CENTRAL
POINT

CITY OF CENTRAL POINT
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA
September 5, 2017 - 6:00 p.m.

I. MEETING CALLED TO ORDER
II. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
III. ROLL CALL

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

IV. CORRESPONDENCE

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

V1. PUBLIC APPEARANCES
VII. BUSINESS

A. Consideration of Resolution No. 844 approving the Housing Element, City of
Central Point Comprehensive Plan. (File No. CPA-17004, Applicant: City of
Central Point)

B.  Consideration of a Class “C” Variance to the maximum density
standard in the R-1-6 zoning district as necessary to partition a (.22
acre site into two (2) parcels. The project site is located at 765 Ash
Street, which has frontage on both Ash and Chestnut Street. The
property is identified on the Jackson County Assessor’s Map as 37S
2W 11BA, Tax Lot 600. Applicant: Bryan and Lisa Herrmann.

C. Annexation of 3428 and 3470 Chicory Lane comprising 3.64 acres.
This application is accompanied by a comprehensive plan
amendment and a zone change which will be considered separately.
It is identified on the Jackson County Assessor’s map as 37 2W 11C
Tax Lots 8300 and 8400. Applicant: Bob Fellows; Agent: CSA
Planning, Ltd.



VIII.

IX.

XI.

Consideration of a Zone (map) Change application from TOD
Corridor Medium-Mix Residential (TOD-MMR to TOD Corridor
Low-Mix Residential (TOD-LMR) for 3.64 acres of property located
at 3428 and 3470 Chicory Lane. The Property is identified on the
Jackson County Assessor’s map as 37 2W 11C, Tax Lots 8300 and
8400. Applicant: Bob Fellows; Agent: CSA Planning, Ltd.

Consideration of a Comprehensive Plan Amendment/Clarification
for two(2) parcels totaling 3.64 acres at 3428 and 3470 Chicory Lane,
from Jackson County land use designation Industrial to Central
Point land use designation Transit Oriented Development (TOD)
Corridor, and identified on the Jackson County Assessor’s map as 37
2W 11C, Tax Lots 8300 and 8400. Applicant: Bob Fellows; Agent:
CSA Planning, Ltd

DISCUSSION

ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEWS

MISCELLANEOUS

ADJOURNMENT



CENTRAL
POINT

CITY OF CENTRAL POINT
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA
September 5, 2017 - 6:00 p.m.

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

Planning Commission members, Mike Oliver (chair), Tom Van Voorhees, Craig Nelson
Sr., Kay Harrison, Amy Moore, John Whiting. Also present were Tom Humphrey,
Community Development Director, Don Burt, Planning Manager, Molly Bradley,
Community Planner and Karin Skelton, Planning Secretary

IV. CORRESPONDENCE

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

V1. PUBLIC APPEARANCES
VII. BUSINESS

A. Consideration of Resolution No. 844 approving the Housing Element, City of
Central Point Comprehensive Plan. (File No. CPA-17004, Applicant: City of
Central Point)

B.  Consideration of a Class “C” Variance to the maximum density
standard in the R-1-6 zoning district as necessary partition a 0.22
acre site into two (2) parcels. The project site is located at 765 Ash
Street, which has frontage on both Ash and Chestnut Street. The
property is identified on the Jackson County Assessor’s Map as 37S
2W 11BA, Tax Lot 600. Applicant: Bryan and Lisa Herrmann.

C. Annexation of 3428 and 3470 Chickory Lane comprising 3.64 acres.
This application is accompanied by a comprehensive plan
amendment and a zone change which will be considered separately.
It is identified on the Jackson County Assessor’s map as 37 2W 11C
Tax Lots 8300 and 8400. Applicant: Bob Fellows; Agent: CSA
Planning, Ltd.



VIII. DISCUSSION

IX. ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEWS

X. MISCELLANEOUS

XI. ADJOURNMENT



City of Central Point
Planning Commission Minutes
August 1, 2017

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

IL. ROLL CALL

Commissioners, Mike Oliver, Tom Van Voorhees, John Whiting, Craig Nelson, and
Kay Harrison were present. Also in attendance were: Tom Humphrey, Community
Development Director, Don Burt, Planning director, Stephanie Holtey, Community
Planner, Molly Bradley, Community Planner, and Karin Skelton, Planning Secretary.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIENCE
1. CORRESPONDENCE

Letter from Fair Housing Council to Planning Commission commending the update of
the Central Point Housing Element 2017-2037

Memorandum to the Planning Commission from City Attorney Sydnee Dreyer

Mike Oliver added information from the City Attorney’s memo regarding deliberating after a
motion has been made and duly seconded rather than waiting to make a motion until after
deliberations. He explained that should the motion be voted on and fail, a new motion can be
made, or if the moving commissioner changes their mind they can withdraw the motion and make
a new one.

Tom Humphrey, Community Development Director informed the Planning Commission that
there would be a study session with the City Attorney on August 14, 2017 at 6:00 p.m. regarding
bias, conflict of interest and ex parte contact.

Iv. MINUTES

Kay Harrison made a motion to approve the July 18, 2017 Minutes as presented. Craig Nelson
Seconded. ROLL CALL: Tom Van Voorhees, yes; Amy Moore, abstain; Craig Nelson, yes;
Kay Harrison, yes; John Whiting, yes. Motion passed.

V. PUBLIC APPEARANCES

None

VI BUSINESS
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A. Public Hearing to consider a Conditional Use Permit application to operate a
preschool in a residential neighborhood. The preschool, “Imagination Station”, proposes to
locate in an existing accessory structure in the Residential Single-Family (R-1-10) zoning
district. The project site is located at 917 Mendolia Way, and is defined on the Jackson
County Assessor’s map as 37S2W10BB, Tax Lot 807. Owner: Jeanne Quigley Applicant:
Kendra Marineau

Planning Commission Chair Mike Oliver read the rules regarding quasi-judicial hearing
procedure. No bias, conflict of interest or ex parte contact was declared.

Molly Bradley said that The Applicant is requesting a Conditional Use Permit to operate a
preschool, “Imagination Station”, in an existing 400£t?, detached accessory structure located in
the rear yard of the Property at 917 Mendolia Way in Central Point. She said that Per CPMC
17.20.030(C), preschools are designated Conditional Uses in the R-1 zoning district, and require
special consideration so they are properly located with respect to the objectives in the zoning title
and their effect on surrounding properties. The operation of preschool facilities is regulated by
the Early Learning Division in the Oregon Department of Education. She stated that the City’s
review will be limited to land use issues.

Ms. Bradley continued, the Applicant proposes to open a Recorded Preschool, in Fall of 2017,
and enroll six 4-year old students, with the potential to increase enrollment in the future. She
explained that a Recorded Preschool means a facility providing care for preschool children that is
primarily educational for four hours or less per day. Hours of operation are proposed to be
Monday, Wednesday and Friday from 9:00am-12:00pm, following the school district calendar.
Access to the site will be from the public street, Mendolia Way, and off-street parking is provided
in the driveway of the project site, per the Applicant’s Findings. There is a gate to the backyard,
accessed from the driveway, which will serve as the main access to the preschool. Restroom
facilities will be available to the preschool children inside the primary residence. The Property is
surrounded by Single-Family Residential (R-1-10) properties.

Ms. Bradley stated that there are three issues relative to the proposed preschool. The first is
Parking Requirements. She said that Per CPMC 17.64.02B, a Preschool requires one off-street
parking space per employee, plus 1 space per 5 children the facility accommodates. Based on the
Applicant’s proposal to have one employee and six students, a total of two off-street parking
spaces would be required to meet the code standard. The proposed parking plan illustrates two
covered off-street parking spaces for the single-family residence, and three uncovered parking
spaces in the driveway. As shown on the Applicant’s site plan, use of two of the uncovered
parking spaces will cause intermittent disruption of the access to covered spaces provided in the
garage during the hours designated for drop-off and pick-up, causing a potential conflict with the
covered parking spaces. She said that the potential conflict with the covered parking spaces is
considered minor and can be mitigated by the Applicant through coordination of ingress/cgress
for the covered parking to avoid drop-off and pick-up times. Staff finds that because of the
unique characteristics of this application in regards to proposed preschool attendance and the
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intermittent disruption of access to the covered garage parking spaces, that the potential conflict
can be prevented through an agreement between the Applicant and property owner.

Ms. Bradley said that the second issue regarding the application was Enrollment. The
Applicant’s Findings state that enrollment may be increased in the future. The State does not
determine enrollment standards for Recorded Preschool Programs; therefore, the number of
students permitted to occupy the preschool will be dictated by the off-strect parking spaces
available at the preschool site. Per CPMC 17.64.02B, a Preschool requires one off-street parking
space per employee plus 1 space for every 5 students. On this basis, where the maximum number
of off-street parking spaces available is three, the maximum number of students that can be
accommodated is ten. She said that staff recommends that, per Condition of Approval #4, the
Applicant be limited to maximum enrollment of ten students at the proposed preschool.

Ms. Bradley stated that during the public comment period, two letters of opposition were received
from property owners adjacent to the project site. She summarized the concerns raised in the
letters.

The first concern involved Altemative zoning districts. Both letters raised concerns about the
compatibility of a preschool within the residential zoning district, and recommend finding an
alternative zoning district to locate the operation. She said that per the current municipal code,
preschools are classified as a conditional use in the Residential Single-Family (R-1), Residential
Two-Family (R-2), and Residential Multiple-Family (R-3) zoning districts. Preschools are not
identified as a permitted use or as a conditional use in any other zoning district. Because
preschools may pose potential impacts to the livability or desired character of an area, a
conditional use permit is required to identify these potential impacts, and to apply conditions that
will address identified concerns. This Application has been conditioned per the approval criteria
in CPMC 17.76.040 to mitigate the potential impacts that a preschool may pose to the
surrounding neighborhood.

The second concern was about child safety and liability. One letter asked if the City could be
held responsible for incidents of child negligence or inadequate supervision that might put a child
in danger. Ms. Bradley said that child safety and liability are addressed through the State’s
operation requirements and are regulated by the Early Learning and Child Care Division in the
Oregon Department of Education. The proposed preschool is classified as a Recorded Preschool
Program, which means it must be recorded with the State but is exempt from licensure. Per OAR
414-450-0030, the two requirements for Recorded Preschool Programs are 1) Complete a
background check on all staff and volunteers 18 years of age or older who have contact with
children in the program; and 2) Post a notice where it is visible to parents that the preschool is
recorded with the Child Care Division and is legally exempt from licensure . The proposed
preschool operation is subject to both sanctions and denial of application by the State if it is found
to be in violation of regulations per applicable OAR. Through Condition of Approval #2, the
City also has authority to revoke the conditional use permit and business license if the Applicant
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violates any State Rules for Recorded Programs, or any conditions of approval that are set forth in
this report. The City is not liable for potential negligence that occurs at a privately run preschool
on private property.

The third concern was Noise. The letters of opposition from the adjacent property owners state
concerns regarding the potential impact to their quality of life due to noise from preschool
students that could disrupt surrounding neighbors during the hours of the preschool’s operation.
She said that the preschool is proposing to operate in the 4001t accessory structure in the
backyard of the Property, with activities occurring both inside and outside the structure. The
Applicant has stated in her findings that a 6-foot fence surrounds the back yard of the Property,
and four tall trees stand next to the rear yard fence, which may help to contain or buffer noise
from the preschool. The Conditional Use Permit process provides an opportunity to mitigate
potential impacts, such as noise, from a proposed use. In response, staff recommends Condition
of Approval #4 which prohibits the Applicant from operating the preschool outside the hours of
9:00am - 12:00pm on Monday, Wednesday and Friday during the school year, and limits the
number of preschool student enrollment to ten .

Ms. Bradley read the conditions of approval:

1) Prior to commencing operation of the preschool, the Applicant shall obtain a business
license with the City of Central Point.

2) Prior to issuance of a business license, the Applicant shall provide the Community
Development Department with an active program record for the proposed preschool,
“Imagination Station”, issued by the State of Oregon Child Care Division per ORS
329A.255.

3) The proposed preschool shall comply with all state and local laws, including State
regulations for Recorded Preschool Programs. Failure to comply with these regulations
will result in the City revoking the conditional use permit and business license for the
proposed preschool.

4) The preschool shall not operate outside the hours of 9:00am — 12:00pm, Monday,
Wednesday and Friday, excluding drop-off and pick-up times which may occur within
15-minutes of the hours of operation. The preschool shall be limited to the enrollment of
ten students. Any changes to the proposed use (i.c. increasing enrollment or hours of
operation, etc.) are subject to CPMC 17.09, Modifications to Approved Plans and
Conditions of Approval.

6) Prior to issuance of a business license, a Change of Occupancy Permit is required per
the condition stated in the Building Department letter, dated June 26.
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7) A sign permit shall be obtained by the Applicant and approved by City staff prior to
installation. The sign face shall be limited to 4-feet by 2-feet in area.

The Commissioners requested confirmation that the hours would be 9:00 to noon three days per
week and would follow the schedule for the School District with no classes on holidays or during
summer months. Additionally they discussed the fact that enrollment was limited by the
availability of off street parking. Mr. Oliver asked if there was a limit of square footage per
student and Ms. Bradley responded that the Building Code requires 36 square feet per child.

The Public Hearing Was Opened.

The Applicant read a statement including a brief history of her life in the neighborhood, and her
qualifications. She stated the hours of operation would be Monday, Wednesday and Friday from
9:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.

The Commissioners asked whether there was a restroom for the children and the Applicant
replied that they would use the restroom in the main house. Her grandmother would be available
to help her or the children could all go when they washed their hands for snack.

The Commissioners asked if there were fire extinguishers available at the location. The
Applicant said there were.

There Commissioners asked how many employees might be employed and Ms. Bradley
responded that the number of employees would be limited to the availability of parking. She
added that if necessary the Applicant could enter into a shared parking agreement with the owners
of the home across the street which was her family’s home.

Todd Marineau — Applicant’s father.

Mr. Marineau said he was the owner of the home across the street and he would be happy to sign
a shared parking agreement. He said that he believed that most people dropping off their children
would be parking briefly on the street and not actually pulling into the parking spaces. He added
that there was a lot of street parking available.

Jeannie Quigley - Applicant’s grandmother.

Ms. Quigley stated that she intended to be available during all preschool hours to assist the
Applicant in any way necessary. She would not be an employee. She said that she has worked as
a teacher for many years and was fully qualified to assist. She stated that she believed the
Applicant was very qualified and that the preschool would be a benefit to the community.

Mary Cadman. 912 Mendolia way.

SMs. Cadman stated she has lived there for 17 years and watched the neighborhood grow. She
said that it was not a retirement community but a neighborhood and the sound of children playing
was a natural and enjoyable occurrence. She added that if noise was an issue, she would like the
Commissioners to take into account the sounds of loud music, dogs barking, skateboards and
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basketball in the neighborhood. She said that the preschool hours were only 3 hours per day,
three days per week. She added that she had known the applicant for 17 years was definitely in
favor of allowing her to start the preschool.

John Pastorino 330 Meadowlark Way.

Mr. Pastorino stated that the Commissioners had received his letter regarding the application and
that it was included in the packet. He read a statement saying he and his wife had moved to
Central Point from Alaska and had attended several planning commission meetings since locating
in the City. He stated that his observation was that the City was impersonal and did not make
their decisions based on people but rather on rules and regulations. He enumerated his concerns
regarding the preschool’s proximity to his home and the impact it would have on his quality of
life. He stated that he was a retired teacher and did not wish to have the noise of the preschool
disturbing his retirement years.

Dale Petrosic 320 Meadowlark Way.

Mr. Petrosic stated that his main objection to the preschool was the noise. He handed a letter to
the Commissioners. He said that he was in favor of young people starting a business, but that the
noise impact would be too close to his property. Using an aerial photo from Ms. Bradley’s
presentation he showed the location of his property. He felt the noise impacts have not been
mitigated sufficiently. He said that ten children would make quite a bit of noise and he felt the
existing fence and trees were not sufficient to mitigate that noise. He requested that the
application have a condition of approval limiting the preschool to 4 children as that would be a
level of noise that might be reasonably expected if an average size family resided there.

Jennifer Mitchell.

Ms. Mitchell said she has lived in Central Point for 17 years. Said she is a school teacher and a
parent of 3 children. She said that the applicant had worked for her as a teaching assistant and
she felt that the Applicant was extremely qualified to teach young children. She explained that a
preschool was more than just watching children. She went on to explain that when children are
engaged in a learning environment the noise level is quite different than when they are just free
playing. She stated that as a community member, she believed the preschool would be a benefit
to the everyone.

Cindy Pastorino . 330 Meadowlark Way.

Ms. Pastorino stated that she had submitted a letter to the Planning Commission. She stated that
her understanding was that this application was a land use issue and she had spent a lot of time
reading the Municipal Code. She said that per the Municipal Code she had legitimate claims to
object to the granting of the application. She stated that neither the City staff report nor the
conditions of approval sufficiently address her concerns.
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Ms. Pastornio said she had several questions. The first of which was:

Why is City Staff recommending that the Planning Commission grant approval of the application
over denial of the application?

She stated that although this meeting is about the municipal code it is also about the people who
chose to make Central Point their home and whose quality of life would be directly impacted by
the preschool.

She said that she and her husband had chosen to live in Central Point after retiring from teaching
for many years in Alaska. She added that they would never have chosen their property if it had
been close to an existing daycare, preschool, elementary or high school. She and her husband
believe that the preschool will have a negative impact on their quality of life and would change
the dynamic of the neighborhood. She cited CPMC 17.76.010.

Question 2. What is the positive effect that this business will have on their property and their
quality of life?

She stated she had signatures from other neighbors who agreed with her position and would
submit those signatures for the record.

Ms. Pastorino said that all the living areas of their home faced the proposed location of the
preschool and thus would make it difficult to get away from any noise impacts to their property.

She asked if the Planning Commissioners would agree to a site visit to her home so they could see
the location for themselves. She asserted that 4 year old children make a lot of noise and that
noise multiplied by 10 children would have an extreme impact. Additionally, she added that the
assumption that most people would be awake during the proposed hours of the preschool was not
relevant as the sleeping habits of the neighbors should not have to be dictated by the noise of the
preschool. Also, the assumption that most people would be at work during the hours of operation
was incorrect as retired people were not taken into account.

She said that the applicant had handed out flyers for her proposed business several weeks ago.
She felt it was inappropriate for the applicant to be advertising her business with flyers prior to
the application being approved.

She said that she believed the fence and trees were not sufficient to mitigate any noise from the
children. She stated there were several windows facing their property and wondered how the
noise from the windows would be mitigated.
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Question No. 3. Why is the City Staff recommending approval for 10 children when the Notice of
Land Use Application indicates 6. She asked why the size was dictated by the available parking
rather than the effect the business would have on her quality of life.

Ms. Pastorino said that Municipal Code section 17.60.190 states home occupations can only
generate up to 10 trips per day and the applicant’s business will generate more than that. She
went on to say that the staff report indicates that a preschool is not a permitted use in this zoning
district and she requested denial of the application.

She submitted the list of signatures of other neighbors who agreed with her position.

George Fletcher 921 Mendolia. Said that with regard to the complaints about noise, he has
neighbors who play music loudly at night and on the other side of him is a pool where kids play.
He stated that he enjoys hearing children playing. He added that he is always up by 9:00 in the
morning and he is home most of the day. He said that he thought three hours per day would not
be a significant impact and he also believed that the Applicant would be able to engage the
children enough so that noise would not be a problem.

Mark Northrup. Fire District Three. Asked if anyone had any questions regarding fire safety and
the preschool location. He stated that he had done an inspection and found no fire hazards. at all.
In response to a question from the Planning Commission he added that the single exit in the
square footage of the space complied with the Code

The Applicant stated there were several home occupation businesses in the neighborhood.

Tom Humphrey elaborated that home occupations were permitted in the neighborhood and there
were three in the immediate vicinity.

Craig Nelson asked what percentage of time the children would be outside.

Applicant answered that it would be dependent on the weather. But her best guess would be that
on a good day it would be approximately 80% outside.

Tom Humphrey asked if the applicant would allow for a condition of approval that might limit
the number of children in order to satisfy the concerns of the neighbors.

Mike Oliver asked if 4 students would be ok. Applicant answered that she would be agreeable to
6 students and if the enrollment ever went over 8 students she would move the preschool.
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Molly Bradley summarized that the Applicant submitted a land use application based on the
current code standards. She said that a preschool is considered a conditional use in the R-1
District. She added that Staff evaluated the application against the approval criteria in the
Municipal Code and that based on that criteria and the Applicant’s compliance with that criteria,
staff made a recommendation to the Planning Commission to approve the application with certain
conditions of approval. She added that the Planning Commission had the authority to modify any
conditions of approval in order to mitigate the impact on the neighborhood.

Public Hearing Closed

Kay Harrison made a motion to approve a Conditional Use Permit application to operate a
preschool in a residential neighborhood located at 917 Mendolia Way in Central Point. As
conditioned. There was no second. The motion died.

Craig Nelson made a motion to continue the Public Hearing in order for the Planning
Commission to make a site visit to the Pastoring’s property.

Tom Humphrey said that that would be considered Ex parte Contact and the visit would probably
have to be noticed and the record may need to be left open because that would be additional
evidence. He said that if the Commissioners wanted to visit the site the record could be left open
and he would consult with the City Attorney.

There was discussion regarding the procedures and reasons for a continuation of the hearing and a
site visit.

Kay Harrison said that the Planning Commission needed to make their decision based on the
criteria set forth in the municipal code. She said that a site visit would bring an emotional
element to the table and that was not appropriate.

John Whiting made a motion to approve the application as conditioned with the exception that
condition no. 4 be modified to limit the amount of children to 6. Tom Van Voorhees seconded.

John Whiting stated that he believed it to be important not to continue the hearing as the applicant
was intending to follow the school year as far as enrollment and continuing it would put her at a
disadvantage timewise.

The Commissioners discussed the issue of proximity in a neighborhood and various types of
noises that would be normal and expected. They resolved that capping the number of students at
6 was reasonable and that the limited hours and following the school year was also reasonable.
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Mike Oliver stated that the Motion to approve Conditional Use Permit application to operate a
preschool in a residential neighborhood. Stood as moved and seconded with the condition of a
limit of 6 students.

Roll Call: Tom Van Voorhees, yes; Amy Moore, yes; Craig Nelson, no; John Whiting, yes; Kay
Harrison, yes. Motion Passed.

Mike Oliver called a 5 minute break at 7:57 p.m.
8:00 p.m. John Whiting left.
Meeting resumed at 8:05 p.m.

B. Public Hearing to consider the Housing Element, city of Central Point comprehensive
Plan.

Don Burt stated that on April 11, 2017 the Citizens Advisory Committee discussed the
draft Housing Element and forwarded a recommendation to the City Council and
Planning Commission to accept. At the May 2, 2017 meeting the draft of the Housing
Element was discussed by the Planning Commission. Since the May 2nd Planning
Commission the draft Housing Element has been distributed for review and comment. He
said the attached final draft includes comments from the Department of Land
Conservation and Development and 1,000 Friends of Oregon.

Mr. Burt gave an overview of the Housing Element. He stated that the change in population from
2016 — 1036 to 2017 - 2037 had affected the final results regarding population, acreages and final
density. He added that there would be some minor editorial changes. He said that the current
preferred housing type for Central Point is Single family detached, owner occupied housing,
however in the future the preferred housing type may be attached single family or multifamily
because of affordability.

He said that the average density per gross acre has increased 37%. Taking into account the
population growth during the period 2017- 2037, the estimated number of gross acres needed to
accommodate new housing is 260 which does not include adjustments for future recreation use
which would be 50 acres. Mr. Burt said that the Hosing Implementation Plan would include
types and cost of housing constructed, average density of new development, vacant land
inventory, household income and procedural and regulatory strategies, monitoring and evaluation.
He added that it would be updated and maintained in coordination with the State’s population
updates
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He said that housing affordability is typically measured as a percentage of household income.
And he reviewed charts depicting historic household characteristics such as tenure, householder
age, household size and household income.

The commissioners asked about government assisted housing and Mr. Burt replied that was
contained in the Low income category.

Mr. Burt explained that the Regional Plan Element establishes new minimum average Goss
density requirement of 6.9 by the year 2036 that will increase to 7.9. He said that Land currently
within the URA or UGB but outside of the City Limits shall be built, at a minimum, to a density
of 6.9 units per gross acres. This requirement can be offset by increasing the residential density
inside the City Limits. He added that currently platted lots would not be subject to the density
requirement. He discussed the residential demand of needed acres vs. available acres for the
2017 — 2037 period and housing affordability.

The Commissioners asked how mobile home parks and tiny homes would be accounted for. Mr.
Burt replied that those would be a building code issue.

Mr. Burt reviewed the Housing Goals and Policies

Goal 1. To provide an adequate supply of housing to meet the diverse needs of the City’s current
and projected households.

Goal 2.To encourage the development and preservation of fair and affordable housing.

Goal 3. To maintain a timely supply of vacant residential acres sufficient to accommodate
development of new housing to serve the City’s projected population.

Goal 4. To ensure that a variety of housing will be provided in the City in terms of locating, type,
price and tenure, according to the projected needs of the population.

Goal 5. To ensure that municipal development procedures and standards are not unreasonable
impediments to that provision of affordable housing.

Goal 6. To develop and maintain a Housing Implementation Plan that includes programs that
monitor and address the housing affordability needs of the City’s low and moderate income
households.

Goal 7. To assure that residential development standards encourage and support attractive and
health neighborhoods.
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He recommended that the Planning Commission either close the public hearing tonight and direct
staff to prepare a favorable resolution for consideration at the September 5, 2017 meeting or
continue the public hearing and discussion to the September 5, 2017 meeting.

PUBLIC HEARING OPENED

Larry Martin- 2763 Taylor Road said that he was in favor of continuing the Housing Element to
the September 5, 2017 meeting.

PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED

Tom Van Voorhees made a motion to direct staff to prepare a resolution approving the Housing
Element for consideration at the September 5, 2017 planning commission meeting. Kay Harrison
Seconded. ROLL CALL: Tom Van Voorhees, yes Amy Moore, yes Craig Nelson, yes

Kay Harrison, yes, john Whiting, yes. Motion passed

VII. DISCUSSION

Community Development Director Tom Humphrey informed the Commissioners that
there had been no appeal of the Smith Crossing Application. He also gave an update on the
Microdevices project and said that Costco was continuing to build on schedule.
VIII. ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEWS
IX. MISCELLANEOUS
X. ADJOURNMENT

Craig Nelson made a motion to adjourn. Kay Harrison seconded. All members said “aye”.
Meeting was adjourned at 9:00 p.m.

The foregoing minutes of the August 1, 2017 Planning Commission meeting were approved by
the Planning Commission at its meeting on the day of, September, 2017.

Planning Commission Chair
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Planning Department

STAFF REPORT i

Assistant City Administrator

STAFF REPORT

September 5, 2017

AGENDA ITEM VII-A

Consideration of Resolution No. 844 approving the Housing Element, City of Central Point
Comprehensive Plan.
(File No. CPA-17004, Applicant: City of Central Point)

STAFF SOURCE:

Don Burt, Planning Manager

BACKGROUND:

At the August 1, 2017 Planning Commission meeting a public hearing was held to take input on the
proposed 2017-37 Housing Element. After opening and closing the public hearing the Planning
Commission directed staff to prepare the final Housing Element for consideration and recommendation
to the City Council.

ISSUES:

No known issues.

ATTACHMENTS:

Attachment “A” — Housing Element with comments
Attachment “B” — Resolution No. 844

ACTION:

Consideration of Resolution No. 844 forwarding a favorable recommendation to the City Council to
approve the Housing Element.

RECOMMENDATION:

Approve Resolution No. 844.

Page 1 of 1



ATTACHMENT “A”

Housing Element

2017-2037
City of Central Point
Comprehensive Plan

Ordinance No.
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1 Summary

During the next twenty year planning period (2017-37) the physical and demographic
characteristics of the City’s housing and housing needs are not expected to significantly change.
Single-family detached owner-occupied housing will continue to be the preferred housing type,
followed by multiple-family rental housing. Aside from the Great Recession (the “Recession™)
the most significant influence on the City’s housing program was the adoption of a minimum
development density of 6.9 dwelling units per gross acre'. The relevance of this new density
standard becomes apparent when compared to the City’s 1980 — 2016 average gross density of
5.31 dwelling units, a 37% density increase. To achieve the new average density standard it is
necessary that the City’s residential land use classification distribution and the current minimum
densities be modified. Table 1.1 illustrates the change in distribution of residential land use
classifications, which is minimal and will not affect the City’s built landscape. Table 1.2
illustrates the changes in density. As illustrated in Table 1.2 the New Minimum Average Density
will be 7.05 vs. the 1980-2016 density of 5.31.

Table 1.1
City of Central Point
Residential Development by Land Use Classification
New Vacant
Percentage of Residential
Developed Acreage
Residential Acres, Distribution,
Land Use Classification 1980-2016 2017-2037
VLRes 2% 5%
LRes 63% 60%
MRes 17% 20%
HRes 18% 15%
Total Percentage 100% 100%
Note: ' Based on Net Acres adjusted 25% for public right-of-way.
Table 1.2. Current Maximum, Actual Gross Density
vs. New Minimum Gross Density
Actual
Current Developed
Maximum Gross
Gross Density, 2008- New Minimum
Land Use Classification Density* 2016 Gross Density
VILRes 1.00 1.51 1.00
LRes 6.00 3.91 4.00
MRes 12.00 6.00 8.00
HRes 25.00 10.08 20.00
Average Density 10.95 5.31 7.05
*Assumes Build-Out
! City of Central Point Regional Plan
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During the 2017-37 planning period it is projected that 1,780 new dwelling units will be needed
to accommodate the projected population growth. At an average density of 6.9 units per gross
acre the City will need an estimated 260 acres of gross residential land (Table 1.3). After taking
into consideration the City’s current inventory of residential land (136 acres) there is a need for
an additional 190 gross acres.

Table 1.3. Proposed New Density, 2017-2037

Gross

New Vacant
Minimum Residential Minimum
Gross Acres Build-Out

Land Use Classification Density Needed (DUs)

VLRes 1.00 13 13
LRes 4.00 151 605
MRes 8.00 50 403
HRes 20.00 38 756
Average Density 7.05 252 1,777

Housing affordability will continue to be an impediment for many households, improving and
declining as a function of the economy. Housing affordability is not an issue that the City can
effectively influence other than as a participant in the development of regional strategies
addressing affordability. To this end the Housing Element includes policies calling for the
development of a Housing Implementation Plan (the “HIP”). The specific purpose of the HIP
will be to monitor housing affordability in the context of regional efforts by local governments
and the private sector to address the affordability issue, and to put into action those strategies that
have the most impact on affordability.

The City does have control over a very critical resource in the affordability equation — the
availability of vacant land necessary to meet market demand for housing. The primary objective
of this Housing Element is the continued assurance that sufficient land is available for housing
and that zoning standards are flexible and take in to account all housing types.

2 Introduction
The City’s Housing Element was last updated in 1983 and stated as its purpose that:

“The role of the housing element is not aimed at seeking precise solutions to the
housing problem. Both national and regional trends are the greatest influence on
the housing market. Attempts to resolve these fluctuating conditions at the local
level are usually ineffective. Therefore, the purpose or objective of this element is
open to an avenue of communication between private industry and local public
officials in seeking an improved housing environment.”

Ironically, the 1983 Housing Element was completed just after the 1980’s Real Estate Crash. Its

purpose statement reflects local government’s frustration in its inability to offer timely,
meaningful and sustainable solutions to needed housing as “. . . usually ineffective.” This
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reaction is understandable given the circumstances in 1983. At the housing peak in 1978 over 4
million homes across the U.S. were sold. Then, over the course of the next four years housing

sales dropped over 50%. With interest rates in excess of 15% housing affordability was a major
issue. It wasn’t until 1996, almost two decades later, that the national housing market recovered
to its 1978 level. Since the Recession we once again confront the issue of housing affordability.

Housing demand and supply, as with most commodities, varies with changing demographics and
economic cycles. Demographic changes can affect the long-term (generational) demand for
housing and is predictable and easily factored into the supply side of the housing equation.
Economic cycles, unlike demographic changes, are more whimsical, less predictable, and can be
very disruptive to the shorter-term demand and supply for housing. The recent Recession had,
and still poses, a significant impact on housing, both on the demand and the supply side of the
equation. Prior to the Recession demand for housing was high and with sub-prime lending
practices housing was affordable. By the end of 2007 the housing bubble had burst — the
Recession had arrived. Unemployment skyrocketed (16%), mortgage foreclosures reached
historic levels, and housing prices tumbled. Overnight housing production of all types virtually
ceased. Without jobs homeownership was out of reach for many households.

The Recession did not reduce the real demand for housing; people still needed a place to live.
Consequently, the demand for rental units increased, but due to the failure of the financial
system, real estate lending for all housing types dried up, the short-term housing supply
plateaued. With the increase in the demand for rental housing rents began to escalate. Today,
unemployment and interest rates are at all-time lows, wages are increasing (although slowly),
and lending practices are easing, all of which are improving the supply and affordability of
housing, but affordability still remains a challenge. As the economy continues to improve the
question remains — will housing affordability continue to improve, or will additional measures be
needed before sustainable solutions to the affordability issue are realized?

Oregon’s Statewide Planning Goals, Goal 10, Housing, offers a venue to address not only
housing needs in general, but also the broader spectrum of housing — its affordability. The stated
purpose of Goal 10 is to . . . encourage adequate numbers of needed housing at price ranges and
rent levels commensurate with the financial capabilities of the City’s households”. The City of
Central Point’s Housing Element focuses on housing need, with a primary emphasis on assuring
(Goals and Policies) that adequate land is available to accommodate/encourage the supply side of
the housing equation. It is at this level that the City has the most direct influence on addressing
needed housing. As we’ve seen from recent history the scope of what is defined as “needed
housing” can change significantly in a shorter period than the typical 20-year planning
timeframe. It is for this reason that this Housing Element will not only encourage adequate
numbers of needed housing, but also includes a secondary emphasis — the continuous monitoring
of housing activity as it relates to need and affordability, and the development of strategies and
actions addressing housing affordability. It is for this reason that the Housing Element introduces
the creation of a Housing Implementation Plan, a dynamic working document that monitors
housing activity within the City and coordinates with other communities in the development and
implementation of affordable housing at both the local and regional level.

2017-37 Housing Element Page 6
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3 Purpose

Over the course of the next twenty years (2017-37) the City’s population is projected to increase
by 4,420 residents’. With an average household size of 2.5 persons’ there will be a need for
1,770 dwelling units. The types, density, and land required to meet the projected housing
demand will be addressed in this Housing Element. On the demand side the Housing Element
will monitor the demand for housing and make necessary adjustments in land supply and
encourage and support the financing and construction of a wide array of housing types. The
purpose of this Housing Element has been modified only slightly from the previous purpose
statement, and now reads as follows:

To assure that the City’s land use policies, support a variety of housing types at
densities and locations that provide and encourage opportunities for the provision
of adequate numbers of needed housing units at price ranges and rent levels
commensurate with the financial capabilities of the City’s households. It is also
the purpose of this element to open and maintain communication between private
industry and local public officials in seeking an improved housing environment
within the Greater Bear Creek Valley Region.

In addressing the purpose of the Housing Element, both now and in the future, there are
six basic, but dynamic, indicators of housing need that are the basis of this Housing
Element:
1. Household Characteristics
Housing Characteristics
Housing Density, Land Use and Zoning
Buildable Residential Lands
Housing Affordability
Future Housing Demand and Residential Land Needs

oY O = 09

The conclusions, and goals and policies of this Housing Element are derived from the
current status of each indicator. As part of the Housing Implementation Plan it is
expected that each indicator be monitored and tracked annually for changes that affect
this Housing Element.

4 Household Characteristics

One of the factors in determining housing demand, other than population growth, is an
understanding of the characteristics of our households. As defined by the U.S. Census a
household includes all the people who occupy a housing unit (such as a house or apartment) as
their usual place of residence. There are two major categories of households, "family" and
"nonfamily." For purposes of this Housing Element the term “household” includes both “family’
and “non-family” households.

b

The following describes those household characteristics pertinent to an understanding the City’s

2 City of Central Point Population & Demographics Element
3 City of Central Point Population & Demographics Element
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housing needs.

4.1 Household Tenure
By definition tenure refers to the distinction between owner-occupied and renter-
occupied housing units. For the City of Central Point owner occupied housing has been
historically the dominant form of tenure, representing 70% of all households (Figure 4.1).
Renter occupied units have typically been less than half of owner occupied units (35%).
As aresult of the Recession and its impact on jobs and income the owner occupied
percentage declined 8% as foreclosures forced many to abandon their homes and seek
rental housing. Since the Recession, as jobs and wages gradually improved, there has
been a steady movement back to ownership as the preferred tenure. At the county and
state level, although slightly lower, similar percentages and changes occurred in tenure.

Figure 4.1. Housing Tenure

@ Owner M Renter

69% 70%
62% 63%
38% 37%
31% 30% I
1990 2000 2010 2015

4.2 Age of Householder
A householder is a person, or one of the people, in whose name the home is owned or
rented. If there is no such person present then any household member 15 years old and
over can serve as the householder®. As illustrated in Figure 4.2 the dominant householder
age has been within the 35 to 64 category. As a result of the Recession, and the
subsequent loss in jobs and income, householders in this age category experienced a
reduction numbers. Since the recession, as job conditions improved this age category as
returned to its pre-recession level.

The age category 65 plus was not affected by the Recession. Householders in this
category are typically retired, and therefor insulated against the income induced impacts
(jobs) of a recession. The increase on householders in this age category is the product of
the aging of the Baby Boomer generation.

Unlike the other two age categories the 15 to 34 category experienced an increase as a
result of the Recession. Since the recovery the housing participation of this category has

*U.S. Census Glossary
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dropped below 20%, possibly as a result of relocation for employment purposes.
Figure 4.2. Household Age Characteristics

OAge 15 -34 ®mAge35-64 ®Age 65Plus

54% 53% 53%
49%

28%

27%
23% 24%

24% 23%

22%
19%

2010 2015

4.3 Household Size
The average household size is computed using the occupied housing and the total
population. Until the Recession the average household size had been continually
declining, and projected to level-out at 2.5 persons per household. Since the Recession
the average household size has actually increased. The increase in household size also
occurred at the state and county. The primary cause for the increase in average household
size is again due to the Recession as many younger adults moved in with their parents or
cohabitated for affordability reasons. It is anticipated that as the economy improves that
the average household size will continue its downward trend.

Figure 4.3 identifies the average household size. The Population Element identified an
average household size of 2.5 for planning purposes over the next twenty years.

Figure 4.3 Average Household Size, 1990-2015

2.75 71
2.7
2.65
2.6
2.55
2.5
2.45
2.4
2.35
2.3
2.25
2.2

2.69

BCity

® County

1990 2000 2010 2015
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4.4 Household Income
Since 1990 median household income has steadily increased, peaking in 2010 at $50,631.
Since the Recession household incomes have declined. As of 2015 the median household
income was $48,984 (Figure 4.4). A similar trend has been exhibited at the county and
state level.

Figure 4.4. Median Household Income

$50.631 $48.984
$40,622
$35,000 I
1990 2000 2010 2015

Pending continued improvement in the economy it can be expected that the median
household income will continue to improve, which in turn should improve housing
affordability.

During the Recession the most financially impacted household income group was the
$35,000 to $49,999 category. This group has almost recovered to pre-Recession levels
(Figure 4.5). The $50,000 to $74,999 income group is the largest group representing
approximately 25% of all households.

4.5. Household Income Distribution

30.00% - - e
25.00%
20.00%
15.00%
10.00%
5.00%
0.00%

2017-37 Housing Element 12 Page 10



ATTACHMENT “A”

4.5 Summary, Household Characteristics
The City has a higher percentage of owner occupied units that at the county and state
level. The median household income is higher than the county and the state. Although the
average household size increased this is expected to be a reaction to the Recession, and
will return to lower levels in the future as housing affordability improves.

5 Special Needs Housing

Certain minority groups within the general population have unique problems or needs that
deserve consideration as part of this Housing Element. Often these groups are ignored because
they represent a small portion of the total population. However, it is the responsibility of local
government to ensure that all citizens have an opportunity for safe and decent housing. The
City’s most significant contribution to addressing special housing is assurances that the City’s
zoning and building regulations are not impediments and that the City works collaboratively with
other organizations to assure that special needs housing is not left behind.

5.1 Elderly Residents
The Baby Boom Generation is the fastest growing segment of the population at both the
national, state, and local level. By 2014 it is projected that nationally one in eight persons
will be at least 75. In 2014 that figure was one in sixteen. Among individuals aged 80 and
over more than 75% live in their own homes, making “aging in place” the preference of
most of the elderly population. However, as this older demographic continues to grow,
they will find themselves in housing that is not suited or . . . prepared to meet their
increasing need for affordability, accessibility, social connectivity, and well-being.” As
people age, their physical needs change. Climbing stairs and turning doorknobs can
become more difficult impacting the ability to “age in place” becomes more difficult.

The majority of elderly residents are retired and living on pensions or other forms of
fixed income. As the costs of maintaining a household increase over time the elderly are
typically spending an increasing percentage of their income on housing. As people age,
they need housing that is structurally and mechanically safe and that is designed to
accommodate people with disabilities. Given the widely varying circumstances of older
adults, meeting their housing and housing-related needs requires a range of responses.

5.2 Handicapped Residents
Residents who are physically handicapped suffer many of the same problems as the elderly, such
as fixed incomes and in ability to maintain property.

5.3 Poverty and Low Income Residents
The federal government defines the 2015 poverty level for a family of four (4) at $24,250
and below, and the low income level ($48,258) between the poverty level and 199% of
the poverty level. As with all communities a percentage of the City’s households are
within either the poverty or low income category. In 2015 8.8% of all families within the
City were classified at or below the poverty level’, while approximately 49% were
considered low-income. As illustrated in Figure 5.1, the percentage of households that

* Based on a family of four
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were categorized as poverty and low income has increased since the Recession.

Figure 4.7. City of Central Point Poverty Level and
Low Income Households

60%
49%
50% 46%
41%
40%
30% B Poverty
mLow Income
20%
0,
10% 6% 8% “e
. | 7]
2000 2010 2015

6 Housing Characteristics
The City’s housing stock is comprised of over 6,000 dwelling units of various type, ages,
and value. In 1980 the City’s housing inventory totaled 2,291° dwelling units. By the end of
2016 the housing unit inventory reached 6,321 dwelling units. The following describes the
characteristics of the City’s housing stock by age, type, tenure, and value.

6.1 Housing Age
Based on the age of the City’s housing stock Central Point is considered a young
community. Most of the housing was constructed after 1980 (67%). The older housing
stock (pre-1949) is concentrated in the original central area of the City. Because of its

age most of the City’s housing stock is in very good physical shape.

¢ City of Central Point Housing Element
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Figure 6.1. Age of Housing Stock
80%
70% 67%
60%
50%
40%
30% | 26%
20%
1%

Built 1980 or later Built 1979 - 1950 Built 1949 or earlier

10%

0%

6.2 Housing Type
The City’s housing stock is comprised of seven (7) housing types as follows:

1.

Single-Family Detached; a dwelling on a legally defined property designed to be
occupied by only one family.

Single-Family Attached; a dwelling on a legally defined property designed to be
occupied by only one family, but has a common wall with other single-family
attached dwelling(s);

Duplex/Triplex/Apartments; a group of dwellings on a legally defined property
having 2, 3, and 4 or more dwelling units with separate entrances. This includes
two-story houses having a complete apartment on each floor and also side-by-side
apartments on a single legally described lot that shares a common wall
Apartments that have accessory services such as food service, dining rooms, and
housekeeping are included within this definition;

Manufactured Homes; a dwelling on a legally defined property that is constructed
for movement on the public highways that has sleeping, cooking and plumbing
facilities intended for residential purposes and that is constructed on a foundation
in accordance with local laws and federal manufactured construction and safety
standards and regulations.

Manufactured Homes in Mobile Home Parks; a group of dwellings located on a
legally defined property (Mobile Home Park) that are constructed for movement
on the public highways that has sleeping, cooking and plumbing facilities
intended for residential purposes and that is constructed on a foundation in
accordance with local laws and federal manufactured construction and safety
standards and regulations and

2017-37 Housing Element Page 13
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6. Government Assisted, housing that provides the occupants with government
sponsored economic assistance to alleviate housing costs and expenses for needy
people with low to moderate income households. Forms of government assisted
housing include direct housing subsidies, non-profit housing, public housing, rent
supplements and some forms of co-operative and private sector housing

The City’s housing policies and zoning regulations allow for all of the above housing
types. The current distribution of housing type by land use category is illustrated in Table

6.1.

Table 6.1
City of Central Point

Housing Inventory by Type and Land Use Classification

Dwelling Units

Mobile Total
SFR SFR Mobile Home Government | Housing

Land Use Class Detached Attached Duplex Triplex Apartment Home Park Assisted Units
VLRes 75 - - - - - - - 75
LRes 3,391 - 6 3 4 8 76 - 3,488
MRes 1,003 54 90 15 20 1 - - 1,183
HRes 727 54 193 27 659 75 288 137 2.160
Residential Units 5,196 108 289 45 683 84 364 137 6,906

Percentage Distribution

15%

2% 4%

1% 10%

1% 5% 2%

100%

Source: City of Central Point Buildable Lands Inventory

At 75% of the total housing stock the single-family detached home is the preferred

housing type, followed by apartments (10%) and Duplex/Triplex (6%).

Table 6.2 illustrates the shifting of preferences in new residential construction between
2006 and 2016. As a percentage of new construction single-family detached represented
63% of the housing types constructed during that period. For the duplex housing types it
was 5%, and for apartments it was at 25%. The point is that during any given time span
the housing inventory will respond with variations in the housing type mix.

Table 6.2
City of Central Point

Housing Inventory by Type and Land Use Classification, 2006 - 2016

Dwelling Units

Mobile Total
SFR SFR Mobile Home Government | Housing

Land Use Class Detached Attached Duplex Triplex Apartment Home Park Assisted Units
VLRes 1 - - - - - - - 1
LRes 173 - - - - - - 173
MRes 127 44 18 - - - - 189
HRes 114 30 18 - 180 - 1 15 358
Residential Units 415 74 36 - 180 - 1 15 721

Percentage Distribution 58% 10% 5% 0% 25% 0% 0% 2% 100%

Source: City of Central Point Buildable Lands Inventory

The reasoning for the decline in single-family detached was the loss of jobs and the
subsequent reduction in income occurring as a result of the Recession. When measured
between 2010 (post recession) to 2016 the preference for single-family detached homes

2017-37 Housing Element
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improved, whether or not it will continue improving to its post-Recession levels remains

to be seen.

Table 6.3
City of Central Point

Housing Inventory by Type and Land Use Classification, 2006 - 2016

Dwelling Units

Mobile Total
SFR SFR Mobile Home  Government | Housing

Land Use Class Detached Attached Duplex Triplex Apartment Home Park Assisted Units

VLRes - - - - - - - -
LRes 65 - - - 65
MRes 64 10 14 - - - 88
HRes 68 30 - 16 15 129
Residential Units 197 40 14 - 16 - - 15 282

Percentage Distribution 70% 14% 5% 0% 6% 0% 0% 5% 100%

Source: City of Central Point Buildable Lands Inventory

It is worth noting (Table 6.1) that a significant number of single-family detached units are
located within the higher density land use classifications (24%). The reason for this is
primarily historic and regulatory. Many of the older single-family detached neighborhoods
have been designated as medium density (MRes) to encourage infill development. On the
regulatory side it was not until 2006 that new single-family detached dwelling units were
prohibited in both the MRes and the HRes classifications as an acceptable housing type. This
practice was suspended in 2006 with amendments to the zoning code requiring minimum
densities in all residential zones, and the exclusion of single-family detached dwellings in the
medium and high density residential districts.

6.3 Housing Value
Prior to the Recession the median owner occupied housing value increased substantially
reaching a peak value of $233,000. These early value increases were indicative of the
demand and affordability of housing. Jobs were plentiful and easy financing was
accessible. With the on-set of the Recession the real estate bubble burst causing a 22%

reduction ($181,200) in the 2010 median house value. Since 2010 owner occupied
housing values have been increasing, but not to pre-Recession levels. By 2016 the

estimated median housing value, at $192,8727, resumed its upward movement and by
2017 is expected to reach and exceed its 2010 peak.

7 Zillow, 2016 City of Central Point
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Figure 6.2 Median Owner Occupied Value
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Figure 6.3. Housing Values, 2015
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The latest housing value distribution® (Figure 6.3) places 59% of the City’s owner
occupied inventory in the $150,000 to $199,999 or less category (median value).

6.4 Summary, Housing Characteristics
The City’s housing inventory is typical of the region reflecting the western region’s
preference for single-family detached housing. The housing stock is young and heavily
concentrated in the single-family detached category. The cost of housing is slightly on the
high side for the region, but typical for the state.

7 Housing Density, Land Use and Zoning
In 2012 the Greater Bear Creek Valley Regional Plan was approved by Jackson County. Shortly

¥ U.S. Census 2015 American Community Survey
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thereafter the City of Central Point adopted its component of the Regional Plan as an element to
the City’s Comprehensive Plan. In the City’s Regional Plan Element it was agreed that all new
residential development within the UGB would be constructed at an average minimum density of
6.9 dwelling units per gross acre, and after 2036 the minimum density would increase to 7.9
dwelling units per gross acre.

7.1 Housing Density
In the 1983 Housing Element only maximum densities were addressed, not minimum densities,
in the hopes that residential development by the private sector would pursue the higher density
development. This did not come to pass. Since 1983 the actual built densities have been far
below the maximum densities set in both the Housing Element and the City’s zoning ordinance
(Table 7.1). In 2006 the City amended its zoning ordinance setting mandatory minimum density
standards and housing types for all residential zoning districts. Until then the higher density
zoning districts were allowed to build at much lower single-family detached densities.

Table 7.1

City of Central Point

Maximum Allowable Densities vs.
Actual Built Densities, 1983-2016

Average
Gross
Maximum | Density by
Allowable Land Use
Land Use Classification Density* Class
VLRes 1 1.50
LRes 6 4.08
MRes 12 7.50
HRes 25 8.79
Average Net Density by Housing Type 10.79 5.08

*Assumes Build-Out

Table 7.1 identifies the City’s average density by both land use classification and housing type
for housing built between 1980 and 2016. The Maximum Allowable Density column represents
the maximum densities established in the 1983 Housing Element. The Average Gross Density
column represents the average gross density of all residential development between 1980 and
2016. The period between 1980 and 2016 was used for the following reasons:

e The last Housing Element was based on 1980 Census information; and

e The period 1980-2016 covered two recessionary periods and as such provides a balanced
view of housing demand and supply.

After the zoning code was amended in 2006 establishing minimum density standards, the City’s
gross density for this period increased significantly (Table 7.3) from 5.05 to 7.08 dwelling units
per gross acre. The result of the minimum density code revisions is most evident in the MRes
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and the HRes land use classifications. When looked at by zoning district (Table 7.4 and 7.5) the
same pattern is revealed — in the higher density districts (R-2 through HMR) the density has

improved.

Table 7.2
City of Central Point

Housing Inventory by Housing Type and Land Use, City Limits, 1980-2016

Gross Density

Average
Gross
Mobile Density
SFR SFR Mobile Home  Government| by Land
Zoning Detached  Attached Duplex Triplex MFR Home Park Assisted | Use Class |
VLRes 151 - - - - - - . 1.51
LRes 4.05 7.34 8.35 - 2.07 - 4.06
MRes 6.64 11.99 9.04 - 20.19 - - 12.84 7.51
HRes 7.83 19.67 10.75 13.41 15.85 6.39 6.38 - 8.78
Average Net Density by Housing Type 4.48 13.37 10.09 1341 16.73 5.56 6.38 12.84 5.05
Table 7.3
City of Central Point
Housing Inventory by Housing Type and Land Use, City Limits, 2006-2016
Gross Density
Average
Gross
Mobile Density
SFR SFR Mobile Home Government| by Land
Zoning Detached Attached Duplex Triplex MFR Home Park Assisted Use Class
VLRes 1.65 - - B - - . 1.65
LRes 4.83 7.34 8.35 - - - 498
MRes 8.60 12.44 9.36 - 22.00 - - 12.84 10.52
HRes 8.40 17.99 14.26 - 18.00 6.18 - 15.87
Average Net Density by Housing Type 547 12.98 10.55 - 19.16 - 6.18 12.84 7.08

Table 7.4 identifies the densities for development between 1980 and 2016 that occurred in each

zoning district.

Table 7.4. Housing Density by Housing Type and Zoning, 1980-2016

Average Gross Density by Housing Type

Average
Gross
Mobile Density
SFR SFR Mobile Home Government|by Zoning
Zoning Detached Attached Duplex Triplex MFR Home Park Assisted District
R-L 1.51 - - - - - - - 1.51
R-1-10 3.26 - 3.26
R-1-8 3.70 - - 2,78 370
R-1-6 4.11 - . - - 1.77 4.09
R-2 6.02 1561 8.96 - - - - 6.34
R-3 7.83 - 10.75 13.41 15.76 6.39 6.38 8.66
LMR 5.30 7.34 8.35 - - - - - 537
MMR 10.78 113 12.88 20.19 - 12.84 13.08
HMR - 19.67 - - 18.21 - - - 19.08
Average Net Density by Housing Type 448 1337 10.09 1341 16.73 5.56 6.38 12.84 5.05
2017-37 Housing Element Page 18
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Table 7.5. Housing Density by Housing Type and Zoning, 2006-2016

7.2 Land Use and Housing Type
The City has four (4) residential land use classifications and seven residential zoning
districts. These classifications accommodate differing densities and housing types. Each
land use classification has assigned zoning districts. Within each residential land use
classification/zoning district certain housing types are allowed as follows:

Average Gross Density by Housing Type
Average
Gross
Mobile Density
SFR SFR Mobile Home Government|by Zoning
Zoning Detached  Attached Duplex Triplex MFR Home Park Assisted | District
R-L 1.65 - - - - - - s 1.65
R-1-10 - - - -
R-1-8 4.30 - - 430
R-1-6 4.82 - - - - 4.82
R-2 7.45 1561 9.36 - - - 8.16
R-3 8.40 - 14.26 - 18.00 6.18 15.59
LMR 5.70 7.34 8.35 - . - - 6.06
MMR 10.03 8.85 - - 22.00 12.84 12.82
HMR - 17.99 - - . . - - 17.99
Average Net Density by Houslng Type 547 12.98 10.58 - 19.16 - 6.18 12.84 7.08 |

Land Use SFR SFR Duplex Triplex Apt Manuf. Mobile
Class Detached Attached Home Home Park
VLRes

R-L Yes No No No No Yes NoYes
LRes

R-1 Yes No No No No Yes NoYes
MRes

R-2 No Yes Yes No No Yes NeYes

LMR Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes NeYes NeoYes
HRes

R-3 No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

MMR  Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No

HMR No Yes Yes Yes Yes No No

The maximum and minimum density for each of the land use classifications and zoning
districts is illustrated in Table 7.7.

2017-37 Housing Element
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Table 7.7

City of Central Point

Maximum and Minimum Gross Densities

Maximum | Minimum
Allowable | Allowable
Gross Gross
Land Use Classification Density Density

VLRes 0.8 N.A.
R-L N.A. 2.3

LRes 4.8 N.A.
R-1-6 4.8 32
R-1-8 4 24
R-1-10 3.2 1.6

MRes 9.6 N.A.
R-2 9.6 4.8
LMR 9.6 4.8

HRes 20 N.A.
R-3 20 11.2
MMR 25.6 11.2
HMR N.A. 24

7.3 Summary, Housing Density
Since 1980 the City’s average gross density, at 5.31 is considerably lower than the 6.9
minimum density required in the Regional Plan Element. Depending on the time period
selected to calculate density the results vary, often significantly.

8 Buildable Residential Lands
The 2016 BLI identifies a total residential land inventory within the City’s urban area of
approximately 1,530 net acres that are zoned and planned for residential use (Table 8.1),
representing 52% of the City’s total area. The City’s residential lands are distributed over four
residential land use categories and nine zoning districts. The largest of the residential
classifications is the LRes at 55% of all residential lands (Table 8.1). The four (4) residential
land use classifications and their related zoning districts are:

1.

2

2017-37 Housing Element

Very Low Density Residential (VLRes);
a. Very Low
Low Density Residential (LRes);
a. R-1-6
b. R-1-8
c. R-1-10
Medium Density Residential (MRes);
a. LMR
b. R-2;and
High Density Residential (HRes).
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a. R-3
b. MMR; and
¢. HMR
Table 8.1
City of Central Point
Urban Land Inventory by Land Use Designation
Percentage
of Total
Total City Total UGB Total Urban | Residential
Comprehensive Plan Designation Acres Acres Acres Acres
VLRes 45.87 21.86 67.73 4.4%
LRes 802.95 39.28 842.23 55.1%
MRes 245.23 48.45 293.67 19.2%
HRes 301.28 23.68 324.96 21.3%
Residential Acres 1,395.33 133.26 1,528.60 100%

Table 8.2 identifies the City’s residential land allocations by zoning district.

Table 8.2. City of Central Point
Urban Land Inventory by Zoning

Total City Total UGB Total Urban |Percentage of
Zoning Acres Acres Area Acres Total

R-L 45.87 21.86 67.73 4.4%
R-1-6 37595 592 381.87 25.0%
R-1-8 39331 11.25 404.56 26.5%
R-1-10 33.69 22.12 55.81 3.7%
LMR 136.72 4845 185.16 12.1%
R-2 108.51 - 108.51 71%
R-3 193.85 - 193.85 12.7%
MMR 72.66 23.68 96.34 6.3%
HMR 34.77 - 34.77 2.3%
Residential Acres 1.395.33 133.26 1,528.60 100.0%

As of the end of 2016 there were approximately 136 acres of net buildable residential land within

the City’s urban area. The vacant acreage in each land use classification is illustrated in Table

8.3. The vacant acreage available in the single-family VLRes and LRes land use classifications is

2.6% and 18.5% respectively of the total vacant land use inventory. The bulk of the City’s net

buildable residential acreage is in the MRes (31%) and HRes (47%) classifications, representing

over 78% of the City’s net buildable vacant residential acres (107 acres), a disproportionately
high number given the historic development in those two classifications (18%) since 1980.

2017-37 Housing Element
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Table 8.3
City of Central Point
Net Buildable Vacant

Total Total Gross Net Percentage of
Gross | (less) Envir.| Buildable (less) Buildable (plus) Total Net Total Net
Vacant | Constrained Vacant Public Vacant | Redevliopment Buildable Buildable
Zoning Acres Acres Acres Lands Acres Acres Acres Acres
VLRes 425 . 425 1.06 3.19 0.34 3.53 3%
LRes 17.87 0.12 17.76 i 4.44 1332 11.81 2513 19%
MRes 41.51 4.82 3669 [ 9.7 2752 14.83 4234 31%
HRes 75.15 4.02 7113 [ 1778 53.35 11.47 64.81 48%
Vacant Residential Acres 138.79 8.96 129.83 32.46 9737, 38.45 135.82 100%
Table 8.4
City of Central Point
Buildable Land Inventory by Zoning
Total
Total Gross Percentage
Gross (less) Envir. | Buildable| (less) Total Net | (plus)Total | Total Net | of Total Net
Vacant | Constrained | Vacant Public | Buildable Redev. |Buildable| Buildable
Zoning Acres Acres Acres Lands Acres Acres Acres Acres
R-L 4.25 - 4.25 1.06 3.19 0.34 3.53 3%
R-1-6 10.88 0.09 10.79 f 2.70 8.09 5.58 13.67 10%
R-1-8 3.86 0.02 3.84 f 0.96 2.88 542 8.29 6%
R-1-10 3.13 0.00 3.13 0.78 2.35 0.82 3.17 2%
LMR 37.99 4.82 33.17 8.29 24.88 7.98 32.86 24%
R-2 3.52 - 3.52 0.88 2.64 6.85 9.49 7%
R-3 15.44 - 15.44 f 3.86 11.58 3.06 14.64 11%
MMR 46.21 0.37 45.84 [ 11.46 3438 6.75 41.13 30%
HMR 13.50 3.65 9.85 i 2.46 7.38 1.66 9.05 7%
Total Residential Acres 138.79 8.96 129.83 32.46 97.37 38.45 135.82 100%

While the higher density land use classifications account for the greater majority of the vacant
residential land (78%) it is out of sync with the demand side of the equation (20%).

8.1 Summary, Buildable Residential Lands
The City’s net buildable residential land inventory is overly represented in the higher density
residential land use classifications (MRes and HRes). Going forward this disparity will need to
be taken into consideration. It is unlikely that these higher density lands will be re-designated
and rezoned to lower density residential land use, and netted-out off the need equation. Table 8.5
illustrates the required new gross acreage needed by land use category.

2017-37 Housing Element
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Table 8.5
City of Central Point
Required New Buildable Vacant Residentail Land
Net
Required
2016 Total Required New
Net Buildable Gross Surplusor Gross
Zoning Acres Acres  (Shortage) Acres
VLRes 3.53 7.80 4.27) 4.27
LRes 25.13 156.00  (130.87) 130.87
MRes 42.34 57.20 (14.86) 14.86
HRes 64.61 39.00 25.61 N.A
Vacant Residential Acres 135.62 260.00 149.99

Source: City of Central Point Buildable Lands Inventory

9 Housing Affordability

Housing affordability, whether renter or owner occupied is typically measured as a percentage of
household income. A standard benchmark for affordability is when housing costs are less than or
equal to 30% of total household income.

9.1 Renter Households
As illustrated in Figure 9.1 the Recession had a significant impact on housing
affordability for renter households as the percentage of renter households paying more

Figure 6.1. Renter Households Paying 30%
or More of Income on Housing

®2000 E2010 02015

61%

53% 55% 9
’ 1% 489

50%

44%

379% 40%

City State

than 30% increased from 37% to 50% by 2010 and by 2015 had further increased to 53%
of all renter households. At the county and state level the experience was much the same
except that by 2015 there was a drop in the number of renter households paying more

than 30%.

County

9.2 Owner Households

To a lesser extent the rate of affordability in owner households followed the pattern of
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renter households. Since the Recession the price of housing has been exceeding the
increase in wages. As of March 2017 average hourly wages are up 2.7% year over year,
while the median sales price of a previously owned home was up 7.7%’. Prior to the
Recession 25% of owner households exceeded 30% of household income for housing

(Figure 9.2).

Figure 9.2. Owner Households Paying
30% or More of Income on Housing

®2000 ®2010 02015

44%

33%

25% 25%

City

9.3 Summary, Affordability

38%

31%

County

25%

34%

State

26%

The question of housing affordability, especially since the Recession, is without question
a social issue that needs addressing. The demand and supply mechanics of housing

affordability are easily understandable, but the solutions; either demand or supply side,
are extremely complex, especially at the local level. The only solutions that this Housing

Element offers regarding affordability are:

1. Provide an inventory of vacant residential lands sufficient to accommodate the

need for all housing types.

2. Prepare and maintain a Housing Implementation Program that annually tracks the
demand and supply of vacant residential lands and housing construction by type

of housing.

3. Collaborate at the regional level in the identification, prioritization, and
development of solutions addressing housing affordability.

10 Future Housing Demand and Residential Land Need
Based on the Population Projections prepared by PSU it is projected that by 2037 the City’s
population will have increased by 4,420 residents. The City’s average household size is 2.5

2017-37 Housing Element
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persons per household'” requiring an additional 1,770 new dwelling units to accommodate the
projected gopulation growth. At a density of 6.9 dwelling units per gross acre'! the City will
need 260" acres of residentially planned lands to accommodate 1,770 new dwelling units.

It is expected that new residential construction will follow a similar land use distribution pattern
as experienced between 1980 and 2016 (Table 10.1).

Table 10.1. Housing Units Built by
Land Use Category, 1980 - 2016

Housing Projected

Units Percentage Housing

Constructed| by Land Use | Adjusted Demand

Land Use Class 1980-2016 Class Percentage | 2017-37*
VLRes 30 1% 1% 15
LRes 2,503 58% 78% 1,370
MRes 715 17% 4% 75
HRes 1,051 24% 17% 290
Total 4,299 100% 100% 1,750

*Figures rounded

The “Adjusted Percentage” in Table 10.1 is an adjustment for all the single-family detached
development that occurred prior to 2006 within the MRes and the HRes classifications.

In Table 10.2 the current minimum density allowed in each residential land use classification and
the resulting gross acreage needed to accommodate future housing demand is identified. Based
on today’s minimum densities for each of the land use classifications allocated by housing types
the average projected gross density would be 4.33 dwelling units per gross acre, which is not an
acceptable average gross density.

Table 10.2 Average Projected Density based on Current Minimum

Densities
Current Projected
Mipnpimum  Dwelling Gross Acres

Land Use Classification Densl ty Units Needed Densi tv
VLRes 0.75 15 20 0.75
LRes 3.75 1,370 365 3.75
MRes 11.20 75 7 11.20
HRes 24.00 290 12 24.00
Average Density 1.750 404 4.33

' City of Central Point Population & Demographics Element, 2016-36

'! City of Central Point Regional Plan Element

12 Rounded figure

13 Adjusted for the high occurrence of single-family detached construction in the MRes and the HRes land use
classifications,
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To achieve the minimum density standard it is necessary to either re-allocate the distribution of
housing by land use classification, increase the minimum density requirements for each land use
classification, or a combination of both. To avoid major disruptions to the built landscape a
strategy of using both land use reallocation and density modofications.

Table 10.3 Needed Residential Acreage (2017-37)

Proposed | Percentage | Projected

Minimem | ofLand Use New Gross | Minimum
Gross Class by Dwelling Acres Gross
Land Use Classification Density | Gross Acres Units Needed Density

VLRes 1.00 3% 10 8 1.28
LRes 4.00 60% 620 156 3.97
MRes 7.00 22% 400 57 6.99
|HRes 20.00 15% 780 39 20.00
|Average Density 100% 1,810 260 6.96

By adjusting both the mix and density of the various residential land use classifications (Table
10.3) results in an average gross density of 6.96 dwelling units per gross acre. The justification
for the density and allocation adjustments is illustrated in Table 10.3, and explained as follows:

e VLRes — The allocation of very low density lands has increased from 1% to 5%. The
allocation increase was based on the finding that the low demand for large lot
development was due to a lack of developable land. The increase in density went from
.75 to 1 dwelling unit per gross acre, a minor increase in density adjusting for the
conversion of net acreage to gross acreage.

e LRes — The allocation of low density residential lands has been reduced from a previous
78% (adjusted) to 60%. Historically the LRes has been the preferred land use category,
with an emphasis on single-family detached housing. The single-family detached
preference is likely to continue into the future. Consequently, this land use classification
experienced the most quantitative changes in density and allocation. The density went
from 3.75 to 8 dwelling units per gross acre. Viewed from a lot size perspective the
minimum lot size went from approximately 12,000 gross sq. ft. per lot to 5,500 gross sq.
ft. per lot.

e MRes — The allocation of medium density residential lands increased from 4% (adjusted)
to 22%. The density increased from 11.2 to 14. A minimum density of density of 14 units
per gross acre is consistent with the TOD MMR zoning designation.

e HRes — The allocation of the high density residential lands was reduced from 17%
(adjusted) to 15%. The minimum density increased slightly with the conversion from net
density to gross density.

As illustrated in Table 10.3 the revised mix of residential land use categories and changes in
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density result in a minimum build-out density of 6.96 dwelling units per gross acre.

The City currently has an inventory of 136 net buildable acres (Section 8, Buildable Residential
Lands) of residential land. The assumption is that the 136 acres is properly allocated and
supports the relevant housing demand by type. Table 10.4 identifies the current vacant land,
need, and where there is a shortage, the additional needed acreage by land use classification. Of
the overall 252 acres needed to satisty the future demand a total of 143 new gross acres are
needed to supplement the existing inventory. The projected need is dedicated to the two low
density residential land use districts; VLRes and LRes. As discussed earlier the MRes and the
HRes land use classifications already have an excess supply of vacant land. Rather than re-
designate the excess acreage, and having to address appropriateness of location and the takings
issue, it was decided that it will remain as currently designated.

Table 10.4
City of Central Point
Required New Buildable Vacant Residentail Land
Net
Required
2016 Total Required New
Net Buildable Gross Surplusor Gross
Zoning Acres Acres  (Shortage) Acres
VLRes 3.53 7.80 4.27) 4.27
LRes 25.13 156.00 (130.87) 130.87
MRes 42.34 57.20 (14.86) 14.86
HRes 64.61 39.00 25.61 N.A
Vacant Residential Acres 135.62 260.00 149.99

Source: City of Central Point Buildable Lands Inventory

As previously noted the current net buildable residential land inventory is 136 gross acres
distributed across four residential land use classifications. When considering the current vacant
acreage inventory it needs to be recalled that there is a significant over allocation to the higher
density residential districts. Rather than reclassify these higher density lands to a lower density
classification they will remain as excess net buildable acreage. To meet its 20-year supply of
buildable residential land the City will need to add, at a minimum, an additional 143 gross acres,
primarily in the LRes land use category (Table 10.4).

10.1 Future Housing Tenure
It is expected that the mix of owner (70%) and renter (30%) occupied will remain in the long run
as it was prior to the Recession. Tenure should not be confused with housing type and density,
which are components of affordability.

10.2 Future Housing Types
For the foreseeable future the preferred housing type will be the single-family detached dwelling.
The only impediment to this choice will be affordability, which will rise and fall with changes in
the economy. It is expected that attached single-family will continue to improve as a housing
choice. The City’s current land use regulations provide for a wide variety of housing types. Over
the course of time the City needs to monitor, through it HIP, any changes in housing type
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demand against deficiencies in land supply, and where appropriate make adjustments.

11 Housing Goals and Policies

Goal 1.  To provide an adequate supply of housing to meet the diverse needs of the City’s
current and projected households.

Policy 1.1.  Continue to support new residential development at minimum residential
densities.

Policy 1.2.  Develop a Housing Implementation Plan that is regularly updated based
current market conditions.

Policy 1.3.  Provide an efficient and consistent development review process.

Policy 1.4. Work with regional partners to develop and implement measure that
reduce upfront housing development costs.

Policy 1.5.  Support UGB expansions and annexations that can be efficiently provided
with urban services and that will in a timely manner meet the City’s housing needs.

Policy 1.6.  When properly mitigated support higher density residential development
within the Downtown and older surrounding residential area, capitalizing on
availability of existing infrastructure and supporting revitalization efforts.

Goal 2.  To encourage the development and preservation of fair and affordable housing.

Policy 1.1.  Obtain local, state, and federal financial resources and incentives that
support the development and preservation of affordable housing.

Policy 1.2.  Through a Housing Implementation Plan explore and promote programs
and incentives that support new affordable housing.

Policy 1.3.  Support and participate in the Greater Bear Creek Valley Regional Plan’s
program addressing regional housing strategies, particularly as they apply to
affordable housing

Policy 1.4.  Support regional efforts addressing homelessness and housing, medical
and social services to special need households.

Goal 3.  To maintain a timely supply of vacant residential acres sufficient to accommodate
development of new housing to serve the City’s projected population.

Policy 1.1.  Provide a sufficient inventory of residential planned and zoned vacant land
to meet projected demand in terms of density, tenure, unit size, accessibility, and
cost.
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Policy 1.2.  Throughout the 2017-2036 planning period the City’s new vacant
residential land use mix shall support an average density of not less than 6.9
dwelling units per gross.

Policy 1.3.  Update the Housing Element’s vacant acreage needs every four-years
consistent with the PSU Population Research Centers update of population.

Policy 1.4.  To avoid speculation the City shall, when expanding the UGB establish
procedures that give priority to lands that will be developed in a timely manner.

Policy 1.5.  Monitor residential in-fill development activity and develop and enact
programs that encourage the expanded use of in-fill as a component to the City’s
residential land use inventory

Goal 4.  To ensure that a variety of housing will be provided in the City in terms of
location, type, price and tenure, according to the projected needs of the population.

Policy 1.1.  Residential land use designations on the General Land Use Plan and the
Zoning Map shall be compliant with the residential land use needs identified in the
Housing Element.

Policy 1.2.  Based on the findings of the Housing Implementation Plan incentivize

housing types that are needed but not being provided in adequate numbers by the
market forces.

Policy 1.3.  In larger residential developments encourage a mix of densities and

housing types to accommodate a variety of households based on age and income
levels.

Policy 1.4.  Support programs that encourage the ability of older residents to age in
place by making existing housing more age friendly and accessible.

Goal 5. To ensure that municipal development procedures and standards are not
unreasonable impediments to the provision of affordable housing.

Policy 1.1.  As part of a Housing Implementation Plan periodically evaluate
development procedures and standards for compliance with the goals of this Housing
Element and modify as appropriate.

Goal 6.  To develop and maintain a Housing Implementation Plan that includes programs
that monitor and address the housing affordability needs of the City’s low- and moderate-
income households.

Policy 1.1. Support collaborative partnerships with non-profit organizations,
affordable housing builders, and for-profit developers to gain greater access to
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various sources of affordable housing funds.

Policy 1.2.  Support and participate in the Greater Bear Creek Valley Regional Plan’s
program addressing regional housing strategies.

Policy 1.3.  Address the special housing needs of seniors through the provision of
affordable housing and housing related services.

Goal 7. To assure that residential development standards encourage and support attractive
and health neighborhoods.

Policy 1.1.  Encourage quality design throughout the City that acknowledges
neighborhood character, provides balanced connectivity (multi-modal), and
integrates recreational and open space opportunities.

Policy 1.2.  Provide flexible development standards for projects that exceed minimum
standards for natural resource protection, open space, public gathering places, and
energy efficiency.

Policy 1.3.  Where appropriate encourage mixed uses at the neighborhood level that
enhance the character and function of the neighborhood and reduce impacts on the
City’s transportation system.

Policy 1.4.  Support minimum parking standards for multiple family development
served by public transit.

Policy 1.5. Maintain and enforce Chapter 17.71 Agricultural Mitigation ensuring that
all new residential development along the periphery of the Urban Growth Boundary
includes an adequate buffer between the urban uses and abutting agricultural uses on
lands zoned Exclusive Farm Use (EFU).
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PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 844

A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF THE CITY OF CENTRAL
POINT 2017-2037 HOUSING ELEMENT

WHEREAS, the latest version of the Housing Element was adopted in 1983 and needs to be
updated to reflect the latest population projections and housing needs; and

WHEREAS, the City of Central Point has received and accepted the Coordinated Population
Forecast 2015-2065, Jackson County, Urban Growth Boundaries (UGB) & and Areas Outside
UGBs (PRC Forecast) prepared by the Population Research Center, Portland State University in
accordance with ORS 195.033, Area Population Forecasts, Rules; and

WHEREAS, the PRC Forecast for the City of Central Point has been used to update the City of
Central Point 2016 Population Element; and

WHEREAS, by Ordinance 1964 the City adopted the Regional Plan Element, City of Central
Point, establishing minimum residential standards; and

WHEREAS, given the projected population growth, new density requirements, and need for
vacant residential lands the City has prepared an updated Housing Element; and

WHEREAS, on August 1, 2017, the Central Point Planning Commission conducted a duly-
noticed public hearing at which time it reviewed the City staff report (File No. 17004) and heard
testimony and comments on the draft City of Central Point 2017-37 Housing Element.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, the City of Central Point Planning Commission by
Resolution No. 844 does hereby recommend to the City Council approval of the 2017-37
Housing Element as presented in Attachment “A”.

PASSED by the Planning Commission and signed by me in authentication of its passage this 5
day of September, 2017

Planning Commission Chair

ATTEST:

City Representative

Planning Commission Resolution No. 844 (09/05/2017)
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CLASS “C” VARIANCE TO THE MACIMUM DENSITY STANDARD IN THE R-1-6 ZONING DISTRICT AS
NECESSARY TO PARTITION A 0.22 ACRE SITE INTO 2 PARCELS.
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City of Central Point, Oregon Community Development

140 S 3rd Street, Central Point, OR 97502 CENTRAL Tom Humphrey, AICP

541.664.3321 Fax 541.664.6384 i .
C Devel t Direct
www.centralpointoregon.gov POI N I MG B P e e

D1 egarn

STAFF REPORT
September 5, 2017

ITEM: File No. VAR-17001

Consideration of a Class “C” Variance to the maximum density standard in the R-1-6 zoning district as
necessary to partition a (.22 acre site into two (2) parcels. The project site is located at 765 Ash Street,
which has frontage on both Ash and Chestnut Street. The property is identified on the Jackson County
Assessor’s Map as 37S 2W 11BA, Tax Lot 600. Applicant: Bryan and Lisa Herrmann.

STAFF SOURCE:

Stephanie Holtey, Principal Planner

BACKGROUND

The Applicant is requesting approval of a Class C Variance to the maximum density standard in the R-1-6
zone as necessary to obtain final plat approval to partition a 0.22 acre lot into two (2) parcels. The
property has previously received tentative plan approval (File No. PAR-17001) subject to conditions
addressing density and agency requirements. The tentatively approved parcels are within the
minimum/maximum range for lot size and width, but exceed the maximum density standard (i.e. 6 units
per acre) in the R-1-6 zone (Attachment “A”). The requested variance would increase density
commensurate with the minimum lot size allowed in the R-1-6 zone.

The project site is a through-lot with frontage on both Ash and Chestnut Street. Per the tentative plan, the
through lot will be split so each parcel will have frontage on a public strect consistent with residential
development permitted in the R-1-6 zone and most surrounding properties. Although the lot
configuration would be similar to other properties and meets the minimum lot size, the maximum density
yield is 1.3 units.

Based on the Applicant’s Findings (Attachment “C”) and the Planning Department supplemental Findings
(Attachment “D”), staff recommends the variance is justified on the basis that it complies with CPMC
17.13.500(C) variance criteria and is necessary to permit reasonable and permitted single family
residential development that would otherwise be prohibited by strict application of the maximum density
standard.

ISSUES

The subject property is unique in its narrow width when compared to most properties in the
neighborhood. Additionally the public right-of-way along Ash and Chestnut Street exceeds the standard
width for retrofit residential streets. When the excess right-of-way area is considered in the density
calculation for the 0.22 acre site, the yield is 1.5 units (See Table 1). Mathematical rounding would result
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City of Central Point, Oregon Community Development
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www.centralpointoregon.gov POIN I unity Developme WEEESE

STAFF REPORT
September 5, 2017

ITEM: File No. VAR-17001

ConSIderagon of a Class “C” Variance to the maximum density standard in the R-1-6 zoning district as
necessa\ry artition a 0.22 acre site into two (2) parcels. The project site is located at 765 Ash Street,
which has frontage on both Ash and Chestnut Street. The property is identified on the Jackson County
Assessor’s Map as 378 2W 11BA, Tax Lot 600. Applicant: Bryan and Lisa Herrmann.

STAFF SOURCE:

Stephanie Holtey, Principal Planner

BACKGROUND

The Applicant is requesting approval of a Class C Variance to the maximum density standard in the R-1-6
zone as necessary to obtain final plat approval to partition a 0.22 acre lot into two (2) parcels. The
property has previously received tentative plan approval (File No. PAR-17001) subject to conditions
addressing density and agency requirements. The tentatively approved parcels are within the
minimum/maximum range for lot size and width, but exceed the maximum density standard (i.e. 6 units
per acre) in the R-1-6 zone (Attachment “A”). The requested variance would increase density
commensurate with the minimum lot size allowed in the R-1-6 zone.

The project site is a through-lot with frontage on both Ash and Chestnut Street. Per the tentative plan, the
through lot will be split so each parcel will have frontage on a public street consistent with residential
development permitted in the R-1-6 zone and most surrounding properties. Although the lot
configuration would be similar to other properties and meets the minimum lotz‘ size, the maximum density
yield is 1.3 units.

Based on the Applicant’s Findings (Attachment “C”) and the Planning Department supplemental Findings
(Attachment “D”), staff recommends the variance is justified on the basis that it complies with CPMC
17.13.500(C) variance criteria and is necessary to permit reasonable and permitted single family
residential development that would otherwise be prohibited by strict application of the maximum density
standard.

ISSUES

The subject property is unique in its narrow width when compared to most properties in the
neighborhood. Additionally the public right-of-way along Ash and Chestnut Street exceeds the standard
width for retrofit residential streets. When the excess right-of-way area is considered in the density
calculation for the 0.22 acre site, the yield is 1.5 units (See Table 1). Mathematical rounding would result
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in a density of 2; however, there are no policy statements in the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code
that address rounding requirements relative to density.

Table 1. Density Analysis

Proposed
Area | Area | Maximum | Maximum No. Proposed | Difference
(s.f.) | (Acres) | Density | No. Units Units Density (+/-)
Parcel1 | 4857 0.11 6 0.67 8.9 29
Parcel 2 | 4861 0.11 6 0.67 1 8.9 2.9
TOTALS | 9718 0.22 6 1.34 2 8.9 2.9

Comment: This is a policy consideration regarding how the Planning Commission would like to address
rounding. This has been addressed in the Housing Element and will be addressed in forthcoming
amendments to the Land Use Element and Residential Single Family zones in a manner that aligns the
minimum lot size and density requirements.

FINDINGS

The Class “C” Variance application to the maximum density standard in the R-1-6 zone for the Tentative
Plan at 765 Ash Street has been evaluated for compliance with the Class “C” Variance criteria set forth in
Chapter 17.13.500(C) of the Central Point Municipal Code and found to comply, as evidenced by the
Applicant’s Findings (Attachment “A”) and the Planning Department Supplemental Findings
(Attachment “D”),

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment “A” — Tentative Plan Map

Attachment “B” — Applicant’s Project Narrative

Attachment “C” — Applicant’s Findings

Attachment “D” — Planning Department Supplemental Findings

Attachment “E” — Example Resolution No. 847 based on Staff’s Recommended Action

ACTION

Consider the Applicant’s request for a Class “C” Variance to the maximum density standard in the R-1-6
zone and 1) approve; 2) approve with revisions; or 3) deny the application.

RECOMMENDATION

Approve Resolution No. 847 granting a Class C variance to the maximum density standard commensurate
with the minimum lot size standard in the R-1-6 zone based on the Staff Report dated September 5, 2017
including Attachments “A”, “B” ,“C”, and “D” thereto.
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ATTACHMENT "A"

gLa

T

OMG £L1090 FALVINIL NNYWIY3IH \NMON¥E \INIOd TvaINIO\SEor

£L0-6Z51 ToN gor
£10Z ‘L 3INOP ‘3Lva
0% .0z .0 .0z
| A h )
.0z =t ‘3WIS

Z0G/6 NO9IYO INIOD TvHINID
13341S MVO &b
89825 X048 Od
6655~+99 (L+G)
INIAIAYNS ¥3gav4 ©gp
ONI 'SNOS % y38Yv4

Aqg pahkssing

]

——

avod NYW3IFHS

30VId AFTHSY

133815 HSY

%

Z 40 £ 193Uus

sull BjoM 4§

&
0)+
>

o®

L4945 HSV

M/Y ONILSIXT

ANVHOAH Fdl4 =

00 Ot

au) ssjom 9

T=ouvd
1 D3rEnNS|

133415 LNNLSIHD

325 oL LON
AYA XTINTIIA

NOIYJ0T 3HL LV W3LSAS NIY¥Q WNOLS ON S 3y3HL

STION

‘LNIOd TYHLNID 40 ALID

+0G/6 NO93NO 'QY04Q3IN
3A1H0 LS3IYOAN0T0 629t

NNVYWHYTH VSITT PUD NVYANE

40§

NO93YO ‘ALNNOD NOSMIVN
'NYIGININ FLLINYTTIM
1SIM Z FONVY ‘HINOS /L& JIHSNMOL
‘i NOILO3S 40 ¥3ILMYND INO LSIMHLHON
au3 U ps3od0)

133415 HSVY G9/
Jo

NOILIL &V JONIN
NLZINZL JZLi03d0X 3

¥£000 ® OAd B ,8EC 3INIT SSAY

YILIN YILYM = B
M/ ONILSIX3

—_— - _

000

=yANI

Lozt

AL
+20126d0

L18LTL

LZ0L 4ybs Logy
¢ 130¥¥d Q3S0d0¥d

onmiama ||

ONILSIX3 _

(04

LUHE

M/H ONILSIXT

Zz0L

H'bs sga¥
L 1324vd d3S040¥d

[ARA

— I e

PIIHIS TANTS TH

M/d ONLSIXT

@)

ANITHTINTD

(T4

=

(O_\

009—VEIIMZTLE ON dYW SYOSSISSY

L1=10-21 31va TYM3INIY

YOARAYAS GNVT

TVNOISsHJOdd
agyIALSIDTY

AJOD DINOILD3TE

SNOILYAYISEO
W3LSAS ONINOILISOd
80719

A8 Q3IAN3a SY
‘WNiva 16/£8 AwN
‘HLYON 3NYL Si
ONI¥VY38 40 SiSvE

pa

s

38



>

ATTACHMENT "B"

Bryan & Lisa Herrmann

July 26,2017

City of Central Point

Attn: Planning Department
140 South 3rd Street
Central Point, OR 97502

RE: 765 Ash Street, Central Point, Oregon 97502 | R-1-6 Zoning
To Whom It May Concemn:

In February 2005 we purchased the above-reference property as an investment property. Given the
unique through lot aspect from Ash Street to Chestnut Street and the large level lot, we felt eventually
it would be ideal for dividing into two lots.

In 2008 we hired Farber Surveying to survey our lot. After surveying the lot, Herb noted that our Jot
size was approximately 282 square feet too small to meet the current code regulations to divide into
two parcels. Herb suggested a vacation of 10 feet of right-of-way on each side of Ash Street, which
currently has an 80-foot right of way, based on the original town plat of 1889. In the process of
surveying, staff recommended a 56 right-of-way on Ash Street between 7th Street and Freeman Road,
which we agreed to pursue. The Central Point Planning Department, at that time, was fully supportive
of our submission and plans. In the end, the surrounding neighbors did not wish o acquire land and
opposed the possibility for additional taxes as a result of the right-of-way vacation. The Central Point
City Council denied our request based on the potential increased land value and tax increase to the
residents abutting our property.

The City of Central Point code has recently been amended to decrease the minimum lot size from
5,000 square feet to 4,500 square feet. We submitted a land division application on June 01, 2017, in
anticipation of dividing the lot into two parcels. Currently, a condition of the final plat approval is to
obtain a variance to the maximum density requirement in the zone consistent with the minimum lot
size in the R-1-6 zoning, as the maximum density was not adjusted in the recent code amendment.

We respectfully request this variance be granted. Approval would allow us to move forward with
dividing our lot into two parcels, ultimately allowing an affordable single family home construction
with similar characteristics and size as the surrounding homes in the neighborhood.

Sincerely,
_— - -
‘% —_— /Z.)

Bryan Herrmann Lisa Herrmann

Enclosure
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ATTACHMENT "C"
Narrative Statement: Class C Variance Request

Bryan & Lisa Herrmann
765 Ash Street, Central Point, Oregon 97502

Applicability

CPMC 17.13.500(A). Class C variance requests are those that do not conform to the provisions of
Sections 17.13.300 and 17.13.400 (Class A and Class B), and that meet the criteria in subsections (A)(1)
through (4) of this section. Class C variances shall be reviewed using a Type III procedure, in accordance
with Chapter 17.05:

1. The Class C variance standards apply to individual platted and recorded lots only.
Finding: The variance request is for a lot platted as part of the original town plat of 1889.
Conclusion: The request is consistent with this standard.

2. The Class C variance procedure may be used to modify a standard for three or fewer lots,
including lots yet to be created through a partition process.

Finding: The variance request is to modify the maximum density standard for a parcel
proposed as part of the Ash Street Partition (Expedited), which was tentatively approved with
conditions of approval on July 20, 2017. The File number is PAR-17001.

Conclusion: The variance request is for lots to be created through a partition process consistent
with this standard.

3. An applicant who proposes to vary a standard for lots yet to be created through a subdivision
process may not utilize the Class C variance procedure. Approval of a planned unit
development shall be required to vary a standard for lots yet to be created through a subdivision
process where a specific code section does not otherwise permit exceptions.

Finding: The variance request is for a lot yet to be created through the partition process and
not the subdivision process.

Conclusion: The variance request complies with this standard of applicability.

4. A variance shall not be approved that would vary the “permitted uses” or “prohibited uses” of a
zoning district.

Finding: The variance request would modify the maximum density requirement in the R-1-6,
Residential Single Family zone to match the minimum lot size. Currently, the existing lot is
developed with a single-family home that will remain on the site. The proposed lot to be
created will be developed with a single family home with similar characteristics and size as the
surrounding homes in the neighborhood, consistent with the R-1-6 permitted uses and
development standards.

Conclusion: The proposed variance does not vary the permitted or prohibited uses in the R-1-6
Zone.
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Approval Process

CPMC 17.13.500(B). Class C variances shall be processed using a Type III procedure, as governed by
Section 17.05.400, using the approval criteria in subsection C of this section. In addition to the
application requirements contained in Section 17.05.400, the applicant shall provide a written narrative or
letter describing his/her reasoning for the variance, why it is required, alternatives considered, and
compliance with the criteria in subsection C of this section.

Finding: The Class C Variance request has been submitted and is being processed using the Type III
procedures, as shown by the submittal of a cover letter explaining the reasons for the request and
alternatives considered, and the narrative herein explaining how our request is consistent with the
approval criteria for Class C Variances. In addition, we had a Pre-Application Conference with City staff
as required for all Type III applications.

Conclusion: Our proposed variance complies with the procedural requirements for Class C Variances as
stated above.

Approval Criteria

CPMC 17.13.500(C). The city shall approve, approve with conditions, or deny an application for a
variance based on all of the following criteria:

1. The proposed variance will not be materially detrimental to the purposes of this code, to any other
applicable policies and standards, and to other properties in the same zoning district or vicinity;

Finding: The proposed variance is to align density with minimum lot size. Given this and the fact
that the proposal would allow division of our property consistent with other properties in the
vicinity, it will not be detrimental to other properties, the purposes of the City’s code or other
applicable policies and standards.

Conclusion: The requested variance is consistent with the requirement.

2. A hardship to development exists which is peculiar to the lot size ot shape, topography, or other
similar circumstances related to the property over which the applicant has no control, and which
are not applicable to other properties in the vicinity (e.g., the same zoning district);

Finding: The requested variance will benefit our property at 765 Ash Street, which is a through lot.
There is substantial vacant right-of way adjacent to both Ash and Chestnut Streets, which is unique
to our lot when compared to properties in the vicinity that are developed with frontage on both Ash
and Chestnut Street.

Conclusion: The request is consistent with this standard.

3. The use proposed will be the same as permitted under this title and city standards will be
maintained to the greatest extent that is reasonably possible while permitting reasonable
economic use of the land;

Finding: The proposed use is consistent with equivalent minimum lot size allowed in the R-1-6
zone and the existing lot size and density in the neighborhood. It does not vary the permitted or
prohibited uses in the R-1-6 zone. Granting the variance will allow us to partition our lot similar to
other properties in the neighborhood, a reasonable economic use of the land.

Conclusion: The variance request is consistent with this criterion.
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4. Existing physical and natural systems, such as but not limited to traffic, drainage, natural
resources, and parks, will not be adversely affected any more than would occur if the
development occurred as specified by the subject code standard;

Finding: There are no natural features that will be adversely affected.

Conclusion: The request is consistent with this standard.

5. The hardship is not self-imposed;

Finding: The hardship exists because our lot, while sufficient to meet the minimum lot size
requirement for the proposed partition (File No. PAR-17001), is too small to meet the maximum
density allowed per code. This hardship exits because the right-of-way along Ash Street and
Chestnut Street is wider than the City’s standard for residential streets, and because the code
standard for minimum lot size does not align with maximum density. Both circumstances are
beyond our control and are not self-imposed as evidenced by our previous efforts to vacate right-of-
way along Ash Street and to split the lot consistent with the minimum lot size permitted in the R-1-
6 zone.

Conclusion: The request is consistent with this standard.
6. The variance requested is the minimum variance that would alleviate the hardship.

Finding: The variance requested would be the minimum variance and allow Tax Lot 600 to be
divided into two separate parcels.

Conclusion: The requested variance is the minimum necessary to align the maximum density with
the minimum lot size, consistent with this standard.
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ATTACHMENT “D”

PLANNING DEPARTMENT SUPPLEMENTAL
FINDINGS OF FACT & CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
Herrmann Variance (765 Ash Street)

File No. VAR-17001

September 5, 2017

Applicant: ) Findings of Fact
Bryan and Lisa Herrmann ) and

4629 Cloudcrest Drive ) Conclusion of Law
Medford, OR 97504 )

PART 1 - INTRODUCTION

The Applicant is requesting a Class C Variance per Section 17.13.500 of the City of Central
Point Municipal Code (CPMC). The purpose of the variance is to allow a two (2) lot partition in
the R-1-6 zone that meets the minimum lot size but exceeds the maximum density standards in
the zone. The R-1-6 district, Section 17.20.050, allows a minimum lot size of 4,500 square feet
and a maximum density of 6 units per acre. The applicant is requesting a lot sizes that are 4,857
square feet and 4,861 square feet, which exceeds the current density by 2.9 units per acre (see
table below).

Proposed
Area| Area | Maximum | Maximum No. Proposed | Difference
(s.f) | (Acres) | Density | No. Units Units Density (+/-)
Parcel 1 | 4857 0.11 6 0.67 1 8.9 2.9
Parcel 2 | 4861 0.11 6 0.67 1 8.9 2.9
TOTALS | 9718 0.22 6 1.34 2 8.9 29

The variance request is deemed necessary to comply with the minimum lot size standard in the
R-1-6 zone and to permit single family residential development allowed in the zone. The
property is located at 765 Ash Street and has frontage on Ash and Chestnut Street (Figure 1).

Including this introduction, these findings will be presented in three (3) parts as follows:

1. Introduction
2. Approval Criteria, Section 17.13.500(C)
3. Summary Conclusion
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Figure 2
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PART 2 — CLASS C VARIANCES

CPMC 17.13.100 Variance Purpose

This chapter provides standards and procedures for variances, which are modifications to land
use or development standards that are not otherwise permitted elsewhere in this title as
exceptions to code standards. This chapter cannot provide standards to fit every potential
development situation. The city’s varied geography, and complexities of land development,
require flexibility. This chapter provides that flexibility, while maintaining the purposes and
intent of the code. The variance procedures provide relief from specific code provisions when
they have the unintended effect of preventing reasonable development in conformance with all
other codes. The variance procedures are intended to provide flexibility while ensuring that the

purpose of each development standard is met.

Finding 17.13.100. The purpose of the City’s variance section acknowledges the
challenge in writing standards that cover all situations and that it is the intent of Section
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17.13.100 to provide flexibility in the administration of zoning standards to avoid the
unintended effect of preventing reasonable development to occur.

Conclusion 17.13.100. The requested variance to the maximum density represents an
example of a unique situation where the strict application of standards will have the
unintended consequence of prohibiting reasonable and allowed single family residential
development with frontage on a public street.

CPMC 17.13.500(A), Applicability

Class C variance requests are those that do not conform to the provisions of Sections 17.13.300
and 17.13.400 (Class A and Class B), and that meet the criteria in subsections (A)(1) through (4)
of this section.

1.

The Class C variance standards apply to individual platted and recorded lots only.

Finding 17.13.500(A)(1). The property in question is a platted and recorded
property.

Conclusion 17.13.500(A)(1). Consistent.

The Class C variance procedure may be used to modify a standard for three or fewer
lots, including lots yet to be created through a partition process,

Finding 17.13.500(A)(2). The property in question is for two lots that have been
tentatively approved subject to conditions of approval, including a condition to
resolve the maximum density standard through a Class C Variance prior to final plat
approval. The parcels are yet to be created through a partition process.

Conclusion 17.13.500(A)(2). Consistent.

An applicant who proposes to vary a standard for lots yet to be created through the
subdivision process may not utilize the Class C variance procedure. Approval of a
planned unit development shall be required to vary a standard for lots yet to be
created through a subdivision process where a specific code section does not
otherwise permit exceptions.

Finding 17.13.500(A)(4). The proposed variance will not alter a standard for lots
yet to be created through a subdivision process.

Conclusion 17.13.500(A)(4). Not applicable.

A variance shall not be approved that would vary the “permitted uses” or “prohibited
uses” of a zoning district.

Finding 17.13.500(A)(5). The proposed variance does not vary the “permitted” or
“prohibited” uses in the R-1-6 district.

Page 4 of 6
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Conclusion 17.13.500(A4)(5). Consistent.

CPMC 17.13.500(C), Approval Criteria
The city shall approve, approve with conditions, or deny an application for a variance based on
all of the following criteria:

1.

The proposed variance will not be materially detrimental to the purpose of this code, to
any other applicable policies and standards, and to other properties in the same zoning
district.

Finding 17.13.500(C)(1). The Residential Single Family (R-1-6) zone permits a minimum
lot size of 4,500 square feet. The variance request allows a maximum density
commensurate with the minimum lot size requirement, which is consistent with the
purpose statement for the R-1 zone.

Conclusion 17.13.500(C)(1). The proposed variance does not present a detrimental
impact on the health, safety, or general welfare of the surrounding neighbors, or the
community at large, and does not establish an unacceptable precedent to the maximum
density for properties in the R-1-6 zone.

. A hardship to development exists which is peculiar to the lot size or shape, topography,

or other similar circumstances related to the property over which the applicant has no
control, and which are not applicable to other properties in the vicinity (e.g. the same
zoning district).

Finding 17.13.500(C)(2). The applicant’s findings address(Staff Report dated September
5, 2017, Attachment “C”) the unique lot size and right-of-way conditions on Ash Street
and Chestnut Street. This lot is 23% more narrow most other properties between Ash
and Chestnut Street. Additionally, the right-of-way for both Ash and Chestnut Street
exceeds the required amount for residential (retrofit) streets, which applies to existing
streets. When these two factors are considered, the project site has a unique condition
that precludes its ability to develop lots consistent with other lots in the neighborhood
(i.e. lots with frontage on a public street) and that meet the maximum density standard.

Conclusion 17.13.500(C)(2). The proposed variance is consistent with this standard.
The use proposed will be the same as permitted under this title and city standards will be
maintained to the greatest extent that is reasonably possible while permitting reasonable

economic use of the land.

Finding 17.13.500(C)(3). The proposed use is single family residential consistent with
the requirements of the Residential Single Family district per CPMC 17.20.

Conclusion 17.13.500(C)(3). Consistent.

Page 5 of 6
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4. Existing physical and natural systems, such as but not limited to traffic, drainage, natural
resources, and parks, will not be adversely affected any more than would occur if the
development occurred as specified by the subject code standard.

Finding 17.13.500(C)(4). As noted in the applicant’s findings the proposed tentative plan
variance to the maximum density, is or a site that will not impact any existing physical
and natural systems, traffic, drainage, or parks.

Conclusion 17.13.500(C)(4). Not Applicable.
5. The hardship is not self-imposed.

Finding 17.13.500(C)(5). The Applicant’s Findings (Staff Report dated September 5,
2017, Attachment “C”) indicate that the existing lot size and excessive right-of-way
conditions on Ash and Chestnut Street are not self-imposed. This is further evidenced by
the code provision allowing lots that are 4,500 s.f. in area.

Conclusion 17.13.500(C)(5). Consistent.
6. The variance request is the minimum variance that would alleviate the hardship.

Finding 17.13.500(C)(6). The variance request is to permit a maximum density
commensurate with the minimum lot size. Since density is calculated as the number of
units allowed per acre and there are 43,560 s.f. per acre and the minimum lot size
allowed in the R-1-6 zone is 4,500 s.f., the maximum density requested is 9 units per acre.

Conclusion 17.13.500(C)(6). The variance request to the maximum density is the

minimum necessary to permit a minor partition with lot sizes commensurate with the
minimum lot size in the R-1-6 zone.

PART 3 - SUMMARY CONCLUSION
The requested variance has been evaluated against all six (6) of the criteria set forth in
17.13.500(C). Per the findings set forth herein the requested variance has been found to be

compliant with said criteria and therefore justified as an exception to the maximum density
limitation set forth in Section 17.20.050.

Page 6 of 6
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ATTACHMENT “E”

PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 847

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION APPROVING A CLASS “C”
VARIANCE TO THE MAXIMUM DENSITY REQUIREMENTS FOR THE R-1-6 DISTRICT
PER CPMC 17.13.500(C).

Applicant: Bryan and Lisa Herrmann
(File No: VAR-17001)

WHEREAS, the applicant has submitted an application for a Class “C” variance to increase the
maximum allowable density commensurate with the minimum lot size standard in the R-1-6 zone per
CPMC 17.20.050 to allow a minor two(2) lot partition on 0.22 acres located at 765 Ash Street City of
Central Point, Oregon; and

WHEREAS, on September 5, 2017, at a duly noticed public hearing, the Central Point Planning
Commission considered the Applicant’s request for a Class “C” Variance to the maximum allowable
density per CPMC 17.20.050; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, as part of the Class “C” variance application has considered and
finds that adequate findings have been made demonstrating that issuance of the variance is consistent with
the criteria set forth in Section 17.13.500(C).

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City of Central Point Planning Commission by
Resolution No. 847 hereby approves the Ash Street Class “C” variance request based on the Planning
Department Staff Report dated September 5, 2017, including the following attachments: Applicant’s
Project Narrative (Attachment “B”), Applicant’s Findings (Attachment “C”) and the Planning Department
Supplemental Findings (Attachment “D”) herein incorporated by reference.

PASSED by the Planning Commission and signed by me in authentication of its passage this 5™ day of
September, 2017.

Planning Commission Chair

ATTEST:

City Representative

Planning Commission Resolution No. 847 (09/05/2017) — Example based on Staff’s
Recommended Action per the Staff Report dated September 5, 2017
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CONSIDERATION OF A ZONE CHANGE FROM TOD CORRIDOR MMR TO TOD CORRIDOR LMR
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City of Central Point, Oregon  CENTRAL  Community Development
140 S 3rd Street, Central Point, OR 97502 POI N Tom Humphrey, AICP

541.664.3321 Fax 541.664.6384 Py Community Development Director
www.centralpointoregon.gov e

STAFF REPORT
September 5, 2017

AGENDA ITEM: FILE NO: 17001 -
Annexation of 3428 and 3470 Chickory Lane comprising 3.64 acres. This application is
accompanied by a comprehensive plan amendment and a zone change which will be

considered separately. It is identified on the Jackson County Assessor’s map as 37 2W
11C Tax Lots 8300 and 8400. Applicant: Bob Fellows; Agent: CSA Planning, Ltd.

STAFF SOURCE:
Tom Humphrey AICP, Community Development Director

BACKGROUND:

The applicant would like to bring his property into the City and develop it for residential
purposes. The property must be annexed in order to consider land use amendment, a zone change
and subsequent development.

The Planning Department sent a letter to area property owners to invite participation in this
annexation. The two immediate properties that are still in the County have elected NOT to
participate. The subject property is adjacent to the city limits along all property lines as
illustrated by the site map, Attachment A.

Currently the subject properties are each occupied with single family dwellings and zoned by
Jackson County as General Industrial (GI). It is designated Residential on the City’s
Comprehensive Plan (Map) and Zoning Map. When annexed, the property will no longer have a
County zoning classification. The existing buildings on each tax lot will be removed in order to
redevelop the property.

AUTHORITY:

ORS 222.125 authorizes annexation of property contiguous to cities when all of the owners of
land and a majority of electors consent. CPMC 1.20 vests the City Council with the authority to
order the annexation of unincorporated territory in the Urban Growth Boundary into the City of
Central Point. The Planning Commission is involved in the review of this annexation because it
is associated with land use changes and staff wanted commission review before sending it to the
City Council.

This annexation is a ‘full consent annexation’ since the property owner has consented in writing
to the annexation.
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Annexation Criteria:

1.

Written Consents: The annexation application includes written consent to annex from
100% of the property owners and a majority of the electors within the annexation
territory, who have signed the annexation petition, which is evidence of written consent
to annexation (Attachment B). Accordingly, pursuant to ORS 222.125 and CPMC
1.24.020, the City Council may order the annexation without notice, hearing or election.

Contiguous to City Limits: Pursuant to ORS 222.111, territory proposed for annexation
must be contiguous to the City or separated from it only by a public right-of-way or a
stream, lake or other body of water. The subject annexation area is contiguous to Central
Point to the north, west and south.

Within Urban Growth Boundary (UGB): The annexation territory is within the Urban
Growth Boundary of Central Point and is in compliance with the City-County Urban
Growth Boundary and Policy Agreement of September 1984 and amended in 1998.

Orderly Provision of Public Facilities: The City-County Urban Growth Boundary and
Policy Agreement requires that, in considering an annexation, urban facilities and
services must be adequate in condition and capacity to accommodate the additional level
of growth allowed by the Comprehensive Plan within the annexation area prior to or
concurrent with the development. Public Works and Rogue Valley Sewer Services have
reviewed the existing public facilities and their proximity to the annexation area and
concluded that public facilities can be provided or extended to the site. Any future
enhancements of these facilities made necessary by development of the annexation area
will be the responsibility of the developer and regulated through the City’s land use
application process. This will result in an orderly provision of public facilities to the
annexation area.

Duly noticed and advertised notice of public hearing: Pursuant to ORS 222.120
notice of the hearing was published for the Planning Commission meeting on September
5, 2017 and for the City Council meeting on September 14, 2017, in the Mail Tribune
newspaper and notice was posted in four (4) public locations. In addition, on August XX,
2017 notice was mailed to each property owner of record within 100 feet of the proposed
annexation.

ISSUES:

There is one issue relative to this application:

1.

The City had hoped to encourage the two adjoining properties to the south to participate
in this annexation but neither elected to do so. Letters were mailed to the adjoining
property owners with an invitation to be included. Had one or the other decided to join
the applicant, all would have been forced to participate and a ‘county island’ could have
been eliminated completely.
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ATTACHMENTS:

Attachment “A”- Graphic Illustration of the subject property

Attachment “B”- Annexation Petition

Attachment “C”- Infrastructure Maps (Exhibits 9A-9C)

Attachment “D”- City Council Resolution No. _ Ordering Annexation
Exhibit A: Written Description
Exhibit B: Annexation Depiction Map

ACTIONS:

Open public hearing and consider the request to annex approximately 3.64 acres located at 37 2W
11C Tax Lots 8300 and 8400, close the public hearing and 1) recommend approval to the City Council;
2) recommend approval with revisions; or 3) recommend denial the application.

RECOMMENDATION: _
Recommend approval of Annexation Request (File No. 17001) to the City Council per the Staff Report
dated September 5, 2017.
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Queuing and Blocking Report

Design Year 2018 No-Build, AM Peak Hour 07/07/2017
Intersection: 60: E Pine St & Haskell St.

Movement SE SE NW NE NE SW 8SW SW_ P R
Diractions Served L TR LTR L TR L T R

Maximum Queue (ft) 514 133 119 200 758 126 226 103

Average Queue (ft) 218 24 51 63 n 35 83 51

95th Queue (ft) 439 76 100 180 705 88 169 89

Link Distance (ft) 1332 1332 386 929 276 276

Upstream Blk Time (%) 2 0

Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100 100

Storage Blk Time (%) 0 39 1 6

Queuing Penalty (veh) 2 20 2 2

Zone Summary

Zone wide Queuing Penally: 26

Fellows Annexation / ZC Traffic Analysis SimTraffic Report
Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering Page 3
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SimTraffic Simulation Summary

Design Year 2018 No-Build, AM Peak Hour, Mitigated 07/0712017
Summary of All Intervals

Run Norber (B oy O 9 )5 s T SRR
Start Time 7:10 7:10 710 710 7:10 7:10

End Time 8:15 8:15 8:15 8:15 8:15 8:15

Total Time (min) 65 65 65 65 65 65

Time Recorded (min) 60 60 60 60 60 60

# of Intervals 3 3 3 3 3 3

# of Recorded Intervals 2 2 2 2 2 2

Vehs Entered 2926 2968 2984 2919 2941 2947

Vehs Exited 2926 3013 2995 2918 2936 2955

Starting Vehs 65 90 80 61 61 70

Ending Vehs 65 45 69 62 66 56

Travel Distance (mi) 966 1006 992 979 974 983

Travel Time (hr) 60.3 63.3 60.2 60.8 59.2 60.8

Total Delay (hr) 23.0 245 219 23.1 218 22.9

Total Stops 3150 3192 3140 3114 3228 3166

Fuel Used (gal) 40.9 420 411 41.0 40.8 41.2

Interval #0 Information Seeding

Start Time 7:10
End Time 715
Total Time (min) 5

Volumes adjusted by PHF, Growth Factors.
No data recorded this interval.

Interval #1 Information Recording

Start Time 7:15

End Time 7:30

Total Time (min) 15

Volumes adjusted by PHF, Growth Factors.

Run Number i, zl. 1 e RO o

Vehs Entered 824 844 798 807

Vehs Exited 820 853 793 7

Starting Vehs 65 90 80 61

Ending Vehs 69 81 85 91

Travel Distance (mi) 285 291 27 275 272 279

Travel Time (hr) 19.8 200 174 18.0 17.3 18.5

Total Delay (hr) 88 8.7 7.0 74 6.8 78

Total Stops 1018 1039 933 944 926 973

Fuel Used (gal) 125 127 114 1.7 11.6 12.0

Fellows Annexation / ZC Traffic Analysis SimTraffic Report
Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering Page 1
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SimTraffic Simulation Summary

Design Year 2018 No-Build, AM Peak Hour, Mitigated

07/07/2017

Interval #2 Information Recording

Start Time 7:30

End Time 8:15

Total Time (min) 45

Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors, Anti PHF.

Run Number § £ e TG T

Vehs Entered 2102 2124 2186 2112

Vehs Exited 2106 2160 2202 2141 2151 2153
Starting Vehs 69 81 85 91 73 78
Ending Vehs 65 45 69 62 66 56
Travel Distance {mi) 681 715 721 704 702 705
Travel Time (hr) 40.5 433 42.8 42.8 419 42.3
Total Delay (hr) 14.2 15.7 15.0 15.7 14.9 15.1
Total Stops 2132 2153 2207 2170 2302 2196
Fuel Used (gal) 284 293 27 29.3 292 29.2
Fellows Annexation / ZC Traffic Analysis SimTraffic Report

Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering
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Queuing and Blocking Report
Design Year 2018 No-Build, AM Peak Hour, Mitigated

07/07/2017

Intersection: 60: E Pine St & Haskell St.

RO R0 | P | e o e
L T R

Movement SE__SE NW NE NE

Directions Served L TR LIR L TR

Maximum Queue (ft) 363 75 90 176 368 17 174
Average Queue (ft) 145 20 35 38 133 29 69
95th Queue (ft) 269 51 72 105 263 76 144
Link Distance (ft) 1331 1331 373 929 276
Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100 100

Storage Blk Time (%) 0 12 0 3
Queuing Penalty (veh) 1 7 0 1

Zone Summary

117
50
96

276

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 9

Fellows Annexation / ZC Traffic Analysis

Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

60: E Pine St & Haskell St. 07/07/2017
hn R VR B N S |
Movement SEL__SET SER NWL NWI™ NWR! Ll%
Lane Configurations 3 b $
Traffic Volume (vph) 405 17 50 1 13 115 50 375 16 39 160 185
Future Volume (vph) 405 17 50 1 13 115 50 375 16 39 160 185
Ideal Flow (vphpl} 1760 1750 1750 1780 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750
Total Lost time (s) 40 4.0 4.0 40 4.0 40 40 40
Lane Util. Factor 100  1.00 1.00 100 1.00 100 100 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 100 0.986 0.97 100  1.00 100 100 097
Flpb, ped/bikes 099  1.00 1.00 100 1.00 098 100 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.89 0.88 1.00 099 100 100 085
Flt Protected 095 1,00 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1617 1474 1471 1623 1685 1621 1549 1406
Flt Permitted 070  1.00 1.00 061 1.00 027 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1187 1474 1471 1039 1685 462 1549 1406
Peak-hour factor, PHF 085 08 08 085 08 085 08 08 085 08 08 085
Adj. Fiow (vph) 476 20 59 1 15 135 59 441 19 46 188 218
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 28 0 0 64 0 0 1 0 0 0 140
Lane Group Flow (vph) 476 51 0 0 87 0 59 459 0 46 188 78
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 7 25 25 7 3 40 40 3
Confl. Bikes {#/hr) 1 1
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 0% 2% 0% 0% 2% 2% 3% 0% 0% 13% 3%
Tum Type Perm NA Pem NA Perm NA Perm NA  Perm
Protected Phases 4 8 6 2
Permitted Phases 4 8 6 2 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 365 365 36.5 247 247 247 247 247
Effective Green, g (s) 365 365 36.5 247 247 247 247 247
Actuated g/C Ratio 053 053 0.53 03 036 036 036 036
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 40 4.0 4,0 40 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 25 25 2.5 25 25 25 25
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 626 771 775 370 601 164 552 501
vls Ratio Prot 0.03 c0.27 0.12
v/s Ratio Perm ¢0.40 0.06 0.06 0.10 0.06
vic Ratio 076  0.07 0.11 016  0.76 028 034 0.16
Uniform Delay, d1 12.9 8.0 8.2 152 197 159 163 151
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1,00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 5.2 0.0 0.0 0.1 55 0.7 0.3 0.1
Delay (s) 18.1 8.0 8.3 163 251 166 166 153
Level of Service B A A B C B B B
Approach Delay (s) 16.7 83 24.0 15.9
Approach LOS B A c B
Iitersection Simmaty IR ST R L e Y S
HCM 2000 Control Delay 18.0 HCM 2000 Level of Service B
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.76
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 69.2 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 78.1% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period {min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Fellows Annexation / ZC Traffic Analysis ~ Design Year 2018 Build, AM Peak Hour Synchro 9 Report
Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering Page 1
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
60: E Pine St & Haskell St. 07/07/2017

- X 0 XA A ﬂ ¥ w
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 405 17 50 1 13 115 50 375 16 39 160 185
Future Volume (vph) 405 17 50 1 13 115 50 375 16 39 160 185
[deal Flow (vphpl) 1760 1750 1750 1750 1750 1760 1750 1750 1760 1760 1750 1760
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 40 40 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 100 1.00 1.00 1.00  1.00 1.00 100 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 096 0.98 1.00  1.00 1.00 100 097
Flpb, ped/bikes 100  1.00 1.00 100  1.00 098 100 1.00
Frt 100 089 0.88 100 099 100 100 085
Fit Protected 095  1.00 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1622 1474 1487 1623 1685 1622 1549 1406
Fit Permitted 070  1.00 1.00 061  1.00 027 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1191 1474 1487 1041 1685 465 1549 1406
Peak-hour factor, PHF 085 08 085 08 08 08 08 085 085 085 085 085
Adj. Flow (vph) 476 20 59 1 15 135 59 4 19 46 188 218
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 28 0 0 64 0 0 1 0 0 0 140
Lane Group Flow (vph) 476 51 0 0 a7 0 59 459 0 46 188 78
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 7 25 25 7 3 40 40 3
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 1
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 0% 2% 0% 0% 2% 2% 3% 0% 0% 13% 3%
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA  Pem
Protected Phases 4 8 6 2
Pemitted Phases 4 8 6 2 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 361 361 36.1 246 246 246 246 246
Effective Green, g (s) 3.1 361 36.1 246 2486 246 246 246
Actuated g/C Ratio 053 053 0.53 036 036 036 036 036
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 40 40 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 25 25 25 25 25 2.5 25
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 625 774 781 372 603 166 554 503
v/s Ratio Prot 0.03 €0.27 0.12
vis Ratio Perm c0.40 0.06 0.06 0.10 0.06
vic Ratio 076 0.07 0.1 0.16 0.76 028 034 0.16
Uniform Delay, d1 129 8.0 8.2 150 195 157 161 150
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 1.00 100 100 100
Incremental Delay, d2 52 0.0 0.0 0.1 54 0.7 0.3 0.1
Delay (s) 18.1 8.0 8.3 152 248 164 164 151
Level of Service B A A B c B B B
Approach Delay (s) 16.7 8.3 237 15.8
Approach LOS B A C B
HCM 2000 Control Delay 17.9 HCM 2000 Level of Service B
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.76
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 68.7 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.1% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Fellows Annexation / ZC Traffic Analysis ~ Design Year 2018 Build, AM Peak Hour, Mitigated Synchro 9 Report
Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering Page 1
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SimTraffic Simulation Summary

Design Year 2018 Build, AM Peak Hour 07/07/2017
Summary of All Intervals

Run Number 1 g T RS by W S 1T
Start Time 710 7:10 7:10 7:10

End Time 8:15 8:15 8:15 8:15

Total Time (min) 65 65 65 65

Time Recorded (min) 60 60 60 680

# of Intervals 3 3 3 3

# of Recorded Intervals 2 2 2 2

Vehs Entered 2999 2968 2963 2953

Vehs Exited 2988 2984 3000 2955

Starting Vehs 74 83 92 74

Ending Vehs 85 67 55 72

Travel Distance (mi) 996 999 991 1002

Travel Time (hr) 72.6 814 87.0 75.9

Total Delay (hr) 34.3 428 48.7 374

Total Stops 3702 3919 4085 3830

Fuel Used (gal) 44.1 463 473 451

Interval #0 Information Seeding

Start Time 7:10
End Time 7:15
Total Time (min) 5

Volumes adjusted by PHF, Growth Factors.
No data recorded this interval.

Interval #1 Information Recording

Start Time 715

End Time 7:30

Total Time (min) 15

Volumes adjusted by PHF, Growth Factors,

Run Number 1 2 ~u AT BT

Vehs Entered 787 863 772 784

Vehs Exited 770 822 745 749

Starting Vehs 74 83 92 74

Ending Vehs 9 124 119 109 97 106

Travel Distance (mi) 268 288 257 266 261 268

Travel Time (hr) 20.5 320 26.7 22.3 22.2 24.8

Total Delay (hr) 10.2 208 16.8 121 12.2 144

Total Stops 1053 1348 1192 1121 1088 1162

Fuel Used (gal) 12.1 15.3 133 12.5 124 13.1

Fellows Annexation / ZC Traffic Analysis SimTraffic Report
Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering Page 1
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SimTraffic Simulation Summary

Design Year 2018 Build, AM Peak Hour 07/07/2017
Interval #2 Information Recording

Start Time 7:30

End Time 8:15

Total Time (min) 45

Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors, Anti PHF,

Run Number A $isa e VL SR Avg
Vehs Entered 2212 2105 2191 2169 2160 2170

Vehs Exited 2218 2162 2255 2206 2210 2209

Starting Vehs 91 124 119 109 97 106

Ending Vehs 85 67 85 72 47 66

Travel Distance (mi) 728 71 734 737 735 729

Travel Time (hr) §2.1 495 60.2 53.6 498 53.0

Total Delay (hr) 241 220 3.9 253 214 249

Total Stops 2649 2571 2893 2709 2556 2680

Fuel Used (gal) 320 311 339 326 318 323

Fellows Annexation / ZC Traffic Analysis SimTraffic Report
Southem Oregon Transportation Engineering Page 2

61



Queuing and Blocking Report

Design Year 2018 Build, AM Peak Hour 07/07/2017

Intersection: 60: E Pine St & Haskell St.

Movement SE_SE NW NE NE SW SW sw o

Directions Served L TR LTR L TR L T R

Maximum Queus (ft) 517 118 165 199 815 147 255 117

Average Queue (ft) 220 21 55 56 333 38 90 5

95th Queus (ff) 484 72 114 163 808 94 189 94

Link Distance (ft) 1332 1332 386 929 276 276

Upstream Blk Time (%) 4 0

Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 1

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100 100

Storage Blk Time (%) 1 37 1 7

Queuing Penalty (veh) 5 19 2 3

Zone Summary

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 29

Fellows Annexation / ZC Traffic Analysis SimTraffic Report
Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering Page 3
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SimTraffic Simulation Summary

Design Year 2018 Build, AM Peak Hour, Mitigated 07/07/2017
Summary of All Intervals

Run Number 1 2 3 4 ST Ve T e
Start Time 7:10 7:10 710 7:10 7:10 710

End Time 8:15 8:15 8:15 8:15 8:15 8:15

Total Time (min) 65 65 65 65 65 65

Time Recorded (min) 60 60 60 60 80 60

# of Intervals 3 3 3 3 3 3

# of Recorded Intervals 2 2 2 2 2 2

Vehs Entered 2918 2978 2953 2978 2982 2960

Vehs Exited 2936 2990 2969 2981 2982 2972

Starting Vehs 61 74 67 61 66 60

Ending Vehs 43 62 51 56 66 53

Travel Distance (mi) 978 987 978 987 995 985

Travel Time (hr) 58.7 604 60.7 60.4 61.0 60.2

Total Delay (hr) 21.0 225 23.2 224 226 224

Total Stops 3058 3138 3094 3160 3243 3139

Fuel Used (gal) 40.4 412 409 41.3 414 41.0

Interval #0 Information Seeding

Start Time 710
End Time 715
Total Time (min) 5

Volumes adjusted by PHF, Growth Factors.
No data recorded this interval.

Interval #1 Information Recording

Start Time 715

End Time 7:30

Total Time {min) 15

Volumes adjusted by PHF, Growth Factors,

Run Number A 2, 3 TR GO : i
Vehs Entered 792 815 839 810 810 817

Vehs Exited 772 825 830 809 811 809

Starting Vehs 61 74 67 61 66 60

Ending Vehs 81 64 76 62 65 69

Travel Distance (mi) 272 277 289 279 278 279

Travel Time (hr) 17.9 18.2 197 18.1 18.0 184

Total Delay (hr) 74 76 8.5 7.3 7.2 7.6

Total Stops 948 966 994 923 955 956

Fuel Used (gal) 11.6 11.9 12.5 11.9 1.7 119

Fellows Annexation / ZC Traffic Analysis SimTraffic Report
Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering Page 1
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SimTraffic Simulation Summary

Design Year 2018 Build, AM Peak Hour, Mitigated 0710712017
Interval #2 Information Recordi_ng

Start Time 7:30

End Time 8:15

Total Time (min) 45

Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors, Anti PHF.

N W05 b3 e, = i T mry) i

Vehs Entered 2126 2163 2114 2168 2172 2151

Vehs Exited 2164 2165 2139 2172 2171 2163

Starting Vehs 81 64 76 62 65 69

Ending Vehs 43 62 51 58 66 53

Travel Distance (mi) 706 710 689 708 717 706

Travel Time (hr) 40.8 422 41.0 423 43.0 419

Total Delay (hr) 136 149 14.7 15.1 154 14.7

Total Stops 2110 2172 2100 2237 2288 2184

Fuel Used (gal) 288 29.2 284 294 297 291

Fellows Annexation / ZC Traffic Analysis SimTraffic Report
Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering Page 2

64



City of Central Point
Transportation System Plan, 2008-2030
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Central Point Transit Oriented Development
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RVMPO Travel Demand Modsl Printed on 7/31/00
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ATTACHMENT "C"

BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION AND

CITY COUNCIL

FOR THE CITY OF CENTRAL POINT

STATE OF OREGON

IN THE MATTER OF A REQUEST FOR
ANNEXATION AND ZONE CHANGE FOR
TWO PARCELS THAT ARE ADDRESSED
AS 3428 AND 3470 CHICORY LANE, AND
ARE LOCATED EAST OF CHICORY
LANE AT THE TERMINUS OF LINDSAY
COURT. THE PROPERTY IS LOCATED
IN THE CITY OF CENTRAL POINT AND
IS MORE SPECIFICALLY IDENTIFIED AS
TAX LOTS 8300 AND 8400 IN TOWNSHIP
37 SOUTH, RANGE 2 WEST (WM),
SECTION 11C.

Applicant/
Owners: Bob Fellows Construction, LLC

Agent:  CSA Planning, Ltd.

N Nt S St v s ot o st s st gt g et “wutt? “wi? s

PROPOSED FINDINGS OF FACT

AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Applicants’ Exhibit 2

NATURE OF THE APPLICATION

Applicants request a consolidated annexation and zone change for two lots totaling 3.64
acres east of Chicory Lane and the terminus of Lindsay Court. The subject property has a
Comprehensive Plan designation of TOD Corridor. The Applicant requests the City rezone
the property as part of the annexation request to City zone and specifically requests the TOD

LMR (R-2).

In addition to the zone change, the application includes a precautionary Comprehensive Plan
Map amendment request in the event that the City (or the Courts on appeal) were to conclude
that a Comprehensive Plan amendment is required for the requested zone change for the

subject property.
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Applicant: Bob Fellows Construction, LLC

EVIDENCE SUBMITTED WITH THE APPLICATIONS
Applicant herewith submits the following evidence with its land use application:

Exhibit 1. Completed application forms and Duly Executed Limited Powers of Attorney
from Applicants and Owners authorizing CSA Planning, Ltd. to act on their
behalf.

Exhibit 2. These proposed findings of fact and conclusions of law, demonstrating how the
application complies with the applicable substantive criteria of Central Point’ s
Land Development Ordinance and applicable State Law and Municipal Code.

Exhibit 3. Jackson County Assessor Plat Map 37-2W-11C
Exhibit 4. Current Comprehensive Land Use Plan Map

Exhibit 5. Current Zoning Map (County Zoning) on Aerial Photo
Exhibit 6. Proposed Zoning Map

Exhibit 7. Background and Historical Map and Ordinances

A) 1987 Zoning Map (adopted in 1989)
B) Ordinance 1793 and Related Information
C) Ordinance 1815 and Related Information

Exhibit 8. Annexation Petition
Exhibit 9. Public Facilities Maps

A) Waterline Map
B) Storm Drainage Map
C) Sanitary Sewer Map

Exhibit 10. Wetlands Study Map
Exhibit 11.  Civil Analysis
Exhibit 12.  Preliminary Plat and Legal Description

- -
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Applicant: Bob Fellows Construction, LLC

]
RELEVANT SUBSTANTIVE APPROVAL CRITERIA

The relevant substantive criteria prerequisite to approving an Annexation with a minor
Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Zone Change under the City of Central Point Zoning
Ordinance (“CPZ0O”) is recited verbatim below:

CITY OF CENTRAL POINT ZONING ORDINANCE (CPZO)

Chapter 1.20
ANNEXATION PROCEDURE

222.111 Authority and procedure for annexation.

(1

2

()

When a proposal containing the terms of annexation is approved in the manner provided by the charter
of the annexing city or by ORS 222.111 to 222.180 or 222.840 to 222.915, the boundaries of any city
may be extended by the annexation of territory that is not within a city and that is contiguous to the city
or separated from it only by a public right of way or a stream, bay, lake or other body of water. Such
territory may lie either wholly or partially within or without the same county in which the city lies.

A proposal for annexation of territory to a city may be initiated by the legislative body of the city, on its
own motion, or by a petition to the legislative body of the city by owners of real property in the territory
to be annexed.

The legislative body of the city shall submit, except when not required under ORS 222.120, 222.170
and 222.840 to 222.915 to do so, the proposal for annexation to the electors of the territory proposed
for annexation and, except when permitted under ORS 222.120 or 222.840 to 222.915 to dispense with
submitting the proposal for annexation to the electors of the city, the legislative body of the city shall
submit such proposal to the electors of the city. The proposal for annexation may be voted upon at a
general election or at a special election to be held for that purpose.

222.120 Procedure for annexation without election; hearing; ordinance subject to referendum.

(1)

@)

@)

(4)

@)

Except when expressly required to do so by the city charter, the legislative body of a city is not required
to submit a proposal for annexation of territory to the electors of the city for their approval or rejection.

When the legislative body of the city elects to dispense with submitting the question of the proposed
annexation to the electors of the city, the legislative body of the city shall fix a day for a public hearing
before the legislative body at which time the electors of the city may appear and be heard on the
question of annexation.

The city legislative body shall cause notice of the hearing to be published once each week for two
successive weeks prior to the day of hearing, in a newspaper of general circulation in the city, and shall
cause notices of the hearing to be posted in four public places in the city for a like period.

After the hearing, the city legislative body may, by an ordinance containing a legal description of the
territory in question:

(a) Declare that the territory is annexed to the city upon the condition that the majority of the votes cast
in the territory is in favor of annexation;

(b) Declare that the territory is annexed to the city where electors or landowners in the contiguous
territory consented in writing to such annexation, as provided in ORS 222.125 or 222.170, prior to
the public hearing held under subsection (2) of this section; or

For the purpose of this section, ORS 222.125 and 222.170, “owner” or “landowner” means the legal
owner of record or, where there is a recorded land contract which is in force, the purchaser thereunder.
If there is a multiple ownership in a parcel of land each consenting owner shall be counted as a fraction
to the same extent as the interest of the owner in the land bears in relation to the interest of the other
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Applicant: Bob Fellows Construction, LLC

owners and the same fraction shall be applied to the parcel's land mass and assessed value for
purposes of the consent petition. If a corporation owns land in territory proposed to be annexed, the
corporation shall be considered the individual owner of that land.

1.20.010 Generally.

All proposals for annexation of real property to the city under the provisions of Oregon Revised Statutes 222.111
to 222.180, now in effect or as hereafter amended, shall be accompanied by a preliminary plat, an exterior
boundary legal description and the annexation fee as in this chapter provided. (Ord. 1166 §1, 1974).

1.20.011 Application and review.

Applications and review thereof shall conform to the provisions of Chapter 17.05 of the Central Point Municipal
Code and all applicable laws of the state. Applications for annexation may be accompanied by other, concurrent
applications, for amendment to the comprehensive plan, amendments to the zoning map and requests for
withdrawal from special districts, provided that such concurrent applications meet all requirements therefor.

ZONE CHANGE CRITERIA

17.12.060 Zoning of annexed area. All future annexations are expected to include only lands within the city's
urban growth boundary (UGB). The comprehensive plan of Central Point includes a plan for future land uses
within the UGB area. The zoning map described in Section 17.12.030 is consistent with the comprehensive plan
and will determine the district into which a newly annexed area is placed. The appropriate zoning district shall be
applied to the area upon annexation.

17.10.200 Initiation of amendments.

A proposed amendment to the code or zoning map may be initiated by either:

A. A resolution by the planning commission to the city council;

B. A resolution of intent by the city council; or for zoning map amendments;

C. An application by one or more property owners (zoning map amendments only), or their agents, of property
affected by the proposed amendment. The amendment shall be accompanied by a legal description of the
property or properties affected; proposed findings of facts supporting the proposed amendment, justifying
the same and addressing the substantive standards for such an amendment as required by this chapter and
by the Land Conservation and Development Commission of the state. (Ord. 1989 §1(part), 2014).

17.10.300 Major and minor amendments.

There are two types of map and text amendments:

A. Major Amendments. Major amendments are legislative policy decisions that establish by law general
policies and regulations for future land use decisions, such as revisions to the zoning and land division
ordinance that have widespread and significant impact beyond the immediate area. Major amendments are
reviewed using the Type IV procedure in Section 17.05.500.

B. Minor Amendments. Minor amendments are those that involve the application of adopted policy to a specific
development application, and not the adoption of new policy (i.e., major amendments). Minor amendments
shall follow the Type Il procedure, as set forth in Section 17.05.400. The approval authority shall be the city
council after review and recommendation by the planning commission. (Ord. 1989 §1(part), 2014, Ord. 1874
§3(part), 2006).

17.10.400 Approval criteria.

A recommendation or a decision to approve, approve with conditions or to deny an application for a text or map
amendment shall be based on written findings and conclusions that address the following criteria:

A. Approval of the request is consistent with the applicable statewide planning goals (major amendments only);

B. Approval of the request is consistent with the Central Point comprehensive plan (major and minor
amendments);

C. [f a zoning map amendment, findings demonstrating that adequate public services and transportation
networks to serve the property are either available, or identified for construction in the city's public facilities
master plans (major and minor amendments); and
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D. The amendment complies with OAR 660-012-0060 of the Transportation Planning Rule. (Ord. 1989 §1(part),
2014; Ord. 1874 §3(part), 2006. Formerly 17.10.300(B)).

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

SECTION 660-012-0060

Where an amendment to a functional plan, an acknowledged comprehensive plan, or a land use regulation
would significantly affect an existing or planned transportation facility, the local govemment shall put in place
measures as provided in section (2) of this rule to assure that allowed land uses are consistent with the identified
function, capacity, and performance standards (e.g. level of service, volume to capacity ratio, etc.) of the facility.
A plan or land use regulation amendment significantly affects a transportation facility if it would:

(a) Change the functional classification of an existing or planned transportation facility (exclusive of correction of
map errors in an adopted plan);

(b) Change standards implementing a functional classification system; or
(c) As measured at the end of the planning period identified in the adopted transportation system plan:

(A) Allow land uses or levels of development that would result in types or levels of travel or access that are
inconsistent with the functional classification of an existing or planned transportation facility;

(B) Reduce the performance of an existing or planned transportation facility below the minimum acceptable
performance standard identified in the TSP or comprehensive plan; or

(C) Worsen the performance of an existing or planned transportation facility that is otherwise projected to
perform below the minimum acceptable performance standard identified in the TSP or comprehensive
plan.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT CRITERIA

17.96.200 Initiation of amendments.

A proposed amendment to the comprehensive plan or urban growth boundary may be initiated by either:

A. Aresolution by the planning commission to the city council;

B. A resolution of intent by the city council; or

C. An application by one or more property owners, or their agents, of property affected by the proposed
amendment.

17.96.300 Major revisions and minor changes.

Proposed amendments to the comprehensive plan, including urban growth boundary amendments, are
categorized as either major or minor amendments as defined in Section 17.10.300. Proposals for major revisions
shall be processed as a Type IV procedure per Section 17.05.500. Proposals for minor changes shall be
processed as a Type Il procedure per Section 17.05.400.

17.96.500 Approval criteria.

A recommendation or a decision to approve or to deny an application for an amendment to the comprehensive
plan, or urban growth boundary shall be based on written findings and conclusions that address the following
criteria:

A. Approval of the request is consistent with the applicable statewide planning goals;

B. Approval of the request is consistent with the Central Point comprehensive plan;

C. For urban growth boundary amendments findings demonstrate that adequate public services and
transportation networks to serve the property are either available, or identified for construction in the city’s
public facilities master plans (major and minor amendments); and

D. The amendment complies with OAR 660-012-0060 of the Transportation Planning Rule.

- .
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v

FINDINGS OF FACT

The following facts are established and found to be true with respect to this matter:

1.

Ownership/Applicant: Tax Lots 8300 and 8400 are owned in fee simple by Bob Fellows
Construction, LLC. Agent CSA Planning, Ltd. is submitting this application on behalf of
the Property Owner/Applicant.

Location: The subject property is located on the east side of Chicory Lane, east of the
terminus of Lindsay Court. The property is identified as Tax Lots 8300 and 8400 in
Township 37 South, Range 02 West (W.M.), Section 11C. The site addresses are 3428
and 3470 Chicory Lane, Central Point, OR.

Parcel Size: Tax Lot 8300 currently has 1.75 acres and Tax Lot 8400 currently has 1.89
acres. See, Exhibit 3. Total subject property size is 3.64 acres. Potential future
development is likely to be laid out roughly according to table below:

. SUBJECT PROPERTY ACREAGE

Net Percent of
Acreage Type Acres gross acres
Residential Area 1.92 53%
Right-ofWay/Parks 1.50 41%
Total 3.64

Current Zoning: The property is currently under Jackson County jurisdiction and is
zoned GI, General Industrial. See, Exhibits 5.

Proposed Zoning Map: Applicant requests the City apply the TOD LMR (R2) zoning
to the subject property.

Existing Frontage and Access: The subject property has 520 feet of frontage on
Chicory Lane along the western and southwestern boundary lines. In addition, the
property has approximately 97 feet of frontage at the terminus of the northern portion of
S. Haskell Street.

Lot Legality: Tax Lots 8300 and 8400 were originally part of Lot “K” of the Snowy
Butte Orchard which was platted in 1910. In 1944 the North 5 acres of Lot “K” was sold
leaving the subject property as one parcel. In 1956, what is now Tax Lot 8300 was
partitioned off by sale, leaving the existing configuration of the subject property tract.

Existing Development: Each parcel currently has one residence with related accessory
structures.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Land Uses on Abutting Properties and Surrounding Area:

Overview of area: This area, west of the Southern Pacific Railroad right of way and south
of Pine Street has been in the process of being developed as a transit-oriented corridor. A
variety of residential development exists in the area.

East:  The property abuts the Southern Pacific Railroad right of way on the east.
Adjacent to the railroad right-of-way is the Highway 99 right-of-way.
Highway 99 is a five-lane major arterial with four travel lanes and a center
turn lane.

North: To the north is a small development of single-family houses with ADU units
constructed around 2010 on lots that range in size from 7,299 to 7,950 square
feet. There is also a 9,892 square foot open space area. Beyond that is a large
church property.

West: To the west is a residential subdivision with medium-size lots ranging from
.18 to .30 acres in size with single-family houses of various ages built out
since the mid-70’s.

South: The property abuts one 4 acre rural residential property to the south and
beyond is a small lot subdivision with lots ranging from .11 to .15 acres.

Topography: The subject property is essentially level, sloping very gently to the
northeast.

Water Facilities and Services: There is a 12 inch waterline at the terminus of Haskell
Strect and an 8 inch waterline in Chicory Lane, see Exhibit 9A.

Storm Drainage Facilities and Services: Underground storm drainage lines are located
in the railroad right-of-way where a 12 inch culvert drains the property from one side of
the railroad to the other. There are also storm drainage lines in Haskell Street and
Lindsey Court. These storm drain lines are available for connection, see Exhibit 9B.

Sanitary Sewer Facilities and Services: There are 8 inch RVSS sewer lines in both
Chicory Lane and at the stub of Haskell Street that are available for connection, see
Exhibit 9C.

Power and Natural Gas: Underground power is available from Pacific Power and
underground gas is available from Avista Utilities for extension from Haskell Street.

Fire and Police Protection: The subject propertics are located within and are served by
Fire District No. 3. Police service is provided by the City of Central Point Police
Department.

Wetlands, Streams and floodplain: The subject property does not contain any streams
or floodplain. Preliminary determination of wetlands on the site is provided on Exhibit
10.

Transportation and Access:

A. Zone Change (and precautionary Plan Amendment Findings): Applicant is
requesting the City apply the TOD-LMR zoning with the base zoning of R-2. These
zoning designations allow a density up to 12 units to the net acre. Assuming 41% of

- o

77



Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Applicant: Bob Fellows Construction, LLC

the site would be consumed by infrastructure, this translates to approximately 1.92
net acres or about 23 total dwelling units. Single-family dwellings generate just
under 1 peak hour trip per unit. The existing General Industrial designation in the
County would generate approximately 7.26 trips per acre'. Assuming 13% of the site
would be consumed for street development (Haskell Street only) 3.17 acres would be
left for development, this would yield approximately 23 trips from the current zoning.
Thus, the net trip effect of the proposed zone change is net 0 PM change to peak hour
trips. Applicant’s position is that since the net-trip impact is zero, it does not warrant
a detailed transportation impact analysis.

B. Access and Circulation: Access to the site is via Lindsey Court and Haskell Street,
and along its frontage with Chicory Lane. If the anncxation and zone change is
approved, it is expected that future development access will occur as a result of
extension of Lindsey Court through the subject property to a future extension of
Haskell Street.

18. Comprehensive Plan Map and Zoning Map Analysis:

A. Historical Map Analysis: The subject property and surrounding area has a
somewhat complicated map designation history. The site was designated as Industrial
on the Comprehensive Plan. The City’s 1987 zoning map showed the property as M-1
even though the property was still in the County and zoned General Industrial. The
M-1 zone is the City’s base industrial zone and allows for a wide variety of industrial
and manufacturing uses. During this period, the land to the north and south was
planned Industrial and the City’s zoning map depicts M-2 to the north and M-1 to the
south.

In September of 1998, the City of Central Point did a large legislative amendment
that included multiple ordinances. Those ordinances re-arranged land uses in the
City’s UGB and also amended the Urban Growth Management Agreement (UGMA)
with Jackson County. Ordinance No. 1793 amended the Comprehensive Plan Map
designation for this area as “Area 2” in that package of legislative amendments. The
land uses were re-designated from Industrial to Low-Density Residential and High
Density Residential. Most of this area was outside the City limits at the time, but the
City adopted a new zoning map for this area that depicted the subject property and
the land immediately to the south as R-3 with lands further to the South as R-1-6.

During the adoption proceedings DLCD raised concerns and the City responded to
those concemns as follows:

DLCD Correspondence: The first statement made by DLCD staff is that
industrial, commercial and residential acreages need to "balance" so that the
city continues to have a twenty year supply of land for each use. Statewide
Planning Goals 9, 10 and 14 are cited as the legislative requirements for a
twenty year supply and it is pointed out that Central Point's proposal will

' This rate is from the ITE Trip Generation Handbook 7™ Edition. This is CSA’s most recent copy. A more
recent version is available but would not be expected to change the estimates enough to result in a different
outcome- that the change in trip generation potential is de minimus. See also below analysis regarding net-to-
gross factors for the site.
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decrease the amount of industrial land by 104 acres and increase both
commercial land (by 32 acres) and residential land by 94 acres. The state asks
that justification be provided to ensure the City will have enough of a land use
mix to meet future employment needs with its industrial and commercial land
inventory (as defined by Oregon Administrative Rule 660-09-0250) and future
housing needs (as defined by OAR 660-08-010). The belief is that failing to
balance jobs and housing will lead to an increase in work-related vehicle trips
and the corresponding failure to meet regional transportation objectives.

City of Central Point response: There are no specific statements in any of
the Goals regarding the "balance" DLCD discusses however Goal 9 does
encourage municipalities to provide an adequate supply of sites of suitable
sizes, types and locations for a variety of industrial and commercial uses
consistent with plan policies. For nearly twenty years the City of Central Point
has regularly experienced, residential prosperity ... not shared by the
commercial and industrial sectors ... A major objective of this (Comp} Plan is to
promote a greater emphasis on commercial and industrial growth ... (refer to
Central Point Comprehensive Plan, Economics Page IX-14). The land use
designations that the City is now proposing to change were created in the
1980's. Of the three land use categories, the industrial land has been the
slowest to develop and in most cases has been farmed or remained vacant
throughout the planning period. Recent attempts to develop industrial land west
of Interstate 5 have met with significant local opposition.

In contrast, the City has received two separate requests in the last 60 days to
annex a total of 50 acres of industrially designated land east ofl-5 for
immediate development. It is the City's conviction that the potential for
marketing industrial land east of I-5 (and in the vicinity of the airport) is
greater than it is west of I-5 in spite of the land’s proximity to the railroad. In
response to OAR 660-09-015, the City has not only identified industrial and
commercial sites (in Area #3) that could reasonably be expected to locate or
expand in the planning area ... and likely to be needed, but has identified
sites for which there is now a development demand. The letter from Bear
Creek Orchards, Inc. (which was read into the public record on May 5, 1998)
also substantiates the City's analysis and findings.

Over the years, Jackson County has received authorization from the State to
develop the White Cily industrial complex which is also served by the
railroad. Heavier industrial uses have found the area more desirable due to
the number of large vacant parcels with ample infrastructure and no
municipal taxes. When viewed in a regional and historic context, Central
Point has an adequate supply of industrially designated land and a net
reduction of 104 acres does not materially diminish this supply. In fact, DLCD
has previously stated to City staff that light industry often generates higher
numbers of employees than heavy industrial uses.

The RVMPO Regional Transportation Plan, prepared by David Evans and
Associates, Inc. speaks to the issue of regional land use development
patterns (RVMPO RTP, Page XllI-l). The Plan states that, evaluations and
research conducted in Oregon and elsewhere suggests that a mix of land
uses involving residential and commercial activity in adjoining areas can
contribute to lower travel demand than a development scheme with more
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widely-separated uses. This is one of the reasons the City wishes to develop
residential land in closer proximity to its downtown commercial business
district and is also proposing small-scale commercial uses near prospective
residential subdivisions in Areas 1 and 4. It should be noted that industrial
land uses generate fewer vehicle trips than do commercial uses (reference
the OTE Manual). Therefore the balance between residential and commercial
uses is more significant in terms of lowering travel demand than the balance
between residential and industrial uses. There is a 3:1 ratio between the
residential and commercial zone changes being proposed.

The City’s findings (at Record Page 122-123) reject DLCD’s notion that a precise
balance of land uses was required at the time of the amendments. Instead, the
findings make a more generalized determination that the adopted land use re-
designations are appropriate based upon market demand and locational factors.

Following the major legislative amendment to the City’s UGB, the City undertook
another major legislative amendment in the form of Ordinance No. 1815. That
ordinance created the Transit Oriented Development (TOD) standards and established
two new Comprehensive Plan Map Designations: TOD District and the TOD
Corridor. The main difference between these two designations is that the TOD
District lands are required to apply the new TOD zoning districts and the TOD
Corridor lands are afforded the option to develop under the original zoning or under
the new TOD zoning district standards.

What is not clear from Ordinance No. 1815, is how future changes between zoning
districts within these TOD designation areas relates to the overall arrangement of land
uses on the Comprehensive Plan Map. Both the TOD District and the TOD Corridor
allow for a variety of zoning districts including a wide variety of employment and
industrial uses. For lands that were already in the City, this is somewhat less
problematic because the zoning map that went with the Ordinance actually applied
the new zoning to those lands. However, in the case of lands not in the City the
zoning map is more “prospective” and it is unclear whether a zone change alone is
adequate to apply a different zone at the time of annexation than the “prospective
zone” depicted on the City’s zoning map within the TOD District Corridor or whether
such a change also requires a Comprehensive Plan amendment. Because of this
procedural ambiguity, the Applicant has addressed the criteria for Comprehensive
Plan Map amendment as a precautionary measure to assure an adequate factual base
for the requested annexation and zone change.

Not long after the TOD Corridor was created, the land south of the Quillen property
(TL 1000) was annexed and rezoned to TOD-LMR and was developed as the
Cascade Meadows Subdivision in 2002. Subsequently, land to the north was rezoned
from TOD-GC (M-1) to TOD-LMR and TOD-Civic.

B. Residential Land Supply and Demand Analysis: Based upon the structure of the
City’s regulations and the particular history associated with the subject property it is a
little discern exactly what the contemplated zoning for the property is - following the
TOD Corridor establishment from a quantitative standpoint. However, the prior
amendments that redistributed land uses in the City contemplated the subject property
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as High Density Residential (R-3). While those amendments did not include precise
calculations of the supply and demand implications of the redistribution, the
Comprehensive Plan amendments did treat the subject property as High Density
Residential and so a quantitative comparison in relation to the subject property
between the two zoning districts is useful, as follows:

To do this, first calculate the potential range of density for the property:

| DENSITY CALCULATIONS

]

LMR Density MMR Density
| 6units/acre 12 units/acre| 14 units/acre 32 units/acre
Minimum Maxiumum Minimum Maxiumum
t unit
Net unit range on 19 ) 23 27 ) 61
1.92 Acres

Then compare the potential number of units under each zoning districts:

| DENSITY ‘N‘Ilnlrnum Regulatory [Maximum Regulatory| Likely Regulatory

DIFFERENTIAL | Differential | Differential Differential
Dwelling Dwelling Dwelling
Units | Density' | Units | Density' | Units | Density'

TOD-LMR (R-2) 23 12 12 6 18 9.4
TOD-MMR (R-3) 27 14 61 32 30 15.6
Net Dwelling Units -4 -49 -12

1" Density is provided in dwelling units per net acre. Net acres assume 41% net-to-gross factor

From a pure regulatory standpoint, the range of potential dwelling unit differences is
from as small as 4 to as much as 49.

From a technical perspective, it is important to explain the 41% net-to-gross factor.
This factor is higher than is typical, but preliminary design work on the site indicates
this is appropriate given the requirements to address potential wetlands mitigation, a
collector road right-of-way and the need to extend Lindsey Court.

From an actual build-out standpoint, the implications of zoning the property TOD-
LMR versus TOD-MMR or R-3 are expected to be small. Our client is not interested
in doing a large apartment project on the site and would design to the minimum
density under the MMR zoning of 14 units per acre. It would be impossible to
achieve more than 30 units on the site without a large apartment building component.
Under the LMR zoning, preliminary design work indicates units per the net acre
would be expected to come in around 9.4. The proposed TOD-LMR zoning is
expected to result in approximately 12 fewer units from a real-world perspective.
Twelve units is a small number that has relatively little impact on the ability of the
City, as a whole, to comply with its Statewide Planning Goal 10 requirements.
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C. Qualitative and Locational Analysis: The Applicant believes there are a number of
qualitative and locational considerations that make the TOD-LMR zoning the most
appropriate zoning for the area. Locational and qualitative reasons to zone the
property TOD-LMR include the following:

1.

ii.

jii.

The property to the north remained industrial at the time the land use
redistribution was done in 1998. At that time, the subject property represented
a transition area from single-family to the south to industrial to the north.
This concept was perpetuated when the TOD Corridor was adopted where a
large area of TOD-GC (M-2) existed to the north. This circumstance no
longer exists. The land immediately to the north is now zoned TOD-LMR
and is developed with single-family dwellings. The site will no longer serves
as a transition area between single family and more intensively developed
areas as is described for MMR by Ordinance No. 1815, “The moderate
density in these areas is intended to continue the transition from lower density
residential uses on the perimeter of the TOD District to the more densely
developed center of the district.”

There is now approximately half the acreage remaining in the TOD-GC (M-2
& M-1) designation to the north than there was at the time the TOD Corridor
designation was in place. Consequently, there are fewer opportunities for
interactions between housing and employment/commercial uses. The only
employment use west of the railroad and within a quarter mile of the site is an
office use (Microvellum) and there are no commercial retail uses within a
quarter mile that are west of the railroad tracks. The opportunities for high
density housing to interact with commercial development to the north has
been reduced to an extend that development to the upper density of the TOD-
MMR range less desirable and thereby making the practical difference in
expected future housing supply to be small.

In addition to the technical land use planning reasons to designate the property
TOD-LMR (R-2), there are market reasons for this designation. The TOD
standards for mixed housing types at MMR level densities works best on
larger sites with more developable acreage. From a housing market
perspective, economies of scale are important for economic multi-family
development. Four eight-plex rental apartment buildings mixed in with 12
for-sale small lot houses is difficult to make work but something like this is
really all that would fit on a site this size if the project is going to achieve
anything close to the mid-point or above for the MMR density range. Neither
housing type is going to work very well. Four apartment buildings is not
enough to support construction and maintenance of the kind of amenities you
want for apartment projects — like a pool, pool-house/rec center, playground
etc as well as cost effective utilities and grounds maintenance. Meanwhile,
the small-lot single-family unit prices are likely to be negatively affected by
the immediate proximity of the apartment building project component. The
single-family quality components are likely to suffer as a result.
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The Applicant, Bob Fellows Construction, has a proven track record of
supplying new single-family houses that represent good value. The
Applicant’s concept for the project is still to attain a reasonable density with
small lots (~4,500 square feet) and house plans appropriate for the lot size.
This project concept is expected to deliver an excellent value proposition for
aging homeowners looking to downsize and young families looking for that
first or second home. The Applicant believes this market segment is
important to the community and is underserved in Central Point.

%ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok
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CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
ANNEXATION & ZONE CHANGE

CITY OF CENTRAL POINT ZONING ORDINANCE (CPZO)

The following conclusions of law and ultimate conclusions are reached under each of the
relevant substantive criteria which are recited verbatim and addressed below. The
conclusions of law are supported by Applicants’ evidentiary Exhibits at Section II and
Findings of Fact in Section IV.

Chapter 1.20
ANNEXATION PROCEDURE

222.111 Authority and procedure for annexation.

(1) When a proposal containing the terms of annexation is approved in the manner provided by the charter
of the annexing city or by ORS 222.111 to 222.180 or 222.840 to 222.915, the boundaries of any city
may be extended by the annexation of territory that is not within a city and that is contiguous to the city
or separated from it only by a public right of way or a stream, bay, lake or other body of water. Such
territory may lie either wholly or partially within or without the same county in which the city lies.

(2) A proposal for annexation of territory to a city may be initiated by the legislative body of the city, on its
own motion, or by a petition to the legislative body of the city by owners of real property in the territory
to be annexed.

(5) The legislative body of the city shall submit, except when not required under ORS 222.120, 222.170
and 222.840 to 222.915 to do so, the proposal for annexation to the electors of the territory proposed
for annexation and, except when permitted under ORS 222.120 or 222.840 to 222.915 to dispense with
submitting the proposal for annexation to the electors of the city, the legistative body of the city shall
submit such proposal to the electors of the city. The proposal for annexation may be voted upon at a
general election or at a special election to be held for that purpose.

Conclusions of Law: Based upon the evidence in Exhibit 4, the City of Central Point
Planning Commission and City Council (henceforth “the City”) concludes the existing City
limit is adjacent to the subject property and will result in a contiguous City limit following
the annexation. The City herewith incorporates and adopts the annexation petition at Exhibit
8 and based thereupon concludes the proposal for annexation has been initiated by the
owners of the real property in the territory to be annexed. The City further incorporates its
findings under ORS 222.120 below and concludes based upon the same that ORS 222.120
allows the City Council to dispense with submission of the proposal for annexation to the
electors of the City and does not herewith.

222.120 Procedure for annexation without election; hearing; ordinance subject to referendum.

(1) Except when expressly required to do so by the city charter, the legislative body of a city is not required
to submit a proposal for annexation of territory to the electors of the city for their approval or rejection.

(2) When the legislative body of the city elects to dispense with submitting the question of the proposed
annexation to the electors of the city, the legislative body of the city shall fix a day for a public hearing
before the legislative body at which time the electors of the city may appear and be heard on the
question of annexation.

- o

84



Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Applicant: Bob Fellows Construction, LLC

(3) The city legislative body shall cause notice of the hearing to be published once each week for two
successive weeks prior to the day of hearing, in a newspaper of general circulation in the city, and shall
cause notices of the hearing to be posted in four public places in the city for a like period.

(4) After the hearing, the city legislative body may, by an ordinance containing a legal description of the
territory in question:
(a) Declare that the territory is annexed to the city upon the condition that the majority of the votes cast
in the territory is in favor of annexation;

(b) Declare that the territory is annexed to the city where electors or landowners in the contiguous
territory consented in writing to such annexation, as provided in ORS 222.125 or 222.170, prior to
the public hearing held under subsection (2) of this section; or

(7) For the purpose of this section, ORS 222.125 and 222.170, “owner” or "landowner” means the legal

owner of record or, where there is a recorded land contract which is in force, the purchaser thereunder.
If there is a multiple ownership in a parcel of land each consenting owner shall be counted as a fraction
to the same extent as the interest of the owner in the land bears in relation to the interest of the other
owners and the same fraction shall be applied to the parcel's land mass and assessed value for
purposes of the consent petition. If a corporation owns land in territory proposed to be annexed, the
corporation shall be considered the individual owner of that land.

Conclusions of Law: Based upon the evidence provided by the Applicant and the evidence

in the record, the City concludes that it has properly followed the hearing procedures for

annexation and herewith declare the territory annexed pursuant to 222.120(4)(b).

1.20.010 Generally.

All proposals for annexation of real property to the city under the provisions of Oregon Revised Statutes 222.111
to 222.180, now in effect or as hereafter amended, shall be accompanied by a preliminary plat, an exterior
boundary legal description and the annexation fee as in this chapter provided. (Ord. 1166 §1, 1974).
Conclusions of Law: Based upon the conclusions of law hereinabove, the City concludes it
has followed the provisions of ORS 222.111 to 222.180 and that the proposal for annexation
is accompanied by a preliminary plat and exterior boundary legal description provided at
Exhibit 12. The City further concludes that the application includes the required annexation
fee.

1.20.011 Application and review.

Applications and review thereof shall conform to the provisions of Chapter 17.05 of the Central Point Municipal
Code and all applicable laws of the state. Applications for annexation may be accompanied by other, concurrent
applications, for amendment to the comprehensive plan, amendments to the zoning map and requests for
withdrawal from special districts, provided that such concurrent applications meet all requirements therefor.

Conclusions of Law: The City concludes it has properly applied the procedures specified in
Chapter 17.05. The City further concludes that the request of annexation is accompanied by
a request for zone change as allowed by Section 1.20.011 as well as findings and evidence
addressing the same herein (as well as the precautionary plan amendment also addressed
herein).

ks sk ook sk koo ok sk ok ok ok
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APPROVAL CRITERIA FOR ZONE CHANGE

Chapter 17.10
ZONE CHANGE

17.10.400 Approval criteria.

A recommendation or a decision to approve, approve with conditions or to deny an application for a text or map
amendment shall be based on written findings and conclusions that address the following criteria:

A. Approval of the request is consistent with the applicable statewide planning goals (major amendments only);
Conclusions of Law: The City herewith concludes that the proposed zone change is a minor
(quasi-judicial amendment) and concludes accordingly that the criterion is not applicable to
the subject application®.

B. Approval of the request is consistent with the Central Point comprehensive plan (major and minor
amendments);

Conclusions of Law: The City concludes the proposed TOD-LMR (R-2) zoning is a
permissible zone within the TOD Cormridor Comprehensive Plan Map Designation and is
therefore consistent. The City further concludes that prior legislative Comprehensive Plan
processes contemplated that the subject site would be zoned TOD-MMR (R-3) and that the
proposed zoning is still a residential zone and one that is not expected to result in fewer
dwelling units to such a degree as to be inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan’.

C. If a zoning map amendment, findings demonstrating that adequate public services and transportation
networks to serve the property are either available, or identified for construction in the city's public facilities
master plans (major and minor amendments); and

Conclusions of Law: Based upon the evidence in Section II and the findings of fact in
Section 1V, the City concludes as follows with respect to public services and transportation
networks to serve the property:

e Water, Sewer and Storm Drainage facilities exist at the property and are adequate in
condition and capacity to serve the property.

e The proposed zone change will result in little or no change in trip generation potential
of the site therefore it is expected that no significant transportation impacts will
result.

e Police and Fire protection exist at the site currently and fire protection will continue
at similar levels following the zone change while police service will then become
primary responsibility of the Central Point Police Department.

? Applicant has also provided conclusions of law for a precautionary Comprehensive Plan amendment and the
Statewide Planning Goals are addressed therein where substantively the same conclusions would be reached for
the subject zoning map amendment.

? If the City ultimately concludes that a Comprehensive Plan amendment is required, then the City would adopt
the alternative conclusion of law as follows: The City concludes the proposed TOD-LMR (R-2) zoning is
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan because the proposed zone is a permissible zone within the TOD
Corridor Comprehensive Plan Map Designation and the City herewith incorporates and adopts the
precautionary plan amendment conclusions of law herein below which demonstrates that the TOD-LMR (R-2)
can be explained as an appropriate amendment to the City’s Comprehensive Plan.

n o
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D. The amendment complies with OAR 660-012-0060 of the Transportation Planning Rule.

Conclusions of Law: The City herewith incorporates and adopts its conclusions of law
below regarding the Transportation Planning Rule and concludes the City the proposed
zoning is consistent in all ways with those conclusions demonstrating compliance with the
Transportation Planning Rule.

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

SECTION 660-012-0060

(1) Where an amendment to a functional plan, an acknowledged comprehensive plan, or a land use regulation
would significantly affect an existing or planned transportation facility, the local govemment shall put in place
measures as provided in section (2) of this rule to assure that allowed land uses are consistent with the
identified function, capacity, and performance standards (e.g. level of service, volume to capacity ratio, etc.)
of the facility. A plan or land use regulation amendment significantly affects a transportation facility if it
would:

(a) Change the functional classification of an existing or planned transportation facility (exclusive of
correction of map errors in an adopted plan);

(b) Change standards implementing a functional classification system; or
(c) As measured at the end of the planning period identified in the adopted transportation system plan:

(A) Allow land uses or levels of development that would result in types or levels of travel or access that
are inconsistent with the functional classification of an existing or planned transportation facility;

(B) Reduce the performance of an existing or planned transportation facility below the minimum
acceptable performance standard identified in the TSP or comprehensive plan; or

(C) Worsen the performance of an existing or planned transportation facility that is otherwise projected
to perform below the minimum acceptable performance standard identified in the TSP or
comprehensive plan.

Conclusions of Law (continued): The City concludes the proposed amendment from
County General Industrial to City TOD-LMR (R-2) will not significantly affect a
transportation facility based upon the Findings in Section IV which supports the following
conclusions:

e The proposed amendment will not change the functional classification of an existing
or planned transportation facility because the projected number of new residential
trips each direction on all the streets used by the subject application is equal to the
amount of industrial traffic that would be possible under the existing zoning.

e The amendment is a minor map amendment and does not propose any changes to
standards implementing the City’s functional classification system.

e From a trip generation potential standpoint, the proposed amendment does not allow
uses that generate materially more traffic than the existing designation so nothing
about the amendment will allow land uses or level of development that are
inconsistent with the functional classification of existing and planned transportation
facilities in the area that are already planned in the City’s TSP to residential uses at
the subject property.

e From a trip generation potential standpoint, the proposed amendment does not allow
uses that generate materially more traffic than the existing designation so nothing
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about the amendment would reduce the performance of an existing or planned
transportation facility below the minimum acceptable performance standards for
facilities projected to meet adopted standards at the end of the planning period or
worsen the performance of any facilities otherwise projected to exceed performance
standards at the end of the planning period.

I R
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Vi

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
PLAN AMENDMENT
(PRECAUTIONARY)

In an abundance of caution, the Applicant herewith provides conclusions of law addressing
the Comprehensive Plan amendment criteria. Applicant believes the City could properly
interpret its Comprehensive Plan and development code to apply the requested zoning
because the Evidence in Section II and the Findings of Fact in Section IV explain that the
proposed TOD-LMR zoning district is an allowed zone in the TOD Corridor Plan
designation. However, that evidence and findings also point up that the structure of the
City’s Plan results in some degree of ambiguity regarding the need for a Comprehensive Plan
amendment in the context of the subject application requesting the TOD-LMR (R-2) zoning
instead of a TOD-MMR (R-3) zone at the time of annexation. If the City (or the Courts on
Appeal) were to conclude that a Comprehensive Plan amendment is required for the
requested zone change, the Applicant herewith provides the following conclusions of law to
be reached under each of the relevant substantive criteria which are recited verbatim and
addressed below. The conclusions of law are supported by Applicants’ evidentiary Exhibits
at Section II and Findings of Fact in Section IV.

The Conclusions of Law below are structured as an amendment to change the
Comprehensive Plan in a manner that allows TOD-LMR (R-2) on the subject property
instead of TOD-MMR(R-3).

APPROVAL CRITERIA FOR COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT

Chapter 17.96
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT

17.96.500 Approval criteria.

A recommendation or a decision to approve or to deny an application for an amendment to the comprehensive
plan, or urban growth boundary shall be based on written findings and conclusions that address the following
criteria:

A. Approval of the request is consistent with the applicable statewide planning goals;

Conclusions of Law: The City herewith incorporate and adopt the below conclusions of law
with respect to each applicable statewide planning goal, as follows:

Goal 1: Citizen Involvement

To develop a citizen involvement program that insures the opportunity for citizens to be involved in all
phases of the planning process...[balance omitted for brevity]

Conclusions of Law: The City concludes the Comprehensive Plan Map amendment is
quasi-judicial in nature and therefore citizen involvement is assured by and through
application of the City’s adopted and acknowledged procedures for the conduct and noticing
of quasi-judicial reviews, including noticing and public hearings.
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Goal 2: Land Use Planning
PART | -- PLANNING

To establish a land use planning process and policy framework as a basis for all decision and actions

related to use of land and to assure an adequate factual base for such decisions and actions...fbalance

omitted for brevity]
Conclusions of Law: The City concludes that the subject application is quasi-judicial in
nature and requires demonstration of compliance with predetermined criteria and approval of
the requested plan map amendment requires substantial evidence to demonstrate each of the
relevant criteria have been satisfied. The City herewith incorporates the balance of the
conclusions of law addressing all other criteria applicable to the plan amendment, and
concludes based thereupon, that adequate evidence exists in the application submittal and
associated record to conclude all applicable criteria are satisfied.

The City further concludes that the requested plan amendment is a natrow one from the
standpoint of map designations between two residential designations that allow many of the
same uses but will permit a modestly lower residential density on the subject property.

Goal 3: Agricultural Lands

To preserve and maintain agricultural lands...[balance omitted for brevity]

Conclusions of Law: The City concludes the subject property is within its Urban Growth
Boundary and is planned for urban residential use and is not, therefore, subject to Goal 3
protection.

Goal 4: Forest Lands

To conserve forest lands by maintaining the forest land base and to protect the state's forest economy by
making possible economically efficient forest practices that assure the continuous growing and harvesting of
forest tree species as the leading use on forest land consistent with sound management of soil, air, water,
and fish and wildlife resources and to provide for recreational opportunities and agriculture...(balance
omitted for brevity]

Conclusions of Law: The City concludes the subject property is within its UGB and is

planned for urban residential use and the proposed amendment is not subject to Goal 4
protection.

Goal 5: Natural Resources, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Open Spaces

To protect natural resources and conserve scenic and historic areas and open spaces...fbalance omitted for

brevity]
Conclusions of Law: The City concludes the subject property is not subject to any adopted
Goal 5 protections and therefore the amendment from one residential designation to another
will have no effect on the City’s plan to achieve Goal 5. While not mapped on any identified
inventories, a preliminary wetlands assessment indicates a portion of the site may contain
wetlands in the area of the future Haskell Street extension; nothing about the plan
amendment will alter the City’s plans in its TSP to extend a higher order street in this
location and the same will require further work to address this potential wetland issue.
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Goal 6: Air, Water and Land Resources Quality

To maintain and improve the quality of the air, water and land resources of the state. All waste and process
discharges from future development, when combined with such discharges from existing developments shall
not threaten to violate, or violate applicable state or federal environmental quality statutes, rules and
standards. With respect to the air, water and land resources of the applicable air sheds and river basins
described or included in state environmental quality statutes, rules, standards and implementation plans,
such discharges shall not (1) exceed the carrying capacity of such resources, considering long range needs;
(2) degrade such resources; or (3) threaten the availability of such resources...[balance omitted for brevity]

Conclusions of Law: Based upon the Findings of Fact in Section IV, the City concludes that
the proposed amendment will allow for single-family residential development which will be
required to comply with agency permits (such as NPDES permits for stormwater) but the
City and other agencies have standards in place to assure compliance and the development of
the subject property and there is no evidence that the subject property is subject to unique
circumstances that would be expected to make it infeasible to comply with applicable
standards through the normal residential development review process.

Goal 7: Areas Subject to Natural Hazards

To protect people and property from natural hazards...[balance omitted for brevity]

Conclusions of Law: The City concludes that the subject property is not subject to any
known specific natural hazards that require special planning or implementation measures
except the general earthquake risks that exist in all of western Oregon and the same are
adequately handled by applicable building codes.

Goal 8: Recreational Needs

To satisfy the recreational needs of the citizens of the state and visitors and, where appropriate, to provide
for the siting of necessary recreational facilities including destination resorts...fbalance omitted for brevity]

Conclusions of Law: The City concludes the subject property has not been adopted into any
local parks plans to achieve Goal 8. It is not known to contain any unique resources
necessary to attain Goal 8 and the proposed amendment from one residential designation to
another will have no appreciable impact on the City’s ability to achieve Goal 8.

Goal 9: Economic Development

To provide adequate opportunities throughout the state for a variety of economic activities vital to the health,
welfare, and prosperity of Oregon's citizens.

Comprehensive plans and policies shall contribute to a stable and healthy economy in all regions of the
state. Such plans shall be based on inventories of areas suitable for increased economic growth and activity
after taking into consideration the health of the current economic base; materials and energy availability and
cost; labor market factors; educational and technical training programs; availability of key public facilities;
necessary support facilities; current market forces; location relative to markets; availability of renewable and
non-renewable resources; availability of land; and pollution control requirements...fbalance omitted for
brevity]

Conclusions of Law: The subject amendment concerns two categories of residential
development, and based thereupon, the City concludes that the proposed amendment will
have no meaningful effect on the City’ ability to achieve Goal 9.
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Goal 10: Housing

To provide for the housing needs of citizens of the state.../balance omitted for brevity]

Conclusions of Law: Based upon the evidence and the Finding of Fact in Section IV, the
City concludes as follows with respect to Goal 10:

e The land use pattern around the subject property is different from the pattern that
existed when the site was contemplated for R-3 zoning (and later TOD-MMR). The
site (together with the Quillen property to the south) is surrounded by single-family
development and the TOD-LMR zoning represents a designation that will still supply
needed housing at appropriate densities.

e The City concludes that the actual delivered housing unit difference is expected to be
on the order of 12 fewer dwelling units which is a negligible reduction in the context
of the City’s entire UGB.

o Ultimately, the City concludes that this amendment is beneficial because it is
expected to supply needed housing now rather than forcing a zoning designation the
property owner does not want in the hopes that some future development may result
in a small number of additional dwellings on the subject property. The Council
concludes that it is has been many years since the City has amended its UGB for
residential lands, and while currently underway, completion of that process is still
several years in the future. Planning for the total UGB-wide housing needs can and
must be fulfilled through that process. However, in the immediate term, the City is
experiencing shortfalls of just the type of housing the Applicant wishes to construct
and approval of the amendment herein is expected to deliver housing for which
current needs exist.

Goal 11: Public Facilities and Services

To plan and develop a timely, orderly and efficient arrangement of public facilities and services to serve

as a framework for urban and rural development...[balance omitted for brevity]
Conclusions of Law: Based upon the Evidence in Section II and the Findings of Fact in
Section IV, the City concludes the proposed amendment is located in an area where water,
sewer, storm drainage, and streets are readily available to the property and future
development can feasibly utilize such facilities. Moreover, the Council observes that the
TOD-LMR designation would be expected to demand slightly less in the way of public
facilities than would the TOD-MMR designation.

Goal 12: Transportation

To provide and encourage a safe, convenient and economic transportation system.../balance omitted

for brevity]
Conclusions of Law: The City concludes that OAR 660 Division 012 implements Goal 12
and OAR 660-012-0060 sets forth specific regulations for comprehensive plan map
amendments and zone changes. The City herewith incorporates and adopts its conclusions of
law addressing TPR herein above and based upon the same concludes that no significant
impacts to the transportation system will occur as a result of the amendment. The City
further concludes that TOD-LMR (R-2) would be expected to generate slightly fewer trips
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than would be generated under TOD-MMR (R-3) and this is another reason to conclude
significant impacts to the transportation system are not expected.

Goal 13: Energy Conservation

To conserve energy...[balance omitted for brevity]

Conclusions of Law: The City concludes that the change between slightly different
residential designations is such that the City’s land use planning for energy conservation will
be little affected by the proposed amendment.

Goal 14: Urbanization

To provide for an orderly and efficient transition from rural to urban land use, to accommodate urban

population and urban employment inside urban growth boundaries, to ensure efficient use of land, and

to provide for livable communities...[balance omitted for brevity]
Conclusions of Law: The City concludes the proposed amendment concerns a map
designation change between residential categories with similar allowed uses. The City
concludes the proposed TOD-LMR designation is slightly less dense than the TOD-MMR
zone but that it is still urban in nature and the actual expected yield difference between the
two zones is approximately 12 units which is a nominal difference in the context of
compliance with Goal 14 on citywide basis.

Summary Conclusions of Law: In sum, the City concludes the proposed amendment from
TOD-MMR (R-3) to TOD-LMR (R-2) is consistent in all ways with the Statewide Planning
Goals.

B. Approval of the request is consistent with the Central Point comprehensive plan;

Conclusions of Law: The City concludes criteria that require general compliance with the
Comprehensive Plan does not automatically transform all the Goals and Policies of the
Comprehensive Plan into decisional criteria for a quasi-judicial land use application, see
Bennett vs. The City of Dallas. The City has reviewed its Comprehensive Plan and it finds
that the language and context of only the following goals and policies are intended to
function as approval criteria for the subject application:

Housing Element Conclusion #1 Policy 2:

Provide for a range of housing types, styles, and costs, including single-family homes,

condominiums, rental housing and mobile homes.
The City concludes this policy is a sort of restatement of Goal 10 requirements to plan for a
range of housing types and price ranges. The proposed amendments will not preclude
advancement of this policy. The City TOD-LMR district still allows for multiple housing
types and the stated intent of the Applicant is to supply housing at a price point (for new
housing) that is very limited in Central Point that will provide more options for younger
families looking for their first or second home and older residents looking to downsize.

Land Use Element Policy 5:

Continue to ensure that long-range planning and zoning reflects the need to locate the highest
densities and greatest numbers of residents in the closest possible proximity to shopping,
employment, major public facilities, and public transportation corridors.

- o

93



Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Applicant: Bob Fellows Construction, LLC

The City concludes that this policy is a major reason why this amendment is now
appropriate. When the subject property was contemplated for the R-3 zoning, there was
substantially more employment land planned nearby to the north (almost twice the acreage).
That area is now primarily zoned residential instead. As such, advancement of this policy,
can be better achieved as part of the legislative UGB review for housing to locate larger high
density areas nearer to areas where expanding (rather than contracting) employment areas are
planned and allow this property to meet current market needs for smaller single-family
development. Moreover, because of the Railroad, the subject site is over half a mile from
practical physical access to the nearest RVTD route.

C. For urban growth boundary amendments findings demonstrate that adequate public services and
transportation networks to serve the property are either available, or identified for construction in the city’s
public facilities master plans (major and minor amendments); and

Conclusions of Law: The City concludes the proposed amendment does not concern a UGB

amendment.

D. The amendment complies with OAR 660-012-0060 of the Transportation Planning Rule.

Conclusions of Law: The City herewith incorporates and adopts the above conclusions of
law below conclusions of law addressing the Transportation Planning Rule under the zone
change criteria. The Council further concludes that a significant effect on the transportation
system is not expected where the amendment involves a modest reduction of residential
density from TOD-MMR to TOD-LMR because the trip generation potential is expected to
go down.

* %k %k ko k %k 3k k sk %k ok ok
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SUMMARY OF APPLICANTS’ STIPULATIONS

Applicants herewith agree to stipulate to the following, which they agree to observe if the
same are attached as conditions to approval of the subject site plan review application:

Stipulation 1: /RESERVED- The applicant did not identify the need for specific stipulations
Jor the subject application but may supplement the initially submitted
findings with certain stipulations if the same are found to be necessary
during the course of the review process]
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Vi

ULTIMATE CONCLUSIONS; DECISION

Based upon the record and the foregoing findings of fact and conclusions of law, it is
concluded that the applications for Annexation and Zone Change are consistent with the
requirements of all of the relevant substantive approval criteria which have been addressed
hereinabove. It is further concluded that if a Comprehensive Plan Amendment is determined
to be necessary by the City (or by the Courts on Appeal) the proposal can be found to comply
with all relevant City of Central Point criteria for Comprehensive Plan amendment as
provided as a precautionary submittal herein above.

Respectfully submitted on behalf of Applicants and Property Owners.
CSA Planning, Ltd.

P 14

Jay Harland
Principal

May 9, 2017
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EXHIBIT 7
ORDINANCE NO. 1133 &

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE CENTRAL POINT COMPREHENSIVE PLAN FOR
AREA #2

RECITALS:

1. The City of Central Point (“City”) is authorized under Oregon Revised Statute
(ORS) Chapter 197 to prepare and adopt comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances
consistent with the Statewide Land Use Planning Goals.

2. The City has coordinated its planning efforts with the State in accordance with ORS
197.040(2)(e) and OAR 660-030-0060 to assure compliance with goals and compatibility with
City and County Comprehensive Plans.

3. Pursuant to authority granted by the City charter and the Oregon Revised Statutes,
the City has determined to amend the Central Point Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Map
which was originally adopted on August 29, 1980, and has been amended at various times
since then.

4. Pursuant to the requirements set forth in CPMC Chapter 1.24 and Chapter 17.96,
the City has conducted the following duly advertised public hearings to consider the proposed
amendments:

(a) Citizen’s Advisory Committee hearing on February 26, 1998.
(b) Planning Commission hearings on May Sth and May 19th, 1998.
(¢) City Council hearing on August 6, 1998.

(d) Accepted written comments through September 11, 1998

Now, therefore;

THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF CENTRAL POINT, OREGON, DO ORDAIN AS
FOLLOWS:

Section 1. At its public hearing on August 6, 1998, the City Council received the
findings of the Citizen’s Advisory Committee and the Planning Commission, reviewed the
City Staff Report, and received public testimony from all interested persons. Furthermore,
written comments were accepted by the City through September 11, 1998, Based upon all the
information received, the City Council adopts the findings of fact and conclusions of law set
forth by City Staff, and based upon the same, the City Council finds that there is sufficient
public need and justification for the proposed changes, and the proposed changes are hereby
adopted entirely.

1 - Ordinance No. 1183 (091798)

101



Section 2. 'The City Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Map are hereby amended us sel
forth on Exhibits "A™ & “B”, including all maps and attachments to such cxhibits, which are
attached hereto and by this reference incorporated berein,

Section 3. The City Administrator is directed (o0 conduct post acknowledgiment
procedures defined in ORS 197,610 et seq. upon adoption of the Comprchensive Plan
Amendment and changes to the Zoning Map.

Section 4. This update being necessary for the immediate preservation of the public
health, safety and welfare of the City of Central Point, Oregon, and based upon the need to
conclude associated comprehensive plan amendment procedures, sccond reading of this
ordinance is hereby waived and an emergency is declared (o exist, and this ordinance shall be
in full force and effect immediately upon its passage by the Council and approval by the
Mayor,

Passed by the Council and signed by me in authentication of its passage this

L8 dayof Sephenly |998.

/

Mayor Rusty McGrath

ATTEST:

City Representative

Approved by me this 58‘““ day Of\v%ﬂ_éi_, 1998.

Mayor Rusty McGrath

2 - Ordinance No. 3333 {091798)
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EXHIBIT A

Comprehensive Plan amendments include the redistribution of certain land uses within the
Urban Growth Boundary and Comprehensive Plan text amendments (o reflect the proposed
redistribution of land uses. Zoning Map changes are consistent with the new land use
designations. The land use or map amendments are described as follows for Area # 2:

Change the land use designation and zoning of Area 2 on the atiached map from Light

Industrial (M-1) to Low Density Residential (R-1-6), High Density Residential (R-3) and
General Commercial (C-4).
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EXHIBIT B
PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE CENTRAL POINT COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT (SECTION VI)
HISTORY OF CENTRAL PQINT

JHE RAILROAD

The impact of the railtoad on the community-has-been was si gnificant in the past. 1t was
primarily responsible for the short life of the Old Central Point and the new direction of
community growth and development affer sinee the 1880s. The railroad is-stithvery
remains important to the wood products industry and other industries located along it but
to a lesser extent today than in the past, and-will-continue-to-be.

POLICIES FOR NOISE REDUCTION

Policies:

3. The City shall rety-heavity-on require property owners to master plan the
land use and design of new developments to control and minimize noise
through such requirements as site orientation, buffering, distance
separation, insulation, or other design features.

ECONOMICS (SECTION IX)
PLANNING AND REGULATION
Policies:

2. Continue to emphasize the need to maximize the potential of major
existing facilities that represent major public investments, but are
presently under-utilized. (Emphasis on railroad, highway 99, and the I-5
Freeway and the airport related to industrial development, and Pine
Street/Head Road for commercial, office-professional and tourist
development.) Pg. [X-24
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ENERGY UTILIZATION & CONSERVATION (SECTION X)

4 - TRANSPORTATION-RELATED ENERGY CONSERVATION

Goal:
Policies:
c. The City will continue to plan for new industrial development but rather

than limit development to land that is located adjacent to rail facilities,—and

the City will also encourage industrial development in the vicinity of

highways and airporis-energy-efficient-rait freight-transport. Pg.X-21
CIRCULATION/TRANSPORTATION (SECTION XI)

OTHER FACILITIES

RAILROAD
Paragraphs 1 & 2

The Central Oregon & Pacific Railroad (formerly Southern Pacific Railway) serves the
Central Point area and parallels Highway 99 through the community. The railroad played
a key role in the City’s development during the late 1800s and into this century. The
original City grid pattern of streets was laid out shortly after the rail line was built.

The railroad no longer provides passenger service to Central Point or the Rogue Valley,
the Central Point depot is not longer in existence. However, the rail facilities still play a
stgnifteant role in the area’s economy and serve the industries that are located along its

route, mostly within the present City limits. Previous-studies-have-indicated-that-the-rail
faeﬂﬁmﬂm&aﬁﬁfeﬂe%bﬁﬁguseﬁﬁhamm?ﬁeﬂﬁ&}%ﬁmﬂges
tmmxhﬁtc%foﬁﬂfmmﬂg—pmdww&ﬂwwmdﬁﬁﬂﬂwﬁmpeﬁﬂ%wﬁﬁvek

transport.

Policies:

15, Maximize Refain the industriat potential of the existing industrial land
uses along railroad facilities as proposed in this Comprehensive Plan.

CORRECTIVE MEASURES TO SPECIFIC PROBLEMS

RERUCTION OF NOISE

A summary of some of the major considerations are:
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Ensuring that ne residential neighborhoods rhat arc located tmmediately adjacent to the
railroad right-of-way satisfy safety requirements and accepted industy v standeards for
noise mitigation.

LAND USE (SECTION XII)

RESIDENTIAL ) USE

Policies:

10. Where residential development is proposed on parcels adiacent (o a
railroad, a sub-area master plan will be required by the City which could
result in subsequent rezoning or other acceptable methods to provide
effective land use byffering and minimize threats (o safety and/or quality
of life for local residents.

INDUSTRIAL LAND USE

Policies:

l. Maximize-the Retain existing industrial development petentiat-of along
the Highway 99/SeutherPaeifte railroad corridor through the City by
providing-sites-for-industriat-development-along-the-cotriderto-meet the
needs-to-the-year 2000 ineluding adequate flexibility for industrial
expansion. beyond-2009-
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT MEMORANDUM

DATE: May 19, 1998
TO; Central Point Planning Commission
FROM: Tom Humphrey, Planning Director

SUBJECT:  Planning Department Response to Correspondence Received from DLCD &
ODOT

The following is a discussion and analysis of the letters Central Point has received from two
State agencies regarding the proposed City-wide plan amendments and zone changes being
contemplated. Staff will attempt to address each issue as it is presented in the letters received
and then provide the Commission with evidence to enable you to arrive at a decision.

Di .
DLCD Correspondence

The first statement made by DLCD staff is that industrial, commercial and residential
acreages need to “balance” so that the city continues to have a twenty year supply of land for
each use. Statewide Planning Goals 9, 10 and 14 are cited as the legislative requirements
for a twenty year supply and it is pointed out that Central Point’s proposal will decrease
the amount of industrial land by 104 acres and increase both commercial land (by 32 acres)
and residential land by 94 acres. The state asks that justification be provided to ensure the
City will have enough of a land use mix to meet future employment needs with its industrial
and commerecial land inventory (as defined by Oregon Administrative Rule 660-09-0250)
and future housing needs (as defined by OAR 660-08-010). The belief is that failing to
balance jobs and housing will lead to an increase in work-related vehicle trips and the
corresponding failure to meet regional transportation objectives.

There are no specific statements in any of the Goals regarding the “balance” DLCD discusses
however Goal 9 does encourage municipalities to provide an adequate supply of sites of suitable
sizes, types and locations for a variety of industrial and commercial uses consistent with plan
policies. For nearly twenty years the City of Central Point has regularly experienced, residential
prosperity ... not shared by the commercial and industrial sectors ... A major objective of this
(Comp) Plan is to promote a greater emphasis on commercial and industrial growth ... (refer to
Central Point Comprehensive Plan, Economics Page IX-14). The land use designations that the
City is now proposing to change were created in the 1980's. Of the three land use categories, the
industrial land has been the slowest to develop and in most cases has been farmed or remained
vacant throughout the planning period. Recent attempts to develop industrial land west of
Interstate 5 have met with significant local opposition.

Page 122
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In contrast, the City has received two separate requests in the last 60 days to annex a total of 50
acres of industrially designated land east of I-5 for immediate development. It is the City’s
conviction that the potential for marketing industrial land east of I-5 (and in the vicinity of the
airport) is greater than it is west of I-5 in spite of the land’s proximity to the railroad. In response
to OAR 660-09-015, the City has not only identified industrial and commercial sites (in Area #3)
that could reasonably be expected to locate or expand in the planning area ... and likely to be
needed, but has identified sites for which there is pow a development demand. The letter from
Bear Creek Orchards, Inc. (which was read into the public record on May 5, 1998) also
substantiates the City’s analysis and findings.

Over the years, Jackson County has received authorization from the State to develop the White
City industrial complex which is also served by the railroad. Heavier industrial uses have found
the area more desirable due to the number of large vacant parcels with ample infrastructure and
no municipal taxes. When viewed in a regional and historic context, Central Point has an
adequate supply of industrially designated land and a net reduction of 104 acres does not
materially diminish this supply. In fact, DLCD has previously stated to City staff that light
industry often generates higher numbers of employees than heavy industrial uses.

The RVMPO Regional Transportation Plan, prepared by David Evans and Associates, Inc.
speaks to the issue of regional land use development patterns (RVMPO RTP, Page XIII-1). The
Plan states that, evaluations and research conducted in Oregon and elsewhere suggests that a
mix of land uses involving residential and commercial activity in adjoining areas can contribute
to lower travel demand than a development scheme with more widely-separated uses. This is
one of the reasons the City wishes to develop residential land in closer proximity to its
downtown commercial business district and is also proposing small-scale commercial uses near
prospective residential subdivisions in Areas 1 and 4. It should be noted that industrial land uses
generate fewer vehicle trips than do commercial uses (reference the OTE Manual). Therefore the
balance between residential and commercial uses is more significant in terms of lowering travel
demand than the balance between residential and industrial uses. There is a 31 ratio between
the residential and commercial zone changes being proposed.

DLCD staff have identified Area 1 as perhaps one of the best sites in the region for rail-
oriented industrial development. The reasons given to substantiate this claim include the
area’s size; proximity to state highways and the Central Oregon & Pacific Railroad; and
the site meets federal and state air quality standards. The Oregon Rail Freight Plan is cited
twice to emphasize the value that can be added to rail-served industrial land and the
inherent compatibility problems created by residential uses located adjacent to railroad
tracks. Parallel streets and buffers are recommended in the Freight Plan.

DLCD does not elaborate upon its air quality statement but it can be assumed they are referring
to PM10 (Particulate Matter) related issues as opposed to CO (Carbon Monoxide). The Rogue
Valley COG has Air Quality Modeling “Grids” which identify PM 10 Exceedences in Medford
and west of White City (refer to RVCOG map). Projections to the year 2015 show no significant
deterioration within the grid area west of White City but do add several grids to the Medford core
area.

Page 123
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City staff would argue that there are various other rail-oriented industrial sites, particularly in
White City which meet federal and state air quality standards and are equally, if not more
valuable for development. After speaking with Central Oregon & Pacific General Manager Bill
Libby, it was confirmed that the COP’s service to the Rogue Valley is increasing in suppott of
bulk commodities or for loads longer than those permitted on highways. Historically, lumber
and wood products have been the principal commodities, however support manufacturing
products such as glue, resin, wood chips, methanol, propane and cement are also transported into
the region. COP’s Central Point clients are the mill and Grange CO-OP. The Rail carrier has
most recently added new clients Certainteed and BOC Gases to its service in White City. The
COP comes off its main line at Tolo for daily service to White City.

The last item raised by DLCD involved the Transportation Planning Rule, regional
objectives and the traffic analysis performed by the Rogue Valley COG. The concerns
expressed have to do with the effect land use changes will have on the number and length of
automobile ¢rips and whether changes will make if more difficult for the region to meet its
VMT (Vehicle Miles Traveled) objectives.

As the Commission is aware, Hardey Engineering & Associates performed a Transportation
Impact Study which was submitted at the last meeting. Excerpts from this study are included in
the Commission packet and the conclusions are similar to those of the COG EMME/2 model
analysis. Hardey states that, based on the results of their analysis, they believe that the proposed
zone changes decrease the overload on the surrounding sireet system in comparison to the
existing zoning (Page 6). Furthermore, all intersections are expected to operate at better levels
of service under the proposed zone change (refer to Table on Page 5).

ODOT Correspondence

ODOT responded to the Hardey TIS, have no concerns with the amendment to Policy 9 of
the City/County Urban Growth Boundary Policy Agreement, and concur with the
engineering analysis. They have concurred with the discussion of Rail Issues raised by Jim
Hinman of DLCD but are primarily concerned that the City recognize that once rail-
oriented industrial sites are gone, they cannot be replaced.

Conclusion

The issues raised by the State are not complex but require analysis and evidence to justify the
City’s decision. The Commission may receive additional testimony at the public hearing which
could support or result in the modification of this proposal. If you believe the issues raised have
been adequately dealt with, the public hearing may be closed and a decision (recommendation)
rendered.

Page 124
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. EXHIBIT 7,
ORDINANCE NO. /345~

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE CENTRAL POINT COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
AND ZONING CODE TEXT AND MAPS TO CREATE A TRANSIT-ORIENTED
DEVELOPMENT (TOD) DISTRICT AND TOD CORRIDOR DISTRICT

RECITALS:

1. The City of Central Point (“City”) is authorized under Oregon Revised Statute
(ORS) Chapter 197 to prepare and adopt comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances
consistent with the Statewide Land Use Planning Goals.

2. The City has coordinated its planning efforts with the State in accordance with ORS
197.040(2)(e) and OAR 660-030-0060 to assure compliance with goals and compatibility with
City and County Comprehensive Plans.

3. Pursuant to authority granted by the City charter and the Oregon Revised Statutes,
the City has determined to amend the Central Point Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Map
which was originally adopted onAugust 29, 1980, and has been amended at various times
since then.

4. Pursuant to the requirements set forth in CPMC Chapter 1.24 and Chapter 17.96,
the City has conducted the following duly advertised public hearings to consider the proposed
amendments:

(a) Citizen’s Advisory Committee hearing on August 29, 2000.
(b) Planning Commission hearings on September 19 and October 3, 2000,
(c) City Council hearings on October 26, November 16 and 30, 2000.

Now, therefore;

THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF CENTRAL POINT, OREGON, DO ORDAIN AS
FOLLOWS:

Section 1. At its public hearing on November 30, 2000, the City Council received the
findings of the Citizen’s Advisory Committee and the Planning Commission, received the
City Staff Report, and received public testimony from all interested persons. Based upon all
the information received, the City Council adopts the findings and conclusions set forth in the
TOD CPA/ZC Proposal, Applicable Review Criteria, and based upon the same, the City
Council finds that there is sufficient public need and justification for the proposed changes,
and the proposed changes are hereby adopted entirely.

Section 2. The City Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Map are hereby amended as set
forth on Exhibit “A” the Central Point TOD Design Requirements and Guidelines, with
changes through November 30, 2000 including all maps and attachments to said exhibit,
which are attached hereto and by this reference incorporated herein.

1 - Ordinance No. /8§78  (113000)
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Section 3. The City Administrator is directed to conduct post acknowledgment
procedures defined in ORS 197.610 et seq. upon adoption of the Comprehensive Plan
Amendment and changes to the Zoning Map.

Passed by the Council and signed by me in authentication of its passage this

1Y day of Oer, 2000.
5 CQ@\/@M
Mayor Bill Walton
ATTEST:

City Representative

Approved by me this _JY/ "ll‘ day of QQCW . 2000.

ol qfafv}w\_

Mayor Bill Walton

2 - ordinance No. {§/8  (113000)
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« A Comprehensive Plan Amendment
« A Zoning Code Text and Map Amendment




PURPOSE

For a Comprehensive Plan Amendment and a Zoning Code Text and Map Amendment
to establish TOD (Transit Oriented Development) design requirements and guidelines in
specific areas within the city of Central Point Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

The purposes of the TOD District and Corridor are to:

e Use land efficiently; »

e Provide a diversity of housing types:; B

 Provide a complementary.mix of housing, service, and civic uses:
* Encourage transit, walking and bicycling;

» Retain and enhance environmentally sensitive areas; and

* Provide open space. '

LOCATION

The affected properties are located in the central and northwest portions of the Central
Point UGB as shown in Figure 1 and described in the background section of this
application, beginning on page 9. The proposal involves two areas:

1. TOD District located in the .northwest portion of the Central Point UGB; and

2. TOD Corridor located along Rogue Valley Highway 99 within the current city limit.

Central Point Draft TOD CPA/ZC Proposal

Page - 1
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INTRODUCTION

In August 1999, the Rogue Valley Council of Governments (RVCOG) completed a
Transit Oriented Development and Transit Corridor Development Strategies report of
the Rogue Valley Transit District. The purpose of the project was to create amended
land use strategies to develop land more efficiently and promote transit use in a number
of communities, including Central Point. Model land use ordinances and design
guidelines were an important result of the project.

The project recommended that eight “TOD Districts” should be established in selected
locations in the Rogue Valley. One of these TOD Districts is proposed for the northwest
portion of the City of Central Point. It is proposed to feature a mix of medium and high-
density residential uses, commercial services, civic uses, and parks and open space. A
key element for the district includes accommodations for future transit service coupled
with design features to encourage walking and bicycling.

To further enhance transit service in the Rogue Valley, “Transit Corridors” were also
recommended to help support transit service along major transit routes, such as
Highway 99. The same mix of land uses for the districts is recommended for the
corridors. However, it is recognized that the corridors are more fully developed, and
that change to transit should be accomplished over time, and on a voluntary basis by
property owners.

The proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code text and
maps are intended to promote TOD design for the district and corridor areas in the city
that are based upon the model RVCOG code and design guidelines. The amendments

are summarized in the following pages. The complete text can be found in the exhibits
as noted below.

Comprehensive Plan Amendments

The proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments include a revised Comprehensive
Plan Map that shows the location of the TOD District, the TOD Corridor, and a brief
section of new text that introduces the TOD design concept. Please refer to the
proposed Comprehensive Plan Map in Figure 2 and the draft plan text in Exhibit A —
Central Point Comprehensive Plan Amendments.

Central Point Draft TOD CPA/ZC Proposal
(Mo ot Tt Page - 3
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Zoning Code Amendments

Land Use Desianations and Procedures

The proposed Zoning Code amendments include new code sections containing
requirements and standards for the new zoning designations for the TOD District and
new procedural requirements for major development applications within it. A summary
of the zoning designations changes is provided below. Please refer to the proposed
Zoning Map in Figure 3 and the draft Zoning Code sections in Exhibit B — Zoning Code
Amendments for the complete version of the proposed amendments.

Definitions for new or unfamiliar terminology used in the proposed TOD Zoning Code
and Design Standards can also be found in Exhibit B.

Desian Standards

Proper de3|gn and orientation of development becomes increasingly important as
densities increase and different uses are closer together. In addition, much of the
success to alternative transportation modes, such as walking and transit, relies on
creating environments which are pleasant and convenient for people to use. Building
design, setbacks, orientation, landscaping, etc. all play a part in providing these
pedestrian-friendly environments. Design Standards in Exhibit C are also proposed to
be part of the Zoning Code amendments.

The TOD design standards address:

s Circulation and Access Standards for streets, public access, and pedestrian and
bicycle circulation;

» Site Design Standards for retaining important on-site features, compatibility with
existing structures, parking, landscaping, lighting, signs, and service areas;

» Common Open Space Design Standards for location, size, and design; and

 Building Design Standards regarding density transition, adjacent landscaping,
architecture, and other design techniques to enhance compatibility between
different uses within the development.

The nature of the amendments varies between the TOD District, proposed for the
largely unincorporated area in the northwest corner of the UGB, and the TOD Corridor,
located along Rogue Valley Highway 99. Therefore, the description of the amendments
is presented in separate subsections below.

Central Point Draft TOD CPAJZC Proposal
Page -4
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TOD DISTRICT
Development Concept

The concept for the proposed development is a Transit Oriented Development (TOD).
A TOD is a mixed-use development comprised of residential, commercial, civic, and
recreational land uses designed in a way that increases ridership on transit systems,
provides a pedestrian oriented environment, provides a diversity of housing types,
improves public infrastructure investment, enhances property value, and provides an
identifiable sense of community and a better quality of life. A system of pedestrian and
bicycle friendly streets and pathways are intended to link uses within the development,
provide a network of connections to a bus transit hub near the center of the site, and
connect with the community of Central Point. The residential zones will allow a
combination of single-family detached housing, town homes, condominiums, apartment
buildings, apartments over ground floor commercial and office: space, and a senior
center. The commercial and office space are planned to provide employment
opportunities and services such as retail sales and service, professional offices, and
daycare to the residents of Central Point.

The parks and open spaces are planned to be an integral part of the TOD District. All
residents of the TOD will be able to walk or ride a bicycle to a park or open space within
one-quarter mile of their residence. The parks and open spaces are intended to
provide opportunities for passive and active recreation and to protect and enhance
natural resources and habitat.

The new TOD District designation is intended to compliment existing land uses within
the District. TOD-LMR zoning is proposed east of Hwy 99 and north of Crater High.
TOD-MMR, TOD-EC, and TOD-GC are proposed south of Crater High and compliment
the proposed TOD zoning west of Hwy 99. This concentration of uses is intended to
strengthen and anchor the western end Central Point's CBD.

Land Use Designation Summary

The proposed Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Map designations for the TOD District
are:

e Residential (TOD)

This category would include three residential designations with densities ranging
from 6 to 30+ units per acre.

TOD-LMR - Low Mix Residential Zone

TOD-MMR - Medium Mix Residential Zone

TOD-HMR - High Mix Residential/Commercial Zone
e Employment (TOD) — Comprehensive Plan

Central Point Draft TOD CPA/ZC Proposal
NEvERBETATZ000 Page - 7
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Two commercial designations are proposed which will be compatible with and
supportive of the transit-oriented district.

TOD-EC — Employment Commercial Zone
TOD-GC - General Commercial Zone

e Civic (TOD) — Comprehensive Plan

TOD-C Zone will apply to civic uses such as government offices, schools, and
community centers are the primary uses intended in this district.

e Open Space (TOD) - Comprehensive Plan

TOD-OS Zone is intended to provide a variety of outdoor and recreation
amenities.

Table 1
Land Use Summary — TOD District

Zone Designation Acreage Density

(TOD) Units/Acre

Residential

LMR 129 6-12

MMR 53 16-32

HMR 53 30+

Emplovment

EC 37 N/A

GC 27 N/A

Civic

Cc 56 N/A

Open Space

os 60 N/A
Residential TOD

TOD-LMR - Low Mix Residential
Location

The TOD-LMR designation is proposed to be located in the north, west, and southwest
portions of the TOD District (Figure 3). The lower density in these areas is intended to

Central Point Draft TOD CPA/ZC Proposal
: Page -8
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provide a suitable transition between the district and the low density residential uses
outside of the district.

Land Uses and Building Types

The TOD-LMR designation will allow single-family detached dwellings, single-family
dwellings with 0-foot setbacks, and lower density multiple family dwellings. Commercial
or industrial uses are not allowed in this zone.

Density

The required density range will be 6 to 12 units per acre.

TOD-MMR - Medium Mix Reslidential
Location

The TOD-MMR designation is proposed to be located between the LMR and the higher
density/intensity uses in the center of the TOD District Figure 3). The moderate density
in these areas is intended to continue the transition from lower density residential uses
on the perimeter of the TOD District to the more densely developed center of the
district.

Land Uses and Building Types

The TOD-MMR designation will allow single-family dwellings with 0-foot setbacks, and a
full range of multiple family dwellings. Commercial or industrial uses are not allowed in
this zone.

Density

The required density range will be 16 to 32 units per acre.

TOD-HMR - High Mix Residential/Commercial

Location

The TOD-HMR designation is proposed to be located in the center of the TOD District,
along Haskell Road, and in the Central Business District on a section of Manzanita and
Oak Street (Figure 3).

Land Uses and Building Types

The only residential uses in the TOD-HMR designation will be a range of multiple family
dwellings. Because of the higher residential densities, support activities, such as retail
sales and service, professional offices, and daycare are permitted in addition to multiple
family residences.

Central Point Draft TOD CPA/ZC Proposal
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Density

The required density will be a minimum of 30 units per acre.

Employment (TOD)
TOD-EC — Emplovment Commercial

Location

The TOD-EC designation is proposed to be located on the east and west side of Rogue
Valley Highway 99 and north of Crater Higher School and on Pine Street from Haskell
Road to North 6" Street (Figure 3). These designations primarily reflect existing

development and uses. Having employment, retail, and service activities with
convenient transit availability is an important element of the TOD.

Land Uses and Building Types

Commercial uses are the primary permitted activities. Multiple family uses are also
permitted above the ground floor, and civic and open space uses may also be allowed.
Industrial activities are not permitted.

Density

There are no minimum density or commercial floor area requirements.

TOD-GC — General Commercial

Location

The TOD-GC designation is proposed to be located on the east side of Rogue Valley
Highway 99 north of Pine Street (Figure 3). Similar to the EC designation, the GC

designation primarily reflects existing development and uses. Convenient transit
access is an important characteristic of this area.

Land Uses and Building Types

The emphasis of this designations shifts from the commercial/residential focus of the
EC designation to one, which includes industrial activities and excludes residential and
civic uses.

Density

There are no minimum density or commercial/industrial floor area requirements.

Central Point Draft TOD CPA/ZC Proposal
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Civic (TOD)

Location

The TOD-C designation is proposed to be located in the center of the TOD District, the
Crater High School property, and the Mae Richardson Elementary School propeﬂ¥.
The TOD-C designation is also located in the vicinity of Pine Street between North 6"
and 7" and along Oak Street between 2™ and 3™ (Figure 3).

Land Uses and Building Types

The intent of this designation is to provide necessary civic uses for the community, such
as schools, post offices, public offices, and similar uses. The uses allowed are
proposed to be compatible with the residential neighborhoods that generally surround
them. Institutions, such as colleges and hospitals, which can have a wide range of
potential impacts, are subject to conditional use review.

Open Space (TOD)
Location

The TOD-OS designation is proposed to be located along Griffin and Jackson Creeks
as well as the north-central portion of the TOD District. TOD-OS is also located in
downtown Central Point between Laurel and Manzanita Streets and North 6 and North

7" Streets (Figure 3).
Land Uses and Building Types

The intent of this designation is to provide necessary open space for the community and
protection of environmentally sensitive areas. The uses allowed are proposed to be compatible
with and complement the residential neighborhoods that generally surround them. Only park and
open space uses are permitted.

TOD CORRIDOR
Development Concept

The TOD Corridor Zoning designation is intended to promote efficient land development
and the increased use of transit as proposed in the 1999 Transit Oriented Design and
Transit Corridor Development Strategies for the Rogue Valley Transportation District
Report. In the context of the Rogue Valley region, the Central Point TOD Corridor will
be one of several bus transit corridors which form links to a network of destinations.
The increased densities along these corridors provides the ridership needed to commit
funds to increase service frequency making bus transit a more viable means of
transportation. In addition to the TOD District, the corridor is another important link in
what is envisioned to be a region-wide system to increase reliance on public transit and
decrease use of the automobile.

Central Point Draft TOD CPA/ZC Proposal
Page - 11

125



The TOD Corridor stretches from Pine Street to Beall Lane and include properties on
both sides of Hwy 99. Hwy 99 is a proposed future transit/bus route.

The TOD Corridor overlay design standards work in tandem with the overlay zoning.
The design standards address issues such as circulation, building design, site design,
and open spaces. The intent is to create pedestrian oriented development areas that
provide opportunities to use multiple forms of transit and have convenient access to
quality open spaces.

Land Use Designation Summary

The TOD Corridor includes the TOD-GC, TOD-EC, and TOD-MMR designations
described earlier under the TOD District information. These uses include medium
density and multifamily housing, commercial, and industrial uses. The Comidor is not
proposed to have the TOD Civic or Open Space designations. The existing zoning
designations and the comresponding optional TOD Corridor zoning districts are listed in
Table 2 and shown in Figure 3. The major difference from the TOD District is that the
existing Comprehensive Plan and Zoning designations in the TOD Corridor are
proposed to remain and the new TOD designations represent optional standards that
may be applied in lieu of the existing requirements. The decision of which set of
standards to use rests with the property owners.

The TOD Corridor zoning designations will generally allow property owners to develop
their properties more intensively and with greater options, including mixing uses such as
commercial and residential. The potential for greater densities and mixed uses can
create a more viable neighborhood based on a variety of housing types and commercial
or industrial activities.

Central Point Draft TOD CPA/ZC Proposal
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Table 2
Land Use Summary ~ TOD Corridor
Existing Comprehensive Plan and Zoning | Optional TOD Corridor Comprehensive
Designations Plan and Zoning Designations
| Residential
R-1-8 - Residential, Single Family District TOD-MMR - Medium Mix Residential
(8,000 sq. ft. min. lot size) E
R-2 - Residential, Two Family District TOD-LMR - Medium Mix Residential
(8,000 sq. ft. min, lot size) _
R-3 — Residential, Multiple Family District TOD-MMR — Medium Mix Residential
(6,000 sq. ft. min. lot size)
| Commercial
C-2 —- Commercial - Professional TOD-HMR High Mix Residential
C-3 — Downtown Business District TOD-EC Employment Commercial
C-4 — Tourist and Office Professional District TOD-EC ~ Employment Commercial
C-5 — Thoroughfare Commercial District TOD-GC - General Commercial
| Industrial
M-1 = Industrial District TOD-GC - General Commercial
M-2 — Industrial General District TOD-GC - General Commercial
Central Point Draft TOD CPA/ZC Proposal
EErEREDRT00 Page - 13

127




EXHIBIT 8

ANNEXATION PETITION

The undersigned hereby request and consent to the annexation to the City of Central Point,
Oregon, of the real property contiguous thereto described in Exhibit “A” attached hereto and by this
reference made a part of the within petition.

By their signature hereto, the undersigned certify that they are either “owners” of land in the
territory proposed to be annexed as described in Exhibit “A”, or are “electors” registered in the territory
proposed to be annexed as described in Exhibit “A”.

This petition, containing the request and consent to said annexation, must be filed with the
Central Point City council on or before the date of the public hearing to be held upon the proposed
annexation pursuant to ORS 222.120.

“Owner” is defined by ORS 222,120 as meaning the legal owner of record or, where there is a
recorded land contract which is in force, the purchaser thereunder. If there is multiple ownership in a
parcel of land, each consenting owner shall be counted as a fraction of the same extent as the interest
of the owner in the land bears in relation to the interest of the other owners, and the same fraction shall
be applied to the parcel’s land mass for purposes of the consent petition. If a corporation owns land in a
territory proposed to be annexed, the corporation shall be considered to be the individual owner of that
land.

“Elector” is defined in said statute as an individual qualified to vote under Article Il, Section 2 of
the Oregon Constitution, which in turn requires that the individual be 18 years of age or older, a
resident of the area in question, and registered to vote as required by applicable state law.
Furthermore, ORS 222.270(2) requires that electors petitioning for annexation be registered in the
territory proposed to be annexed.

Hector
or

Name/Address Praperty Owner Signature Date
Bob Fellows Construction LLC

2950 Phillips Wy .
Central Poirt OR 97502 Praperty Owner %ﬂ// %4/ M ?/ ~R7 /7
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;. EXI»{IB_[T ”A” Jackson loanly Offical Reconls 2004 038981

na R-WD
s page 1lof 3 cuizt sin=0 urnne07/08/2004 02:30:00 PM
S5O0 §500 511 00 Total:$21.00

N
Amerlitle A

Dart Qf The [F1D-WEN Family
00389810010

I Malhleann § Dechett County Clerk far Jackdon Connty Oiegon
Certity that (e mstrumant identitiad herein was ~acarded in live Cleck
After recording return to focods Kathleen S Beckell - County Clerk

BOB FELLOWS CONSTRUCTION, LLC, AN

OREGON LIMITED LIABILITY COMIANY

2950 PHILLIDS

(e cnlrnl Point, OR 97502

THIS SPACT RESERVI

CUntil i change is requested all
Inx statements shall be sent to
‘The following address: 3
C'_)
BOB FELLOWS CONSTRUCTION, LLC, AN e
OREGON LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY /,

2950 PHILLIPS e : ) .

Central Pomni, OR 97502 ! f

Escrow No AP0764707

STATUTORY WARRANTY DEED

LLOLA V. ALBRIGHT, Grantoi(s) hereby convey and warrant to BOB FELLOWS CONSTRUCTION, LLC,
AN OREGON LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY, Grantee(s) the foMowing described real property in the County
of JACKSON and State of Oregon, free of encumbrances except as specilically set forth herein:

Zemmenging at the Northeast corne: of Lot K of Snowy Butte Orchards, Jackson County,
sregon, according te the official plat thareof, now of record, which said point is
'n Lhe Zouthwesterly right of way line of the Southern Pacific Railroad: thence run
south 358" Fast aloag said right of way line 528.62 feet tc a 1" iron pin for the

point 3f beginning: thence North B9°27' West 300.77 feet; thence South 0°01'

222.24 f=2el, mavre ar less, to the South boundary line of said lot; thence

true
West 247

South B2°58’ East 454.04 feet, more or less, te the Southwesterly right of way line
of *he Scuthern Pacific Railroad: thence North 35°08° West 261.58 feet along said
~ight of way l:ne ko the Lrue point of beginning.

{(Map Mo. 372W11lC, Tax Lot 6400, Account No. 1-017632-8, Code 6-28)

The above-described property is lree ol encumbrances except all thosc items of record, if any, as of the date of this deed and those
shown below, if any:
Subjectio the 2004-05 real property taxes, a lien not yet due and payable

1hhe truc and aclual consideration for this conveyance is—

THIS INSTRUMENT WILL NOT ALLOW USE OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN THIS INSTRUMENT IN VIOLATION
OF APPLICABLE LAND USE LAWS AND REGULATIONS. BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT,
THE PERSON ACQUIRING FEE TITLE TO TUE PROPERTY SHOULD CHECK WITH THE APPROPRIATE CITY OR
COUNTY PLANNING DFPARTMENT TO VERIFY APPROVED USES AND TQ DETERMINE ANY LIMITS ON
LAWSUITS AGAINST FARMING OR FOREST PRACTICES AS DEFINED IN ORS 30.930.

. 4 [ e Ty e
. Z L)Q 1 OFFICIAL SEAL
. J.L.. HOFMANN

7} et
Dated this 2y C’__ _ dayof A
NOTARY F1I1BLIC-ORLGON

]
COMMISSION NO. 358208

i " , ) »))
s ’ 2N o
s o .(v-LLL W i MY COMMISSIUN EXPIRES JUNE 10, 2008
e

TTOLA VOALBRIGHT

State ol QOregon
County o JACKSON

This instrument was acknowledged before me on ( ‘_\!{ _“_:!_Q:' . 2004 by Lola V. Albright.

(N:zur} Public fx )‘u':.ﬂ.l;ln_ {

-~ ’
My commission expires C- __,_’TL_) 27 5
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/nﬂ% %gﬁ\/“ .EXI-IIBIT AN
N page 2 of 3
Amerilitle

Part Of The JELD-WEN Family

After recording retumn to:

BOB FELLOWS CONSTRUCTION, LLC, an
Oregon Limited Liability Company

2950 Phillips Way ~

Central Paint, OR 97502

Until a changge is requested all
tax staterents shall be sent 1o
The following address:

BOB FELLOWS CONSTRUCTION, LLC, an
Oregon Limited Liability Company
2950 Phillips Way

_Central Point, OR 97502

Escrow No. AP0763998
Title No. 0763998

-

Jacksan County Officiel Records 2005-072911
R-WD i

Cnt=1 Stn=¢ SHawaJ 12/01/2006 09:00:00 AM
$10003500811.00 Total:$26.00

1 |l“20050072 10020021

THIS SPACE RESER\ . Kathlasn 3 @ackait, County Clark for Jackson County, Orsgon

#rtify 1t the Instrument IdentiNed hereln wes recorded In th Clerk
feeards  Kathieen S Backett - County Clerk

q o0

STATUTORY WARRANTY DEED

WALTER H. FROHREICH AND LEORA V. FROHREICH, TRUSTEES OR THEIR
SUCCESSORS IN TRUST UNDER THE FROHREICH LOVING TRUST DATED JANUARY 4,
1996, AND ANY AMENDMENTS THERETO, Grantar(s) hereby convey and warrant to BOB FELLOWS
CONSTRUCTION, LLC, an Oregon Limited Liability Company, Grantee(s) the foliowing described real
property in the County of JACKSON and State of Oregon free of cncumbrances except as specifically sct forth herein:

SEE EXHIBIT A WHICH IS MADE A PART HEREOF BY THIS REFERENCE

The above-described property is free of encumbrances except all those ilems of record, if any, as of the date of this deed and
those shown below, ifany:

The true and actual consideration for this conveyance is PURSUANT TO AN IRC 1031 TAX DEFERRED
EXCHANGE ON BEHALF OF GRANTOR/GRANTEE,

THIS INSTRUMENT WILL NOT ALLOW USE OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN THIS INSTRUMENT IN
VIOLATION OF APPLICABLE LAND USE LAWS AND REGULATIONS. BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING
THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON ACQUIRING FEE TITLE TO THE PROPERTY SHOULD CHECK WITH THE
APPROPRIATE CITY OR COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT TO VERIFY APPROVED USES AND TO
DETERMINE ANY LIMITS ON LAWSUITS AGAlN.ST FARMINQ OR FOREST PRACTICES AS DEFINED iN ORS
30.930. : v ‘

Dated :hiéOa: day%l,m}(zm,‘) 3 ZC:Obf

WALTER H. FROHREICH AND LEORA V. FROHREICH, TRUSTEES OR THEIR SUCCESSORS IN TRUST UNDER
THE FROHREICH LOVING TRUST DATED JANUARY 4, 1996, AND ANY AMENDMENTS THERETO

- N ’/I/j ’
BY: /é‘ Wg'f(;‘:u lﬁd-"’ﬁ -'/1&(4.263&
WALTER H. FROHREICH, TRUSTEE

B PP L hnii h Pt W R

()
o T J.L. HOFMANN
RA V. FROHREICH, TRUSTEE . NOTARY B ONEGaN

COMMISSION NO. 368208
8SION EXPIRES JUNE 10, 2000 f

State of Oregon
County of JACKSON

This instrument was acknowledged before me on 3) » 2005 by WALTER H. FROHREICH AND LEORA V.
FROHREICH, TRUSTEES OF THE FROHREICH LOVING TRUST DATED JANUARY 4, 1996,,

7
100l

My commission expires (22
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grdor No. 0763998 EXHIBIT "A"
age 4
~page 3 of 3

Commencing at the Northeast corner of Lot "K" of Snowy Butte Orchards,

Jackson County, Oregon, according to the official plat thereof, now of record,
which said point le on the Southwesterly right-of-way line of the Bouthern
Pacific Rallroad; thence run South 35°08' East along said right-of-way line
528.68 to a 1" iron pins; thence North 89°27' Weat 300.77 feet for the true point
of beginning; thence North 89°27' West 356,83 feet more or less to the Westarly
boundary line of said Lot "K"; thence South 0°01' West 222,24 feet, more or less,
to the Southwesterly corner of said Lot "K"; thence South 89°56°' Rast 357.85
feet to a point which bears North 89°58' West 454.04 feat from the Southeast
corner of said Lot, thence North 0°1' Eagt 222,24 feat, more or less to the
point of beginning.

(Map No. 372wW11€, Tax Lot 8300, Account No. 1-017631-0, Code 6-2)
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JENSEN & ASSOCIATES EXHIBIT 11

CONSULTING CIVIL ENGINEERS

May 3, 2017

CSA Planning
Public Utility Analysis - 37S 2W 11C Tax Lots 3470 & 3428

Per your request, I have prepared an analysis of the availability of public underground
utilities necessary to provide service to the development of the referenced tax lot in
Central Point,

Domestic Water System

The property is basically surrounded by existing water lines and the installation of a
looped water system supplying domestic water and fire protection will not be difficult,

Storm Drainage

Providing adequate storm drainage will be somewhat more challenging, from a design
standpoint, since the property is generally lower than surrounding properties.

A 12” storm drain has been stubbed into the property on the west side from Lindsey
Court. The site will need to be filled in order to utilize this 12” storm drain and the storm
drain may need to be removed and replaced with a larger sized pipe.

Sanitary Sewer System

The sanitary sewer system in Central Point is owned and maintained by RVSS. An
existing system in the Lindsey Ct, Chicory Lane area is available for connection and
extension to the east to provide service to the referenced parcels.

Summary

Any design challenges can be overcome through a combination of site grading and pipe
upsizing and serving the property with adequate municipal storm drainage and other
public utilities is feasible.
),
/I»". s S U
/k)hn E. Jensen, P/E.

310 RICHARD WAY, JACKSONVILLE, OR 97530

TEL. 541-779-4352 Cell 541-727-1330 email: jej42843@gmail.com
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION
372W11C, Tax Lot 8400 —  Jankon Counly Otisul Recods 2004-038981

Cat=1 Stn=io LUITiNG,pTIOBIZOOd 02:30:00 PM
- -
Aierilitle

§5008500511 00 Total:$21.00
Part Qf The JELD-WEN Family

M

) Kathlgen § Dechett County Clerk for Jackaon Counly. Ciegon
cerhify that the instrumen| idgntifie d herein was -scarded In lre Clerk
Afler recording return to: freorin Kathleen S Becketl - County Clerk
BOB FELLOWS CONSTRUCTION, LL.C, AN
OREGON LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY
2950 PHILLIPS

Central Point, OR 97502

THIS SPACE RESERVI

Until a change is requested ol
tax statements shall be sent 1o
‘The fotlowing address:

BOB FELLOWS CONSTRUCTION, LLC, AN
OREGON LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY
2950 PHILLIPS B B *
Central Point, OR 97502

WA 0

.-\_
—

Eserow No. APOT647(07

STATUTORY WARRANTY DEED

LOLA V. ALBRIGHT, Grantor(s) hereby convey and warrant to BOB FELLOWS CONSTRUCTION, LLC,
AN OREGON LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY, Grantee(s) the (ollowing described real property in the County
of JACKSON and State of Oregon, free of encumbrances except as specifically set forth hevein:

Commencing at the Northeast corner of Lot K of Snowy Butte Orchards, Jackson County,
Oregon, according to the oflficial plat thereof, now of record, which said point is
an the Southwestecly right of way line of the Southern Pacific Railroad:; thence run
Sculh 35°)8' East along said right of way line 528,68 feel to a 1" iron pin for the
©rue point of beginning; thence North B9°27' West 300.77 feet; thence South 0°01°’
West 222.24 feet, more or less, to the South boundary line of said lot; thence
South B9°58' Fast 454.04 [eet, more or less, to the Southwesterly right of way line
af the Southern Pacific Railrcad; thence North 35°08' West 264.58 feet along said
right: of way line to the true point of beginning.

(Map Mo. 372wllC, Tax Lot B400, Account No. 1-017632-8, Code 6-28)

‘The above-described property is free of encumbrances except all those ilems of record, if any, as of the date of this deed and those
shown below, if any:
Subject to the 2004-05 real property taxes, a lien not yet due and payable

I'he true and actual consideration for this conveyance is —

THIS INSTRUMENT WILL NOT ALLOW USE OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN THIS INSTRUMENT IN VIOLATION
OF APPLICABLE LAND USE LAWS AND REGULATIONS. BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT,
I'HE PERSON ACQUIRING FEE TITLLE TO THE PROPERTY SHOULD CHECK WITH THE APPROPRIATE CITY OR
COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT TO VERIFY APPROVED USES AND TO DETERMINE ANY LIMITS ON
LAWSUI'TS AGAINST FARMING OR FOREST PRACTICES AS DEFINED IN ORS 30.930.

Dated this “?0 __dayof d e - . 200 //
4 /
r}é&vﬁ. {2, (é&ﬁ/" g fe?

LAY AI IBRIGHT

GFF TOIAL SEAL
J.L.. HOFMANN
NOTARY F1/BLIC-ORLGON
i CUMMISHION NO. Eﬁfgﬂgma
My om.twssmﬂ EXPIRES JUN ()
ESESOSRSSS

State of Oregon
County ol JACKSON

This instrument was acknowledged before me on b . 2004 by Lola V. Albright.

A Martrn et rer
“, Nulnry Public /&( prcgon) (

My commission cxplrcs ! “ "/L) L)

.
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION Jackson County Official Records 2005.072911
372W11C, Tax Lot 8300 - B ines SHAway 12/01/2006 09:00:00 AM

$10.00 $5.00 $1100 Total):$28.00
Amerilitle

DR AL

Part Of The JELD-WEN Family o

T A R R o nare ted s wh o 7 B

. records Kathieen S. Beckett - County Clerk
After recording retum to:

BOB FELLOWS CONSTRUCTION, LLC, an
Oregon Limited Liability Company

2950 Phillips Way
Central Point, OR 97502

Until a change is requested all
tox statements shall be sent to
The following address:

BOB FELLOWS CONSTRUCTION, LLC, an
Oregon Limited Liability Company

2950 Phillips Woy

Central Point, OR 97502

Escrow No. AP0763998 . 00
Title No. 0761998 q l

Sl

STATUTORY WARRANTY DEED

WALTER H. FROHREICH AND LEORA V. F ROHREICH, TRUSTEES OR THEIR
SUCCESSORS IN TRUST UNDER THE FROHREICH LOVING TRUST DATED JANUARY 4,
1996, AND ANY AMENDMENTS THERETO, Grantor(s) hereby convey and wasrant 1o BOB FELLOWS
CONSTRUCTION, LLC, an Oregon Limited Liability Company, Grantec(s) the following described real
property in the County of JACKSON and State of Oregon free of encumbrances excepl as specifically set forth herein:

SEE EXHIBIT A WHICH IS MADE A PART HEREOF BY THIS REFERENCE

The above-described property is free of encumbrances except all those items of record, if any, as of the date of this deed and
those shown below, if any:

The true and actual consideration for this conveyance is PURSUANT TO AN IRC 1031 TAX DEFERRED
EXCHANGE ON BEHALF OF GRANTOR/GRANTEE.

THIS INSTRUMENT WILL NOT ALLOW USE OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN THIS INSTRUMENT IN
VIOLATION OF APPLICABLE LAND USE LAWS AND REGULATIONS. BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING
THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON ACQUIRING FEE TITLE TO THE PROPERTY SHOULD CHECK WITH THE
APPROPRIATE CITY OR COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT TO VERIFY APPROVED USES AND TO
DETERMINE ANY LIMITS ON LAWSUITS AGAINST FARMING OR FOREST PRACTICES AS DEFINED IN ORS
30.930.

Dated uhi:éoﬂ" dnyo%u)dmﬁ ok _@b_ﬂr

WALTER H. FROHREICH AND LEORA V, FROHREICH, TRUSTEES OR THEIR SUCCESSORS IN TRUST UNDER
THE FROHREICH LOVING TRUST DATED JANUARY 4, 1996, AND ANY AMENDMENTS THERETO

BY: /—é‘.%—ﬁ',.)/‘—p' é‘,&"f‘.’{ //214_:2(6"/

WALTER H. FROHREICH, TRUSTEE

B%ﬁéﬁé&.ﬁ_‘m

OFFICIAL SEAL
J.L, HOFMANN
NOTARY PUBLIC-OREGON
COMMIBSION NO. 358208
83ION EXPIRES JUNE 10, 2008

RA V. FROHREICH, TRUSTEE

v
vl

State of Oregon

County of JACKSON
This instrument was acknowledged before me on l !‘éz. ﬂ) , 2005 by WALTER H. FROHREICH AND LEORA V.
FROHREICH, TRUSTEES OF THE FROHREICH IGVING TRUST DATED JANUARY 4, 1996,,

/

Public (6r Oregon)
My commission expires ta - z O . § }@
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Order No. 0763998
Page 4

EXHIBIT 'A’

Commencing at the Northeast cornex of Lot "K" of Snowy Butte Orchards,
Jackson County, Oregon, according to the official plat thereof, now of record,
which said point ia on the Southwesterly right-of-way line of the Southern
Pacific Railroad; thence run South 35°@g" East along said right-of-way line
528.68 to a 1" iron pin; thence North 89°27' West 300.77 feet for the true point
of beginning; thence North 89°27' West 358.83 feet more or less to the Westerly
boundary line of saild Lot "K"; thence South 0°01' West 222.24 feet, more or leas,
to the Southweaterly corner of said Lot "K"; thence South 89°s8' Eaat 357,85
feet to a point which bears North 89°58' West 454.04 feet from the Southeast
corner of said Lot; thence North 0°1' Bast 222.24 feat, more or less to the
point of beginning.

(Map No. 372W11C, Tax Lot 8300, Account No. 1-017631-0, Code &§-2)
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Bob Fellows Construction, LLC W*/%/‘E
37-2W-11C tax lots 8300 & 8400 S
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CSA Planning, Ltd. [ TN T
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ATTACHMENT "D"

July 6, 2017

City of Central Point
140 S. 3" Street
Central Point, OR 97502

RE: Files Annex-17001, CPA-17002, and ZC-17001

Dear Mr. Humphrey:

CSA Planning, Ltd

4497 Brownridge, Suite 101
Medford, OR 97504

Telephone 541.779.0569
Fax 541.779.0114

Jay@CSAplanning net

CSA Planning is in receipt of your letter dated May 19, 2017. That letter raised three

issues
essent

1.

concerning the above captioned land use applications (items 2 & 3 in the letter
ially concern the same matter). This letter addresses these issues as follows:

Pre-Application Issue: The Pre-Application meeting was held on June 28,
2017. Attendees were Tom Humphrey, Matt Samitore, Don Burt, Molly
Bradley, Bob Fellows, Bev Thruston and Jay Harland.

Traffic Impact Analysis Issue: Applicant has engaged Southern Oregon
Traffic Engineering to provide evidence from a traffic engineer that can be
labelled “"TIA”. The Transportation Impact Analysis is submitted under cover of
this letter.

Committed Residential Density Issue: The City's May 17™ letter requests the
Applicant provide additional findings that address the Regional Plan Element
Section 4.1.5'. At the June 28 meeting, this issue was discussed in some
depth. At the meeting, the City agreed to provide the Applicant with draft
calculation methodologies relating to density commitments in Section 4.1.5 and
housing construction historical data. The same was provided by email in the
form of the below text and tables:

The below table is the latest inventory of vacant residential acreage within
the urban area. The table includes the current minimum net density for each
zoning district and adjusts that number by a factor of 1.25 to get gross. The
1.25 is based on the State’s safe harbor 25% figure for right-of-way. The
table also takes into consideration the Fellows adjustments (last two
columns) in the LMR (3.64+) and MMR (3.64-) districts. As you can see the
change in the average gross density remains well above the 6.9 figure.

Average Gross Density Cakulation

City of Central Point
Fellows
Gro3s Vacant Feliows Adjusted
Zonlug  Min. Net Min.Gr.  Aeresin % Bulld-Out  Adjusted  Bulld-Out
| Distriet Demslty  Dewslty'  Urbao Area  Distelbutlon DUYield Gr.Acres DU Vield
RL 1 1.25 425 3% 5 4.25 5
R-16 4 s 10.88 % 54 10,88 54
Rel-8 3 375 3.86 % 14 3.86 4
[R-1-10 2 2.5 313 2% 8 ERT 8
Re2 6 7.5 37.99 27% 285 37.99 285
R 14 17.5 3.52 3% 62 3,52 62
LMR 6 7.5 15.44 1% 116 19.08 143
IMMR 14 17,9 4621 33% 809 42,87 748
JHMR 30 37.4 1350 _10% S0s 13.50 506
B i 138.79 100% 1,859  138.79 1,823
Avemge Gr. Demliy £3.40 12.13

" Min. Ne1 Densitly adjusted by 125 for ROW
8ource; Cily of Cantral Point Buidable Lands Invemory
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City of Central Point

Housing Constrection by Housing Type and Zoning, City Limits 1980-2016

__Zaning

1980

SI'R
Detached

SFR

Duplex

R-L
R-1-10
R-1-8
R-1-6
R-2
R-3
MR
MMR
HME

Dwelling Units

30
71
896
1,145
426
334
370
113

3385

Attached

i
q
12

16
3

68
171
12
2

253

Triplex.

12

MER

222
15
10
07

Mobile

__Home

65

T

Mobile
Home
Park

221

221

Care

Facility

L5

1S

Total
Housing
Unigs
30
"
898
1,148
498
1,025
386
217

4,299

6

% of
Tatal
1%
2%
2%
27%
12%
24%
Y%
5%
1%|

Percentuge of Tatal

78.7%

0.8%

59%

03%

71%

1.6%

5.1%

0.3%

100%

4. Committed Residential Density Supplemental Findings:

above

Based upon the
information provided by the City, the Applicant herewith provides the

following supplemental findings related to this issue:

a.

The Applicant seeks the LMR zoning because the market demand is for
single-family dwvellings as has been the case over the last 37 years.
Over 78 percent of the houses constructed during that period have been
detached single family dwellings. The Applicant/Owner seeks to
construct single family dwellings on the site as the predominant housing
type consistent with historical the market demands in Central Point.
The LMR designation will allow this to occur.

Moreover, when the housing type market data in the second table is
compared to the land supply data in first table, it appears that Central
Point is considerably overweight with respect to land in the multi-family
designations. The MMR, HMR and R-3 zones comprise 45.5% of the
total vacant land supply when just over 20% of total housing, by type
constructed is multi-family. This is born-out by an estimated build-out
under the minimum densities of over 13 units to the gross acre.

This condition makes a strong case that many other properties, in
addition to the Fellows property, should be re-designated to a lower
density residential designation to better balance RPS density
commitments with the City’s Goal 10 Housing obligations.

With respect to the density requirements at Regional Plan Element
Section 4.1.5, the Applicant’s position is that the language and context
of Section 4.1.56 concerns City-wide density commitments. As such,
plan amendments such as the one proposed here relate only to the
effect the individual change is projected to have on the City-wide density
obligations. According to the math in the above table, the City's
currently planned densities exceed the minimum density requirement in
RPS by almost double (an additional 6.5 units to the acre) and the
proposed amendment would still result in the City having a planned
minimum density that would be approximately 6.23 units to the acre
above the minimum requirement.

5. Site Density Effects If Draft Gross Density Standards of LMR Are Adopted:
Notwithstanding Applicant’'s position in 4(b) above that Regional Plan Eiement
Section 4.1.5 concerns the City as a whole and that the proposed change has a
nominal effect on the City's ability to meet those density commitments, the
Applicant would like to work with the City on advancing its density objectives.

City of Central Point

Page 2
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The Applicant has done some more specific design work for the site, see the
attached design concept. The Applicant envisions a project that can deliver 21
dwelling units. Applicant is willing to stipulate to a condition of the zone
change that would require delivery of at least 21 units on the site.

The design work for the site results in approximately 2.16 net developable
acres for residential development. Because of all the infrastructure
requirements for this particular site, the net-to-gross factor for this site is
approximately 1.688, This is 35% more than the assumption in the City's
calculations above. The City's proposed net-to-gross factor of 1.25 would
typically be associated with a site of approximately 2.7 gross acres where the
site yields 2,16 net developable acres, as follows:

2.16 (net acres) x 1.25 (net — to — gross factor) = 2.7 (gross acreage assumption)

If the site were 2.7 acres then the minimum density requirement above of 7.5
units to the gross acre contemplated by the City in its draft calculations would
be satisfied with the stipulated 21 dwelling units:

2.7 (gross acres) x 7.5 (gross density contemplated) = 20.25 dwelling units

In this instance, 0.80 additional acres on a small project is being devoted to the
delivery of key infrastructure by working with Public Works on the Haskell
Street improvements. This needed connection will eventually benefit the entire
City and this will in turn support the City’s goals to comply with Goal 10 and
implement its TSP. We believe the minimal effect on the City's overall density
objectives should be weighed in favor of moving this key infrastructure
connection forward in a collaborative manner with the property owner.

The Applicant believes the stipulated minimum supply of 21 dwelling units
represents an appropriate balance between market demand for single-family
homes, attainment of the draft minimum density standards being developed by
staff to implement Regional Plan Element Section 4.1.5 and compliance with
the current density regulations in the LMR District which would allow for as
few as 13 dwelling units.

Very Truly Yours,

CSA Planning, Ltd.

Principal

' Applicant Reserves the right for his attorney to argue this provision is inapplicable to the subject application
under the applicable case law, i.e. Bennett vs. The City of Dallas, and subsequent cases,

City of Central Point Page 3
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ATTACHMENT "E"

PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 846

A RESOLUTION FORWARDING A FAVORABLE RECOMMENDATION TO
THE CITY COUNCIL TO APPROVE THE REZONING OF 3428 AND 3470
CHICORY LANE FROM TOD-MMR/R-3 TO TOD-LMR/R-2

Applicant: Bob Fellows Construction, LLC;
Agent: CSA Planning, Ltd.

(37S 2W 11C, Tax Lots 8300 & 8400)
File No. ZC-17001

WHEREAS, the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map designates 3428 and 3470 Chicory Lane as
TOD Corridor; and

WHEREAS, the proposed Zone Map amendment from TOD-MMR/R-3 to TOD-LMR/R-2 zoning
designation on property located at 3428 and 3470 Chicory Lane constitutes a minor amendment per
CPMC 17.10.300(B); and ,

WHEREAS, on September 5, 2017, at a duly noticed public hearing, the Central Point Planning
Commission considered the Application, at which time it reviewed the Staff Report and heard
testimony and comments on the minor Zone Change Application; and,

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission’s consideration of the application is based on the standards
and criteria applicable to Minor Zone Map Amendments per Section 17.10.400, and the findings of
fact and conclusions of law incorporated herein (Exhibit “A”); and,

WHEREAS, As evidenced in the findings of fact and conclusions of law (Exhibit “A”), the
proposed zone map amendment is consistent with applicable standards and criteria in the Central
Point Municipal Code, including the statewide Planning Goals (where applicable), the
Comprehensive Plan, and Statewide Transportation Planning Rule.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City of Central Point Planning Commission,
by this Resolution No. 846, does hereby recommend that the City Council approve the Zone Change
from TOD-MMR/R-3 to TOD-LMR/R-2. This decision is based on the findings of fact and
conclusions of law as set forth in Exhibit “A”, and attached hereto by reference and incorporated
herein.

PASSED by the Planning Commission and signed by me in authentication of its passage this
5th day of September, 2017.

Planning Commission Chair
ATTEST:

City Representative

Approved this day of September, 2017.

Planning Commission Chair

Planning Commission Resolution No. 846
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CONSIDERATION OF A COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT/CLARIFCATION FOR 2 PARCELS TOTALING
3.64 ACRES AT 3428 AND 3470 CHICORY LANE
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City of Central Point, Oregon  (CENTRAL  Community Development

140 S 3rd Street, Central Point, OR 97502 POI NT Tom Humphrey, AICP

541.664.3321 Fax 541.664.6384 Community Development Director

www.centralpointoregon.gov Qregen
STAFF REPORT
September 5, 2017

AGENDA ITEM: File No. CPA-17002

Consideration of a Comprehensive Plan Amendment/Clarification for two (2) parcels totaling 3.64 acres
at 3428 and 3470 Chicory Lane, from Jackson County land use designation Industrial to Central Point
land use designation Transit Oriented Development (TOD) Corridor, and identified on the Jackson
County Assessor’s map as 37S 2W 11C, Tax Lots 8300 & 8400 (“Property”). Applicant: Bob Fellows
Construction, LLC. Agent: CSA Planning, Ltd.

STAFF SOURCE:
Molly Bradley, Community Planner I

BACKGROUND:

The Applicant has requested a Comprehensive Plan (Map) amendment/clarification in preparation for
a subsequent zone change application for the above referenced Property (File No. ZC-17001). The
Applicant has also filed an application for annexation of the Property (File No. ANNEX-17001). The
Property is currently outside of City Limits but inside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB), and its
Comprehensive Plan designation when annexed to the City is TOD-Corridor (Attachment “A”).

In accordance with the City/County Urban Growth Boundary Management Agreement (UGBMA)
(Attachment “B”), the Property retains its County land use and zoning designations until annexation
into the City, which are Industrial and General Industrial (GI), respectively (Attachment “C”). Upon
annexation, the Property will be subject to the TOD-Corridor land use classification. For purposes of
this report it will be assumed that the Property has been annexed and the City’s TOD-Corridor land
use classification applies.

In Ordinance No. 1815 adopting the TOD-Corridor, Table 2 of Exhibit “A” identifies the land uses
allowed in the TOD-Corridor. Existing conventional zoning designations remain in the TOD Corridor
as underlying zones, and TOD designations represent optional standards that could be applied to
development at the property owner’s discretion. As illustrated in Table 2, the TOD Corridor allows a
broad range of land uses, including medium density and multi-family residential, commercial and
industrial uses. The determination of land use was established based on the underlying conventional
zoning designations. The Property is currently zoned TOD-MMR with an underlying zone of R-3,
which is consistent with Table 2.

Land Use Summary — TOD Corridor

Existing Comprehensive Plan Optional TOD Corridor Comprehensive Plan
and Zoning Designations and Zoning Designations
Residential

R-1-8 — Residential, Single Family District

(8,000 sq. . min. lot size) TOD-MMR — Medium-Mix Residential

R-2 — Residential, Two Family District

(6,000 sq. ft. min, lot size) TOD-LMR — Medium-Mix Residential

R-3 — Residential, Multiple Family District

(6,000 sq. ft. min, lot size) TOD-MMR — Medium-Mix Residential
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Commercial

C-2 — Commercial-Professional TOD-HMR - High-Mix Residential
C-3 — Downtown Business District TOD-EC — Employment Commercial
C-4 — Tourist and Office Professional District TOD-EC — Employment Commercial
C-5 — Thoroughfare Commercial District TOD-GC — General Commercial
Industrial

M-1 — Industrial District TOD-GC — General Commercial
M-2 — Industrial General District TOD-GC — General Commercial

The Applicant is requesting that the Property maintain the land use designation of TOD Corridor
when it is annexed, but apply a different zoning district than what is currently planned. To ensure that
the proper procedures are followed, the Applicant submitted an application for Comprehensive Plan
Amendment to clarify that the subsequent zone change is acceptable under the land use designations.
The Applicant is requesting a zone change from TOD-MMR/R-3 to TOD-LMR/R-2, which is
consistent with the allowed uses within the TOD-Corridor, per Table 2.

The Applicant has submitted a set of Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Maps and Findings of Fact
(Attachment “D”) along with relevant approval criteria for the City’s consideration. It is
recommended that the Commission disregard the Applicant’s findings for the Land Use Plan Map
amendment, and instead find that the TOD-Corridor land use designation is sufficiently clear in its
scope of allowed uses to support the Applicant’s proposed zone change.

ISSUES & NOTES:
There are no issues with this application for Comprehensive Plan Amendment.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:

Although a recommendation for a decision to approve a Comprehensive Plan Amendment may
include conditions, staff has not identified the need to impose any conditions at this time.

ATTACHMENTS:

Attachment “A” — Existing Comprehensive Plan Map and Proposed Zoning Map
Attachment “B” — Urban Growth Boundary Management Agreement (UGBMA)
Attachment “C” — Jackson County Comprehensive Plan Map

Attachment “D” — Applicant’s Findings of Fact, May 5, 2017

Attachment “E” — Applicant’s Supplemental Findings, July 6, 2017

Attachment “F” — Traffic Findings, S.O. Transportation Engineering, LLC, July 10, 2017
Attachment “G” — Resolution No. 845

ACTION:

Open public hearing and consider the proposed amendment/clarification to the Comprehensive Plan, close
the public hearing and 1) recommend approval to the City Council; 2) recommend approval with
revisions; or 3) deny the application.

RECOMMENDATION:
Recommend approval of Resolution No. 845 to the City Council per the Staff Report dated
September 5, 2017, and supported by Findings of Fact.

148




EXHIBIT 4
ATTACHMENT "A"
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EXHIBIT 6
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ATTACHMENT "B"

AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY OF CENTRAL POINT, OREGON (CITY)
AND JACKSON COUNTY, OREGON (COUNTY)
FOR THE JOINT MANAGEMENT OF THE CENTRAL POINT URBAN
GROWTH BOUNDARY

WHEREAS, under ORS 190.003 to 190.030, and 197.175, et seq. City and County are
authorized to enter into intergovernmental agreements and are required to prepare and
adopt Comprehensive Plans consistent with Statewide Planning Goals; and

WHEREAS, under ORS 197 - State Land Use Goal 14, Urbanization, the "Establishment
and change of the boundary shall be a cooperative process between a city and the county
or counties that surround it"; and

WHEREAS, City and County have adopted a Regional Plan which necessitates revisions
to the previous agreement; and

WHEREAS, City and County recognize the importance of providing an orderly
transition of urban services from County to City jurisdiction and administration as the
Urban Reserve transitions from a rural to an urban character; and

WHEREAS, ORS 190.003, et seq. requires that an intergovernmental agreement relating
to the performance of functions or activities by one unit of local government for another
shall be adopted and shall specify the responsibilities between the parties;

NOW, THEREFORE, the City and County adopt the following urban growth policies
which shall serve as the basis for decisions pertaining to development and land uses in
the area between the City limits of Central Point and its urban-growth boundary, and
other lands that are of mutual interest or are of significant importance to Central Point's
long-range growth and development.

DEFINITIONS

1. Area of Mutual Planning Concern: A geographical area lying beyond the adopted
urban growth boundary in which the City and County have an interest in terms of
that area's types and levels of development, land uses, environment, agriculture,
and other unique characteristics. The area is not subject to annexation within the
current planning period but may be in the path of longer-range urban growth.
Therefore, the City and County will fully coordinate land use activity within this
area.

2. BOC: Jackson County Board of Commissioners.

3. Comprehensive Plan: State-acknowledged comprehensive plan adopted by City or
County.
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4. Contract Annexation: A process whereby the City, County, and other involved
parties enter into a contract that permits:

A) The parties to administer urban land use regulations on the development of
property following an annexation decision while the property remains under
County jurisdiction; and

B) The City to annex property developed to City densities and uses, with the
improvement to appear on the County tax rolls prior to the effective date of
annexation, resulting in a greater benefit to the tax base of the community.

5. Council: City of Central Point City Council

6. Develop: To bring about growth or create new opportunities for growth; to cause
the expansion of available lands; to extend public facilities or services; to
construct, alter or expand a structure; to conduct a mining operation; to make a
change in the use of appearance of land; to divide land into smaller parcels; to
create or terminate rights of access, etc.

7. LDQ: Jackson County’s Land Development Ordinance.

8. Non-Resource Land: Land that is not subject to the statewide Goals listed in OAR
660-004-0010(1)(a) through (g) except subsections (c) and (d).

9. Planning Services: Legislative activities, such as adoption and amendment of
comprehensive plan text and maps, adoption and amendment of land use
regulations, and quasi-judicial processing of land use actions.

10. Resource Land: Land that is subject to the statewide Goals listed in OAR 660-
004-0010(1)(a) through (g) except subsections (c) and (d).

11. Subdivide or Partition Land: The act of dividing the legal ownership of land into
smaller units, as set forth in Oregon Revised Statutes 92.010.

12. Urban/Public Facilities and Services: Basic facilities that are planned for and
provided by either the private or public sector, and are essential to the support of
development in accordance with the City's Comprehensive Plan. Such facilities
and services include, but are not limited to, police and fire protection, sanitary
facilities, public water and storm drain facilities; planning, zoning, and
subdivision controls; health services; recreation facilities and services; energy and
communication services; and community governmental services including schools
and transportation.

13. Urban Growth Boundary: A site specific line on the Official Plan and Zoning
Map of Jackson County, which identifies and encompasses urban and urbanizable
lands within the County, including:
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14.

A) URBAN LAND: Residential areas generally comprised of parcels smaller
than one acre, or highly developed commercial and industrial areas which are
within incorporated cities or which contain concentrations of persons who reside
or work in the areas, including land adjacent to and outside cities, and which have
supporting urban public facilities and services.

B) URBANIZABLE LAND: Areas within an officially adopted urban growth
boundary which are needed for the expansion of that urban area, and which have
been determined to be necessary and suitable for development as future urban
land and which can be served with necessary urban public facilities and services.

Urban Reserve Areas (URA): Land outside of a UGB identified as highest priority
(per ORS 197.298) for inclusion in the UGB when additional urbanizable land is
needed in accordance with the requirements of Statewide Planning Goal 14.

INTENT AND PURPOSE OF AGREEMENT

The intent and purpose of this Agreement is for City and County to:

1.

Enhance long-range planning in the Urban Growth Boundary and the Urban
Reserve.

Maintain and improve coordination and communication between City and
County.

Develop consistent policies and procedures for managing urban growth and

development within the Urban Growth Boundary.

Minimize impacts to property owners, local governments and service providers
related to the transition of property from within the Urban Growth Boundary to
within the City Limits.

URBAN GROWTH POLICIES

The City of Central Point shall have primary responsibility for all future urban
level development that takes place within the City and urban growth boundary
area. Additionally:

A) All urban level development shall conform to City standards, shall be

consistent with the adopted City Comprehensive Plan, and shall meet all
appropriate requirements of the City Zoning Ordinance and Map.
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B)

0)

The term "urban level development" shall be generally defined, for
purposes of this agreement, as any commercial or industrial development,
and any residential development, partitioning, or subdivision that creates
actual or potential densities greater than allowed by the City’s Residential
Low-density District (R-L). The expansion or major alteration of legally
existing commercial or industrial use shall also be considered urban level
development.

Urban level development proposals submitted through County processes
must be accompanied by a contract to annex to the City.

A change in the use of urbanizable land from a use designated on the Jackson
County Comprehensive Plan/Zoning Map to uses shown on the City
Comprehensive Plan shall occur only upon annexation or contractual intent to
annex to the City. Additionally:

A)

B)

9

Development of land for uses designated in the Comprehensive Plan shall
be encouraged on vacant or underdeveloped lands adjacent to or within the
City limits prior to the conversion of other lands within the urban growth
boundary.

Urban facilities and services must be adequate in condition and capacity to
accommodate the additional level of growth, as allowed by the
Comprehensive Plan, prior to or concurrent with the land use changes.

The City may initiate annexation and zone changes of lands outside the
City limits and within the UGB that are under a County "Exclusive Farm
Use" designation or otherwise enjoying farm-related tax incentives when
such lands are needed for urban development.

City annexation shall only occur within the framework of the City's
Comprehensive Plan and within the Urban Growth Boundary.

Except as provided in Policy 11 of this agreement, specific annexation decisions
shall be governed by the City of Central Point. The City will provide
opportunities for the County and all affected agencies to respond to pending
requests for annexation with the response time limited to sixty days to minimize
any unnecessary and costly delay in processing.

The establishment of the Urban Growth Boundary does not imply that all lands
within the Boundary must be annexed to the City.

Jackson County shall retain jurisdiction over any land use decisions, other than
annexations, within the unincorporated urbanizable area, in conformance with
these adopted policies. Additionally:
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A) The City shall be requested to respond to pending applications for land use
changes in the unincorporated urbanizable area. If no response is received
within fourteen days, the County will assume the City has no objections to
the request

B) The City will request that the County respond to pending applications for
land use changes within the incorporated area which could affect land
under County jurisdiction. If no response is received within fourteen days,
the City will assume the County has no objections to the request.

C) Recognizing that unincorporated areas within the Urban Growth Boundary
could ultimately become part of Central Point, the City’s
recommendations will be given due consideration. It is the intent of the
County to administer a mutually adopted City/County policy in the
urbanizable area until such time as the area is annexed.

Lands in the vicinity of the Seven Oaks Interchange, as delineated on Map 1
attached, are considered unique because of the transportation facilities present.
The I-5 Interchange Area Management Plan (IAMP) for Exit 35 addresses the
unique characteristics of the area and recommendations from the plan will be
incorporated into the City and County Comprehensive Plans. Portions of this area
are in Central Point’s Urban Reserve while the remainder is designated an Area of
Mutual Planning Concern and shall be protected from premature development.
Additionally:

A) The County shall ensure that the area remains in a rural character so that a
priority is placed on urban development within the UGB, as planned.

B) The Seven Oaks Interchange Area of Mutual Planning Concern shall
retain its present County Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Map
designation, or similar "rural" designation, until such time as the area can
be shown to be needed for the City's urbanization, in accordance with the
seven urbanization factors of Statewide goal 14 and the provisions of this
agreement that pertain to City-initiated comprehensive plan amendments.

Lands in the vicinity of and including Forest/Gibbon Acres west of Table Rock
Road, as delineated on Map 2 attached, are considered remote to Central Point at
this time. Although located outside of any Urban Reserve, this area is designated
an Area of Mutual Planning Concern and shall be protected from premature or
more intense development. Additionally:

A) The County shall ensure that the area remains in a rural character so that a

priority is placed on urban development within the UGB and URAs, as
planned.
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10.

B) The Forest/Gibbon Acres Area of Mutual Planning Concern shall retain its
present County Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Map designation, or
similar "rural" designation, until such time as the area can be shown to be
needed for the City's urbanization or for inclusion in Medford or in White
City should it incorporate. Inclusion in a planning area will occur in
accordance with the seven urbanization factors of Statewide goal 14 and
the provisions of this agreement that pertain to City-initiated
comprehensive plan amendments.

Lands under the ownership of Jackson County between Gebhard Road and
Interstate-5 north of Pine Street, including the Jackson County Expo (fairgrounds)
and property in the ownership of Jackson County adjacent to the Expo as
delineated on Map 3 attached, are designated an Area of Mutual Planning
Concern and shall be protected from uncoordinated land use development.
Additionally:

A) The County shall ensure that all land use planning that occurs will be
coordinated with the City so that a priority is placed on urban development
within the UGB and URAs, as planned.

B) The Jackson County Expo Area of Mutual Planning Concern shall retain
its present County Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Map designation, or
designations unique to the fairground master plan, until such time as the
area can be shown to be needed for the City's urbanization, in accordance
with the seven urbanization factors of Statewide goal 14 and the
provisions of this agreement that pertain to City-initiated comprehensive
plan amendments.

0) During the first coordinated Periodic Review process for the Regional
Plan, Jackson County shall consider including the land occupied by the
Jackson County Expo to the City of Central Point Urban Reserve Area.

D) The impacts of County development upon City and Regional
infrastructure shall be assessed and mitigated in order to obtain a mutually
beneficial outcome to both entities.

Lands within the urbanizable area which currently support a farm use shall be
encouraged, through zoning and appropriate tax incentives, to remain in that use
for as long as is "economically feasible".

A)  "Economically feasible", as used in this policy, shall be interpreted to mean
feasible from the standpoint of the property owner. Implementation of this

policy will be done on a voluntary basis.

B) "Exclusive Farm" or other appropriate low-intensity rural zoning
designation shall be applied to areas within the UGB by the County for the
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11.

0)

D)

purpose of maintaining agricultural land uses and related tax incentives
until such time as planned annexation and urban development occur.

"Suburban Residential" or other zoning designations that would permit
non-agricultural land uses to develop prematurely could result in obstacles
to future planned and coordinated growth and, therefore, should be
restricted to only those areas that are already developed to such levels.

Agricultural zoning policies contained herein apply only to areas
identified by the City or County as agricultural lands within the UGB,
URA’s or Seven Oaks Area of Mutual Planning Concern and shall not be
used as a standard to review other land use applications within these areas.

The City and County acknowledge the importance of protecting agricultural
lands. Therefore:

A)

While properties are in agricultural use, the City will apply the below
standards when adjacent lands are proposed for urban residential
development:

i To mitigate the potential for vandalism, the development's design
should incorporate the use of visible public or semipublic open
space adjacent to the agricultural lands.

il To mitigate nuisances originating from agricultural noise, odors,
irrigation run-off, and agricultural spray drift, the development's
design should incorporate:

a. The use of landscaping and berms where a positive
buffering benefit can be demonstrated.

b. The orientation of structures and fencing relative to usable
exterior space such as patios, rear yards and courts, such
that the potential impacts from spray drift, dust, odors, and
noise intrusion are minimized.

G The design and construction of all habitable buildings,
including window and door locations, should be such that
the potential impact of spray drift, noise, dust, and odors
upon interior living/working areas will be minimized.

d. Physical separation between agricultural lands and urban
development shall be utilized to the greatest extent possible
to minimize adverse impacts. Site design emphasizing the
appropriate use of open space areas, streets, and areas not
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designed specifically for public recreation or assembly
shall be considered.

B) The City and County mutually agree herewith that the buffering standards
established by the Jackson County Regional Plan and adopted by the City of
Central Point have or can and will be met, prior to annexation or urban
development of lands.

C) The City and County mutually agree to involve affected Irrigation Districts
prior to annexation or when contemplating urban development of lands.

12.  The City, County, and other affected agencies shall coordinate the expansion and
development of all urban facilities and services within the urbanization area.
Additionally:

A) Provisions for urban facilities and services shall be planned in a manner
limiting duplication in an effort to provide greater efficiency and economy
of operation.

B) A single urban facility or service extended into the urbanizable area must

be coordinated with the planned future development of all other facilities
and services appropriate to that area, and shall be provided at levels
necessary for expected uses, as designated in the City's Comprehensive
Plan.

13.  All County road construction and reconstruction resulting from new development,
redevelopment, or land division, in the urbanizable area shall be to urban
standards, except that the term "reconstruction" does not include normal road
maintenance by the County.

14, Except for URAS, no other land or non-municipal improvements located
outside the Urban Growth Boundary shall be permitted to connect to the water
line serving Erickson unless it is first included in the Urban Growth Boundary
or a “reasons” exception is taken to applicable Statewide Land Use Planning
Goals which allows such connection. The owners of such benefited property
must sign an irrevocable consent to annex to the City of Central Point.

AMENDMENTS AND CORRECTIONS TO THE URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY

The procedure for joint City and County review and amendment of urban growth
boundary and urbanization policies are established as follows:

158



MAJOR REVISIONS

Major revisions in boundary or policies will be considered amendments to both the City
and County comprehensive plans and, as such, are subject to a legislative review process.
A major revision shall include any boundary change that has widespread and significant
impact beyond the immediate area, such as quantitative changes allowing for substantial
changes in population or significant increases in resource impacts; qualitative changes in
the land use itself, such as conversion of residential to industrial use, or spatial changes
that affect large areas of many different ownerships. Any change in urbanization policies
is considered a major revision.

Major revisions will be considered by the City and County at periodic intervals in
accordance with the terms of the mutually adopted urban growth boundary agreements
between the County and each municipal jurisdiction. It is the intent of the governing
bodies to review the urban growth boundary and urbanization policies for consistency
upon completion of the City and County Comprehensive Plans.

A request for major revision can be initiated only by the County or City governing bodies
or their respective planning commissions. Individuals, groups, citizen advisory
committees, and affected agencies may petition the County or appropriate City in
accordance with the procedural guidelines adopted by the jurisdiction for initiating major
legislative amendments. The party who seeks the revision shall be responsible for filing
adequate written documentation with the City and County governing bodies. Final
legislative action on major revision requests shall be based on the factors stated in each
mutually adopted urban growth boundary agreement. Generally these are:

A) Demonstrated need to accommodate unpredicted population trends, to
satisfy urban housing needs, or to assure adequate employment

opportunities;
B) The orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services;
O Maximum efficiency of land uses within the current urbanizable area;
D) Environmental, energy, economic and social consequences;

E) Compatibility of the proposed change with other elements of the City and
County comprehensive plans; and,

F) The other statewide planning goals.
Major revision proposals shall be subject to a mutual City and County review and

agreement process involving affected agencies, citizen advisory committees, and the
general public. The review process has the following steps:
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A)

B)

0

CAC and planning commissions review and make recommendations to the
City Council and Board of County Commissioners;

Proposal mailed to the affected agencies and property owners; and,

Proposal heard and acted upon by City Council and Board of County
Commissioners.

MINOR BOUNDARY LINE ADJUSTMENTS

Minor adjustments to an urban growth boundary line may be considered subject to
similar procedures used by the City and County in hearing zoning requests. A minor
amendment is defined as focusing on specific individual properties and not having
significant impacts beyond the immediate area of the change.

Application for a minor boundary line amendment can only be made by property owners,
their authorized agents, or by a City or County governing body. Written applications for
amendments may be filed in the office of the Jackson County Department of Planning
and Development on forms prescribed by the County. The standards for processing an
application are as indicated in the mutually adopted urban growth boundary agreement.
Generally these are the same factors as for a major urban growth boundary amendment.

CORRECTION OF ERRORS

An error is generally considered to be a cartographic mistake, or a
misprint, omission, or duplication in the text. They are technical in nature
and not the result of new information or changing attitudes or policies.

If the City Council and Board of County Commissioners become aware of
an error in the map(s) or text of this mutually-adopted urbanization
program, both bodies may cause an immediate amendment to correct the
error, after mutual agreement is reached.

Corrections shall be made by ordinance, following a public hearing
conducted by both governing bodies, but hearings before the planning
commissions shall not be required when an amendment is intended
specifically to correct an error.

REVIEW, AMENDMENT AND TERMINATION OF AGREEMENT

A.

This Agreement may be reviewed and amended at any time by mutual
consent of both parties, after public hearings by the Council and the Board
of Commissioners.

10
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Any modifications to this Agreement will be consistent with City and
County comprehensive plans and state law.

Staff from City and County will attempt to informally resolve any disputes
regarding the terms, conditions, or meaning of this Agreement. For any
disputes not resolved through this informal process, the Council and the
BOC will meet jointly in an attempt to resolve those disputes. Either party
may request the services of a mediator to resolve any dispute.

This Agreement may be terminated by either party subsequent to
dissolution of a URA or an Area of Mutual Planning Concern. Such
termination shall proceed through a properly noticed public hearing
process.

This agreement supersedes the prior agreement between the parties on the same subject

matter approved by the County on ,20__ , and by the City on
,20 .
CITY OF CENTRAL POINT JACKSON COUNTY
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
Hank Williams, Mayor DATE Doug Breidenthal, Chair DATE
APPROVED AS TO FORM:
County Counsel
ATTEST: ATTEST:
City Administrator Recording Secretary

11
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ATTACHMENT "C"
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ATTACHMENT "D"

BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION AND

CITY COUNCIL

FOR THE CITY OF CENTRAL POINT

STATE OF OREGON

IN THE MATTER OF A REQUEST FOR
ANNEXATION AND ZONE CHANGE FOR
TWO PARCELS THAT ARE ADDRESSED
AS 3428 AND 3470 CHICORY LANE, AND
ARE LOCATED EAST OF CHICORY
LANE AT THE TERMINUS OF LINDSAY
COURT. THE PROPERTY IS LOCATED
IN THE CITY OF CENTRAL POINT AND
IS MORE SPECIFICALLY IDENTIFIED AS
TAX LOTS 8300 AND 8400 IN TOWNSHIP
37 SOUTH, RANGE 2 WEST (WM),
SECTION 11C.

Applicant/
Owners: Bob Fellows Construction, LLC

Agent: CSA Planning, Ltd.

e Mt S S S S St it St et it St St it St S S

PROPOSED FINDINGS OF FACT
AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Applicants’ Exhibit 2

NATURE OF THE APPLICATION

Applicants request a consolidated annexation and zone change for two lots totaling 3.64
acres east of Chicory Lane and the terminus of Lindsay Court. The subject property has a
Comprehensive Plan designation of TOD Corridor. The Applicant requests the City rezone
the property as part of the annexation request to City zone and specifically requests the TOD

LMR (R-2).

In addition to the zone change, the application includes a precautionary Comprehensive Plan
Map amendment request in the event that the City (or the Courts on appeal) were to conclude
that a Comprehensive Plan amendment is required for the requested zone change for the

subject property.
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

Applicant: Bo

Applicant herewith submits the following evidence with its land use application:

Exhibit 1.

Exhibit 2.

Exhibit 3.
Exhibit 4.
Exhibit 5.
Exhibit 6.
Exhibit 7.

Exhibit 8.
Exhibit 9.

Exhibit 10.
Exhibit 11.
Exhibit 12.

b Fellows Construction, LLC

EVIDENCE SUBMITTED WITH THE APPLICATIONS

Completed application forms and Duly Executed Limited Powers of Attorney
from Applicants and Owners authorizing CSA Planning, Ltd. to act on their

behalf.

These proposed findings of fact and conclusions of law, demonstrating how the
application complies with the applicable substantive criteria of Central Point’ s
Land Development Ordinance and applicable State Law and Municipal Code.

Jackson County Assessor Plat Map 37-2W-11C

Current Comprehensive Land Use Plan Map

Current Zoning Map (County Zoning) on Aerial Photo

Proposed Zoning Map

Background and Historical Map and Ordinances

A) 1987 Zoning Map (adopted in 1989)
B) Ordinance 1793 and Related Information
C) Ordinance 1815 and Related Information

Annexation Petition
Public Facilities Maps

A) Waterline Map
B) Storm Drainage Map
C) Sanitary Sewer Map

Wetlands Study Map
Civil Analysis

Preliminary Plat and Legal Description
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Applicant: Bob Fellows Construction, LLC

RELEVANT SUBSTANTIVE APPROVAL CRITERIA

The relevant substantive criteria prerequisite to approving an Annexation with a minor
Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Zone Change under the City of Central Point Zoning
Ordinance (“CPZ0O”) is recited verbatim below:

CITY OF CENTRAL POINT ZONING ORDINANCE (CPZO0)

Chapter 1.20
ANNEXATION PROCEDURE

222.111 Authority and procedure for annexation.

(1

@

®)

When a proposal containing the terms of annexation is approved in the manner provided by the charter
of the annexing city or by ORS 222.111 to 222.180 or 222.840 to 222.915, the boundaries of any city
may be extended by the annexation of territory that is not within a city and that is contiguous to the city
or separated from it only by a public right of way or a stream, bay, lake or other body of water. Such
territory may lie either wholly or partially within or without the same county in which the city lies.

A proposal for annexation of territory to a city may be initiated by the legislative body of the city, on its
own motion, or by a petition to the legislative body of the city by owners of real property in the territory
to be annexed.

The legislative body of the city shall submit, except when not required under ORS 222.120, 222.170
and 222.840 to 222.915 to do so, the proposal for annexation to the electors of the territory proposed
for annexation and, except when permitted under ORS 222.120 or 222.840 to 222.915 to dispense with
submitting the proposal for annexation to the electors of the city, the legislative body of the city shall
submit such proposal to the electors of the city. The proposal for annexation may be voted upon at a
general election or at a special election to be held for that purpose.

222.120 Procedure for annexation without election; hearing; ordinance subject to referendum.

(1)

@

@)

@)

Except when expressly required to do so by the city charter, the legislative body of a city is not required
to submit a proposal for annexation of territory to the electors of the city for their approval or rejection.

When the legislative body of the city elects to dispense with submitting the question of the proposed
annexation to the electors of the city, the legislative body of the city shall fix a day for a public hearing
before the legislative body at which time the electors of the city may appear and be heard on the
guestion of annexation.

The city legislative body shall cause notice of the hearing to be published once each week for two
successive weeks prior to the day of hearing, in a newspaper of general circulation in the city, and shall
cause notices of the hearing to be posted in four public places in the city for a like period.

After the hearing, the city legislative body may, by an ordinance containing a legal description of the
territory in question:

(a) Declare that the territory is annexed to the city upon the condition that the majority of the votes cast
in the territory is in favor of annexation;

(b) Declare that the territory is annexed to the city where electors or landowners in the contiguous
territory consented in writing to such annexation, as provided in ORS 222.125 or 222.170, prior to
the public hearing held under subsection (2) of this section; or

For the purpose of this section, ORS 222.125 and 222.170, "owner” or “landowner” means the legal
owner of record or, where there is a recorded land contract which is in force, the purchaser thereunder.
If there is a multiple ownership in a parcel of land each consenting owner shall be counted as a fraction
to the same extent as the interest of the owner in the land bears in relation to the interest of the other

- e
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Applicant: Bob Fellows Construction, LLC

owners and the same fraction shall be applied to the parcel's land mass and assessed value for
purposes of the consent petition. If a corporation owns land in territory proposed to be annexed, the
corporation shall be considered the individual owner of that land.

1.20.010 Generally.

All proposals for annexation of real property to the city under the provisions of Oregon Revised Statutes 222.111
to 222.180, now in effect or as hereafter amended, shall be accompanied by a preliminary plat, an exterior
boundary legal description and the annexation fee as in this chapter provided. (Ord. 1166 §1, 1974).

1.20.011 Application and review.

Applications and review thereof shall conform to the provisions of Chapter 17.05 of the Central Point Municipal
Code and all applicable laws of the state. Applications for annexation may be accompanied by other, concurrent
applications, for amendment to the comprehensive plan, amendments to the zoning map and requests for
withdrawal from special districts, provided that such concurrent applications meet all requirements therefor.

ZONE CHANGE CRITERIA

17.12.060 Zoning of annexed area. All future annexations are expected to include only lands within the city's
urban growth boundary (UGB). The comprehensive plan of Central Point includes a plan for future land uses
within the UGB area. The zoning map described in Section 17.12.030 is consistent with the comprehensive plan
and will determine the district into which a newly annexed area is placed. The appropriate zoning district shall be
applied to the area upon annexation.

17.10.200 Initiation of amendments.

A proposed amendment to the code or zoning map may be initiated by either:
A. A resolution by the planning commission to the city council;
B. A resolution of intent by the city council; or for zoning map amendments;

C. An application by one or more property owners (zoning map amendments only), or their agents, of property
affected by the proposed amendment. The amendment shall be accompanied by a legal description of the
property or properties affected; proposed findings of facts supporting the proposed amendment, justifying
the same and addressing the substantive standards for such an amendment as required by this chapter and
by the Land Conservation and Development Commission of the state. (Ord. 1989 §1(part), 2014).

17.10.300 Major and minor amendments.

There are two types of map and text amendments:

A. Major Amendments. Major amendments are legislative policy decisions that establish by law general
policies and regulations for future land use decisions, such as revisions to the zoning and land division
ordinance that have widespread and significant impact beyond the immediate area. Major amendments are
reviewed using the Type IV procedure in Section 17.05.500.

B. Minor Amendments. Minor amendments are those that involve the application of adopted policy to a specific
development application, and not the adoption of new policy (i.e., major amendments). Minor amendments
shall follow the Type Ill procedure, as set forth in Section 17.05.400. The approval authority shall be the city
council after review and recommendation by the planning commission. (Ord. 1989 §1(part), 2014; Ord. 1874
§3(part), 2006).

17.10.400 Approval criteria.

A recommendation or a decision to approve, approve with conditions or to deny an application for a text or map
amendment shall be based on written findings and conclusions that address the following criteria:

A. Approval of the request is consistent with the applicable statewide planning goals (major amendments only);

B. Approval of the request is consistent with the Central Point comprehensive plan (major and minor
amendments);

C. If a zoning map amendment, findings demonstrating that adequate public services and transportation
networks to serve the property are either available, or identified for construction in the city's public facilities
master plans (major and minor amendments); and

Page 4
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Applicant: Bob Fellows Construction, LLC

D. The amendment complies with OAR 660-012-0060 of the Transportation Planning Rule. (Ord. 1989 §1(part),
2014; Ord. 1874 §3(part), 2006. Formerly 17.10.300(B)).

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

SECTION 660-012-0060

Where an amendment to a functional plan, an acknowledged comprehensive plan, or a land use regulation
would significantly affect an existing or planned transportation facility, the local government shall put in place
measures as provided in section (2) of this rule to assure that allowed land uses are consistent with the identified
function, capacity, and performance standards (e.g. level of service, volume to capacity ratio, etc.) of the facility.
A plan or land use regulation amendment significantly affects a transportation facility if it would:

(a) Change the functional classification of an existing or planned transportation facility (exclusive of correction of
map errors in an adopted plan);

(b) Change standards implementing a functional classification system; or
(c) As measured at the end of the planning period identified in the adopted transportation system plan:

(A) Allow land uses or levels of development that would result in types or levels of travel or access that are
inconsistent with the functional classification of an existing or planned transportation facility;

(B) Reduce the performance of an existing or planned transportation facility below the minimum acceptable
performance standard identified in the TSP or comprehensive plan; or

(C) Worsen the performance of an existing or planned transportation facility that is otherwise projected to
perform below the minimum acceptable performance standard identified in the TSP or comprehensive
plan.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT CRITERIA
17.96.200 Initiation of amendments.

A proposed amendment to the comprehensive plan or urban growth boundary may be initiated by either:

A. Aresolution by the planning commission to the city council;

B. A resolution of intent by the city council; or

C. An application by one or more property owners, or their agents, of property affected by the proposed
amendment.

17.96.300 Major revisions and minor changes.

Proposed amendments to the comprehensive plan, including urban growth boundary amendments, are
categorized as either major or minor amendments as defined in Section 17.10.300. Proposals for major revisions
shall be processed as a Type IV procedure per Section 17.05.500. Proposals for minor changes shall be
processed as a Type lll procedure per Section 17.05.400.

17.96.500 Approval criteria.

A recommendation or a decision to approve or to deny an application for an amendment to the comprehensive
plan, or urban growth boundary shall be based on written findings and conclusions that address the following
criteria:

A. Approval of the request is consistent with the applicable statewide planning goals;

B. Approval of the request is consistent with the Central Point comprehensive plan;

C. For urban growth boundary amendments findings demonstrate that adequate public services and
transportation networks to serve the property are either available, or identified for construction in the city’s
public facilities master plans (major and minor amendments); and

D. The amendment complies with OAR 660-012-0060 of the Transportation Planning Rule.
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v

FINDINGS OF FACT

The following facts are established and found to be true with respect to this matter:

1.

Ownership/Applicant; Tax Lots 8300 and 8400 are owned in fee simple by Bob Fellows
Construction, LLC. Agent CSA Planning, Ltd. is submitting this application on behalf of
the Property Owner/Applicant.

Location: The subject property is located on the east side of Chicory Lane, east of the
terminus of Lindsay Court. The property is identified as Tax Lots 8300 and 8400 in
Township 37 South, Range 02 West (W.M.), Section 11C. The site addresses are 3428
and 3470 Chicory Lane, Central Point, OR.

Parcel Size: Tax Lot 8300 currently has 1.75 acres and Tax Lot 8400 currently has 1.89
acres. See, Exhibit 3. Total subject property size is 3.64 acres. Potential future
development is likely to be laid out roughly according to table below:

SUBJECT PROPERTY ACREAGE

Net Percent of
Acreage Type Acres gross acres
Residential Area 1.92 53%
Right-ofWay/Parks 1.50 41%
Total 3.64

Current Zoning: The property is currently under Jackson County jurisdiction and is
zoned GI, General Industrial. See, Exhibits 5.

Proposed Zoning Map: Applicant requests the City apply the TOD LMR (R2) zoning
to the subject property.

Existing Frontage and Access: The subject property has 520 feet of frontage on
Chicory Lane along the western and southwestern boundary lines. In addition, the
property has approximately 97 feet of frontage at the terminus of the northern portion of
S. Haskell Street.

Lot Legality: Tax Lots 8300 and 8400 were originally part of Lot “K” of the Snowy
Butte Orchard which was platted in 1910. In 1944 the North 5 acres of Lot “K” was sold
leaving the subject property as one parcel. In 1956, what is now Tax Lot 8300 was
partitioned off by sale, leaving the existing configuration of the subject property tract.

Existing Development: Each parcel currently has one residence with related accessory
structures.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Land Uses on Abutting Properties and Surrounding Area:

Overview of area: This area, west of the Southern Pacific Railroad right of way and south
of Pine Street has been in the process of being developed as a transit-oriented corridor. A
variety of residential development exists in the area.

East: The property abuts the Southern Pacific Railroad right of way on the east.
Adjacent to the railroad right-of-way is the Highway 99 right-of-way.
Highway 99 is a five-lane major arterial with four travel lanes and a center
turn lane.

North: To the north is a small development of single-family houses with ADU units
constructed around 2010 on lots that range in size from 7,299 to 7,950 square
feet. There is also a 9,892 square foot open space area. Beyond that is a large
church property.

West: To the west is a residential subdivision with medium-size lots ranging from
.18 to .30 acres in size with single-family houses of various ages built out
since the mid-70’s.

South: The property abuts one 4 acre rural residential property to the south and
beyond is a small lot subdivision with lots ranging from .11 to .15 acres.

Topography: The subject property is essentially level, sloping very gently to the
northeast.

Water Facilities and Services: There is a 12 inch waterline at the terminus of Haskell
Street and an 8 inch waterline in Chicory Lane, see Exhibit 9A.

Storm Drainage Facilities and Services: Underground storm drainage lines are located
in the railroad right-of-way where a 12 inch culvert drains the property from one side of
the railroad to the other. There are also storm drainage lines in Haskell Street and
Lindsey Court. These storm drain lines are available for connection, see Exhibit 9B.

Sanitary Sewer Facilities and Services: There are 8 inch RVSS sewer lines in both
Chicory Lane and at the stub of Haskell Street that are available for connection, see
Exhibit 9C.

Power and Natural Gas: Underground power is available from Pacific Power and
underground gas is available from Avista Utilities for extension from Haskell Street.

Fire and Police Protection: The subject properties are located within and are served by
Fire District No. 3. Police service is provided by the City of Central Point Police
Department.

Wetlands, Streams and floodplain: The subject property does not contain any streams
or floodplain. Preliminary determination of wetlands on the site is provided on Exhibit
10.

Transportation and Access:

A. Zone Change (and precautionary Plan Amendment Findings): Applicant is
requesting the City apply the TOD-LMR zoning with the base zoning of R-2. These
zoning designations allow a density up to 12 units to the net acre. Assuming 41% of
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the site would be consumed by infrastructure, this translates to approximately 1.92
net acres or about 23 total dwelling units. Single-family dwellings generate just
under 1 peak hour trip per unit. The existing General Industrial designation in the
County would generate approximately 7.26 trips per acre'. Assuming 13% of the site
would be consumed for street development (Haskell Street only) 3.17 acres would be
left for development, this would yield approximately 23 trips from the current zoning.
Thus, the net trip effect of the proposed zone change is net 0 PM change to peak hour
trips. Applicant’s position is that since the net-trip impact is zero, it does not warrant
a detailed transportation impact analysis.

B. Access and Circulation: Access to the site is via Lindsey Court and Haskell Street,
and along its frontage with Chicory Lane. If the annexation and zone change is
approved, it is expected that future development access will occur as a result of
extension of Lindsey Court through the subject property to a future extension of
Haskell Street.

18. Comprehensive Plan Map and Zoning Map Analysis:

A. Historical Map Analysis: The subject property and surrounding area has a
somewhat complicated map designation history. The site was designated as Industrial
on the Comprehensive Plan. The City’s 1987 zoning map showed the property as M-1
even though the property was still in the County and zoned General Industrial. The
M-1 zone is the City’s base industrial zone and allows for a wide variety of industrial
and manufacturing uses. During this period, the land to the north and south was
planned Industrial and the City’s zoning map depicts M-2 to the north and M-1 to the
south.

In September of 1998, the City of Central Point did a large legislative amendment
that included multiple ordinances. Those ordinances re-arranged land uses in the
City’s UGB and also amended the Urban Growth Management Agreement (UGMA)
with Jackson County. Ordinance No. 1793 amended the Comprehensive Plan Map
designation for this area as “Area 2” in that package of legislative amendments. The
land uses were re-designated from Industrial to Low-Density Residential and High
Density Residential. Most of this area was outside the City limits at the time, but the
City adopted a new zoning map for this area that depicted the subject property and
the land immediately to the south as R-3 with lands further to the South as R-1-6.

During the adoption proceedings DLCD raised concerns and the City responded to
those concerns as follows:

DLCD Correspondence: The first statement made by DLCD staff is that
industrial, commercial and residential acreages need to "balance" so that the
city continues to have a twenty year supply of land for each use. Statewide
Planning Goals 9, 10 and 14 are cited as the legislative requirements for a
twenty year supply and it is pointed out that Central Point's proposal will

' This rate is from the ITE Trip Generation Handbook 7 Edition. This is CSA’s most recent copy. A more
recent version is available but would not be expected to change the estimates enough to result in a different
outcome- that the change in trip generation potential is de minimus. See also below analysis regarding net-to-
gross factors for the site.
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decrease the amount of industrial land by 104 acres and increase both
commercial land (by 32 acres) and residential land by 94 acres. The state asks
that justification be provided to ensure the City will have enough of a land use
mix to meet future employment needs with its industrial and commercial land
inventory (as defined by Oregon Administrative Rule 660-09-0250) and future
housing needs (as defined by OAR 660-08-010). The belief is that failing to
balance jobs and housing will lead to an increase in work-related vehicle trips
and the corresponding failure to meet regional transportation objectives.

City of Central Point response: There are no specific statements in any of
the Goals regarding the "balance” DLCD discusses however Goal 9 does
encourage municipalities to provide an adequate supply of sites of suitable
sizes, types and locations for a variety of industrial and commercial uses
consistent with plan policies. For nearly twenty years the City of Central Point
has regularly experienced, residential prosperity ... not shared by the
commercial and industrial sectors ... A major objective of this (Comp) Plan is to
promote a greater emphasis on commercial and industrial growth ... (refer to
Central Point Comprehensive Plan, Economics Page IX-14). The land use
designations that the Cily is now proposing to change were created in the
1980's. Of the three land use categories, the industrial land has been the
slowest to develop and in most cases has been farmed or remained vacant
throughout the planning period. Recent attempts to develop industrial land west
of Interstate 5 have met with significant local opposition.

In contrast, the City has received two separate requests in the last 60 days to
annex a total of 50 acres of industrially designated land east ofl-5 for
immediate development. It is the City's conviction that the potential for
marketing industrial land east of I-5 (and in the vicinity of the airport) is
greater than it is west of I-5 in spite of the land's proximity to the railroad. In
response to OAR 660-09-015, the City has not only identified industrial and
commercial sites (in Area #3) that could reasonably be expected to locate or
expand in the planning area ... and likely to be needed, but has identified
sites for which there is now a development demand. The letter from Bear
Creek Orchards, Inc. (which was read into the public record on May 5, 1998)
also substantiates the City's analysis and findings.

Over the years, Jackson County has received authorization from the State to
develop the White City industrial complex which is also served by the
railroad. Heavier industrial uses have found the area more desirable due to
the number of large vacant parcels with ample infrastructure and no
municipal taxes. When viewed in a regional and historic context, Central
Point has an adequate supply of industrially designated land and a net
reduction of 104 acres does not materially diminish this supply. In fact, DLCD
has previously stated to City staff that light industry often generates higher
numbers of employees than heavy industrial uses.

The RVMPO Regional Transportation Plan, prepared by David Evans and
Associates, Inc. speaks to the issue of regional land use development
patterns (RVMPO RTP, Page XliI-l). The Plan states that, evaluations and
research conducted in Oregon and elsewhere suggests that a mix of land
uses involving residential and commercial activity in adjoining areas can
contribute to lower travel demand than a development scheme with more

u -

171



Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Applicant: Bob Fellows Construction, LLC

widely-separated uses. This is one of the reasons the City wishes to develop
residential land in closer proximily to its downtown commercial business
district and is also proposing small-scale commercial uses near prospective
residential subdivisions in Areas 1 and 4. It should be noted that industrial
land uses generate fewer vehicle trips than do commercial uses (reference
the OTE Manual). Therefore the balance between residential and commercial
uses is more significant in terms of lowering travel demand than the balance
between residential and industrial uses. There is a 3:1 ratio between the
residential and commercial zone changes being proposed.

The City’s findings (at Record Page 122-123) reject DLCD’s notion that a precise
balance of land uses was required at the time of the amendments. Instead, the
findings make a more generalized determination that the adopted land use re-
designations are appropriate based upon market demand and locational factors.

Following the major legislative amendment to the City’s UGB, the City undertook
another major legislative amendment in the form of Ordinance No. 1815. That
ordinance created the Transit Oriented Development (TOD) standards and established
two new Comprehensive Plan Map Designations: TOD District and the TOD
Corridor. The main difference between these two designations is that the TOD
District lands are required to apply the new TOD zoning districts and the TOD
Corridor lands are afforded the option to develop under the original zoning or under
the new TOD zoning district standards.

What is not clear from Ordinance No. 1815, is how future changes between zoning
districts within these TOD designation areas relates to the overall arrangement of land
uses on the Comprehensive Plan Map. Both the TOD District and the TOD Corridor
allow for a variety of zoning districts including a wide variety of employment and
industrial uses. For lands that were already in the City, this is somewhat less
problematic because the zoning map that went with the Ordinance actually applied
the new zoning to those lands. However, in the case of lands not in the City the
zoning map is more “prospective” and it is unclear whether a zone change alone is
adequate to apply a different zone at the time of annexation than the “prospective
zone” depicted on the City’s zoning map within the TOD District Corridor or whether
such a change also requires a Comprehensive Plan amendment. Because of this
procedural ambiguity, the Applicant has addressed the criteria for Comprehensive
Plan Map amendment as a precautionary measure to assure an adequate factual base
for the requested annexation and zone change.

Not long after the TOD Corridor was created, the land south of the Quillen property
(TL 1000) was annexed and rezoned to TOD-LMR and was developed as the
Cascade Meadows Subdivision in 2002. Subsequently, land to the north was rezoned
from TOD-GC (M-1) to TOD-LMR and TOD-Civic.

B. Residential Land Supply and Demand Analysis: Based upon the structure of the
City’s regulations and the particular history associated with the subject property it is a
little discern exactly what the contemplated zoning for the property is - following the
TOD Corridor establishment from a quantitative standpoint. However, the prior
amendments that redistributed land uses in the City contemplated the subject property
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as High Density Residential (R-3). While those amendments did not include precise
calculations of the supply and demand implications of the redistribution, the
Comprehensive Plan amendments did treat the subject property as High Density
Residential and so a quantitative comparison in relation to the subject property
between the two zoning districts is useful, as follows:

To do this, first calculate the potential range of density for the property:

! DENSITY CALCULATIONS

LMR Density MMR Density
6 units/acre 12 units/acre | 14 units/acre 32 units/acre
Minimum Maxiumum Minimum Maxiumum
N .
et unit range on 12 3 23 27 B} 61
1.92 Acres

Then compare the potential number of units under each zoning districts:

DENSITY ‘Mlmmum Regulatory iMaximum Regulatory| Likely Regulatory

'| DIFFERENTIAL ‘ Differential Differential Differential

Dwelling Dwelling Dwelling
Units | Density' | Units | Density' | Units | Density

TOD-LMR (R-2) 23 12 12 6 18 9.4
TOD-MMR (R-3) 27 14 61 32 30 15.6
Net Dwelling Units -4 -49 -12

|

| " Density is provided in dwelling units per net acre. Net acres assume 41% net-to-gross factor

From a pure regulatory standpoint, the range of potential dwelling unit differences is
from as small as 4 to as much as 49.

From a technical perspective, it is important to explain the 41% net-to-gross factor.
This factor is higher than is typical, but preliminary design work on the site indicates
this is appropriate given the requirements to address potential wetlands mitigation, a
collector road right-of-way and the need to extend Lindsey Court.

From an actual build-out standpoint, the implications of zoning the property TOD-
LMR versus TOD-MMR or R-3 are expected to be small. Our client is not interested
in doing a large apartment project on the site and would design to the minimum
density under the MMR zoning of 14 units per acre. It would be impossible to
achieve more than 30 units on the site without a large apartment building component.
Under the LMR zoning, preliminary design work indicates units per the net acre
would be expected to come in around 9.4. The proposed TOD-LMR zoning is
expected to result in approximately 12 fewer units from a real-world perspective.
Twelve units is a small number that has relatively little impact on the ability of the
City, as a whole, to comply with its Statewide Planning Goal 10 requirements.
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C. Qualitative and Locational Analysis: The Applicant believes there are a number of
qualitative and locational considerations that make the TOD-LMR zoning the most
appropriate zoning for the area. Locational and qualitative reasons to zone the
property TOD-LMR include the following:

1.

ii.

iil.

The property to the north remained industrial at the time the land use
redistribution was done in 1998. At that time, the subject property represented
a transition area from single-family to the south to industrial to the north.
This concept was perpetuated when the TOD Corridor was adopted where a
large area of TOD-GC (M-2) existed to the north. This circumstance no
longer exists. The land immediately to the north is now zoned TOD-LMR
and is developed with single-family dwellings. The site will no longer serves
as a transition area between single family and more intensively developed
areas as is described for MMR by Ordinance No. 1815, “The moderate
density in these areas is intended to continue the transition from lower density
residential uses on the perimeter of the TOD District to the more densely
developed center of the district.”

There is now approximately half the acreage remaining in the TOD-GC (M-2
& M-1) designation to the north than there was at the time the TOD Corridor
designation was in place. Consequently, there are fewer opportunities for
interactions between housing and employment/commercial uses. The only
employment use west of the railroad and within a quarter mile of the site is an
office use (Microvellum) and there are no commercial retail uses within a
quarter mile that arec west of the railroad tracks. The opportunities for high
density housing to interact with commercial development to the north has
been reduced to an extend that development to the upper density of the TOD-
MMR range less desirable and thereby making the practical difference in
expected future housing supply to be small.

In addition to the technical land use planning reasons to designate the property
TOD-LMR (R-2), there are market reasons for this designation. The TOD
standards for mixed housing types at MMR level densitics works best on
larger sites with more developable acreage. From a housing market
perspective, economies of scale are important for economic multi-family
development. Four eight-plex rental apartment buildings mixed in with 12
for-sale small lot houses is difficult to make work but something like this is
really all that would fit on a site this size if the project is going to achieve
anything close to the mid-point or above for the MMR density range. Neither
housing type is going to work very well. Four apartment buildings is not
enough to support construction and maintenance of the kind of amenities you
want for apartment projects — like a pool, pool-house/rec center, playground
etc as well as cost effective utilities and grounds maintenance. Meanwhile,
the small-lot single-family unit prices are likely to be negatively affected by
the immediate proximity of the apartment building project component. The
single-family quality components are likely to suffer as a result.
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The Applicant, Bob Fellows Construction, has a proven track record of
supplying new single-family houses that represent good value. The
Applicant’s concept for the project is still to attain a reasonable density with
small lots (~4,500 square feet) and house plans appropriate for the lot size.
This project concept is expected to deliver an excellent value proposition for
aging homeowners looking to downsize and young families looking for that
first or second home. The Applicant believes this market segment is
important to the community and is underserved in Central Point.
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\'

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
ANNEXATION & ZONE CHANGE

CITY OF CENTRAL POINT ZONING ORDINANCE (CPZO)

The following conclusions of law and ultimate conclusions are reached under each of the
relevant substantive criteria which are recited verbatim and addressed below. The
conclusions of law are supported by Applicants’ evidentiary Exhibits at Section II and
Findings of Fact in Section IV.

Chapter 1.20
ANNEXATION PROCEDURE

222.111 Authority and procedure for annexation.

(1) When a proposal containing the terms of annexation is approved in the manner provided by the charter
of the annexing city or by ORS 222.111 to 222.180 or 222.840 to 222.915, the boundaries of any city
may be extended by the annexation of territory that is not within a city and that is contiguous to the city
or separated from it only by a public right of way or a stream, bay, lake or other body of water. Such
territory may lie either wholly or partially within or without the same county in which the city lies.

(2) A proposal for annexation of territory to a city may be initiated by the legislative body of the city, on its
own motion, or by a petition to the legislative body of the city by owners of real property in the territory
to be annexed.

(5) The legislative body of the city shall submit, except when not required under ORS 222.120, 222.170
and 222.840 to 222.915 to do so, the proposal for annexation to the electors of the territory proposed
for annexation and, except when permitted under ORS 222.120 or 222.840 to 222.915 to dispense with
submitting the proposal for annexation to the electors of the city, the legislative body of the city shall
submit such proposal to the electors of the city. The proposal for annexation may be voted upon at a
general election or at a special election to be held for that purpose.

Conclusions of Law: Based upon the evidence in Exhibit 4, the City of Central Point
Planning Commission and City Council (henceforth “the City”’) concludes the existing City
limit is adjacent to the subject property and will result in a contiguous City limit following
the annexation. The City herewith incorporates and adopts the annexation petition at Exhibit
8 and based thereupon concludes the proposal for annexation has been initiated by the
owners of the real property in the territory to be annexed. The City further incorporates its
findings under ORS 222.120 below and concludes based upon the same that ORS 222.120
allows the City Council to dispense with submission of the proposal for annexation to the
electors of the City and does not herewith.

222.120 Procedure for annexation without election; hearing; ordinance subject to referendum.

(1) Except when expressly required to do so by the city charter, the legislative body of a city is not required
to submit a proposal for annexation of territory to the electors of the city for their approval or rejection.

(2) When the legislative body of the city elects to dispense with submitting the question of the proposed
annexation to the electors of the city, the legislative body of the city shall fix a day for a public hearing
before the legislative body at which time the electors of the city may appear and be heard on the
question of annexation.
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(3) The city legislative body shall cause notice of the hearing to be published once each week for two
successive weeks prior to the day of hearing, in a newspaper of general circulation in the city, and shall
cause notices of the hearing to be posted in four public places in the city for a like period.

(4) After the hearing, the city legislative body may, by an ordinance containing a legal description of the
territory in question:
(a) Declare that the territory is annexed to the city upon the condition that the majority of the votes cast
in the territory is in favor of annexation;

(b) Declare that the territory is annexed to the city where electors or landowners in the contiguous
territory consented in writing to such annexation, as provided in ORS 222.125 or 222.170, prior to
the public hearing held under subsection (2) of this section; or

(7) For the purpose of this section, ORS 222.125 and 222.170, “owner” or "landowner” means the legal

owner of record or, where there is a recorded land contract which is in force, the purchaser thereunder.
If there is a multiple ownership in a parcel of land each consenting owner shall be counted as a fraction
to the same extent as the interest of the owner in the land bears in relation to the interest of the other
owners and the same fraction shall be applied to the parcel's land mass and assessed value for
purposes of the consent petition. If a corporation owns land in territory proposed to be annexed, the
corporation shall be considered the individual owner of that land.

Conclusions of Law: Based upon the evidence provided by the Applicant and the evidence

in the record, the City concludes that it has properly followed the hearing procedures for

annexation and herewith declare the territory annexed pursuant to 222.120(4)(b).

1.20.010 Generally.

All proposals for annexation of real property to the city under the provisions of Oregon Revised Statutes 222.111
to 222.180, now in effect or as hereafter amended, shall be accompanied by a preliminary plat, an exterior
boundary legal description and the annexation fee as in this chapter provided. (Ord. 1166 §1, 1974).
Conclusions of Law: Based upon the conclusions of law hereinabove, the City concludes it
has followed the provisions of ORS 222.111 to 222.180 and that the proposal for annexation
is accompanied by a preliminary plat and exterior boundary legal description provided at
Exhibit 12. The City further concludes that the application includes the required annexation
fee.

1.20.011 Application and review.

Applications and review thereof shall conform to the provisions of Chapter 17.05 of the Central Point Municipal
Code and all applicable laws of the state. Applications for annexation may be accompanied by other, concurrent
applications, for amendment to the comprehensive plan, amendments to the zoning map and requests for
withdrawal from special districts, provided that such concurrent applications meet all requirements therefor.

Conclusions of Law: The City concludes it has properly applied the procedures specified in
Chapter 17.05. The City further concludes that the request of annexation is accompanied by
a request for zone change as allowed by Section 1.20.011 as well as findings and evidence
addressing the same herein (as well as the precautionary plan amendment also addressed
herein).
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APPROVAL CRITERIA FOR ZONE CHANGE

Chapter 17.10
ZONE CHANGE

17.10.400 Approval criteria.

A recommendation or a decision to approve, approve with conditions or to deny an application for a text or map
amendment shall be based on written findings and conclusions that address the following criteria:

A. Approval of the request is consistent with the applicable statewide planning goals (major amendments only);
Conclusions of Law: The City herewith concludes that the proposed zone change is a minor
(quasi-judicial amendment) and concludes accordingly that the criterion is not applicable to
the subject application®.

B. Approval of the request is consistent with the Central Point comprehensive plan (major and minor
amendments);

Conclusions of Law: The City concludes the proposed TOD-LMR (R-2) zoning is a
permissible zone within the TOD Corridor Comprehensive Plan Map Designation and is
therefore consistent. The City further concludes that prior legislative Comprehensive Plan
processes contemplated that the subject site would be zoned TOD-MMR (R-3) and that the
proposed zoning is still a residential zone and one that is not expected to result in fewer
dwelling units to such a degree as to be inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan’.

C. If a zoning map amendment, findings demonstrating that adequate public services and transportation
networks to serve the property are either available, or identified for construction in the city's public facilities
master plans {major and minor amendments); and

Conclusions of Law: Based upon the evidence in Section Il and the findings of fact in
Section IV, the City concludes as follows with respect to public services and transportation
networks to serve the property:

e Water, Sewer and Storm Drainage facilities exist at the property and are adequate in
condition and capacity to serve the property.

e The proposed zone change will result in little or no change in trip generation potential
of the site therefore it is expected that no significant transportation impacts will
result.

e Police and Fire protection exist at the site currently and fire protection will continue
at similar levels following the zone change while police service will then become
primary responsibility of the Central Point Police Department.

2 Applicant has also provided conclusions of law for a precautionary Comprehensive Plan amendment and the
Statewide Planning Goals are addressed therein where substantively the same conclusions would be reached for
the subject zoning map amendment.

* If the City ultimately concludes that a Comprehensive Plan amendment is required, then the City would adopt
the alternative conclusion of law as follows: The City concludes the proposed TOD-LMR (R-2) zoning is
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan because the proposed zone is a permissible zone within the TOD
Corridor Comprehensive Plan Map Designation and the City herewith incorporates and adopts the
precautionary plan amendment conclusions of law herein below which demonstrates that the TOD-LMR (R-2)
can be explained as an appropriate amendment to the City’s Comprehensive Plan.
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D. The amendment complies with OAR 660-012-0060 of the Transportation Planning Rule.

Conclusions of Law: The City herewith incorporates and adopts its conclusions of law
below regarding the Transportation Planning Rule and concludes the City the proposed
zoning is consistent in all ways with those conclusions demonstrating compliance with the
Transportation Planning Rule.

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

SECTION 660-012-0060

(1) Where an amendment to a functional plan, an acknowledged comprehensive plan, or a land use regulation
would significantly affect an existing or planned transportation facility, the local government shall put in place
measures as provided in section (2) of this rule to assure that allowed land uses are consistent with the
identified function, capacity, and performance standards (e.g. level of service, volume to capacity ratio, etc.)
of the facility. A plan or land use regulation amendment significantly affects a transportation facility if it
would:

(a) Change the functional classification of an existing or planned transportation facility (exclusive of
correction of map errors in an adopted plan);

(b) Change standards implementing a functional classification system; or
(c) As measured at the end of the ptanning period identified in the adopted transportation system plan:

(A) Allow land uses or levels of development that would resuit in types or levels of travel or access that
are inconsistent with the functional classification of an existing or planned transportation facility;

(B) Reduce the performance of an existing or planned transportation facility below the minimum
acceptable performance standard identified in the TSP or comprehensive plan; or

(C) Worsen the performance of an existing or planned transportation facility that is otherwise projected
to perform below the minimum acceptable performance standard identified in the TSP or
comprehensive plan.

Conclusions of Law (continued): The City concludes the proposed amendment from
County General Industrial to City TOD-LMR (R-2) will not significantly affect a
transportation facility based upon the Findings in Section IV which supports the following
conclusions:

e The proposed amendment will not change the functional classification of an existing
or planned transportation facility because the projected number of new residential
trips each direction on all the streets used by the subject application is equal to the
amount of industrial traffic that would be possible under the existing zoning.

e The amendment is a minor map amendment and does not propose any changes to
standards implementing the City’s functional classification system.

e From a trip generation potential standpoint, the proposed amendment does not allow
uses that generate materially more traffic than the existing designation so nothing
about the amendment will allow land uses or level of development that are
inconsistent with the functional classification of existing and planned transportation
facilities in the area that are already planned in the City’s TSP to residential uses at
the subject property.

e From a trip generation potential standpoint, the proposed amendment does not allow
uses that generate materially more traffic than the existing designation so nothing

Page 17
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Applicant: Bob Fellows Construction, LLC

about the amendment would reduce the performance of an existing or planned
transportation facility below the minimum acceptable performance standards for
facilities projected to meet adopted standards at the end of the planning period or
worsen the performance of any facilities otherwise projected to exceed performance
standards at the end of the planning period.

%k ok ok ok ok ok ok ook ok ok ok ok
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Applicant: Bob Fellows Construction, LLC

\"

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
PLAN AMENDMENT
(PRECAUTIONARY)

In an abundance of caution, the Applicant herewith provides conclusions of law addressing
the Comprehensive Plan amendment criteria. Applicant believes the City could properly
interpret its Comprehensive Plan and development code to apply the requested zoning
because the Evidence in Section II and the Findings of Fact in Section IV explain that the
proposed TOD-LMR zoning district is an allowed zone in the TOD Corridor Plan
designation. However, that evidence and findings also point up that the structure of the
City’s Plan results in some degree of ambiguity regarding the need for a Comprehensive Plan
amendment in the context of the subject application requesting the TOD-LMR (R-2) zoning
instead of a TOD-MMR (R-3) zone at the time of annexation. If the City (or the Courts on
Appeal) were to conclude that a Comprehensive Plan amendment is required for the
requested zone change, the Applicant herewith provides the following conclusions of law to
be reached under each of the relevant substantive criteria which are recited verbatim and
addressed below. The conclusions of law are supported by Applicants’ evidentiary Exhibits
at Section IT and Findings of Fact in Section IV.

The Conclusions of Law below are structured as an amendment to change the
Comprehensive Plan in a manner that allows TOD-LMR (R-2) on the subject property
instead of TOD-MMR(R-3).

APPROVAL CRITERIA FOR COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT

Chapter 17.96
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT

17.96.500 Approval criteria.

A recommendation or a decision to approve or to deny an application for an amendment to the comprehensive
plan, or urban growth boundary shall be based on written findings and conclusions that address the following
criteria:

A. Approval of the request is consistent with the applicable statewide planning goals;

Conclusions of Law: The City herewith incorporate and adopt the below conclusions of law
with respect to each applicable statewide planning goal, as follows:

Goal 1: Citizen Involvement

To develop a citizen involvement program that insures the opportunity for citizens to be involved in all
phases of the planning process...[balance omitted for brevity]
Conclusions of Law: The City concludes the Comprehensive Plan Map amendment is
quasi-judicial in nature and therefore citizen involvement is assured by and through
application of the City’s adopted and acknowledged procedures for the conduct and noticing
of quasi-judicial reviews, including noticing and public hearings.

- o
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Applicant: Bob Fellows Construction, LLC

Goal 2: Land Use Planning
PART | -- PLANNING

To establish a land use planning process and policy framework as a basis for all decision and actions

related to use of land and to assure an adequate factual base for such decisions and actions.../balance

omitted for brevily]
Conclusions of Law: The City concludes that the subject application is quasi-judicial in
nature and requires demonstration of compliance with predetermined criteria and approval of
the requested plan map amendment requires substantial evidence to demonstrate each of the
relevant criteria have been satisfied. The City herewith incorporates the balance of the
conclusions of law addressing all other criteria applicable to the plan amendment, and
concludes based thereupon, that adequate evidence exists in the application submittal and
associated record to conclude all applicable criteria are satisfied.

The City further concludes that the requested plan amendment is a narrow one from the
standpoint of map designations between two residential designations that allow many of the
same uses but will permit a modestly lower residential density on the subject property.

Goal 3: Agricultural Lands

To preserve and maintain agricultural lands...[balance omitted for brevity]

Conclusions of Law: The City concludes the subject property is within its Urban Growth
Boundary and is planned for urban residential use and is not, therefore, subject to Goal 3
protection.

Goal 4: Forest Lands

To conserve forest lands by maintaining the forest land base and to protect the state's forest economy by
making possible economically efficient forest practices that assure the continuous growing and harvesting of
forest tree species as the leading use on forest land consistent with sound management of soil, air, water,
and fish and wildlife resources and to provide for recreational opportunities and agriculture...(balance
omitted for brevity]
Conclusions of Law: The City concludes the subject property is within its UGB and is
planned for urban residential use and the proposed amendment is not subject to Goal 4

protection.

Goal 5: Natural Resources, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Open Spaces

To protect natural resources and conserve scenic and historic areas and open spaces...[balance omitted for

brevity]
Conclusions of Law: The City concludes the subject property is not subject to any adopted
Goal 5 protections and therefore the amendment from one residential designation to another
will have no effect on the City’s plan to achieve Goal 5. While not mapped on any identified
inventories, a preliminary wetlands assessment indicates a portion of the site may contain
wetlands in the area of the future Haskell Street extension; nothing about the plan
amendment will alter the City’s plans in its TSP to extend a higher order street in this
location and the same will require further work to address this potential wetland issue.
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Applicant: Bob Fellows Construction, LLC

Goal 6: Air, Water and Land Resources Quality

To maintain and improve the quality of the air, water and land resources of the state. All waste and process
discharges from future development, when combined with such discharges from existing developments shall
not threaten to violate, or violate applicable state or federal environmental quality statutes, rules and
standards. With respect to the air, water and land resources of the applicable air sheds and river basins
described or included in state environmental quality statutes, rules, standards and implementation plans,
such discharges shall not (1) exceed the carrying capacity of such resources, considering long range needs;
(2) degrade such resources; or (3) threaten the availability of such resources...fbalance omitted for brevity]

Conclusions of Law: Based upon the Findings of Fact in Section 1V, the City concludes that
the proposed amendment will allow for single-family residential development which will be
required to comply with agency permits (such as NPDES permits for stormwater) but the
City and other agencies have standards in place to assure compliance and the development of
the subject property and there is no evidence that the subject property is subject to unique
circumstances that would be expected to make it infeasible to comply with applicable
standards through the normal residential development review process.

Goal 7: Areas Subject to Natural Hazards

To protect people and property from natural hazards...fbalance omitted for brevity]

Conclusions of Law: The City concludes that the subject property is not subject to any
known specific natural hazards that require special planning or implementation measures
except the general earthquake risks that exist in all of western Oregon and the same are
adequately handled by applicable building codes.

Goal 8: Recreational Needs

To satisfy the recreational needs of the citizens of the state and visitors and, where appropriate, to provide

for the siting of necessary recreational facilities including destination resorts...[balance omitted for brevity]
Conclusions of Law: The City concludes the subject property has not been adopted into any
local parks plans to achieve Goal 8. It is not known to contain any unique resources
necessary to attain Goal 8 and the proposed amendment from one residential designation to
another will have no appreciable impact on the City’s ability to achieve Goal 8.

Goal 9: Economic Development

To provide adequate opportunities throughout the state for a variety of economic activities vital to the health,
welfare, and prosperity of Oregon's citizens.

Comprehensive plans and policies shall contribute to a stable and healthy economy in all regions of the
state. Such plans shall be based on inventories of areas suitable for increased economic growth and activity
after taking into consideration the health of the current economic base; materials and energy availability and
cost; labor market factors; educational and technical training programs; availability of key public facilities;
necessary support facilities; current market forces; location relative to markets; availability of renewable and
non-renewable resources; availability of land; and pollution control requirements...fbalance omitted for
brevity]

Conclusions of Law: The subject amendment concerns two categories of residential
development, and based thereupon, the City concludes that the proposed amendment will
have no meaningful effect on the City’ ability to achieve Goal 9.

¥ Page 21
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Applicant: Bob Fellows Construction, LLC

Goal 10: Housing
To provide for the housing needs of citizens of the state...[balance omitted for brevity]

Conclusions of Law: Based upon the evidence and the Finding of Fact in Section IV, the
City concludes as follows with respect to Goal 10:

e The land use pattern around the subject property is different from the pattern that
existed when the site was contemplated for R-3 zoning (and later TOD-MMR). The
site (together with the Quillen property to the south) is surrounded by single-family
development and the TOD-LMR zoning represents a designation that will still supply
needed housing at appropriate densities.

e The City concludes that the actual delivered housing unit difference is expected to be
on the order of 12 fewer dwelling units which is a negligible reduction in the context
of the City’s entire UGB.

e Ultimately, the City concludes that this amendment is beneficial because it is
expected to supply needed housing now rather than forcing a zoning designation the
property owner does not want in the hopes that some future development may result
in a small number of additional dwellings on the subject property. The Council
concludes that it is has been many years since the City has amended its UGB for
residential lands, and while currently underway, completion of that process is still
several years in the future. Planning for the total UGB-wide housing needs can and
must be fulfilled through that process. However, in the immediate term, the City is
experiencing shortfalls of just the type of housing the Applicant wishes to construct
and approval of the amendment herein is expected to deliver housing for which
current needs exist.

Goal 11: Public Facilities and Services

To plan and develop a timely, orderly and efficient arrangement of public facilities and services to serve

as a framework for urban and rural development...[balance omitted for brevity]
Conclusions of Law: Based upon the Evidence in Section II and the Findings of Fact in
Section 1V, the City concludes the proposed amendment is located in an area where water,
sewer, storm drainage, and streects are readily available to the property and future
development can feasibly utilize such facilities. Moreover, the Council observes that the
TOD-LMR designation would be expected to demand slightly less in the way of public
facilities than would the TOD-MMR designation.

Goal 12: Transportation

To provide and encourage a safe, convenient and economic transportation system...[balance omitted

for brevity]
Conclusions of Law: The City concludes that OAR 660 Division 012 implements Goal 12
and OAR 660-012-0060 sets forth specific regulations for comprehensive plan map
amendments and zone changes. The City herewith incorporates and adopts its conclusions of
law addressing TPR herein above and based upon the same concludes that no significant
impacts to the transportation system will occur as a result of the amendment. The City
further concludes that TOD-LMR (R-2) would be expected to generate slightly fewer trips
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Applicant: Bob Fellows Construction, LLC

than would be generated under TOD-MMR (R-3) and this is another reason to conclude
significant impacts to the transportation system are not expected.

Goal 13: Energy Conservation

To conserve energy...[balance omitted for brevity]

Conclusions of Law: The City concludes that the change between slightly different
residential designations is such that the City’s land use planning for energy conservation will
be little affected by the proposed amendment.

Goal 14: Urbanization

To provide for an orderly and efficient transition from rural to urban land use, to accommodate urban

population and urban employment inside urban growth boundaries, to ensure efficient use of land, and

to provide for livable communities...[balance omitted for brevity]
Conclusions of Law: The City concludes the proposed amendment concerns a map
designation change between residential categories with similar allowed uses. The City
concludes the proposed TOD-LMR designation is slightly less dense than the TOD-MMR
zone but that it is still urban in nature and the actual expected yield difference between the
two zones is approximately 12 units which is a nominal difference in the context of
compliance with Goal 14 on citywide basis.

Summary Conclusions of Law: In sum, the City concludes the proposed amendment from
TOD-MMR (R-3) to TOD-LMR (R-2) is consistent in all ways with the Statewide Planning
Goals.

B. Approval of the request is consistent with the Central Point comprehensive plan;

Conclusions of Law: The City concludes criteria that require general compliance with the
Comprehensive Plan does not automatically transform all the Goals and Policies of the
Comprehensive Plan into decisional criteria for a quasi-judicial land use application, see
Bennett vs. The City of Dallas. The City has reviewed its Comprehensive Plan and it finds
that the language and context of only the following goals and policies are intended to
function as approval criteria for the subject application:

Housing Element Conclusion #1 Policy 2:

Provide for a range of housing types, styles, and costs, including single-family homes,

condominiums, rental housing and mobile homes.
The City concludes this policy is a sort of restatement of Goal 10 requirements to plan for a
range of housing types and price ranges. The proposed amendments will not preclude
advancement of this policy. The City TOD-LMR district still allows for multiple housing
types and the stated intent of the Applicant is to supply housing at a price point (for new
housing) that is very limited in Central Point that will provide more options for younger
families looking for their first or second home and older residents looking to downsize.

Land Use Element Policy 5:

Continue to ensure that long-range planning and zoning reflects the need to locate the highest
densities and greatest numbers of residents in the closest possible proximity to shopping,
employment, major public facilities, and public transportation corridors.

Page 23
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Applicant: Bob Fellows Construction, LLC

The City concludes that this policy is a major reason why this amendment is now
appropriate. When the subject property was contemplated for the R-3 zoning, there was
substantially more employment land planned nearby to the north (almost twice the acreage).
That area is now primarily zoned residential instead. As such, advancement of this policy,
can be better achieved as part of the legislative UGB review for housing to locate larger high
density areas nearer to areas where expanding (rather than contracting) employment areas are
planned and allow this property to meet current market needs for smaller single-family
development. Moreover, because of the Railroad, the subject site is over half a mile from
practical physical access to the nearest RVTD route.

C. For urban growth boundary amendments findings demonstrate that adequate public services and
transportation networks to serve the property are either available, or identified for construction in the city's
public facilities master plans (major and minor amendments); and

Conclusions of Law: The City concludes the proposed amendment does not concern a UGB

amendment.

D. The amendment complies with OAR 660-012-0060 of the Transportation Planning Rule.

Conclusions of Law: The City herewith incorporates and adopts the above conclusions of
law below conclusions of law addressing the Transportation Planning Rule under the zone
change criteria. The Council further concludes that a significant effect on the transportation
system is not expected where the amendment involves a modest reduction of residential
density from TOD-MMR to TOD-LMR because the trip generation potential is expected to
go down.

ok e ko ok ok ok ok ok % Ok

vii

SUMMARY OF APPLICANTS’ STIPULATIONS

Applicants herewith agree to stipulate to the following, which they agree to observe if the
same are attached as conditions to approval of the subject site plan review application:

Stipulation 1: /RESERVED- The applicant did not identify the need for specific stipulations
Jfor the subject application but may supplement the initially submitted
findings with certain stipulations if the same are found to be necessary
during the course of the review process]

d ok ko ok sk sk ok ok ok ok ok
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Applicant: Bob Fellows Construction, LLC

Vi

ULTIMATE CONCLUSIONS; DECISION

Based upon the record and the foregoing findings of fact and conclusions of law, it is
concluded that the applications for Annexation and Zone Change are consistent with the
requirements of all of the relevant substantive approval criteria which have been addressed
hereinabove. It is further concluded that if a Comprehensive Plan Amendment is determined
to be necessary by the City (or by the Courts on Appeal) the proposal can be found to comply
with all relevant City of Central Point criteria for Comprehensive Plan amendment as
provided as a precautionary submittal herein above.

Respectfully submitted on behalf of Applicants and Property Owners.
CSA Planning, Ltd.

Jeo b1

Jay Harland
Principal

May 9, 2017
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EXHIBIT 7
ORDINANCE NO. 1973 b

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE CENTRAL POINT COMPREHENSIVE PLAN FOR
AREA #2

RECITALS:

1. The City of Central Point (“City”) is authorized under Oregon Revised Statute
(ORS) Chapter 197 to prepare and adopt comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances
consistent with the Statewide Land Use Planning Goals.

2. The City has coordinated its planning efforts with the State in accordance with ORS
197.040(2)(e) and OAR 660-030-0060 to assure compliance with goals and compatibility with
City and County Comprehensive Plans.

3. Pursuant to authority granted by the City charter and the Oregon Revised Statutes,
the City has determined to amend the Central Point Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Map
which was originally adopted on August 29, 1980, and has been amended at various times
since then.

4. Pursuant to the requirements set forth in CPMC Chapter 1.24 and Chapter 17.96,
the City has conducted the following duly advertised public hearings to consider the proposed
amendments:

(a) Citizen’s Advisory Committee hearing on February 26, 1998,

(b) Planning Commission hearings on May Sth and May 19th, 1998.
- (c) City Council hearing on August 6, 1998.

(d) Accepted written comments through September 11, 1998

Now, therefore;

THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF CENTRAL POINT, OREGON, DO ORDAIN AS
FOLLOWS:

Section 1. At its public hearing on August 6, 1998, the City Council received the
findings of the Citizen’s Advisory Committee and the Planning Commission, reviewed the
City Staff Report, and received public testimony from all interested persons. Furthermore,
written comments were accepted by the City through September 11, 1998, Based upon all the
information received, the City Council adopts the findings of fact and conclusions of law set
forth by City Staff, and based upon the same, the City Council finds that there is sufficient
public need and justification for the proposed changes, and the proposed changes are hereby
adopted entirely.

1 - Ordinance No. 1183 (091798)
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Section 2. The City Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Map are hereby amended as sel
forth on Exhibits "A™ & “B”, including all maps and attachinents (o such exhibits, whicl are
attached hereto and by this reference incorporated herein.

Section 3. The City Administrator is directed to conduct post acknowledgiment
procedures defined in ORS 197.610 et seq. upon adoption of the Comprehensive Plan
Amendment and changes (o the Zoning Map.

Section 4. This update being necessary for the immediate preservation of the public
health, safety and welfare of the City of Central Point, Oregon, and based upon the need to
conclude associated comprehensive plan amendment procedures, second reading of this
ordinance is hereby waived and an emergency is declared (o exist, and this ordinance shall be
in full force and effect immediately upon its passage by the Council and approval by the
Mayor,

Passed by the Council and signed by me in authentication of its passage this

/8™ dayof -iep_km&%?%.

L

X S
Mayor Rusty McGrath

ATTEST:

City Representative

Approved by me this (8#“ day ofkp%émég:_, 1998.

Mayor Rusty McGrath

2 - Ordinance No. }:]33 {091798)
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EXHIBIT A

Comprehensive Plan amendments include the redistribution of certain land uses within the
Urban Growth Boundary and Comprehensive Plan text amendments (o reflect the proposed
redistribution of land uses. Zoning Map changes are consistent with the new land use
designations. The land use or map amendments are described as follows for Area # 2:

Change the land use designation and zoning of Arca 2 on the attached map from Light
Industrial (M-1) to Low Density Residential (R-1-6), High Density Residential (R-3) and
General Commercial (C-4).
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EXHIBIT B
PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE CENTRAL POINT COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT (SECTION VT)
HISTORY OF CENTRAL POINT

THE RAILROAD

The impact of the railroad on the community-tas-been was significant in the past. 1t was
primarily responsible for the short life of the Old Central Point and the new direction of
community growth and development affer sinee the 1880s. The railroad is-stithvery
remains important to the wood products industty and other industries located along it but
to a lesser extent today than in the past, and-with-continuete-be.

POLICIES FOR NOISE REDUCTION
Policies:

3, The City shall rety-heavity-on require property owners to master plan the
land use and design of new developments to control and minimize noise
through such requirements as site orientation, buffering, distance
separation, insulation, or other design features.

ECONOMICS (SECTION IX)
PLANNING AND REGULATION
Policies:

% Continue to emphasize the need to maximize the potential of major
existing facilities that represent major public investments, but are
presently under-utilized. (Emphasis on railroad, highway 99, and the 1-5
Freeway and the airport related to industrial development, and Pine
Street/Head Road for commercial, office-professional and tourist
development.) Pg. [X-24
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ENERGY UTILIZATION & CONSERVATION (SECTION X)

4 - TRANSPORTATION-RELATED ENERGY CONSERVATION

Goal:
Policies:

c. The City will continue to plan for new industrial development but rather
than limit development to land that is located adjacent to rail Facilities,~and
the City will also encourage industrial development in the vicinity of
highways and airports-energy-cffieient-rail fretght-transport. Pg.X-21

CIRCULATION/TRANSPORTATION (SECTION XI)

OTHER FACILITIES

RAILROAD
Paragraphs 1 & 2

The Central Oregon & Pacific Railroad (formerly Southern Pacific Railway) serves the
Central Point area and parallels Highway 99 through the community. The railroad played
a key role in the City’s development during the late 1800s and into this century. The
original City grid pattern of streets was laid out shortly after the rail line was built.

The railroad no longer provides passenger service to Central Point or the Rogue Valley,
the Central Point depot is not longer in existence. However, the rail facilities still play a
stgntfieant role in the area’s economy and serve the industries that are located along its

route, mostly within the present City limits. Previousstudies-have-indieated-thattherail

faeilities-that-existarenot-being-used-to-their-maximum-potential—Adsor reeent-changes
irrail-rates-for-shipping produetshavemade-rail-usage-more-competitive-with-truel

transport.

Policies:

15, Maximize Retain the industriat potential of the existing industrial land
uses along railroad facilities as proposed in this Comprehensive Plan.

CORRECTIVE MEASURES TO SPECIFIC PROBLEMS

RERUCTION OF NOISE

A summary of some of the major considerations are:
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Ensuring that e residential neighborhoods rhat arc located immediatety adjacent to the
railroad right-of-way satisfy safety requirements and accepted industry standards for
noise mitigation.

LAND USE (SECTION XIJ)

RESIDENTIAL LAND USE
Policies:

10. Where residential development is proposed on parcels adjacent (0 a
railroad, a sub-area master plan will be required by the City which could
result in subsequent rezoning or other acceptable methods to provide
effective land use buffering and minimize threats 10 safety and/or quality
of life for local residents.

INDUSTRIAIL LAND USE

Policies:

1. Maximize-the Retain existing industrial development petentiat-of along
the Highway 99/SeutherPaeifte railroad corridor through the City by
providing-sitesfor-industrial-development-alongthe-corridor-to-meet-the
needs-to-the-year 2660-ineluding adequate flexibility for industrial
expansion. beyond-26690:
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT MEMORANDUM

DATE: May 19, 1998
TO: Central Point Planning Commission
FROM: Tom Humphrey, Planning Director

SUBJECT:  Planning Department Response to Correspondence Received from DLCD &
ODOT

The following is a discussion and analysis of the letters Central Point has received from two
State agencies regarding the proposed City-wide plan amendments and zone changes being
contemplated. Staff will attempt to address each issue as it is presented in the letters received
and then provide the Commission with evidence to enable you to arrive at a decision.

Di .
DLCD Correspondence

The first statement made by DLCD staff is that industrial, commercial and residential
acreages need to “balance” so that the city continues to have a twenty year supply of land for
each use. Statewide Planning Goals 9, 10 and 14 are cited as the legislative requirements
for a twenty year supply and it is pointed out that Central Point’s proposal will decrease
the amount of industrial land by 104 acres and increase both commercial land (by 32 acres)
and residential land by 94 acres. The state asks that justification be provided to ensure the
City will have enough of a land use mix to meet future employment needs with its industrial
and commercial land inventory (as defined by Oregon Administrative Rule 660-09-0250)
and future housing needs (as defined by OAR 660-08-010). The belief is that failing to
balance jobs and housing will lead to an increase in work-related vehicle trips and the
corresponding failure to meet regional transportation objectives.

There are no specific statements in any of the Goals regarding the “balance” DLCD discusses
however Goal 9 does encourage municipalities to provide an adequate supply of sites of suitable
sizes, types and locations for a variety of industrial and commercial uses consistent with plan
policies. For nearly twenty years the City of Central Point has regularly experienced, residential
prosperily ... not shared by the commercial and industrial sectors ... A major objective of this
(Comp) Plan is to promote a greater emphasis on commercial and industrial growth ... (refer to
Central Point Comprehensive Plan, Economics Page IX-14). The land use designations that the
City is now proposing to change were created in the 1980's. Of the three land use categories, the
industrial land has been the slowest to develop and in most cases has been farmed or remained
vacant throughout the planning period. Recent attempts to develop industrial land west of
Interstate 5 have met with significant local opposition.

Page 122
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In contrast, the City has received two separate requests in the last 60 days to annex a total of 50
acres of industrially designated land east of I-5 for immediate development. It is the City’s
conviction that the potential for marketing industrial land east of I-5 (and in the vicinity of the
airport) is greater than it is west of I-5 in spite of the land’s proXimity to the railroad. In response
to OAR 660-09-015, the City has not only identified industrial and commercial sites (in Area #3)
that could reasonably be expected to locate or expand in the planning area ... and likely to be
needed, but has identified sites for which there is now a development demand. The letter from
Bear Creek Orchards, Inc. (which was read into the public record on May 5, 1998) also
substantiates the City’s analysis and findings.

Over the years, Jackson County has received authorization from the State to develop the White
City industrial complex which is also served by the railroad. Heavier industrial uses have found
the area more desirable due to the number of large vacant parcels with ample infrastructure and
no municipal taxes. When viewed in a regional and historic context, Central Point has an
adequate supply of industrially designated land and a net reduction of 104 acres does not
materially diminish this supply. In fact, DLCD has previously stated to City staff that light
industry often generates higher numbers of employees than heavy industrial uses.

The RVMPO Regional Transportation Plan, prepared by David Evans and Associates, Inc.
speaks to the issue of regional land use development patterns (RVMPO RTP, Page XIII-1). The
Plan states that, evaluations and research conducted in Oregon and elsewhere suggests that a
mix of land uses involving residential and commercial activity in adjoining areas can contribute
to lower travel demand than a development scheme with more widely-separated uses. This is
one of the reasons the City wishes to develop residential land in closer proximity to its
downtown commercial business district and is also proposing small-scale commercial uses near
prospective residential subdivisions in Areas 1 and 4. It should be noted that industrial land uses
generate fewer vehicle trips than do commercial uses (reference the OTE Manual). Therefore the
balance between residential and commercial uses is more significant in terms of lowering travel
demand than the balance between residential and industrial uses. There is a 3:1 ratio between
the residential and commercial zone changes being proposed.

DLCD staff have identified Area 1 as perhaps one of the best sites in the region for rail-
oriented industrial development. The reasons given to substantiate this claim include the
area’s size; proximity to state highways and the Central Oregon & Pacific Railroad; and
the site meets federal and state air quality standards. The Oregon Rail Freight Plan is cited
twice to emphasize the value that can be added to rail-served industrial land and the
inherent compatibility problems created by residential uses located adjacent to railroad
tracks. Parallel streets and buffers are recommended in the Freight Plan.

DLCD does not elaborate upon its air quality statement but it can be assumed they are referring
to PM10 (Particulate Matter) related issues as opposed to CO (Carbon Monoxide). The Rogue
Valley COG has Air Quality Modeling “Grids” which identify PM 10 Exceedences in Medford
and west of White City (refer to RVCOG map). Projections to the year 2015 show no significant
deterioration within the grid area west of White City but do add several grids to the Medford core

area.
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City staff would argue that there are various other rail-oriented industtial sites, particularly in
White City which meet federal and state air quality standards and are equally, if not more
valuable for development. After speaking with Central Oregon & Pacific General Manager Bill
Libby, it was confirmed that the COP’s service to the Rogue Valley is increasing in support of
bulk commodities or for loads longer than those permitted on highways. Historically, lumber
and wood products have been the principal commodities, however support manufacturing
products such as glue, resin, wood chips, methanol, propane and cement are also transported into
the region. COP’s Central Point clients are the mill and Grange CO-OP. The Rail cartier has
most recently added new clients Certainteed and BOC Gases to its service in White City. The
COP comes off its main line at Tolo for daily service to White City.

The last item raised by DLCD involved the Transportation Planning Rule, regional
objectives and the traffic analysis performed by the Rogue Valley COG. The concerns
expressed have to do with the effect land use changes will have on the number and length of
automobile ¢rips and whether changes will make if more difficult for the region to meet its
VMT (Vehicle Miles Traveled) objectives.

As the Commission is aware, Hardey Engineering & Associates performed a Transportation
Impact Study which was submitted at the last meeting. Excerpts from this study are included in
the Commission packet and the conclusions are similar to those of the COG EMME/2 model
analysis. Hardey states that, based on the results of their analysis, they believe that the proposed
zone changes decrease the overload on the surrounding sireet system in comparison to the
existing zoning (Page 6). Furthermore, all intersections are expected to operate at better levels
of service under the proposed zone change (refer to Table on Page 5).

ODOT Correspondence

ODOT responded to the Hardey TIS, have no concerns with the amendment to Policy 9 of
the City/County Urban Growth Boundary Policy Agreement, and concur with the
engineering analysis. They have concurred with the discussion of Rail Issues raised by Jim
Hinman of DLCD but are primarily concerned that the City recognize that once rail-
oriented industrial sites are gone, they cannot be replaced.

Conclusion

The issues raised by the State are not complex but require analysis and evidence to justify the
City’s decision. The Commission may receive additional testimony at the public hearing which
could support or result in the modification of this proposal. If you believe the issues raised have
been adequately dealt with, the public hearing may be closed and a decision (recommendation)
rendered.
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b B EXHIBIT 74
ORDINANCE NO. /845~

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE CENTRAL POINT COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
AND ZONING CODE TEXT AND MAPS TO CREATE A TRANSIT-ORIENTED
DEVELOPMENT (TOD) DISTRICT AND TOD CORRIDOR DISTRICT

RECITALS:

1. The City of Central Point (“City”) is authorized under Oregon Revised Statute
(ORS) Chapter 197 to prepare and adopt comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances
consistent with the Statewide Land Use Planning Goals.

2. The City has coordinated its planning efforts with the State in accordance with ORS
197.040(2)(e) and OAR 660-030-0060 to assure compliance with goals and compatibility with
City and County Comprehensive Plans.

3. Pursuant to authority granted by the City charter and the Oregon Revised Statutes,
the City has determined to amend the Central Point Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Map
which was originally adopted onAugust 29, 1980, and has been amended at various times
since then.

4. Pursuant to the requirements set forth in CPMC Chapter 1.24 and Chapter 17.96,
the City has conducted the following duly advertised public hearings to consider the proposed
amendments:

(a) Citizen’s Advisory Committee hearing on August 29, 2000.
(b) Planning Commission hearings on September 19 and October 3, 2000.
(c) City Council hearings on October 26, November 16 and 30, 2000.

Now, therefore;

THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF CENTRAL POINT, OREGON, DO ORDAIN AS
FOLLOWS:

Section 1. At its public hearing on November 30, 2000, the City Council received the
findings of the Citizen’s Advisory Committee and the Planning Commission, received the
City Staff Report, and received public testimony from all interested persons. Based upon all
the information received, the City Council adopts the findings and conclusions set forth in the
TOD CPA/ZC Proposal, Applicable Review Criteria, and based upon the same, the City
Council finds that there is sufficient public need and justification for the proposed changes,
and the proposed changes are hereby adopted entirely.

Section 2. The City Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Map are hereby amended as set
forth on Exhibit “A” the Central Point TOD Design Requirements and Guidelines, with
changes through November 30, 2000 including all maps and attachments to said exhibit,
which are attached hereto and by this reference incorporated herein,

1 - Ordinance No. /7S (113000)
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Section 3. The City Administrator is directed to conduct post acknowledgment
procedures defined in ORS 197.610 et seq. upon adoption of the Comprehensive Plan
Amendment and changes to the Zoning Map.

Passed by the Council and signed by me in authentication of its passage this

1Y th day of Qlar ., 2000.
\
P4 QQ\(@&&L
Mayor Bill Walton
ATTEST:

City Representative

Approved by me this __JJ "l" day of QQCW . 2000.

ol Nz b

Mayor Bill Walton

2 - Ordinance No. [$/§  (113000)
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PURPOSE

For a Comprehensive Plan Amendment and a Zoning Code Text and Map Amendment
to establish TOD (Transit Oriented Development) design requirements and guidelines in
specific areas within the city of Central Point Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

The purposes of the TOD District and Corridor are to:

Use land efficiently; _

Provide a diversity of housing types;

Provide a complementary.mix of housing, service, and civic uses;
Encourage transit, walking and bicycling;

Retain and enhance environmentally sensitive areas; and
Provide open space. v

LOCATION

The affected propertiés are located in the central and northwest portions of the C_e_'n’fral
Point UGB as shown in Figure 1 and described in the background section of this
application, beginning on page 9. The proposal involves two areas: '
1. TOD District located in the northwest portion of the Central Point UGB; and

2.  TOD Corridor located along Rogue Valley Highway 99 within the current city limit,

Central Point Draft TOD CPA/ZC Proposal
felvissiie s el 2 ] Page - 1
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INTRODUCTION

In August 1999, the Rogue Valley Council of Governments (RVCOG) completed a
Transit Oriented Development and Transit Corridor Development Strategies report of
the Rogue Valley Transit District. The purpose of the project was to create amended
land use strategies to develop land more efficiently and promote transit use in a number
of communities, including Central Point. ‘Model land use ordinances and design
guidelines were an important result of the project.

The project recommended that eight “TOD Districts” should be established in selected
locations in the Rogue Valley. One of these TOD Districts is proposed for the northwest
portion of the City of Central Point. It is proposed to feature a mix of medium and high-
density residential uses, commercial services, civic uses, and parks and open space. A
key element for the district includes accommodations for future transit service coupled
with design features to encourage walking and bicycling.

To further enhance transit service in the Rogue Valley, “Transit Corridors” were also
recommended to help support transit service along major transit routes, such as
Highway 99. The same mix of land uses for the districts is recommended for the
corridors. However, it is recognized that the corridors are more fully developed, and
that change to transit should be accomplished over time, and on a voluntary basis by
property owners.

The proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code text and
maps are intended to promote TOD design for the district and corridor areas in the city
that are based upon the model RVCOG code and design guidelines. The amendments
are summarized in the following pages. The complete text can be found in the exhibits
as noted below. '

Comprehensive Plan Amendments

The proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments include a revised Comprehensive
Plan Map that shows the location of the TOD District, the TOD Corridor, and a brief
section of new text that introduces the TOD design concept. Please refer to the

proposed Comprehensive Plan Map in Figure 2 and the draft plan text in Exhibit A —
Central Point Comprehensive Plan Amendments.

Central Point Draft TOD CPA/ZC Proposal
[Nl ] Page - 3

209



Zoning Code Amendments

Land Use Desianations and Procedures

The proposed Zoning Code amendments include new code sections containing
requirements and standards for the new zoning designations for the TOD District and
new procedural requirements for major development applications within it. A summary
of the zoning designations changes is provided below. Please refer to the proposed
Zoning Map in Figure 3 and the draft Zoning Code sections in Exhibit B — Zoning Code
Amendments for the complete version of the proposed amendments.

Definitions for new or unfamiliar termmology used in the proposed TOD Zoning Code
and Design Standards can also be found in Exhibit B.

Desian Standards

Proper desngn and orientation of development becomes increasingly important as
densities increase and different uses are closer together. In addition, much of the
success to alternative transportation modes, such as walking and transit, relies on
creating environments which are pleasant and convenient for people to use. Building
design, setbacks, orientation, landscaping, etc. all play a part in providing these
pedestrian-friendly environments. Design Standards in Exhibit C are also proposed to
be part of the Zoning Code amendments.

The TOD design standards address:

s Circulation and Access Standards for streets, public access, and pedestrian and
bicycle circulation;

» Site Design Standards for retaining important on-site features, compatibility with
existing structures, parking, landscaping, lighting, signs, and service areas;

+ Common Open Space Design Standards for location, size, and design; and

e Building Design Standards regarding density transition, adjacent landscaping,
architecture, and other design techniques to enhance compatibility between
different uses within the development.

The nature of the amendments varies between the TOD District, proposed for the
largely unincorporated area in the northwest comer of the UGB, and the TOD Corridor,
located along Rogue Valley Highway 99. Therefore, the description of the amendments
is presented in separate subsections below.

Central Point Draft TOD CPA/ZC Proposal
Page -4
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City of Central Point
Revised Comprehensive Plan Map
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TOD DISTRICT
Development Concept

The concept for the proposed development is a Transit Oriented Development (TOD).
A TOD is a mixed-use development comprised of residential, commercial, civic, and
recreational land uses designed in a way that increases ridership on transit systems,
provides a pedestrian oriented environment, provides a diversity of housing types,
improves public infrastructure investment, enhances property value, and provides an
identifiable sense of community and a better quality of life. A system of pedestrian and
bicycle friendly streets and pathways are intended to link uses within the development,
provide a network of connections to a bus transit hub near the center of the site, and
connect with the community of Central Point. The residential zones will allow a
combination of single-family detached housing, town homes, condominiums, apartment
buildings, apartments over ground floor commercial and office space, and a senior
center. The commercial and office space are planned to provide employment
opportunities and services such as retail sales and service, professional offices, and
daycare to the residents of Central Point.

The parks and open spaces are planned to be an integral part of the TOD District. All
residents of the TOD will be able to walk or ride a bicycle to a park or open space within
one-quarter mile of their residence. The parks and open spaces are intended to
provide opportunities for passive and active recreation and to protect and enhance
natural resources and habitat.

The new TOD District designation is intended to compliment existing land uses within
the District. TOD-LMR zoning is proposed east of Hwy 99 and north of Crater High.
TOD-MMR, TOD-EC, and TOD-GC are proposed south of Crater High and compliment
the proposed TOD zoning west of Hwy 99. This concentration of uses is intended to
strengthen and anchor the western end Central Point's CBD.

Land Use Designation Summary

The proposed Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Map designations for the TOD District
are:

e Residential (TOD)

This category would include three residential designations with densities ranging
from 6 to 30+ units per acre.

TOD-LMR - Low Mix Residential Zone

TOD-MMR - Medium Mix Residential Zone

TOD-HMR - High Mix Residential/Commercial Zone
e Employment (TOD) — Comprehensive Plan

Central Point Draft TOD CPA/ZC Proposal
NSERIBSEADHZDN Page - 7
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Two commercial designations are proposed which will be compatible with and
supportive of the transit-oriented district.

TOD-EC — Employment Commercial Zone
TOD-GC — General Commercial Zone

e Civic (TOD) — Comprehensive Plan
TOD-C Zone will apply to civic uses such as govermmment offices, schools, and
community centers are the primary uses intended In this district.

e Open Space (TOD) — Comprehensive Plan

TOD-OS Zone is intended to provide a variety of outdoor and recreation

amenities.
Table 1
Land Use Summary — TOD District

Zone Designation Acreage Density

(TOD) Units/Acre

Residential

LMR 129 6-12

MMR 53 16 - 32

HMR 83 30+

Emplovment

EC 37 N/A

GC 27 N/A

Civic

C 56 N/A

Onen Space

0OSs 60 N/A
Residential TOD

TOD-LMR - Low Mix Residential
Location

The TOD-LMR designation is proposed to be located in the north, west, and southwest
portions of the TOD District (Figure 3). The lower density in these areas is intended to

Central: Point Draft TOD CPA/ZC Proposal
Page -8

214



provide a suitable transition between the district and the low density residential uses
outside of the district.

Land Uses and Building Types

The TOD-LMR designation will allow single-family detached dwellings, single-family
dwellings with O-foot setbacks, and lower density multiple family dwellings. Commercial
or industrial uses are not allowed in this zone.

Density

The required density range will be 6 to 12 units per acre.

TOD-MMR - Medium Mix Resldential

Location

The TOD-MMR designation is proposed to be located between the LMR and the higher
density/intensity uses in the center of the TOD District Figure 3). The moderate density
in these areas is intended to continue the transition from lower density residential uses
on the perimeter of the TOD District to the more densely developed center of the
district.

Land Uses and Building Types

The TOD-MMR designation will allow single-family dwellings with 0-foot setbacks, and a
full range of multiple family dwellings. Commercial or industrial uses are not allowed in
this zone.

Density

The required density range will be 16 to 32 units per acre.

TOD-HMR - Hiah Mix Residential/lCommercial

Location

The TOD-HMR designation is proposed to be located in the center of the TOD District,
along Haskell Road, and in the Central Business District on a section of Manzanita and
Oak Street (Figure 3).

Land Uses and Building Types

The only residential uses in the TOD-HMR designation will be a range of multiple family
dwellings. Because of the higher residential densities, support activities, such as retail
sales and service, professional offices, and daycare are permitted in addition to multiple
family residences.

Central Point Draft TOD CPA/ZC Proposall
Page - 9

215



Density

The required density will be a minimum of 30 units per acre.

Employment (TOD)
TOD-EC — Emplovment Commercial

Location

The TOD-EC designation is proposed to be located on the east and west side of Rogue
Valley Highway 99 and north of Crater Higher School and on Pine Street from Haskell
Road to North 6™ Street (Figure 3). These designations primarily reflect existing

development and uses. Having employment, retail, and service activities with
convenient transit availability is an important element of the TOD.

Land Uses and Building Types

Commercial uses are the primary permitted activities. Multiple family uses are also
permitted above the ground floor, and civic and open space uses may also be allowed.
Industrial activities are not permitted.

Density

There are no minimum density or commercial floor area requirements.

TOD-GC — General Commercial

Location

The TOD-GC designation is proposed to be located on the east side of Rogue Valley
Highway 99 north of Pine Street (Figure 3). Similar to the EC designation, the GC
designation primarily reflects existing development and uses. Convenient transit
access is an important characteristic of this area.

Land Uses and Building Types

The emphasis of this designations shifts from the commercial/residential focus of the
EC designation to one, which includes industrial activities and excludes residential and

civic uses.

Density

There are no minimum density or commercial/industrial floor area requirements.

Central Point Draft TOD CPA/ZC Proposal
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Civic (TOD)

Location

The TOD-C designation is proposed to be located in the center of the TOD District, the
Crater High School property, and the Mae Richardson Elementary School properq(.
The TOD-C designation is also located in the vicinity of Pine Street between North 6™
and 7" and along Oak Street between 2™ and 3" (Figure 3).

Land Uses and Building Types

The intent of this designation is to provide necessary civic uses for the community, such
as schools, post offices, public offices, and similar uses. The uses allowed are
proposed to be compatible with the residential neighborhoods that generally surround
them. Institutions, such as colleges and hospitals, which can have a wide range of
potential impacts, are subject to conditional use review.

Open Space (TOD)
Location

The TOD-OS designation is proposed to be located along Griffin and Jackson Creeks
as well as the north-central portion of the TOD District. TOD-OS is also located in
downtown Central Point between Laurel and Manzanita Streets and North 6™ and North
7" Streets (Figure 3).

Land Uses and Building Types

The intent of this designation is to provide necessary open space for the community and
protection of environmentally sensitive areas. The uses allowed are proposed to be compatible
with and complement the residential neighborhoods that generally surround them. Only park and
open space uses are permitted,

TOD CORRIDOR

Development Concept

The TOD Corridor Zoning designation is intended to promote efficient land development
and the increased use of transit as proposed in the 1999 Transit Oriented Design and
Transit Corridor Development Strategies for the Rogue Valley Transportation District
Report. In the context of the Rogue Valley region, the Central Point TOD Corridor will
be one of several bus transit corridors which form links to a network of destinations.
The increased densities along these corridors provides the ridership needed to commit
funds to increase service frequency making bus transit a more viable means of
transportation. In addition to the TOD District, the corridor is another important link in
what is envisioned to be a region-wide system to increase reliance on public transit and
decrease use of the automobile.

Central Point Draft TOD CPA/ZC Proposal
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The TOD Corridor stretches from Pine Street to Beall Lane and include properties on
both sides of Hwy 99. Hwy 99 is a proposed future transit/bus route.

The TOD Corridor overlay design standards work in tandem with the overlay zoning.
The design standards address issues such as circulation, building design, site design,
and open spaces. The intent is to create pedestrian oriented development areas that
provide opportunities to use multiple forms of transit and have convenient access to
quality open spaces.

Land Use Designation Summary

The TOD Corridor includes the TOD-GC, TOD-EC, and TOD-MMR designations
described earlier under the TOD District information. These uses include medium
density and multifamily housing, commercial, and industrial uses. The Corridor is not
proposed to have the TOD Civic or Open Space designations. The existing zoning
designations and the corresponding optional TOD Corridor zoning districts are listed in
Table 2 and shown in Figure 3.  The major difference from the TOD District is that the
existing Comprehensive Plan and Zoning designations in the TOD Corridor are
proposed to remain and the new TOD designations represent optional standards that
may be applied in lieu of the existing requirements. The decision of which set of
standards to use rests with the property owners.

The TOD Corridor zoning designations will generally allow property owners to develop
their properties more intensively and with greater options, including mixing uses such as
commercial and residential. The potential for greater densities and mixed uses can
create a more viable neighborhood based on a variety of housing types and commercial
or industrial activities.

Central Point Draft TOD CPA/ZC Proposal
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Existing Comprehensive Plan and Zoning
Designations ‘
| Residential

R-1-8 — Residential, Single Family District
(8,000 sq. ft. min, lot size)

R-2 — Residential, Two Family District
(6,000 sq. ft. min. lot size)

R-3 — Residential, Multiple Family District
(6,000 sq. ft. min, lot size)

| Commercial

C-2 — Commercial - Professional

C-3 — Downtown Business District

C-4 - Tourist and Office Professional District
C-5 — Thoroughfare Commercial District

| Industrial

M-1 ~Industrial District
M-2 - Industrial General District

Central Point

Table 2
L.and Use Summary — TOD Corridor

Optlonal TOD Corridor Comprehensive
Plan and Zoning Designations

TOD-MMR - Medium Mix Residential
TOD-LMR — Medium Mix Residential
TOD-MMR ~ Medium Mix Residential
TOD-HMR High Mix Residential
TOD-EC Employment Commercial

TOD-EC — Employment Commercial
TOD-GC - General Commercial

TOD-GC - General Commercial
TOD-GC - General Commercial

Draft TOD CPA/ZC Proposal
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EXHIBIT 8

ANNEXATION PETITION

The undersigned hereby request and consent to the annexation to the City of Central Point,
Oregon, of the real property contiguous thereto described in Exhibit “A” attached hereto and by this
reference made a part of the within petition.

By their signature hereto, the undersigned certify that they are either “owners” of land in the
territory proposed to be annexed as described in Exhibit “A”, or are “electors” registered in the territory
proposed to be annexed as described in Exhibit “A”.

This petition, containing the request and consent to said annexation, must be filed with the
Central Point City council on or before the date of the public hearing to be held upon the proposed
annexation pursuant to ORS 222.120.

“Owner” is defined by ORS 222.120 as meaning the legal owner of record or, where there is a
recorded land contract which is in force, the purchaser thereunder. If there is multiple ownership in a
parcel of land, each consenting owner shall be counted as a fraction of the same extent as the interest
of the owner in the land bears in relation to the interest of the other owners, and the same fraction shail
be applied to the parcel’s land mass for purposes of the consent petition. If a corporation owns land in a
territory proposed to be annexed, the corporation shall be considered to be the individual owner of that
land.

“Elector” is defined in said statute as an individual qualified to vote under Article I, Section 2 of
the Oregon Constitution, which in turn requires that the individual be 18 years of age or older, a
resident of the area in question, and registered to vote as required by applicable state law.
Furthermore, ORS 222.270(2) requires that electors petitioning for annexation be registered in the
territory proposed to be annexed.

Elector
or

Name/Address Property Owner  (Signature Date
|Bob Fellows Construction LLC

é:?\(:r:'l“:’::):tz: 97502 Properly Owner % /o/ %’/ //%/’/) 7/'2 7/ 7
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EXHIBIT ”A” Jangson lounly Offical Records 2004 038981

oL R-WD
v page 1 of 3 Caist Szt T TingH7/08/2004 02:30:00 PM
S5008500611 00 Total:$21.00

Adelte AL

Part Q)f The JELD-WEN Family
| Walileen§ Bechetl Caunty Clerk tar Jackaon Counly, O1egon
cerlify thet the instirumenl identifind heradn was recorded In e Clerk
~ . incords
After recording return to: Kathleen S Beckell Counly Clerk

BOB FELLOWS CONSTRUCTION, LLC, AN
OREGON LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY
2950 [’HlLLll'b

Central Point, OR 97502

TS SPACT RESTRVI

Until i change is requested all
tax statements shall be sent to
The following address:

¢
BOB FELLOWS CONSTRUCTION, LLC, AN Ll
OR ON LIMITED Ll/\BILlTY COMPAVY ) /)
2950 PHILLIPS _ -

Central Point, OR 97802 )

Escrow No, APO764707

STATUTORY WARRANTY DEED

LOLA ¥. ALBRIGHT, Grantor(s) hcreby convey and wacrant to BOB FELLOWS CONSTRUCTION, LLC,
AN OREGON LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY, Grantee(s) the (ollowing described real property in the County
of JACKSON and State of Oregon, free of encumbrances except as specilically set forth herein:

“ommencing at the Hortheast corner of Lok K of Snowy Butte Orchards, Jackson County,
vregon, according to the official plat thereol, now of record, which said point is
i Lhe Southwestecly right of way line of the Southern Pacific Railroad; thence run
Goutly 35°)B' Fast along said right of way line 528.68 feel to a 1" iron pin for the
“rue poinl of beginning: Lhence North B9°27' West 300.77 feet: thence South 0°01'
west 22,.24 f{eer, mare or less, to the South boundary line of said Lnt; thence
vouth 85%58' East 154.04 [eet, more or less, tc the Sonthwesterly right of way line
nf “he Scuthern Pacific Railrsoad:; thence Morth 35°08' West 264.58 feet along said
“ight of way 1 ne ko the Lrue point of beginning.

(Map Mo. 372WlIC, Tax Lot 8400, Account No. 1-017632-8B, Code 6-28)

The above-described property is free of encunibrances except all thosc items of record, if any, as of the date of this deed and those
shown below, if any:
Subject (o the 2004-05 real property taxes, a lien not yet due and payable

I'he truc and actual consideration for this conveyance is—

IHIS INSTRUMENT WILL NQT ALLOW USE OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN THIS INSTRUMENT IN VIOLATION
OF APPLICABLF LAND USE LAWS AND REGULATIONS BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT,
THE PERSON ACQUIRING FEE TITI E TO I'HE PROPERTY SHOULD CHECK WITH THE APPROPRIATE CITY OR
COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT TO VERIFY APPROVED USES AND TO DETERMINE ANY LIMITS ON
LAWSUITS AGAINST FARMING OR FOREST PRACTICES AS DEFINED IN ORS 30.930

2, ¢k <
baed s f0 anyor Cpree 26701/

! v g/
%chu Ol e g fe””
ol 7

A V.ALBRIGHT

SEFSSTSEHS
QFFICIAL SEAL
J.L. HOFMANN
NOTARY FUIELIC-ORLGON
COMMISSIUN NO, 350208
MY wvm"sum EAMRES JUNE 10, 2008

State of Oregon
County of JACKSON

T'his instrument was acknowledged before me on LN ?ﬂl-"i . 2004 by Lola V. Albright.
B /w?.{ Wegirn 2 72~
. {Notary Mublic ry!rq,un] (

My commission expires C A %

221



~

/7 tﬂ% (’)Qg'__(’“ ! Jackson County Official Records 2005-072911
~  EXHIBIT "A" ey Sined SHaway 1210172006 08:00:00 AM

page 2 of 3 $10 00 §5 00 §11.00 Total

Al i

THIS SPACE RESERY 1. Kathlesn 8 Bachalt, County Clark for Jackson County, O
¢

:$268.00

020021

ragon,

ertify thet the instrument identified hareln was recarded in the Clerk
records Kathlean S Beckett - County Clerk

After recording return to:

BOB FELLOWS CONSTRUCTION, LLC, an
Oregon Limited Liability Company

2950 Phillips Way

Central Point, OR 97502

Until a change is requested all
tax statements shall be sent to
The following address;

BOB FELLOWS CONSTRUCTION, LLC, an
Oregon Limited Liability Compuny

2950 Phillips Way

Central Point, OR 97502

Escrow No, AP0763998 . OO
Title No. 0763998 q

STATUTORY WARRANTY DEED

WALTER H. FROHREICH AND LEORA V. FROHREICH, TRUSTEES OR THEIR
SUCCESSORS IN TRUST UNDER THE FROHREICH LOVING TRUST DATED JANUARY 4,
1996, AND ANY AMENDMENTS THERETO, Grantor(s) hereby convey and warrant to BOB FELLOWS
CONSTRUCTION, LLC, an Oregon Limited Liability Company, Grantee(s) the following described real
property in the County of JACKSON and State of Oregon free of encumbrances except as specifically set forth herein:

SEE EXHIBIT A WHICH IS MADE A PART HEREOF BY THIS REFERENCE

The above-described property is free of encumbrances except all those items of record, if any, as of the date of this deed and
those shown below, if any:

The truc and actual consideration for this conveyance is PURSUANT TO AN IRC 1031 TAX DEFERRED
EXCHANGE ON BEHALF OF GRANTOR/GRANTEE.

THIS INSTRUMENT WILL NOT ALLOW USE OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN THIS INSTRUMENT IN
VIOLATION OF APPLICABLE LAND USE LAWS AND REGULATIONS. BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING
THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON ACQUIRING FEE TITLE TO THE PROPERTY SHOULD CHECK WITH THE
APPROPRIATE CITY OR COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT TO VERIFY APPROVED USES AND TO
DETERMINE ANY LIMITS ON LAWSUITS AGAlNIST FARMlNg OR FOREST PRACTICES AS DEFINED iN ORS
30.930. . i

oated 1icdOP tayor NoVosih e 2005

WALTER H. FROHREICH AND LEORA V, FROHREICH, TRUSTEES OR THEIR SUCCESSORS IN TRUST UNDER
THE FROHREICH LOVING TRUST DATED JANUARY 4, 1996, AND ANY AMENDMENTS THERETO

. 7D :
BY: /’é‘ WY‘%‘:IJ /{!,C-"”{ -A—C—u_lz'ﬂz
WALTER H. FROHREICH, TRUSTEE
BY £ :,Jg ORI w5 0" o OFFICIAL SEAL
‘K—, L. HOFMANN

(3
HRE v TEE | J.L. HD ]
RA V. FROHREICIH, TRUSTEE ) NOTARY PUBLIC-OREGON

COMMISSION NO. 368206
SSION EXPIRES JUNE 10, 2009

State of Oregon
County of JACKSON

This instrument was acknowledged before me on » 2005 by WALTER H. FROHREICH AND LEORA V.
FROHREICH, TRUSTEES OF THE FROHREICH [} ING TRUST DATED JANUARY 4, 1996,.

7
;'/_"‘F Q ,Q (N4
(Notary Public (dr Oregon) (a

My commission expircs__é) ___t O = g )
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gtder No. 0763998 EXHIBIT "A"
age 4
page Sof 3

Commencing at the Northeast corner of Lot "K' of Snowy Butte Orchards,

Jackgon County, Oregon, according teo the official plat thereof, now of record,
which said point {8 on the Southwesterly right-of-way line of the Southern
Pacific Railroad; thence run South 35°08' Eant along said right-of-way line
528.68 to a 1" iron pin; thence North 89°27' West 300.77 feet for the true point
of beginning; thence North 89°27' West 358.83 feet more or leds to the Westerly
boundary line of sald Lot "K"; thence South 0°01' West 222,24 feet, more or less,
to the Southwesterly corner of said Lot "K"; thence South 89°58' East 357,85
feet to a point which bears North 89°5g" Weak 454.04 feet from the Southeaat
corner of said Lot; thence North 0°01L' Bast 222.24 feet, more or less Lo the
point of beginning.

{Map No. 372W11C, Tax Lot 8300, Account No. 1-017631-0, Code 6-2)
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JENSEN & ASSOCIATES EXHIBIT 11

CONSULTING CIVIL ENGINEERS

May 3, 2017

CSA Planning
Public Utility Analysis - 37S 2W 11C Tax Lots 3470 & 3428

Per your request, I have prepared an analysis of the availability of public underground
utilities necessary to provide service to the development of the referenced tax lot in
Central Point,

Domestic Water System

The property is basically surrounded by existing water lines and the installation of a
looped water system supplying domestic water and fire protection will not be difficult.

Storm Drainage

Providing adequate storm drainage will be somewhat more challenging, from a design
standpoint, since the property is generally lower than surrounding properties.

A 12” storm drain has been stubbed into the property on the west side from Lindsey
Court. The site will need to be filled in order to utilize this 12” storm drain and the storm
drain may need to be removed and replaced with a larger sized pipe.

Sanitary Sewer System

The sanitary sewer system in Central Point is owned and maintained by RVSS. An
existing system in the Lindsey Ct, Chicory Lane area is available for connection and
extension to the east to provide service to the referenced parcels.

Summary

Any des1gn challenges can be overcome through a combination of site grading and pipe
upsizing and serving the property with adequate municipal storm drainage and other
public utilities is feasible.

"‘;

M__"'I

/Iohn E. Jensen,

310 RICHARD WAY, JACKSONVILLE, OR 87530

TEL. 541-779-4352 Cell 541-727-1330 emait: jej42843@gmail.com
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION

372W11C, Tax Lot 8400 — laconCouny Ol ecorss 2004-038981
Cot=t Sin=10 CLTTINGAT/08/2004 02:30:00 PM
500550051106 Total:$21.00

Amerilitle IR O

Part Of The JELD-WEN Family
1 Kalhloen § Dechett County Clerk for Jackaon County. Q1egon
certify that the instrument identifisd hersin wan -scarded la (e Clerk
Alter recording return to: e Kathleen S Beckell - County Clerk
BOB FELLOWS CONSTRUCTION, LI.C, AN
OREGON LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY
2950 PHILLIPS

“Central Point, OR 97502

THIS SPACE RESERVI

Until a change is requested all
tax statements shall be sent to
‘The following address:

X

BOB FELLOWS CONSTRUCTION, LLC, AN —:?
OREGON LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY /)

2950 PHILLIPS
Central Point, OR 97502

——
—

Escrow No APO764707

STATUTORY WARRANTY DEED

LLOLA V. ALBRIGHT, Grantor(s) hereby convey and warrant to BOB FELLOWS CONSTRUCTION, LLC,
AN OREGON LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY, Grantee(s) the following described real property in the County
of JACKSON and State of Oregon, free of encumbrances excepl as specifically set forth herein:

Commencing at the Northeast corner of Lot K of Snowy Butte Orchards, Jackson County,
Oregon, according to the official plat thereof, now of record, which said point is
An the Sonthwesterly right of way line of the Southern Pacific Railroad: thence run
seulh 35%)8' East along said right of way line 528,68 feet to a 1" iron pin for the
“rue point of beginning; Lhence North B9°27' West 300.77 feet: thence South 0°01'
Wwest 222,24 feet, more or less, to the South boundary line of said lot: thence
South 89°58' East 454.04 [eet, more or less, to the Southwesterly right of way line
of the Southern Pacific Railroad; thence North 35°08' WesL 264.58 feet along said
right. of way line to the true point of beginning,

(Map Mo. 372W11C, Tax Lot B400, Account No. 1-017632-8, Code 6-28)

‘The above-described property is free ol encumbrances except all those items of record, if any, as of the date of this deed and those
shown below, if any:
Subject to the 2004-05 real property taxes, a lien not yet due and payable

The tue and actual consideration [or this conveyance is—

THIS INSTRUMENT WILL NOT ALLOW USE OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN THIS INSTRUMENT IN VIOLATION
OF APPLICABLE LAND USE LAWS AND REGULATIONS. BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT,
THE PERSON ACQUIRING FEE TITLE TO THE PROPERTY SHOULD CHECK WITH THE APPROPRIATE CITY OR
COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT TO VERIFY APPROVED USES AND TO DETERMINE ANY LIMITS ON
LAWSUITS AGAINST FARMING OR FOREST PRACTICES AS DEFINED IN ORS 30.910.

7
Dated this 4,?( __dayof O(&/’Cﬂ- ‘ 200 1/
"
\ i 7
Céf}xk\"&t&l(,l L&’, Ef /

State of Oregon
County of JACKSON

GFHf‘ML SEM

J.L.. HOFMANN

B NOTARY "UBLIC-OREGON
W/ COMMISTION NO, 350200

MMISSI.UN EXPIRES JUNE 10, 2008 |

This instrumetnt was acknowledged before me on S "'7,&!': , 2004 by Lola V. Albright

// {Notary Public rcgon) é

My commission expires__ é -/(») L)
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LEGAL DESC RIPTION Jackson Counly Oflicial Records 2005-072911
372W11C, Tax Lot 8300 - R ined SHAWB, 12/01/2006 08:00:00 AM
$10.00 $5.00 $11.00 Total:$26.00

Part Of The JELD-WEN Family III” II !Jj !J IL,W 1l01001

THIS SPACE RESERN\ |, Hathisen 8. Beckatt, County Clork for Jackaon Caundy, Qregen,

cortity It the Instrument |dsmiled hereln was racorded tn the Clark
Ter® atileen S. Beckett - Gobnly Clerk

After recording relumn to;

BOB FELLOWS CONSTRUCTION, LLC, an
Oregon Limited Liability Company

2950 Phillips Way

Central Point, OR 97502

Until a change is requested all
tax stalements shall be sent to
The following address:

BOB FELLOWS CONSTRUCTION, LLC, an
Oregon Limited Liability Company

2950 Phillips Way
Central Point, OR 97502

Escrow No. AP0763998 R OO
Title No. 0763998 q '

N

STATUTORY WARRANTY DEED

WALTER H. FROHREICH AND LEORA V. FROHREICH, TRUSTEES OR THEIR
SUCCESSORS IN TRUST UNDER THE FROHREICH LOVING TRUST DATED JANUARY 4,
1996, AND ANY AMENDMENTS THERETO, Grantor(s) hereby convey and warmant to BOB FELLOWS
CONSTRUCTION, LLC, an Oregon Limited Liability Company, Grantee(s) the following described real
property in the County of JACKSON and State of Oregon fiee of encumbrances except as specifically set forth herein:

SEE EXHIBIT A WHICH IS MADE A PART HEREOF BY THIS REFERENCE

The above-described property is free of encumbrances except all those items of record, if any, as of the date of this deed and
those shown below, if any:

The truc and actual consideralion for this conveyance is PURSUANT TO AN IRC 1031 TAX DEFERRED
EXCHANGE ON BEHALF OF GRANTOR/GRANTEE.

THIS INSTRUMENT WILL NOT ALLOW USE OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN THIS INSTRUMENT IN
VIOLATION OF APPLICABLE LAND USE LAWS AND REGULATIONS. BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING
THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON ACQUIRING FEE TITLE TO THE PROPERTY SHOULD CHECK WITH THE
APPROPRIATE CITY OR COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT TO VERIFY APFROVED USES AND TO
DETERMINE ANY LIMITS ON LAWSUITS AGAINST FARMING OR FOREST PRACTICES AS DEFINED IN ORS
30.930.

Dated lhiéoﬂ: day%tbdafﬂ{,l)% ; _@b_——a—_

WALTER H. FROHREICH AND LEORA V., FROHREICH, TRUSTEES OR THEIR SUCCESSORS IN TRUST UNDER
THE FROHREICH LOVING TRUST DATED JANUARY 4, 1996, AND ANY AMENDMENTS THERETO

5 e ,
BY: /-;(‘- W'fﬁp’ {n,c.-v‘{ /WZEK’/
WALTER H. FROHREICH, TRUSTEE
B%iaﬂzw VB T

3 i L. HOFMANN y
RA V. FROHREICH, TRUSTEE : Nm;{ﬂl-v #ﬁuaonseoﬂ )

COMMISSION NO. 358208
/SION EXPIRES JUNE 10, 2000

State of Oregon
County of JACKSON

This instrument was acknowledged before me on 3) + 2005 by WALTER H. FROHREICH AND LEORA V.

FROHREICH, TRUSTEES OF THE FROHREICH TOVING TRUST DATED JANUARY 4, 1996,

Publie {or Oregon)
My commission expires ]ra - f O . Q @
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Order No. 0763998
Page 4

EXHIBIT ‘A"

Commencing at the Northeast cormer of Lot "K" of Snowy Butte Orcharxds,

Jackson County, Oregon, according to the official plat thereof, now of record,
which said point is on the Southwesterly right-of-way line of the Southern
Pacific Railroad; thence run South 35%08' East along said right-of-way line
528.68 to a 1" iron pin; thence North 89°27' West 300.77 feet for the true point
of beginning; thence North 89°27' West 358.83 feet mors or less to the Westerly
boundary line of maid Lot "K"; thence South 0°01' West 222.24 feet, more or less,
to the Southwesterly corner of said Lot "K"; thence South 8%°58' East 357.85
Feet to a point which bears North 69°58' West 454.04 feet from the Southeast
corner of maid Lot; thence North 0°1' East 222.24 fest, more or less to the
point of beginning.

(Map No. 372W11C, Tax Lot 8300, Account No. 1-017631-0, Code 6-2)
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ATTACHMENT "E"

CSA Planning, Ltd

4497 Brownridge, Suite 101
Medford, OR 97504

Telephone 541.779.0569

July 6, 2017 Fax 541.779.0114

Jay@CSAplanning.net

City of Central Point
140 S. 3™ Street
Central Point, OR 97502

RE: Files Annex-17001, CPA-17002, and ZC-17001

Dear Mr. Humphrey:

CSA Planning is in receipt of your letter dated May 19, 2017. That letter raised three
issues concerning the above captioned land use applications (items 2 & 3 in the letter
essentially concern the same matter). This letter addresses these issues as follows:

1.

Pre-Application Issue: The Pre-Application meeting was held on June 28,
2017. Attendees were Tom Humphrey, Matt Samitore, Don Burt, Molly
Bradley, Bob Fellows, Bev Thruston and Jay Harland.

Traffic Impact Analysis Issue: Applicant has engaged Southern Oregon
Traffic Engineering to provide evidence from a traffic engineer that can be
labelled “TIA”. The Transportation Impact Analysis is submitted under cover of
this letter.

Committed Residential Density Issue: The City's May 17" letter requests the
Applicant provide additional findings that address the Regional Plan Element
Section 4.1.5'. At the June 28 meeting, this issue was discussed in some
depth. At the meeting, the City agreed to provide the Applicant with draft
calculation methodaologies relating to density commitments in Section 4.1.5 and
housing construction historical data. The same was provided by email in the
form of the below text and tables:

The below table is the latest inventory of vacant residential acreage within
the urban area. The table includes the current minimum net density for each
zoning district and adjusts that number by a factor of 1.25 to get gross. The
1.256 is based on the State’s safe harbor 26% figure for right-of-way. The
table also takes into consideration the Fellows adjustments (last two
columns) in the LMR (3.64+) and MMR (3.684-) districts. As you can see the
change in the average gross density remains well above the 6.9 figure.

Average Gross Density Calkculation

City of Central Point
Fellows
G oss Vacant Fellows Adjusied
Zonlng  Min, Net Min.Gr.  Acresin % Bulld-Out  Adjusted  Bulld-Out
District Denslty  Demsity'  Urbao Area  Disteibulion DU Wield  Gr.Acres DU Yield
|RL 1 125 4.28 3% 5 425 5
IRe1+6 4 s 10.88 8% 54 10.88 54
IR-1-8 3 3175 3.86 3% 14 3.86 14
[R-1-10 2 25 33 2% 8 313 8
|R-2 6 7.5 3799 27% 285 37.99 285
|R-3 14 17.5 352 3% 62 3.5 62
|LMR 6 73 15.44 1% 116 19.08 143
|MMR 14 17.4 46.21 3% 809 42.57 745
L o 313 1350 M0t 06 13S0 S0
138.79 100% 1,659 138.79 1,623
Avemge Gr, Densliy 13.40 13.13

“ Min. Net Densiy acjuated by | 25 for ROW
Sowee: Gty of Conlral Pofnl Buildable Lands inveniary
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City of Central Point

Housing Construction by Housing Type and Zoning, City Limits 1980-2016

____Zoning

Dwelling Unils

1980

Dwelling Units

SIFR

_|_Detached

30
71
896
1,145
426
334
370
113

3385

SIFR
Attnched

4
4
12

16
36

Duplex

68
171
12
2

253

lex  Triplex  MFR

222
75
10

12 307

Moblle
Mobile Home Care

Total
Housing
Units

% of
Tatal

Home  Park  Fugility
- 2
3
-65 2-2[
. .l5

70 221

30
71
898
1,148
498
1,025
86
217
__ 26
4,299

1%
2%
21%
27%
12%
24%
9%
5%

[Percentnge of Total

_187%

0.8%

5.9%

03% 71.1%

1.6% 5.1% 0.3%

_100%,|

4. Committed Residential Density Supplemental Findings:

above
followi

a.

Based upon the
information provided by the City, the Applicant herewith provides the
ng supplemental findings related to this issue:

The Applicant seeks the LMR zoning because the market demand is for
single-family dwellings as has been the case over the last 37 vyears.
Over 78 percent of the houses constructed during that period have been
detached single family dwellings. The Applicant/Owner seeks to
construct single family dwellings on the site as the predominant housing
type consistent with historical the market demands in Central Point.
The LMR designation will allow this to occur.

Moreover, when the housing type market data in the second table is
compared to the land supply data in first table, it appears that Central
Point is considerably overweight with respect to land in the multi-family
designations. The MMR, HMR and R-3 zones comprise 45.5% of the
total vacant land supply when just over 20% of total housing, by type
constructed is multi-family. This is born-out by an estimated build-out
under the minimum densities of over 13 units to the gross acre.

This condition makes a strong case that many other properties, in
addition to the Fellows property, should be re-designated to a lower
density residential designation to better balance RPS density
commitments with the City’s Goal 10 Housing obligations.

With respect to the density requirements at Regional Plan Element
Section 4.1.5, the Applicant’'s position is that the language and context
of Section 4.1.5 concerns City-wide density commitments. As such,
plan amendments such as the one proposed here relate only to the
effect the individual change is projected to have on the City-wide density
obligations. According to the math in the above table, the City's
currently planned densities exceed the minimum density requirement in
RPS by almost double (an additional 6.5 units to the acre) and the
proposed amendment would still result in the City having a planned
minimum density that would be approximately 6.23 units to the acre
above the minimum requirement.

5. Site Density Effects If Draft Gross Density Standards of LMR Are Adopted:

Notwit

hstanding Applicant's position in 4(b) above that Regional Plan Element

Section 4.1.5 concerns the City as a whole and that the proposed change has a
nominal effect on the City's ability to meet those density commitments, the
Applicant would like to work with the City on advancing its density objectives.

City of Central Po

int Page 2
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The Applicant has done some more specific design work for the site, see the
attached design concept. The Applicant envisions a project that can deliver 21
dwelling units. Applicant is willing to stipulate to a condition of the zone
change that would require delivery of at least 21 units on the site.

The design work for the site results in approximately 2.16 net developable
acres for residential development. Because of all the infrastructure
requirements for this particular site, the net-to-gross factor for this site is
approximately 1.68. This is 35% more than the assumption in the City's
calculations above. The City's proposed net-to-gross factor of 1.25 would
typically be associated with a site of approximately 2.7 gross acres where the
site yields 2.16 net developable acres, as follows:

2.16 (net acres) x 1.25 (net — to — gross factor) = 2.7 (gross acreage assumption)

If the site were 2.7 acres then the minimum density requirement above of 7.5
units to the gross acre contemplated by the City in its draft calculations would
be satisfied with the stipulated 21 dwelling units:

2.7 (gross acres) x 7.5 (gross density contemplated) = 20.25 dwelling units

In this instance, 0.80 additional acres on a small project is being devoted to the
delivery of key infrastructure by working with Public Works on the Haskell
Street improvements. This needed connection will eventually benefit the entire
City and this will in turn support the City’s goals to comply with Goal 10 and
implement its TSP. We believe the minimal effect on the City’'s overall density
objectives should be weighed in favor of moving this key infrastructure
connection forward in a collaborative manner with the property owner.

The Applicant believes the stipulated minimum supply of 21 dwelling units
represents an appropriate balance between market demand for single-family
homes, attainment of the draft minimum density standards being developed by
staff to implement Regional Plan Element Section 4.1.5 and compliance with
the current density regulations in the LMR District which would allow for as
few as 13 dwelling units.

Very Truly Yours,

CSA Planning, Ltd.

Principal

' Applicant Reserves the right for his attorney to argue this provision is inapplicable to the subject application

under the applicable case law, i.e. Bennett vs. The City of Dallas, and subsequent cases.

City of Central Point Page 3
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ATTACHMENT "F"

Sovurucan Orccon Transvonrrarion Encincecame, LLC

319 Eastwood Drive - Medford, Or. 97504 — Phone (541) 608-9923 — Email: Kwkp1@Q.com

July 10,2017

Matt Samitore, Public Works Director
City of Central Point

140 South Third Street

Central Point, Oregon 97502

RE: Fellows Annexation Traffic Analysis
Dear Matt,
Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering, LLC prepared a limited traffic analysis for a proposed

annexation, comprehensive plan map amendment, and zone change on property located east of Chicory
Lane and south of Haskell Strect on Township 37S Range 2W Section 11C tax lots 8300 and 8400.

Background

Access to the subject property is provided from Chicory Lane and Haskell Street. Haskell Street is the
higher order street that provides connectivity to W. Pine Street to the north. Other lower order streets
around the site provide alternate connectivity to both the north and south.

H

Malabar Street, Glenn Way, and Chicory Lane west of the site are all two-lane local streets with curb
and gutter. Chicory Lane is unimproved north of Lindsey Court and is an alley south of the property.
Haskell Street is a two-lane collector with curb and gutter in the vicinity of the site and terminates at the
northeast corner of the property. Sidewalks and a park row will be added along the subject property
frontage as part of development, connecting pedestrian facilities to the north and south on Haskell

Beall Lane
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Street. The nearest higher order intersection with Haskell Street is currently its intersection with W,
Pine Street to the north, In the future, Haskell Street will extend to the south where it connects to Beall
Lane, but at this time the only higher order intersection is Haskell Street and W. Pine Street. This
intersection experiences its largest spike in traffic during the a.m. peak hour as a result of commuter
traffic and school traffic from Mae Richardson Elementary occurring simultaneously Monday through
Friday. As a result of this, the a.m. peak hour was used as the critical peak hour in the analysis.

Year 2017 No-Build Intersection Operations

Manual traffic counts were gathered in late February of 2017 at the study area intersection of Haskell
Street and W. Pine Street. Counts were gathered during the a.m. peak period (7:00-9:00 a.m.) for three
consecutive weekdays in an effort to capture a morning commute with heavy school traffic. Manual
counts were also gathered on Pine Street at OR 99 (Front Street) during the a.m. peak period and at
Haskell Street and W. Pine Street during an extended p.m. peak period (2:00-6:00 p.m.) to capture both
school traffic and the commuter peak. All counts were seasonally adjusted to reflect peak conditions
and then evaluated to determine how facilities currently operate. Results were prepared in an earlier
analysis for the Creekside Apartments (March of 2017) and are unchanged for this analysis. They are
summarized in Table 1.

Table 1 — Year 2017 No-Build Intersection Operations

Year 2017 Year 2017

Intersection Jurisdiction Pesrtf::.':l :llce g r:::i:l No-Build No-Build
& = AM.Peak  P.M. Peak
Haskell Street / W. Pine Street City of Central Point LOSD Signal C,21.1 sec A, 9.2 sec

LOS = Level of Service, sec = seconds
Note: Exceeded performance slandards are shown in bold, italic

Results of the analysis show the intersection of Haskell Street and Pine Street operating at a level of
service (LOS) “C” under existing year 2017 no-build conditions during a.m. peak hour, which is shown
to be significantly worse than the LOS “A” operation during the p.m. peak hour. Both operations are
within the City’s LOS “D” performance standard, but this verifies that the a.m. peak hour is the critical
peak hour of the day. Refer to the attachments for synchro output sheets.

Year 2017 No-Build Queuing and Blocking

Queuing is the stacking up of vehicles for a given lane movement, and it can have a significant effect on
roadway safety and the overall operation of a transportation system. Long queue lengths in through
lanes can block access to turn lanes, driveways, and minor street approaches, as well as spill back into
upstream intersections. As a result of this, the estimation of queue lengths is an important aspect of the
analysis process for determining how a transportation corridor operates.

Queue lengths are reported as the average, maximum, or 95" percentile queue length. The 95"
percentile queue length is used for design purposes and is the queue length reported in this analysis.
Five simulations were run and averaged in SimTraffic to determine 95" percentile queue lengths for a
previous analysis for the Creekside Apartments (March of 2017) and are unchanged in this analysis.
Queue lengths were rounded up to the nearest 25 feet (single vehicle length) and reported in Table 2 for
applicable movements during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours.
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Table 2 — Year 2017 No-Build 95™ Percentile Queue Lengths

Available Link 95" Percentile 95% percentile

Intersection Movement Distance Queue Length Queue Length
(Feet) AM (feet) PM (feet)

Haskell Street / W. Pine Street
Southbound Left 375 750% 150
Southbound Through/Right 150 175* 50
Northbound Left/Through/Right 525 100* 50
Eastbound Lefl 150 175% 50
Eastbound Through/Right 425 675* 175
Westbound Ieft 150 75 100
Westbound Through 375 200 250
Westbound Right 275 125 100

Note: Exceeded queue lengths are shown in bold, italic
* Queuc lengths affected by downstream congestion at Pine Street / OR 99

Results of the queuing analysis show many exceeded queue lengths occurring under existing conditions
during the a.m. peak hour as a result of downstream queuing on Pine Street at OR 99 (Front Street). In
watching traffic in the field and verifying through model simulations, the eastbound traffic volume on
Pine Street at OR 99 exceeds the single lane capacity provided, and the amount of green time for that
movement cannot support the demand. This results in a queue length that backs up through the railroad
crossing, Amy Street, and Haskell Street for approximately twenty minutes of the a.m. peak period.
When this occurs, the southbound left, eastbound through, and northbound right turn movements at
Haskell Street and W. Pine Street have no place to go when they have a green light. In order to
properly show this, we evaluated the intersection of Haskell Street and W. Pine Street as an isolated
intersection. The queuing results are shown in Table 3.

Table 3 — Year 2017 No-Build 95™ Percentile Queue Lengths — Haskell / W. Pine Isolated

Available Link 95" Percentile
Intersection Movement Distance Queue Length Exceeded
(Feet) AM (feet)

Haskell Street/ W. Pine Street

Southbound Lefl 375 250 No
Southbound Through/Right 150 50 No
Northbound Left/Through/Right 525 75 No
Eastbound Left 150 125 No
Eastbound Through/Right 425 250 No
Westbound Left 150 75 No
Westbound Through 375 150 No
Westbound Right 275 100 No

Note: Exceeded queue lengths are shown in bold, italic

What is shown in Table 3 is that the intersection of Haskell Street and W. Pine Street does not have
exceeded queue lengths during the a.m. peak hour when it isn’t impacted by downstream queue lengths.
The green splits provided for traffic movements are sufficient to handle the spike in traffic that occurs
when school traffic and commuter traffic mix. The southbound left turn and eastbound through queue
lengths are still shown to be long, but this is expected during the peak period, and both continue to stay
within their available link distances. This confirms that the problem on the system is occurring
downstream at Pine Street and OR 99,

Traffic signal timing adjustments were explored at the intersection of Pine Street and OR 99, but were
not shown to solve the capacity problem occurring during the a.m. peak hour. The solution is to
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provide two eastbound through lanes on Pine Street between Haskell Street and S. 2" Street. When two
travel lanes are provided, the castbound queue on Pine Street at OR 99 does not back up and impact the
intersection of Haskell Street and W. Pine Street. Table 4 summarizes queue lengths with mitigation in
place.

Table 4 - Year 2017 No-Build 95" Percentile Queue Lengths — Mitigated

Available Link 95" Percentile
Intersection Movement Distance Queue Length Exceeded
(Feet) AM (feet)

Haskell Street / W, Pine Street

Southbound Left 375 275 No
Southbound Through/Right 150 75 No
Northbound Left/Through/Right 525 75 No
Eastbound Left 130 100 No
Eastbound Through/Right 425 250 No
Westbound 1.eft 150 75 No
Westbound Through 375 150 No
Westbound Right 275 100 No

Note: Exceeded queue lengths are shown in bold, italic

As can be seen in Table 4, when two travel lanes are provided eastbound on Pine Street at OR 99, queue
lengths at the Haskell Street and W. Pine Street are similar to those that were shown as an isolated
intersection, which means that they aren’t affected by downstream queuing. This mitigation was
previously shown to be required in the year 2000 Central Point Transit Oriented Development Tratfic
Impact Study prepared by JRH Transportation. This study evaluated the need and benefit of a third
railroad crossing at Twin Creeks to the north, which reduces traffic on Haskell Street and preserves
future capacity at the intersection with W. Pine Street. Construction of this third railroad crossing is
scheduled for completion by November of 2017, which will occur before the proposed 50-unit
Creekside Apartments development builds out. For this reason, the year 2018 no-build and build
analyses in this report assume re-routing of traffic from Haskell Street to OR 99 through the Twin
Creeks railroad crossing, consistent with what was shown to occur in model runs provided for the JRH
study.

Crash History

Crash data for the most recent 5-year period was provided from ODOT’s Crash Analysis Unit. Results
were provided for the period of January 1%, 2011 through December 31%, 2015.

Intersection safety is generally evaluated by determining the crash rate in terms of crashes per Million
Entering Vehicles (MEV) at intersections or Million Vehicle Miles (MVM) for segments. The details
of crash data are examined to identify any patterns that could be attributable to geometric or operational
deficiencies. A crash rate higher than the ODOT published 90" percentile rate or trends of a specific
type of crash may indicate the need for further investigation along a corridor.

Data at the study area intersection of Haskell Street and W. Pine Street showed ten collisions within a 5-
year period. Tables 5 and 6 provide a summary of results. Crash data is provided in the attachments.

Table 5 - Study Area Intersection Crash Rates, 2011-2015

g Total Crash ODOT
Intersection 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Crashes AADT Rate 9ot o7
Hoskell Street/ W.PineStreet | 0 1 2 s 2 | 10 | 1490 | 037 [ 0860
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Table 6 - Crash History by Type, 2011-2015

Intersection Collision Type Severity

Rear-  Turning/ Fixed Ped/ Non- .

End Angle Object Cher Bike Injury Injury  Fatal
Haskell Street/ W. Pine Street 3 6 1 0 0 [0 0 0

There were ten reported collisions at the study area intersection of Haskell Street and W. Pine Street
within a five year period. Six of the ten collisions were turning collisions, which is common at
intersections with permissive movements because drivers are required to yield and often do not. Three
of the ten were rear-end collisions, all of which occurred during either the a.m. or p.m. peak periods
likely as a result of congestion. None of the collisions resulted in injury. There were no pedestrian or
bicyclist related collisions, nor were there any fatalities.

The number of collisions at Haskell Street and W. Pine Street show an average of two per year, which is
not considered excessive especially considering the high traftic spikes that are shown to occur during
peak periods, but more importantly, the severity of collisions is low which reduces the safety concern.
The intersection crash rate is significantly less than the ODOT published 90" percentile crash rate,
which is used as a measure to determine whether further investigation should be taken. Based on all of
this, no further investigation is shown to be necessary.

Design Year 2018 No-Build Conditions

Design year 2018 no-build conditions represent development build year conditions for the study area
without consideration of proposed development trips. This condition is evaluated to determine how a
study area will be impacted by area background growth. An annual growth rate was developed for
traffic movements from the ODOT Future Volumes Table. Two locations were evaluated and
averaged, which included OR 99 at Beall Lane and OR 99 at Scenic Ave. The average corresponding
growth rate was 1.5% of growth per year through the future year 2035. Design year 2018 no-build
conditions for this analysis also included re-routed trips from a third railroad crossing at Twin Creeks
and in-process development trips from the previously approved Creekside Apartments. A spreadsheet
with growth calculations and volume development is provided in the attachments.

Design Year 2018 No-Build Intersection Operations

The intersection of Haskell Street and W. Pine Street was evaluated under design year 2018 no-build
conditions during the a.m. peak hour to evaluate impacts from background growth, re-routing of trips
through the planned third railroad crossing at Twin Creeks, and additional development on Haskell
Street. A mitigated scenario (additional eastbound lane on W. Pine Street) was also evaluated for
comparison purposes. Results of both scenarios are summarized in Table 7.

Table 7 — Design Year 2018 No-Build Intersection Operations

Intersection Jurisdiction Performance  Traffic AM Peak AM Peak
Standard Control No-Build Mitigated
Haskecll Street / Pine Street City of Central Point LOSD Signal B, 17.0 sec B, 17.6 sec

LOS = Level of Service, sec = seconds
Note: Exceeded performance standards are shown in bold, italic
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Results of the analysis show the intersection of Haskell Street and W. Pine Street continues to operate
acceptably under design year 2018 no-build scenarios with and without mitigation on W, Pine Street,
but the additional eastbound lane does reduce congestion considerably, which can be seen in the
queuing analysis below. Refer to the attachments for synchro output sheets.

Design Year 2018 No-Build Queuing and Blocking

Five simulations were run and averaged in SimTraffic to determine 95" percentile queue lengths at
Haskell Street and W. Pine Street under design year 2018 no-build conditions. Queue lengths were
rounded up to the nearest 25 feet (single vehicle length) and reported in Table 8 for applicable
movements during the a.m. peak hour under no-build and mitigated no-build conditions.

Table 8 — Design Year 2018 No-Build 95" Percentile Queue Lengths — AM Peak Hour

Available Link 95" Percentile 95™ Percentile
Intersection Movement Distance Queue Length Queue Length
(Feet) AM No-Build AM Mitigated
Haskell Street / W. Pine Strect
Southbound Left 375 450* 275
Southbound Through/Right 150 75 50
Northbound Left/Through/Right 525 100 75
Eastbound Left 150 100% 100
Eastbound Through/Right 425 700* 275
Westbound Left 150 100 75
Westbound Through 375 175 150
Westbound Right 275 100 100

Note: Exceeded queuc lengths arc shown in bold, italic
* Queue lengths affected by downstream congestion at Pine Street / OR 99

As can be seen in Table 8, queue lengths continue to exceed link distances along W. Pine Street
between Haskell Street and OR 99 in the eastbound direction (and southbound on Haskell Street as a
direct result of the eastbound queue length) even with consideration of the third railroad crossing at
Twin Creeks under design year 2018 no-build conditions. With consideration of an additional
eastbound through lane on W. Pine Street east of Haskell Street (mitigated condition), all queue lengths
are shown to stay within their available link distances during the a.m. peak hour. Full queuing and
blocking reports are provided in the attachments.
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Trip Generation

Trip generation calculations for proposed development trips were prepared utilizing the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation 9" edition. The ITE rate was used for land use code
210 — Single Family Residential. All trips were considered new trips to the transportation system. A
summary is provided in Table 9.

Table 9 - Development Trip Generations

Land Use Unit Size M AM Peak Hour FM PM Peak Hour
Rate Rate
Total  (In) (Out) Total  (Im) (Out)
210 - Single Family Residential DU 23 0.75 17 4 13 1.00 23 14 9
Net New Trips 17 4 13 23 14 9

DU = dwelling unit

Trip Distribution and Assignment

Development trips were assumed to distribute a little over 50% to/from the north on Haskell Street.
The remaining 50% was assumed to distribute to surrounding local streets such as Chicory Lane, Glenn
Way, and Malabar Street to travel to/from the north, south, and west. At W. Pine Street, trips were
distributed in accordance with existing traffic patterns with one exception. The one exception was that
trips weren’t assumed to distribute to/from the west on W. Pine Street at Haskell Street because an
assumption was made that trips wanting to travel to/from the west would more likely use an alternate
route via Chicory Lane and Glenn Way. Refer to the diagram below for percentage splits and
distributions at Haskell Street and W. Pine Street.

Development Trips, AM Peak Hour Development Trips, PM Peak Hour
1 48 1 1 4% 1
0 1 0 0 1 0 * Assumplion:
0 AM 0 0 PM 0 5022 of devsloprnent
0 Haskell ? Pine St 0 0 Haskell  Pine St 0 trips distribute toffrom
0 7:15-8:15 am 1 0 3:45-4:45 pm 6 the north on Haskell
0 0 1 6 54% 02 0 1 [ 6% Street and 502 tolfrom
2 7 7 5 the south, north, and west
0% 107 8074 8% 8% 84 on Chicory Ln, Glenn Wy,
| 1\ \‘ i\ and Malabar Street,
2 7 7 5

Traffic from proposed development trips can use several routes to travel to/from the north, south, and
west. Haskell Street provides connectivity to and from the north. At some point in the future, Haskell
Street is expected to extend further to the south, at which time it will provide a direct connection from
the proposed development to the south. Chicory Lane, which borders the proposed development
property on the west and south, provides connectivity to/from the south through an alley and indirectly
to the west through Timothy Street. Timothy Street feeds Malabar Street and Glenn Way, which
provide additional connections to/from the north and south. We assumed conservatively that at least
50% of development trips would use Haskell Street to travel to/from the north to W. Pine Street because
this is the most direct route through a higher order street. The remaining trips were assumed to use
other routes mentioned from surrounding local streets,
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Design Year 2018 Build Conditions

Design year 2018 build conditions represent design year 2018 no-build conditions with the addition of
proposed development trips considered. Build conditions are compared to no-build conditions to
determine what impacts and/or mitigation measures will result from proposed development.

Design Year 2018 Build Intersection Operations

The intersection of Haskell Street and W. Pine Street was evaluated under design year 2018 build
conditions during the a.m. peak hour to determine what impacts, if any, would result from proposed
development trips. Results are summarized in Table 10 for build and mitigated build conditions.

Table 10 — Design Year 2018 Build Intersection Operations, A.M. Peak Hour

Intersection Jurisdiction Performance  Traffic Year 2018 Year 2018
Standard Control Build Build-Mitigated
Haskell Street / Pine Street  City of Central Point LOSD Signal B, 18.0 sec B, 17.9 sec

LOS = Level of Scrvice, scc = seconds
Note: Exceeded performance standards are shown in bold, italic

Results of the analysis show the intersection of Haskell Street and W. Pine Street continues to operate
acceptably (within performance standards) with additional traffic from the proposed development.
Refer to the attachments for synchro output sheets.

Design Year 2018 Build Queuing and Blocking

Five simulations were run and averaged in SimTraffic to determine 95™ percentile queue lengths under
design year 2018 build conditions. Queue lengths were rounded up to the nearest 25 feet (single vehicle
length) and reported in Table 11 for traffic movements during the a.m. peak hour under build and
mitigated build conditions.

Table 11 — Design Year 2018 Build 95" Percentile Queue Lengths —A.M. Peak Hour

Available Link 95" Percentile 95 Percentile

Intersection Movement Distance Queue Length Queue Length
(Feet) Build Build-Mitigated

Haskell Street / W. Pine Street
Southbound Lelt 375 475* 250
Southbound Through/Right 150 75 50
Northbound Left/Through/Right 525 125 75
Eastbound Left 150 175* 100
Eastbound Through/Right 425 800% 250
Westbound Left 150 100 75
Westbound Through 375 175 150
Westbound Right 275 100 100

Note: Exceeded queue lengths are shown in bold, italic
* Queue lengths atfected by downstream congestion at Pine Street / OR 99

Results of the queuing analysis show queue lengths at the intersection of Haskell Street and W. Pine
Street continue to operate much like they did under design year 2018 no-build and mitigated no-build
conditions during the a.m. peak hour. Slight increases occur in the eastbound through-shared-right turn
movement as a result of development trips, but the change is insignificant. The additional eastbound
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lane on W. Pine Street continues to adequately mitigate congestion between OR 99 and Haskell Street.
Refer to the attachments for a full queuing and blocking report.

Conclusions

The findings of the traffic analysis conclude that the proposed annexation, zone change, and
comprehensive plan map amendment resulting in the potential for 23 single family dwelling units can
be approved without creating substantial impacts to the surrounding transportation system. Supporting
factors include that Haskell Street has sufficient capacity to support proposed development, and the
study area intersection of Haskell Street and W. Pine Street operates acceptably (within City
performance standards) with and without proposed development. The only issue noted in the traffic
analysis is an existing queuing problem on W. Pine Street at Haskell Street during the a.m. peak hour.

Queuing occurs on W. Pine Street at OR 99 (Front Street) in the eastbound direction during the a.m.
peak hour because only one through lane is provided and this is not sufficient to handle the traffic
demand. This eastbound queue length on W. Pine Street at OR 99 spills back past Haskell Street during
the spike in traffic and impacts the signalized intersection of Haskell Street and W. Pine Street. The
solution for this is to provide a second eastbound through lane on Pine Street, which was evaluated in
this analysis and shown to mitigate congestion, but the logistics of this needs further investigation and
should be pursued by the City to determine what options are available to provide such an improvement.
Without the improvement, the study area intersection continues to operate at an acceptable level of
service with and without the proposed development, but queuing on W. Pine Street will continue to
affect Haskell Street approaches during the a.m. peak hour. This is expected to reduce when the third
railroad crossing at Twin Creeks is in place in November of 2017. It will be fully mitigated when a
second eastbound through lane on Pine Street at OR 99 is implemented.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or need additional information regarding this
letter.

Sincerely,

!4415 2

Kimberly Parducci PE, PTOE
Sourucan Onccon Transpontanion Enamccame, LLC

Attachments: Count Data, Crash Data
Traffic Volume Development
Synchro Output/SimTraffic Output
Supporting Data

Cc: Client
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Southesn Onegon
Tuansportation Engineening, LLC
Medfond, Ox. 97504

North-South: S. Haskell Street File Name : Pine-Haskell_Tues
East-West: E. Pine Street Site Code : 00000001
Weather: Overcast, 45 deg Start Date :2/21/2017
Veh Type: All Vehicles PageNo :1
Groups Pnnted— Unshifted
S. Haskell St E. Pine St : S. Haskell St ! E. Pine St
. From North From East L . _FromSouth ‘ _ . From West ,
Stﬁl‘t Tme Left Thru Right , Peds  smptam Left ! Thru : nght | Peds . aoten  Left | Thru , Rignt | Peds ! Apgl‘nhl‘ Left Thru R@nﬁ;eds i Ave Tam | Wt Toisd
0845AM 35 1 2 0 38 12 25 20 1 58 0 0 10 0 53 1 0 55 161
Total | 35 1 2 0 38 12 25 20 1 58 0 0 10 0 10 1 53 1 0 55 161
0700AM 45 0 1 3 49 8 37 16 0 5 1 0 14 0 15 6 69 1 0 76 199
07,15 AM . 83 1 I 0 91 4 37 52 1 94 2 1 8 0 11 122 82 0 1 95 291
07:30 AM | 140 2 10 5 157 3 36 56 2 a7 1 4 28 2 35 15 83 1 20 119 408
0745AM ;120 2 13 5 140 19 66 42 3 130 60 3 20 0 23 12 89 2 23 128] 419
Total 388 5 31 13 437 32 176 166 6 380 4 8 70 2 84 45 323 4 44 416! 1317
0B:00AM. 77 3 ¢ 2 8 13 38 3 0 8 0 1 21 2 24 2 9 3 3 98| 288
0315AM 69 O 1 2 72 9 35 30 0 74 3 2 7 1 13 2 s 1 1 63 222
08:30 AM [ 72 0 5 1 78 8 49 34 0 91 0 1 1 0 12 1 95 1 1 98| 279
OB45AM| 47 2 3 0 52 20 44 27 2 93 3 2 12 1 18, 1 52 1 3 67| 220
Total | 259 5§ 18 6 287 50 166 121 2 33 6 6 51 4 67 6 208 6 8 316! 1009
Grand Total | 682 11 51 18 762 94 367 307 9 777 10 14 131 6 161 52 672 1N 52 787 2487
Apprch% !1895 14 6.7 24 121 472 395 1.2 6.2 8.7 814 37 66 B54 14 66
Total % : 274 04 2.1 0.7 306 38 148 123 04 312 04 06 53 02 656 21 27 04 21 316
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Southern Oxegon
Transpontation Engineening, LLC
Medford, Ox. 97504

North-South: S. Haskell Street File Name : Pine-Haskell_Tues
East-West: E. Pine Street Site Code : 00000001
Weather: Overcast, 45 deg Start Date :2/21/2017
Veh Type: All Vehicles PageNo :2
S. Haskell St E. Pine St S. Haskell St E. Pine St
From North From East ... From South. From West [
Start - Thr | Rig: Ped ' App. | Thr | Rig | Pedl App. ! Thr Rig Ped App. Int.
Time | Lot Thu Right Pads s Left ul ht; s Tolal| Lgft ul ht! s! Total | “¥" Ty ht s Tol Total ;
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:15 AM lo 08:00 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins al:
OF 15 AN 07.15 AM 0716 AM 07:15 AM
+0 mins. 83 1 7 0 g1 4 37 52 1 94 2 1 8° 0 11 12 82 0 1 95
+15 mins. ! 140 2 10 5 157 3 36 56 2 97 1 4 28 2 38 15 83 1 20 119
+30 mins. | 120 2 13 5 140 19 66 42 3 130 0 3 20 0 23 12 89 2 23 126
+46mins.i 71 3 9 2 8 13 38 30 0 8 O 1 21 2 24 2 e 3 3 @8
Total Volume | 414 8 39 12 473 39 177 180 6 402 3 9 77 4 93 41 344 6 47 438
% App. ]’919{%8 § 1.7 82 25 | 97 44 448 15 32 07 828 43 94 785 14 107
PHF [.739_ @867 .750 600 .753 {613 670 .804 .00 .773 375 563 .688 .500 664 683 .956 500 511  .869
S, Haskel St
In-Poak_H_ogr‘o7:15 AM
473
=g 1,,,_._,,,
__ggf_,a._m 12
Rl$hl Thru Left Peds
AR
Peak Hour Data
3 87 = t8: :
-4 i = )
X North
5Se 32 « Fy 1’;3:.'"
B8 Unshifted r' af3
uia & R Nay
& % v *Te 3
£ §8 P 2
b -
a
.. Left u_ Right Peds
jzl'm_s Tl 4
&
In - Peak Hour 07:15 AM
S Haskell 5t
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Southiexn Onegon
Juansportation Engineening, LLC
Medford, On. 97504

North-South: S. Haskell Street File Name : Pine-Haskell_Wednesday
East-West: E. Pine Street Site Code : 00000002
Weather: Overcast, 45 deg Start Date : 2/22/2017
Veh Type: All Vehicles PageNo :1
1 .. .. Groups Printed- Unshifted :
8. Haskell St y E. Pine St i S. Haskell St E. Pine St
FromMNorth =~~~ FromEast From South o From West
StartTime  Left | Thru Right Peds soves; Left Thru ) Right | Peds sepmmm’ Left Thru, Right | Peds msrew Left Thru Rght Peds s re im T
0700AM 43 0 2 1 46 O 35 18 O0 63 ©0 0 14 O 14 3 4 1 0 53 176
07.16AM 75 ¥ 3 1 80, 4 38 56 0 98 2 2 7 0 1 11 78 0 0 89 278
07:30 AM 145 1 12 5 163; 9 21 52 1 83 1 2 36 0 39 18 88 2 24 132 417
07:45AM 118 3 13 6 140, 11 68 58 3 M40 1 3 18 O 22 10 91 1 14 116 418
Total : 381 5 30 13 429' 33 162 185 4 384 4 7 75 0 86 42 306 4 38 390 | 1289
08:00 AM 90 1 4 4 9 15 41 32 0 88 0 0 9 1 10 3 85 2 5 95 292
08:15AM 565 2 3 0 60 5 30 28 0 63 0 1 15 0 16 3 52 1 1 57 196
0830 AM 66 0 5 1 72 8 33 22 0 63 1 1 1 1 14 0 61 0 4 65 214
_0846AM 63 1 2 2 6 10 33 20 0 72 1 0 8 3 12 3 54 1 .3 61 213
Total 274 4 14 7 299 38 137 111 0 286 2 2 43 5 52 g 252 4 13 278 915
Grand Total 655 9 44 20 728 71 209 296 4 670 6 g 118 5 138 51 558 8 51 668 2204
Apprch % a0 1.2 6 27 106 446 442 06 43 65 855 36 76 835 12 76
Total % 29.7 04 2 09 33 32 136 134 02 304 03 04 54 02 63 23 2563 04 23 303
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Soutfexn Oxegon
Tnanspontation Engineeving, LLC
Medford, Ox. 97504

North-South: S. Haskell Street File Name : Pine-Haskell_Wednesday
East-West: E. Pine Street Site Code : 00000002
Weather: Overcast, 45 deg Start Date : 2/22/2017
Veh Type: All Vehicles Page No :2
S. Haskell St E. Pine St S. Haskell St i E. Pine St
From North From Easl From South .4 . . FromWest A
Start Loft | Treu | Right | Peds:| wpisss | Lot Thr Rig Ped App. Left Thr Rig Ped App. ! LeﬁE Thr Rig Ped  App. Int. |

Time u ht s Total u ht s Total} —
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:15 AM to 08:00 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:

u ht. s| Total Total

07:15 AM 07:15 AM

07:16 AM 07:15 AM !

+Omins. 75 1 3 1 80 4 3 5 0 9i 2 2 7 0 11 11 78 0 0 89
+1Smins. 145 1 12 5 163 9 21 52 1 83| 1 2 38 0 39 18 88 2 24 132
+30mins. 118 3 13 6 140 11 68 58 3 140! 1 3 18 O 22 10 91 1 14 116
+45mins. 80 1 4 4 99 15 41 32 0 8| 0 0 _9 1 10 3 8 2 5 95
ToalVoume 428 6 32 16 482 39 168 198 4 409, 4 7 70 1 82 42 342 5 43 432
%App.Told 888 12 65 3.3 95 411 484 1 | 49 85 854 12 97 792 12 10

PHF 738 500 615 667 739 850 618 .853 ,333 730 |.500 ,583 486 .250 .526 .583 .940 625 448 618

S Haskel 51
in - Peak Hour: 07:15 AM
482
i 920 6l 42 '8
Ight Tr}ru L?ﬂ Peds
¢ | -»
v
Peak Hour Data
[ - - —
ERE G S + 8z
= North - g
P o~
Beg | [ <33 £y
b; g W ‘E, Unshifted | § ; i'
"3 & v {3y N
= (4]
1 (] -D
E -
2 g, ¢
E S
>
, ket Thru _ Righ
SN ) (S 1
T8
In - Peak Hour: 07:15 AM
S Haskell St
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Southexn Oxegon
Fuansportation Engineering, LLC
Medford, On. 97504

North-South: S. Haskell St File Name : Pine-Haskell_Thursday
East-West: E. Pine St Site Code : 00000003
Weather: Overcast, 45 deg Start Date :2/23/2017
Veh Type; All Vehicles PageNo :1
. L ] Groups Printed- Unshifted
S. Haskell : E. Pine St S. Haskell E. Pine St
o ... FromNoth ' From East . From South | From West |
Stert Time | Left  Thru  Right  Peds | apras | Left Thiu  Right ) Peds  aprue Left | Thru | Right ' Peds | wprus | Left | Thru Rignt Peds  spres ot Tetw
07:.00AM 35 2 2 1 40: 15 30 19 1 65 1 0 13 0 14 3 58 0 1 62 181
07:16 AM . 83 7 4 2 6, 65 35 51 0 91° D 2 19 0 21 9 73 1 0 83 291
07:30 AM 136 3 16 7 1621 2 42 62 0 106 . 0 3 23 0 26 17 90 4 15 126 420
07:45AM 122 3 18 3 146 13 656 50 3 _121] 1 1.23 5 3, 16 92 3 23 133 430
Total 376 15 40 13 444 35 162 182 4 383; 2 6 78 5 91, 44 313 8 39 404 1322
08:.00AM ; 72 0 7 13 92 10 36 39 0 8 0 1 17 2 20 7 84 4 2 97 294
08:15 AM ‘ 59 1 2 0 62 8 35 33 0 76! 0 2 17 0 19 4 61 2 3 70 227
08:30AM | 70 0 1 2 73 5§ 38 36 0 79: 0 0 12 o 12 1 105 1 1 108 272
08:45AM; 40 3 2 0 45 29 5 3 0 10| 2 o0 10 0 12 1 5 1 1 62 220
Total 241 4 12 15 272 44 162 144 0 350! 2 3 56 2 63 13 309 8 7 337 1022
Grand Total | 817 19 52 28 716 79 324 326 4 733 4 9 134 7 154 | 57 622 16 46 741 2344
Apprch% !862 27 73 39 108 442 445 05 26 58 87 45 7.7 839 22 82
Total% '263 0.8 22 12 305 34 138 139 02 313 02 04 57 03 66/ 24 265 07 2 316
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Soutfiexn Oxegon
Transpontation Engineeving, LLC
Medford, Ox. 97504

North-South: S. Haskell St File Name : Pine-Haskell_Thursday
East-West: E. Pine St Site Code : 00000003
Weather: Overcast, 45 deg Start Date : 2/23/2017
Veh Type: All Vehicles PageNo :2
S. Haskell E. Pine St I S. Haskell I E. Pine St
From North FromEast =~ ., _ ___ FromSouth = From West -
Start ' ' Thr| Rig; Ped ! App. . Thri Rig| Ped| App. | Thr Rig Ped App. Int.
Time Left Thu Ront Peds srwr Left, u! hti s;Ig!_a!,J Lefty U m| s, Toml Let "0 TR s Total Total
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:15 AM 1o 08:00 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at: ~
07:15 AM 0715 AM 07.15 AM 07:16 AM
+0 ming. 83 7 4 2 96 5 35 51 0 91 0 2 19 0 21 9 73 1 0 83
+15 mins. 136 3 18 7 162 2 42 62 0 106 0 3 23 0 26 17 90 4 15 126
+30 mins. 122 3 18 3 146 13 56 50 3 121 1 1 23 5 30 156 92 3 23 133
+46mins. 72 0 7 13 92. 10 36 39 0 8 0 1 17 2 20 T 84 4 2 97
Totalvolume 413 13 45 25 496, 30 168 202 3 403 1 7 82 7 97 48 339 12 40 439
%App. Tolal | 833 26 9.1 5 i 74 417 501 07 1 12 845 7.2 1108 772 27 9.1 |
PHF 759 464 625 .481 765 {.877 .764 815 _,g@g_,,_,.gg&ggg 583 891 350 .BO8 708 .921 750 435 825
S. Haskall
In - Peak Hour, 07:15 AM
496
48013 413 28]
Righl ‘l‘hm Left Peds
¢+ . »
A4
Peak Hour Data
e 4 + 2
2 E T g7
ke Nort 8
E£ [ & 2@ s
EE 'S%_ = 8;“'
o B v vg 37
= [
e |93 3 z
& Fw
[ 4]
In- Peacl; Hour: 07:156 AM
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Southexn Oxegan
Tuanspextation Engineeving, LLC
Medfoxd, Ox. 97504

North-South: S. Haskell Street File Name : Haskell-Pine
East-West: E. Pine Street Site Code : 00000005
Weather: Overcast, 45 deg Start Date :2/23/2017
Veh Type: All Vehicles Page No :1
Groups Printed- Unshifted
S. Haskell St E. Pine St S. Haskell St E. Pine St
From North From East From South From VWest

Start Time Lefl | Thru | Rignt | Peds  apnw Left Thru Right Pods . sprew LER Theu Right Peds  aeres Left THru | Right Peds | s rest | ot Tol

0200PM 39 3 3 3 48 8 36 3B 0 8 2 4 5 1 12 6 37 4 0 47 189
02:15PM 81 1 14 26 132 9 6 7 1 141 2 1 8 3 14 6 54 1 2 63 350
02:30PM 77 1 10 6 94 13 63 7 O 152 4 0 13 0 17 5 64 1 0 70 333
0245PM 60 0 3 0 63 19 62 58 0 139 4 3 11 2 20 2 5 0 4 57 279
Total 267 5 30 35 337 49 222 242 1 514 12 8 37 6 63 19 206 6 6 237 1151
03:00PM| 44 2 1 2 49! 8 73 48 1 130' 2 2 13 0 17| 2 57 0 5 64| 260
03:15PM: 5 0 7 2 68} 11 61 59 3 13 2 1 15 0 18 6 67 2 0 75| 295
03:30PM: 52 1 3 1t 67/ 22 79 54 1 15 1 2 16 0 19| O 7 2 0 78| 310
0345PM. 66 0 6 0 72, 26 106 72 1 .23 0 2 15 Q0 7. 2 68 1 2 71| 363
Totali221 3 17 5 2461 66 318 233 6 623 5 7 59 0 71' 10 266 5 7 288] 1228
04:00PM 63 0 3 2 68 18 106 64 2 190 2 1 13 0 16' 3 6 0 0 68 342
04:15PM 55 1 4 2 62/ 14 102 72 4 192 0 0 9 O 95 1 6 0 0 70 333
0430PM 49 0 1 O 50, 14 98 73 5 180 2 1 10 0 13, 1 6 1 0 68 321
G445PM 42 0 1 0 43, 9 107 7 O 187 1 1 7 0 9, 4 47 2 1 54 203
Total 209 1 9 4 2237 65 413 280 11 759 6 3 39 0 47. 9 247 3 1 260 1289
05:00PM 61 0 1 0O 62 16 9 8 0 196/ 1 2 26 1 30 5 49 2 4 60 348
05:15PM 51 1 3 0 55 19 120 73 3 2165, 0 1 15 2 18 1 6 O 0 66 354
05:30PM 56 o0 2 3 61 15 8 8 5 197, 3 0 14 0 17 2 6 2 0 69 344
0545PM 43 O 2 0 45 9 99 58 1 167 2 0 10 4 16 3 49 1 Q0 53 281
Total 211 1 8 3 223 69 402 306 9 7751 6 3 65 7 81 11 228 5 4 248 1327
Grand Total 908 10 64 47 1029 229 1355 1080 27 2671 28 21 200 13 262 49 947 19 18 1033 4995
Apprch% 882 1 62 46 86 507 397 1 107 8 763 5 47 917 18 17
Total% 182 02 13 09 206 46 271 212 05 535 06 04 4 03 52 1t 19 04 04 207

253



Soutfiexn Oregon
Fanspoxtation Engineening, LLC
Medford, Ox. 97504

North-South: S. Haskell Street File Name : Haskell-Pine
East-West: E. Pine Street Site Code : 00000005
Weather: Overcast, 45 deg Start Date : 2/23/2017
Veh Type: All Vehicles Page No :2
S. Haskell St E. Pine St S.HaskelSt | E.PineSt l
From North From East From South i From West
Time Lot T mow pote s Lot Ty R Ped 200 (oq T Rg Ped| A oq| T Rg Ped| App| it

Peak Hour Analysis From 03:45 PM to 04:30 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:

QX495 PM 0rasPam 0344 PM 03:45 PM

+0 mins. 66 0 ] 0 72 25 105 72 1 203 0 2 15 0 17 2 66 1 2 7
+15mins. 63 0 3 2 68 18 106 64 2 190 2 1 13 0 16 3 65 0 0 68
+30mins. 55 1 4 2 62 14 102 72 4 192 0 0 9 0 9 1 69 0 0 70
+45mins. 49 0 1 0 50 14 98 73 5 190 2 1 10 0 13 1 66 1 0 68
Total Volume 233 1 14 4 252 71 411 281 12 775 4 4 47 0 55 7 266 2 2 277
%hpp Tora 925 04 586 186 92 53 363 15 73 73 855 0] 25 9 07 0.7

PHF 883 250 583 500 875 710 969 862 600 954 500 500 783 000 809 583 984 500 ,250 .975
5. Hoskell S
In - Paak Hour: 03:45 PM
252
i 14_"1 203 4
Rifht Thru  Left  Peds
4 J' “p
Peak Hour Data
= ~ a3 -
. EMT T £y ;
= - North
|5 8;; ! §;E—»—> 1 g 2 % .
gas | Unshifted TyEs
B H . 3
i ’_Je { e g"
[ % ) et
' | oo )
e ']
P :E § " =
‘_l T ['.
Lalt  Thru Righl Pads
4/ 4 4T 0
In- Peak Hour: 03:45 PM
S Haskell S1
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Southexn Ouegon
Transportation Engineeving, LLC
Medferd, Ox. 97504

North-South: OR 99 File Name : E Pine_OR 99_AM
East-West: E. Pine Street Site Code : 00000004
Weather: Overcast, 45 deg Start Date : 2/23/2017
Veh Type: All Vehicles (Thurs) PageNo :1
... Groups Printed- Unshifted
OR 99 E. Pine St OR 99 E. Pine St
From North From East From South From West

Start Time Left Thru Right Pads sprew Left ' Thru i Rignt | Peds | spraw LeR Thru Right Peds smrew Left Thru  Right Peds s res ot Toml

07:00 AM 3 28 16 0 47 21 37 4 0 62 19 30 18 0 68 17 72 27 1 117 204
07:15 AM 7 8 17 0 59 37 47 5 0 89 32 43 14 1 90 33 94 36 2 165 403
07:30AM 11 58 28 0 97 35 4 9 0 88 38 49 23 0 110 42 140 62 1 245 540
07:45AM 7 69 25 4 1056 45 72 13 2 132 41 60 31 2 134 54 1168 67 0 237 608
Total 28 190 86 4 308 138 200 3 2 371 130 182 87 3 402 146 422 192 4 764 1845
08:00AM 14 54 15 0 83 34 45 16 0 96 28 53 27 2 110 38 104 46 3 191 478
08:15 AM 9 40 21 1 71 3% 40 M 0 88 16 585 27 0 98 34 74 30 1 139 396
08:30AM 13 57 19 0 89 41 49 7 0 97 13 73 30 0 116 72 82 45 0 189 501
0845AM 16 58 25 0 99 652 58 1 1 12 24 65 20 0 118 27 52 25 1 105 444
Total 62 209 80 1 342 164 192 45 1 402 81 246 113 2 442 171 312 146 5 634 1820
Grand Total 80 399 166 5 650 302 392 76 3 773! 211 428 200 5 844 317 734 338 9 1398 3665
Apprch % | 123 614 255 08 301 507 9.8 04 { 25 507 237 08 22,7 525 242 08
Total% ! 22 109 45 01 177 82 107 21 04 211: 58 11.7 55 0.1 23 86 20 92 02 381
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Southexn Oxegon
Transportation Engineeving, LLC
Medford, Ox. 97504

North-South: OR 99 File Name : E Pine_OR 99_AM
East-West: E. Pine Street Site Code : 00000004
Weather: Overcast, 45 deg Start Date : 2/23/2017
Veh Type: All Vehicles (Thurs) PageNo :2
OR 99 E Pine St OR 99 E. Pine St
| ) From North From East . From South FlzomWest ;
“Start Thr Rig Ped App. Thr Rig | Ped | App. Thr: Rig | Ped | App. Int. |
Time | * Leﬂ Thru | Rignt Pods -y ras Lot T nt. s Total “ Ul ht s! Total o | ] iTotal | Total
Peak Hour Analysis From 07 15 AM to 08:00 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:
o745 AM or s Au 07:15AM 07:16 AM
+Omins. 7 35 17 0 59 37 47 5 0 89 32 43 14 1 90 33 94 36 2 165
+#5mins. 11 58 28 0 97 35 44 9 0 88 38 49 23 0 110 42 140 62 1 245
+30mins. 7 69 26 4 105 45 72 13 2 132 41 60 31 2 134 54 116 67 O 237
+45mins. 14 54 15 0 83 34 45 18 Q 95 28 8§ 27 2 110 38 104 48 3 191
ToialVolume 39 216 85 4 344 151 208 43 2 404 139 205 95 5 444 167 454 211 6 838
%app Tolal 113 62.8 24.7 1.2 a74 515 106 05 31.3 462 214 1.4 19.8 542 252 07
PHF 698 .783 759 250 819 839 722 672 250 765 846 854 766 .625 .828 .773 .811 7867 500 855

OR 90
in - Paak Hour; 0715 AM
344

I
I_"88l 2161 38l 4
Right Thru Left Peds
- ! Ly

v

Peak Hour Data

3 g7 + ‘g, 7
0 -
=~ North
E. 3 §
‘;.’5 ¥+ by e e « 33 (‘EE
" < { Unshifted _ ; ﬂ
é D g v
< & g £

‘—l T ("

_Left _Thn m e_e_a§
p.al 208! .8

L 444;
In - Peak Hour; 07:15 AM
—0BR00
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Crash History by Month & Year

HASKELL ST at PINE ST | Milepoint to | 01/01/2011 to 12/31/2015

Mileage Type(s):

1.2
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shown in the table should be flagged for further analysis.

Exhibit 4-1 Intersection Crash Rates per MEV by Land Type and Traffic Control

Rural Urban
3SG 3ST 4SG 48T 38G 3ST 4SG 4ST
No. of 7 115 20 60) 55 77 106 60

Intersections

Mean Crash Rate 0.226 | 0.196 [0.324 [0.434 [0.275 [0.131 [0.477 |0.198

Median Crash Rate | 0.163 | 0.092 | 0.320 | 0.267 | 0.252 | 0.105 | 0.420 | 0.145

Standard Deviation | 0.185 [ 0.314 [ 0.223 [ 0.534 | 0.155 [ 0.121 | 0.273 | 0.176

Coefficient of 0.819 | 1.602 | 0.688 | 1.230 | 0.564 |0.924 | 0.572 | 0.889
Variation

90™ Percentile 0.464 | 0.475 | 0.579 | 1.080 | 0.509 | 0.293 | 0.860 | 0.408
Rate

Source: Assessient OF Statewide ierseetion Salety Perlormance, FHWA-OR-RD-18, Portland State
University and Oregon Slate University, June 2011, Table 4.1, p. 47,

A spreadsheet caleulator has been developed that implements the critical rate calculations
for intersections. For additional information see pages 4-35 through 4-39 in HSM
Volume 1. Example 4-2 illustrates the use of the Critical Rate method for urban area
intersections.

Example 4-2 HSM Critical Rate for Intersections

As part of an urban street modernization project, a safety analysis needs to be done for
Main Strect. This street is a congested urban corridor with a mixture of unsignalized and
signalized intersections with varying numbers of lanes.

The project engineer has created existing year average daily traffic (ADT) volumes from
available intersection counts. The ADT counts were converted into AADT using
appropriate seasonal factors which are shown as daily total entering volumes in the figure
below. In addition, intersection crash data for the past five ycars arc shown in the table
below.

Data Needs:
Existing Year Annual Average Daily Entering Traffic Volumes

Analysis Procedurc Manual Version 2 4-5 Last Updated 12/2014
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G PMENT:

ODOT Future Volume Table

2013 2035 Growth Rate / Year
OR99 atScenic 7200 10,100 1.015
OR99 atBeall 14,400 20,100 1.015

TWIN CREEKS CROSSING IMPACT:

Re-routed Trafflc from Twin Creeks Railroad Crossing

AM Peak Hour: Approximately 15% SB increase on OR 99 or 50 trips reduction on Haskell Street at Pine (-50 SBL)
Approximately 12% NB increase on OR 99 or 65 trip reduction on Pine at Haskell (-40 WBR, -25 WBT)

PM Peak Hour: Approximately 12% SB increase on OR 99 or 45 trip reduction on Haskell Street at Pine (-45 SBL)
Approximately 21% NB increase on OR 99 or 115 trip reduction on Pine at Haskell (-65 WBR, -50 WBT)
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

54: E Pine St & Front 03/09/2017
st «w |

Moverient NBL  NST NBR  8BL s%r 8B

Lane Configurations % b % t

Traffic Volume {vph) 140 205 95 40 220

Future Volume (vph) 140 205 95 40 220

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 40 4.0 4.0

Lane Util, Factor 100 095 100 095

Frpb, pedibikes 1.00 099 100 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 100 1.00 100 1.00

Frt 1.00 095 100  1.00

Fit Protected 095 1.00 095  1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1568 2810 1511 3107

Fit Permitted 095 1.00 095 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1568 2810 1511 3107

Peak-hour factor, PHF 083 083 083 083 083

Adj. Flow (vph) 169 247 114 48 265

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 42 0 0 0

Lane Group Flow (vph) 169 319 0 48 265

Confl. Peds. (#/r) 4 5 5

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 2

Heavy Vehicles (%) 6% 13% 8%  10% 7% 7% 2% 3% 2% 6% 8% 4%

Turn Type Prot NA Prot NA  Perm pm+pt NA  Perm pm+pt NA

Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 7 4 3 8

Permitted Phases 6 4 4 8

Actuated Green, G (8) 141 219 70 148 148 532 412 412 534 43

Effective Green, g (s) 141 229 70 158 158 532 412 412 534 413

Actuated ¢/C Ratio 014 023 007 016 016 054 042 042 054 042

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 40 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 4.7 2.5 4.7 4.7 25 2.5 25 2.5 25

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 222 648 106 494 216 583 705 589 300 1252

vis Ratio Prot ¢0.11  ¢0.11 003 0.09 005 ¢0.36 c007 010

v/s Ratio Perm 001 015 014 025

v/c Ratio 076 049 045 054 008 037 087 035 060 024

Uniform Delay, d1 409 331 443 383 35 123 266 198 166 187

Progression Factor 1.00  1.00 100 1.00 100 100 100 100 1.00 100

Incremental Delay, d2 13.7 1.1 22 1.9 0.3 03 113 0.3 29 0.1

Delay (s) 546 342 465 402 358 126 379 201 194 188

Level of Service D c D D D B D C B B

Approach Delay (s) 407 39.8 285 19.0

Approach LOS D D € B

Intersection Summary. il X ST - =1 LT A AL S T

HCM 2000 Control Delay 3141 HCM 2000 Level of Service C

HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.76

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 99.2 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

intersection Capacity Utilization 69.1% ICU Level of Service c

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Creekside Apartment Development Traffic Analysis ~ Year 2017 No-Build, AM Peak Hour Synchro 9 Report

Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering Page 1
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

60: E Pine St & Haskell St. 03/09/2017
e R R T S R A S S S
YL SEC  SET L
Lane Configurations Y B
Traffic Volume (vph) 450 15 50 1 10 90 50 370 15 B 180 220
Future Volume (vph) 450 15 50 1 10 90 50 370 15 35 180 220
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1760 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750
Total Lost time (s) 40 4.0 40 40 4.0 40 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor 100  1.00 1,00 100 1.00 100 100 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 096 0.97 1.00 1.00 100 100 097
Fipb, ped/bikes 099 1.0 1.00 100  1.00 097 100 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.88 0.88 100 099 100 100 085
Fit Protected 095 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1615 1462 1470 1623 1685 1620 1549 1405
Fit Permitted 072 1.00 1.00 055 1.00 024 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1225 1462 1469 944 1685 408 1549 1405
Peak-hour factor, PHF 083 08 083 083 08 083 083 083 083 083 08 083
Adj. Flow {vph) 542 18 60 1 12 108 60 446 18 42 217 265
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 27 0 0 48 0 0 1 0 0 0 174
Lane Group Flow (vph) 542 51 0 0 73 0 60 463 0 42 7 9
Confl. Peds. @#fhr) 7 25 25 7 3 40 40 3
Confl. Bikes (#hr) 1 1
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 0% 2% 0% 0% 2% 2% 3% 0% 0% 13% 3%
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA  Perm
Protected Phases 4 8 6 2
Permitted Phases 4 8 6 2 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 429 429 42.9 264 264 264 264 264
Effective Green, g (s) 429 429 42.9 264 264 264 264 264
Actuated g/C Ratio 055 055 0.55 034 034 034 034 034
Clearance Time (s) 40 4.0 40 40 40 40 40 40
Vehicle Extension (s) 25 25 2.5 25 25 2.5 25 25
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 679 81 815 322 575 139 529 479
vis Ratio Prot 0.04 c0.27 0.14
vis Ratio Perm c0.44 0.05 0.06 0.10 0.06
vic Ratio 080 0.6 0.09 019 080 030 041 0.9
Uniform Delay, d1 137 7.9 8.1 179 231 187 195 179
Progression Factor 1.00  1.00 1.00 1.00  1.00 100 100 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 6.3 0.0 0.0 0.2 7.8 0.9 04 0.1
Delay (s) 20.1 8.0 8.1 181 309 196 199 184
Level of Service c A A B C B B B
Approach Delay (s) 18.5 8.1 295 18.9
Approach LOS B A (] B
Interseetion Sumrmary. ] D et VL it 1 ®
HCM 2000 Control Delay 214 HCM 2000 Level of Service c
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.80
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 77.3 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 70.2% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group
Creekside Apartment Development Traffic Analysis ~ Year 2017 No-Build, AM Peak Hour Synchro 9 Report
Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering Page 2
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

54. E Pine St & Front 03/13/2017
m ot

Movement  NBL NBT NBR SBL

Lane Configurations %

Traffic Volume {vph) 245 390 180 70

Future Volume (vph) 245 390 180 70

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1760 1750 1750 1750

Total Lost time (s) 40 40 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 100 095 1.00

Frpb, ped/bikes 100 098 1.00

Flpb, ped/bikes 100 1.00 1.00

Frt 1.00 0.9 1.00

Flt Protected 095 1.00 0.95 4 !

Satd. Flow (prot) 1630 3053 1630 3260 1410 1630 1716 1428 1630 3198

Fit Permitted 095 1.00 095 100 100 029 100 100 026 1.00

Satd. Flow (perm) 1630 3053 1630 3260 1410 492 1716 1428 440 3198

Peak-hour factor, PHF 09 09 09 09 09 09 096 09 096 096 096 096

Adj. Flow {vph) 255 406 188 73 219 120 15 370 141 135 484 62

RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 7 0 0 0 91 0 0 83 0 8 0

Lane Group Flow {vph) 255 557 0 73 219 29 15 370 58 135 539 0

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 14 14 14 14 1 1 1 1

Confl. Bikes ({#/hr) 2 3 9 3

Tum Type Prot NA Prot NA Perm pm#pt NA Pemm pm+pt NA

Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 7 4 3 8

Pemitted Phases 6 4 4 8

Actuated Green, G (s) 149 261 78 190 180 35 218 218 309 215

Effective Green, g (s) 149 271 78 200 200 35 28 218 309 215

Actuated g/C Ratio 018 033 010 024 024 038 027 027 038 026

Clearance Time (s) 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 40 40 40 4.0 40

Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 47 2.5 4.7 4.7 2.5 2.5 2.5 25 2.5

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 295 1007 154 794 343 323 455 3719 301 837

v/s Ratio Prot ¢0.16  ¢0.18 004 0.07 004 ¢0.22 c0.05 017

v/s Ratio Perm 002 0.9 004 012

vic Ratio 086 055 047 028 009 036 081 015 045 064

Uniform Delay, d1 326 225 362 252 240 172 282 231 183 269

Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00

Incremental Delay, d2 220 1.0 1.7 04 0.2 05 104 0.1 0.8 15

Delay (s) 546 236 369 255 242 177 386 232 191 284

Level of Service D c D C c B D C 8 c

Approach Delay (s) 329 27.2 31.3 26.6

Approach LOS C C C C

Intersection Summary Lo, 0 i, S e RS SR A '

HCM 2000 Controt Delay 299 HCM 2000 Level of Service C

HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.71

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 82.1 Sum of lost time (s) 16.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.0% ICU Level of Service C

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Creekside Apartment Development Traffic Analysis  Year 2017 No-Build, PM Peak Hour Synchro 9 Report
Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering Page 1
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis
60: E Pine St & Haskell St. 03/13/2017

A B . T S R SO S S

Movement

Lane Configurations

Traffic Volume (vph) 255 1 15 5 5 50 10 290 2 7% 45 305
Future Volume (vph) 255 1 15 5 5 50 10 290 2 75 445 305
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1750 1750 1750 1760 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750
Total Lost time (s) 40 4.0 40 40 4.0 40 4.0 4.0
Lane Util. Factor .00 1.00 1.00 1.00  1.00 100 100 1.00
Frph, ped/bikes 1.00 0.8 1.00 1.00  1.00 100 100 097
Flpb, pedibikes 1.00  1.00 1.00 098 1.00 100 100 1.00
Frt 1.00 086 0.89 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 085
Fit Protected 095  1.00 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 100
Satd. Flow (prot) 1614 1471 1494 1652 1681 1597 1699 1396
Fit Permitted 072  1.00 0.99 039 1.00 055 100 100
Satd. Flow {perm) 1216 1471 1481 683 1681 928 1699 1396
Peak-hour factor, PHF 094 094 094 094 0094 094 084 094 094 094 094 094
Adj. Flow (vph) 271 1 16 5 5 53 " 309 2 80 4713 34
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 11 0 0 35 0 0 0 0 0 0 173
Lane Group Flow (vph) 271 6 0 0 28 0 1 3N 0 80 473 151
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 4 4 12 2 2 12
Confl. Bikes {#/hr) ‘ 1 1
Heavy Vehicles (%) 3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 0% 4% 0% 4% 3% 3%
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA  Pemm
Protected Phases 4 8 6 2
Permitted Phases 4 8 6 2 2
Actuated Green, G {s) 142 142 14.2 193 193 193 193 193
Effective Green, g (s) 142 142 14.2 193 193 193 193 193
Actuated g/C Ratio 034 034 0.34 047 047 047 047 047
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 40 40 40 4.0 40 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 25 25 25 2.5 25 25 25 25
Lane Grp Cap {vph) 416 503 506 N7 I8 431 790 649
v/s Ratio Prot 0.00 0.18 c0.28

v/s Ratio Perm c0.22 0.02 0.02 0.09 0.1
vic Ratio 065 0.0 0.06 003 040 019 080 023
Uniform Delay, d1 11.6 9.0 9.2 6.0 73 6.5 8.2 6.7
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 100
Incremental Delay, d2 32 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.2 1.0 0.1
Delay (s) 148 9.0 92 6.1 75 6.7 9.3 6.8
Level of Service B A A A A A A A
Approach Delay (s) 14.5 9.2 75 8.1
Approach LOS B A A A

HCM 2000 Control Delay 9.2 HCM 2000 Level of Service A

HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.62

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 415 Sum of fost time (s) 8.0

Intersection Capacity Utilization 61.8% ICU Level of Service B

Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Creekside Apartment Development Traffic Analysis  Year 2017 No-Build, PM Peak Hour Synchro 9 Report
Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering Page 2
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SimTraffic Simulation Summary

Year 2017 No-Build, AM Peak Hour 03/11/2017
Summary of All Intervals

Run Number 1 2 3 i A e AN T
Start Time 7:10 710 710 7:10 7:10 7:10

End Time 8:15 8:15 8:15 8:15 8:15 8:15

Total Time (min) 65 65 65 65 65 65

Time Recorded (min) 60 60 60 60 60 60

# of Intervals 3 3 3 3 3 3

# of Recorded Intervals 2 2 2 2 2 2

Vehs Entered 2925 2995 2923 3027 3007 2974

Vehs Exited 2947 3037 2941 3037 3023 2997

Starting Vehs 80 106 75 79 77 80

Ending Vehs 58 64 57 69 61 59

Travel Distance (mi) 1006 1012 996 1032 1029 1015

Travel Time (hr) 715 76.7 722 96.4 838 813

Total Delay (hr) 389 378 34.0 56.7 441 423

Total Stops 3851 3846 3656 4205 3966 3907

Fuel Used (gal) 45.1 455 440 50.5 476 46.5

Interval #0 Information Seeding

Start Time 710
End Time 715
Total Time (min) 5

Volumes adjusted by PHF, Growth Factors,
No data recorded this interval.

Interval #1 Information Recording

Start Time 7:15

End Time 7:30

Total Time (min) 15

Volumes adjusted by PHF, Growth Factors.

Vehs Entered 831 83 767

Vehs Exited 814 794 764 766 755 780

Starting Vehs 80 106 75 79 77 80

Ending Vehs 97 144 78 126 130 112

Travel Distance (mi) 285 2mn 272 268 269 274

Travel Time (hr) 244 24.8 24.3 241 249 244

Total Delay (hr) 13.1 14.1 13.8 13.8 14.6 13.9

Total Stops 1126 1207 1145 1112 1168 1152

Fuel Used (gal) 13.2 134 13.0 129 13.0 131

Creekside Apartment Development Traffic Analysis SimTraffic Report
Southem Oregon Transportation Engineering Page 1
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SimTraffic Simulation Summary
Year 2017 No-Build, AM Peak Hour

03/11/2017

Interval #2 Information Recording

Start Time 7:30

End Time 8:15

Total Time (min) 45

Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors, Anti PHF.

Run Number 1 o 2T S . 17
Vehs Entered 2094 2163 215 2214
Vehs Exited 2133 2243 2177 2271
Starting Vehs 97 144 78 126
Ending Vehs 58 64 57 69
Travel Distance (mi) 721 736 724 764
Travel Time (hr) 534 519 48.0 723
Total Delay (hr) 257 236 20.1 42.9
Total Stops 2725 2639 2511 3093
Fuel Used (gal) 31.9 321 31.0 377

Creekside Apartment Development Traffic Analysis
Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering
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Queuing and Blocking Report

Year 2017 No-Build, AM Peak Hour 03/11/2017
Intersection: 48: E Pine St & 2nd
SE MW ONE 0 NE g o osW o o
Directions Served LTR LTR LT TR LT TR
Maximum Queue (ft) 78 103 69 90 112 64
Average Queue (ft) 39 43 20 15 37 4
95th Queue (ft) 61 79 54 63 85 29
Link Distance (ft) 354 346 233 259 259
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 50
Storage Blk Time (%) 0 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 1 2

Intersection: 51: E Pine St & 1st

nent

Directions Served LTlR LR LR LT 1R

Maximum Queue (ff) 60 103 166 93 126

Average Queue (ft) 28 44 28 22 15

95th Queue (ft) 56 81 108 67 74

Link Distance (ft) M3 29 221 233 233

Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0

Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0

Storage Bay Dist (ft)

Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Creekside Apartment Development Traffic Analysis SimTraffic Report
Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering Page 3
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Queuing and Blocking Report

Year 2017 No-Build, AM Peak Hour 03/11/2017
Intersection: 54. E Pine St & Front

Movement LT INBETE NE R TSR 8B NE E___NE SW
Directions Served L T TR L T T R L T R L T
Maximum Queus (ft) 224 298 2% 17 188 157 104 203 317 125 194 233
Average Queue (ft) 114 98 80 38 99 55 38 84 289 102 89 145
95th Queue (ft) 2% 233 175 87 167 128 76 153 323 168 162 266
Link Distance (ft) 316 316 327 327 222 222 22 221
Upstream Blk Time (%) 1 0 0 39 0 4
Queuing Penalty (veh) 2 0 1 178 0 8
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 200 200 150 100

Storage Blk Time (%) 9 0 0 0 0 49 1 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 10 0 0 0 0 112 7 18
Intersection: 54: E Pine St & Front

MegaRE= R e ey e S e
Directions Served TR

Maximum Queue (ft) 150

Average Queue (ft) 112

95th Queue (ft) 178

Link Distance (ft)

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 125

Storage Blk Time (%) 10

Queuing Penalty (veh) 11

Intersection: 57: E Pine St & Amy

Moverment B, BN S S e e
Directions Served R T TR T TR

Maximum Queue (ff) 49 125 323 143 109

Average Queue (ft) 12 67 206 11 7

95th Queue {ft) 39 166 383 69 52

Link Distance (ft) 247 278 222 222

Upstream Blk Time (%) 8 0 0

Queuing Penalty (veh) 78 1 ]

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100

Storage Blk Time (%) 0 24

Queuing Penalty (veh) 1 111

Creekside Apartment Development Traffic Analysis SimTraffic Report
Southem Oregon Transportation Engineering Page 4
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Queuing and Blocking Report
Year 2017 No-Build, AM Peak Hour 03/11/2017

Intersection: 60: E Pine St & Haskell St.

Directions Served L TR LR L TR

Maximum Queue (ft) 795 175 116 199 723 134 257 151
Average Queue (ft) 317 30 43 62 296 33 89 59
95th Queue (ft) 762 167 86 172 671 B4 189 113
Link Distance (ft) 1332 1332 386 929 276 278
Upstream Blk Time (%) 2 1

Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 1

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100 100

Storage Blk Time (%) 1 40 0 10

Queuing Penalty (veh) 4 21 0 4

Intersection: 64: Front & Oak

Movement. N B 8B SR R S A P e
Directions Served T TR L T T LR
Maximum Queus (ft) 39 28 51 36 56 78
Average Queue (ft) 3 1 18 2 2 39
95th Queue (ft) 27 10 49 17 24 62
Link Distance (ft) 491 491 316 316 194
Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 50

Storage Blk Time (%) 1 0

Queuing Penalty {veh) 1 0

Intersection: 66: Front & Manzanita

Movement BT B LT SBitT CASE SRaE e SR I I SO P
Directions Served T TR L T T LR

Maximum Queue (ft) 14 36 35 24 20 69

Average Queue (ff) 1 1 4 1 1 29

95th Queue (ft) 9 16 21 13 9 58

Link Distance (ft) 277 3 421 421 184

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100

Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Network Summary

Network wide Queuing Penalty. 572

Creekside Apartment Development Traffic Analysis SimTraffic Report
Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering Page 5
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SimTraffic Simulation Summary

Year 2017 No-Build Isolated Intersection Evaluation, AM Peak Hour

03/13/2017

Summary of All Intervals

Run Nuinber T IABEAN: 2o ST B - A = [T
Start Time 7:06 7.05 7:05 7:05
End Time 8:10 8:10 8:10 8:10
Total Time (min) 65 65 65 85
Time Recorded (min) 60 60 60 60
# of Intervals 3 3 3 3
# of Recorded Intervals 2 2 2 2
Vehs Entered 1444 1510 1441 1483
Vehs Exited 1462 1523 1472 1499
Starting Vehs 51 44 52 45
Ending Vehs 33 3 21 29
Travel Distance (mi) 701 729 699 723
Travel Time (hr) 3441 35.8 345 35.1
Total Delay (hr) 6.5 7.0 71 6.7
Total Stops 922 975 943 948
Fuel Used (gal) 243 250 24.3 24.8
Interval #0 Information Seeding

Start Time 7.05

End Time 710

Total Time (min}) 5

Volumes adjusted by PHF, Growth Factors.

No data recorded this interval.

Interval #1 Information Recording

Start Time 710

End Time 7:25

Total Time (min) 15

Volumes adjusted by PHF, Growth Factors.

Run Numbee By o o9l g I 1T, (A EoA | SR
Vehs Entered 421 414 444

Vehs Exited 434 415 449

Starting Vehs 51 44 52

Ending Vehs 38 43 47

Travel Distance {mi) 207 197 218

Travel Time (hr) 10.6 10.1 11.6

Total Delay (hr) 24 23 3.0

Total Stops 285 280 330

Fuel Used (gal) 73 6.9 7.8

Creekside Apartment Development Traffic Analysis
Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering
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SimTraffic Simulation Summary

Year 2017 No-Build Isolated Intersection Evaluation, AM Peak Hour 03/13/2017

Interval #2 Information Recording
Start Time 7:25
End Time 810
Total Time (min) 45

Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors, Anti PHF.

Run Number TS = o 0TS L=kt 3, Dm0 R oy - e 13
Vehs Entered 1023 1096 997 1040 995
Vehs Exited 1028 1108 1023 1058 1010
Starting Vehs 38 43 47 47 50
Ending Vehs 33 K] 21 29 35
Travel Distance (mi) 494 531 482 509 483
Travel Time (hr) 235 25.7 29 242 234
Total Delay (hr) 4.1 46 4.0 4.2 44
Total Stops 637 695 613 645 665
Fuel Used (gal) 16.9 18.2 16.5 17.4 16.9

Creekside Apartment Development Traffic Analysis
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Queuing and Blocking Report

Year 2017 No-Build Isolated Intersection Evaluation, AM Peak Hour 03/13/2017
Intersection: 60: E Pine St & Haskell St.

Movement SE SE NW NE NE SW  SW
Directions Served L TR LTR L TR L T
Maximum Queue (ft) 307 55 98 177 344 12 229
Average Queue (ft) 152 17 35 46 142 32 76

95th Queus (ft) 254 43 7% 12T 265 79 163

Link Distance (ft) 1331 1331 386 929 1457 1457
Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100 100

Storage Blk Time (%) 0 15 0 4

Queuing Penalty (veh) 1 8 1 1
Network Summary

Network wide Queuing Penalty: 11

Creekside Apartment Development Traffic Analysis SimTraffic Report
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SimTraffic Simulation Summary

Year 2017 No-Build, AM Peak Hour, Mitigated

03/12/2017

Summary of All Intervals

Run Number RS ! . R a2,

Start Time 7:10 7:10

End Time 8:15 8:15

Total Time (min} 65 65

Time Recorded (min) 60 60

# of Intervals 3 3

# of Recorded Intervals 2 2

Vehs Entered 2952 3008 2950 2980 3014 2980
Vehs Exited 2986 3018 2967 2988 3017 2994
Starting Vehs 87 67 82 64 68 70
Ending Vehs 53 57 65 56 65 57
Travel Distance (mi) 1008 1010 989 1014 1017 1008
Travel Time (hr) 64.8 63.6 60.6 64.7 63.2 63.4
Total Delay (hr) 259 247 225 258 241 246
Total Stops 3337 3322 3160 3327 3308 32903
Fue! Used (gal) 430 423 415 42.6 424 424
Interval #0 Information Seeding

Start Time 7:10

End Time 715

Total Time (min) 5

Volumes adjusted by PHF, Growth Factors.

No data recorded this interval.

Interval #1 Information Recording

Start Time 7:15

End Time 7:30

Total Time {min) 15

Volumes adjusted by PHF, Growth Factors.

Run Nuriber ; e A it A St = Tt e

Vehs Entered 852 809 828 853

Vehs Exited 835 805 840 833

Starting Vehs 87 67 82 64

Ending Vehs 104 71 70 84

Travel Distance (mi) 297 280 288 301 267 287
Travel Time (hr) 204 18.2 19.0 206 17.6 19.2
Total Delay (hr) 9.0 75 79 9.0 73 8.1
Total Stops 1066 963 1005 1071 929 1008
Fuel Used (gal) 12.8 12.0 124 13.0 11.4 12.3
Creekside Apartment Development Traffic Analysis SimTraffic Report
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SimTraffic Simulation Summary
Year 2017 No-Build, AM Peak Hour, Mitigated

0312/2017

Interval #2 Information Recording

Start Time 7:30

End Time 8:15

Total Time (min) 45

Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors, Anti PHF,

RunNumber B LRGP, i [ Ve NP 7Y oy ok [ TS = (e
Vehs Entered 2100 2199 2122 2127 2235 2159

Vehs Exited 2151 2213 2127 2155 2245 2179

Starting Vehs 104 71 70 84 75 75

Ending Vehs 53 57 65 56 65 57

Travel Distance (mi) 712 729 701 713 750 (Al

Travel Time (hr) 4.4 454 4.5 44.0 456 442

Total Delay (hr) 17.0 17.2 14.6 16.6 16.8 16.4

Total Stops 221 2359 2155 2256 2379 2203

Fuel Used (gal) 30.2 304 290 296 3.0 30.0

Creekside Apartment Development Traffic Analysis SimTraffic Report
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Queuing and Blocking Report
Year 2017 No-Build, AM Peak Hour, Mitigated 03/12/2017

Intersection: 48: E Pine St & 2nd

fovement  SE NW NE NE SW SW.
Directions Served LTR LTR LT TR LT TR
Maximum Queue (ft) 86 95 80 8 110 38
Average Queue (ft) 37 43 28 11 29 6
95th Queue (ff) 66 74 70 48 75 30
Link Distance (ft) 34 346 234 234 259 259
Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft)

Storage Bk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

intersection: 51: E Pine St & 1st

Movement _SE NN NE NE SW 8w

Directions Served LTR LTR LT TR LT TR

Maximum Queue (ft) 54 92 75 80 101 132

Average Queue (ft) 25 4 13 7 19 13

95th Queue (ft) 58 72 51 4 64 75

Link Distance (ft) 319 288 222 222 234 234

Upstream Blk Time (%) 0

Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Storage Bay Dist (ft)

Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Creekside Apartment Development Traffic Analysis SimTraffic Report
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Queuing and Blocking Report

Year 2017 No-Build, AM Peak Hour, Mﬂgated

03/12/2017

Intersection: 54: E Pine St & Front

Movement N NS NE 8B SB NSB

Directions Served L T TR L T T

Maximum Queus (ft) 20 271 206 108 185 136 69 200 273 288 191 226
Average Queue (ft) 102 73 64 37 83 37 35 87 162 208 82 140
95th Queue (ft) 168 169 131 83 143 98 65 171 265 299 150 246
Link Distance (ft) 318 318 328 328 223 223 222 222
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 2 7 0 3
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 7 33 0 6
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 200 200 150 100

Storage Blk Time (%) 3 0 0 4 20 13
Queuing Penalty (veh) 3 0 0 1 37 20
Intersection: 54; E Pine St & Front

Movement _sw STgr o) Ll Le ol OSSR R |
Directions Served TR

Maximum Queue (ft) 157

Average Queue (ft) 115

95th Queue (ft) 179

Link Distance (ft)

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 125

Storage Blk Time (%) 11

Queuing Penalty (veh) 12

Intersection: 57: E Pine St & Amy

Iovement MB . BE VINES CON TN I RGT e e

Directions Served R T TR T TR

Maximum Queue (ft) 35 73 87 62 48

Average Queue (ft) 7 12 16 S 6

95th Queue (ft) 28 a7 61 44 H

Link Distance (ft) 241 276 276 223 223

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft)

Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Creekside Apartment Development Traffic Analysis
Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering
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Queuing and Blocking Report

Year 2017 No-Build, AM Peak Hour, Mitigated 03/12/2017
Intersection: 60: E Pine St & Haskell St.

Movement ' SE_SE NW NE NE o - AT STy
Directions Served L TR LTR L TR

Maximum Queue (ft) 321 112 91 195 284

Average Queue (ft) 156 20 35 36 136

95th Queue (f}) 217 68 68 100 246

Link Distance (ft) 1331 1331 373 929

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100 100

Storage Bik Time (%) 0 13 0 4

Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 7 0 2

Intersection: 64. Front & Oak

Mﬂ!@y!‘ T e Iore NQ: _'_E_ﬂ _SB ]~ - | e R L T
Directions Served T TR L T T LR

Maximum Queue (ft) 13 38 53 14 30 82

Average Queue (ft) 1 1 18 1 1 39

95th Queue (ft) 8 14 48 9 14 64

Link Distance (ft) 491 491 38 38 194

Upstream Bik Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 50

Storage Blk Time (%) 0 0

Queuing Penalty (veh) 1 0

Intersection: 66: Front & Manzanita

Movemient NB  NB SB  SB SB  SW L = g 0 T
Directions Served T TR L T T LR

Maximum Queue (ft) 7 13 40 31 14 60

Average Queue (ft) 0 0 5 2 0 M|

95th Queus (ft) 5 7 26 16 7 55

Link Distance (ft) 328 328 421 421 184

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100

Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Network Summary

Network wide Queuing Penalty: 140

Creekside Apartment Development Traffic Analysis SimTraffic Report
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SimTraffic Simulation Summary
Year 2017 No-Build, PM Peak Hour

03/09/2017

Summary of All Intervals

Run Number 1 2 i) 4

Start Time 3:40 3:40 3:40 3:40

End Time 4:45 4:45 4:45 4:45

Total Time (min) 85 65 65 65

Time Recorded (min) 60 60 60 60

# of Intervals 3 3 3 3

# of Recorded Intervals 2 2 2 2

Vehs Entered 3044 3026 3207 2969

Vehs Exited 3057 3042 3163 2975

Starting Vehs 61 66 51 68

Ending Vehs 48 50 95 62

Travel Distance (mi) 923 914 964 901

Trave! Time (hr) 69.1 70.6 86.7 64.5

Total Delay (hr) 333 352 495 296

Total Stops 3979 3714 4496 3566

Fuel Used (gal) 42.7 43.0 48.1 40.9

Interval #0 Information Seeding

Start Time 3:40

End Time 345

Total Time (min) 5

Volumes adjusted by PHF, Growth Factors.

No data recorded this interval.

Interval #1 Information Recording

Start Time 3:45

End Time 4:00

Total Time (min) 15

Volumes adjusted by PHF, Growth Factors.

R Niirber . ) o P e = e 5

Vehs Entered 858 787 882 837 838 841
Vehs Exited 839 797 833 834 832 828
Starting Vehs 61 66 51 68 90 65
Ending Vehs 80 56 100 71 96 U
Travel Distance (mi) 247 229 251 248 249 245
Trave! Time (hr) 18.6 16.4 19.1 19.1 23.2 19.3
Total Delay (hr) 9.0 75 94 95 136 9.8
Total Stops 1081 883 1082 1028 1151 1043
Fuel Used (gal) 114 10.3 "7 116 12.8 11.6
Creekside Apartment Development Traffic Analysis SimTraffic Report
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SimTraffic Simulation Summary
Year 2017 No-Build, PM Peak Hour

03/09/2017

Interval #2 Information Recording

Start Time 4.00

End Time 4:45

Total Time (min) 45

Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors, Anti PHF.

RunNumber £ - 5
Vehs Entered 2186 2239
Vehs Exited 2218 2245
Starting Vehs 80 56
Ending Vehs 48 50
Travel Distance (mi) 676 685
Travel Time (hr) 50.6 542
Total Delay (hr) 243 217
Total Stops 2898 2831
Fue! Used (gal) 3.3 326

Creekside Apartment Development Traffic Analysis
Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering
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Queuing and Blocking Report

Year 2017 No-Build, PM Peak Hour 03/09/2017
Intersection: 54: E Pine St & Front

Movement NS NB B

Directions Served L T TR

Maximum Queus (ft) 24 323 304

Average Queue (ft) 180 184 158

95th Queue (ff) 262 375 306

Link Distance (ft) 316 316

Upstream Blk Time (%) 17 0

Queuing Penalty (veh) 69 1

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 200 200 150 100

Storage Blk Time (%) 32 0 0 0 54 1 28
Queuing Penalty (veh) 62 0 0 0 £ 2 83
Intersection: 54: E Pine St & Front

Movement  SW RN l] (RGPS Y O CLOS DOPCARSIASs + ¥~ [~ " 1= )
Directions Served TR

Maximum Queue (ft) 152

Average Queue (ft) 135

95th Queus (ft) 180

Link Distance (ft)

Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 125

Storage Blk Time (%) 15

Queuing Penalty (veh) K1)

Intersection: 57: E Pine St & Amy

Movement

Directions Served

Maximum Queue (ft) 38 124 290 121 76

Average Queue (ft) 6 36 149 19 8

95th Queue (ft) 27 126 324 79 Y|

Link Distance (ft) 247 216 222 222

Upstream Blk Time (%) 5

Queuing Penalty (veh) 30

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100

Storage Blk Time (%) 0 19

Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 58

Creekside Apartment Development Traffic Analysis SimTraffic Report
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Queuing and Blocking Report

Year 2017 No-Build, PM Peak Hour 03/09/2017
Intersection: 60: E Pine St & Haskell St.
S e S SR SRR, N

Directions Served L TR LIR L

Maximum Queue (ft) 170 71 72 53 224 122 290 115

Average Queue (ft) 84 7 28 10 92 47 133 62

95th Queue (ft) 146 39 61 39 174 109 251 105

Link Distance (ft) 467 386 455 276 276

Upstream Blk Time (%) 0

Queuing Penalty (veh) 2

Storage Bay Dist (ff) 150 100 100

Storage Blk Time (%) 1 8 1 9

Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 1 2 7

Zone Summary

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 551

Creekside Apartment Development Traffic Analysis SimTraffic Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

60: E Pine St & Haskell St. 07/07/2017
RN BN S A T T
Movement _SEL SET SERINW T NWR  NEL NER  SWL SWT  SWK
Lane Configurations % b
Traffic Valume (vph) 405 16 50 1 12 109 50 375 16 38 160 185
Future Volume (vph) 405 16 50 1 12 109 50 375 16 38 160 185
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1760 1760 1750
Total Lost time (s) 40 4.0 4,0 4.0 40 40 40 40
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.0 100 100 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 0096 0.97 1.00 1.00 100 100 097
Fipb, pedibikes 099 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 098 100 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.89 0.88 1.00 099 100 100 085
Flt Protected 095 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prof) 1617 1471 1471 1623 1685 1622 1549 1406
Fit Permitted 071 1.00 1.00 061 1.00 027 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1203 1471 1471 1043 1685 467 1549 1406
Peak-hour factor, PHF 085 08 08 085 08 08 085 08 085 08 085 085
Adj. Flow (vph) 476 19 59 1 14 128 59 44 19 45 188 218
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 28 0 0 61 0 0 1 0 0 0 140
Lane Group Flow (vph) 476 50 0 0 82 0 59 459 0 45 188 78
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 7 25 25 7 3 40 40 3
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 1
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 0% 2% 0% 0% 2% 2% 3% 0% 0% 13% 3%
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA  Perm
Protected Phases 4 8 6 2
Permitted Phases 4 8 6 2 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 358 358 358 245 245 245 245 245
Effective Green, g (s) 358 358 358 245 245 245 245 245
Actuated g/C Ratio 052 052 0.52 036 036 03 036 036
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 40 4.0 40 40 40 40
Vehicle Extension (s) 25 25 25 2.5 2.5 25 25 2.5
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 630 7M1 m 374 604 167 555 504
v/s Ratio Prot 0.03 c0.27 0.12
v/s Ratio Perm c0.40 0.06 0.06 0.10 0.06
vi/c Ratio 076 0.06 0.11 016 076 027 034 016
Uniform Delay, d1 12.8 8.0 8.2 149 193 155 160 149
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 100 100 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 49 0.0 0.0 0.1 5.2 0.6 0.3 0.1
Delay (s) 17.7 8.0 8.2 150 245 162 163 150
Level of Service B A A B C B B B
Approach Delay (s) 16.3 8.2 234 156
Approach LOS B A C B
[ntersection Summary e B = '
HCM 2000 Control Delay 177 HCM 2000 Level of Service
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.76
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 68.3 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0
Intersection Capagity Utilization 75.7% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 16

¢ Critical Lane Group

Fellows Annexation / ZC Traffic Analysis ~ Design Year 2018 No-Build, AM Peak Hour Synchro 9 Report
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

60: E Pine St & Haskell St. 07/07/2017
Rl
Movement SEL  SET  SER
Lane Configurations W b
Traffic Volume (vph) 405 16 50
Future Volume (vph}) 405 16 50
Ideal Fiow (vphpl) 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 40 40
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 096 0.98 1.00  1.00 100 100 097
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00  1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 098 1.00 1.00
Frt 1.00 0.89 0.88 1.00 099 100 100 085
Fit Protected 095 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1622 1471 1487 1623 1685 1622 1549 1406
Fit Permitted 071 1.00 1.00 061 1.00 027 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1207 1471 1486 1044 1685 468 1549 1406
Peak-hour factor, PHF 085 08 08 085 085 08 08 085 085 085 08 085
Adj. Flow {vph) 476 19 59 1 14 128 59 441 19 45 188 218
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 28 0 0 61 0 0 1 0 0 0 140
Lane Group Flow (vph) 476 50 0 0 82 0 59 459 0 45 188 78
Conf. Peds. (#/r) 7 25 25 7 3 40 40 3
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 1
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 0% 2% 0% 0% 2% 2% 3% 0% 0% 13% 3%
Tum Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA  Pem
Protected Phases 4 8 6 2
Permitted Phases 4 8 6 2 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 356 356 356 244 44 244 244 244
Effective Green, g (s) 356 356 35.6 244 244 244 244 244
Actuated g/C Ratio 052 052 0.52 036 036 036 036 0.36
Clearance Time (s} 4.0 4.0 40 40 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 25 25 25 25 25 2.5 25 2.5
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 631 770 777 374 604 167 555 504
vis Ratio Prot 0.03 c0.27 0.12
v/s Ratio Perm ¢0.39 0.06 0.06 0.10 0.06
vic Ratio 075 0.6 0.1 0.16 0.76 027 034 016
Uniform Delay, d1 12.8 8.0 8.2 148 192 155 159 148
Progression Factor 100 1.00 1.00 1.00  1.00 100 100 1.00
Incremental Delay, d2 49 0.0 0.0 01 5.2 0.6 0.3 0.1
Delay (s) 17.6 8.0 8.2 160 244 161 162 149
Level of Service B A A B c B B B
Approach Delay (s) 16.3 8.2 233 15.6
Approach LOS B A C B
HCM 2000 Control Delay 17.6 HCM 2000 Level of Serwce B
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.76
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 68.0 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 75.7% ICU Level of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Fellows Annexation / ZC Traffic Analysis ~ Design Year 2018 No-Build, AM Peak Hour, Mitigated Synchro 9 Report
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SimTraffic Simulation Summary

Design Year 2018 No-Build, AM Peak Hour 07/07/2017
Summary of All Intervals

Run Number ot . e WSR2 SEvoe: RUSUNSIe TERRNIRE ) T (T L R
Start Time 710 7:10 710 7:10 710 710

End Time 8:15 8:15 8:15 8:15 8:15 8:15

Total Time (min) 65 65 65 65 65 65

Time Recorded (min) 60 60 60 60 60 60

# of Intervals 3 3 3 3 3 3

# of Recorded Intervals 2 2 2 2 2 2

Vehs Entered 2911 2983 2982 2954 2956 2956

Vehs Exited 2937 2983 2992 2967 2941 2962

Starting Vehs 86 4 65 73 67 71

Ending Vehs 60 7 55 60 82 60

Travel Distance (mi) 994 988 1012 990 995 996

Travel Time (hr) 73.2 79.2 75.9 757 80.8 770

Total Delay (hr) 351 41.2 37.0 376 424 38.7

Total Stops 3661 3852 3924 3876 3881 3837

Fuel Used (gal) 439 453 453 44.5 458 450

Interval #0 Information Seeding

Start Time 710
End Time 7:15
Total Time (min) 5

Volumes adjusted by PHF, Growth Factors.
No data recorded this interval.

Interval #1 Information Recording

Start Time 715

End Time 7:30

Total Time (min) 15

Volumes adjusted by PHF, Growth Factors.

RunNumbet _ EERT) AN iy NSO A £ S e

Vehs Entered 761 802 783 799 772 781

Vehs Exited 749 745 747 789 757 759

Starting Vehs 86 71 65 73 67 71

Ending Vehs 98 128 101 83 82 96

Travel Distance (mi) 263 262 268 272 265 266

Travel Time (hr) 23.8 27.5 213 23.6 19.7 232

Total Delay (hr) 13.7 174 11.1 13.2 9.4 13.0

Total Stops 1125 1218 1055 1166 982 1107

Fuel Used (gal) 12.6 134 12.3 12.9 11.7 12.6

Fellows Annexation / ZC Traffic Analysis SimTraffic Report
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SimTraffic Simulation Summary

Design Year 2018 No-Build, AM Peak Hour 07/07/2017
Interval #2 Information Recording

Start Time 7:30

End Time 8:15

Total Time (min) 45

Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors, Anti PHF,

Run Number _ N RN S (SR e oM ALY, MR i NS0\ 2 DE
Vehs Entered 2150 2181 2199 2155 2184 2175

Vehs Exited 2188 2238 2245 2178 2184 2207

Starting Vehs 98 128 101 83 82 96

Ending Vehs 60 71 55 60 82 60

Travel Distance (mi) 730 726 744 718 730 730

Travel Time (hr) 494 517 547 52,0 61.1 53.8

Total Delay (hr) 214 238 26.0 245 329 257

Total Stops 2536 2634 2869 2710 2899 2730

Fuel Used (gal) 33 319 33.0 316 34.1 324

Fellows Annexation / ZC Traffic Analysis SimTraffic Report
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Queuing and Blocking Report

Design Year 2018 No-Build, AM Peak Hour

07/07/2017

Intersection: 60: E Pine St & Haskell St.

MolEmghtios Sas e S8R SET S
Directions Served L TR
Maximum Queue (ft) 514 133
Average Queue (ft) 218 24
95th Queue (ft) 439 76
Link Distance (ft) 1332 1332
Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft)

Storage Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Zone Summary

100
0
2

758
n
705
929

39
2

L
126
35

100

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 26

Fellows Annexation / ZC Traffic Analysis
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SimTraffic Simulation Summary

Design Year 2018 No-Build, AM Peak Hour, Mitigated 07/07/2017
Summary of All Intervals

RunNumber L e = I S R S (NS, (2 By
Start Time 710 7:10 7:10 710 710 710
End Time 8:15 8:15 815 8.15 8:15 8:15
Total Time (min}) 65 65 65 65 65 65
Time Recorded (min) 60 60 60 60 60 60
# of Intervals 3 3 3 3 3 3
# of Recorded Intervals 2 2 2 2 2 2
Vehs Entered 2926 2968 2984 2919 2941 2947
Vehs Exited 2926 3013 2995 2918 2936 2955
Starting Vehs 65 90 80 61 61 70
Ending Vehs 65 45 69 62 66 56
Travel Distance (mi) 966 1006 992 979 974 983
Travel Time {hr) 60.3 63.3 60.2 60.8 59.2 60.8
Total Delay (hr) 23.0 24.5 21,9 231 21.8 22.9
Total Stops 3150 3192 3140 3114 3228 3166
Fuel Used (gal) 40.9 42,0 411 41.0 40.8 41.2
Interval #0 Information Seeding

Start Time 710

End Time 715

Total Time (min} 5

Volumes adjusted by PHF, Growth Factors.
No data recorded this interval.

Interval #1 Information Recording

Start Time 7:15

End Time 7:30

Total Time (min) 15

Volumes adjusted by PHF, Growth Factors.

Run Nurber 2 4 R i SRS

Vehs Entered 824 844 798 807

Vehs Exited 820 853 793 7

Starting Vehs 65 90 80 61

Ending Vehs 69 81 85 9

Travel Distance (mi) 285 291 n 275

Travel Time (hr) 19.8 200 174 18.0

Total Delay (hr) 8.8 8.7 7.0 74

Total Stops 1018 1039 933 944

Fuel Used (gal) 125 127 114 17

Fellows Annexation / ZC Traffic Analysis SimTraffic Report
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SimTraffic Simulation Summary

Design Year 2018 No-Build, AM Peak Hour, Mitigated 07/07/2017
Interval #2 Information Recording

Start Time 7:30

End Time 8:15

Total Time (min) 45

Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors, Anti PHF,

Run Number 4 2 g 4 DA A

Vehs Entered 2102 2124 2186 2112 2144 2135

Vehs Exited 2106 2160 2202 2141 2151 2153

Starting Vehs 69 81 85 91 73 78

Ending Vehs 65 45 69 62 66 56

Travel Distance (mi) 681 715 721 704 702 705

Travel Time (hr) 40.5 433 428 428 419 423

Total Delay (hr) 14.2 16.7 15.0 15.7 14.9 15.1

Total Stops 2132 2153 2207 2170 2302 2196

Fuel Used (gal) 284 29.3 297 29.3 29.2 29.2

Fellows Annexation / ZC Traffic Analysis SimTraffic Report
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Queuing and Blocking Report

Design Year 2018 No-Build, AM Peak Hour, Mitigated

07/07/2017

Intersection: 60: E Pine St & Haskell St.

Movement . W
Directions Served L TR LTR L
Maximum Queue (ft) 363 75 90 176
Average Queue (ft) 145 20 35 38
95th Queus (ft) 269 51 72 105
Link Distance (ft) 1331 1331 373
Upstream Blk Time (%)

Queuing Penalty (veh)

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100
Storage Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 1

Zone Summary

117
29
76

100

174

69
144
276

276

Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 9
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

60: E Pine St & Haskell St. 0710712017
Y BN P A A
_ =3 . SEL SET SER. NWL NWT NW e
Lane Configurations % [ +
Traffic Volume (vph) 405 17 50 1 13 115 50 375 16 39 160 185
Future Volume (vph) 405 17 50 1 13 115 50 375 16 39 160 185
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1760 1750 1750 1750 1750
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 40 4.0 4.0 40 40 40 40
Lane Util. Factor 100  1.00 1.00 1.00  1.00 100 100 1.00
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00  0.96 0.97 1.00  1.00 100 1.00 0.97
Flpb, ped/bikes 099  1.00 1.00 1.00  1.00 098 100 1.00
Frt 1.00  0.89 0.88 1.00  0.99 100 100 0.85
Fit Protected 095 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1617 1474 1471 1623 1685 1621 1543 1406
Flt Permitted 070 1.00 1.00 061 100 027 100 1.00
Satd. Flow {perm) 1187 1474 1471 1039 1685 462 1549 1406
Peak-hour factor, PHF 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 08 085 08 08 085
Adj. Flow (vph) 476 20 59 1 15 135 59 441 19 46 188 218
RTOR Reduction {vph) 0 28 0 0 64 0 0 1 0 0 0 140
Lane Group Flow (vph) 476 51 0 0 87 0 59 459 0 46 188 78
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 7 25 25 7 3 40 40 3
Confl. Bikes (#hr) 1 1
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 0% 2% 0% 0% 2% 2% 3% 0% 0% 13% 3%
Turn Type Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA Perm NA  Perm
Protected Phases 4 8 6 2
Permitted Phases 4 8 6 2 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 365 365 36.5 247 247 247 247 247
Effective Green, g (s) 35 365 365 247 247 247 247 247
Actuated g/C Ratio 053 053 0.53 036 036 036 038 036
Clearance Time (s) 4,0 4.0 40 4,0 40 40 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 25 2.5 25 25 25 2.5 25 2.5
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 626 77 775 370 601 164 552 501
v/s Ratio Prot 0.03 0.27 0.12
v/s Ratio Perm c0.40 0.06 0.06 0.10 0.06
vic Ratio 076 007 0.1 016  0.76 028 034 0.6
Uniform Delay, d1 12.9 8.0 82 152 197 159 163 151
Progression Factor 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 100
Incremental Delay, d2 5.2 0.0 0.0 0.1 5.5 0.7 0.3 0.1
Delay (s) 18.1 8.0 8.3 153 251 16.6 166 153
Level of Service B A A B C B B B
Approach Delay (s) 16.7 83 24.0 159
Approach LOS B A c B
[ntersection Summary. PV i o e Y T e e N
HCM 2000 Control Delay 18.0 HCM 2000 Level of Serwce B
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.76
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 69.2 Sum of lost time (s) 8.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.1% ICU Levet of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15
¢ Critical Lane Group
Fellows Annexation / ZC Traffic Analysis ~ Design Year 2018 Build, AM Peak Hour Synchro 9 Report
Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering Page 1
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HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

60: E Pine St & Haskell St.

07/07/2017

X
Movement NET
Lane Configurations b
Traffic Volume (vph) 405 17 50 1 13 115 50 375
Future Volume (vph) 405 17 50 1 13 115 50 375
Ideal Flow {vphpl) 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750 1750
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 40 4.0 40 4.0 4.0 40 40
Lane Util. Factor 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 100
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00  0.96 0.98 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 097
Flpb, pedibikes 100 1.00 1.00 100 1.00 098 100 100
Frt 1.00 0.89 0.88 1.00 099 100 100 085
Flt Protected 095 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 095 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (prot) 1622 1474 1487 1623 1685 1622 1549 1406
Fit Permitted 070 1.00 1.00 061 1.00 027 100 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) 1191 1474 1487 1041 1685 465 1549 1406
Peak-hour factor, PHF 065 08 085 08 08 085 085 085 085 085 085 085
Adj. Flow (vph) 476 20 59 1 15 135 59 441 19 46 188 218
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 28 0 0 64 0 0 1 0 0 0 140
Lane Group Flow (vph) 476 51 0 0 87 0 59 459 0 46 188 78
Confl. Peds. (#hr) 7 25 25 7 3 40 40 3
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 1 1
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 0% 2% 0% 0% 2% 2% 3% 0% 0% 13% 3%
Turn Type Perm NA Pemn NA Perm NA Perm NA  Pem
Protected Phases 4 8 6 2
Permitted Phases 4 8 6 2 2
Actuated Green, G (s) 361 361 36.1 246 246 2486 246 246
Effective Green, g (s) 361 361 36.1 246 246 248 246 246
Actuated g/C Ratio 053 053 0.53 036 0.36 036 036 036
Clearance Time (s) 40 4.0 40 40 40 4,0 40 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 2.5 2.5 25 2.5 2.5 25 2.5 25
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 625 774 781 372 603 166 554 503
v/s Ratio Prot 0.03 ¢0.27 0.12
vls Ratio Perm c0.40 0.06 0.06 0.10 0.06
v/c Ratio 076  0.07 0.1 016 076 028 034 0.16
Uniform Delay, d1 129 8.0 8.2 150 195 157 1861  15.0
Progression Factor 100 1.00 1.00 100 100 100 100 100
Incremental Delay, d2 5.2 0.0 0.0 0.1 54 0.7 0.3 0.1
Delay (s) 18.1 8.0 8.3 152 248 164 164 151
Level of Service B A A B C B B B
Approach Delay (s) 16.7 83 27 15.8
Approach LOS B A c B
(nterségtion Summary e e T !
HCM 2000 Control Delay 17.9 HCM 2000 Level of Service
HCM 2000 Volume to Capacity ratio 0.76
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 68.7 Sum of lost fime (s) 8.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.1% ICU Leval of Service D
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

Fellows Annexation / ZC Traffic Analysis
Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering

Design Year 2018 Build, AM Peak Hour, Mitigated
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SimTraffic Simulation Summary

299

Design Year 2018 Build, AM Peak Hour 07/07/2017
Summary of All Intervals

Run Number 3 O RER T DT B aeBes NG FAVHISEAE
Start Time 7:10 710 7:10 710 7:10 710

End Time 8:15 8:15 8:15 8:15 8:15 8:15

Total Time (min) 65 65 65 65 65 65

Time Recorded (min) 60 60 60 60 60 60

# of Intervals 3 3 3 3 3 3

# of Recorded Intervals 2 2 2 2 2 2

Vehs Entered 2999 2968 2963 2953 2944 2965

Vehs Exited 2988 2984 3000 2955 2980 2982

Starting Vehs 74 83 92 74 83 76

Ending Vehs 85 67 55 72 47 66

Travel Distance (mi) 996 999 991 1002 996 997

Travel Time (hr) 726 814 87.0 75.9 71.8 771

Total Delay (hr) 343 42.8 48.7 374 335 394

Total Stops 3702 3919 4085 3830 3644 3832

Fuel Used (gal) 44.1 46.3 47.3 451 441 454

Interval #0 Information Seeding

Start Time 7:10

End Time 715

Total Time (min) 5

Volumes adjusted by PHF, Growth Factors.

No data recorded this interval.

Interval #1 Information Recording

Start Time 7:15

End Time 7:30

Total Time (min) 15

Volumes adjusted by PHF, Growth Factors,

Vehs Entered 787 863 772 784 784 797

Vehs Exited 770 822 745 749 770 m

Starting Vehs 74 83 92 74 83 76

Ending Vehs 9 124 119 109 97 106

Travel Distance (mi) 268 288 257 266 261 268

Travel Time (hr) 20.5 320 26.7 22.3 222 24.8

Total Delay (hr) 10.2 208 16.8 121 12.2 144

Total Stops 1053 1348 1192 121 1088 1162

Fuel Used (gal) 121 15.3 13.3 12.5 124 13.1

Fellows Annexation / ZC Traffic Analysis SimTraffic Report
Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering Page 1



SimTraffic Simulation Summary

Design Year 2018 Build, AM Peak Hour

07/07/2017

Interval #2 Information Recording

Start Time 7:30

End Time 8:15

Total Time (min) 45

Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors, Anti PHF.

RunNumber Co RS e < TR )
Vehs Entered 2212 2105 2191 2169
Vehs Exited 2218 2162 2255 2206
Starting Vehs 9 124 119 109
Ending Vehs 85 67 55 72
Travel Distance (mi) 728 &k 734 737
Travel Time (hr) 521 495 60.2 53.6
Total Delay (hr) 241 220 31.9 253
Total Stops 2649 2571 2893 2709
Fuel Used (gal) 320 AN 33.9 328

Fellows Annexation / ZC Traffic Analysis
Southem Oregon Transportation Engineering

SimTraffic Report
Page 2
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Queuing and Blocking Report

Design Year 2018 Build, AM Peak Hour 07/07/2017
Intersection: 80: E Pine St & Haskell St.

Directions Served L TR LTR L

Maximum Queus (ft) 517 118 165 199 815 147 2585 117
Average Queue (ft) 220 2 55 56 333 38 90 54
95th Queue (ft) 484 72 114 163 808 94 189 94
Link Distance (ft) 1332 1332 386 929 276 276
Upstream Blk Time (%) 4 0

Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 1

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 100 100

Storage Blk Time (%) 1 37 1 7

Queuing Penalty (veh) 5 19 2 3

Zone Summary
Zone wide Queuing Penalty: 29

Fellows Annexation / ZC Traffic Analysis SimTraffic Report
Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering Page 3
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SimTraffic Simulation Summary

Design Year 2018 Build, AM Peak Hour, Mitigated

07/07/2017

Summary of All Intervals

Ru Nuibe _ U T W IR
Start Time 7:10 710 710

End Time 8:15 8:15 8:15

Total Time (min) 65 65 65

Time Recorded {min) 60 60 60

# of Intervals 3 3 3

# of Recorded Intervels 2 2 2

Vehs Entered 2918 2978 2953

Vehs Exited 2936 2990 2969

Starting Vehs 61 74 67

Ending Vehs 43 62 51

Travel Distance {mi) 978 987 978

Travel Time (hr) 58.7 60.4 60.7 X ! b
Total Delay (hr) 21.0 225 232 224 22.6 224
Total Stops 3058 3138 3094 3160 3243 3139
Fuel Used (gal) 404 41.2 40.9 M3 414 4.0
Interval #0 Information Seeding

Start Time 710

End Time 7:15

Total Time (min) 5

Volumes adjusted by PHF, Growth Factors.

No data recorded this interval,

Interval #1 Information Recording

Start Time 7:15

End Time 7:30

Total Time (min) 15

Volumes adjusted by PHF, Growth Factors.

EH’NHI!E I = St 1 g- N g _a sae sk

Vehs Entered 792 815 839 810 810 817
Vehs Exlted 772 825 830 809 811 809
Starting Vehs 61 74 67 61 66 60
Ending Vehs 81 64 76 62 65 69
Travel Distance (mi) 272 277 289 279 278 279
Trave! Time (hr) 17.9 18.2 19.7 18.1 18.0 184
Total Delay (hr) 74 7.6 85 73 7.2 78
Total Stops 948 966 994 923 955 956
Fuel Used (gal) 1.6 119 12.5 11.9 1"y 119
Fellows Annexation / ZC Traffic Analysis SimTraffic Report

Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering
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SimTraffic Simulation Summary

Design Year 2018 Build, AM Peak Hour, Mitigated 07/07/2017
Interval #2 Information Recording

Start Time 7:30

End Time 8:15

Total Time (min) 45

Volumes adjusted by Growth Factors, Anti PHF,

i et 5o ) o S R e A :
Vehs Entered 2126 2163 2114 2168 2172 2151
Vehs Exited 2164 2165 2139 2172 2171 2163
Starting Vehs 81 64 76 62 65 69
Ending Vehs 43 62 51 58 66 53
Travel Distance (mi) 706 710 689 708 717 706
Travel Time (hr) 40.8 42.2 41.0 42.3 43.0 419
Total Delay {hr) 13.6 14.9 147 15.1 15.4 14.7
Total Staps 2110 2172 2100 2237 2288 2184
Fuel Used (gal) 28.8 29.2 284 29.4 29.7 29.1
Fellows Annexation / ZC Traffic Analysis SimTraffic Report
Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering Page 2
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City of Central Point
Transportation System Plan, 2008-2030
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ATTACHMENT "G"

PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 845

A RESOLUTION FORWARDING A FAVORABLE RECOMMENDATION
TO THE CITY COUNCIL TO APPROVE THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
AMENDMENT/CLARIFICATION OF 3428 AND 3470 CHICORY LANE TO
TOD CORRIDOR

Applicant: Bob Fellows Construction, LLC;
Agent: CSA Planning, Ltd.

(37S 2W 11C, Tax Lots 8300 & 8400)
File No. CPA-17002

WHEREAS, the Central Point Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map designates 3428 and 3470
Chicory Lane as TOD Corridor, and the current TOD-MMR/R-3 zoning designation and the
proposed TOD-LMR/R-2 zoning designation are consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and
surrounding uses; and

WHEREAS, the proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment will provide clarification of the
Property’s land use designation upon annexation in the City; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission’s consideration of the application is based on the standards
and criteria applicable to Minor Comprehensive Plan Amendments per Section 17.96.500, and the
findings of fact and conclusions of law incorporated herein (Exhibit “A”), and

WHEREAS, adequate public services and transportation networks are available to the site, and are
consistent with the Statewide Planning Goals and Transportation Planning Rule; and

WHEREAS, on September 5, 2017, the Central Point Planning Commission opened a duly-noticed
public hearing on the Application, at which time the Planning Commission heard testimony and
comments on the Comprehensive Plan Amendment application, as specifically identified in Exhibit
“A”.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City of Central Point Planning Commission,
by this Resolution No. 845, does hereby recommend approval of the Comprehensive Plan
Amendment based on the findings of fact and conclusions of law as set forth in Exhibit “A, and
attached hereto by reference and incorporated herein; and

PASSED by the Planning Commission and signed by me in authentication of its passage this
5th day of September, 2017.

Planning Commission Chair
ATTEST:

City Representative

Approved this day of September, 2017.

Planning Commission Chair

Planning Commission Resolution No. 838
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