fire Code requires at least two routes of approved
access (2010 Springfield Fire Code Appendix D, Section D107.1. The proposed development will have
access via Glacier Drive and 57" Street and from Mt. Vernon Rd. The subdivision is also required to
provide two stubbed off street connections on the west side and one on the east side of the
development for future street development to new and existing neighborhoods (56™ Street).

Connection to the subdivision from just Mt. Vernon Rd does not satisfy the requirements of SDC 4.2-105
and 5.12-125 (F), given the option to make a connection to Glacier and S. 57 Street via Ivy Street. The
Royal Ridge Subdivision as approved in 1980, probably would not meet current code standards for
access which were adopted in 2004. If Glacier Drive was impassable, S. 55" Place, Ivy Street and S. 56"
Street would not be accessible to local traffic or to emergency vehicles. The connection to Mt. Vernon
Rd. will give residents and emergency vehicles secondary access to the existing neighborhoods.

Finding #10.  There will be additional traffic in the neighborhood attributable to the new subdivision.
The applicant has submitted a Traffic Assessment letter estimating the additional traffic that can expect
to be generated by the development. The study concludes that in Phase 1 will about 20 new vehicle
trips would be generated in the morning “peak hour” and 27 trips in the afternoon “peak hour.” The
total number of trips from Phase 1 is expected to be about 258 trips in a 24-hour period. Staff assumes
that all Phase 1 traffic will initially use Glacier Drive for access. This number, when added to the existing
traffic on Glacier, is consistent with the traffic on other local streets in Springfield.

Finding #11.  The intersection at S. 55" PI and Glacier Drive is described as an uncontrolled “T”
intersection. The downhill slope on S. 55"at the intersection with Glacier Drive does have the potential
to shorten sight distance and reaction time, particularly if drivers on S. 55 PI. fail to stop at the
intersection with Glacier. The failure to yield to traffic on Glacier at the uncontrolled “T” at S. 55" Pl. is
a violation of ORS 811.277(1). Even when there is no stop sign, the law implies a responsibility for
vehicles on S. 55" Pl to stop or slow sufficiently to see and yield to traffic on Glacier.

Finding #12. A staff visit to the intersection revealed other contributing factors which reduce visibility
at the corner. SDC 4.2-130 requires homeowners maintain a “vision clear triangle” on corners. No
visual obstructions, including landscaping, between 2 % feet and 8 feet are allowed within 25 feet of the
corner. This does not exclude decorative landscaping on corners, but the height of the vegetation must
be monitored to maintain clear visibility. Vegetation on the southwest corner of the intersection
appears to violate the vision clear triangle.

Finding #13.  The extension of Glacier Drive was originally shown on the Springfield Conceptual Local
Street Map. The map was developed by a consultant to show how transportation connectivity should be
established as Springfield grows. While connecting the Royal Ridge subdivision to development to the
west and south was anticipated by the Conceptual Street map, the consultant did not consider the slope
of the land at the end of Glacier Drive.

Finding #14.  SDC Section 4.2-105 (A) (1.) (b) states that “the Director, in consultation with the Public
Works Director, may modify the Conceptual Local Street Map when a proposed alignment is consistent
with the street connection standards in Subsection 1.a., above or when existing conditions make
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application of the Conceptual Local Street Map impractical or inconsistent with accepted transportation
planning principles.”

The proposed lvy Street extension is a more reasonable connection for accessing future neighborhoods
to the west and south. Extending Glacier would violate the general provisions for street design listed in
SDC Section 4.2-105 (A) (1) by forcing an alignment of Glacier that would cut deeply into the contour of
the hill and would likely damage the wetlands found at the base of the slope.

Finding #15.  There is an existing paved pedestrian pathway under the existing power lines along the
eastern property boundary.

Condition of Approval #1: The developer will clean the existing pedestrian pathway within the BPA
Transmission Easement and clear any intruding vegetation to restore full functionality to the pathway.

Condition of Approval #2: The developer will provide a raised crosswalk where the pedestrian pathway
crosses the lvy Street extension. The crosswalk will be ADA compliant and will also calm traffic as it exits
the proposed development and enters the existing neighborhood on 55™ Place.

Condition of Approval #3: Prior to approval of the Final Plat, the applicant shall provide a complete, city
approved set of construction plans for all public streets and sidewalks as part of the PIP for Laurelwood
Phase I.

Finding #16.  The title report for the subject property references an access easement on the
Parmenter Property. The applicant submitted copies of Reception Nos. 9507275 and 9508222 which
were recorded at Lane County in February 1995. Paragraph 2—Grant of Easement, states that the
easement is “...an irrevocable, non-exclusive easement over and across the existing roadway described
as Parcel I.” The language clearly states that the easement is not non-exclusive. Paragraph 6—
Condemnation: Dedication, states, “If the parties are requested by an appropriate governmental
jurisdiction to dedicate Parcel | for public use, or if one of the parties so requests, such a dedication,
each party shall promptly execute and deliver instruments conveying their respective interests in Parcel |
for such purposes.”

The provisions of the easement documents show that Hayden Homes may choose to request a
dedication of the roadway for public use, and or the city may request the dedication of the roadway for
public use. The proposed subdivision tentative plan includes plans to establish a street within the
general alignment of the existing roadway. Dedication of the streets built to serve both the Parmenter
residence and the new subdivision will be dedicated to the City for public use. Continued access to the
Parmenter property during construction shall be required, as will continuity of other utilities.

Finding #17.  Barbara Parmenter of 5490 Ivy Street submitted a copy of the surveyor’s diagram for
the easement referenced in Finding #16 which runs from the end of lvy Street to the Parmenter
property. Ms. Parmenter asserts that the easement is not a public easement. The development plan for
the Laurelwood Subdivision has lvy Street extending over the trust’s easement for public use. Ms.
Parmenter has requested that the easement issue be resolved before the subdivision is approved.
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Condition of Approval #4: The applicant shall work with the owner of the Parmenter property to
resolve the access easement issue as directed by the conditions of the easement cited in Finding#16 and
in the easement documents.

SDC 4.3-105 Sanitary Sewer Improvements

Finding #18.  Section 4.3-105.A of the SDC requires that sanitary sewers shall be installed to serve
each new development and to connect developments to existing mains. Additionally, installation of
sanitary sewers shall provide sufficient access for maintenance activities.

Finding #19.  Section 4.3-105.C of the SDC requires that proposed sewer systems shall include design
consideration of additional development within the area as projected by the Metro Plan.

Finding #20.  Section 2.02.1 of the City’s Engineering Design Standards and Procedures Manual
(EDSPM ) states that when land outside a new development will logically direct flow to sanitary sewers in
the new development, the sewers shall be public sewers and shall normally extend to one or more of
the property boundaries.

Finding #21. The applicant has proposed extension of public wastewater lines with service laterals to
serve all lots within the development. The proposed system will connect to the existing public sewer at
the existing dead end of lvy St. that has adequate capacity for the proposed development.

Condition of Approval #5: Prior to approval of the Final Plat, the applicant shall provide a complete, city
approved set of construction plans for all sanitary sewer elements as part of the PIP for Laurelwood
Phase 1.

SDC 4.3-110 — 4.3-115 Stormwater Management and Water Quality Protection
Stormwater

Finding #22.  Section 4.3-110.B of the SDC requires that the Approval Authority shall grant
development approval only where adequate public and/or private stormwater management systems
provisions have been made as determined by the Public Works Director, consistent with the Engineering
Design Standards and Procedures Manual (EDSPM).

Finding #23.  Section 4.3-110.C of the SDC states that a stormwater management system shall
accommodate potential run-off from its entire upstream drainage area, whether inside or outside of the
development.

Finding #24.  Section 4.3-110.D of the SDC requires that run-off from a development shall be directed
to an approved stormwater management system with sufficient capacity to accept the discharge.

Finding #25.  Section 4.3-110.E of the SDC requires new developments to employ drainage
management practices, which minimize the amount and rate of surface water run-off into receiving
streams, and which promote water quality.
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Finding #26.  To comply with Sections 4.3-110.D & E, stormwater runoff from the north of the site will
be directed into a detention pond and treatment swale prior to discharge into existing wetlands. This
pond is located within the BPA easement.

Condition of Approval #6: Prior to acceptance of the final plat, the applicant will obtain written approval
for the detention pond/swale within the BPA easement. The applicant shall also provide an access
easement for the city of Springfield to ensure future maintenance access to the treatment facility.

Finding #27.  Stormwater from the southern portion of the site will drain into a detention pond
before metered discharge into the existing roadside swale along Mt Vernon Road that is currently
administered by Lane County. The existing public stormwater system along Mt Vernon, to which the
applicant proposes connection, has limited capacity. The applicant has turned in hydrologic stormwater
calculations, consistent with the City’s EDSPM, showing that the proposed detention pond will limit the
peak stormwater discharge rates to the pre-developed rates for both the applicable storm events,
thereby limiting the flow into the existing system to an acceptable level.

Condition of Approval #7: The applicant is required to obtain approval from Lane County for the
discharge along Mt Vernon prior to approval of the final plat.

Finding #28.  The proposed Detention ponds will be located in tracts dedicated to the City of
Springfield or in easements that ensure continue use and access. Tract E and the northern pond located
within the BPA easement is common open space for the benefit of all lots within the subdivision. The
City of Springfield will accept ownership of and maintenance for stormwater detention ponds that drain
water from public rights-of-ways or other public property. Maintenance performed is for “functionality”
to ensure a properly working system. The City does not provide aesthetic maintenance for stormwater
treatment facilities. Any maintenance relating to aesthetics or appearance will be the responsibilities of
the neighborhood association or Homeowners Association.

4

Finding #29. There is an existing wetland located onsite, to remain in Tract B. All work in a
delineated wetland requires a permit from Department of State Lands (DSL).

Condition of Approval #8: Prior to approval of the Final Plat, the applicant shall provide all required
permits to work in delineated wetlands if required to complete any improvements for the development.

Condition of Approval #9: Prior to approval of the Final Plat, the applicant shall provide a fully complete
and city approved set of construction plans for all stormwater elements as part of the PIP for Laurelwood
Phase 1.

Water Quality

Finding #30.  Under Federal regulation of the Clean Water Act (CWA), Endangered Species Act (ESA),
and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), the City of Springfield has obtained a
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) permit. A provision of this permit requires the City
demonstrate efforts to reduce the pollution in urban stormwater to the Maximum Extent Practicable
(MEP).

Laurelwood Subdivision TYP214-00004
May 20, 2014 Page 22

Attachment 2, Page 22 of 34



Finding #31.  Federal and Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (ODEQ) rules require the
City’s MS4 plan address six “Minimum Control Measures.” Minimum Control Measure 5, “Post-
Construction Stormwater Management for New Development and Redevelopment,” applies to the
proposed development.

Finding #32.  Minimum Control Measure 5 requires the City of Springfield to develop, implement and
enforce a program to ensure the reduction of pollutants in stormwater runoff to the MEP. The City
must also develop and implement strategies that include a combination of structural or non-structural
Best Management Practices (BMPs) appropriate for the community.

Finding #33.  Minimum Control Measure 5 requires the City of Springfield use an ordinance or other
regulatory mechanism to address post construction runoff from new and re-development projects to
the extent allowable under State law. Regulatory mechanisms used by the City include the Springfield
Development Code (SDC), the City’s Engineering Design Standards and Procedures Manual (EDSPM) and
the Stormwater Facilities Master Plan (SFMP).

Finding #34.  Section 3.02 of the City’s EDSPM states the Public Works Department will accept, as
interim design standards for stormwater quality, water quality facilities designed pursuant to the
policies and procedures of the City of Eugene Stormwater Management Manual.

Finding #35.  Section 3.03.3.B of the City’s EDSPM states all public and private development and
redevelopment projects shall employ a system of one or more post-developed BMPs that in
combination are designed to achieve at least a 70 percent reduction in the total suspended solids in the
runoff generated by that development. Section 3.03.4.E of the manual requires a minimum of 50
percent of the non-building rooftop impervious area on a site shall be treated for stormwater quality
improvement using vegetative methods.

Finding #36. To meet the requirements of the City’s MS4 permit, the Springfield Development Code,
and the City’s EDSPM, the applicant has proposed vegetated detention ponds.

Finding #37.  The vegetation proposed for use in the ponds will serve as the primary pollutant
removal mechanism for the stormwater runoff. Satisfactory pollutant removal will occur only when the
vegetation has been fully established.

Condition of Approval #10: Prior to Final Plat approval, the applicant shall submit a vegetation plan for the
stormwater ponds/swales that meets the requirements of the City’s interim design standards as required
in Section 3.02 of the EDSPM. The City of Eugene stormwater management manual may be referenced for
design. This will be done as part of the PIP.

Condition of Approval #11: To ensure a fully functioning water quality system and meet objectives of
Springfield’s MS4 permit, the Springfield Development Code and the EDSPM, the proposed detention
ponds shall be shall be fully vegetated with all vegetation species established prior to approval of City
Council acceptance of the Public Improvement Project. Alternatively, if this condition cannot be met,
the applicant shall provide and maintain additional interim erosion control/water quality measures
acceptable to the Public Works Department that will suffice until such time as the detention pond
vegetation becomes fully established.

Laurelwood Subdivision TYP214-00004
May 20, 2014 Page 23

Attachment 2, Page 23 of 34



Natural Resource Protection-SDC 4.3-117

Finding #38.  The Springfield Local Wetland Inventory shows that wetland site M30 (see Figure 3) lies
within Tract B and possibly within a small portion of Tract D as shown on the applicant’s Subdivision
Tentative Plan. Wetland M30 is 6.49 acres in size and is classified by state standards as a “Locally
Significant” wetland. The wetland is protected under provisions of SDC 4.3-117 which require
delineation of wetlands to establish development setbacks.

Finding #39.  M30 is part of the 48" Street Channel. The channel is a tributary to a water quality
limited watercourse and is protected by a 50-foot setback and a site plan review requirement.

Finding #40.  SDC 4.3-117 (C)(2) states, “The Springfield Local Inventory Map and the Springfield
Inventory of Natural Resource Sites Map shall be used to provide a visual reference for locating known
wetland and riparian areas, but shall not be relied upon as the final authority for locating the actual
boundaries of these areas. The final authority shall be a delineation required as specified in Sections
5.12-120(B) and/or 5.17-120(B) in order to locate the boundaries of the resource for the purpose of
applying development setbacks or other protections described in this Section.

Finding #41.  SDC Section 5.12-120 (F)(9) requires a wetland delineation approved by the Division of
State Lands (DSL) to be submitted concurrently with the proposed land division where there is a wetland
on the property. The development envelope for the subdivision is about 200 feet from the edge of the
wetland as shown on the Local Wetland Inventory (LWI) Map.

Figure 3. Wetland M30
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Condition of Approval #12: The Tentative Plan shall be amended to show the boundaries of wetland
M30 as it affects Tract B and D as required by SDC Section 5.12-120 (F)(9). The mapped boundary of
M30 shown on the LWI Map is based on a wetland determination and is not a delineated wetland.
Given the 200 foot separation of the wetland from the nearest edge of the development envelope, the
provisions of SDC Section 5.12-120 (F)(9) may be met by showing the wetland boundary (based on the
wetland determination) shown on the LWI. No new formal delineation of the wetland will be required
for the purposes of showing the wetland on the Tentative Plan.

Finding #42.  Section 5.12-120 (F)(10) of the SDC requires the applicant submit concurrently with the
application evidence that any required federal or state permit has been applied for or approved.

Condition of Approval #13: Prior to approval of the Final Plat, and as required in Section 5.12-120 (F)(10)
of the Springfield Development Code, the applicant shall submit approved copies of necessary required
permits to demonstrate compliance with Federal and State permits.

Water Service and Fire Protection-SDC 4.3-130

Finding #43.  The Springfield Utility Board will provide water service to the proposed development.

Finding #44. The proposed development is within the Springfield city limits and will receive water
service from the Springfield Utility Board (SUB).

Finding #45.  The water supply provided in the tentative plan is adequate for fire suppression. The
applicant will coordinate with SUB to install the fire hydrants shown on the tentative plan.

Condition of Approval #14: Fire apparatus access roads shall be an all-weather surface capable of
supporting an 80,000 lb. imposed load per 2010 Springfield Fire Code 503.2.3 and SFC Appendix D102.1.

Condition of Approval #15: Landscaping plans shall show distance of at least three feet or greater from
fire hydrants meeting 2010 Springfield Fire Code 507.5.5.

Utilities, Public and Private Easements, Rights-of-Way (SDC 4.3-120-4.3-140)

Finding #46.  The applicant is proposing an emergency vehicle access to the south to Mt Vernon Road
to comply with secondary access requirements for fire department access.

Condition of Approval #16: The applicant will use the emergency vehicle access on Mt. Vernon Rd. for
all heavy vehicle construction access to minimize impacts to the existing neighborhood around Glacier

Drive and lvy Street and reduce impacts to the existing roadways.

Condition of Approval #17: The emergency access to Mt Vernon will be provided with a suitable gate
and public works lock per Fire Department requirements to be finalized as part of the PIP.

Utilities, Easements and Rights-of-Way

Finding #47.  The proposed development is partially inside and partially outside of the city limits. The
portion that is within the city limits shall receive water service from SUB. Electrical service shall be
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provided by SUB. Currently there is a single phase underground feed from the south side of Ivy street
west of the property that changes to an overhead feed at pole 71115. This overhead feed serves three
houses 5349, 5353 & 5409 Ivy Street.

There are no other electric facilities bordering the property at this time.

Finding #48. There is a 225’ wide BPA easement along the east property line with no guarantee of
obtaining new or wider easements across this easement. This will require investigation between Hayden
Homes, SUB and Bonneville Power Administration.

Finding #49.  Section 4.3-140.A of the SDC requires applicants proposing developments make
arrangements with the City and each utility provider for the dedication of utility easements necessary to
fully service the development or land beyond the development area. The minimum width for public
utility easements adjacent to street rights of ways shall be 7 feet. The minimum width for all other
public utility easements shall be 7 feet. The Public Works Director may require a larger easement to
allow for adequate maintenance.

Condition of Approval #18: Easements will be required for any new facilities being installed by SUB: 10’
for three phase underground, 7’ for single phase underground and 5’ for secondary underground
(120/240V). Management is looking at possible feeder locations for this subdivision and future
subdivisions that may develop to the west (see comments for more detail).

Condition of Approval #19: The following easements shall be required by the SUB Electric Division.
Some elements of the planned electrical service to the subdivision will be completed as part of the
Public Improvement Plan. As such some of the easement requests require continued discussion
between Hayden Homes and SUB Electric:

e An easement will be required along the Weyerhaeuser Haul Road to the NW corner of the
property. The applicant shall work with Willamalane Park and Recreation District to obtain the
easement.

e SUBis proposing running an overhead line from the NW corner of the subject property, south
along the west property line to south of the 70’ slope (slope conditions may prevent
undergrounding line through slope). SUB could then underground the feeder from this point to
the SW corner of lot #31 (Intersection of Holly & S.56™ place). This will require Hayden Homes to
acquire an easement across tax lot 18-020-04-00 00307.

e SUBis requesting a 10’ easement across lot #16 and due east across BPA R.O.W. to the east BPA
property line.

e SUBis requesting a 10’ easement across the entire south property line.

e SUB has a primary vault located at the NE corner of 920 S 55" Place. Instead of coming across
the existing easement south of the BPA towers would SUB be able to acquire a 10’ easement
along the south side of Ivy Street to the water booster pump. This would be a straight route due
west (instead of west, south, west and north using the existing easement). Would there be an
issue of the tower footings if SUB wanted to use this route?
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e Is Hayden Homes requesting a vacation of SUB’s existing easement (Between BPA R.0.W. and
Tax lot 00307 to the west)? SUB would need to verify existing easement at this location. If
easement exists, vacation of easements needs SUB board approval (present at monthly board
meeting).

Condition of Approval #20: The proposed development shall require a looped water system from the
west end of Ivy Street to Mt. Vernon Road to provide fire flow capacity. It will also require extension of
existing water system west in Mt. Vernon Road from Linda Lane to the west edge of the proposed
development.

Finding #50. A portion of the proposed development is at an elevation above SUB’s base level water
service boundary and is not contiguous to any upper level service area.

Condition of Approval #21: A booster pump station is proposed by the applicant to address the base
water level issue. The applicant shall contact SUB Water Division to discuss the location and
construction of the pump station.

D. The proposed development shall comply with all applicable public and private design and construction
standards contained in this Code and other applicable regulations [SDC 5.12-125 D].

Criterion D contains two elements with sub-elements and applicable Code standards. The subdivision
application as submitted complies with the applicable code standards listed under each sub-element
unless otherwise noted with specific findings and conclusions. The elements, sub-elements and
Code standards of Criterion D include but are not limited to:

D.1 Conformance with standards of SDC 3.2-200 (Residential Zoning), SDC 4.1-100 (Infrastructure
Standards), SDC 4.4-100 (Landscaping, Screening and Fence Standards), SDC 4.6-100 (Vehicle Parking,
Loading and Bicycle Parking Standards), and SDC 5.17-100 (Site Plan Review)

Parcel Coverage and Setbacks (SDC 3.2-215)

Height Standards (SDC 3.2-215)

Additional Panhandle Lot Development Standards (SDC 3.2-220)
Cluster Subdivision Standards (SDC 3.2-230)

Private Infrastructure Standards (SDC 4.1-100)

Landscaping Standards (SDC 4.4-105)

Screening (SDC 4.4-110)

Fence Standards (SDC 4.4-115)

On-Site Lighting Standards (SDC 4.5-100)

Vehicle Parking Standards (SDC 4.6-100)

Finding #51.  Landscaping--Street trees (Section 4.2-140) and planted curb strips (Section 4.2-135) are
required landscape elements within new subdivisions. Sheet L1.01 of the applicant’s submittal includes
a planting plan showing the required plantings.
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Finding #52.  The remaining elements of criteria D.1 primarily relate to construction which follows
land division. Those standards which apply to single-family residential development shall be applied
during building permit review.

D.2 Overlay Districts and Applicable Refinement Plan Requirements

Overlay Districts and Applicable Refinement Plan Requirements

Finding #53.  The East Main Refinement Plan (Refinement Plan) was adopted in 1988. A small portion
of the proposed subdivision is located within the East Main Refinement Plan area (see Figure 1.). The
site is designated by the Refinement Plan for low density residential use, consistent with the proposed
development density.

Finding #54.  The Refinement Plan defines subareas within which specific policies apply. The portion
of the subdivision that is subject to the Plan is located in Area #1.

Finding #55.  Refinement Plan Residential Policy 3 (a) requires the application of the Hillside
Development Overlay District to applications for development within Area #1 of the Plan. A small
portion of the subdivision is within Area #1 (see Figure 1.).

Finding #56.  SDC Section 3.3-510 describes the situations in which the Hillside Development Overlay
District policies apply. The section states that the Hillside Development Overlay District only applies to
development on slopes greater than 15% or on land that is greater than 670 feet in elevation. The
proposed subdivision does not meet these criteria for applicability since it is below 670-feet in elevation
and the average slope within the development area is less than 15 percent. There is a steep slope with a
wetland at the base of the slope, on the northern portion of the parcel (Tract B on the Plan). This area is
not part of the subdivision plan and is excluded from the development area. The Hillside Development
Overlay District provisions do not apply to this proposal.

Finding #57.  Residential Policy 3 (d) of the Refinement Plan calls for development proposals in Area
#1 of the Plan (see Figure 1) to be accompanied by a “Conceptual Development Plan.” The content of a
Conceptual Development Plan is intended to show how infrastructure and transportation facilities for a
proposed development will fit into future transportation and infrastructure development in the general
area. The East Main Refinement Plan indicates that the Conceptual Development Plan is to be reviewed
and approved by the Planning Commission, but not necessarily in a public hearing.

Finding #58.  The submission requirements for Subdivision Tentative Plan applications now require
applicants to show how a proposed subdivision will integrate with current and future transportation and
infrastructure development. In addition, applicants must show that there is adequate infrastructure
capacity to serve the development. Subsequent to the 1988 adoption of the East main Refinement Plan,
infrastructure plans have been adopted which show current and future infrastructure connection for the
area. Staff and the applicant use these plans to evaluate how a proposed subdivision would be
provided services and how transportation connections will be made. As such, the preparation of a
duplicative Conceptual Development Plan is unnecessary. The Table 1. below lists these plans.
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Table 1. Adopted Plans Providing Conceptual Development Guidance

Infrastructure Plan Content Adopted or Last
updated

Springfield Conceptual Local Shows existing and needed future August 2012
Street Map transportation connections.
Springfield Transportation Shows existing and planned transportation February 2014
System Plan facilities and includes policies guiding how

transportation needs will be met in the future.
Springfield Stormwater Facilities | Shows existing and planned facilities and October 2008
Master Plan projects for stormwater management.
Springfield Wastewater Shows existing and planned facilities and June 2008
Facilities Plan projects for wastewater management.
Eugene-Springfield This is a Regional Plan which shows existing and | December 2011
Metropolitan Area Public needed water, wastewater, stormwater, and
Facilities and Services Plan electrical services. The plan lists current and

future projects for infrastructure development.

Finding #59.  The Laurelwood application that was submitted on March 24, 2014, is complete and
addresses the current and future connection to local infrastructure and transportation facilities as part
of its overall tentative plan. The submittal serves as a conceptual plan for this project.

Finding #60.  The Springfield Development Code states that Subdivision Tentative Plan applications
are to be processed using a Type Il procedure. Type Il procedures are reviewed and approved by staff
with public notice and the opportunity for public comment. The decision of staff may be appealed to
the Planning Commission for review. For this reason, Planning Commission review discussed in the East
Main Refinement Plan shall be reserved for appeal of the staff decision, as required by the Springfield
Development Code (SDC 5.3-115).

Conclusion: As conditioned, the proposal satisfies Criterion C and D.

E. Physical features, including, but not limited to: steep slopes with unstable soil or geologic
conditions; areas with susceptibility to flooding; significant clusters of trees and shrubs; watercourses
shown on the Water Quality Limited Watercourse Map and their associated riparian areas; wetlands;
rock outcroppings; open spaces; and areas of historic and/or archaeological significance, as may
be specified in Section 3.3-900 or ORS 97.740-760, 358.905-955 and 390.235-240, shall be protected as
specified in this Code or in State or Federal law [SDC 5.12-125 F].

Finding #61.  The Springfield Local Wetland Inventory shows that wetland site M30 lies within Tract B
and possibly within a small portion of Tract D as shown on the applicant’s Subdivision Tentative Plan.
Wetland M30 is 6.49 acres in size and is classified by state standards as a “Locally Significant” wetland.
The wetland is protected under provisions of SDC 4.3-117 which require delineation of wetlands to
establish development setbacks. Findings #36 through #40 and Conditions of Approval #11 and #12
address the delineation of the wetland. The applicant does not propose any development within 200
feet of the wetland. The development will not impact the wetland resource.
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Finding #62. The applicant proposes to remove most of a 13 acre stand of Douglas fir on the site. A
separate Tree-felling permit application has been processed concurrently with this application (TYP214-
00006). The applicant states that “all trees targeted for removal will be assessed as to their health
and potential impact from construction-related activity and future location of improvements.” Key
findings from the tree-felling report are included below.

Finding #63.  The proposed tree-felling is required to allow for the grading required to construct
streets, infrastructure and 65 home sites. The parent parcel is constrained by a BPA Transmission Line
easement and by steep slopes. About 75% of the buildable area of the site (Figure 4.) is covered by the
planted fir stand.

Finding #64.  The applicant has stated that “specific trees targeted for removal and retention have
not been determined at this time.” This makes it difficult to assess whether removal of all of the trees is
necessary. The development of streets and supporting infrastructure for this urban density residential
development will likely require the removal of the great majority of the tree stand.

Finding #65.  The proposed tree-felling is required to allow for the grading required to construct
streets, infrastructure and 65 home sites. The parent parcel is constrained by a BPA Transmission Line
easement and by steep slopes. About 75% of the buildable area of the site (Figure 4.) is covered by the
planted fir stand.

Finding #66.  The applicant has stated that “specific trees targeted for removal and retention have
not been determined at this time.” This makes it difficult to assess whether removal of all of the trees is
necessary. The development of streets and supporting infrastructure for this urban density residential
development will likely require the removal of the great majority of the tree stand.

Figure 4. Tree-Removal Plan within the Buildable Area of the Site
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Figure 4 shows the buildable area within the subdivision tentative is shown in the dashed line.
Trees within the area outlined by the green shading are proposed for removal.

Finding #67.  The danger of windthrow affects the decision to retain some trees on site or to remove
the entire stand. Windthrow refers to trees uprooted or broken by wind. Removing large areas of a
tree stand may leave the remaining trees susceptible to windthrow if the remaining trees are at the
interior of a stand.

The risk of windthrow to a tree is related to the tree's size (height and diameter), the 'sail area’
presented by its crown, the anchorage provided by its roots, its exposure to the wind, and the local wind
climate. Some species which have rapid early growth such as lodgepole pine, Douglas fir, larches, ash
and sycamore produce large crowns in relation to their root systems. As a result, they are vulnerable to
toppling in high winds before their roots systems are extensive enough to provide good stability®.
Windthrow can increase following logging, especially in young forests managed specifically for timber.
The removal of trees at a forest's edge increases the exposure of the remaining trees to the wind.

Trees that grow adjacent to lakes or other natural forest edges, or in exposed situations such as hill
sides, develop greater rooting strength through growth feedback with wind movement, i.e. 'adaptive' or
'acclimative' growth. Such trees are described as “windfirm.” If a tree does not experience much wind
movement during the stem exclusion phase of stand succession, it is not likely to develop a resistance to
wind. Thus, when a fully or partially developed stand is bisected by a new road or by a clearcut, the trees
on the new edge are less supported by neighboring trees than they were and may not be capable of
withstanding the higher forces which they now experience.

' Forestry Focus, http://www.forestryfocus.ie/growing-forests-3/threats-to-forests/windthrow/
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Finding #68.  The large single tree stand proposed for removal is a monoculture planting of Douglas
fir. As noted in Finding #64, Douglas fir have rapid early growth with large crowns in relation to their
root system. They are among those species which are prone to windthrow.

Finding #69.  “Forestry Focus,” an online forestry newsletter, notes that there is little that can be
done to prevent windthrow; there are forestry practices which can reduce its risk. One of the measures
cited in the article recommends, “clearfelling stands to windfirm edges where the trees have become
more adapted to exposed conditions.”

Finding #70.  Condition of Approval #1 from the Tree-felling permit states, “Those Douglas fir that are
retained should be near the edges of the stand which are windfirm.”

Finding #71.  Staff contacted the Oregon Department of Forestry office in Springfield to discuss the
application of the Field Guide to Oregon Forestry Practices Rules to tree removal in urban areas. Marvin
Vetter, Stewardship Forester, indicated that the Field Guide is not enforced in urban areas. Staff
guestioned Vetter about windthrow and the characteristics of the subject site. Vetter brought up the
site on his GIS and commented that retained trees should be on the south and western edges of the
stand where most of our local winds emanate. Vetter also indicated that complete removal of the stand
was supportable because of the prospect of windthrow, considering of the age and the species of the
trees.

Conclusion: As conditioned, the physical and historic features of the subject property features have
been evaluated and protected as required by this Code. The proposal satisfies Criterion E.

F. Parking areas and ingress-egress points have been designed to: facilitate vehicular traffic,
bicycle and pedestrian safety to avoid congestion; provide connectivity within the development area
and to adjacent residential areas, transit stops, neighborhood activity centers, and commercial,
industrial and public areas; minimize driveways on arterial and collector streets as specified in this
Code or other applicable regulations and comply with the ODOT access management standards for
State highways. [SDC 5.12-125 F].

Conclusion: As conditioned, the proposal satisfies Criterion F.

G. Development of any remainder of the property under the same ownership can be accomplished in
accordance with the provisions of this Code [SDC 5.12-125 G].

Finding #72.  The submitted Subdivision Tentative Plan shows a two-phase development. The
application is for Phase 1 (25 lots) but the plan also shows how Phase 2 (40 lots) will be integrated into the
subdivision as a whole. The staff evaluation of the tentative plan takes into account the relationship of
Phase 1 to Phase 2 and the relationship of both phases to adjoining neighborhoods and connecting utilities
and transportation facilities. Phase 2 shows how the remaining land within Hayden Homes ownership can
be developed in the future in accordance with SDC 5.12-125 G.

Conclusion: The proposal satisfies Criterion G.

2 Forestry Focus, http://www.forestryfocus.ie/growing-forests-3/threats-to-forests/windthrow/
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H. Adjacent land can be developed or is provided access that will allow its development in accordance
with the provisions of this Code [SDC 5.12-125 H].

Finding #73.  The submitted Subdivision Tentative Plan shows a two-phase development. The
application is for Phase 1 (25 lots) but the plan also shows how Phase 2 (40 lots) will be integrated into the
subdivision as a whole. Access to the proposed subdivision shows connections to two existing streets, Ivy
Street and Mt. Vernon Road. The plan shows two stubbed-off streets that will allow access to future
development to the west. There is one additional street stub which shall allow access to future
development on property to the east.

Conclusion: The proposal satisfies Criterion H.

. Where the Subdivision of property that is outside of the city limits but within the City's
urbanizable area and no concurrent annexation application is submitted, the standards specified below
shall also apply.

Finding #74.  This application is for Phase 1 of the subdivision. It is located within the city limits.
Therefore, this condition does not apply. Phase 2 of the proposed subdivision shall be approved as a
separate application.

Conclusion: This proposal satisfies Criterion .

V. CONCLUSION/DECISION: Based on a review of the proposed subdivision tentative plan against the
criteria for approval found in Section 5.1-125 of the Springfield Development Code (SDC), staff has
approved the submitted tentative plan, with conditions, as of the date of this letter. The criteria of
approval are listed herein and are satisfied by the submitted plans and notes unless specifically noted
with findings and conditions of approval. All improvements are required to be installed as shown on the
approved plan or as conditioned. Any proposed changes to the tentative plan must be submitted to the
Planning Division and approved prior to installation. Public Improvement Plans and the Subdivision Plat
must conform to the submitted tentative plan as conditioned herein. This is a limited land use decision
made according to city code and state statutes. Unless appealed, the decision is final. Please read this
document carefully.

What Needs To Be Done?

The Subdivision Final Plat Pre-submittal Meeting shall be held within two years of the date of Tentative
Plan approval. The Final Plat and application fee shall be submitted within 180 days of the Pre-submittal
meeting. If the applicant has not submitted the Subdivision Final Plat within these times, Tentative Plan
approval shall become null and void and re-submittal of the Tentative Plan shall be required.

A Subdivision Plat application is charged upon submittal of the complete application and all required
documents, and after all conditions of approval are met, including the construction of public and private
improvements and extension of utilities required through this decision. THE PUBLIC IMPROVEMENT
PLANS, PRIVATE IMPROVEMENTS, AND/OR THE SUBDIVISION PLAT MUST BE IN SUBSTANTIAL
CONFORMITY TO THE TENTATIVE PLANS. THE FINAL PLAT AND FEES WILL BE ACCEPTED ONLY AFTER
THE CITY SURVERYOR’S OFFICE HAS GIVEN ITS APPROVAL AND THE PUBLIC IMPROVEMENT PLAN HAS
BEEN ACCEPTED.
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Upon signature by the City Surveyor and the Planning Manager, the Final Plat may be submitted to Lane
County for recordation. No individual lots may be transferred until the Final Plat is recorded and five
(5) copies of the filed subdivision are returned to the Development and Public Works Department by
the applicant.

Additional Information: The application, all documents, and evidence relied upon by the applicant, and
the applicable criteria of approval are available for free inspection and copies are available at a cost of
$0.75 for the first page and $0.50 for each additional page at the Development Services Department, 225
Fifth Street, Springfield, Oregon.

Appeals: If you wish to appeal this Type Il Limited Land Use - Subdivision decision, your application must
comply with SDC Section 5.3-100, APPEALS. Appeals must be submitted on a City form and a fee of
$250.00 must be paid to the City at the time of submittal. The fee will be returned to the appellant if the
Planning Commission approves the appeal application.

In accordance with SDC Section 5.3-115 which provides for a 15 day appeal period and Oregon Rules of
Civil Procedures, Rule 10(c) for service of notice by mail, the appeal period for this decision expires at
5:00 p.m. on June 4, 2014.

Questions: Please call Mark Metzger in the Planning Division of the Development and Public Works
Department at (541) 726-3775 if you have any questions regarding this process.
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. ?pringﬁeld, OR 97477
Appeal {ovut  For LA o0

Application Type (Applicant: check one)
Appeal: ‘

of a Director’s Decision: IE{ of a Historic Commission Decision: [ |
of an Expedited Land Division: [ | of a Planning Commission Decision: [ |
Req A Proile App > 0 plere Q 0

Case Number: ~T Y P 214 - 0600t |pate of Decision: _May 20, 2014

Project Name: Z,ﬂ.ux&\ woad SLJaaZ\‘V ISion /B ‘02*04‘0/0 7 3/3
Date of Filing the Appeal: ,ZTLm e 4 20) (?,
/

(Must be within 15 calendar days of the date of decision)

Briefiy list the specific issues being raised in the appeal. These should be the specific points where you feel the Approval
Authority erred in making the decision, i.e. what approval criterion or criteria you allege to have been inappropriately
Issues: applied. If you are filling in this form by hand, please attach your list of issues to this application.

See mH’MJMQ

. ppellant Name: Tamie L!wrm” Phone: 24! TH1-323AN

Statement of Interest: S Owner
(check one) ] Applicant
-] Person notified of the request as an adjacent owner or occupant
[] Person asked to be notified of the request
[} other  Explain:

Address: 996 S, Ssth pL 7

The undersigned acknowledges that the appeal application form and its attachments have been read, acknowledges
that the requirements for filing an appeal of a land use decision are understood, and states that the information
supplied is correct and accurate.

€913% Intake Staff: complete this section)
Associated Cases: N | Signs:

case No: | 1P\ -00005 | pate: b~ 4-20] ‘/ Reviewed by\:;)fa)‘ba&%lé@twv
Application Fee: $ 35000 Technical Fee: $ /9/ Postage Fee: $ ’@—‘
“omrmess 4507 |enosecr numsen PRT14- (00003
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Appeal Submittal Requirements Checklist

U] Application Fee - refer to the Development Code Fee Schedule for the appropriate fee
caiculation formula. A copy of the fee schedule is available at the Development Services
Department. The applicable application, technology, and postage fees are collected at the
time of complete application submittal.

S

[] Appeal Application Form

] Narrative explaining each appeal issue listed on the application form in more detail. This
statement should indicate where you feel the Director, Historic Commission, or Planning
Commission erred in the decision based upon the evidence presented and in applying that
evidence to the criteria used to evaluate the request. Be sure to make this statement as
complete as possible.

NOTE: Appeals of a Director’s or Historic Commission decision will be reviewed de novo by the
Planning Commission or Hearings Official. They shall consider all physical and documentary
evidence submitted to the Director or Historic Commission as part of the original application, as
well as any new evidence or testimony which the opponents or proponents may wish to present
at the public hearing.

Appeals of a Planning Commission decision will be reviewed by City Council and will be based
upon the record of proceeding. They shall consider all physical and documentary evidence
submitted to the Director or Historic Commission as part of the original application and any
evidence or testimony presented to the Planning Commission.

nselheccal sl froessue o Rl - ogpuckundy
/K

Thees
v bn&ﬁﬁw&%/ﬂﬂe\ﬁf
n/ékuul Al 'W'Wﬂwev

@/WW Eiis VY & Semunkeogclco ot Sl s7th

Plrchote e Land From Sove Bromey reﬁrtﬂ;,& U W s
Y %SLﬂM%uQ"AM,WLO X Wﬁ%sﬁ{ﬁ,’?
SW%MOG E)& OU(R‘ ~h P } )

THS A doivg A _S{’lag.AQLl \‘Q‘%- 5/1»./%40/\1} St

DLY}& Jakle Ceoa A
b&\'w[ okl 4o plosy w Mo gh@e{—s ]k

Date Received:

JUN ~ 4 2014
- Attachment 3, Page 2 of 61
Revised 11/17/08ddk Original Submitial_______ 30of3




5

Sala{);. Glenda Donn &
.. HoeAusbor Joe Da\“‘\)
% 19705 55th Pl
541-726-3800
[Ken ¢ 3255 ico Ovnesd =5 >
968555thPl Ken auer a3k 2, O
Ten-y&M' chel Ronning -
9445S. 55th pl. o
: 7411737 o
[ 5 (- 4go (w-ksc Q
Colby Wh ck i U
wm-galmna Ie) } teannie Wallace =
Mei linlantz 932S. 55th p! g
*
_ — » ~ | lasoh & kristyHolden &y
Don & Anita Brown i“ y g X_ L 5541l|lvst. we*":l:\\ﬂ K\‘\SM R % ‘lé‘
823 5.55th pl r h =3 : Fivanee )arrﬂﬁprmh\
741-2295 B p Madison & Iree Ta“;ﬁs“ 4 Faedt
3 = f'}l.f: s N - @
' Gillham § e =
- 4 am P T
# 1 9075.55thpt iy ) o -
| 7467991 {Mé gg“ (fZ2)X o 6 rhora
5‘/i 520 oko 1. = -
e 1. ] ' Joyce & Wayne Estabrook ax W
BT Hor a?-_, 892S. S5th Pl. 937 1259
'&'y E4 i\\ ;E ¢ ,3 7473717 (H) S‘/D?Iu‘y SH
807 _s_ssm PL o ) -
- _\(\ JL . ’Ida‘f! o&l % et ({6
Dan & Debbie Cull
849555t P ( 1t }
Alext ‘ :
( Tamm_Coleman
: “| 8205.55th Pl
K\m\awlij SLQ‘H' (l g) 541736-13371@»'5/1/”1‘3
5563 6\&&“7’ Dl’ Samuelwgyvs .
Glacier Street ’( ‘
(1] '1 Rentexs W\ o
Don & Judy Kindt \
B L] [ e
6-0
541-”7-[_‘1“‘\ h3ne ‘X‘\M\N 2
, 5415, 1 g0t
—— ! Y

Harrl's
1

ERRYAT

Date Recei$pdngfield police noneémetge

_JUN -4 0

Tﬂlw i8yvs-
Tveney 16575

"541-726-3714"

Ongmal Submitta)

e

Attachment 3, Pageﬁ\@@q{\l anned 10 Yrs.

Taylor 7 yrs:

. A
S 2
oMyt A
PR AL AR
% e

f“(D‘é\\i’? .

Fheatat
‘,‘"“’\,‘g\, o



[ Nolifycation tein Regandto Ho

of Médﬂ&tﬂ?‘/ Weihbors. l{ y "
\gi 7 %\g\\ﬁ 'ﬂwg Gxe 5&}'“1 N@(?L‘-bﬂv’s \/\V‘V\D wg V@Cé::;‘ W&M
\;\% ¥ j% 3 o Y omai }iwy‘;% 0(7117 has .S.M\%' oufr Yq'v Intor ‘ ZWM

&W“%\;\ Sl [Sueb i M‘MZW
R .

3 Lawatl voredw %f a, C
T Wﬁfif urifhs

? :?\‘ ,.i-‘\ﬂ' g ! . 4 . ,

N ok asked abod Ao T ST et
23 522, 6 Sl Reighbors ot @ e 1id

@) AT o ) o Compuer i

iy s hor e locsind

83 “7%//& catlint T g

T ‘ 2 paibre, . flopery  YEEGANG 0 dge bei a‘/’é Y

| g\ﬁ% %;ﬁ B Ry e g Rl pa
’ 4 b s L e Cex e S

SR IV Y e Boofk Bokifeaim S i

d ‘?\ . \i% . ¢ "A’J’V )
DS A 7 achually wpen askivg ’ ) ot on Y
G 3o 1,-4:17; i it st 00 L

¢ oLt 1 WV achelly

v a a:o}oa/ ﬂw[) 7%2

| Manf=rRerE7=r
;, 7
e Zov

3 NN S g

JUN = & 204 g,

Original Submitial




le Strect
. gl ﬂ";{ Wi@% Lew/mlwwgo h W\ﬁa{’a

L

lé)) f%z@xmb Jo mamww sae, A& TV] oot a5

(7 pu sl tha ik shgels from Lawrhweod s [ S5 pornell,

Sodd Mwﬁmnw A vl bt cach case losted af

iy dualle .t cazd o gk by ifont oy Shet

\Oﬁ\v’@mM bvovl’ fesd A uf/ﬁﬁy) V{u&{g »{eéow( /\meﬂa(

nsicton cuserad Condidions 15 ok Hhak et o

/@ "l/w Py /h? d’TN, &o«»\qi ﬁwj\@/ﬂ 3“@%'{/«0&(‘—5@%4“’&;

s, bt quéhwi’w &WW reaSms. D»W”‘i

Ty Sl 558 b gl rutty . 5 W@,M&B&MM

e c‘,awwem /zz:%’:@rf ﬂ” IS ¢ W& lpolive .Pﬁmﬂbem

Caust o Zonorad AR Jonil o bl A

@ /J’W MJW b7 '7‘”5070‘5044@%1 I’mmm/w aﬂokeAW
- f/\)uﬂ %A&MQ qvwmsmm ?JN—\/U@ Mc[ f'SRCAf\W NM‘I%

o !l <y Lootdd hort o Exlend Blaror St F wwd‘ntoﬂw

s » o Lus Tl Tuy S{;ﬁ; wnd NEER o loe i

(b l{/\/\m& W‘k:

Now sppu Yars ller Fhedon Nomes wpples For FH 57T

Lomnthion £, %6 mew@h;s% ol PR BT

U&kaﬁ%&v% row wolitd O lacedy et 15 pow ynsakt .

T)A\Sava@m%\wb,l aan NG Yaw nem, ?

'ﬁm% 0L\So b.QW54%_ o /Qz‘-}’}\a ]\)aquw w\?/

%o\’}’\ 1Vu and Blacier 531wv\‘l1)( \&L &Qﬂwwl wn usalfe Fov

Se&}vu Qm&mﬁ M A N @ggkéwskmﬂﬂ/ by ﬁﬁmw/f'

@ Mm vl iy s founy U5 &%

%\H\a Ludve oﬂ §wv\44;«h[ In ¢ JW)@m/ Tive . i
“The p@‘f\\‘\’*‘ui wark o Bt hanf gl Sten @@‘\\Dﬂﬁe Received:
y\wwv\\w\b@w\ww\m
JUN - & 2014

Attachment 3, Page 5 of 61
Original Submittal....




-t

—

I
3 ) \]lélomﬂ%gﬁoloméyé)&aﬂr%k)/%gw N\v%p —_

DLP)V)V@M ﬂ?/—é'/@\/ /mla/ e Ky Fhave IS 4 W%ﬁ/
Szwu kaw\ nellre U)gion tmpsssible The
_j_ el Sty SSth n@cq?f&aﬁvf»@cg Comaraing —

, SV }/lﬂS /&Mﬂ/@é/ oy 717)%& \7[1) quﬁdhle -
\H\u /}&/HLC& Jps Jmpssible Sitxat7on, flfy, Meegor  —
2l Do voseld /)W/r\ﬂ[ u@W Fueed a&m% —
_end o oflotiar Yo doke (o of Hotuoblim, L

o Joo. -
ol PP R Aognt frtes o o dall widor
CH\D :chfofv 11\0[\)« M ‘#\SL @@3‘5{7&0[ /éq n\c éSKmMLd

c@bw 2V e QS.W‘-LD%M l/“LdA,:n/) kQ/VBlO[@M _
(2 m@uq%% LSt prodition, T

) Ll BT el chep MW =
/MAMmul So _Sen Covs Loy /\)ﬁﬁ‘/)d}d‘w%

(4

/\@ 2@ &f_@% BUN :%@4 %W&J&Lé —

/»Q,l)f rorde . Will Hat reaﬂw remedy He blen _

G e dAed] Lot & (el MM@
w7js%w é&aww\n«}ﬁ’"m*@ Show bosHat 2

/) ¢ ne Hal s Su%MMMrWM —
L/ﬁ%/l mll m;# fy % bhind Comper fusblem ot olotor

and Sl S, He o Sleepnon ,,c% rehd sS4/ aﬁwﬂ ~

QAWW%M%WW QW%MS__, .
//M,é Siafic QM[L{/@ hea MNbf"#x@Q% fg—r% M&W' ~ <

Date Receivedrz »

JUN -4 2014

~Attachment 3, Page 6 of 61 Original Submittal




T . 9/\/\1’@ Mcﬂ(‘( mﬂi\d{ﬂ\;‘z mg ‘('W}E,P.'> ek

0"’\(',@ -rwaalwuwﬁ/’(bﬁw %Tw val/ms he»axf(/vd'

N F\) ﬁﬁmn W/Wb@mg‘f_b@'\ A Cbm,a-m naeh Geaten
ok Dok et Thin shold ko pubon held v
'_‘\E).ij\ QAP AN Cm&d‘amm QMMQ/LWN/JCM

- \:g ~7‘79 Mﬂﬂqzc “l’/\xur L@Y\-('DAW

nehte, -—MA St hree s ool loe_cepraved
ok P, MTWNN\O a&u%mﬁ%
I/u(m VVWM on ’-///é ﬁlﬁ%&\@kua cx‘%;es,{fsemw_,
Qution (lnsarced ) aud he Pl hons. Hot bt

mmml*‘—m e "ﬁregS wodd \/\a/vﬁ”“‘B(Q-o,&uJ‘ Mw%
r»ﬁ) WJ!—@V% }*emwvw\q H\%,U/ee

vap b Qugl Ridge Hor T pode) The man of el fidee
han M A b sver Showiig %/ 10 smqﬂvlw:\ aA:/
loprs e 17 ooy grovps of % £on .25, 3,%%‘%45 Tove @re
/M\L So+ /VeeS /4’/[ o€ %xuu, ‘lﬂ@es waedto be 4n a ]LO«‘#_
3R o vk Lke Mo Trees of lonel iosad. ﬂm. Loenl

f_ﬁ%f_M@u@ T
_ Loers budde Wi I,am:.e %L%JR-QVWC\-QJ\MAMM Jac,u

(1!
s/ UANANNEL
Q

S

L& U
‘;jyff‘%

)
ol L4

}a)lu

fzb

o e
]mué

L ¥

H

s

g
_‘7(&33 Gk Hro hant nawee J0losm ot oy bl cbowin A
— ﬁ_ﬁc‘é "?lb Ll)a\g’@alnb)- “ﬂ(&v} \/\M@M /\Dﬂ\mﬁl—hﬂ—‘l 5le>QQ_WLLM
E@/% ?Aw-n—h:\u e /VMPL‘\W frees #a. ave W%l/'{@»ﬂq%*
~ S
- ?;cgga MMLMMS%MW,MWW@AW@@
f\f 5 $§ CA\L) St 4 Né,ul Suu%a(.umﬂwn W;Q:/\»Qbe/wﬂ’w C,;:n\SL_.e 710_,
~ 2% Ll of Sporehed sloudd bo a putot SegthsT /neesT
ANy Wowa-w QQW m IM{LMM“LW/

W\wﬁ“ {P—LQ‘?—'—A‘ o’tﬁw‘nalwz)/*u

: % L\O)D DQMO{ o e ate Receuved

JUN =4 2014

Attachment 3, Page 7 of 61
Original Submittal .




sszﬁﬁsgssgssg

)mittal_;_.

&

1y

%Origin'ail Su




¢

Sine He Tndegr by o Renyol) Wide NO-L?Uw ol

( %50& lisdispod_a Temwjg_g_m_r_)@rwwwﬁf‘ FEWIE

VMNQ\U\L D‘HA\QIM I\J'VI Qc L@% %FMWMS;QL

ot Ty bu&mhz\ﬂmmw &a\emubﬂ%wd*fw“‘%%”w‘? B

Cb}'rnmw}f \A_a\a CWOJ b@ur_, Zaww.QA._wul WH&LJ: f)umerM —

et of Yoo Lots abong S, 5T gl ot our 304wt~

or  \ouk MM%{ md ek ot ks Ho MOSM%H

%MM&J@W%@JM&J -

AR own \A»blob’ W Z/}(L}" 4A < \15‘44/ (a‘g(\ \/ZLII—CMJK ——
(g %234,, sZLc —H\
Hiw m{ 2 et Satb S¢ The -

ICcvuw o Sodth S| $4’h@.&0}( ‘!‘M\Qﬂm SAQ,U"ZM\AQ

aund 1a Eldtee  siecal J/wdniqllw( Norrmr

@W &MWM&WMWQMW?% :
L/Mumméﬁvm BMD@%U@NL@NW —~ .

Volume Kida maxam lay cathe Sheals naeiloors ofleq

ggw{ Sme Visih umﬁ\\o vach oHer Cnthe Sheetss T huotd, —

Lol nl Levg o,,m. /wuwtmcﬂ Comminindy M T has) =

ﬂ%m@%&%*@%ﬂ@@b\&m ;_

Laswobisenll Sodinrnin M%uhﬂLwL l,:.rQ\M He ﬁ__

Ot g M\LIQ')A‘(;’)’ Qz;u.tu '(bf‘ Cmv&mook

/@Mgmu lme!ZmuyM a %ﬁ/@iﬁét—

+6 quw&woatk Au. Cane 01 Five w%&m.wkm Y\ou@e

sl Tans oo Epsed i pratalioad e Also ke o=
E;;r st Lulw@ct, 2 Muo;s“LM«M«afw\uﬂ/1@'#@{’5&)”’”H“‘gr parhvemy - —~
£ S T Tdl, haller T nH . Lopi Rdge, Pegrhmisd T Forcensias
S W b Hnd A muwaa et Wﬁw—“ -
§ Do gk MMM M m E&WN

/-\ttacnmerﬁ 9, Page 9 OT b1




Tnsct%aev& \Na)Lev Q/UUAA-LWQ ot Ruwﬂ W

\\P\‘ﬂ“@u;‘\'b LL\)‘L \AJ‘\W \)\S
0 Q/Ml-\—\r& LA e
010 By g L Sl S5 hate veal priblens.

ak%&

M “\A&ﬁw*om\;ﬁm W 5;705 '
6 en pth \V\M}Aﬁ/ﬂ hemes W ornd \I\LA» W gﬁax

J' gﬁoa&:ﬁj;‘%/b[/ﬂ“bosh fbu;k \,\)‘.:vﬁl3 V\»5‘> Lvavvd’ ‘f’gm A*PTQJZV)L“/
o Pay ?7 ok, ThO eost Showld bo proed ap\g‘w

nozestartGor
ﬁ;ipz et &f%" Cdd . Theve hane\oe Numhb%

over The "%QMS lkésrww? T A e C‘J:\ of than voutsd Prtddure. ?«ab\km,.

e S T

Pﬂwfe\acy,jbgwrim nd 5 o poed o e oty
F‘QPMC’/ 2 Hoe 4t - Date Received:
| JUN - 4 2014

Attachment 3, Page 10 of 61
Qriginal Submittal -




June 1, 2014 %
Laurelwood Subdivision « Hayden Homes

Appeal Date: June 4th, 2014 @3pm Appeal Fees = $250

You may or may not be aware of what's happening right next to our subdivision (Royal
Ridge) of approx. 53 homes.

Hayden Homes is planning a 65 home subdivision (with small lots and entry level homes)
next to ours, using lvy St.- South 55th & Glacier as the access road, with an (eventual)
opening to Mt. Vernon Road. They plan on 23 homes in phase 1 and the remaining 42
homes as phase 2

Approximately six years ago, from the WildGoose Landing Application the city of Springfield
ruled that only Glacier Street could be used for a subdivision built in this area, because of
SAFETY concerns with using the lvy Street route.

Because of landslide concerns (think recently Oso, WA), and because of issues with
inadequate road construction related to our local Mountain Gate subdivision, the city is now
nervous about extending Glacier because of the steep cliff adjacent to it.

Bonneville Power is concerned about the proximity of either Glacier or vy, to their powetline
towers. Many Royal Ridge residents agree that the Glacier/55th Place/lvy route would be
unsafe for heavier traffic, especially with the relatively blind corner where Glacier and 55th
Place meet, and the steep hill (which becomes a problem with snow, ice and sun rays).

For these reasons, we believe the city should take the NECESSARY TIME AND EFFORT to
research the use of alternate access points for the proposed Laurelwood Subdivision.

So far, only 2 City Planning Development Division employees have
seen the Laurelwood propoasal and any of the community concerns
that have been raised, and THEY have Approved (with conditions)
Hayden Homes’ application. The upcoming Appeal Hearing would
finally involve the entire (volunteer) City Planning Commission.

The city has asked for a spokesperson to be named on an Appeal
Application. Other Royal Ridge residents are encouraged to attend the
Appeal Hearing to witness / to be heard in greater depth than any
written responses that may have aiready been submitted.

Filing an Appeal would create the time necessary for concerned Royal
Ridge residents to meet, fact-find, plan, and even lobby Planning
Commission members, City-Council- members, City Planning Division
employees, Bonneville Power and Hayden Homes, regarding this issue.

I have already spoken with many of the above-named entities, and based on what
I've learned, | feel an appeal would be worthwhile; | am also volunteering to serve
as spokesperson for the purpose of this Appeal. | am inviting any who are willing,

o contribute to help pay the Appeal Fee, by 2pm THIS WEDNESDAY. _
e Date Received:
My Contact info is:

Tamie Yarnall 541-741-3222 at 996 South 55th Place, Springfield @R.- 4 201
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Hello Tamie,

Attached is the water map for your area. | hope that this helps. Please feel free to contact me if you need any more info.

Best regards,
Scott Higley

Engineering Technician
Springfield Utility Board
Water Service Center
202 South 18th Street
Springfield, OR. 97477

“~e<mail scotth@subutil.com

www. subutil.com

general (541)-726-2396
direct (541)-736-3295
cell (541)-501-1750
fax (541)-747-7348
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300-FOOT PUBLIC NOTICE mailed
PENDING SUBDIVISION TENTATIVE 3jaz/ty o Eovelepe
APPLICATIONV 2ecaived 324l (sehumded)

Date of Notice: March 26, 2014 cpei\e,-l 4/4/ i (TM%%) »

Record Number: TYP214-00004 Calledl Mock Wekzier 42 (W;A.) sl
Applicant: Hayden Homes — 158 peighlaohucd Y g for i
Nature of the Application: Thé'appliéaﬁt"sfubmitted plails to create a 25-lot smgle;family residential .T[;‘ &3

subdivision, to be known as Laurelwood - Phase 1 Subdivision (formerly known as Wild Goose Landing %l‘ %5, s
Phase 1). The proposed Laurelwood subdivision lot sizes range between .13 and .35 acres in size. Lots House
on nearby Ivy Street:range between .15 and .25 acres. The Laurelwood lots average .16 acres in size.

This compares with .19 acres for the Ivy Street neighborhood. No development is proposed within the

BPA transmission-line easement, nor on the steep slopes at the north end of the site.

Location: The property involved in this request is located on a vacant lot SW of S 55" Place and Mt.
Vernon Drive in Springfield, Assessor’s Map No. 18-02-04-00, Tax Lot(s) 313.

L)

-
!

pplicable Criteria: The criteria of approval found at Section 5.12-100 (5.12-125) of the Springfield
Development Code (SDC) apply to this application. The criteria are available at Springfield City Hall
weekdays between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. at the Development Services Department or on the City’s
website at www.springfield-or.gov under Springfield Development Code.

Your Right to Provide Written Comment: Prior to the City making any decision on the application,

you are provided a fourteen (14) day period for the submission of written comments. Your written

comments must be received by 5:00 p.m. on April 9, 2014. Send comments to the attention of the staff
th or'a o1 thi

contact listed below. You may review atf Wrec s application at City Hall and purchase copies at a

- reascnable cost. : 25 v

Failure to Raise Issue: Issues which may provide the basis for an appeal to the Land Use Board of
Appeals shall be raised in writing prior to the expiration of the comment period. Issues shall be raised
with sufficient specificity to enable the decision maker to respond to the issue.

Staff Contact: o _ e

Mark Metzger , Date Received:
City of Springfield '
Development and Public Works Department JUN =& 2014

E-mail mmetzger@springfield-or.gov

Phone: (541) 726-3775 Original Submittal

L fIf you would like to meet directly with the planner, please call and make an appointment.
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RECEIVED

APR 10201

AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE

STATE OF OREGON )
) ss.
County of Lane )

I, Karen LaFleur, being first duly sworn, do hereby depose and say as follows:

1. | state that | am a Program Support Specialist for the Planning Division

of the Development and Public Works Department, City of Sprmgﬁe]d

Oregon. Loy 0 ian

2 9\5‘;«? . (,,_‘:_ 'x._» "' a9 ,

2. | state that in my capacity as, Program Support Speclallst I prepared
and caused to be mailed copies of TYP2\4- 0000

(See attachment “A”) on ﬂfgg - Jp ; 2014 ad%ﬁessed to (s%
Attachment “B”), by causing shid letters to be placed in a U.S. mail box %

Nounelwezd

with postage fully prepaid thereon.

HKapsu Kadlow

Karen LaFleur

STATE OF OREGON, County of Lane

MQ\L L) , 2014. Personally appeared the above named Karen
LaFleur, Program Support Specialist, who acknowledged the foregoing
instrument to be their voluntary act. Before me;

OFFICIAL STAMP ' \j
3  KATHRYN E REEDER C , \ L \
TARY PUBLIC - OREGON oy s S
j " COMMISSION NO. 480564 My Commission EXP"'es-\O L
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES OCTOBER 04, 2017

Date Received:
JUN =& 2014

Original Submittal
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SPRINGFIELD ===

300-FOOT PUBLIC NOTICE
SUBDIVISION TENTATIVE

APPLICATION You are invited to attend a neighborhood meeting
concerning this proposal on Wednesday, April 23" @ 7:00
Dateat ot Apri0,2oa | % P bbrary Mestng oo ot e vl iy
Record Number: TYP214-00004 at ' ppiic v

Al e TI. discuss the proposal and to receive your comments.

Applicant: Hayden Homes

Nature of the Application: The applicant submitted plans to create a 25-lot single-family residential
subdivision, to-be known asLaurelwood - Phase 1-Subdivision (formerly known as Wild Goose Landing
Phase 1). The proposed Laurelwood subdivision lot sizes range between .13 and .35 acres in size. Lots

on nearby South 55™ Place and Ivy Street range between .15 and .25 acres. The Laurelwood lots average

.16 acres in size. This compares with .19 acres for the Ivy Street neighborhood. No development is

proposed within the BPA transmission line easement, nor on the steep slopes at the north end of the site.

Location: The property involved in this request is located on a vacant lot SW of S 55 Place and Ivy
Street in Springfield, Assessor’s Map No. 18-02-04-00, Tax Lot(s) 313.

Applicable Criteria: The criteria of approval found at Section 5.12-100 (5.12-125) of the Springfield
Nevelopment Code (SDC) apply to this application. The criteria are available at Springfield City Hall

~—weekdays between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. at the Development Services Department or on the City’s
website at www.springfield-or.gov under Springfield Development Code.

Your Right to Provide Written Comment: Prior to the City making any decision on the application,
youare provided a fourteen (14) day period for the submission of written comments. Your written
comments must be received by 7:00 p.m. on April 23, 2014. Send comments to the attention of the staff

contact listed below. You may review the record of this application at City Hall and purchase copies at a
reasonable cost.

A neighborhood meeting will be held on Wednesday, April 23" @ 7:00 p.m. in the Library Meeting .

Room at the Springfield City Hall, 225 Fifth Street, to discuss the proposed subdivision. The
applicant and city staff will be in attendance.

Failure to Raise Issue: Issues which may provide the basis for an appeal to the Land Use Board of
Appeals shall be raised in writing prior to the expiration of the comment period. Issues shall be raised
with sufficient specificity to enable the decision maker to respond to the issue.

Date Received:
Staff Contact:

Mark Metzger, City of Springfield ‘ JUN - & 2014
E-mail mrmetzger@springfield-or.gov
Phone: (541) 726-3775

Original Submittal
—4f you would like to meet directly with the planner, please call and make an appointment.

297
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802041109400
/NUNEZ LORENZO G & ESTELLA M
+ . 952 556TH ST
SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

>’

1802041109700, 4 goo
NILSEN JOHN H & VIRGINIA B
695 S 44TH ST

SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802044200700

JM INVESTMENTS LLC
1248 NW DOMENICO DR
ROSEBURG, OR 97471

1802044200900

NICOLE ANN GRAZTER REVOCABLE TRUST

4842 COCONINO WAY
SAN DIEGO, CA 92117

Michal Cexbone
Caurd

np
5415 5w br, Ste loo

PorHand, OR H722.]

N -
.

hV/W

1802041109500

KEILER BRIAN M & NICOLE S
946 S 56TH ST
SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

RINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802044200700

LA CONFIANZA LLC

1110 E BONNEVILLE AVE
LAS VEGAS, NV 89101

Councilor Marilee Woodrow

1009 s 59th Street
Springfield, OR 97473

Ottrmehmant B
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1802041109600
LAUREN ESTATES LLC
780 S 57TH ST
SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802044200100

DOAK JOYCE

1070 LINDA LN
SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802044200800
SORENSEN RICHARD M
90820 KNOX RD
EUGENE, OR 97408

Jesae Lovrien

Hayden Homaeo LLC
z?tgt#sw & lacier PL, S 110
Redmond, OR 947756

Date Received:

JUN -4 2014

Original Submittal___
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4802041102300, 2400
' LANTZ MEI LIN
" 945555THPL
SBRINGFIELD, OR 97478

RINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802041102700

HICKMAN KELLY BRATTON & KHOURY W

897 S55THPL
SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802041103000

BENDER KURT L & LINDA C
5597 GLACIER ST
'SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802041103300
HEAUSER DONALD S
38488 JUNE LN
SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

NG
“+=)\)2041103600
RANKIN FRED EJR & BETH M
915 S56TH ST
SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802041103900

ANTONOVICH DANIELJ & TINAL
897 S56TH ST

SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802041104200

HOEGER TERENCE W & MARY M
847 S56TH ST

SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802041104500

GYANENDRA PRASAD LIVING TRUST
3274 LAKESIDE DR

EUGENE, OR 97401

202041108900
V{N/MPHRlES ROBERT KELLEY

951 S56TH ST

SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802041102300, 2400
WHITENACK COLBY

945 S 55TH PL
SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802041102500

BROWN DONALD L & ANITAD
923 S55THPL

SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802041102800

CULLEN DANIEL R & DEBORAH L
849 S 55TH PLACE
SPRINGFIELD, OR 97477

1802041103100

ROE HERMAN FRANK & YASUE
850S 56TH ST

SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802041103400

JIM & LEA MCGILLVREY TR
930 S 56TH

SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802041103700

BENHAM LONNIE P & JACQUELINE
903 5 56TH ST

SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802041104000

FARR ERIC G & DORENE V
885 S56TH

SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802041104300
SELIX LINDA
85535 JASPER PARK RD

" PLEASANT HILL, OR 97455

1802041108700
HAGEMAN KAREN J
773SS5TTHST
SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802041109100
GALCERAN RONALD D & KAREN L
974 S56TH ST

RINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802041102600
GILLHAM BONNIE !

907 S 55TH PL
SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802041102900

SCOTT KIMBERLY A
5563 GLACIER DR
SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802041103200
HIGGINS TERI

896 S 56TH ST
SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802041103500

MELEAR AARON & JESSICA
929 S56TH ST
SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802041103800

PETTY STEPHEN E & FRANCES C
901 S 56TH ST

SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802041104100
KOOZER SCOTT

867 556TH ST
SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802041104400

KLUTSCHKOWSK! KEVIN & BOBBI D
5659 GLACIER DR

SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802041108800

GILLIAM ROBERT J & DEBORAJ
949 S56TH ST

SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802041109300

ROBERTS JONATHAN F & LINDA R
960 S 56TH ST

SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

SPRINGFIELD, obciéz;gé Received'-
JUN - 4 204
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1802040000300
y BOBBILLC
5409 IVY ST
SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

4

1802040000312
GRAFTED GAINS LLC
PO BOX 71711
EUGENE, OR 97401

GENE, OR 97402

1802041100500

FOX MICHAEL L & LINDA S
5668 GLACIER ST
SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802041100700

HICKLE PATRICIA A

35191 MCKENZIE VIEW DR
SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

Sn

2041100900
KINDT FAMILY TRUST
5576 GLACIER DR
SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802041101200 .

" COLEMAN TAMMARA A & SANDEFUR MARK S
820S55TH PL
SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802041101500
METCALF KRISTY

5541 1vVY ST
SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802041101800

ORMES EDWARD KENNETH JR & JESSICA
968 S 55TH PL

SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

*°02041102000
) {NALL TAMARA A
HQ—SIS S55TH ST
SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802040000307

HARRIS TERRY L & ANITA M
5353 IVY ST

SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

MOND, OR 97756 \

1802041100401
BERNARD ANGELA

796 S57TH ST
SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802041100600

KREMPLEY KAYLA M & Ross
5630 GLACIER DR
SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802041100700
LAWRENCE JEFF

35191 MCKENZIE VIEW DR
SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802041101000
JONES GARY DEAN
PO BOX 41441
EUGENE, OR 97404

1802041101300
SCHULKE THOMAS
36333 PAUL LN
SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802041101600

HAZEL JEAN WALLACE LIVING TRUST
932S555THPL

SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802041101900

WEBB THOMAS S & SANDRA S
970 S 55TH PL
SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802041102100
OPPLIGER MELVIN E & BARBARA A
983 $ 55TH PL

SPRINGFIELD, OR {7¥2te Received:

JUN =4 20
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1802040002800, 230\

1802040000310,31(3
HAYDEN HOMES LLC
2622 GLACIER PL STE 110
REDMOND, OR 97756

LOUIE JACK }
PO BOX 2617 /
EUGENE, OR 97402

— .
\ PR e
a——

1802041100402

RODRIGUEZ ELI A & ALONDRA
5694 GLACIER DR
SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

RINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802041100800
BATCHELOR CHRISTINE M
932CsT

SPRINGFIELD, OR 97477

1802041101100

BAEUERLEN MELISA S & MICHAEL E
40227 JASPER-LOWELL RD

LOWELL, OR 97452

1802041101400

ESTABROOK WAYNE R & JANETT M
892 5 55TH PL

SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802041101700

RONNING TERRY R & MICHEL A
944 SS55TH PL

SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

'1802041102000
. HUISENGA MARK A

996 S 55TH ST
SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478

1802041102200
JOHNSON LIVING TRUST
975 S 55TH PL
SPRINGFIELD, OR 97478
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1802040000300
Resident

9 IVY ST
“ingfield, OR 97478

1802040000310
Resident

5349 vy ST
Springfield, OR 97478

1802041100401
Resident

796 S57TH ST
Springfield, OR 97478

1802041100600
Resident

5630 GLACIER DR
Springfield, OR 97478

1802041100900
Resident

5576 GLACIER DR
springfield, OR 97478
=

802041101300
lesident

150 S 55TH PL
ipringfield, OR 97478

802041101600
esident

32 S55TH PL
pringfield, OR 97478

302041101500
asident

70 S55TH PL
yringfield, OR 97478

102041102200
isident

'3 S55TH PL
ringfield, OR 97478

~.
»

J2041102500
sident

3S55THPL
ringfield, OR 97478

1802040000307
Resident

5309 VY ST
Springfield, OR 97478

1802040002800
Resident

5400 MT VERNON RD
Springfield, OR 97478

1802041100402
Resident

5694 GLACIER DR
Springfield, OR 97478

1802041100700
Resident

5602 GLACIER DR
Springfield, OR 97478

1802041101100
Resident

5548 GLACIER DR
Springfield, OR 97478

1802041101400
Resident

892 S55TH PL
Springfield, OR 97478

1802041101700
Resident

944 S 55TH PL
Springfield, OR 97478

1802041102000
Resident

996 S 55TH PL
Springfield, OR 97478

1802041102300
Resident

967 S 55TH PL
Springfield, OR 97478

1802041102600
Resident

907 S55TH PL
Springfield, OR 97478
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1802040000307
Resident

5353 VY ST
Springfield, OR 97478

1802040002800
Resident

5410 MT VERNON RD
Springfield, OR 97478

1802041100500
Resident

5668 GLACIER DR
Springfield, OR 97478

1802041100800
Resident

5598 GLACIER DR
Springfield, OR 97478

1802041101200
Resident

820 S55TH PL
Springfield, OR 97478

1802041101500
Resident

5541 1vYST
Springfield, OR 97478

1802041101800
Resident

968 S 55TH PL
Springfield, OR 97478

1802041102100
Resident

983 S 55TH PL
Springfield, OR 97478

1802041102400
Resident

945 S 55TH PL
Springfield, OR 97478

1802041102700
Resident

897 S55TH pL
Springfield, OR 97478

a
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1802041102880
Resident

™9 5 557H PL
~Tingfeld, OR 97478

1802041103000
Resident

802 SS56TH ST
Springfield, OR 97478

1802041103300
Resident

S08 S56TH ST
Springfield, OR 97478

1802041103600
Resident

3155 56THST
ipringfield, OR 97478

1802041103900
tesident

97 S56TH ST
g{ingfield, OR 97478

802041104200
asident

47 S56TH ST
pringfield, OR 97478

302041104500
asident

391 GLACIER DR
ringfieid, OR 97478

102041108900
isident

1 SS6TH ST
ringfield, OR 97478

02041109500
sident

5S56THST
‘ingfield, OR 97478

5

12044200700

iident

!5 MT VERNON CEMETERY RD
ingfield, OR 97478

1802041102900
Resident

5563 GLACIER DR
Springfield, OR 97478

1802041103100
Resident

850 S 56TH ST
Springfield, OR 97478

1802041103400
Resident

930S 56TH ST
Springfield, OR 97478

1802041103700
Resident

903 S56TH ST
Springfield, OR 97478

1802041104000
Resident

885 S 56TH ST
Springfield, OR 97478

1802041104300
Resident

5625 GLACIER DR
Springfield, OR 97478

1802041104500
Resident

5693 GLACIER DR
Springfield, OR 97478

1802041109300
Resident

960 S 56TH ST
Springfield, OR 97478

1802041109800
Resident

934 S56TH ST
Springfield, OR 97478

1802044200800
Resident

5423 MT VERNON RD
Springfield, OR 97478
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1802041103000
Resident

5597 GLACIER DR
Springfield, OR 97478

1802041103200
Resident

896 S56TH ST
Springfield, OR 97478

1802041103500
Resident

929 S56TH ST
Springfield, OR 97478

1802041103800
Resident

901 S56TH ST
Springfield, OR 97478

1802041104100
Resident

867 S56TH ST
Springfield, OR 97478

1802041104400
Resident

5659 GLACIER DR
Springfield, OR 97478

1802041108800
Resident

949 S56TH ST
Springfield, OR 97478

1802041109400
Resident

952 S56TH ST
Springfield, OR 97478

Date Received

1802044200100
Resident

1040 LINDA LN
Springfield, OR 97478

1802044200900
Resident

1030 MT VERNON CEMETERY RD
Springfield, OR 97478
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"’JREGON 225 FIFTH STREET
’ SPRINGFIELD, OR 97477
R PHONE (541)726-3753

- FAX (541)726-3689
ON wv. springfield-or.gov

_FOOT PUBLIC NOTICE gt

NDING TREE FELLING APPLICATI

e of Notice: April 16, 2014

e Number: TYP214-00006

Slicant: Hayden Homes LLC

equesting the removal of some

ture of the Application: The applicant submitted a tree felling permit 1
he existing trees within a 13.4 acre section of the proposed development of Laurelwood Phase 1

rmerly Witd Goose Landimg) subdivision. The 134 acrearea of Douglas Fir treesto beremoveae
hin the green area of the attached map.

cation: The property involved in this request is located on vacant lot SW of S 55" Place & Mt.
srnon Road in Springfield, Assessor’s Map No. 18-02-04-00, Tax Lot(s) 313.

5.19-125 & 5.19-130 of the Springfield

svelopment Code (SDC) apply to this application. The criteria are available at Springfield City Hall
eckdays between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. at the Development Services Department ot On the City’s
ebsite at wiww.springfield-or.2ov under Springfield Development Code.

‘our Right to Provide Whritten Comment: Prior to the City making any decision on the application,
for the submission of written comments. Your written

ou are provided a fourteen (14) day period
omments must be received by 5:00 p.m. on April 30,2014 Send comments to the attention of the staff
d of this application online at W8 ringfield-or.gov

ontact listed below. You may review the recor
indet “Doing Business — Online Public Documents”, or at City Hall and purchase copies at a reasonable

»ost.

nplicable Criteria: The criteria of approval found in Sections

he basis for an appeal to the Land Use Board of

Failure to Raise Issue: Issues which may provide t
to the expiration of the comment period. Issues shall be raised

Appeals shall be raised in writing prior
with sufficient specificity to enable the decision maker to respond to the fssue. .

Staff Contact:

Mark Metzger

City of Springfield
Urban Planning Division

E-mail: mrmelzger@springﬁeld-or.gov
Phone: (541) 726-3775

1ake an appointment,

If you would like to meet directly with the planner, please call and

Date Received:

JUN -4 2014
Attachment 3, Page 33 of 61 Original Submittal
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Tree Felling Application —File No. TYP214-00006
Hayden Homes-Laurelwood Subdivision

SOLTYPE 0 .
T FART OF THIS APPLICATION),

P

. -..

o )

R - T IR T NS

T T e -
Pl

-

Hayden Homes proposes to remove the planted stand of Douglas fir and two isolated stands of
trees msos\::: yeilow-green on the map. The applicant contends the removal is required to
allow development of the subdivision. The overall site is constrained by the BPA Transmission
Line easement and the steep slopes at the north end of the property

The natural stands of oak and other species on the slope and adjacent to the wetland at the
base of the slope shall be preserved.

- & 2014

Original Submittal
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ey T SPRINGFIELD

@‘i 225 FIFTH STREET

OREGON SPRINGFIELD, OR 9747
PHONE: 541.726.3753
FAX: 541.736.1021

“Tiva Vonovan e - L
x:il W?g ‘ ek ngey o PUNICE | o o i Fagine! www.springfield-or.gov
C‘l\;;;@ e Bachern - PIVEY g o o oF DECISION Affmfjf’ WIth Coneliff ane
Michael biebley LAURELWOOD SUBDIVISION- FILE NO. TYP214-00004

Y JI/Y’CW'\‘E*# mf{&k);.(?’.—"i ?f?{ ety ‘?TCWV{ S’?ﬂh“\ &,

~—( DEVELOPMENT AND PUBLICWORKS ./

Sl Greene Gk Bag
4 "May 20, 2014

AT

To: Interested Parties

submitted tentative plan, with conditions, as of the date of this letter.  All improvements are required to be
instailed as shown'6h the approved plan or as conditioned. “Any proposed changes to the tenitative plan must
be submitted to the Planning Division and a roved prior to installation. Public Improvement Plans and the
Subdivision Plat must conform to the submitted tentative plan as conditioned. This is a limited land use

decision made according to city code and state statutes. Unless appealed, the decision is final.

Opposition to the Proposed subdivision plan has been expressed by many neighbors in the adjoining
neighborhood on South 55t Place which will be affected by increased traffic. Neighbors have expressed their
preference for access to the new subdivision to be accomplished by extending Glacier Street as shown on the

A Springfield Conceptual Local Street Map. The approved connection to the subdivision will use lvy Street and S.
55" Place to access Glacier Drive for Phase I. In Phase Il of the subdivision a fully improved street will connect
the subdivision to Mt. Vernon Rd. Heavy construction traffic will access the subdivision during construction
from Mt. Vernon. Attached are summaries of the comments received from the neighborhood as well as a staff
response. Also attached is a list of the “conditions of approval” for the proposed subdivision. A copy of the
full, 33-page report is available by calling Mark Metzger at 541-726-3775 or by e-mailing
mrmetzger@springfield-or.gov. ' ‘

Appeals: If you wish to appeal this Type Il Limited Land Use - Subdivision decision, your application must
comply with SDC Section 5.3-100, APPEALS, Appeals must be submitted on a City form and a fee of $250.00
must be paid to the City at the time of submittal. The fee will be returned to the appellant if the Planning
Commission approves the appeal application.

In accordance with SDC Section 5.3-115 which provides for a 15 day appeal period and Oregon Rules of Civil
Procedures, Rule 10(c) for service of notice by mail, the appeal period for this decision expires at 5:00 p.m. on
June 4,2014. \lednes Aoy

Questions: Please call Mark Metzger in the Planning Division of the Development and Public Works
Department at (541) 726-3775 if You have any questions regarding this process.

— | Date Recsived:

JUN - & 2014

Original Submittai__.______ »
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Tamie Yarnall and Mark
Huisenga )
996 South 55th PI.

Comment: Staff did know or should have known that the 225-foot BPA easement
between the development and the neighborhood would reduce the number of
neighbors would receive the 300-foot notice.

Driving up Glacier Drive is dangerous and is nearly impossible in ice and snow. The
intersection of Glacier Drive and S. 55" Place is dangerous—a “possible death trap.” A
stop sign should be installed at the corner of Glacier and S. 55" Place and one at vy
Street and S. 55" Place if Ivy is used to access the subdivision. If lvy is used, he corner
of lvy and S. 55th will become a rolling stop (even if there is a stop sign in

place). Using Ivy as the main road will turn it into a quick and dangerous “S”
curve.

Staff has stated that extending Glacier would adversely affect Booth Kelly Road
below. Talking with people who have walked Booth Kelly Road say there are lots of
breaks in the path which used to go a very long way. New development has
infringed on the road in several places. Staff indicated that the wetland at the base
of the slope adjacent to Booth Kelly Road would be impacted if Glacier were extended.
However, the pond appears as if it would still exist but it would be changed.
Why is the pond more important than the safety of our neighborhood cul-de-
sac?

The tree-felling notice stated that some of the trees within the subdivision boundary
were proposed for removal. Staff then said that all of the trees would be removed,
perhaps except for some on the south edge of the subdivision. It seems as though
anyone who has lived in our area knows these trees cannot stay up when they
are disturbed.

OTHER SUGGESTIONS -
1. NOISE - How about keeping all the noise from the construction of the new
Laurelwood development between the hours of 8am-6pm Monday-
Friday?

2. UNDER THE POWER LINES- Please make sure under the power lines the
field will be taken care of and the blackberries will be killed that grow on
the fence that divides the property from S. 55th PI.

3. HORSES are welcome to stay on the property under the power lines.
They are great lawnmowers.

Date Received:
JUN - & 2014

Originat Submittal .
7
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From ; Tame b\cwm\\
oy B Lx‘nsevﬂsé\
emailed to Mark Metzger Senior Planner 3:00pm on Tuesday 4/29/2014

Hello to the neighbors of S.55th PI. and vy St.,

You should have received a letter from the city of Springfield inviting your comments/
concerns and your attendance to a community meeting. TONIGHT, Wednesday April
23rd, at 7pm. To be held at City Hall in the Springfield library meeting room (2nd floor).

As you may now know Hayden Homes recently acquired the property to the west of
South 55th Place with a plan to develop it in two phases. Phase | of this 65 home
subdivision proposes lvy Street as public access, with Mount Vernon as the other
access in Phase |l.

History

Approx. 6 years ago the previous owner of that property, Barbara Parmenter, submitted
another of many building requests to the City to develop a new sub division called “Wild
Goose Landing”. She wanted to use lvy Street as her exit with an eventual second exit
coming out on to Mount Vernon Rd. (The same plan that Laurelwood now proposes.)

Barbara has proposed several “development plans” to the city over the last 20+ years.
The neighborhood has fought to save lvy Street from being used as an access street
over and over and HAVE prevailed.

Several years ago the City of Springfield REQUIRED Glacier Street would have to be

the access road if this property was EVER to be developed, and assigned the
accessibility costs to the developer. As a neighborhood we FINALLY thought this issue
was put to rest.

Current Issues

Now we find the previous owner is no longer in the picture and suddenly we are thrust
into this predicament again with the new owners of the property. As a neighborhood
WE DO HAVE A VOICE. We CAN possibly SAVE IVY Street from being used as a
thorough fair. Please come to the meeting tonight and-voice your opinion.

It feels like the City of Springfield is not thinking about what is most important or safe for
OUR NEIGHBORHOOD. It feels like they are just wanting whats best and cheapest for
Hayden Homes. Ivy St. is ready to use right now. Extending Glacier would take a lot of
time and money. :

Why not use Mount Vernon right awa y. It really would not take very long or cost that
much to get it ready for use. Put off the decision to use Ivy or Glacier until the
neighborhood and the city can come to some kind of an agreement.

Date Received:

JUN ~§ 2014
Attachment 3, Page 37 of 61 Originay Submittal
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4/23/14  PLEASE HELP!
Below are several issues/topics that can still be written about to the city:
*March 27 the city sent out the first mailing supposedly informing all people 300ft away
that April 9, 2014 was the deadline to write about comments/concerns for the new
subdivision. However, only 4 out of approx. 40 homes received the mailing in our
subdivision. When | asked who should have received the mailing, employees at the city
said 300ft from the actual property line. However, at the neighborhood meeting held
April 3rd at the Oppliger home, Mark Metzger said it was used from the edge of the new
subdivision. He said the computer generated the address list and the 200ft easement
caused a problem. Granted a 200 ft. easement is not usually involved in a public
notification. (/ Id like to thank Mark for coming to a quiickly formed neighbor

ti April 3rd an im for i er_maili ighbor.

who should have received the first mailing. Thanks also for extending the deadline to
April 23 for comments/concerns.)

*If Mark is in charge of notifying the neighbors then why did he not verify who actually
was receiving the mailing? In reality he did know the 200ft easement was there and
should have taken extra steps to insure the first mailing went out correctly/properly. Or,
if only a very few people knew about the mailing then less people would write against
the use of Ivy/Glacier and the whole thing would go much smoother. Then we all would
have found out when Mark and Hayden Homes notified us of a public “Get to know the
new neighbors Meeting” (which took place April 23, I'm sure a few days or weeks
sooner than it would have).

*Driving up Glacier from S. 57th at night is dangerously narrow with lots of vehicles
parked on both sides of the street. It is down right treacherous when it is raining. It is
nearly impossible to drive up with snow and ice. ‘

*Driving up Glacier from S. 57th and turning left onto S. 55th cars tend to cut the corner.
The steepness of glacier street seems to cause you not to want to continue up and turn
left into the proper lane. The steepness makes it a dangerous left turn. The unbuilt lot
to the north has lots of blackberries growing clear into the street also helping to cause
us to cut the corner on the turn. .

*Turning Left onto S. 55th at night is dangerously narrow with lots of vehicles parked on
both sides of the street which makes it a blind corner. It is also a blind corner during the
day due to plant life from the home on the corner of S. 55th and glacier.

*When you exit from S. 55th turning onto Glacier there NEEDS to be a stop sign (the

same for S. 56th. Turning from Ivy onto S.55th also needs a stop sign (if Ivy is to be
used).

*If Ivy Street is used as a connection road between the two subdivisions the corner of
lvy and S. 55th will become a rolling stop (even if there is a stop sign impleeeR ddsinged:

JUN - & 2014
Attachment 3, Page 38 of 61
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lvy as the main road will turn it into a quick and dangerous “S” curve. Which should
NEVER be built, as was determined by the City several years ago; Extending Glacier to
S. 54th was the safest way to get lots of cars moving in and out of the area. People will
come to know it is a quick “S” turn and will treat it as such (it's the human condition).

*The corner of S. 55th and Glacier is a possible DEATH TRAP. Right now there are
very few (20) homes on S. 55th who have to be very careful. Adding more traffic to this
already dangerous corner is really asking for serious problems. If the city of Springfield
requires a second exit for our subdivision then using Glacier and using S. 56th
eventually would be safer for visibility purposes because of the steepness of the hill and
the visual blocks.

*We now understand, as of the quickly arranged neighborhood meeting on april 5th,
there were road construction problems east of our subdivision on Mountain Gate
subdivision. Roads were possibly giving way and making mountain gate a sliding hifl
(like Oso in Washington State). The City of Springfield is aware of those problems and
now knows how a road constructed on a steep hill SHOULD be built for safety of slides.

*On April 25, | was told by Michael Liebler (moved here recently from Seattle - in charge
of the roads for the new Laurelwood subdivision) that if a road was built to hold
extending Glacier it would affect adversely by changing the shape of the existing Booth
Kelly Road below, now owned by Willamalane. Talking with people who have walked
that path they say there are lots of breaks in the path which used to go a very long way.
New development has infringed on the road in several places.

*Yes, there is a pond also at the bottom of that slope, yes the pond would be affected
but not taken out completely. “The line” used was that the city would have to come up
with another wet land to take it's place if we did extend Glacier. However, the pond
appears as if it would still exist but it would be changed. Why is the pond more
important than the safety of our neighborhood culdesac? 6 years ago it was a wetland
issue and the city still required for the safety of the neighborhood Glacier St. to be
extended.

Six years ago there were different Springfield City employees who actually seemed to
think our neighborhood was more important . They have since retired and we now have
a new group in charge. It seems as though Hayden Homes and City of Springfield are
now partnering up. We all know it would be very costly for Hayden Homes to construct
a road extending Glacier to S. 54th. It seems like the City of Springfield now wants new
development MORE than safety for an existing neighborhood.

*Now April 21 the neighborhood received a mailing informing us of a tree felling permit
being requested from Hayden Homes (we have until the first week in may to write our
concerns to the city). The very first sentence in the new mailing Mark Metzger writes
teliing the neighborhood that “SOME” of the trees will be affected.

| was unable to make the “get to know you” meeting on April 23 so | went to the city and
talked to Mark directly about the Trees. My husband said ALL of the trees would be cut.

Date Received:
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Sure enough Mark Metzger told me ALL of the trees would need to be cut down (except
for a very few at the far south end. He supposedly had just found out after talking to the
forest service that these trees have small root balls and you cannot disturb them or they
become unsafe when big wind and rains come. So they now will be unsafe and must
ALL (with a very few exceptions) be cut down to protect the new subdivision.

It seems as though anyone who has lived in our area knows these trees cannot stay up
when they are disturbed. It seems as though a city employee in charge of a new
subdivision who has lived in this area for as long as he has would know this. Again, it

seems as though the letter written to our neighborhood was misrepresented as to not
cause a stir.

In conclusion, we all know development is bound to happen on any large piece of
property here in the Springfield city limits. We as a neighborhood know we cannot do
anything to stop this. BUT WE AS A NEIGHBORHOOD CAN AND DO HAVE THE
RIGHT TO DO ANYTHING IN OUR POWER TO PROTECT IVY STREET.

MARK, PLEASE RECONSIDER YOUR PROBABLE DECISION ABOUT USING IVY
STREET AS ONE OF THE MAIN ROADS OUT OF THE NEW LAURELWOOD
SUBDIVISION. COME SPEND AN EVENING (especially on a rainy nighty WATCHING
NEIGHBORS WHO ALREADY LIVE HERE TRY TO NAVIGATE THEIR WAY UP FROM
GLACIER TO MAKE THE TURN ONTO SOUTH 55TH PL.

PLEASE MAKE MT. VERNON THE EXIT FOR NOW AND TAKE SOME TIME TO
THINK ABOUT USING IVY STREET. THIS IS A VERY IMPORTANT DECISION FOR
YEARS TO COME. HELP SAVE LIVES AND SAVE A NEIGHBORHOOD CULDESAC.

OTHER SUGGESTIONS -

1. NOISE - How about keeping all the noise from the construction of the new laurelwood
development between the hours of 8am-6pm Monday-Friday?

2. UNDER THE POWER LINES- Please make sure under the power lines the field will
be taken care of and the blackberries will be killed that grow on the fence that divides
the property from S. 55th PI.

3. HORSES are welcome to stay on the property under the power lines. They are great
lawnmowers

Tamie Yarnall and Mark Huisenga L
996 South 55th PI. ~ X ,
Springfield, OR 97478 ,—J/MNL )@" "GS&

Feel free to contact me at 541-741-3222. | do not look at my email ever.

P.S. Thanks again for allowing me to turn this little novel into you later than April 23rd.

C.C. Jim Donovan

C.C. Peter DeFazio Date Received:
C.C. Springfield City Council
JUN - 4 2014

Qriginal Submitial_______
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6/1/14 3:28 PM

Attached is the form that needs to be submitted to appeal the Hayden Homes decision. Also attached is the list of criteria

which are used to approve subdivision applications.

Mark Metzger, Planner ll|

City of Springfield

225 Fifth Street

Springfield, OR 97477

(541) 726-3775, Fax (541) 726-3689

**Please note my new e-mail address and update your file**.

mrmetzger@springfield-or.gov

‘Wl/essages to and from this e-mail address may be available to the public under the Oregon Public Records Law

about:blank
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April 3,2014

Mark Metzger

City of Springfield

Development and Public Works Dept.
225 5™ St

Springfield OR 97477

Re: Notice of Pending Subdivision
Record #: TYP214-00004
Applicant: Hayden Homes

Comments regarding the Public Notice dated March 26, 2014:

1. The 225° BPA easement on the east side of the proposed development puts
the homeowners most concerned with the development almost out of range
for the required 300’ public notice. That is an injustice to the affected
neighbors to the development and a serious flaw in the department’s
regulations. The easement should not have been included in the
determination of the 300 public notice. Therefore affected neighbors were
not given adequate notice.

2. The development uses Ivy Street as the primary access to the development
for the first phase of 25 lots. In my opinion that is an unsafe and inadequate
neighborhood route for a 25 lot development.

3. The original “safe” plan for the development included an extension of
Glacier to provide access to the new development that would not endanger
the children on existing Ivy and 55™ Place.

Please reconsider the proposed development on the basis of neighborhood
safety and the earlier proposed development plans which provided a more direct
access to the development, particularly as it expands to a 65 lot development.

Respectfully submitted,
Curt and Doriﬂ? Lantz
967 South 55 Place el
Springfield OR 97478 Date Received:
541-636-3528 - JUN -4 2014
Curtlantz21 @gmail.com

Original Submittal e
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Laurelwood Subdivision + Hayden Homes
Appeal Date: June 4th, 2014 @3pm Appeal Fees = $250

You may or may hot be aware of what's happening right next to our subdivision (Royal
Ridge) of approx. 53 homes.

Hayden Homes is planning a 65 home subdivision (with smail lots and entry level homes)
next to ours, using lvy St- South 55th & Gilacier as the access road, with an (eventual)
opening to Mt. Vernon Road. They plan on 23 homes in phase 1 and the remaining 42
homes as phase 2

Approximately six years ago, from the WildGoose Landing Application the city of Springfield
ruled that only Glacier Street could be used for a subdivision built in this area, because of
SAFETY concerns with using the vy Street route.

Because of landslide concerns (think recently Oso, WA), and because of issues with
inadequate road construction related to our local Mountain Gate subdivision, the city is now
hervous about extending Glacier because of the steep cliff adjacent to it.

Bonneville Power is concerned about the proximity of either Glacier or Ivy, to their powerline
towers. Many Royal Ridge residents agree that the Glacier/55th Place/lvy route would be
unsafe for heavier traffic, especially with the relatively blind corner where Glacier and 55th
Place meet, and the steep hill (which becomes a problem with snow, ice and sun rays).

For these reasons, we believe the city should take the NECESSARY TIME AND EFFORT to
research the use of alternate access points for the proposed Laurelwood Subdivision.

So far, only 2 City Planning Development Division employees have
seen the Laurelwood propoasal and any of the community concerns
that have been raised, and THEY have Approved (with conditions)
Hayden Homes’ application. The upcoming Appeal Hearing would
finally involve the entire (volunteer) City Planning Commission.

The city has asked for a spokesperson to be named on an Appeal
Application. Other Royal Ridge residents are encouraged to attend the
Appeal Hearing to witness / to be heard in greater depth than any
written responses that may have already been submitted.

Filing an Appeal would create the time necessary for concerned Royal
Ridge residents to meet, fact-find, plan, and even lobby Planning
Commission members, City-Council members, City Planning Division
employees, Bonneville Power and Hayden Homes, regarding this issue.

| have already spoken with many of the above-named entities, and based on what
I've learned, | feel an appeal would be worthwhile; | am also volunteering to serve
as spokesperson for the purpose of this Appeal. | am inviting any who are willing,
o contribute to help pay the Appeal Fee, by 2pm THIS WEDNESDAY.

My Contact info is: Date Received:

Tamie Yarnall 541-741-3222 at 996 South 55th Place, SpriMiglg 8@1
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Environmental Soluti
C/"\ Nancy Holzhauser: Consultant
ﬁ ; 2540 Pierce Street
i ] Eugene, Oregon 97405 (541) 343-6585

Barbara Parmenter
Parmenter Development
PO Box 334

Thurston, OR 97482-0334

Dear Barbara:

Enclosed is a copy of the joint permit application that will be submitted to the Corps of Engineers
for the installation of stormwater and sewer pipe across the wetland. It is complete with the
exception of the signature from the city planner, and Don Mogstad is handling that part of it, as
“he is in communication with them on a regular basis with this project. As soon as I receive that
signed page from the city, I will submit the application to the Corps.

I will let you know of any communication that I receive from either DSL or the Corps.

G

Nancy Holzhauser
Natural Resources Specialist

Sincerely,

Enc: Joint Permit Application

Date Received:

JUN -4 2014

Original Submittaj
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Environmental Selutions

C‘gc\ ' Nancy Holzhauser: Consultant
Q % 2540 Pierce Street

Eugene, Oregon 97405 (541) 343-6585
INVOICE
INVOICE #: 99-0706-1. » BILLING DATE: August 6, 1999
TO: Barbara P. McCormick
PO Box 334

Thurston, OR 97482-0334
SERVICE DATES: July 21-August 6, 1999

DESCRIPTION:  Wetland Consulting Services
Site Assessment: :
Field: 3.5hrs ... . $175.00

Report preparation and coordination: 3 hrs ......... $150.00

Joint Permit Application: Shrs .. ......... ..., $250.00

Agency coordination: 2hrs . ............ ... ... $100.00

-Materialsand mileage ............ .. ... ... ... $16.32

TOTALFEE: ...ttt P $691.32
LESS RETAINER PAID 7/24/99 . ... . e e -$650.00
TOTALDUE .......... N ee e e s ianiaseseneneat sttt ase oo nnnaabaana $41.32

Terms are net 30 days. Please make your check payable to Environmental Solutions and mail

payment to: .
: | Date Received:
Environmental Solutions

Nancy Holzhauser JUN -4 2014
2540 Pierce Street .
Eugene, OR 97405 Original Submittal_h___s_‘;h

It was a pleasure doing business with you. If you have questions about this invoice, please call Nancy
at (541) 343-6585.
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| | JOINT
'S Army Corps PermIT APPLICATION FORM

of Engineers THIS APPLICATION WILL MEET THE REQUIREMENTS OF BOTH AGENCIES
Portiand District

AGENCIES WILL ASSIGN NUMBERS

Corps Action ID Number Orégon Division of State Lands Number

SEND ONE SIGNED COPY OF YOUR APPLICATION.TO EACH AGENCY

District Engineer ' State of Oregon
ATIN: CENPP-OP-GP _ Division of State Lands
P O Box 2946 ) 775 Summer Street NE
Portland, OR 97208-2946 Salem OR 97310
503-808—4373 503-378-3805
@ ApplcantName Barbara P. McCormick business phone #(541)746-1461
and Address PO Box 334 home phone #
_ Thurston, OR 97482 FAX #
O Co-Applicant '~ Nancy Holzhauser (consultant) business phone #{ 541 )343-6585
® Authorized Agent Environmental Solutions home phone #
Saﬁzn;fgfédress 2540 Pierce St. FAX #
. Eugene, OR 97405 338-7676
Property Owner , _ business phone #
(f different than applicant) ’ home phone #
Name ‘and Address FAX #
@ ProsecT LocAmioN
)eeT Road or other descriptive. location Legdl Description_.
jS. of Wéyerhiduser road off 57th St. _ _Q_uq‘rjer . Section Townsrgn)pN i Rang OeE A
S D 18s orth 2w as
Thurston ! Oregon P, . C e ISR SR e T - @ South - . @ 'West
ln or Near (Cl’ry or Town) ' County . Tax Map # Tox Lot #
Springfield. : Lane | 18-02-04-310 310, 313
Waterway River Mile "Latitude ‘ LongiTude
McKenzie _ 17 44° 2 30" 122° 55°

Is consem‘ to enter property granted to the Corps and the Division of State Lands? i Yes O No (Pro ject area on

L y)

® PrOPOSED: PROJECT INFORMATION
Activity Type: @ fil O Excavation (removal) O Inwater structure O Maintain/Repair an Exisfing Structure

Brief Description: Install stormwater and sewer lines in order to connect to Spfd. 8y,
Fill will involve _ cubic yards annually and/or 22 cubic yards for the total project
_' 22 cubic yards in a wetiand or below the ordinary high water or high tide line
Filwilbe O Riprap ® rock O Gravel Osanda Osit O Clay O Organics O other
Fill impact Areais 0.007  Acres 50" Iéng'rh; 6 width; 2! depfh
Removal will involve cubic yards annually and/or cubic yards for the total project

cubic yards below the ordinary high water or high tide line

Removal wilbe O Rlprcp O Rock OGrovel Osand O siit OCon O Organics O other
Removal impact Area is Acres; length; width; depth

‘the Disposal area: Upland? O Yes O No . wetiand / Waterway? O Yes @%&e Received:

Are you aware of any Endangered Species on the project site? OvYes @ No I Yes, ple xgl rgx%m e project
Are you aware of any Culiural Resources on the project site? O ves. @ No descnph block 4).

l 1_h N . . . . . « . .
s the project site near . Wild aﬁd Scenic Rlveﬁtga)cﬁreﬁeng”gage 50 of 61 Original Submittaj




@ ' ProroseD ProJeCT PurPOSE & DESCRIPTION

Project Purpose and Need: phe client is planning a condominuim development on the hill
south of the identified wetland, and the only way to hook up stormwater and
sewer lines into Springfield's system is to cross Bhe wetland. on o1
e .. . The project involves digging a ditch 50' long across e wetland
”€$°¥%§2m§%8 2! dgep, placing a layer of rock 6" deep, followed by an 8"
sewer pipe and a 15" stormwater pipe. The native fi1i1l removed during con-
struction of the ditch will be placed on top. A concrete cap 6" deep and.
3' wide is required to be placed over the stormwater line. In addition, a
stormwater detention pond will be constructed entirely in uplands, north of
the wetland. . : :

How many project drawing sheets are included with this application? 2
NOTE: A complete application must include drawings and a location map submitted on separate 8!/,X 11 sheets.

Will any material, consfruction debris, runoff, efc. enter a wetland or waterway? O Yes @ No
If yes, describe the fype of discharge (above) and show the discharge location on the site plan.

Estimated Start Date 10/1/99 Estimated Completion Date 12/1/99

~Describe altemative sites and project designs that were considered fo avoid impacts fo the waterway or wetland.

. _¥rossible alternatives to this plan would involve impact+to paved roads-
-and disturb adjacent property, as the city water lines are located along

® | - ProsecT IMPACTS AND ALTERNATIVES

the route of the Weyerhauser Road north and adjacent to the subject property.
The proposed alternative would cross the wetland at the narrowest place, in
order to minimize any impacts to the wetland.

Describe what measures you will use (before and after construction) to minimize impacts to the waterway or wetland.
Construction activities will be conducted during low water periods (August/
September), erosion control fencing will be installed.

NOTE: If necessary, use additional sheets.

N

-:ra_,.?yes, what identification number(s) were assigned by the respective agencies:

® ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Adjoining Property Owners and Their Addresses and Phone Numbers . '
Weyerhauser: 785 N. 42nd, Springfield, OR 97477, 746-2511
Jack Louie: unable to locate address. Phone: 607-9027

Has the proposed activity or any related activity received the aftention of the Corps of Engineers or the State of Oregon
in the past, e.g.. wetland delineation, violation, permit, lease request, etc.? : B Y{ES QO NQ,.
- ate Received:

Wetlanqagaﬁ}neation completed and submitted 7/98 JUN'”QZUM

State of Oregon# 98-0288 Attachment 3_Page 51 of 61 Original Submittal
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SUPPLEMENTAL WETLAND IMPACT INFORMATION®
(For WemanD Fitts Onwy) -~
Site Conditions of impact areq . :
¢ mpactareais O Ocean O Estuary ORiver Olake O Stream @ Freshwater Wetland

Note: Estuarian Resource Replacement is required by state law for projects involving intertidal or tidal marsh alterations,
A separate Wetlands Resource Compensation Plan may be appended fo the application.

Has a wetland delineation been completed for this site? @  Yes O No
If yes, by whom: Nancy Holzhauser, Environmental Solutions

Describe the existing physical and bioclogical character of the wetland/waterway site by area and type of
resource (use separate sheets and photos, if necessary) ‘

Please refer to exce pt pages from the delineation rYeport, attached with
this application. '

Resource Replacement Mitigation
Describe measures to be taken to replace unavoidably impacted wetland resources

The area of impact will be restored to its pre-construction condition,
with the placement of native material for fill over the ditch. The only
exception is the concrete cap that must be installed over the stormwater
line. It is anticipated that no additional plantings will be needed, as thd
site is well-covered with native species. This project will benefit the
site by removing invasive blackberries during construction.

Date Received: |

JUN -4 2014

Original Submittal
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Wetland Delineation

5409 Ivy Street, Springfield, OR

2.2 WETLAND DETERMINATION SUMMARY DATA SHEET

SITE DATA

Project/Site:
Project #:
- Date:

Applicant:

Owner:
County:
Location:
Legal:

Area of Site:
Elevation:
Topography:

Method:

Soil Type(s):
Vegetation:
Waterway:

Wetland Type:
NWI Mapping:

LAND USE
Proposed Use:
Present Use:

* Past Use:

5409 Ivy Street, Springfield, Oregon 97478
7972.00

‘May 29, 1998

Barbara Parmenter, Property Owner

Forest Ridge Development, PO Box 334, Thurston, OR 97482
Barbara Parmenter : "
Lane

5409 Ivy Street, Spnngﬁeld Oregon 97478

T. 18S, R. 02W, Sec. 04, Tax Map 18-02-04-310 and 313

" Approximately 1.51acres

Approximately 535 feet above sea level
Bottomland is relatively flat, gently sloping to the northwest, at the foot ofa
80-foot high, fairly steep ridge

Routine, On-Site Determination Method for Sites Greater Than 5 Acres in Size

(1987 CE Manual)
Courtney gravelly silty clay loam (#34), Hazelair silty clay loam (#52B),
Salkum silty clay loam (121B and 121C)

Oregon Ash overstory with native and some non-native sedges, grasses, forbs

and shrubs .

McKenzie River, located approximately 1.5 miles north

Cowardin classifications: Palustrine Forested and Open Water

None. Closest is PUBFx (Cowardin classification for Palustrine,
unconsolidated bottom, semipermanently ﬂooded excavated to the west
(NWI: Springfield Quad Map) '

Multi-family residential

Single-family residential and undeveloped

Single-family residential and undeveloped since at least 1936 (date of
earliest available aerial photo)

- Adjacent Land Use:  North: Retirement Manufactured home community

Zoning:

- FINDINGS

Wetland Acreage:
Cowardin System Class: Palustrine Forested and Open Water

South: Agricultural, grazing, and single-family residential
East: Single-family residential

West: Single-family residential, agricultural, and grazing
Low density residential

1.51acres jurisdictional wetlands Date Rece-‘ved:
JUN - & 2014
Original submittal._
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Wetland Delineation 5409 Ivy Street, Springfield, OR

2.3 FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
2.3.1 Site Conditions

The subject property is approximately 40 acres in size. The wetland portion spans the northern
portion of the subject property, along the foot of a forested ridge that runs from east to west. A

_ house is located on the top of the ridge. The site is located in the McKenzie River watershed, at
~ an elevation ranging from approximately 500 to 580 feet above sea level. The topography of the

bottomland is relatively flat, with a gentle slope to the northwest. The majority of the forested
portion of the identified wetland was inundated with water to an average depth of 2". An
excavated pond is located at the east end of the identified wetland. It is at least 4' deep, with an
unconsolidated bottom. '

The site has been identified in the 1997 Springfield Local Wetland Inventory as a Palustrine
Forested Wetland type (Cowardin classification). That study evaluated it as having a high buffer
potential, connectivity, wildlife habitat, with moderate plant diversity, water quality, and flood
control functions (refer to Springfield Wetland Inventory Summary Sheets behind Tab 2). This
wetland appears to have been relatively unchanged since 1936, the date of the earliest available
aerial photo.

The wetland-upland boundary was defined by the combinatiori of hydric soils, hydrophytic _
vegetation, and hydrological factors. Hydrophytic vegetation was the primary identifying factor in
determining the boundary. Hydric soils were found throughout the bottomland portion of the
study area. For the most part, the ridge created the southern boundary of the wetland. All plots
established on the ridge itself exhibited upland characteristics for vegetation, soil, and hydrology.

2.3.2 Vegetation

The subject property was surveyed for the existence of hydrophytic and upland plant species by
Nancy Holzhauser on May 21, 1998. Plants were classified according to their habitat require-
ments, based on the 1988 publication entitled The National List of Plant Species that Occur in”
Wetlands: Oregon, by the US Department of Interior Fish and Wildlife Service. Those plant
species that are wetland indicators are classified as FAC (Facultative), FACW (Facultative Wet),
and OBL (Obligate). Those that are primarily indicators of upland conditions are classified as
FACU (Facultative Upland), and UPL (Upland). f

Plots 2, 3, 4, 6, 8, and 9 met the vegetation criteria for jurisdictional wetlands. The dominant
plant species in Plot 2 were Fraxinus latifolius (Oregon Ash: FACW), Poa pratensis (Kentucky
bluegrass: FAC), and Juncus effusus (Soft rush: FACW). The dominant plant species in Plot 3,
which was located in the pond, were Potamogeton crispus (Curly pondweed: OBL), Callitriche
verna (Water-starwort: OBL), and Spirodela polyrhiza (Greater duckweed: OBL).

‘The dominant plant species in Plots 4 and 6 were Fraxinus latifolius (Oregon ash: FACW),

Solanum dulcamora (Clinibing nightshade: FAC), and Poa pratensis (Kentucky bluegrass: FAC).
The dominant plant species in Plot 8 were Fraxinus latifolius (Oregon ash: FACW), Poa
pratensis (Kentucky bluegrass: FAC), Ranunculus orthorhyncus (Straight-beaked buttercup:

FACW-), and Stachys cooleyii (Hedgenettle: FACW). The domirEys tdaf® erssissefor Plot 9

- § : Page 5
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Wetland Delineation 5409 Ivy Street, Springfield, OR

- were Populus balsamifera (Black cottonwood: FAC), Fraxinus latifolius (Oregon ash: FACW),

Spirea douglasii (Douglas’ spirea: FACW), and Juncus effusus (Soft rush: FACW). These plants
are all wetland indicator species.

Plots 1. 5. 7, and 10 did not meet the vegetation criteria for jurisdictional wetlands. The dominant -
plant species in Plot 1 were Acer macrophyllum (Big-leaf maple: FACU), Ranunculus uncinarus

ALittle buttercup: FAC-), and Symphoricarpus albus (Snowberry: FACU). The dominant plant
 species in Plot 5 were Fraxinus latifolius (Oregon ash: FACW), Acer macrophyllum (Big-leaf

maple), Rubus discolor (Himalayan blackberry: FACU). The dominant plant species in Plot 7
were Acer macrophyllum (Big-leaf maple: FACU), Carex deweyana (Short-scale sedge: FACU),
and Symphoricarpus alba (Snowberry: FACU). The dominant plant species in Plot 10 were
Quercus garryana (Oregon white oak: NOL), Symphoricarpus alba (Snowberry: FACU), and

- Sambucus racemosa (Elderberry: FACU).

2.3.3 Soils

The subJect property is mapped in the Lane County Soil Survey (produced by the Natural
Resources Conservation Service) with four soil types: #34 Courtney gravelly silty clay loam,

#52B Hazelair silty clay loam, and #121B and 121C Salkum silty clay loam (refer to Figure 4, Tab
1). Courtney gravelly silty clay loam is listed as a hydric soil in the Lane County Hydric Soil List.
A Panther inclusion is listed as the hydric component for Hazelair silty clay loam. Neither
Hazelair silty clay loam nor Salkum silty clay loam are listed as hydric soils for Lane County.

The soil profiles for Plots 2, 3, 4, 6, 8, and 9 met the hydric soil criteria for jurisdictional
wetlands. The soil profiles in these six plots displayed the following hydric soil characteristics: a
chroma of 2 or less with mottling within the top 10" and a slight sulfidic odor. Plots 1, 7, 10, and
5 did not display hydric soil characteristics. :

The soil proﬁle for Plots 1, 7, and 10 were 0-14": 7.5 YR 3/3. This matches the description of -
the Salkum series, a non-hydnc soil.

The soil profile for Plots 2, 4, 5, and 6 were 0-12" (bottom of the pit for the most part, as the
plots were inundated): 10YR 3/2 with mottles 7.5 YR 4/6. These plots are all mapped as Hazelair
with possible Panther inclusions, however the profiles more closely matched that of #73 Linslaw
loam, with Noti inclusions. According to the soil survey for Lane County, Linslaw loam is
mapped just to the east of the subject property, so it is possible that it does extend into the subject
property at this point. The Not1 inclusion is the hydric component of Linslaw loam, a non-hydric
soil.

The soﬂ profile for Plot 8 was 0-10": 10YR 3/1 'with mottles 7. 5 YR 2/2. The soil profile for 9
was 0-12": 10YR 3/2 with mottles 7.5 YR 2/2. Both of these profiles match fairly well to that of
#34 Courtney gravelly silty clay loam. No soil pit was dug for Plot 3, located in the pond, as it
was under 3' of water, and the dominant plants were obligate wetland species.

Date Received:

JUN

Wetland hydrology indicators for jurisdictional wetlands were observed in the site surve }gr Plots

2.3.4 Hyd rology :

Original Submittal
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Wetland Delineation , 5409 Ivy Street, Springfield. OR

2.3,4,6,8,and 9. All of these plots were inundated with water. which is a primary hydrology
indicator for jurisdictional wetlands. In addition, the soil pits dug for Plots 2 and 4 revealed
oxidized root channels within the upper 12" of the surface. a secondary hydrology indicator.

Hydrology indicators were not present in Plots 1, 7, and 10.

2.3.5 Document Review

- National Wetland Inventory Map (Springfield Quadrangle): The subject property is not
shown on the NWI Map. A pond is mapped just west of the subject property, and listed as
PUBEFx. )

- USGS Springfield Quadrangle: No water/wetland type features are depicted for the subject
property on the USGS map. Topography in the bottomland portion of the property is
relatively flat, with a gentle slope to the northwest. A fairly steep ridge is mapped south of

the bottomland, running in an east-west direction. A pond is depicted just west of the subject

property.

- - Aerial Photographs from 1936 through 1993: The subject property appears to have not been

altered since 1936, the date of the earliest available aerial photograph. In all photos reviewed,

the portion of the subject property from the top of the ridge along the southern portion to
Booth Kelly Road, along the north portion, has remained forested, primarily with deciduous

species. The pond, located on the northeast portion of the property, first appears in the 1993

photo.

- Lane County Soil Survey (Map Sheet #92): The subject property is mapped with four soil
types: #34 Courtney gravelly silty clay loam, #52B Hazelair silty clay loam. and #121 B and
#121C: Salkum silty clay loam. ' :

2.3.6 DETERMINATION

Positive indicators for jurisdictional wetlands identified under the US Army Corps of Engineers

1987 Wetlands Delineation Manual were present for all three parameters in Plots 2, 3,4, 6, 8, and

9. Plots 1, 5,7, and 10 did not meet the three-parameter criteria used to define jurisdictional
wetlands. The wetland/upland boundary was flagged based on this information, surveyed, and
mapped. The acreage was calculated as 1.51 acres of jurisdictional wetlands on the subject

property.

“/)/(m #@/\_ Date Received:
d O -

Nancy Holzhauser ) | JUN - & 2014
Environmental Scientist

Driginal Subimnitial__
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FAYED
- Rec’©

From:

Barbara K. Parmenter

5409 Lvy Street

Springfield, Oregon 97478
Telephone No. (541) 937-1234
Fax No. (541) 746-1461

e-mail; bobbillc@comeast.net

To: CITY OF SPRINGFIELD DEVELOPMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS
ATTENTION MARK METZGER

VIA FAX NO. (541) 736~1021
Deat Mark,

T will fax you my intervention into Tamie Yarnall’s Appeal on Hayden Homes Laurelwood
Subdivision approval with my issues.

I am qualified as a person with disabilities under the definition by the Americans with
Disabilities Act and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, T have traumatic brain
injuries with cognitive deficits, central processing disorder, inability to comprehend oral
communications, vision deficits, hearing loss, vestibular disorder, severe daytime hypet-
somnolence and entrolymphatic hydrops. I cannot sequence, organize or put things in order, tell
time, I am dyslexic and I cannot access court records.

However, contrary to Hayden Homes personal I am not mentally deficient or “confused” on my
owning my property due to numerous unlawful court action by the State of Oregon Agencies in
retaliation. of my exposing crimes and criminals within the Oregon Fudicial Depattment and my
further exposing constitutional violations in the restructured Oregon government.

There has been one suit against the State of Oregon by the U.S. Department of Justice and T am
currently providing the Disability Civil Right Division in Washington D.C. with information and
proof of the critnes in the Oregon Courts against me. You will see that the Legal Setvices
Cotporation has also apprehended Oregon State Agencies in their discriminatory actions against
we to prevent me from having access to constitutional courts. T am the only person who has ever
sued the Oregon State Bar for damages which I filed by Pro Se on November 4, 2004. Due to my
suit and my damages there is a financial conflict of interest with me and every Aftorney who
practices law in Oregon and every Judge who practices in Oregon.

I need to file any suits in the Prettyman United States District Court in Washington D,C.. The
State of Oregon Circuit or Court of Appeals or the Oregon Supreme Coutt, or U.S. District Court
or U.S. Baokruptcy Court for the District of Oregon does not have any personal jurisdiction

- gver me, Any court actions since November 2004 involving me in Oregon are null cases.

Likely not in order, and with intervals.
Barbara Parmenter
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WETLAND DELINEATION
prepared for

BARBARA PARMENTER

for the property located at
5409 Ivy Street
Springlield, Oregon

This report is for the exclusive use of the ¢lient, and is not to be photographed, photocapied, ox
similarly reproduced in total of in part without the expressed written consent of the clict and
_ PBS Environmental,

June 1998

Prepared by

PRS ENVIRONMENTAL
2645 Willametto 51., Suite A
ugene, OR. 97405
(541) 686-8684

PBS Project Number
7972.00
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Wetiansd Delineation 5409 Tvy Street, Springfleld, OR
1.1 GENERAL INFORMATION
Site Location Chient Data
5409 Ivy Streat Barbara Parmenter
Springfield, Oregon Porest Ridge Development
P.0. Box 334
Thurston, Qregon 97482
111 Pmrpose

A Wetlmd Dahneaﬂon was oon:lucued by PBS Environmental using the 118 Artnv Corps of

g : ara] for the Routine On-Site Determination Method
fora pomon ofthe pmperty l:sted above. The purpose of the Wetland Delineation was ¢
idemtify possible jurisdictions] wetlands and to delineate the wetland/upland bowndary on the
subject property. This information will be incorporated ito developmnnt plans, with the
mtent to avoid any identified jurisdictional wetlands,

112 Scope of Work
The soope of work for the project inchuded the items Hsted below:
A) Review ofthe following data:

1. National Wetland Inventory Map: determine if subjoct pmperty or pomons oftbc
mroperty are located witln a pmvmusly identified wetland,

2. USGS Quadrangle Map: characterize local topugraphy aud drainage patterns,

3. Lane County Sol! Survey: detexmine the soil types mapped on the property and whether
they are classified as hydric or non-hydric,

4. Asrial Photographs: determine ifwetlands existed on the site in the pest, and the
approximute date of site alteration, if applicuble,

5. Loeal conmmunity planting guidelines regarding development activities in and atound
wetland aress.

2. Flag the wetland/upland boundary on the ground.

C) Ta submit & report of the findings to the Oregon Division of State Lands and the US Atmy

Page 1
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Wetlasd Delineation 3409 fvy Street, Springfield, OR

Corps of Engineers for their approval.

L.B. Olson and Associates of Eugene, Oregon completed the survey for the site after the
jurisdietional wetland boundery was flagged onfhcgwund by PBS Envirommental.

2.1 SUMMARY

A Wetland Delincation was conductad by PBS Exvirormental for the property lorated at 5409
Tvy Street in Springfield, Oregon (Figure 2, Tab 1). The clicat’s motivation for performing the
detineation was to identify jurisdictional wetlands im order to avoid impacts with foture
development plans, The wetland on the sulject property had been identified in the Springficld
Local Wetland Inventory, which was completed in. 1897 (Figure 5, Tab 1).

Based upon the literaturo review and site investigation of the vegetation, hyrmology, and soils in
the study ares, PBS concludes that approximately 1.51acres of jurisdictional wetlnds arc
present on the subject property (Figure 1, Tab 1).

The project was performed in accordance with the US Army ineers ands
Mmt&kommsmnmmm&ndﬁrmmﬂms
acres in size, This involved establishiog survey plots along three transects to identify the boundary
berween upland and jurisdictional wetland, Additional plots were established when vegetationel
changes were identified that did not occur along the transect lines. A total of'ten aurvey plota
were located on the subject property, in order to establish the wetland/upland boundary. The data
sheets for these plots can be found behind Tab 2 of this report.

Jarisdictional wetlands are defined s “those areas that are immdated or sarurated by surface or
groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that tnder normal conditions
do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for ife in saturated soil conditions.”
Jurisdictional wetlands must possess the following criteria: 1) hydrophytic (water-loving)
vegetation, 2) wetland hydrology, and 3) bydric soil conditions, Al three criteria must be found
together in order to identify a jurisdictional wetland. Vegetation, hydrology, and soil types were
chmedfbreanhofﬂmtenplotnlomedonthﬂ site, Nancy Holzhauser of PBS performed
the field work on May 21, 1993.

Two wetland types were identified on the mbjectpmpetty The majority of the suhject property
is classified as Cowardin Class Forested Wetland. In addition, a pond, classified as Open Water,
with Uncopsolidated Bottom was idemtified along the eastem, portion of the wetland, The
vegetation in the Forested Wetland consists predominantly of an overstory of Oregon Ash
(Frecimus latifolius), with sn understory of Kentucky bluegrass (Poa pratensis), climbing
nightsbade (Solanwmn dultamara), and hedge neitle (Stachys emersonii, synonomy is Stackys
cooleya), The vegetation in the pond consists predominantly of curly pondweed (Potamogeton
crispus), vernal witer-starwort {Callitviche verna), snd tall manmagrass (Glyceria elata). The
vegmation in the upland portions of the subject property copsists predomminantly of an overstory
of donglas-fir (Pyeudoisuga menzesisy and big-leaf maple (desr macrophiyilum) with an
understory that consists predominantly of short-sedle sedgs (Carex dewgyana), fringecups
(Tellima grondiflord), Himelayan blackberry (Rubus discolor), and snowberry (Symphoricarpus

Page 2
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Waetland Delingation 5409 Koy Street, Springfield, OK

' albus). A foll discussion of the hydrology, vegetation, and sofl conditions can be found starting
on page S ofthis report.
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5409 oy Strect, Springfield, OR

22  WETLAND DETERMINATION SUMMARY DATA SHEET

SITE DATA

Project/Site:
Project #:
Date:

Applicant.
Owpet:

Coymty:
Location:

Legal:
Aren of Siter

Topography:
Method:

Soil Type(s):
Vegetation:

Watetway:

Wetland Tiype:
NWI Mapping:

LANDUSE

Proposed Use:
Present Use:
Past Usc:

5409 Fvy Strest, Springfick), Oregon 97478
7972.00
May 29, 1998

Barbera Panenter, Property Owrer

Forest Ridge Development, PO Box 334, Thurston, OR 97482

Barbara Parmenter

Lane

5409 Tvy Street, Springfeld, Oragon 97478

T. 188, R. 02W, Sec. 04, Tax Map 18-02-04-310 and 313

Approxiroately 1.51acres

Approximately 535 feet above sea level

Bottomland i relatively fiat, geatly sloping to the norfhvwest, at the foot ofa
80-foot high, falrly steep ridge

Routine, Om-Site Debermination Method for Sites Greater Than 5 Aeres in Size
(1987 CE Mamal)

Courtney gravelly silty clay lomm (#34). Hazelair siity clay loam (#52B),
Sallamm sfity clay loam (1218 apd 121C)

Oregon Ash everstory with pative and some non-native sedges, grasses, forbs
sl shirubs 7

McKenzie River, Jocatod approxitaately 1.5 miles notth

Cowardin classifications: Pahtyine Forested and Open Water

Nope, Closest is PURPx (Cowardin classification for Palusiriog,
uncenselidated bottom, scrmipermavently flooded, excavated to the west
(NWE: Springfleld Quad Map)

Ringle-family residential and vndeveloped
Single-fanily residential and undeveloped since at least 1936 (date of
earliest avaflablc derial photo)

Adjrcent Land Use:  North: Retirensent Mamfactizred fiome communtty

Zoning:

FINDINGS

Wetland Acreage:

South: Agricultvral, grazing, el sidple-tonly residential

Bast: Sigle-fiuily residential

Wost: Single-funlly residential, agricultural, and grazing
- Low density residential

1.51acres jusisdistionsl wetlands

Cowardin, System Class: Prlustrine Forested and Open. Wister

Page 4
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Wetland Delineation ' 5469 Iy Sireet, Springfleld, OR
2.3 FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS |

2.3.1 Site Conditions

P
Ths subjoct property & approximately 25 acres in gize. wetland portion spans the northero
portion of the subject property, along Ot of a forested ridge that rons from east to west. A
house is locited on the top of the ridge. The sive is located in the McKenzie River watershed, at
an elevation ranging from approximately 500 to 530 fet above ses level, The topography of the
bottomland is relatively flut, with a gentle slope to the northwest, The majority of the frested
pottion of the identified wetland was immdated with water 0 an average depth 0f2". An
axcavated pond is located at the east end of the identifisd, wetland, It is at least 4 deep, with an
unconsolidated bottom. _

The site has been idemified in the 1997 Springfield Local Wetland Inventory 2s a Palustrine
Forested Wetland type {Cowardin classification), That study evaluntod it as having a high buffer
poteniial, connectivity, wiklife bebitat, with moderate plaos diversity, water quality, and flood
cantrol functions (cefer to Springfield Wetland Inventory Summary Shests behind Tab 2). This
wﬂmﬂapmmhavebemmhﬁvelywwmofmm]ﬁaawﬂabb
aerial photo.

The wetland-upland boundary was defined by the combination of hydric soils, hydrophytic.
vegetation, and hydrolpgical factors. Hydrophytic vegetation was the primmty idemtifying factor in
determining the Boundary. Hydric sofls were found throughout the bottomland portion of the
study arca. For the mos;. part, the ridge created the southern boundary of the wetland, All plots
extabliched on the ridge itself exhibited upland characteristics for vegetation, soil, and hydrology.

2.3.2 Vegetation

The subject property was surveyed for the existence of hydrophytic and upland plant specics by
Nancy Holzhauser on May 21, 1998, Plants were classified according to their habitat reguire-
nrents, baged on the 1988 publication extitied The National List of Plant Species that Occur in
Wetlands: Oregon, by the US Department of Interior Fish and Wikdlife Service. Thoseplant
gpecien that are wetland indicators are clagsified as FAC (Facultative), FACW (Facultative Wet),
and OBL (Obligate). Those that are primarily indicators of upland conditions are classified as
FACU (Facultative Upland), and UPL (Upland).

Plots 2, 3, 4, 6, &, and 9 met the vegetation, oriteria for jurisdictionat wetlands, The dorainent.
plant species in Plot 2 were Fraximes latffolius (Otegon Ash: FACW), Paa pratensis (Kentucky
bluegrase: FAC), and Juncus effizsus (Soft rush: FACW). The dominart plant species in Plot 3,
which was located in the pond, were Pofamogerton crispus (Curly pondweed: OBL), Callitriche
verna (Water-starwart: OBL), and Spirodela polyrhiza (Greater duckwoed: OBL).

The dowminant plart species in Plots 4 and 6 were Fraximus latifollus (Otegon ash: FACW),
Solanum dulcamore (Climbing nightshade: FAC), and Poa pratensis (Kentucky biucgrass: FAC).
The dormjnant plart species in Plot 8 were Fraxinus latifolius (Oregon azh: FACW), Poa
praiensis (Kentucky blusgrass: FAC), Ranuncuius orthorhyncus (Siraight-besked buttercup:
FACW-), and Stachyy coolzyii (Hedgenettle: FACW). The domwinant piant specics for Plot 9

Tage S
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Wetland Delineation 5469 Ivy Street, Springfield, OR
were Populus halsomifera (Black cottonwood: FAC), Fraxinus lazifolins (Oregon ash; FACW),

Spirea douglasii (Douglas” spires: FACW), and Juneus efficsus (Soft rush: FACW). These plants
are all wetland indicator species.

Plots 1, 5, 7, and 10 did not mect the vegetation cTitexia for jurisdictionel wetlunds, The dominant
plant species in Plot 1 were Acer macrophylium {Big-leaf maple: FACU), Ranynoulus smeinarus
(Little buttexcup: FAC-), and Sympharicarpus albus (Snowberry: FACU). The dominant plant
species in Plot 5 were Froovius latifolius (Oregon ash: FACW), Acer macrophyllum (Big-leaf
maple), Rubus discolor (Himalayen blackberry: FACU). The dominant plant species in Flot 7
were Acer macrophylium (Big-leaf maple: FACU), Carex deweyana (Short-scale sedge: FACU),

" and Symphoricarpus alba (Snowberry: FACU). The dominant plant gperies m Plot 10 were
Quercus garryara (Qregon white oak: NOL), Symphaoricarpus alba (Snowberry: FACU), and
Sambucus racemosa (Eldexberry: FACU).

2,33 Soils

The subject property is mapped in the Lane County Soil Survey (produced by the Natural
Resources Comservation Service) with four soil types: #34 Courmey grevelly silty clay loam,
#3578 Hazelale siity clay loam, and #121B aod 121C Sakum silty clsy hosm (refer to Figure 4, Tab
1). Courtmey gravelly silty clay loam is listed 25 a lyydric soil in the Lane Comnty Hydric Soil List.
A Pamther jachusion Js Hsted as the hydric component for Hazelair silty clay loam. Neither
Hazelair silty clay loam nor Salkum silty clay loany are Histed as hydric soils for Lane County.

The soil profiles for Plots 2, 3, 4, 6, 8, and 9 met the hydrio sail critegia for jurisdictional

wetlands, The soil profiles in these six plots displayed the following hydric soil characteristics: a
chroma of 2 or Iess with mettling within the top 10" and a slight sulfidic odor. Plots 1, 7, 10, and
5 did not display hydric soil chacacteristics, :

The soil profile for Plots 1,7, and 10 were 0-14": 7.5 YR 3/3. This matches the description of
the Salkum series, a non-hydric soil.

The soil profile for Plots 2, 4, 5, and 6 were 0-12" (bottom of the pit for the most part, as the
plots were inundated): 10YR 3/2 with mottles 7.5 YR 4/6. These plots are all mapped as Hazelair
with possible Panther inclusions, however the profiles more closely matched that of #73 Linstaw
loam, with Noti inciusions. Ascording to the soil survey for Lane County, Linslaw loarn is
mapped just to the east of the subject property, 50 it is posstble that it does extend into the subject
property st thiy point. The Noti inchusion i3 the hydric component of Linslaw Joam, 8 non-hydric
soil. ‘ ‘

The soil profile for Plot 8 was 0-10" 10¥R 3/1 with mottles 7.5 YR 2/2. The s0il profile for 9
was 0-12": 10YR 3/2 with mottles 7.5 YR 2/2. Both of these profiles match fairly well to that of
#34 Conrtrey gravelly silty clay loam. No soil pit was dug for Plot 3, located in the pond, as it
was under 3' of water, and the dominant plams were obligate wetland species.

23.4 Hydrology

Wetland, hydrology indicators for jurisdictional wettands were observed in the site survey for Plots

Page §
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Wetland Delineation . 5409 Iyy Streer, Springfield, OR

' 2,3,4,6,8 and . All of these plots were immdated with water, which is a primaty hydrology
indicator for jurisdictional wetlands. In addition, the soil pits dug for Plots 2 and 4 revealed
oxidized root channels within the upper 12" of the siurfiice, a secondary hydrology indicater.

Hydrology indicators were not present in Plots 1, 7, and 10.

13.5 Dacament Review

. National Wetland Taveptory Map (Sptingfield Quadmogle): The subjest property is not
~ ghown on the NWI Map. A pond is mapped just west of the subject property, and listed as
PUBFx 7

- TSGS Spri ldQuadramge:NomwMuMdtymﬁutmmdcpictedﬁnthﬁwbjeet
property on the USGS map, Topography in the bottomiand portion. of the property is
relatively flat, with a gentle slope o the nortiwes. A fairly ateep ridge is napped south of
the bottomland, ruming in an cast-west direction. Apond'sdqﬁctedjustwcstofﬂxesnbject
property. ‘

- Aerial Photographs from 1936 therugh 1993; The subject property appears to have not been
altered since 1936, the date of the earflest available agrial photograph. Tn all photas raviewed,
the portion of the subject propesty from the Top of the ridge alang the southern portion to
Booth Kelly Road, along the north portion, has remained forested. primarily with deciduovs
species. The pond, Jocated on the nottheast portion of the property, first appears to.the 1993
photo,

- Lane County Sofl Survey QViap Sheet #92): The subject property is mapped with four soil
types: #34 Courtoey gravelly silty clay loarn, #528 Hazelais wilty olay loam, end #121 B and
#121C: Salkam silty clay loam.

2.3.6 DETERMINATION

Positive indicators for jurisdicrional wetlands identified under the S Aoy Corpi nf Engineers .
087 Wetlands Delinention Maoual were present for all three parameters in Plots 2, 3, 4, 6, 8, and
9, Plntsl,5.’?.andludidmtrmetthetmee-pnnmcwrahcrhusedmdcﬁnejuﬁndicﬁpml
wetlands. The wetland/upland boundmwasﬂmndhmedonﬂﬁsinfomuion,suweyed,md
mapped. The acreage was calcniated as 1.51 acres of jurisdictional wetlmds on the subject

property.

Nancy Holzhauvger 0

Page 7
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Wetland Défineation 5489 by Strees, Springfleld, OR
2.4 METHODS -

The methods employed dwing this study were based on the US Amny Corps of Enpincers thrag-
parameter approach (tydrology, soils, and vegetation) fr delineating jurisdictional wetlands, for
anﬂhrgarthnnﬁve acres in size. Thres north-south transects were established across the subject
property. Plots were established along these transects as changes in vegetation or hydnology were
observed. Kn addition, plots were cutablished at varioms Incations throughout the subject property
as changes in vegetation were observed that were not part of the transects. A fotal of ten plots
were established. References and methodplogies used during this study include;

» US Army Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Marmal, Jamary 1987- Routine On.Sit
" Determination Methad. )

- Soil Conservation Service: Soil Survey of L.an County, 1981.

~  Sofl Conservatior Service: Hvdnc Soils in Lane County Arez, Oregon, 1980,

- Munsell Soil Color Charts, 1994 Revised Edition,

- National List of Plart Species That Ocour in Wetlands: 1988 Narionsl Summary.
= 1993 Supplement to the National List of Plant Species,

~  Flora of the Pacific Nol‘thwest by Hitchoock and Cronquist, 1978,

~  Wetland Plants of Otegon and Washington by B. Jemmifir Guard, 1995,

Pagc 8 |
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Wetland Pilineation 3409 Ky Strees, Springfield, OR
24 METHODS

The methods exployed during this study were based 0% the US Army Corps of Engitwers throe-~
parameter approach (hydrolagy, soils, and vegetation) for delineating jurisdictions] wetlands, for
sites karger than five acrey in size, Th:egmrm-southmnsectswateeatabﬁs}ued atross the subject
Praperty. Plots were establishad along these transeets as ¢ n vegatation or hydrology were
abserved. In addition, plots were established at varlous Joestions throughout the sutject property
as changes in vegetaﬁonwmeobsdvedﬂmtwmmtpmtofthem, A, total of ten plots
were established, .mmmmbmwmﬂmmmm:

- US Army Corps of Engineers Wetlunds Dylineation Mamaj, Jamiary 1987: Rouitne Op-Site
Determination Method.

- Soil Conservation Service; Soit Survey of Lane County, 198].

- 3oil Conservation Service: Hydtic Sqils in Lane County Area, Oregon, 1980,

= Munsell Soil Color Charts, 1994 Revised Edition.

= National List of Plaut Species That Occur in Wetbmds: (988 Natlona] Suttimary.
- 1993 Suppleanent to the Nationag List of Plant Species.

- Flora of the Pacific Norihwwest by Hitcheock and Cronqmst 1978

- Wotkind Plants of Oregon and Weshington by B, Jennifer Guard, 1995,

Page 8
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Wetiand Delinention | 5409 Iy Strer, Springfield, OR

23  WETLAND PETERMINATION SUMMARY DATA SHEET

SITFE. DATA
Project/Site:

Project #:
Date:

Applicant:

Owner;
County:
Location:
Legal:

Arza of Site:
Elevation:
Topography:

Method:
Soil Type(s):
Vegetation:

Waterway:
Wetland Type:

NWI Mapping:

LAND USE
Proposed Use:
Present Use:;
Past Use:

3409 vy Street, Springfield, Oregon 97478
7972.00
May 29, 1998

Barbara Parmerder, Praperty Owner

Forest Ridge Development, PO Box 334, Thurston, OR 97482

Barbara Parmetser

Lane

3409 Ivy Street, Springfield, Oregon 97478

T. 188, R. 02W, Sec. 04, Tax Map 18-02-04-310 and 313

Approximately 1.51acres

Approximately 535 foet above sea level

Battomland is relatively flat, gently sloping to the notthwest, at the oot efa
80-foot high, fairly steep ridge

Routine, On-8ite Determination Metbod for Sites Cireater Than 3 Acres in Size
(1987 CE Mamual)

Courtney gravelly silty clay loam (#34), Hazelair silty clay loam (#5218),
Sallum silty clay loam (121B and 121C)

Dmgt;rnAshm.ramtorywlthmm:e' and some non-native sadges, grasses, forbs
and shrubs ~

McKenzie River, Jocated approximetely 1,5 miles north

Cowardin classifications: Palustrine Forested and Open Witter

None. Clossst s PUBFx (Cowardin classification for Patustrine,
unconsolidated bottom, semiprrmenently flooded, excavated to the west
(NWI: Springtiebd Quad Map)

Multi-farmily residetstial

Single-family residential and undeveloped

Single-family residential and undeveloped since at least 1936 (date of
earticst availablc rerial phota)

Adjacent Land Use:  North: Retirement Mamnfisctured bome commEmity

~ Zoning:

FINDINGS

Waetland Acreage:

South: Agricultural, prazing, and single-Samily residentinl
East: Single-Bunily residential -

West:  Single-fatvily cesidential, agriculral, and grazing
Low density residential

1..51ncres jurisdictionsl wetlands

Cowardin Syster Class: Palustrine Forested and Open Water

Page 4
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FAX TRANSMITAL ' b
From:
Barbara K. Parmenter
5409 Tvy Street
Springfield, Oregon 97478
Telephone No. (541) 937-1234
Fax No. (541) 746-1461
e-mail: bobbillc@comecast.net

To: CITY OF SPRINGFIELD DEVELOPMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS
ATTENTION MARK METZGER

VIA FAXNO. (541) 736-1021
Dear Mark,

I will fax you my intervention into Tamie Yarnall’s Appeal on Hayden Homes Laurelwood
Subdivision approval with my issues.

1 am qualified as a person with disabilities under the definition by the Americans with
Disabilities Act and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. T have traumatic brain
injuries with cognitive deficits, central processing disorder, inability to comprehend oral
communications, vision deficits, hearing loss, vestibular disorder, severe daytime hyper-
somnolence and entrolymphatic hydrops. I cannot sequence, organize or put things in otde, tell
time, I am dyslexic and I cannot access court records.

However, contrary to Hayden Homes personal T am not mentally deficient or “confused” on my
owning my property due to numerous unlawful court action by the State of Oregon Agencies in
retaliation of my exposing crimes and critinals within the Oregon Judicial Department and my
further exposing constitutional violations in the restructured Oregon government.

There has been one suit against the State of Oregon by the U.S. Department of Justice and I am
currently providing the Disability Civil Right Division in Washington D.C. with information and
proof of the crimes in the Oregon Coutts against me. You will see that the Legal Services
Corporation has also apprehended Oregon State Agencies in their discriminatory actions against
me to prevent me from having access to constitutional courts. Iam the only person who has ever
sued the Oregon State Bar for damages which I filed by Pro Se on November 4, 2004. Due to my
suit and my damages there is a financial conflict of interest with me and every Attorney who
practices law in Oregon and every Judge who practices in Oregon.

I need to file any suits in the Prettyman United States District Court in Washington D.C.. The
State of Oregon Circuit or Court of Appeals or the Oregon Supreme Court, or U.S. District Court
or U.S. Bankguptey Court for the District of Oregon does not have any personal jurisdiction
over me. Any court actions sin¢¢ November 2004 involving me in Oregon are null cases.

Likely not in order, and with intervals.
Gt ﬁa‘tﬁ’}’f wd

Batbara Patimenter

e pag?
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MOTION FOR INTERVENTION INTQ APPEAL
OF THE NOTICE OF DECISION
FOR THE LAURELWOOD SUBDIVISION
' FILE NO. TYP214-00004

Municipality
The City of Springfield
Development Services Department
225 Fifth Street
Springfield, Oregon 97477

Telephone No. (541) 726-1021

FAX: (541) 736-1021
e-mail: www.springfield-or.gov

and

Appellant
Tamie Yarnall, Adjacent land-owner
Petitioner for Review-Appeal
996 South 55" Place
Springfield, Oregon 97478
Telephone No. (541) 726-3775

Intervener
Barbara Parmenter, Adjacent land-owner
And Wild Goose Landing
Petitioner-Intervener for Review
5409 Ivy Street
Springfield, Oregon 97478
Telephone No. (541) 937-1234

1
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1.
NOTICE OF SPECIAL VISITATION

Please take notice that Barbara K. Parmenter hereby makes a special visitation
and is demanding all rights at a)l times and waiving no rights at any time,
especially her right to challenge subject, effective service, and personal Jjurisdiction
in the first instance and to preserve her right to due process of law.

2,
Motion To Intervene

l, Barbara Pakmenter, assert my Intervention Motion is timely and herein
motions for the right of intervention into the Review and Appeal filed by Tamie
Yarnall.

As provided under FRAP 15 Review of an Agency Order- Intervention I,

Barbara Parmenter an making a Special Appearance to Intervene in the above

Review,
Rules of Civil Procedures

Rule 24, Intérvention
(a) INTERVENTION OF RIGHT. Upon timely appli;:ation anyone shall be
permitted to intervene in an action: (1) when a statue of the United States
con.fers a conditional right to intefvene: or (2) when an applicant’s claim or
defense and the main action have a question of law or fact in common,

When the applicant claims an interest relating to the property or
2
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transaction which is the subject of the action and the applicant is so situated
that the disposition of the action may as a practical matter impair or impede
the applicant’s ability to protect that interest, unless the applicant’s interest
is adequately represented by éxisting parties.

(a) PERMISSIVE INTERVENTION. Upon timely application anyone may be
permitted to Intervene in an action: (1) when a statue of the United States
;:onfers a conditional right to intervene: or (2) when an applicant’s claim or
defense and the main action have a question of law or fact in common.
When.a party to an action relies for ground of claim or defense upon any
statue or executive order administrated by a federal or state government
officer or agency or upon any regulation, order, requirement, or agreement
issued or made pursuant to the statue or executive order, the ofﬁcer or
agency upon timely application may bé permitted to intervene in the action,
Intervener is an original party to the review.

3.
Legal Services Corporation

Applicant has received the assistance of the Legal Services Corporation in the
unlawful and discriminatory court actions in Oregon Circuit Courts and Oregon
Court of Appearls, and U.S, Federal District Courts and U.S. Federal Bankruptcy

3
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Courts for the District of Oregon to the extent of the law authorized to LSC which
regulates the funding legibility only and cannot give Intervener legal assistance.

4. v .
Intervener is a Person With Disabilities

Applicant meets and satisfies the required verification of being a person with
disabilities under the American with Disabilities Act, the Guide to Judicia|
Procedures, The Judicial Conference enactment of 1995 réquiring
accommodations for persons with communications deficits in Federal Courts as
adapted in September of 1995, and Section 504 of the rehabilitation Act of 1976.

All of Intervener’s professional health care providers have verified that she
heeds aides and services to accommodate her handicaps and disabilities.
Unfortunately she is unéble to secure any accqmmodations in Oregon. Any aides
she has personally employed were eventually threatened with retaliation by
Oregon State Bar members.

5.

The Foufth, Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the Constitution of the
United States confirm my rights to inteﬁkene. Both the Fedéral District Court and
the United States Bankruptcy Court cases have Constitutioﬁal and Civil Rights

questions on statues, raises questions of law in U.S.C. 42 chapter 21, and Issues of

4
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law under the Judicial Conference adapted policies in September of 1995 and
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, The cases both raise issues on
discrimination, denial of dye process, deprivation of liberty, and have facts in
common on taking of property rights, and include 42 U.S.C. § 12132,
6.
Title 18 Civil Right Violations and Felony Charges
Intervener’s civil rights were violated in the unlawful court actions and in the
discrimination against her, including her being a victim of hate crimes, Under
Title 18 any person who participated in the discrimination against intervener or
did or does not stop the crimes against her when they have the ability to do such
is also guilty of the crime as well. The Title 18 statues include feldny charges.
7. .
CONVICTIONS UNDER TITLE 18, NOT STOPPING DISCRIMINATION WHEN
THE ABILITY TO STOP IS THERE OR PARTICIPATING IN CIVIL RIGHTS
VIOLATIONS IS A FELONY
THE CITY OF SPRINGFIELD IS A MUCIPALITY. MUCIPALITIES DO NOT HAVE 11™
AMENDMENT AMMUNITY. SHOULD THE CITY NOT TRY TO PREVENT FURTHER

DISCRIMINATION AGAINST INTERVENER THE CITY COULD ALSO BE FOUND GUILTY

OF DISCRIMINATING AGAINST INTERVENOR AND PROSECUTED UNDER TITLE 18.

5
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8,

INTERVENOR'S properties are not adequately represented. She must secure
federal assistance or file in Washington D.C. and be given effective legal
repre‘sentation. Intervener has n§ access to courts in Oregon, Washington, or
Idaho even though the Federal Government had provided for her being protected
which the State of Oregon and the Oregon State Bar members prevented By
violating Federal laws. Intervener was never bankrupt. She was coerced by the
threat of her over $120,000.00 in bank accounts being illegally seized the day
after she Was again whiplashed in the second very suspicious whiplash. This
whiplash rendered her incompetent for over nine months and her family had to
take over her bu_sinesses. Still there were no legally qualified accommodations in
any Oregon court provided to her, The current court status in the Bankruptey
Court impedes and impairs her ability to protect her property interests, The

Property in the District Court Case likewise has not'been in Applicant’s possession

for over six years due to coyrt actions and court orders and Applicant’s rights of

Possession has been taken by corrupt court action. Her cases have
Constitutional issues with the Rights of Property ownership. Because Applicant is
handicapped and disabled from traumatic brain injuries she cannot access court

6
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records.
9.
Can file directly in D.C. Federal District Court
Under Section 504 intervener can directly file in the Washington D,C. court

without having to meet or give prior notices. See Tennessee v, Lane.

10.

My and my family’s land is located above a wetland with an aqua fir that feeds
into the City water supply. The topographical maps and wetland delineation
reports there is an approximate 80 foot steep hillside with slippery clay soi.
Above this steep hillside erected on the BPA easement Iand are high Imc towers
with deep footings into the upper soil above the steep slope.

I have just learned that Branch Engineering who were my engineers, not only
exceeded their estimates for thejr work on my development they used some of my
wetland delineation reports and soil tests I secured and paid for and gave them to
Hayden Homes for their unlawfully acquired Jand without my permission.

I 'had an additional geologlcal report frqm a gentlc-:man named Guunar, but [ have
not located the report as yet. In his repoft- he contended that the North Slope and
lower iand Wwas not an alluvial formation but was a slide area. Twao winters ago I

had a water pipe leak between my house and the end of Ivy Street. F inally I

7
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located the leak é‘&er the property north of the faucet slid just as Gunnar had
predicted, Gunnar’s report said the slope was unstable and putting water on the
slope would cause a slide. To my knowledge Branch Engineering and
Geotechnical engineer Ronald Derrick has not dug extensive test holes with

heavy equipment as I had done, and has not considered this visible slide in
planning the location of the storm water treatment facility on the North Slope. The
Wwater treatment on that portion of the North Slope is an unstable fill area.

11,
Conceptual Plan

When I started the development process for Royal Ridge Subdivision I questioned
the City’s Conceptual Traffic Plan, Ihad a meeting with Masood but he refused to
address the fact that the Conceptual Plan had streets and roads going over 40 to 80
foot cliffs. My engineer stated he had to design the subdivision according to what
the city required. The reasons for these current unworkable and unsafe options for
further development exists in my opinion because the city refused to acknowledge
they were creating a horrific problem, which we all how face,

I hope for all of our safety and neighborhood continuity that we can all step back
and do a better job than what has been done. Obviously neither access is safe or

acceptable,

8
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12.
Different Rules fér Some People
The City of Springfield ingisted “I” had to construct and extend Glacier Drive
even after I had reported to Bfanch that the west end of Glacier is currently
| undermined and the slope is highly unstable and the hillside where the road had to
be built was all fil] and ﬁnstable ﬁll at the best. It apparently was not too
expensiv¢ for me to have to extend Glacier Drive, but it is not financially freezable
for Haden Homes to extend Glacier Drive or for the City to maintain. Considering
how Hayden Homes knowingly secured the land there appears to be more
discrimination against this female developer going on than just in the State Circuit
Courts, Oregon Courts of Appeals and the U.S. Federal District Court and the U.S.

Bankruptcy Court for the District of Oregon by Oregon Judicial officials,

2.
A FUNTAMENTAL CONSTITUTIONAL GUARANTEE THAT ALL LEGAL
PROCEEDINGS WILL BE FAIR AND THAT ONE WILL BE GIVEN NOTICE
OF THE PROCEEDINGS AND AN OPPORTUNITY TO BE HEARD BEFORE
THE GOVERNMENT ACTS TO TAKE AWAY ONE’S LIFE, LIBERTY, OR
PROPERTY.

Obviously due process js not being recognized as a necessity in this subdivision

9
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approval any mofe than it was recognized in the public corruption I have been
experiencing over the last 8 to 10 years. Numerous adjacent property owners were
hever given the rights to review the City’s approval because they were never
notified. By law this review must be nullified. Then all interested and adjacent
property owners must to ’notify. Without this requirement the subdivision plan is
illegal in my opinion. I believe we have to stand up for our constitutional rights,
and the laws say we have to stand up fdr other’s constitutional rights' as well. My
cases are proof that your constitutional rights have already been taken and you
were not made aware of the fact.

In my opinion this neighborhood and the City need to diligently get involved in
correcting the many issues that are being raised, and to not partake in an act of
retaliation by approvmg the clear cutting of desirable trees under 4 misinformed
opinion. Of the 52 original large fir trees in Royal R1dge none have fallen as
dangerous trees in over 30 years, Even the city did not believe that every tree
should be removed as is evident when the city fined the owner of lot 41 who cut
the timber off of his lot without a permit.

Respectfully submitted this 4% day of June, 2014.

o

7 Barbara Pazmeﬁter
Enc, Conceptual Traffic Plan over cliffs,

10
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FAX TRANSMITAL

June 4, 2014

From:

Barbara K. Parmenter

5409 Ivy Street

Springfield, Oregon 97478
Telephone No. (541) 937-1234
Fax No. (541) 746-1461
e-mail: bobbillec@comecast.net

To: Mark Metzger
City of Springfield Development and Public Works

VIAFAX NO. (541) 736-1021

This is being hand delivered. My new fax machine did not print out verification of your
receiving thispacRage. If you did not receive the faxes, and I did not correctly fax the package I
request-tisrror by treated as an accomumodation to my disabilities and the package be accepted.

B bg,,a Parmenter
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Barbara K. Parmenter
5409 Ivy Street
Springfield, Oregon 97478
Telephone No. (541) 937-1234
Fax No. (541) 746-1461
e-mail: bobbille@comcast.net

June 4, 2014

Mark Metzger

The City of Springfield
Development Services Department
225 5™ Street

Springfield, Oregon 97477

Via Fax No (541) 7

Dear Mr. Metzger,

I have enclosed sufficient medical reports and records to prove that contrary to Hayden Homes
and Umpqua Bank’s claims I do not have any mental defects. The enclosed medical reports and
records do establish that I am a person with disabilities and that I am intelligent.

I'am not confused on the crimes that have and are being committed against me and my family
and [ have enclosed a copy of my letter to Bertrand S. Thomas, Program Counsel III of the Legal |
Services Corporation, Office of Compliance and Enforcement. You may check with your Lane
County Legal Aid Director and you will discover that their federal funding has been stopped by
the LSC and the US Department of Justice for cause which was denying me effective legal
representation in the Oregon Circuit and Court of Appeals and in the U.S. District Court and U.S.
Bankruptcy Court for District of Oregon. '

It is legally established that I was coerced to try and file a chapter 11 to gain time to recover
from the December 29, 2008 whiplash accident that left me:incompetent with a fourth traumatic
brain injury. Iwas not bankrupt. I was suffering from PTSD and Texas attorney Samuel Boyd
filed an illegal foreign judgment on December 30, 2008, the very next day, for $130,000.00 by
intervention into the felon attorney Humphreys’ legal negligence case before Judge Rasmussen.
Boyd’s securing the illegal foreign judgment placed him in contempt of court in the Barbara
Parmenter v. Oregon State Bar Case in Multnomah County before Judge Gerome LaBarre, Case
No. 070100338. ‘

T'have enclosed my motion to intervene in Tamie Yarnall’s Appeal as permitted under FRAP
15. '

1
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My and my family’s land is located above a wetland with an aqua fir that feeds into the City
water supply. The topographical maps and wetland delineation reports there is an approximate
80 foot steep hillside with slippery clay soil. Above this steep hillside erected on the BPA
easement land are high line towers with deep footings into the upper soil above the steep slope.

It appears Branch Engineering used my delineation reports in Hayden Homes preliminary
submittal. Ihad an additional geological report from a gentleman named Gunnar, but I have not
located the report as yet. In his report he contended that the north slope and lower land was not
an alluvial formation but was a slide area. Two winters ago I had a water pipe leak between my
house and the end of Ivy Street. F inally I located the leak after the property north of the faucet
slid just as Gunnar had predicted. Gunnar’s report said the slope was unstable and putting water
on the slope would cause a slide. To my knowledge Branch Engineering and Geotechnical
engineer Ronald Derrick has not dug extensive test holes with the heavy equipment track hoe as I
had done with Gunnar, and they have not viewed the visible slide in planning the location of the
storm water treaument facility on the North Slope. The water treatment on that portion of the :
north slope is an unstable fill area. " |

- In addition [ had reported to Branch Engineering that the west end of Glacier is currently l
undermined and the slope is highly unstable. |

I do not believe the City of Springfield gave me, my family, and our adjacent neighbors
adequate time, ten days counting holidays and weekends, to reply to an unsafe development plan
hurriedly prepared by the company that is participating in the illegal, frandulent, and
unconstitutional Federal District and Bankruptcy Court actions against me and where the court
lacks personal jurisdiction. I have properly advised Haden Homes several times that they
acquired my and my family’s land by violating my civil rights under Title 18, and in violation of
my constitutional rights and in an unconstitutional court under Article Il where fraud upon the
court was used to unlawfully seize my assets and my families land. The officers of the court and
their associates all knew, or should have known, the court did not have personal jurisdiction at
the least. Because these court actions are legally null the property rightfully still belongs to me
and my family. I have no legal access to any courts in Oregon, Washington, or Idaho and these
state’s courts do not have personal jurisdiction over me to make any rulings

Please include this Fax with my intervention package.

ncerely,

arbafa Parmenter
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FAX TRANSMITAL

From:

Barbara K. Parmenter

5409 Ivy Strect

Springfield, Oregon 97478
Telephone No. (541) 937-1234
Fax No. (541) 746-1461
e~-mail: bobbille@comcast.net

To: Bertrand S. Thomas, Program Counsel 11
Legal Services Corporation

Office of Comphance and Enforcement

333 K Street N.W., 3™, Floor

Washington D.C. 2007-3522

VIAFAX NO. 1 (202) 337-6797 AND ALSO VIA FAX NO. 1 (202) 337-6797
Dear Sir or Madam,

1 am requesting a copy of the Legal Services Corporation’s denial of Lane County Oregon’s
federal funding that Oregon and all of the other 49 states receive through the Legal Services
Corporation. In Qregon the reciprocate of those funds was T.egal Aid of Oregon,

Once again I ask for your urgent attention as the City of Springfield has not given me, my
family, and our adjacent neighbors adequate time, ten days counting holidays and weekends, to
teply to an unsafe development plan hurriedly prepared by the company that is participating in
the illegal, fraudnlent, and unconstitutional U.S. Federal District Court and U.S. Federal
Bankruptey Courts for the District of Oregon judicial actions that at all times lacked personal
jurisdiction that is verified by your agency’s authority to remove federal funding from Lane

- County Oregon for cause.

1 was ignorant of the fact that the U.S. Federal District and U.S. Federal Bankruptey Judges
were in fact also members of the Oregon State Bar. Since the Oregon State Bar is apart of the
Oregon Judicial Department and is a State Agency, the federal judges are also State of Oregon
government officials and not only were apart of the denial of my PAI grant but they have

- breached their oath of office. This further invalidates the court rulings as null since these federal

judges knew they had a conflict of interest with me and failed to abide by both state and federal
law requiring them to make a full disclosure of any conflicting interests. I not only filed an
Institutional Discrimination Motion in the Federal U.S. District and Bankruptcy Courts for the
District of Oregon I petitioned the Federal judges to recuse for cause of bias and prclud1ce and
they refused knowing they had a financial conflict of interest as well.

1
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I have properly advised the company claiming ownetship of my land and the City of
Springfield that the subject property was acquired by the curtent developer Hayden Homes in
violation of my Civil Rights under Title18, in violation of my Constitutional rights, and in an
unconstitutional court under Atticle ITl where in addition fraud upon the court was used to
acquire my assets and our land.

The court, officers of the court and their associates all knew, or should have known, the court
did not have personal jurisdiction at the least. Because of the courts actions any rulings ot orders
are legally null and the property rightfully still belongs to me and my family, regardless of any
party’s claims. I have personally seen that all parties in these court actions have been apprised of
the violation of my civil rights and disability civil rights, the unlawful, unconstitutional, and
ctiminal activities committed to seize the properties and I have advised the City of Springfield of
these violation that will make them a party to the crimes if the proceed as well.

The practice of this “crime group™ has been to take retaliation against me, my family, my
properties and businesses in retribution of my exposing crimes and criminals within the Oregon
Judicial Department. The retaliation was also intended to prevent me from discovering the
unconstitutional and civil rights violations against me as wel) as all of the Oregon citizenry by
the State of Otegon’s “unique” and altered government structure. The acts of retaliation have
included but are not limited to the following destruction of my propetties: ‘

a.) to seize my property on Dexter Lake located at 38 West Lakeview, Lowell, Oregon and
strip the hillside land of all trees and vegetation which caused undermining of the homes
foundation from the flow of uphill water,

b.) To retaliate in a similar method a second time the officers of the coutt seized my HUD
townhouse housing complex on East Main Street in Springfield without a court order and
literally pulled up the mature 30 year old hedges and expended $30,000.00 of my trust
funds to remove multiple trees, a lot of the remaining vegetation and landscaping. A few
photos are enclosed or will be forwarded.

c.) This crime groups’ not surprising tactic in retaliation against me this time is to remove all
of the timber on the approximate 38 city acres, not only in retaliation but for 2 sizable
profit to be gained from the sale of the ill gotten and fraudulently cut timber.

The first mailing notice by the City of Springfield that was sent to only 4 adjacent home and
land owners out of over twenty st the least stated that “some of the trees would need to be
removed” in the first phase, Ihad already removed trees in the first phase that would have
been required for development before this crime ring committed egregious, tortuous, and
ctiminal assaults and batteries, and known, provable, whiplash vehicle crash(s) against me to
disable and to further disable me therein allowing the group time to seize my low loan to
value desirable properties worth over seven million dollars at that time.

Disabling me allowed this group time to conduct court proceeding where I was denied
accommodations for my communications disabilities in violation of my constitutional rights,
my civil rights, and my disability civil rights and as required under the ADA and Section 504
of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, Handicapping me was thought to be an effective method
of preventing my further disclosures of the criminal activities and public corruption in
Oregon.

2
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Your agency likely took into consideration I was prevented from having available legal
representation not only by the Oregon State Bar’s denial of the PAT grant, but my constitutional
tights were and are being denied by the State’s “unique™ government structure which consists of
the Oregon State Bar being a State agency and a mandatoty and self insuring Bar as well as
other procedures unlike the other 49 states.

Please accept my thank you for your investigating my complaint in which, the Oregon State
Bar, a State of Oregon government agency, prevented me from accessing the Participating
Attorney Involvement grant, In my efforts to receive access to the courts in Oregon and to be
given due process of law, equal protection of the law, and effective legal representation that are
rightfully guaranteed to me under our Constitution as a United States of America citizen I have
discovered there are other First Amendment, Fifth Amendment, and Fourteenth Amendment and
Article ITI violations against the Oregon citizenry.

Your actions and enforcement are helping to assure me that the citizens of Oregon, me and my
family included, will eventually be properly and effectively protected under our Constitutional
rights through the efforts of officials in our Federal agencies. Hopefully our constitution rights

will soon all be re-instated in Oregon. My and my family's “thank you” can hardly express our
sincere gratitude. '

Thank you for your kind attenition to my request. 3

. .Si’ﬁcercl \

———

é‘éz{bar Parmenter
Ce: ﬁ.}é
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MEMORANDUM OF LAW
ON
LEGAL SERVICES CORPORATION

STATUES, RULES AND REGULATIONS EFFECTING LSC AND HHS
Title 42-Public Health and Welfare

Chapter 34- Economic Opportunity Program

Subchapter X- Legal Services Corporation

§ 2996. Congressional findings and declaration of purposes

1.) There is a need to provide equal access to the system of justice in our Nation for
individuals who seek redress of grievances.

2.) There is a need to provide high quality legal assistance to those who would be otherwise
unable to afford adequate legal coungel and to continue the present vital legal sexvices
program;

*¥3.) fo preserve its strength, the legal services program must be kept free from

the influences of or use by it of political pressures.

Reply: I believe you may be a little late.

Section 85.51: Includes a statement that all other regulations, forms, and directives
issued by HHS are superseded by the nondiscrimination requirements of this part.
The Department views any other issuances falling short of the requirement of this
regulation as insufficient to ensure compliance and therefore such a statement is
unnecessary. Reply: I believe this reinforces my claim that Legal Aid of Oregon
(and the State) are discriminating against me.

Title 45 C, F. R. PART 1624- PROHIBITION AGAINST DISCRIMINATION ON THE
BASIS OF HANDICAP

§ 1624.1 Purpose

The purpese of this part is to assist and provide guidance to legal services programs
supported in whole or in part by Legal Services Corporation funds in removing any
impediments that may exist to the provision of lega) assistance to handicapped persons
eligible for such assistance with section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended
29 U.S.C. Section 794 and with sections 1007 (a) (1) and (3) of the Legal Services
Corporatlon Act, as amended, 42 U.S.C. sections 2996f(a) (1) and (3), with respect to the
provision of services to and the employment of handicapped persons.

1
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§ 1624.4 Discrimination prohibited.

(2) NO QUALIFIED HANDICAPPED PERSON SHALL, ON THE BASIS OF
HANDICAP, BE EXCLUDED FROM PARTICIPATING IN, BE DENIED THE
BENEFITS OF, OR OTHERWISE BE SUBJECTED TO DISCRIMINATION BY
ANYLEGAL SERVICES PROGRAM, DIRECTLY OR THROUGH ANY
CONTRACTUAL OR OTHER ARRANGEMENT

(b) A legal services program may not deny a qualified handicapped person the
opportunity to participate in any of its programs or activities or to receive any of its
services provided at a facility on the ground that the program operates a separate or
different program, activity or facility that is specifically designed to serve
handicapped persons. ' :

Legal Services Corporation acknowledges and abides by the Judicial Counsels
requirements under Section 504 of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973 that were adapted in September of 1995,

Guidelines for Providing Services to the Hearing-Impaired
and Other Persons with Communications Disabilities.
1. The General Policy:

As adapted in September 1995, it is the policy of the Judicial Conference that all Federal
Courts provide reasonable accommodations to persons with “communications disabilities”.

2. Federal court policy requires federal courts to provide, at judiciary expense, sign language
interpreters or “other appropriate auxiliary aids and services to participants in federal court
proceedings who are deaf, hard of hearing, or have “other communications disabilities™,
The court shall give primary consideration to a “participant’s choice” of auxiliary aid or
setvice, '

“Auxiliary aids and services “include qualified interpreters, assistive listening devices or
Systems, or other effective methods of making aurally delivered materials available to
individuals with hearing impairments.

3. Procedures
Each court is required to identify a specific office or individual(s) to serve as access
coordinator from whom participants in court proceedings may request auxiliary aids or
services. The access coordinator must be familiar with the judiciary*s policy of providing
reasonable accommodations to persons with communications disabilities, to ensure that
the policy is properly implemented, The access coordinator must have a ready workin g
knowledge of the types of auxiliary aids and services available to serve the needs of
disabled persons and of the local sources fromy which auxiliary aids and services may be
procured.
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Reply: It is the writer’s opinion that the Eugene Federal Court system has not implemented the
required procedures as required by the Guide, the Guide to Judicial Procedures, and Section 504
of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 to providing services to the hearing impaired and others with
communication disabilities,

CONFLICTS OF INTEREST

Oregon Code of professional Conduct
Client-Lawyer Relationship Rule 1.7
Conflict of Interest: Current Clients

a.) Except as provided in paragraph (b), a lawyer shall not represent a client if the
representation involves a concurrent conflict of interest if; A concurrent conflict of
interest exists if: _

(1) The representation of one client will be directly adverse to another client; ox

(2) there is a significant risk that the representation of one or more clients will be
materially limijted by the lawyer’s responsibilities to another client, a former client
or a third person or by a personal interest of the lawyer.

(b)Notwithstanding the existence of a concurrent conflict of interest under paragraph

(a), a lJawyer may represent a client if:

(1) the lawyer reasonably believes that the lawyer will be able to provide competent and
diligent representation to each affected client;

(2) the representation is not prohibited by law;

(3) The representation does not involve the assertion of a claim by one client against
another client represented by the lawyer in the same litigation or other proceeding
before a tribunal; and

(4) Each affected client gives informed consent, confirmed in writing.

INTERNAL AUDITING AND FRAUD INV ESTIGATIONS, Mark R. Simmons CIA, CPE
ARTICLES ON FRAUD INVESTIGATION
Conflict of Interest in Government

People in public offices are expected to act on behalf of and in the best intetests of the
citizenry. A conflict of interest arises for someone in public office when that person acts, ot
appears to act, on behalf of someone other than the citizenry; and has, or appears to have a self
interest that the citizenry is unaware of and that is actually or potentially adverse to the best
interests of the citizenry. When a person’s conflict of interest results in economic or financial
loss to a government entity, then fraud has occurred, Public servants and those doing business
with government can be held criminally liable for official misconduct, bribe receiving, receiving
areward for official misconduct, receiving unlawful gratuities, and coercive use of official
position. Al of these ctimes involve conflict of interest.

Conflicts of interests cannot and should not be treated cavalierly. The appearance of a conflict of
interest is always a red flag of warning that official acts may not be within the Jaw,

3
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LEGAL AID OF OREGON
Not only is the Oregon Judicial System not complying with. the law, it is not utilizing the funds
received from the Federal government as designated, contracted, and agreed.

I'am confident my not being able to reccive aids and setvices to give me equal and effective
communications, equal and effective legal representation, and equal protection under the law in
the State of Oregon Circuit Courts and the Federal District and Bankruptcy Courts are because of
what some membets of the Legislature and the Judicial Department of Oregon are claiming are
“UNIQUE" and “A DIFFERENT GOVERNMENT STRUCTURE” in Oregon. Legal Aid of
Oregon Director Mt. Masuda’s reply to my request for a PAI grant stated he had a conflict of
interest and he was having difficulty with my request because of his “encrustation with the
Oregon State Bar, '

(In other words, he is not free to regulate his agency and abide by the antidiscrimination clause
that was signed by Legal Aid of Oregon because he is under the control of the Oregon State Bar
a part of the Department of Justice. He is encrusted by the Bar because the Bar as apart of the
Judiciary, now as an over powered brauch of the government and has likely taken over State
Agencies, Legislative capture. The conflict has been created by the “unique” structure of the
State of Oregon government placing Legal Aid of Oregon under control of the Bar, This
structure is not unlike that in Europe in 1939. That reigned also seized control of the courts,
committed hate crimes, and promoted racial prejudices, and discriminated against and eliminated
the handicapped and disabled.

Regional Director Etika Hente of Legal Aid Services of Oregon states in the third paragraph of
her June 29, 2012 Jetter; “Our office does not provide grants to clients to pay for an attormey to
represent them.” I'believe that Ms. Hente’s statement is a violation of HHS and LSC
requirements and the antidiscrimination clause that Oregon had to acknowledge and agree with
to receive the federal grant,

These documentations will show that Legal Aid of Oregon is not in compliance with LSC
regulations, especially with the Participating Attorney Involvement, PAI grants and program,
Legal Aid of Oregon is required to provide legal services to persons with disabilities for
whatever reasons those persons with disabilities cannot use Jegal aid attorneys, in other words
the persons with disabilities that the program was originated for and intended, Ms. Hente advises
me that Legal Aid of Oregon claims to have a conflict of interest that prevents me from utilizing
the grant and that all of the Legal Aid of Oregon offices through out Oregon also have a conflict
of interest with me, The only requirement for accessing the legal services funding is meeting the
criteria of being disabled,

4
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Are all of Legal Aid of Oregon’s client’s in the State of Oregon computer categorized and
cross referenced with every future and potential new client? Forever? Likely not. Clearly Legal
Aid of Oregon has created a conflict of intetest with me by being the puppet of the Oregon State
Bar under the “UNIQUE?” structure of Oregon’s government which has created a fraudulent
conflict of interest as s defined in the Code of Professional Conduct.

The State of Oregon and the Legal Aid of Oregon Agency appear unable to fulfill Human and
Health Services and Legal Services Corporation regulations, and expresses immunity from
Federal requirements to remove impediments that are preventing persons with disabilities from
having access to available legal resources. '

Legal Aid of Oregon has not disclosed the conflict of interest the agency or officials say they
have with me and that prejudices my rights to the whole aud entire Legal Aid of Oregon
organization, its affiliates, and the State of Oregon government agencies. Under the Professional
Codes and Ethics the government agency has to disclose the conflict of interest first and before it
abstains, discusses, recommends, or takes any official action on any issue. Legal Aid of Oregon
did not disclose the conflict and has made determinations.

I hope my complaint to you and the Office of Compliance and Enforcement will enforce my
rights. '

Sincerely,

_ Barbara K. Parmenter
Ce: file

5
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April 4,2014

City of Springfield

Development Services Department
225 Fifth Street

Springfield OR 97477

Attention: Mark Metzger
RE: Laurelwood Phase 1 Subdivision

We the undersigned would like the following comments to be considered on the Hayden Homes proposed
subdivision at 5409 Ivy Street.

1. Access. We firmly believe that the main access shown on the site map via Ivy Street could be
very dangerous to the residents of the Royal Ridge Subdivision. Currently there are a dozen children
under the age of seven that play on these streets and sidewalks near Ivy. Due to the crown at the top of
Glacier and the blind corner of Ivy there have been some very near misses with children, bikes, cats, and
cars. :

We would like an extension of Glacier investigated as the main entrance to the project which was
consistant with the Conceptual Local Street Map in 2006. We understand that Mt. Vernon Road would
be the other entrance once the annexation has taken place. Could we have a traffic impact analysis
and a cost-benefit analysis of extending Glacier rather than using Ivy?

2. Drainage. Currently water from this property drains onto the south-end of our property as well as

_the adjoining neighbors. This has been an ongoing problem during heavy rain, flooding our yard and
crawl-space and requiring us to keep a sump pump available all the time. This problem was not
adequately addressed by our subdivision's developer 30 years ago and should be taken care of now. As
noted in section 2.1 of Branch Engineering's geotechnical engineering report Test Pit 5 was of the most
concern and that area gives us the most problems.

3. During the Wild Goose Landing review process it was noted by SUB that a booster pumping
station would be required to provide domestic water service to the development. We maintain that this
should still be a condition of final approval.

We realize the proposed Hayden project is still in the tentative approval stages. We would like to be
included during the approval process as to what conditions are attached to the final approval.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Melvin Eugene Oppliger Barbara A. Oppliger
983 South 55" Place

Springfield OR 97478

541-726-2432
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METZGER Mark

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:
Attachments:

Barabara Oppliger <bbopp2@gmail.com>

Wednesday, May 21, 2014 12:00 PM ,
METZGER Mark s
Laurelwood subdivision

2014 Hayden proposal.odt, ATT00001.txt

" 1did receive the notice of decision today and have read through it. | did notice my letter was not answered so | will
attach it again. All of my questions were answered but one.

Drainage: Will the swales and the new water run-off system address the drainage problems we have at the south end of
S. 55th Place? Will the swales be placed in the BAP right-of-way?
If so, who will be responsible for keeping the blackberry and other noxious weeds down?
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Kimberly Scott

541.736.3070 kimskott@comcastnet 5563 Glacier Drive, Springfield, OR 97478

April 21,2014

Mark Metzger

City of Springfield
Urban Planning Division
225 Fifth St

Springfield, OR 97478

Dear Mr. Metzger:

| received notice of the application for the subdivision and subsequent tree-felling permits
for my neighborhood area. | work out of town, so | am late in submitting a response and
will be unable to attend the meeting on Wednesday, April 23rd. The letters arrived last
week.

The impact of increased traffic needs to be considered. This is a family neighborhood and
the children play and ride bikes along the street. We have a number of children who walk
to the bus stop at the end of Glacier Drive at 57th Street. This is already a questionable
spot and additional traffic could make it serious.

i do not think that using Glacier Drive or lvy Street are fair options. First, we are not part of
Hayden Homes low-income housing. We bought into Royal Ridge Subdivision and wish to
preserve as much as possible our property values as we watch a slow recovery. Secondly,
why is it not incumbent upon the developer to putin their own ingress and egress to their
development? We are forced to accommodate them as we watch the quality of life in our
neighborhood and property values falter. Third, | have concerns about what will happen
with the runoff water and what effect felling those trees will have upon the northern
hillside. The fuzzy diagram that was mailed to us does not make much clear.

It would appear that Hayden Homes owns most of that land so why can't they putin their
own access? The hill on Glacier Drive invites most all drivers to accelerate while ascending
the hill causing excessive speed for a residential area. Additionally, | do not welcome any
suggestions that | will have to remove some of my landscaping in my front yard to provide
higher visibility. These are low growing shrubs that provide some degree of privacy and
separation from the sidewalk. There has never been an incident during the nine years of
my residency.
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lt seems that Hayden Homes has yet to finish their other subdivisions in the area. It would
be more appropriate to put in comparable homes for this area. Ms. Parmenter's proposal
would have offered some positive aspects, but this subdivision offers us nothing but
problems. | objectto building yet more low income housing in this area, but if it must be,
they should have their own ingress and egress within their own boundaries, or is this the

vision you have for Springfield's future?

Sincerely yours,

-
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METZGER Mark

From: Kelley Hickman <kelleybduck@gmail.com>
- Sent: Tuesday, April 22, 2014 7:24 PM
To: METZGER Mark
Subject: " Hayden Homes Development TYP214-00004

Dear Mr. Metzger,

I write to you today regarding the Hayden Homes development record number TYP214-00004. While I understand that
Hayden Homes is the rightful owner of this property and may develop it as they see fit. I hope that my following thoughts
will be taken into account.

According to city ordinance 4.2-105 under general provisions, it states “The street system shall assure efficient traffic
circulation that is convenient and safe.” This also is important for emergency vehicle access. Now I know that in the
neighborhood meeting that you attended a lot of the people in this neighborhood talked about the blind corner coming up
the hill. While this corner by itself is a bit of a hazard, (particularly during the afternoon since it is west facing and the sun
blinds you.) I believe it really becomes an issue during inclement weather, in order to make it up that hill when it’s icy it’s
necessary to gun the engine or not get up the hill at all. At least that has been my experience. My concern is that during
inclement weather turning onto that blind corner, and then turning again to get onto Ivy will make for a lot of squirrely
driving for the Hayden Homes residents. While I understand that using Ivy is the least expensive route, I propose that
using Glacier to feed into the subdivision will be a safer route for the residents of this new housing development. It may
also allow Hayden Homes more area for development.

My main concern with this development will be the much larger increase in traffic. As most residents on this hill know,
there are a lot of children who reside here. I know there are at least 20 kids on this hill. Considering that even if there is
only 1 kid per home in the new development you are still tripling the amount of children present in our little ecosystem.
My point is this, due to the nature of our hill being surrounded by high traffic streets; most of the kids play outside of their
homes in the street. While this is not an ideal solution, it isn’t all that dangerous with the low traffic that is currently on
the hill now. Add 65 to 130 extra cars on the road and playing in the street will no longer be a viable option for these kids.

I know that Hayden Homes caters to new-homebuyers and young families. Don’t they think that these families will want a
safe place for their children to play as we do? I propose that Hayden Homes sacrifices one or two of their larger lots to
make a park. It will make the neighborhood more appealing to prospective buyers and safer for the children in the
neighborhood. Perhaps they won’t even need to sacrifice a lot or two if they build on Glacier. Perhaps they can charge a
slightly higher price for the convenience of the park near the subdivision. I know that I personally would volunteer my
time and labor to make a park happen. I believe that others on this hill would join me.

I hope that Hayden Homes will take these issues into account and make this subdivision a good addition to our
community.
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Cordially,
Kelley Hickman

897 S 55" PL
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METZGER Mark

From: Tammy Coleman <coleman_t@4j.lane.edu>
Sent: Friday, April 04, 2014 8:21 AM

To: METZGER Mark

Cc: , firemonkey4@msn.com

Subject: New Housing Development

Importance: High

Good morning Mr. Metzger,

First of all I wanted to thank you for your time last night. I wanted to apologize for the rude people from
South 55th Place. Others, myself included, would of liked to ask you questions and are still unclear on some
issues. I don't feel that last nights meetings was a fair representation of all parties that will be effected by the
upcoming changes. The people from South 55th Place only invited whom shared their interests. What the
South 55th Place neighbors never considered were all of us living on Glacier. I live at the corner of 55th place
and Glacier and already our son is unable to safely play outside because of the traffic from all of them zooming
around the corner. I think it is fair to allow us extra time to contact the neighbors on Glacier that will be
effected so they know of the upcoming changes and have a chance to voice their concerns as well. Because non
of us were notified (via email, mail, or 55th place neighbors), I don't believe it is in the city's best interest to
only collect the minorities view. I'd also like for all of us to be included in the upcoming City Planning and
Developer meetings, mailings, or emails concerning the proposed development. I'll be preparing a letter for all
my neighbors with your contact information. What is the mailing address that people can mail letters of
feedback to you?

I do have a favor to ask you. I'm asking that you postpone the April 9th neighborhood response for at least
another week. Because non of us were included in the mailing or discussions last night, I believe it's fair to
allow us extra time so all voices are heard. I appreciate that you have a difficult job and that change isn't always
welcome.

Thank you for your consideration,

Tammara Coleman

coleman_t@4j.lane.edu

Essential Skills Coordinator/Math Title teacher
Willagillespie Community School

"Tell me and I forget. Teach me and I remember. Involve me and I learn." - Benjamin Franklin
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METZGER Mark

From: HIGGINS Teri L <Teri.L.Higgins@ci.eugene.or.us>
Sent: Tuesday, April 08, 2014 2:37 PM

To: METZGER Mark

Subject: FW: Laurelwood Subdivision

Interesting. . . Did you get this? When | copied myself (to my work e-mail), it shows that it went to Michael Metzger. . ?
t. ’

From: Teri H [mailto:ttteri@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, April 08, 2014 2:19 PM

To: METZGER Michael
Subject: Fwd: Laurelwood Subdivision

Subject: Laurelwood Subdivision
Mark -

Thanks for chatting with me. As | mentioned, my concerns are:

¢ Insuring that construction access is taken from Mt Vernon Road, and not through the
neighborhood. There are quite a few kids running around and with all the turning movements to get to
Ivy it just wouldn't be safe.

e My preference is that the development does not take access at all from lvy or Glacier, and that all access
comes from Mt. Vernon.

e That being said, if access is necessary, | think the lvy access makes more sense. The increased number of
turning movements (as opposed to access from Glacier), and the short distance between the turning
movements, should keep the speeds down, and may even encourage people to use Mt. Vernon (A major
Collector). It also appears that access from the end of Glacier would most likely cause a significant
amount of environmental damage to the wetlands below which | oppose.

e | would like to see as many trees saved as possible.

Please add me to your mailing/contact list.
Regards,
Teri Higgins, P.E.

896 S. 56" St
Springfield, OR 97478
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April 3,2014

Mark Metzger

City of Springfield

Development and Public Works Dept.
225 5™ St

Springfield OR 97477

Re: Notice of Pending Subdivision
Record #: TYP214-00004
Applicant: Hayden Homes

Comments regarding the Public Notice dated March 26, 2014:

1. The 225’ BPA easement on the east side of the proposed development puts
- the homeowners most concerned with the development almost out of range
for the required 300’ public notice. That is an injustice to the affected
neighbors to the development and a serious flaw in the department’s
regulations. The easement should not have been included in the
determination of the 300’ public notice. Therefore affected neighbors were
not given adequate notice.

2. The development uses Ivy Street as the primary access to the development
for the first phase of 25 lots. In my opinion that is an unsafe and inadequate
neighborhood route for a 25 lot development.

3. The original “safe” plan for the development included an extension of
Glacier to provide access to the new development that would not endanger
the children on existing Ivy and 55" Place.

Please reconsider the proposed development on the basis of neighborhood
safety and the earlier proposed development plans which provided a more direct
access to the development, particularly as it expands to a 65 lot development.

—

Respectfully submitted, 7
Curt and Doris Lantz 0

967 South 55™ Place , 5 .
Springfield OR 97478 / ;
541-636-3528 7
Curtlantz2 1 @gmail.com

@
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From: Kmle:..ﬁuanﬁ

To: METZGER Michael

Ce: * brian.keiller@hotmail

Subject: Planned subdivision off Old Jasper Rd. Record #TYP214-00004
Date: Tuesday, April 08, 2014 8:11:12 AM

Hell Mr. Metzger,

I’m writing to you because a neighbor of mine came to me last night with a plan for a proposed
subdivision that’s only entrance would be a street running through our neighborhood. | live on S

56th- My understanding is the only entrance to Hayden Homes planned subdivision would be

through vy street off of S. g5th place. This would cause a huge increase in traffic running through
our currently quite neighborhood and could cause traffic delays. Why isn’t an entrance off of Old
Jasper/Mt. Vernon Rd. being proposed or used? This would avoid the congestion that would be
caused using the Ivy St. entrance using a main through way that is already in place.

My other concern is why wés this only brought up to the homes that are on lvy street instead of the
entire neighborhood. This will affect all of us. The increased traffic will be a hazard to the children of
the neighborhood as well as causing unnecessary delays in my opinion.

| look forward to your response.
Sincerely,

Brian Keiler

Supervisor, First Mortgage Operations
Pentagon Federal Credit Union

400 Country Club Rd. Eugene, OR 97401
MLO# 417993

Phone: 1-800-970-7766 x7323

Fax: 703-633-7068

Email transmitted across the Internet is normally not protected and may be intercepted
and viewed by others. Therefore, you should refrain from sending any confidential or
private information via unsecured email to PenFed. We will not ask you to send
confidential information to us via email, such as your logon ID, password, account

" numbers, or Social Security number. We prohibit our employees from sending confidential
information to you via email that is not encrypted. The recommended document
submission method is FAX; a partial list of generic fax numbers can be found here.
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48

RE: TYP214-00004
Mr. Mark Metzger:

Yesterday a neighbor gave me a copy of the *300-foot Public Notice"
regarding the proposed subdivision referenced in the above notice. | live
at 5576 Glacier Drive which isn't within 300 feet of the proposed tract
housing but we will most certainly be affected by the 60-plus Hayden
Homes tract houses that are being built. | say "are being built" because |
have no doubt the application will be approved and they will be built; my
issue is with the proposed access to the houses.

Any traffic to the new houses from the Thurston area via lvy Street has to
come up Glacier Drive, changing it from a low-to-moderate to a high-traffic
situation and there's already more vehicles on this street than one would
expect and in a snow/ice situation like we had last Winter, the Glacier Hill
becomes almost impassable for many vehicles. | would like to see the vy
access to the tract housing not put through. From what | can tell from the
map on the notice it looks like there's already enough egress points for the
subdivision. | assume a lot of the heavy construction traffic (cement
trucks and the like) will use Glacier Drive/ & Ivy Street for construction
material delivery, which will likely ruin Glacier and it's in reasonably good
shape at this time.

This is probably beside the point but | think that a LOT more of us in the
neighborhood should have gotten the pending notice, even though we may
not be within 300 feet of Hayden's development. | believe the houses are
not high-end dwellings so that factor, and the increased traffic and noise,
and decreased property values that will result, certainly should have been
taken into account and we should have been notified.

Please consider NOT putting lvy Street through to this subdivision.

Thanks.... @% |

Donald W. Kindt
5576 Glacier Dr
Springfield OR
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4/6/14

Tammara A. Coleman

Mark S. Sandefur

820 S. 55t Place

Springfield, OR 97487
tammaracoleman@gmail.com
coleman t@4j.lane.edu
541-736-1337

Mr. Mark Metzger
City of Springfield
Development and Public Works Department

mmetzger@springfield-or.gov
541-726-3775

RE: Hayden Homes proposed Laurelwood Subdivision

Dear Mr. Metzger,

Thank you for spending the time to come to the South 55th Place neighborhood
meeting to discuss the proposed Laurelwood Subdivision that will be built in the
future. Unfortunately, all of our neighborhood hasn’t been informed and wasn't
invited to this meeting. The organizers from South 55% Place represent only a small
fraction of the Royal Ridge Subdivision. I am shocked because I know the City of ~
Springfield always wants to hear from all vested parties. In response to this
omission, I'm asking that you postpone the original April 9t, 2014 response
date, so everyone in Royal Ridge can be informed and have a chance to

respond to the proposed increase in traffic and changes that will bring.

We would also like to request a traffic study done to address the added traffic
within an established small neighborhood. As expressed at the meeting, we have
grave concerns about added traffic coming up the hill, as well as, traffic gaining
access to 57t with only a stop sign to control traffic. In addition, that stop sign at
57th and Glacier is a bus stop where small children are three times a day.

In light of the Washington State landslide, we have urgent concerns about the
rest of neighbors on South 55t Place pushing for Glacier to be extended exposing
our property and the neighbors below to instability. -We live on that hill that those
neighbors minimize and fight the steepness and erosion on our own property. We
support Hayden Holmes refusal to extend Glacier. We also advocate that
Hayden Holmes NOT be granted access through Royal Ridge Subdivision
because of blind curves at the corner of Glacier & S. 55t Place and S. 55% Place
and Ivy roads, insuficiant sight distance, and sun glare that make driving
difficult with the current neighborhood load.
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Also, I'd like to respond to the assertion that Hayden Holmes needs two means
of access and egress fueling the push for them to use Royal Ridge Subdivision as a
thoroughfare. We spoke with neighbors on S 56t Place to learn that they had '
argued that point when the new homes went at the end of S 56% Place to be told by
the city that two means of access and egress was not required by city code. That
is not what you told us in the meeting last week. We have looked at the map for the
proposed Laurelwood subdivision and after driving around Springfield and looking
at several newer subdivisions, we think we have an idea that would make all vested
parties happy. Laurelwood doesn’t need to come out IVY Street or GLACIER. As
several other housing developments have done, they could add a loop (See on
attached map) through one of the 44,43,42,41,0r 40 as EXIT #2 to Mt. Vernon
Cemetery Road. Hayden Holmes would loose 1 property, but gain neighborhood
support. This should not be a problem because annexation is almost done and the
only reason Hayden Holmes was pushing to gain access/egress through IVY Road
was because Mt. Vernon wasn't annexed yet. My suspicion is that Hayden Homes is
forcing this issue before annexation is complete because they want BIG MACHINES
to move onto their property NOW to begin construction.

At the meeting last week, unfortunately a couple of the South 55t Place
people kept interrupting you and didn’t allow many of us to get our questions
answered. If needed, would you be willing to meet with the entire Royal Ridge
Subdivision to answer everyone’s questions and gain feedback?

Thank you for your time,

Tammara A. Coleman
Mark S. Sandefur
541-736-1337
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City of Springfield

Development and Public Works Dept.
225 Fifth Street

Springfield, Oregon 97477

April 5, 2014

Attention: Mark Metzger |
Regarding: Record Number TYP214 — 00004
Applicant: Hayden Homes/ Laurelwood

Response to letter dated 3-26-2014 and meeting held with community members on April 3, 2014.
Issue Raised: (blind corners) sight distance at corner of Glacier and S.55% Place and S. 55™ Place
as you turn onto Ivy Street and/or turning left from Ivy onto S. 55" Place. Many of the residence
have come face to face with traffic already at these corners.

Problems with traffic emerging from Glacier onto 58" are held up with traffic on 58" as they are

backed up by the four way stop lights. "

Request that Glacier be taken through to access Laurelwood community.
Request that construction vehicles and equipment use Mt. Vernon during construction.

Would like Hayden Homes and/or City of Springfield to address the water drainage problem, and
water pressure (already a problem on S. 55" Place).

Note: This concerns/effects all residents on S. 55 Place...each home should be contacted
for further meeting times and places. '

Thank You,

Wallace & Shirley Reade

975 S. 55" Place, Springfield, OR 97478
541-337-6270

shirleyreade(@comcast.net
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From: TernH ’

To: METZGER Michae]
Subject: Fwd: Laurelwood Subdivision
Date: Tuesday, April 08, 2014 2:19:21 PM

Subject: Laurelwood Subdivision

Mark -
Thanks for chatting with me. As | mentioned, my concerns are:

« Insuring that construction access is taken from Mt Vernon Road, and not through

" the neighborhood. There are quite a few kids running around and with all the
turning movements to get to lvy it just wouldn’t be safe.

= My preference is that the development does not take access at all from tvy or
Glacier, and that all access comes from Mt. Vernon.

¢ That being said, if access is necessary, | think the lvy access makes more sense.
The increased number of turning movements (as opposed to access from Glacier),
and the short distance between the turning movements, should keep the speeds
down, and may even encourage people to use Mt. Vernon {A major Collector). it
also appears that access from the end of Glacier would most likely cause a
significant amount of environmental damage to the wetlands below which |
oppose.

e | would like to see as many trees saved.as possible.

Please add me to your mailing/contact list.
Regards,
Teri Higgins, P.E.

896 S. 56t St
Springfield, OR 97478
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" From: Iammx_cmman

To: METZGER Michael .
Subject: Laurelwood Subdivision: POSTPONE FEEDBACK DEADLINE April 9th, 2014
Date: Sunday, April 06, 2014 8:55:45 PM

Importance: High

4/6/14

Tammara A. Coleman
Mark S. Sandefur

820 S. 55t Place

Springfield, OR 97487
tammaracoleman@gmail.com
coleman t@4j]ane.edu
541-736-1337

* Mr. Mark Metzger

City of Springfield

Development and Public Works Department
@springfield-

541-726-3775

RE: Hayden Homes proposed Laurelwood Subdivision

Dear Mr. Metzger,

Thank you for spending the time to come to the South 55t Place neighborhood
meeting to discuss the proposed Laurelwood Subdivision that will be built in the
future. Unfortunately, all of our neighborhood hasn’t been informed and wasn't invited

to this meeting. The organizers from South 55th Place represent only a small fraction
of the Royal Ridge Subdivision. May I ask why all of us weren't included in the
mailing? | am shocked because I know the City of Springfield always wants to hear
from all vested parties, _In response to this omission, I'm asking that you po

We would also like to request a traffic study done to address the added traffic
within an established small neighborhood. As expressed at the meeting, we have grave

concerns about added traffic coming up the hill, as well as, traffic gaining access to 57t

with only a stop sign to control traffic. In addition, that stop sign at 571 and Glacier is
a bus stop where small children are three times a day.
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In light of the Washington State landslide, we have urgent concerns about the rest

of neighbors on South 55t Place pushing for Glacier to be extended exposing our
property and the neighbors below to instability. We live on that hill that those
neighbors minimize and fight the steepness and erosion on our own property. We
support Hayden Holmes refusal to extend Glacier.

We have looked at the map for the proposed Laurelwood subdivision and after
driving around Springfield and looking at several newer subdivisions, we think we
have an idea that would make all vested parties happy. Laurelwood doesn’t need to
come out IVY Street or GLACIER. As several other housing developments have done,
they could add a loop (See on attached map) through one of the 44,43,42,41,0r 40 as
EXIT #2 to Mt. Vernion Cemetery Road. Hayden Holmes would loose 1 property, but
gain neighborhood support. This should not be a problem because annexation is
" almost done and the only reason Haydeh Holmes was pushing to gain access/egress
through IVY Road was because Mt. Vernon wasn’t annexed yet.

At the meeting last week, unfortunately a couple of the South 55t Place people
kept interrupting you and didn’t allow many of us to get our questions answered. If
needed, would you be willing to meet with the entire Royal Ridge Subdivision to
answer everyone's questions and gain feedback?

Thank you for your time,

Tammara A. Coleman
Mark S. Sandefur
541-736-1337
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From: ]]mmas_s.chulke

To: METZGER Michael
Subject: Subdivision Application Laurelwood Phase 1 (Comments)
Date: Thursday, April 03, 2014 8:49:36 PM

RE: Record Number TYP214-00004

Mr. Metzger, | own a single family residence at 850 S 55th Place. The house is currently a
rental property. '

I would like to make objections to the proposed development as revealed in the 300 foot
public notice statement. My property appears to be less than 300 feet from the northern
border of the proposed development.

- The primary concern | have is the dramatic change in traffic and how that will affect
livability, safety, property values, and rental values if the traffic plan uses lvy St as the main
through access to the subdivision from the northeast. S 55th Pl is currently a no through
traffic road. The streets are certainly not configured to handle the almost certain large traffic
flow if the plans are completed as proposed. This is especially true given existing on street
parking. This proposal will significantly negatively alter the character of the existing
neighborhood and essentially make S 55th Pl. into a throughway to the subdivision.

If the City is considering the proposal seriously, may | suggest another main access point
from the north such as extend'ing Glacer St or coming off Booth Kelly Rd. This would still -
alter significantly the current situation but would partially mitigate the significant problems
that would almost certainly arise due to the current proposal.

Thank you for allowing this input,
Tom Schulke
36333 Peel Ln

Springfield Or 97478
541-954-2968
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From: Iammy_chmnan

To: METZGER Michael :
Subject: ' Pastpone April 9th Deadline for Laurelwood Feedback
Date: Tuesday, April 08, 2014 9:55:47 AM

Attachments: Laurelwood Division Letter.pdf

Importance: High

Good morning Mr. Metzger,

We got out and spoke with every neighbor in Royal Ridge Subdivision and the feedback
was overwhelming. Neighbors would like to meet with you to voice concerns and ask
questions. Also, we have input on blocking Hayden Homes from using Royal Ridge as a
thoroughfare that includes blind curves at the corner of Glacier & South 55th Place and South
55th Place & Ivy Roads, insuficiant sight distance, and sun glare. With annexation being so
close, our subdivision feel it is fair to ask Hayden Homes to make both access roads off Mt.
Vernon Cemetary Road. We'd love to get together and show you are counter proposal.

‘Attached is my entire letter of conerns. I have mailed you a copy as well.

Have a great day,

Tammara A. Coleman

Mark S. Sandefur 541-510-4877
541-736-1336
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" From: Rﬂb_ﬁﬂham

To: METZGER Michael
Subject: Tentative Laurelwood Subdivision Plan
Date: Wednesday, April 09, 2014 2:47:52 PM

Mr. Metzger,

| just wanted to express some concern about the Laurelwood Subdivision Plan. Currently as drawn, it
shows that an additional 25-40 homes will be accessed from Glacier Drive. This segment of Glacier
Drive is VERY narrow. Currently, it is nearly impossible to pass traffic going in the opposite direction
when there are cars parked along both sides of the road. Additionally, there are no stop signs at the
junction of South 56t or South 55" and Glacier. The steepness of Glacier makes it difficult to spot
oncoming cross traffic as you leave South 56 to turn on to Glacier, and increased traffic will make it
worse. | have two young drivers in my house and | would appreciate the prudence of delaying the
subdivision until the property has access from a less populated residential street like Mount Vernon
Road. | understand that the process is already underway to be annexed so that this would be
possible. | very much would appreciate your concern for the families that live in this neighborhood
and delay the start of property improvement until annexation is complete and the access can be
granted from Mount Vernon Road.

Robert Gilliam

949 556t ST
Springfield
541-543-3420
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METZGER Mark

.. From: METZGER Mark

~ 2nt: Tuesday, April 08, 2014 3:37 PM

to: WOODROW Marilee (Springfield Councilor)
Subject: RE: Laurel-wood Subdivision
Attachments: Woodrow Memorandum.docx

it helps to attach the attachment...

From: WOODROW Marilee (Springfield Councilor)
Sent: Tuesday, April 08, 2014 11:59 AM

To: DONOVAN James

Cc: METZGER Mark; BARNETT Brian; LIEBLER Michael
Subject: Re: Laurel-wood Subdivision

That sounds good to me. .
I have a fairly open schedule this current couple weeks. If there are a couple options the 3 of you find open, I

can probably schedule one. ,

Actually, I am supposed to meet with Michael on (this) Thursday morning. Maybe there is a time on either side
of that meeting? ‘

Thanks!

Marilee

_ Marilee Woodrow

.. pringfield City Councilor, Ward 5
mwoodrow@springfield-or.gov
541-988-0955

Messages to and from this e-mail address may be subject to disclosure under Oregon Public Records Law.

On Apr 8, 2014, at 9:38 AM, "DONOVAN James".<idonovan(a),springﬁeld-or.gov> wrote:

Good Morning Councilor Marilee!

I think we should set something up asap with Mr. Mark Metzger who is the planner on the project and
involve the Transportation folks since the concern seems to be a question of traffic safety.

We will get you up to speed asap, and please excuse the bad pun!

Thanks for your wisdom and reason last night too! My personal feelings are that no one knows what the
future holds but we can all move forward together! '

Regards,

D

From: WOODROW Marilee (Springfield Councilor)
Sent: Tuesday, April 08, 2014 8:00 AM

To: DONOVAN James

Subject: Fwd: Laurel-wood Subdivision
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Hi Jim,

First, thank you for all your input at last night's meeting.

Now to the matter at hand, I received the email below regarding Laurel-Wood subdivision. Can
we meet so I can obtain more in-depth information about this?

Thanks!

Marilee

Marilee Woodrow
Springfield City Councilor, Ward 5

mwoodrow@springfield-or.gov
541-988-0955

Messages to and from this e-mail address may be subject to disclosure under Oregon Public
Records Law.

Begin forwarded message:

From: Mark Sandefur <mark.s.sandefur@gmail.com>
Date: April 7, 2014 at 8:28:20 PM PDT
To: "WOODROW Marilee (Springfield Councilor)" <mwoodrow(@springfield-

or.gov>
Subject: Laurel-wood Subdivision

Ms. Woodrow,

I live in the Royal Ridge Subdivision (820 S. 55th PL) and the City Development
& Planning Division has notified us that the "Tentative" plans for the Laurel-
Wood Subdivision are being processed. As a home owner I understand the need
to build new homes. I look forward to the growth that this means for

Springfield. However, the proposed access to this new subdivision through
Glacier Drive & S. 55th PL give me tremendous concerns. Glacier Drive and S.
55th PL sits on the slope of a hill which is both a blind corner and has limited
sight distance. Both dangers (Limited Sight distance & Blind curve) also have a
disadvantage the for a good portion of the year the sun will blind the drivers
coming up the hill on Glacier (Glacier is an East / West Road).

There are approxﬁnately 10 Families with school age children that this new
development will impact by having the trafﬁc on Glacier Dr & S. 55th PL.

I know that the residents of Royal R1dge want to speak to you about this and I
would like to help set up a meeting - -

Mark S. Sandefur
(541)-510-4877

2
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METZGER Mark

From: Tammy Coleman <coleman_t@4j.lane.edu>

Sent: Friday, April 04, 2014 8:21 AM
To: METZGER Mark

Cc: firemonkey4@msn.com
Subject: New Housing Development
Importance: High

Good morming Mr. Metzger,

First of all I wanted to thank you for your time last night. I wanted to apologize for the rude people from
South 55th Place. Others, myself included, would of liked to ask you questions and are still unclear on some -
issues. Idon't feel that last nights meetings was a fair representation of all parties that will be effected by the

* upcoming changes. The people from South 55th Place only invited whom shared their interests. What the

South 55th Place neighbors never considered were all of us living on Glacier. I live at the corner of 55th place
and Glacier and already our son is unable to safely play outside because of the traffic from all of them zooming
around the comner. I think it is fair to allow us extra time to contact the neighbors on Glacier that will be
effected so they know of the upcoming changes and have a chance to voice their concerns as well. Because non
of us were notified (via email, mail, or 55th place neighbors), I don't believe it is in the city's best interest to
only collect the minorities view.. I'd also like for all of us to be included in the upcoming City Planning and
Developer meetings, mailings, or emails conceming the proposed development. Tl be preparing a letter for all
my neighbors with your contact information. What is the mailing address that people can mail letters of
feedback to you?

I do have a favor to ask you. I'm asking that you postpone the April 9th neighborhood response for at least
another week. Because non of us were included in the mailing or discussions last night, I believe it's fair to
allow us extra time so all voices are heard. I appreciate that you have a difficult job and that change isn't always
welcome, i

Thank you for your consideration,
Tammara Coleman

coleman_t@4j.lane.edu
Essential Skills Coordinator/Math Title teacher

Willagillespie Community School

"Tell me and I forget. Teach me and I remember. Involve me and I learn." - Benjamin Frankliﬁ

1
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BARBARA K, PARMENTER
5409 VY STREET
SPRINGFIELD, OREGON 97478
Telephone No. (541) 937-1234
Fax No. (541) 746-1461
e-mail: bobbillc@comcast.net

April 6, 2014

Mark Metzger

City of Springfield

Development and Public Works Department
225 Fifth Street

Springfield, Oregon 97477

Re: Reply to Pending Laurelwood-Phase | Subdivision

Dear Mark Metzger,

Enclosed is a copy of the easement running from the end of Ivy Street to the Parmenter Living
Trust's, and other entities, property where | reside at 5409 lvy Street. This is not a public
easement. The development plan for Laurelwood Subdivision has vy Street extending over the
trust’s easement for public use. | believe the City of Springfield should require the easement
issue be resolved before the preliminary plan is approved.

| could not find any CC&R’s for the Laurelwood Development on the internet. Does the City
have a preliminary set of CC7R’s for the development?’

In addition the sewer and water lines serving the home where | reside are connected to the
city lines at the end of Ivy Street. What provisions will be made to assure services are
continued and the owner’s do not have to pay reconnections fees or that their services will not
be interrupted?

The 5409 lvy Street storm sewer drainage lines are not connected to a public improvement
system. How will storm service be provided to the existing 5409 residence?

The power line coming in from lvy Street to th_e 5409 lvy Street home and property is within
the designated road extension. What provisions will be made to connect the existing 5409 lvy
Street residence to the electric, telephone, and cable services.
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Your kind attention to these requests would be grea

appreciated.

/_’;-_Sin' rely,.
=
Barbapa K. Parmenter

Trustee, Mpnagement Agent

Cc: file
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METZGER Mark

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:
Attachments:

Barabara Oppliger <bbopp2@gmail.com>

Wednesday, May 21, 2014 12:00 PM ,
METZGER Mark s
Laurelwood subdivision

2014 Hayden proposal.odt; ATT00001.txt

"1 did receive the notice of decision today and have read through it. | did notice my letter was not answered so | will
attach it again. All of my questions were answered but one.

Drainage: Will the swales and the new water run-off system address the drainage problems we have at the south end of
S. 55th Place? Will the swales be placed in the BAP right-of-way?
If so, who will be responsible for keeping the blackberry and other noxious weeds down?
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SPRINGFIELD

L)

City of Springfield

Development Services Department
225 Fifth Street

Springfield, OR 97477

Land Division Tentative Plan
Partition, Subdivision

Application Type
Partition Tentative Pre-Submittal: [ |
Partition Tentative Submittal: L]
Required Project Information

(Applicant: check one)
Subdivision Tentative Pre-Submittal:
Subdivision Tentative Submittal:
(Applicant: complete this section)

Applicant Name: Jesse Lovrien Phone: (503) 888-0985

Company: Hayden Homes LLC Fax:
Address: 2464 SW Glacier Place, Suite 110 Redmond, OR 97756

Applicant’s Rep.: Michael Cerbone Phone: (503) 419-2500

Company: Cardno Fax:
Address: 5415 SW Westgate Drive, Suite 100 Portland, OR 97221

Property Owner: same as applicant Phone:

Company: Fax:

Address:

ASSESSOR'S MAP NO: 18020400 TAX LOT NO(S): 313

Property Address:

Size of Property: 26.2 Acres Square Feet [ |

Proposed Name of Subdivision: Wild Goose Landing

Description of If you are filling in this form by hand, please attach your proposal description to this application.
Proposal: Proposed residential subdivision

Existing Use: Vacant

Phase T
# of Lots/Parcels: 37|45 [Avg. Lot/Parcel Size: 7,146 sf |Density: 6.1 du/acre
Signatures: Please sign and print your name and date in the appropriate box on the next page.

Required Project Information (City Intake Staff: complete this section)

Associated Applications: Signs:
Pre-Sub Case No.: Date: Reviewed by:
Case No.: Date: Reviewed by:
Application Fee: $ Technical Fee: $ Postage Fee: $
TOTAL FEES: $ PROJECT NUMBER:

Revised 10/14/13 kI 1 of 10
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Owner Signatures

This application form is used for both the required pre-submittal meeting and subsequent
complete application submittal. Owner signatures are required at both stages in the application
process.

An application without the Owner’s original signature will not be accepted.

Pre-Submittal
The undersigned acknowledges that the information in this application is correct and
accurate for scheduling of the Pre- Submittal Meeting. If the applicant is not the
owner, the o hereby grants permission for the applicant to act in his/her behalf.
I/we do heréby acknowledge that I/we are legally responsible for all statutory
timelines, j ation, requests and requirements conveyed to my representative.
Owner: f
Date: / /2// 4 %
Signatgué’ F
<~
— -
\COE Lavn, N
Print
Submittal
I represent this application to be complete for submittal to the City. Consistent with the completeness check
performed on this application at the Pre-Submittal Meeting, I affirm the information identified by the City as
necessary for processing the application is provided herein or the information will not be provided if not otherwise
contained within the submittal, and the City may begin processing the application with the information as
submitted. This state serves as written notice pursuant to the requirements of ORS 227.178 pertaining to a
complete applicaﬁo -
Owner: 2
Date: / "/ é
7 —_—
}é”nature
M ‘0\« ( C; ‘L—'
[ Nence M=o
Print
Revised 10/14/13 kI 2 of 10
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Land Division Tentative Application Process

1. Applicant Submits a Land Division Tentative Application for Pre-Submittal

The application must conform to the Land Division Tentative Submittal Requirements
Checklist on pages 4-6 of this application packet.

A pre-submittal meeting to discuss completeness is mandatory, and pre-submittal
meetings are conducted every Tuesday and Friday, from 10:00 am - noon.

Planning Division staff strives to conduct pre-submittal meetings within five to seven
working days of receiving an application.

2. Applicant and the City Conduct the Pre-Submittal Meeting

The applicant, owner, and design team are strongly encouraged to attend the pre-
submittal meeting.

The meeting is held with representatives from Public Works Engineering and
Transportation, Community Services (Building), Fire Marshall’s office, and the Planning
Division and is scheduled for 30 to 60 minutes.

The Planner provides the applicant with a Pre-Submittal Checklist specifying the items
required to make the application complete if it is not already complete, and the
applicant has 180 days submit a complete application to the City.

3. Applicant Submits a Complete Application, City Staff Review the Application and
Issue a Decision

A complete application must conform to the Land Division Tentative Submittal
Requirements Checklist on pages 4-6 of this application packet.

A Type II decision, made after public notice, but without a public hearing, unless
appealed, is issued within 120 days of submittal of a complete application.

Mailed notice is provided to property owners and occupants within 300 feet of the
property being reviewed and to any applicable neighborhood association. In addition,
the applicant must post one sign, provided by the City, on the subject property.

There is a 14-day public comment period, starting on the date notice is mailed.

Applications are distributed to the Development Review Committee, and their
comments are incorporated into a decision that addresses all applicable approval
criteria and/or development standards, as well as any written comments from those
given notice.

Applications may be approved, approved with conditions, or denied.

At the applicant’s request, the Planner can provide a copy of the draft land use decision
prior to issuing the final land use decision.

The City mails the applicant and any party of standing a copy of the decision, which is
effective on the day it is mailed.

The decision issued is the final decision of the City but may be appealed within 15
calendar days to the Planning Commission or Hearings Official.

Revised 10/14/13 ki 3 0of 10
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Land Division Tentative Submittal Requirements Checklist

NOTE:
o ALL of the following items MUST be submitted for BOTH Pre-Submittal and Submittal.

o If you feel an item on the list below does not apply to your specific application, please
state the reason why and attach the explanation to this form.

calculation formula. A copy of the fee schedule is available at the Development Services
Department. Any applicable application, technology, and postage fees are collected at the

]]/ Application Fee - refer to the Development Code Fee Schedule for the appropriate fee
pre-submittal and submittal stages.

Land Division Tentative Application Form

IE/ Narrative explaining the purpose of the proposed development, the existing use of the
property, and any additional information that may have a bearing in determining the
action to be taken.

[] Copy of the Deed

E’/ Copy of a Preliminary Title Report issued within the past 30 days documenting
ownership and listing all encumbrances.

Copy of the Land Division Plan Reduced to 8'2"x 11”, which will be mailed as part of
the required neighboring property notification packet.

] Right-of-Way Approach Permit Application provided where the property has frontage
on an Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) facility.

IZ[/ Three (3) Copies of the Stormwater Management System Study with Completed
Stormwater Scoping Sheet Attached - The plan, supporting calculations, and
documentation must be consistent with the Engineering Design Standards and Procedures
Manual.

] Three (3) Copies of the Traffic Impact Study prepared by a Traffic Engineer in
accordance with SDC 4.2-105 A.4. Traffic Impact Studies (TIS) allow the City to analyze
and evaluate the traffic impacts and mitigation of a development on the City’s
transportation system. In general, a TIS must explain how the traffic from a given
development affects the transportation system in terms of safety, traffic operations,
access and mobility, and immediate and adjoining street systems. A TIS must also
address, if needed, City, metro plan and state land use and transportation policies and
objectives.

IE/ Four (4) Copies of the Following Plan Sets for Pre-Submittal OR
Three (3) Copies of the Following Plan Sets:

All of the following plans must include the scale appropriate to the area involved
and sufficient to show detail of the plan and related data, north arrow, and date of
preparation.

All plan sets must be folded to 82" by 11” and bound by rubber bands.

a. Site Assessment of Existing Conditions
g/.}effared by an Oregon licensed Landscape Architect or Engineer
Vicinity Map

Revised 10/14/13 ki 4 of 10
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l]/The name, location, and dimensions of all existing site features including buildings,
curb cuts, trees, and impervious surface areas, clearly indicating what is remaining and
what is being removed. For existing structures to remain, also indicate present use
and required setbacks from proposed property lines.

[] The name, location, dimensions, direction of flow and top of bank of all watercourses
and required riparian setback that are shown on the Water Quality Limited Watercourse
Map on file in the Development Services Department

[] The 100-year floodplain and floodway boundaries on the site, as specified in the latest
adopted FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps or FEMA approved Letter of Map Amendment
or Letter of Map Revision

[] The Time of Travel Zones, as specified in SDC 3.3-200 and delineated on the Wellhead
Protection Areas Map on file in the Development Services Department

[] Physical features including, but not limited to trees 5” in diameter or greater when
measured 4 > feet above the ground, significant clusters of trees and shrubs, riparian
areas, wetlands and rock outcroppings

[] Soil types and water table information as mapped and specified in the Soils Survey of
Lane County. A Geotechnical Report prepared by an Engineer must be submitted
concurrently if the Soils Survey indicates the proposed development area has unstable
soils and/or a high water table

b. Land Division Tentative Plan
Prepared by an Oregon licensed Land Surveyor

City boundaries, the Urban Growth Boundary, and any special service district
boundaries or railroad right-of-way which cross or abut the proposed land division

IQ/Location and width of all existing and proposed easements on and abutting the

proposed land division

@{oimdaries of entire area owned by the property owner, of which the proposed land
division is a part, as well as dimensions and size of each parcel and the approximate
dimensions of each building site indicating the top and toe of cut and fill slopes to scale

MCation and type of existing and proposed street lighting, including type, height, and

area of illumination

Ig{of:ation, widths, conditions, and names of all existing and proposed streets, alleys,
dedications or other right-of-ways within or adjacent to the proposed land division.
Proposed streets should also include approximate radius of curves and grades and
relationship to any projected streets as shown on the Metro Plan, TransPlan,
Conceptual Development Plan, or Conceptual Local Street Map.

[] Location of existing and required traffic control devices, fire hydrants, power poles,
transformers, neighborhood mailbox units and similar public facilities

[] Location and dimensions of existing and proposed driveways

S&cation of existing and proposed transit facilities

Location and width of all existing and proposed sidewalks, sidewalk ramps, pedestrian
access ways and bike trails

IE/Location, size and type of plantings and street trees in any required planter strip
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@/Location and size of existing and proposed utilities on and adjacent to the site including
sanitary sewer mains, stormwater management systems, water mains, power, gas,
telephone, and cable TV. Indicate the proposed connection points

Mhe locations of all areas to be dedicated or reserved for public use, with the purpose,
E}mdition or limitations of the reservations clearly indicated

Future Development Plan where phasing or large lots/parcels are proposed as specified
in SDC 5.12-120 E.

c. Stormwater Management Plan
IIT/Prepared by an Oregon licensed Civil Engineer

Manting plan prepared by an Oregon licensed Landscape Architect where plants are
proposed as part of the stormwater management system

[] Roof drainage patterns and discharge locations
[ ] Pervious and impervious area drainage patterns

le'he size and location of stormwater management systems components, including but
not limited to: drain lines, catch basins, dry wells and/or detention ponds; stormwater
uality measures; and natural drainageways to be retained
[AE

xisting and proposed spot elevations and contours lines drawn at 1 foot intervals (for
land with a slope over 10 percent, the contour lines may be at 5 foot intervals)

Amount of proposed cut and fill

IE/ Additional Materials That May be Required

IT IS THE APPLICANT’S RESPONSIBILITY TO DETERMINE IF ADDITIONAL
STANDARDS/APPLICATIONS APPLY TO THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT. THE
APPLICANT SHOULD CONSIDER UTILIZING PRE-DEVELOPMENT MEETINGS AS
DISCUSSED IN SDC 5.1-120:

L] Proposed deed restrictions and a draft of any Homeowner’s Association Agreement
[

Additional plans and documentation for submittal of a Cluster Subdivision proposal
as specified in SDC 3.2-230

] Riparian Area Protection Report for properties located within 150 feet of the top of
bank of any Water Quality Limited Watercourses (WQLW) or within 100 feet of the
top of bank of any direct tributaries of WQLW

A Geotechnical Report prepared by an engineer must be submitted concurrently if
there are unstable soils and/or a high water table present

Where the development area is within an overlay district, address the
additional standards of the overlay district

If five or more trees are proposed to be removed, a Tree Felling Permit as specified
in SDC 5.19-100

A wetland delineation approved by the Oregon Division of State Lands must be
submitted concurrently where there is a wetland on the property

Any required federal or state permit must be submitted concurrently or evidence
the permit application has been submitted for review

E\DDE\QD

Where any grading, filling or excavating is proposed with the development, a Land
and Drainage Alteration permit must be submitted prior to development
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] Where applicable, any Discretionary Use or Variance as specified in SDC 5.9-100
and 5.21-100

] An Annexation application, as specified in SDC 5.7-100, where a development is
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