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        PARADISE PAVED…by Kenneth W. Mays 

“Don't it always 

seem to go…That 

you don't know 

what you've 

got…'Til it's 

gone…They paved 

paradise…Put up a 

parking lot.” 

Joni Mitchell 

 

 

 

 

 

       Save Upland’s parkland VOTE NO ON MEASURE Q. 
 

 

THE PARKS OF UPLAND… 

Parklands are a public treasure! Be they on the Federal, State, County or City level is 

immaterial. They are a precious commodity and of limited quantity. 

Parks are the exclusive property of “WE, the People”. 

Parks are essential to the quality of life and provide both a healthy and diverse 

environment, which is critical to both the physical and emotional health of the people. In 

addition to those benefits to humans, parks provide a sanctuary for a wide variety of 

plant and animal life as well.  

The benefits of parks are universal and all encompassing.  

From insect to bird, from grass blade to flower petal, from brambly bushes to broad leaf 

trees, and in Upland’s case, from rabbit to coyote with a bevy of squirrels and raccoons 

in between. All exist in a careful balance with humanity. 

In 1975, in recognition of that universal importance, the California State Legislature 

enacted California Government Code section 66477, commonly called the “Quimby 

Act.”  

That provision in State law sets a requirement that for each 1,000 people in a City a 

MINIMUM of THREE (3) acres of parkland be set aside PROTECTED and 
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PROHIBITED from development for other use. This law also allows a city to set their 

own standard with a maximum of up to 5 acres per 1,000 persons being required. 

Listed below are the parks owned by “we the people” of Upland and under the 

guardianship of the elected and appointed persons functioning under the collective term 

of the “City of Upland”. Additionally, since we are now in the era of District voting and 

representation, I have grouped these parks by District. 

That was done to illustrate that even if the ratio of parkland to people, (3 acres per 

1,000 persons) were applied on a District basis, NOT A SINGLE DISTRICT would meet 

the requirements of the “Quimby Act”, including District-4 which has both the most park 

acreage and contains the largest of all the parks, namely Memorial Park. 

 

 

 

Uplands Parks: 

District 1  1. Greenbelt Park  9.51 acres 

2. San Antonio Park  14.31 acres 

District Total  23.82 acres 

District 2  1. Magnolia Park  6.89 acres 

2. McCarthy Park  5.41 acres 

3. Sierra Vista Park  6.81 acres 

District Total  19.11 acres 

District 3  1. Baldy View Dog Park 5.00 acres 

2. Cabrillo Park  18.28 acres 

3. Citrus Park  5.84 acres 

District Total  29.12 acres 

District 4  1. Memorial Park  38.5 acres 

2. Olivedale Park  6.35 acres 

District Total  44.9 acres 

CITY TOTAL = 116.9 acres 

At one time the City was considering developing a 57-acre sports park in District-1 as 

part of a large 99-acre project which involved both the Cities of Upland and Claremont.  



3 
 

That project, titled Sycamore Hills never came to fruition.  

However, if that weren’t bad enough, look at the City’s total.  

A collective 116.9 acres for a population of 77,000. A population amount that will only 

increase once the 2020 Census is tallied AND the sale of those housing developments 

currently in progress are completed. 

However, as it now exists, at the 3-acre per 1000-person ratio, Upland is required to 

have by the “Quimby Act” a minimum of 231-acres of parkland.  

In other words, the City of Upland is barely at 50% of its requirement. Dropping even 

further should the proposed sale be consummated, (116.9 – 4.6 = 112.3). 

 

HERE TODAY, GONE FOREVER… 

Save Upland’s future VOTE NO ON MEASURE Q. 

 

While the “Quimby Act” does provide developers and builders the means to relieve 

themselves of the responsibility to provide parkland through the payment of an “in-lieu 

fee”, such payments are not an act of total “absolution” for the City at large. 

In fact, this “payment” has become so common place as to be considered nearly a 

“standard practice.” For one thing it is technically not a fee the developer pays at all. 

The fee is simply added to the cost of the unit and ultimately paid by the buyer. 

Listed below are those residential projects currently in various stages of development in 

the City of Upland. 

However, and perhaps more importantly in this context, this proliferation of building has 

resulted in a higher and higher population density, with virtually little to no yard space 

for these units, including those listed as a “single detached residence”.  

This so-called “Stack & Pack” building trend can be seen popping up all over the city. 

Even in the midst of more traditional housing areas. Projects such as the displacement 

of the old Upland Tennis Club on 15th Street, and the apartment project at “The 

Colonies”. 
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Current Residential Projects:  

 #  Title      Basic Description     Units 

1  Harvest-Arbor Square / Sunflower  Single family detached and attached homes 193 

2  Villa Serena     Single-family detached residential units   65 

3  Sycamore Hills- Phase 1&2   Detached single-family homes   145 

4  Sycamore Hills-Phase 3   Detached homes and attached townhomes. 176 

5  The Courtyard at Upland Hills   Detached residential condominiums  68 

6  Mesa Court Apartments   Townhouse apartments    60 

7 Ridgecrest Upland 3 Acres   Residential townhomes    52 

8  Alta - The Colonies at San Antonio  Apartments     203 

9  The Magnolias    Condominiums     37 

10  The Commons     Under Review     48 

11  Highline    3-story townhomes    48 

12 7th Street Apartments   2 and 3 story townhouse style apartment  64 

13  Ridgecrest P2 Upland 3 Acres   Townhomes     26 

14  Colony Condos     Condominiums     60 

15  Lennar at Harvest    Single family detached and attached homes 147 

16  College Heights    Under review     192 

17  Tierras Atlas     Under review     61 

18  Citrus Village Senior Housing  Under review     199 

19 6th Ave. Apartments    Under review     88 

TOTAL UNITS 1,932 

Currently there are two legal battles brewing over two of the aforementioned 

development projects. 

One of which was just announced on August 15th, 2020 concerning the 65-unit Villa 

Serena project, (#2).  

While this suit principally concerns itself with a reversal by the Upland City Council in 

April of the denial of the project by the Planning Commission in February of this year. A 

denial that was issued over concerns about destruction of wildlife habitat, noise, traffic, 

drainage and blocking views of the mountains. 
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Besides the issue of wildlife and the use by people for decades, this project also seems 
at odds with the City’s General (development) Guide relative to its section on preserving 
the “Community Character”, (CC). Specifically,  

“Policy CC-1.6 View Protection. Direct private development to enhance public 
view corridors of the San Gabriel Mountains, where feasible*. These views are 
an integral part of the City’s geographic space and provide a unique sense of 
place for Upland as a foothill community.” 

Now it appears another legal battle of sorts has erupted between Upland and the City of 

Claremont over a project called the “Commons”, (#10). With 57 units planned for 

Claremont’s 6.3 acres of the project and 48-units planned for the 3-acres situated in 

Upland. What all that does is make the park acre-person ratio disparity even worse than 

it is now.   

With no additional parkland and no yards to speak of for children and pets to exercise 

and play in, these current, and many past projects, has only served to make the 

disparity between the acre-to-person requirement only worse. A situation that makes the 

recent attempt to “trade” a portion of Cabrillo park even that more treacherous. 

Fortunately, that deal was stopped by the outcry of Upland residents. For while it would 

have resulted in gaining a 44-acre Sports Complex in District-1 it would have meant a 

substantial loss of parkland in District-3 and also would have resulted in the loss of 32-

acres of undeveloped land in the Sycamore Hills area already owned by the City.  

An area about which the City Council had deemed to be “…not appropriate, convenient 

or necessary for park purposes.” 

Well, like Memorial Park and all the others for that matter, it is also here for future 

generations to come. Such an attitude also makes that sale of those 10 acres of land 

formerly known as Pioneer Park, a haunting ghost of administrations past. 

It also makes what Parkland Upland does have even more precious and valuable than it 

ever was. 

 

PRACTICE WHAT YOU PREACH… 

As previously stated, the “in-lieu fee” payments made by a developer does not serve as 

an “absolution” for the past behavior by the City.  

Nor do they absolve the City of any responsibility for the parks now.  

In fact, given both the current status of Upland’s parkland, the City’s responsibility is 

even greater. For it is responsible to preserve parkland for posterity. Not just those who 

are here today. In short, City officials are both the caretakers of the present and the 

guardians of the future. 
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In recognition of that greater responsibility and to direct and regulate the City’s 

responsibility in this matter, the City established a General (development) Plan.  

Dating back as far as 1982 that plan was to serve as a…“integrated “constitution” for 

growth and preservation in the City.” 

One of the first professed philosophies, called “Elements” throughout this document is 

titled “The Community Character and Urban Design Element”. 

The stated purpose of this “Element” is to… 

“preserve and build upon Upland’s sense of place and unique identity”; to guide 

the character of future development, and by protecting important aspects of the 

natural and built environment that define the image and spirit of Upland.”  

“This element gets to the heart of Upland’s vision statement, which is to preserve 

and enhance Upland’s small town community character and the attributes that 

evoke a unique sense of place…(including) beautiful and safe 

neighborhoods…quality parks and open spaces, a scenic and natural 

environment….” 

Perhaps this statement is the defining clause for Upland’s moto, “The City of Gracious 

Living.” Once exemplified by the spacious yards and diverse landscapes of past 

residential projects and anchored in the example that is Memorial Park. 

I think that were one to review almost all of the projects previously listed and compare 

them to the “Elements” in the referred section of the “Development Plan”, one would find 

these projects to be IN DIRECT CONTRADICTION TO THE CITY’S OWN STATED 

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES. 

And that is according to a Plan updated as recently as 2015. 

Overall, the City’s General Plan encompasses many topics and areas. Of the Plan’s 9 

Chapters, one of them is Chapters 6 – “Open Space -Conservation Element.” 

Relative to the “Goals, Policies and Actions” sections of that chapter you will find the 

following areas of concern: 

1. Open Space and Natural Resources 

2. Parks and Recreation 

3. Air Quality 

4. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

5. Non-Renewable Energy 

6. Mineral Resources 

While I recommend that you review all the Plan, you may find item #2, “Parks and 

Recreation” the most pertinent in this instance. 
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In that section you will find a series of statements called “Open Space and Conservation 

Elements”, (OSC) which were developed to regulate and direct the City’s actions in 

each of the areas listed.  

Relative to “Open Space & Natural Resources” the very first Goal of the City, OSC-1, is 

claimed to be, 

“Upland’s natural resources such as open space, wildlife and vegetation, are 

protected and enjoyed as limited and valuable resources and integral parts of a 

sustainable environment.” 

Relative to the section on “Parks & Recreation” you will also find the following policies: 

#OSC-3.1 Park Preservation. Preserve existing park space and discourage the 

use of parkland for non-park related uses or facilities. 

#OSC-3.2 Existing Parks. Upgrade and rehabilitate existing parks as necessary 

to meet the changing needs of the community. 

#OSC-3.3 New Parks and Recreational Facilities. Ensure that the provision of 

parks and recreational facilities and services keeps pace with population 

growth... 

#OSC-3.4 Underserved Areas. Prioritize the development of new parks in 

underserved areas and low-income neighborhoods. 

#OSC-3.5 Quimby Act. Continue to require residential subdivisions to provide at 

least 3 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents or pay an in-lieu fee or some 

combination thereof, pursuant to Section 66477 of the California Government 

Code (the Quimby Act). 

(underlining added by author) 

As you can see, 

the current 

state of the 

Parks of Upland 

is in violation of 

every single 

one of the City’s 

own stated 

Policies. It is 

more than past 

time for City 

officials to 

practice what 

they preach. 
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NONE DARE CALL IT PROGRESS… 

However one defines “progress”, going backward is not it. 

For several decades now, park acreage and the land available for park use has steadily 

declined.  

The imbalance between park-acreage and population is already at a critical mass level. 

Maybe even to the point of no return. A point which will only become more certain with 

developers gobbling up more and more of the available land and the sale of parkland 

Upland already owns.  

But, one thing is certain; IT CAN BECOME EVEN WORSE. 

As for that “parcel” in Memorial Park being “discontinued and abandoned”.  

Is that term, “abandoned” being used as a sneaky ploy to get the people of Upland to 

“legally” relinquish ownership and control of that parcel to city officials so that it can then 

be sold to whoever they want?  

Already we are experiencing a sort of “seller’s remorse” with how the sale of parkland 

just a few short decades ago has contributed to a steady erosion in the park acre-per 

person ratio. 

And why a sale to begin with? The City already leases out some areas of the park now. 

Why hasn’t a lease agreement been explored with this parcel? Maybe even a long-term 

lease with the hospital building a shared underground parking facility with a “splash-

pad” on top for residents to enjoy. However, none of that can be explored unless the 

people of Upland retain ownership of that property. 

As for San Antonio Regional Hospital’s, (SARH) “plea” for a “yes” vote; they have 

alternative lands in the immediate area on which they can develop parking and/or 

anything else they may need. They are not solely dependent on this chunk of Memorial 

Park.  

In fact, as recently as last month (July 2020), in an open session of a City Council 

meeting, a representative of the SARH revealed that they, (SARH) are already talking 

about using the parcel for purposes other than the previously promised parking lot.  

They want it because it’s the cheapest and easiest way for them to do what they want. 

As for park improvements, the City of Upland is not as “desperate” for that SARH 

money as the SARH and others make it sound.  

In fact, as stated in Upland’s budget for 2020-2021, on line 421 listed as “Park 

Acquisition & Development Fund”, the City has a balance of $10,400,370.00. Besides, 

an upfront lease fee with a monthly lease payment AND park improvement stipulations 

can all be part of a negotiated deal, and not some ballot ultimatum. 

So, the money that SARH and others claim to be a “critical” issue, ISN’T actually all that 

critical. 
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PARKLAND IS THE CRITICAL ISSUE. 

Save Upland’s parkland VOTE NO ON MEASURE Q. 

Save Upland’s future VOTE NO ON MEASURE Q 

. 

THE END 

 

ABOUT THE AUTHOR: Ken has lived with his wife Mary in District-1 of Upland 

since 1988. She, a retired Upland Police Dispatcher and he a retired Correctional 

Peace Officer. 

Ken also served on the 2018-19 San Bernardino County Civil Grand Jury and was 

instrumental in the Grand Jury’s investigation of the San Bernardino County 

Regional Parks Department. 

 


