PLANNING COMMISSION

AGENDA
JUNE 11, 2015

Commission Members Regular Planning Commission meetings
are held on the second and fourth
Thursdays of every month

Tim D’Alessandro
Norman Fincher
Bill Mansfield
David McFadden

Mark McKechnie City of Medford
Patrick Miranda City Council Chambers
Jared Pulver 411 W. Eighth Street, Third Floor
Alec Schwimmer Medford, OR 97501
541-774-2380

Meetings begin at 5:30 PMm
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Planning Commission

Public Hearing

June 11, 2015
5:30 PMm

Council Chambers— City Hall, Room 300
411 West Eighth Street, Medford, Oregon

10.

20.

30.

40.

50.

Roll Call

Consent Calendar/Written Communications (voice vote)

20.1. PUD-15-043 / LDS-15-044 Final Orders of a request for a revision to the Cedar
Landing Planned Unit Development (PUD) and for approval of the tentative plat for High
Cedars Subdivision Phases 1 through 5. The PUD revision request applies only to the
portion south of Cedar Links Drive and consists of: 1) reconfiguring the entire area into
the High Cedars subarea, phases 1 through 5; 2) changing all commercial, multi-family,
and condominium uses to single family detached residential; 3) remaoving the below
grade pedestrian crossing at Cedar Links Drive; 4) creating a single access point to
Foothill Road at Normil Terrace and eliminating the second access point at Tree Top
Drive; and 5) relocating pedestrian paths. The project is located on approximately 114
acres on the north and south sides of Cedar Links Drive, west of Foothill Road within an
SFR-4/PD (Single-Family Residential — 4 dwelling units per gross acre / Planned
Development) zoning district. Cedar Investment Group LLC, Applicant; CSA Planning
Ltd., Agent.

20.2. CP-14-114 The City of Medford is proposing to amend the Urban Growth
Boundary (UGB) for the purpose of providing a twenty—year land supply based
on the City’s projected need for residential and employment land. The proposed
changes include: amending (expanding) the Urban Growth Boundary, assigning
General Land Use Plan (GLUP} map designations to the areas added to the UGB,;
amending the Medford Street Functional Classification Plan of the
Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan to include the expansion
areas; and amending some portions of the Urbanization and GLUP Elements of
the Comprehensive Plan to accommodate the UGB amendment. City of
Medford, Applicant.

Minutes

30.1. Consideration for approval of Minutes from the May 28, 2015, meeting.

Oral and Written Requests and Communications

Public Hearings—New Business
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50.1. TF-15-056 Consideration of plans to build street improvements to extend
Lozier Lane from Kime Drive to Cunningham Avenue including additional
improvements along the west side of Orchard Home Drive to just south of
Westwood Drive. Lozier Lane and Orchard Home Drive are classified as Major
Collector streets and will be built to the standard cross section which includes
two 11 foot travel lanes, one 12 foot center turn lane, five foot sidewalk, ten foot
planter strip, and five foot bike lanes on each side. Cunningham Avenue is
classified as a Minor Arterial and will include a stop controlled intersection with
Lozier Lane to the north and Orchard Home Drive to the south. The
improvements on Cunningham Avenue include a dedicated right and left turn
lane, curb, gutter, sidewalk, and planter strip. City of Medford Public Works
Department, Applicant.

50.2 DCA-15-052 Four amendments to Chapter 10 of the Municipal Code: to
allow brewpubs in commercial districts; to allow small-scale metal fabrication in
the Heavy Commercial district; to permit administrative changes to agency
referral list; and to accept securities from any bank in the state. City of Medford,

Applicant.

50.3 ZC-15-058 Consideration of a request for a change of zone from SFR-00
(Single Family Residential, one dwelling unit per existing lot) to MFR-20
(Multiple-Family Residential, 20 dwelling units per gross acre) of 0.22 acres
located on the east side of Lozier Lane, south of West Main Street. David &
Cathie Johnson, Applicant.

50.4 2C-15-041 Consideration of a request for a change of zone from MFR-20
(Multi-Family Residential — 20 dwelling units per gross acre) to C-C (Community
Commercial) on one parcel at 955 North Phoenix Road (371W34 TLSO01),
consisting of approximately 2.14 acres located at the southeast corner of East
Barnett Road and North Phoenix Road. Rogue Federal Credit Union, Applicant;
CSA Planning, Ltd., Agent.

50.5 CUP-15-050 Request for a revision to a Conditional Use Permit for
Jackson Elementary School located at 713 Summit Avenue (372W24CD TL6400),
to allow for the construction of a 1,792 square foot modular classroom for full
day kindergarten classes. The 6.16 acre school site is located on the northwest
corner of Summit Avenue and West Jackson Street within a SFR-10 (Single Family
Residential — 10 dwelling units per gross acre) zoning district. Medford School
District 549C, Applicant; Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc., Agent.

50.6 CUP-15-051 Request for a Conditional Use Permit to revise an existing
permit currently in effect for Hoover Elementary School, to allow for the
construction of a 64" X 28 (1,792 sq.ft.) modular classroom for full day
kindergarten classes. The 7.2 acre school site is located on the north side of
Siskiyou Boulevard approximately 235 feet east of Modoc Avenue within a SFR-4
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(Single Family Residential — 4 dwelling units per gross acre) zoning district.
Medford School District 549C, Applicant; Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc., Agent.

50.7 CUP-15-049 Consideration of a request for a Conditional Use Permit to
revise the existing permit for Lone Pine Elementary School currently in effect to
allow for the construction of two 64’ X 28 (3,584 total sq.ft.) modular
classrooms for full day kindergarten classes. The 9.26 acre school site is located
at the southeast corner of Lone Pine Road and Brookdale Avenue within the SFR-
4 (Single Family Residential — 4 dwelling units per gross acre) and SFR-00 (Single
Family Residential = 1 dwelling unit per existing parcel) zoning districts. Medford
School District 549C, Applicant; Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc., Agent.

50.8 CUP-15-048 Consideration of a request for a Conditional Use Permit to
revise the existing permit for Wilson Elementary School currently in effect to
allow for the construction of a 64’ X 42’ (2,688 sq.ft.) modular classroom for full
day kindergarten classes. The 11.84 acre school site is located at the southwest
corner of Johnson Street and Corona Avenue within a SFR-4 (Single Family
Residential — 4 dwelling units per gross acre) zoning district. Medford School
District 549C, Applicant; Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc., Agent.

60. Reports
60.1. Site Plan and Architectural Commission
60.2. Report of the Joint Transportation Subcommittee
60.3. Planning Department

70. Messages and Papers from the Chair

80. Remarks from the City Attorney

90. Propositions and Remarks from the Commission

100. Adjournment

Page 2 of 3
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BEFORE THE MEDFORD PLANNING COMMISSION

STATE OF OREGON, CITY OF MEDFORD

IN THE MATTER OF PLANNING COMMISSION FILE PUD-15-043 )
APPLICATION FOR A REVISION TO CEDAR LANDING SUBMITTED ) ORDER
BY CEDAR INVESTMENT GROUP LLC. )

ORDER granting approval for a revision to the Cedar Landing Planned Unit Development (PUD) and
for approval of the tentative plat for High Cedars Subdivision Phases 1 through 5. The PUD revision
request applies only to the portion south of Cedar Links Drive and consists of: 1) reconfiguring the
entire area into the High Cedars subarea, phases 1 through 5; 2) changing all commercial, multi-
family, and condominium uses to single family detached residential; 3) removing the below grade
pedestrian crossing at Cedar Links Drive; 4) creating a single access point to Foothill Road at Normil
Terrace and eliminating the second access point at Tree Top Drive; and 5) relocating pedestrian
paths. The project is located on approximately 114 acres on the north and south sides of Cedar
Links Drive, west of Foothill Road within an SFR-4/PD (Single-Family Residential — 4 dwelling units
per gross acre / Planned Development) zoning district.

WHEREAS:

1. The Planning Commission has duly accepted the application filed in accordance with the Land
Development Code, Section 10.245(A), Revision of a Preliminary or Final Planned Unit
Development Plan; and

2. The Medford Planning Commission has considered in an open meeting the applicant's request
for a revision to the Cedar Landing Planned Unit Development (PUD) and for approval of the
tentative plat for High Cedars Subdivision Phases 1 through 5. The PUD revision request applies
only to the portion south of Cedar Links Drive and consists of: 1) reconfiguring the entire areainto
the High Cedars subarea, phases 1 through 5; 2) changing all commercial, multi-family, and
condominium uses to single family detached residential; 3) removing the below grade pedestrian
crossing at Cedar Links Drive; 4) creating a single access point to Foothill Road at Normil Terrace
and eliminating the second access point at Tree Top Drive; and 5) relocating pedestrian paths. The
project is located on approximately 114 acres on the north and south sides of Cedar Links Drive,
west of Foothill Road within an SFR-4/PD (Single-Family Residential — 4 dwelling units per gross
acre / Planned Development} zoning district; and

3. Evidence and recommendations were received and presented by the applicant’s representative
and Planning Department staff; and

4. After consideration and discussion, the Medford Planning Commission, upon a motion duly
seconded a revision to the Cedar Landing Planned Unit Development (PUD) and for approval of the
tentative plat for High Cedars Subdivision Phases 1 through 5. The PUD revision request applies
only to the portion south of Cedar Links Drive and consists of: 1) reconfiguring the entire area into
the High Cedars subarea, phases 1 through 5; 2) changing all commercial, multi-family, and
condominium uses to single family detached residential; 3) removing the below grade pedestrian
crossing at Cedar Links Drive; 4) creating a single access point to Foothill Road at Normil Terrace
and eliminating the second access point at Tree Top Drive; and 5) relocating pedestrian paths. The
project is located on approximately 114 acres on the north and south sides of Cedar Links Drive,
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FINAL ORDER PUD-15-043

west of Foothill Road within an SFR-4/PD (Single-Family Residential — 4 dwelling units per gross
acre / Planned Development) zoning district.

THEREFORE LET IT BE HEREBY ORDERED that the approval for a revision to the Cedar Landing
Planned Unit Development (PUD) and for approval of the tentative plat for High Cedars Subdivision
Phases 1 through 5. The PUD revision request applies only to the portion south of Cedar Links
Drive and consists of: 1) reconfiguring the entire area into the High Cedars subarea, phases 1
through 5; 2) changing all commercial, multi-family, and condominium uses to single family
detached residential; 3) removing the below grade pedestrian crossing at Cedar Links Drive; 4)
creating a single access point to Foothill Road at Normil Terrace and eliminating the second access
point at Tree Top Drive; and 5) relocating pedestrian paths. The project is located on
approximately 114 acres on the north and south sides of Cedar Links Drive, west of Foothill Road
within an SFR-4/PD (Single-Family Residential — 4 dwelling units per gross acre / Planned
Development) zoning district, per the Planning Commission Report dated May 28, 2015.

Accepted and approved this 11th day of June, 2015.

CITY OF MEDFORD PLANNING COMMISSION

Planning Commission Chair

ATTEST:

Planning Department Representative
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BEFORE THE MEDFORD PLANNING COMMISSION

STATE OF OREGON, CITY OF MEDFORD

IN THE MATTER OF TENTATIVE PLAT APPROVAL OF )
) ORDER
THE HIGH CEDARS SUBDIVISION PHASES 1 THROUGH 5 [LDS-15-044] )

ORDER granting approval of a request for tentative plat approval for the High Cedars Subdivision
Phases 1 through 5.

WHEREAS:

1. The Planning Commission has duly accepted the application filed in accordance with the
Medford Land Development Code, Sections 10.265 through 10.267; and

2. The Medford Planning Commission has duly held a public hearing on the request for approval
of the tentative plat for High Cedars Subdivision Phases 1 through 5 located on approximately 114
acres on the north and south sides of Cedar Links Drive, west of Foothill Road within an SFR-4/PD
(Single-Family Residential — 4 dwelling units per gross acre / Planned Development) zoning district
and of a request for a revision to the Cedar Landing Planned Unit Development (PUD). The PUD
revision request applies only to the portion south of Cedar Links Drive and consists of: 1)
reconfiguring the entire area into the High Cedars subarea, phases 1 through 5; 2) changing all
commercial, multi-family, and condominium uses to single family detached residential; 3)
removing the below grade pedestrian crossing at Cedar Links Drive; 4) creating a single access
point to Foothill Road at Normil Terrace and eliminating the second access point at Tree Top Drive;
and 5) relocating pedestrian paths, with the public hearing a matter of record of the Planning
Commission on May 28, 2015.

3. Atthe public hearing on said tentative plat, evidence and recommendations were received and
presented by the developer and Planning Department Staff; and

4. At the conclusion of said hearing, after consideration and discussion, the Medford Planning
Commission, upon a motion duly seconded granted tentative plat approval and directed staff to
prepare a final order with all conditions and findings set forth for the granting of the tentative plat
approval.

THEREFORE LET IT BE HEREBY ORDERED that the tentative plat for High Cedars Subdivision Phases
1 through 5 stands approved per the Planning Commission Report dated May 28, 2015, and
subject to compliance with all conditions contained therein.

AND LET IT FURTHER BE OF RECORD, that the action of the Planning Commission in approving this
request for tentative plat approval is hereafter supported by the findings referenced in the
Planning Commission Report dated May 28, 2015.

BASED UPON THE ABOVE, the Planning Commission determined that the tentative plat is in
conformity with the provisions of law and Section 10.270 Land Division Criteria of the Land
Development Code of the City of Medford.
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Accepted and approved this 11th day of June, 2015.

CITY OF MEDFORD PLANNING COMMISSION

Planning Commission Chair

ATTEST:

Planning Department Representative
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— OREGON

City of Medford

Planning Department

Working with the community to shape a vibrant and exceptional city

PLANNING COMMISSION REPORT

for a Type-C quasi-judicial decision: PUD Revision and Tentative Plat

FILE NO. PUD-15-043 / LDS-15-044

DATE May 28, 2015
BACKGROUND
Proposal

Consideration of a request for a revision to the Cedar Landing Planned Unit
Development (PUD} and for approval of the tentative plat for High Cedars Subdivision
Phases 1 through 5. The PUD revision request applies only to the portion south of Cedar
Links Drive and consists of: 1) reconfiguring the entire area into the High Cedars
subarea, phases 1 through 5; 2) changing all commercial, multi-family, and
condominium uses to single family detached residential; 3) removing the below grade
pedestrian crossing at Cedar Links Drive; 4) creating a single access point to Foothill
Road at Normil Terrace and eliminating the second access point at Tree Top Drive; and
5) relocating pedestrian paths. The project is located on approximately 114 acres on the
north and south sides of Cedar Links Drive, west of Foothill Road within an SFR-4/PD
(Single-Family Residential — 4 dwelling units per gross acre / Planned Development)
zoning district.

Subject Site Characteristics
Zoning SFR-4

GLUP UR (Urban Residential)
Use Vacant Golf Course

Surrounding Site Characteristics

North SFR-4 Single Family Dwellings
South SFR-4 Single Family Dwellings
East SFR-4 Single Family Dwellings
West SFR-4 Single Family Dwellings

Related Projects

PUD-05-035 Cedar Landing PUD
LDS-05-036 Cascade Terrace Subdivision
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Cedar Landing PUD Planning Commission Report

PUD-15-043/LDS5-15-044 May 28, 2015
LDS-05-037  Sky Lakes Subdivision

PUD-05-035 Termination of 5.47 acre portion of PUD for park property in 2011
LDS-13-121  Sky Lakes Village Subdivision Phases 7A & 7B

PUD-13-119 PUD Revision

E-14-059 Exception to required right-of-way dedication

PUD-14-136 PUD Revision

LDS-14-137  Sky Lakes Village Phase 1 Tentative Plat

LDS-14-138 The Village at Cedar Landing Phase 1 Tentative Plat

Applicable Criteria
Medford Municipal Code

Planned Unit Development, §10.235(C)

The Planning Commission shall approve a Preliminary PUD if it concludes that
compliance exists with each of the following criteria:

1. The proposed PUD:

a. preserves an important natural feature of the land, or
b. includes a mixture of residential and commercial land uses, or
C. includes a mixture of housing types in residential areas, or
d includes open space, common areas, or other elements intended for
common use or ownership, or
e. is otherwise required by the Medford Land Development Code.
2. The proposed PUD complies with the applicable requirements of this Code, or
a. the proposed modified applications of the Code are necessary for the
project to be consistent with the criteria in Section 10.235(C)(1)(a-e), and
b. the proposed modifications enhance the development as a whole
resulting in a more creative and desirable project, and
c. the proposed modifications to the limitations, restrictions, and design
standards of this Code will not materially impair the function, safety, or
efficiency of the circulation system or the development as a whole.
3. The property is not subject to any of the following measures or if subject thereto

the PUD can be approved under the standards and criteria there under:

a. Moratorium on Construction or Land Development pursuant to ORS
197.505 through 197.540, as amended.
b. Public Facilities Strategy pursuant to ORS 197.768 as amended.
c Limited Service Area adopted as part of the Medford Comprehensive
Plan.
Page 2 of 11
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Cedar Landing PUD Planning Commission Report
PUD-15-043/LDS-15-044 May 28, 2015

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

5. if the Preliminary PUD Plan includes uses not allowed in the underlying zone
pursuant to Subsection 10.230(D) (8)(c), the applicant shall alternatively
demonstrate that either:

1) demands for the Category “A” public facilities listed below are equivalent
to or less than for one or more permitted uses listed for the underlying
zone, or

2) the property can be supplied by the time of development with the
following Category “A” public facilities which can be supplied in sufficient
condition and capacity to support development of the proposed use:

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

d. Public streets.

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

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

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

Revision or Termination of a PUD, §10.245(A)(3)

3. Burden of Proof; Criteria for Revisions: The burden of proof and supporting findings
of fact and conclusions of law for the criteria in Subsections 10.235(D) or 10.240(G), as
applicable, shall be strictly limited to the specific nature and magnitude of the proposed
revision. However, it is further provided that the design and development aspects of the

Page 3 of 11
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Cedar Landing PUD Planning Commission Report
PUD-15-043/LDS-15-044 May 28, 2015

whole PUD may be relied upon in reaching findings of fact and conclusions of law for the
criterion at Subsection 10.235(D)(5). It is further provided that before the Planning
Commission can approve a PUD Plan revision, it must determine that the proposed
revision is compatible with existing developed portions of the whole PUD.

Land Division, §10.270

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

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

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

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

(4) If it includes the creation of streets or alleys, that such streets or alleys are laid
out to be consistent with existing and planned streets and alleys and with the
plats of land divisions already approved for adjoining property unless the
approving authority determines it is in the public interest to modify the street
pattern;

(5) If it has streets or alleys that are proposed to be held for private use, that they
are distinguished from the public streets or alleys on the tentative plat, and
reservations or restrictions relating to the private streets or alleys are set forth;

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

Page 4 of 11

Page 12



Cedar Landing PUD Planning Commission Report
PUD-15-043/LDS-15-044 May 28, 2015

Corporate Names

The application lists Cedar Investment Group, LLC as the owner of the subject property.
As per the State of Oregon Business Registry, Eric Artner is listed as the registered agent.

ISSUES AND ANALYSIS

Project History

On April 27, 2006, the Planning Commission approved Cedar Landing Planned Unit
Development (PUD-05-035), a master plan for the redevelopment of the 122.12-acre
site to provide a mixture of residential uses, commercial development and a
preservation of existing open space. The overall project is organized into four sub areas
with multiple phases that are described as follows:

1 High Cedars (43.0 £ acres) consists of five (5) phases including single-family lots,
55 and older, pad lots and common area/open space.

2 The Village at Cedar Landing (21.42 % acres) is made up of five (5) phases of
single-family lots, condominiums, retirement facilities and common area/open
space.

3. Cascade Terrace (15.4 + acres) is comprised of two (2) phases of small single-
family lots targeted for detached dwellings and residents aged 55 or older.

4. Sky Lakes Village {41.6 + acres) consists of single-family residential lots and
common area/open space.

Three phases of the original project have final plan and plat approvals. Sky Lakes Village
Phases 5, 6, and 7A have received final plat and plan approvals. In addition, a request
was approved to allow the termination of portions of Cascade Terrace and Sky Lakes
Village. The 5.47 acre terminated portion of the project was sold to the City for use as a
public park.

In 2013, a revision to the PUD was approved which included modifications for naming,
numbering, and design. An important item discussed in the Public Works Report at that
time was the realignment of Cedar Links Drive at Foothills Road. A traffic signal and the
realigned intersection have recently been completed.

In January 2015, an exception was approved for the reduction of required right-of-way
dedication for Cedar Links Drive. The Planning Commission approved modifications to
the street design as part of the original approval in order to preserve existing Cedar
trees on the north side of Cedar Links Drive. An Exception was necessary in order to
reduce the amount of right-of-way dedication.

Page 5 of 11
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Cedar Landing PUD Planning Commission Report
_PUD-15-043/LDS-15~044 May 28, 2015

Most recently, in April 2015 the Planning Commission approved a revision to the PUD
regarding changes to the north side of Cedar Links Drive and tentative plats for Sky
Lakes Phase 1 and The Village Phase 1. The changes to the PUD on the north side of
Cedar Links Drive are similar to those presented in this application and specifically
addressed street design, number of lots, the relocation of paths, a reduction in the front
yard setback, and an increase in maximum lot coverage.

Project Update

The applicant is now requesting a PUD revision for the portion of the PUD south of
Cedar Links Drive. Specifically, the revisions consists of reconfiguring the entire area into
5 phases; changing all commercial, muiti-family, and condominium uses to single-family
detached residential; removing the below grade pedestrian crossing at Cedar Links
Drive; creating a single access point to Foothill Road at Normil Terrace and eliminating
the second access point at Tree Top Drive; relocating the pedestrian paths. In addition,
the applicant is seeking approval of the tentative plat for High Cedars Phases 1 through
5. In addition, this revision includes minor modifications necessary for the project to
ensure compliance with all code provisions.

Phasing

The phasing has been changed slightly to adjust for the changes in uses and subareas.
The commercial area adjacent to Cedar Links Drive was previously a part of The Village
subarea (phase 4). Now, as proposed all detached single-family residential, the entire
portion of the PUD south of Cedar Links Drive makes up the High Cedars subares,
consisting of phases 1 through S.

Changes to Proposed Uses

The most significant and substantive revision proposed is that of the land uses for the
portion of the PUD south of Cedar Links Drive. Previous versions of the PUD included a
mixture of commercial uses, and various housing types, in addition to detached single-
family residential units in this area south of Cedar Links Drive. This current revision
proposes to remove all other land uses and housing types, leaving the entire area
{approximately 48 acres) as detached single-family residential homes, situated on 176
lots. The proposed revision also reduces the amount of open space provided to just over
11 total acres, including the open space easements.

Page 6 of 11
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Cedar Landing PUD Planning Commission Report

PUD-15-043/LDS-15-044 May 28, 2015

Land Use/Housing Type Previous Approvals Proposed Revision PUD-15-044
Commercial Lots (sq ft) 42,630 sq ft 0
Senior Single-Family Dwellings 34 0
Condominium Units 13 0
Detached Single-Family Dwellings 65 176
Duplex Units 22 0
Townhomes 36 0
Open Space Area & Easements (sq ft} 689,234 sq ft / 15.82 Ac 489,444 5q ft / 11.24 Ac

Sources: PUD Plan PUD-14-136; Applicant’s Exhibit 7 Preliminary PUD Plon

These proposed revisions to the PUD do not result in a significant change in density. The
approximate 114 acres included in the PUD with the underlying zoning of SFR-4, results
in an allowable residential density range of roughly 285 units up to about 547 units with
a 20 percent density bonus due to the large nature of the PUD. Although the housing
types are now proposed to be all detached-single family, the total number of proposed
units increases only slightly from 170 total units to 176 total units in this portion of the
PUD. Together with the northern portion of the PUD, the total number of proposed
housing units is 461, which falls well within the allowable range.

DECISION:  The Planning Commission discussed the change of uses extensively,
including both the removal of a commercial component on the south side
of Cedar Links Drive as well as the change in housing type diversity.
Discussion by the Commission, explanations from Staff, and findings from
the applicant indicated that there was sufficient compatibility with the
already developed portion of the PUD - detached single-family residential
- to adequately satisfy the criteria in §10.245(A)(3).

Pedestrian Crossing

The original PUD plan for Cedar Landing included a below-grade pedestrian crossing to
be constructed at Cedar Links Drive. This was an element only briefly described in the
applicant’s written narrative with the original proposal in 2005. The applicant is now
requesting that the Commission eliminate the requirement for this pedestrian crossing.
There is adequate pedestrian connectivity provided within both the north and south
portion of the PUD, although this change would result in no clearly designated
pedestrian connection across Cedar Links Drive.

Access to Foothill Road

As proposed, access to Foothill Road will now be limited to a single access point from
within this portion of the PUD south of Cedar Links Drive. The connection point will be
at Normil Terrace. A second connection was previously proposed as what was then
referred to as Timbered Ridge (now Tree Top Drive).

Page 7 of 11
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Cedar Landing PUD Planning Commission Report
PUD-15-043/LDS-15-044 May 28, 2015

It is likely that development of this project will begin to occur furthest from Foothill
Road due to the associated improvements. Until such time as the Foothill Road
connection is constructed at Normil Terrace, the Fire Department has agreed that a 12-
foot wide emergency only access road connecting Fallen Oak Drive to Cedar Links Drive
would be sufficient as a secondary access in order to lift the fire sprinkler requirement
(Exhibit J).

Pedestrian Paths

Following the approved revisions to the north side of the PUD, the relocation of the
pedestrian paths on the south side are essentially the same. Through past iterations of
this project, the location of pedestrian and bicycle paths behind residential lots,
connecting to open space areas, has been an issue with neighbors. The original design
placed these paths between the rear yards of existing homes and the rear yards of
future homes within this project. Privacy and safety concerns were raised with this
design. These paths are proposed to be relocated to open space easements along the
front of the some lots. However, it should be noted that this shift has resulted in some
existing homes south of this project to now back up directly to another lot, rather than
to open space as previously approved.

The applicant has provided a cross section of the proposed path (Exhibit E} which
illustrates the open space easements to be located along the front of approximately 32
lots in High Cedars Phases 1, 2, 3, and 5. The open space areas will be maintained by the
Homeowner’s Association and are proposed to consist of a seven foot meandering path
with grass planter strips and a street tree per lot, on each side of the path.

DECISION: The Commission discussed with the applicant and with the City Engineer
the distinction between a sidewalk and a multi-use path as well as the
standards for each. The Public Works Report required that the proposed
multi-use path be ten-feet wide. Ultimately the Commission decided to
approve a seven-foot meandering sidewalk, rather than a ten-foot multi-
use path throughout the project. The Public Works Report has been
revised to reflect the Commission’s decision (Exhibit H-1).

Additional Considerations

As this is a very large, complex project there are additional issues the Commission
should consider with this PUD revision and tentative plat proposal.

Through Lots

The applicant’s findings provide for stipulations to which they agree for items such as
completing the necessary property line adjustments, street vacations, and the like
(Exhibits A, G). One item included in this list by the applicant is that of restricted access
for particular lots with double frontage. Per MLDC §10.440 restricting the access for lots
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Cedar Landing PUD Planning Commission Report
PUD-15-043/LDS-15-044 May 28, 2015

that border a collector or arterial, in this instance proposed lots 124-128 and 147-148 in
Phase 4 and lots 149-156 in Phase 5 which all back to Foothill Road, is appropriate.

Proposed lots 5 and 6 in Phase 1 have frontage to both Morning View Drive and
Callaway Drive, both which are residential streets. The layout of these specific lots
require approval through the PUD itself per MLDC §10.230(D)(1). Therefore, the
applicant is actually requesting the Commission to also approve lot layout — two through
lots fronting on to residential streets — as a sixth revision item to the PUD.

All proposed through lots would be restricted to a single vehicular access from the
street to which they front within the Cedar Landing PUD. Proposed lots 5 and 6 would
have access from Morning View Drive only. Proposed lots 124-128 and 147-156 would
have access from High Cedars Lane only. Although lots 128 and 147 are actually bound
by streets on three sides (they are also adjacent to Normil Terrace) their access would
be limited to High Cedars Lane.

Minor Modifications

In order for the revised PUD to fully comply with all current provisions of the Land
Development Code, the applicant requests that the Commission approve these minor
modifications.

Modification Applicable Area Rationale

Side-Yard Setback* To accommodate adjacent commonly
owned open space lots, if necessary. Open
space easements are preferred and
depicted on the plans.

Lots: 75, 85, 106, 107, 110

:::e::ard Setackaf Lots: 36-57, 89-90, 158-165 To accommodate the meandering path.
Block Length Removal of commercial area adjacent to

Two interior blocks {of 820 and
920 feet respectively) bound by
Caldera Ln, Obsidian Ridge,
Fallen Oak Dr, Marning View Dr,
& Farmington Ave

Cedar Links Drive results in the relocation
of Fallen Oak Drive further north to
account for standard residential lots.
Pedestrian connections provided via

. pathways and sidewalks to open space.

F’Applicant requests the option of a 4-foot setback ONLY if open space easements are not utilized.

DECISION: The applicant withdrew the request for the 4-foot sidewalk setback
modification.

Property Line Adjustments and Rights-of-Way

Changes in the proposed land uses and overall lot layout necessitate property line
adjustments in order to align property lines with the proposed phase boundaries. This
should be completed before final plat of any affected phases.
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Cedar Landing PUD Planning Commission Report
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Similarly, a previously recorded plat, Sky Lakes Village Phase 7A, created rights-of-way
that do not accurately reflect this proposed revision. The applicant agrees to vacate and
dedicate the applicable portions of right-of-way to create appropriate rights-of-way
which conform to this proposed plat (Exhibit A, C).

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Staff has reviewed the applicant’s findings and conclusions (Exhibit G) and recommends
the Commission adopt the findings with the following modifications.

* PUD revision for the allowance of the proposed lot layout including through lots
and access restrictions.

*  Minor modifications to allow for: 33-foot front yard setbacks and extended block
lengths, as applicable.

ACTION TAKEN

Adopted the modified findings as recommended by staff and directed staff to prepare a
Final Order for approval per the Planning Commission Report dated May 28, 2015,
including Exhibits A through S.

EXHIBITS

A-1  Conditions of Approval

B Revised PUD Plan for Cedar Landing, received March 26, 2015

C Tentative Map for High Cedars at Cedar Landing Phases 1-5, received March 26,
2015

Conceptual Grading and Drainage Plan, received March 26, 2015

Proposed Path Detail, received March 26, 2015

Street Tree Master Plan, received March 26, 2015

Applicant’s Findings of Fact, received March 26, 2015

Public Works Staff Report, received May 06, 2015

Fire Department Report, received May 06, 2015

Fire Department Letter and Secondary Access Agreement, received April 16,
2015

Medford Water Commission Memo, received May 06, 2015

ODOT Letter, received May 07, 2015

Address Technician Memo, received May 06, 2015

Building Department Memo, received May 06, 2015

Medford Irrigation District Letter, received April 28, 2015

Letter from Mr. Robert J. White, received April 14, 2015

Letter from Construction Engineering Consultants, received May 28, 2015
Foothill Road Arterial Separation Feature lllustration, received May 28, 2015
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Cedar Landing PUD Planning Commission Report

PUD-15-043/LDS-15-044 May 28, 2015
S Typical Cross Section Foothill Road lilustration, received March 26, 2015
Vicinity map

MEDFORD PLANNING COMMISSION

David McFadden, Chair

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA: MAY 28, 2015
JUNE 11, 2015
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EXHIBIT A-1

Cedar Landing PUD Revision and Subdivision Plat
PUD-15-043 / LDS-15-044
Conditions of Approval
May 28, 2015

All conditions of the Preliminary PUD plan approval (PUD-05-035) are still in effect,
other than those modified by this revision request.

DISCRETIONARY CONDITIONS
1. Comply with all Agreed to Stipulations outlined in the Findings of Fact
(Exhibit G);
2. Necessary property line adjustments, right-of-way vacations, and right-of-

way dedications shall be completed prior to final plat of the affected phases;

CODE CONDITIONS
3. Comply with the Public Works Staff Report received May 29, 2015 (Exhibit H-
1);
4. Comply with the Medford Water Commission Memorandum received May

06, 2015 (Exhibit K);

5. Comply with the Medford Fire Department Report received May 06, 2015
(Exhibit 1);

6. Comply with the Medford Fire Department Letter and Secondary Access
Agreement received April 16, 2015 (Exhibit J}; and

7. Comply with the Address Technician Memorandum received May 06, 2015
(Exhibit M).

CITY OF MEDFORD

EXHIBIT# &: ]

FILE # PUD-15-043/1LDS-15-044
Page 20



RECEIVED

MAY 29 2015

Continuous In;provement Customer Service PLANNING DEPT
CITY OF MEDFORD

Revised Date: May 29, 2015
File Number: PUD 15-043/LDS-15-044
(Reference: PUD-14-136, LDS-14-137, and LDS-14-138)

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT STAFF REPORT
CEDAR LANDING PUD (South-side of Cedar Links Dr.) - REVISION &
HIGH CEDARS SUBDIVISION PHASE 1-5

Project: Consideration of a request for a revision to the Cedar Landing Planned Unit
Development (PUD) and for approval of the tentative plat for HIGH
CEDARS SUBDIVISION, Phases 1 through 5. The PUD revision request
applies only to the portion south of Cedar Links Drive and consists of: 1)
reconfiguring the entire area into the High Cedars subarea, Phases 1 through
5; 2) changing all commercial, multi-family, and condominium uses to single
family detached residential; 3) removing the below grade pedestrian crossing
at Cedar Links Drive; 4) creating a single access point to Foothill Road at
Normil Terrace and eliminating the second access point at Treec Top Drive;
and 5) relocating pedestrian paths.

Location: North and south side of Cedar Links Drive, west of Foothill Road on
approximately 114 acres, within an SFR-4/PD zoning district.

Applicant:  Cedar Investment Group, LLC

Applicability: The Medford Public Works Department’s conditions of Preliminary Plan
Approval for Cedar Landing PUD were adopted by Order of the Medford Planning Commission
on April 27, 2006 (PUD-05-035). The approval for Cedar Landing PUD received a minor
amendment on July 14, 2008 through a De minimis revision by the Planning Director. A portion
of the PUD was terminated by the Planning Commission on April 14, 2011. A revision to the
PUD was approved on February 27, 2014 (PUD-13-119) and included name changes, phase re-
numbering, and lot reconfiguration. An exception for reduced right-of-way along the northerly
section of Cedar Links Drive was approved on January 22, 2015 (E-14-059). Cedar Landing
PUD on the north side of Cedar Links Drive was amended and approved by the Planning
Commission on April 23, 2015 (PUD-14-136, LDS-14-137, and LDS-14-138). The adopted
conditions by each of these actions shall remain in full force as originally adopted except as
amended or added to below.
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NOTE: Items A - D Shall be Completed and Accepted Prior to Approval of the Final Plat
REVISION REQUESTS

The Public Works Department has no objections to the five (5) revision requests stated above for
the portion of the Cedar Landing PUD south of Cedar Links Drive. They are described in more
detail below as needed. Public Works does have a comment on the width of the proposed
pathways adjacent to the public right-of-way, which is discussed under “Access and Circulation”

below.
A. STREETS
1. Dedications

Foothill Read is an existing County road, which lies along the easterly boundary of the portion
of Cedar Landing PUD, which is south of Cedar Links Drive. It is classified as a major arterial
street, which has a required total right-of-way width of 100 feet, or 50 feet on each side of the
centerline along the frontage of the proposed Development. The necessary right-of-way was
previously dedicated as part of the final plat for “Sky Lakes Village at Cedar Landing, Phase
7A”. No other right-of-way is needed with this Development.

Cedar Links Drive is an existing City street, which lies along the northerly boundary of this
portion of Cedar Landing PUD, which is south of Cedar Links Drive. It is classified as a major
collector street, which has a required total right-of-way width of 74 feet, or 37 feet on each side
of the centerline along the frontage of the proposed Development. The necessary right-of-way
was previously dedicated as part of the final plat for “Sky Lakes Village at Cedar Landing, Phase
7A”. No other right-of-way is needed with this Development.

Farmington Avenue and Normil Terrace are proposed as Standard Residential Streets with a
right-of-way width of 63 feet in accordance with Medford Land Development Code (MLDC)
Section 10.430. The Developer shall dedicate the length and width of the proposed streets as
shown on the Tentative Plat. Normil Terrace shall intersect with Foothill Road in the same
alignment with Normil Terrace on the east side of Foothill Road.

On the plat of “Sky Lakes Village at Cedar Landing, Phase 7A”, right-of-way for Farmington
Ave. and Normmil Terrace was dedicated to provide access to Lots 96 and 97. The proposed
revised PUD and tentative plat for High Cedars Subdivision will necessitate vacating portions of
the existing right-of-way and dedicating new areas. This can be done in several ways, but the
timing of any vacations must be coincident with dedicating new right-of-way so that Lots 96 and
97 will always have 63 feet of right-of-way width available to their boundaries.

Caldera Lane, Obsidian Ridge, Morning View Drive, Fallen Oak Drive, Noble Fir Drive,
Tree Top Drive, Pronghorn Lane, and High Cedars Lane are each proposed as Minor
Residential Streets with a right-of-way width of 55 feet in accordance with MLDC Section
10.430. The ‘Knuckles and Cul-de-sac’ shown shall also be dedicated with a minimum of a 45
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foot radius to the right-of-way line. The Developer shall dedicate the length and width of the
proposed streets as shown on the Tentative Plat.

Streets as shown on the Tentative Plat in which any portion terminates at the boundary line of a
phase of this subdivision shall be dedicated to within one foot of the boundary line, and the
remaining one foot shall be granted in fee, as a non-access reserve strip to the City of Medford

per MLDC 10.439.

In accordance with MLDC, Section 10.471, the property owner shall dedicate 10 foot wide
Public Utility Easements (PUEs) adjoining all lot lines abutting a street.

A minimum of a 15 foot radius shall be provided at the Lot comers at each intersection, in
accordance with the MLDC, Section 10.445.

The Developer shall provide a pedestrian easement for any portion of a public sidewalk or
pathway located outside of the public right-of-way.

If dedicated by documentation separate from the final plat, public rights-of-way and public utility
easements shall be submitted directly to the Engineering Division of the Public Works
Department. The submittal shall include: the right-of-way and easement dedication; a copy of a
current Lot Book Report, Preliminary Title Report, or Title Policy; a mathematical closure report
(if applicable), and the Planning Department File Number; for review and City Engineer
acceptance signature prior to recordation by the applicant. Releases of interest shall be obtained
by holders of trust deeds or mortgages on the right-of-way and PUE area.

2. Public Improvements

a. Public Streets

Foothill Road, adjacent to this development, shall be improved to Major Arterial Street
Standards with a 70-foot paved section (designed to City of Medford Standards), complete with
curbs, gutters, 10-foot wide park strips, 5-foot wide sidewalks and street lights in accordance
with the MLDC, Section 10.428. The developer shall improve the west half plus 12-feet, or to
the existing edge of pavement, whichever is greater, east of the centerline along the frontage of

this development.

In accordance with the Commission Report for PUD-05-035, Cedar Landing PUD, the
Developer is required to:

1. Prepare a final Street Tree and Commercial Area Master Plan for Cedar Landing PUD,
which includes a detailed plan component for the Foothill Road Arterial Street Frontage
Landscape feature that will be installed within Phase 3 of High Cedars Subdivision.

2. Include a minimum 8-foot high vertical separation feature along the Foothill Road frontage
prior to the final plat of High Cedars, Phase 3.

Cedar Links Drive, adjacent to the northerly boundary of this Development shall be improved
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to major collector street standards with a 44-foot paved section (designed to City of Medford
Standards), complete with curbs, gutters, 10-foot wide park strips, 5-foot wide sidewalks and
street lights in accordance with the MLDC, Sections 10.428 and 10.430B, Table IV-1. The
developer shall improve the south half (22-feet) plus 12-feet north of the centerline along the
frontage of this development.

Farmington Avenue and Normil Terrace shall be improved to full width Standard Residential
Street standards with 36-foot wide paved sections, complete with curbs, gutters, 8-foot wide park
strips, 5-foot wide sidewalks and street lights, in accordance with MLDC 10.430(1).

In the areas where the Developer has proposed the Pathway and Open Space Easement to be
adjacent to the public right-of-way and in accordance with the Planning Commission’s decision
the Developer shall provide a 7 foot wide sidewalk.

Caldera Lane, Obsidian Ridge, Morning View Drive, Fallen Oak Drive, Noble Fir Drive,
Tree Top Drive, Pronghorn Lane, and High Cedars Lane shall be improved to Minor
Residential Street standards with paved section, complete with curb, gutter, park strip, sidewalk
and street lights, in accordance with MLDC 10.430 (2).

In the areas where the Developer has proposed the Pathway and Open Space Easement to be
adjacent to the public right-of-way and in accordance with the Planning Commission’s decision
the Developer shall provide a 7 foot wide sidewalk.

b. Street Lights and Signing

All street lights and signing for public streets shall be installed to City of Medford specifications,
and the quantity and type shall be specified for each development application as they are
submitted.

The following street lighting and signing installations will be required:

High Cedars at Cedar Landing, Phase 1-5

Street Lighting - Developer Provided & Installed
8 — 310W HPS street lights w/ BMC, (Foothill)

40 - 100W HPS street lights with/out Pedestrian Lighting
Or

13 — 100W HPS street lights with Pedestrian Lighting

(May require multiple BMC’s)

Traffic Signs and Devices - City Installed. paid by the Developer
15 — Street Name Signs
2 — Stop Signs
Varies Depending on Phase - Barricades
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On Cedar Links Drive, the Applicant’s engineer may need to address the existing power lines
when considering the placement of the proposed street lights. The required mounting height
shall be 35 feet, and the power lines may need to be adjusted to accommodate the new street

lights.

In addition, pedestrian street lights, including base mounted cabinets, shall be designed and
constructed in accordance with the MLDC, Section 10.380. Pedestrian lights shall be designed
by an engineer per City of Medford Specifications and shall be submitted to the Engineering
Division as part of the public improvement drawings described under General Conditions,

Section ‘E’ of this report.

All street lights shall be operating and turned on at the time of the final “walk through”
inspection by the Public Works Department.

c¢. Pavement Moratoriums
There is no pavement cutting moratorium currently in effect along this frontage.

3. Secction 10.668 Analysis

To support a condition of development that an applicant dedicate land for public use or provide a
public improvement, the Medford Code requires a nexus and rough proportionality analysis
which is essentially a codification of the constitutional provisions in Nollan and Dolan cases.

This application is a revision of the previously approved Cedar Landing PUD, and the conditions
stated herein were required as a condition of the original PUD and subsequent DeMinimus
changes. The one new condition indicated in this application is new street lights on the northerly
right-of-way line of Cedar Links Drive, but the applicant will receive S.S.D.C. credits for the
additional lights, which will fairly compensate the applicant for the excess burden of the exaction
to the extent that it would be a taking in accordance with the MLDC, Section 10.668.

4. Access and Circulation

The Public Works Department has no objection to the request to eliminate the Tree Top Drive
connection to Foothill Road. This will also eliminate the need for the raised median in Foothill
Road. Normil Terrace shall be the only street to intersect with Foothill Road within this P.U.D.

No Lot or Parcel shall be allowed to take direct access to Cedar Links Drive or to Foothill Road.

The Public Works Department also has no objection to the request within this PUD to remove
the below grade pedestrian crossing on Cedar Links Drive.

B. SANITARY SEWERS

This site lies within the Medford sewer service area. A private sanitary sewer lateral shall be
constructed to each Lot prior to approval of the Final Plat. All public sanitary sewers shall be
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located in public streets, or within public sanitary sewer easements. All sanitary sewer manholes
not located within public streets or alleys shall be accessible via paved surfaces having a width of

at least 12-feet.

All public sanitary sewers shall be constructed to the standards of the Department of
Environmental Quality in addition to the City of Medford design standards.

C. STORM DRAINAGE
1. Hydrology

The Engineer of Record shall provide an investigative report of the off-site drainage on the
subdivision perimeter, a distance not less than 100 feet in all directions. All off-site drainage
affecting the subdivision shall be addressed on the subdivision drainage plan. A hydrology map
depicting the amount of area the subdivision will be draining shall be submitted with hydrology
and hydraulic calculations. The opening of each curb inlet shall be sized in accordance with
ODOT design standards. These calculations and maps shall be submitted with the public
improvement plans for approval by the Engineering Division.

2. Stormwater Detention and Water Quality Treatment

This development shall provide stormwater detention in accordance with MLDC, Section
10.486, and water quality treatment in accordance with the Rogue Valley Stormwater Quality
Manual. Since this development is larger than five acres, Section 10.486 requires that the
development set aside a minimum of 2% of the gross area as open space to be developed as open
ponds for stormwater detention and treatment.

Upon completion of the project, the Engineer of Record shall provide written certification to the
Engineering Division that the construction of the controlled storm water release drainage system
was constructed per plan. This letter shall be received by the City of Medford Public Works
Engineering Department prior to approval of the Final Plat.

3. Grading

The Engineer of Record shall submit for approval with the public improvement plans a
comprehensive grading plan showing the relationship between adjacent property and the
proposed subdivision. Grading on this development shall not block drainage from an adjacent
property or concentrate drainage onto an adjacent property without an easement. The Developer
shall be responsible that the final grading of the development shall be in compliance with the

approved grading plan.
4. Mains and Laterals

In the event the lot drainage should drain to the back of the lot, the developer shall be responsible
for constructing a private drain line, including a tee at the low point of each lot to provide a
storm drain connection. All roof drains and foundation drains shall be connected directly to a

P:AStaff Reports'PUD'PUD-15-043_LDS-15-044 Cedar Investment\PUD-15-043, Staff Report-Cedar Landing PUD revision, South-side of Cedar

Links Dr-DB - PC Update. docx Page 6

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 200 S. IVY STREET TELEPHONE (541) 774-2100

ENGINEERING & DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MEDFORD, OREGON 97501 FAX (541) 774-2552
www.ci.medford.or.us

Page 26



storm drain system.

A storm drain lateral shall be constructed to each building lot prior to approval of the Final Plat.
Easements shall be shown on the Final Plat for storm drain laterals crossing lots other than the

one being served by the lateral.

All public storm drain mains shall be located in paved public streets or within easements. All
manholes shall be accessible by paved, all-weather roads. All easements shall be shown on the

Final Plat and the public improvement plans.

5. Wetlands

The Developer shall contact the Division of State Lands for the approval and/or clearance of the
subject property with regards to wetlands and/or waterways, as they are present on the site.

6. Erosion Control

Subdivisions/P.U.D.’s of one acre and greater require a run-off and erosion control permit from
DEQ. The approved permit must be submitted to the Engineering Division prior to public
improvement plan approval. The erosion prevention and sediment control plan shall be included
as part of the plan set. All disturbed areas shall have vegetation cover prior to final
inspection/"walk-through" for this subdivision.

D. SURVEY MONUMENTATION

All survey monumentation shall be in place, field-checked, and approved by the City Surveyor
prior to the final "walk-through" inspection of the public improvements by City staff.

E. General Conditions

1. Design Requirements and Construction Drawings
All public improvements shall be constructed in accordance with the “Engineering Design
Standards for Public Improvements”, adopted by the Medford City Council. Copies of this
document are available in the Public Works Engineering office.

2. Construction Plans

Construction drawings for any public improvements for this project shall be prepared by a
professional engineer currently licensed in the State of Oregon, and submitted to the Engineering
Division of Medford Public Works Department for approval. Approval shall be obtained prior to
beginning construction. Only a complete set of construction drawings (3 copies) shall be
accepted for review, including plans and profiles for all streets, sanitary sewers, storm drains,
and street lights as required by the Planning Commission’s Final Order, together with all
pertinent details and calculations. The Developer shall pay a deposit for plan review and
construction inspection prior to final plan approval. Public Works will keep track of all costs
associated with the project and, upon our acceptance of the completed project, will reconcile the
accounting and either reimburse the Developer any excess deposit or bill the Developer for any
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additional amount not covered by the deposit. The Developer shall pay Public Works within 60
days of the billing date or will be automatically turned over for collections.

In order to properly maintain an updated infrastructure data base, the Surveyor of Record shall
submit an as-built survey prior to the Final Inspection and, the Engineer of Record shall submit
mylar “as-constructed” drawings to the Engineering Division within sixty (60) calendar days of
the Final Inspection (walk through). Also, the Engineer of Record shall coordinate with the
utility companies, and show all final utility locations on the "as built" drawings.

3. Phasing

The Tentative Plat shows that the subdivisions will be developed in phases. The public
improvements corresponding to a particular phase shall be constructed at the time such phase is
being developed, and the public improvements that are not included within the geometric
boundaries of any phase being developed, but are needed to serve each respective phase, shall be
constructed with each phase as needed.

4. Draft of Final Plat

The developer shall submit 2 copies of the preliminary draft of the final plat at the same time the
public improvement plans (3 copies) are submitted. Neither lot number nor lot line changes shall
be allowed on the plat after that time, unless approved by the City and all utility companies.

5. Permits

Building Permit applications shall not be accepted by the Building Department until the Final
Plat has been recorded, and a “walk through” inspection has been conducted and approval of all
public improvements as required by the Planning Commission has been obtained for this

development.

Concrete or block walls built within a P.U.E., or within sanitary sewer or storm drain easements
require review and approval from the Engineering Division of Public Works. Walls shall require
a separate permit from the Building Department and may also require certification by a
professional engineer.

Excavation and private plumbing shall require a separate permit from the Building Department.

6. System Development Charges

Buildings in this development are subject to sewer treatment, collection and street systems
development charges. These SDC fees shall be paid at the time individual building permits are
taken out.

This development is also subject to storm drain system development charges, the Developer is
eligible for storm drain system development charge credits for the installation of storm drain pipe
which is 24 inches in diameter or larger and is not used for storm drain detention in accordance
with Medford Municipal Code (MMC), Section 3.891. The storm drain system development
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charge shall be collected at the time of the approval of the final plat

Developments in which Collector and/or Arterial streets are being dedicated are eligible for
Street SDC credits in accordance with MMC 3.815.

7. Pavement Moratoriums

The developer shall be responsible for notifying by certified letter all utility companies, as well
as all current property owners of parcels which are adjacent to any public street being
constructed or paved as part of this project. The letter shall inform the utility companies and
property owners of the City's street moratorium policy with respect to pavement cutting for
future utility services. The utility companies and property owners shall be given the opportunity
to install utility services within the right-of-way prior to paving and the subsequent moratorium.
Notifications shall be mailed by the Developer at least 6 months before a street is resurfaced or
rebuilt per Medford Municipal Code (MMC), Section 3.070. Copies of the certifications shall be
submitted to the City Engineer with the submittal of the preliminary construction drawings.

8. Construction and Inspection

Contractors proposing to do work on public streets, sewers, or storm drains shall ‘prequalify’
with the Engineering Division prior to starting work. Contractors shall work off a set of public
improvement drawings, that have been approved by the City of Medford Engineering Division.
Any work within the County right-of-way shall require a separately issued permit to perform
from the County.

The City Public Works Maintenance Division requires that public sanitary sewer and storm drain
mains be inspected by video camera prior to acceptance of these systems by the City.

The developer shall bear all expenses resulting from the adjustment of manholes to finish grades
as a result of changes in the finish street grade.

Preparcd by: Larry Beskow, 5-4-15
Revised by: Doug Burroughs
Revised Per PC Hearing by: Doug Burroughs 5-29-15
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SUMMARY CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
Cedar Landing PUD — REVISION/High Cedars Subdivision
PUD 15-043/LDS-15-044

Applicability of previously adopted conditions of approval remains in effect. See full
report.

A. Streets
1. Street Dedications to the Public:

» Dedicate Farmington Ave. and Normil Terrace rights-of-way sixty three (63) feet
wide.

» Dedicate Caldera Lane, Obsidian Ridge, Morning View Drive, Fallen Oak Drive, Noble Fir

Drive, Tree Top Drive, Pronghorn Lane, and High Cedars Lane rights-of-way fifty five
(55) feet wide. “Knuckles” and Cul-de-sac dedicate 45 foot radius minimum.

» Dedicate 10 foot public utility easements (PUE).

2. Improvements:

a. Public Streets

»  Construct Foothill Road to major arterial street standards. Construct the west half
plus a minimum of 12 foot east of centerline

= Prepare final Street Tree Mater Plan for Foothill Road frontage
= Construct 8-foot high vertical separation along Foothill Road frontage

= Construct Cedar Links Drive to major collector street standards. Construct the south
half plus a minimum of 12 foot north of centerline

* Construct Farmington Avenue and Normil Terrace to Standard Residential Street
standards.

= Construct Caldera Lane, Obsidian Ridge, Moming View Drive, Fallen Oak Drive,
Noble Fir Drive, Tree Top Drive, Pronghorn Lane, and High Cedars Lane to Minor
Residential Street standards.

b. Lighting and Signing

P:\Staff Reports\PUD\PUD-15-043_LDS-15-044 Cedar Investment\PL/D-15-043, Staff Repoen-Cedar Landing PUD revision, South-side of Cedar

Links Dr-DB - PC Update.docx Page 10
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 200 S. IVY STREET TELEPHONE (541) 774-2100
ENGINEERING & DEVELOPMENT DIVISION ~MEDFORD, OREGON 97501 FAX (541) 774-2552
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= Developer supplies and installs all street lights at own expense.

= City installs traffic signs and devices at Developer’s expense.

B. Sanitarv Sewer:

Developer installs public mains to serve lots and provides a private service lateral
constructed to each lot prior to Final Plat.

C. Storm Drainage:

Developer provides an investigative drainage report.
Development includes above ground water quality and detention facilities.

A comprehensive grading plan is required for the project and made part of the public
improvement plans.

Provide a storm drain lateral to each building lot. In the event lots drain to the back, a private
system will be required.

The developer shall contact Division of State Lands for approval and/or clearance of the
development with regards to wetlands.

Erosion Control Permit from DEQ required for this project prior to public improvement plan
approval.

D. Survev Monumentation

All survey monuments shall be in place, field checked and approved by the City Surveyor
prior to final walk-through of public improvements.

The above summary is for convenience only and does not supersede or negate the full report in any way. If
there is any discrepancy between the above list and the full report, the full report shall govern. Refer to the
full report for details on each item as well as miscellaneous requirements for the project, including
requirements for public improvement plans (Construction Plans), design requirements, phasing, draft and
final plat processes, permits, system development charges, pavement moratoriums and construction

inspection.
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RUC MAY 28 2015
OSS y (7 ) W
¢ gN S PLANNING DEPT.
NsypTaX
= P.O. BOX 1724 « MEDFORD, OR 97501 » PH (541) 779-5268 « FAX (541) 779-3139
May 28, 2015
CSA Planning, Ltd

4497 Brownridge, Suite 101
Medford, Oregon 97504

RE: Cedar Landing — Storm Drainage

Dear Mr. Stone:

This letter is written to help answer questions from the neighbors along Sycamore Way,
adjacent to the southernmost boundary of the Cedar Landing development.

Currently a portion of the property surface drains to a ditch along the southern boundary
of the project. Existing City stormdrain pipes are collecting this surface runoff along the
southern boundary ditch line in multiple locations. With build out of the project, the
majority of this surface runoff will be cutoff by the construction of roads and houses.

The stormwater that is generated from these impervious surfaces and other site runoff
will be directed into the stormdrain system and conveyed to detention ponds. The
stormwater held in the detention ponds will be released to an existing City underground
stormdrain pipe at a calculated rate, which more closely mimics a natural situation. After
a storm, the detention ponds will completely drain into the stormdrain system within the
8 to 12 hours. All stormdrain systems will be designed and built to City standards.

Sincerely,

Tony Bakke, P.E.
Project Engineer

CITY OF MEDFORD

EXHIBIT# Q‘
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City of Medford

‘ Planning Department

Working with the community to shape a vibrant and exceptional city

MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT UGB Amendment Project

FILE NO. CP-14-114

TO Planning Commission

FROM Joe Slaughter, Planner IV, Comprehensive planning division

REVIEWED BY Bianca Petrou, Assistant Planning Director

DATE June 4, 2015 (for June 11, 2015 PC meeting)
BACKGROUND

The Planning Commission continued its deliberation regarding the proposed Urban
Growth Boundary (UGB) amendment at its May 14, 2015 meeting. At that meeting the
Commission passed a motion, 4 to 3, directing staff to modify the recommendation (as
listed below), to prepare findings for recommendation to Council, and return with the
revised recommendation and findings for approval at the June 11, 2015 Planning
Commission meeting. The recommendation was to be changed as follows:

° Remove approximately 175 buildable acres from MD-4 as shown in staff’s
Alternative 1.

. Remove most of the 175 buildable acres from MD-3 as shown in staff’s Alternative
2 but retain approximately 30 acres in the southeast corner of MD-3.

° Add an approximately 180 acre (includes both buildable and non-buildable land)
portion of MD-5 located between Cherry Lane and Barnett Road and between the
existing UGB and Chrissy Park.

Staff also made a few minor adjustments to the General Land Use Plan (GLUP)
designations throughout the expansion area in order to accommodate this request and
include the necessary number of acres within each category. Minor changes were made
throughout the findings to support the revised recommendation. The majority of the
changes were made to pages 8 through 24 of the findings.

The recommendation of the Planning Commission used tax lot lines for the boundary of
the UGB with the exception of two tax lots that were split. A portion of MD-4, map
number 371W22, tax lot 500, was split by the recommendation, leaving approximately
100 acres of the tax lot out of the UGB. A portion of MD-5, map number 371W26, tax lot
104, was also split by the recommendation, leaving approximately 90 acres of the tax lot
out of the UGB. The southern boundary of the portion of MD-5, south of Coal Mine
Road and east of North Phoenix Road, was set along the division between map number
371W34, tax lot 5300 and map number 381WO03, tax lot 300. Although this boundary
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was set along a tax lot line it had the effect of splitting a legal parcel of land. The two
separate tax lots only exist because the property is split between two separate map
pages (section boundaries). If the boundary was left in this location the property would
be split by the UGB, leaving approximately 20 acres out. The property is zoned EFU and
the minimum parcel size for EFU land is 80 acres. In order to avoid this split, while still
maintaining the appropriate number of acres in the recommendation, map number
381WO03 tax lot 300 was moved into the recommendation and nearby map number
371W34, tax lots 4900 and 4901 were removed.

AMMENDMENT SUMARY
Number of Acres

Total Expansion Proposal 3,795
Developed or Unbuildable Land 398
Prescott Park and Chrissy Park 1,877
Land for Future Development 1,520

(Residential + Employment)

Residential Land Amount 884
Low-Density Residential (UR) 783
Medium-Density Residential (UM) 18
High-Density Residential (UH) 83

Employment Land Amount 636
Service Commercial (SC) 222
Commercial (CM) 317
General Industrial (Gl) 90
Heavy Industrial (HI) 7

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Based on the findings and conclusions that all the approval criteria are met, move to
recommend approval of the UGB expansion to the City Council per the staff memo
dated June 4, 2015, including Exhibits A & B.

EXHIBITS

e Exhibit A: Planning Commission’s recommendation for Urban Growth Boundary
expansion
e Exhibit B: Findings

Page 2 of 2 Page 36
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Exhibit A: Planning Commission’s recommendation for Urban Growth Boundary expansion
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File no. CP-14-114

June 4, 2015

Figure 1-2: Medford Street
Functional Classification Plan
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The Geographic Information Systems (GIS) data made available on this map are
developed and maintained by the City of Medford and Jackson County. GIS data
is not the official representation of any of the information included. The maps and
data are made available to the public solely for informational purposes.

THERE MAY BE ERRORS IN THE MAPS OR DATA. THE MAPS OR DATA MAY
BE OUTDATED, INACCURATE, AND MAY OMIT IMPORTANT INFORMATION
THE MAPS OR DATA MAY NOT BE SUITABLE FOR YOUR PARTICULAR USE.
THIS INFORMATION IS BEING PROVIDED "AS IS" OR "WITH ALL FAULTS".
THE ENTIRE RISKAS TO THE QUALITY OR PERFORMANCE IS WITH THE
BUYER AND IF INFORMATION IS DEFECTIVE, THE BUYER ASSUMES THE
ENTIRE COST OF ANY NECESSARY CORRECTIONS OR SERVICING.
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Exhibit A: Planning Commission’s recommendation for Urban Growth Boundary expansion

Proposed Text Changes
The following text sections will be changed through the proposed UGB amendment.
Proposed additions shown in Bold and proposed deletions shown in Strikethreugh.

URBANIZATION ELEMENT

kkkok

1. URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY

The Medford Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) includes land within the city and selected
land surrounding the city that is committed to/planned for future city growth, the
development of which is likely to require the extension of urban services. Land around the
city within the UGB is called the unincorporated urbanizable area in this element. The
Medford UGB was last amended in 39902015 through a cooperative process between the
City of Medford and Jackson County. It is officially delineated on the Jackson County and
City of Medford Comprehensive Plan and zoning maps.

The Medford UGB was established to comply with the statutory requirement for Urban
Growth Boundaries around urbanized areas to identify and separate urbanizable land from
rural land.

kkxk

2. ANNEXATION

The transfer of urbanizable land under county jurisdiction to city jurisdiction is called
annexation. Chapter 222 of the Oregon Revised Statutes governs annexation in Oregon.
According to state law, land may be annexed to a city only if it is within the Urban Growth
Boundary, and is contiguous to the city limits. Generally, a majority of the registered voters
and/or property owners within the area to be annexed must agree to the annexation,
except in cases where the area is surrounded by land already under city jurisdiction.

kkxk

2.1 Annexation Policies

The following are the policies of the City of Medford with respect to annexation:

kkk

2.1.7. Annexation of Property Added to the Urban Growth Boundary in 2015

The City Council must find that the following conditions are met in order to
approve an annexation of land that was added to the Urban Growth Boundary
in 2015:

1. A revised Transportation System Plan (TSP), which includes the area to
be annexed, has been adopted by the City;

Page 3 of 5
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Exhibit A: Planning Commission’s recommendation for Urban Growth Boundary expansion

2.

A Local Wetlands Inventory (LWI), which includes the area to be
annexed, has been adopted by the City;

For the area to be annexed, all Goal 5 resources, including riparian
corridors, historic structures/properties, deer and elk habitat,
wetlands, and scenic views have been identified and protected in
accordance with Goal 5; and

A urbanization plan has been submitted, and adopted into the
Neighborhood Element, for the area to be annexed which demonstrates
compliance with the Regional Plan by showing the following details:

a. Compliance with the minimum residential density required by
Regional Plan Element item 4.1.5. The urbanization plan must
demonstrate how the planned residential development will meet
the minimum density requirement of 6.6 units per gross acre
assuming all areas within the development will build out to the
minimum allowed densities. The following are acceptable
methods for meeting the density standard:

i. Committing areas to higher density zones within a General
Land Use Plan (GLUP) designation. For example, an area
within the UR GLUP designation could be designated as SFR-
10 (Single Family Residential - 10 units per acre) which
would insure a minimum density of 6 units per acre; and/or

ii. Requesting residential GLUP map changes—from a lower
density designation to a higher-density designation—as part
of the master plan approval process. This will allow for
additional areas for medium-density and high-density
development within the areas added to the UGB. Although this
process may cause slight deviation from the Housing Element
it is necessary to ensure success in meeting the Regional plan
obligations.

b. Compliance with the requirements of Regional Plan Element item
4.1.6. for mixed-use/pedestrian-friendly development.

c. Compliance with the land use distribution requirements of
Regional Plan Element item 4.1.8.(b).

APPENDIX 1—URBAN GROWTH MANAGEMENT AGREEMENT

This agreement was mutually adopted in 1993 by Jackson County (Ord. no. 93-31) and the
City Medford (Ord. no. 7183 (1992); minor text correction via Ord. no. 7502 (1993)).

The following policies guide the administration of the Medford Urban Growth Boundary:

1.

kkk

An Urban Growth Boundary adopted herein, or hereinafter amended, for the

Medford area will establish the limits of urban growth to the year 26182029.

Page 4 of 5

Page 40



UGBA —staff report supplement File no. CP-14-114 June 4, 2015
Exhibit A: Planning Commission’s recommendation for Urban Growth Boundary expansion

GENERAL LAND USE PLAN (GLUP) ELEMENT

kkk

GLUP MAP DESIGNATIONS

The GLUP Map has 4312 different land use designations that are applied to all land
within the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). The GLUP map also identifies the Urban
Reserves, which will not have GLUP designations applied to them until they are
included in the UGB. These designations are defined aslisted below. Permitted land
uses, as well as the development standards associated with each zoning district noted, are
listed in “Article III” of the Land Development Code. The City’s SFR-00 (Single-Family
Residential - one dwelling unit per existing lot) zone is permitted in all GLUP Map
designations because it is considered a holding zone for parcels that are being converted
from County to City zoning. These parcels are not eligible for development to urban
density or intensity until facility adequacy has been determined through the zone change
process. It is the City’s intent to have these parcels converted to zoning that is consistent
with the following GLUP Map designations as soon as a property owner can show that
urban facilities are adequate or will be made adequate to serve the uses permitted by the
proposed urban zoning.

kkxk

13.  Urban Growth Boundary The City of Medford and Jackson County have
established an Urban Growth Boundary (UGB), which delineates Medford’s
urban and urbanizable areas. Following the 19962015 UGB amendment
there was a total of $4889-21,684 acres (27495-33.88 square miles) within
the UGB including that land within the City. The UGB is site specific. Since the
GLUP Map does not indicate lot lines, the UGB is also specified on the City of
Medford Zoning Map, a map having lot lines, so that the location of specific
parcels inside or outside of the UGB can be determined.

14.  Urban Reserve The Urban Reserve was created through the Regional
Problem Solving (RPS) process and adopted into the Comprehensive
Plan in the Regional Plan Element in 2012. The method of establishing
an urban reserve is defined in state law (see ORS 195.137-145). The
urban reserve areas are the first priority supply of land when the City
considers expanding its UGB. The urban reserve areas are meant to
provide a 50-year land supply for the City.

kksk
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Exhibit B: Findings

FINDINGS

Authority: This action is a Class “A” legislative Comprehensive Plan Amendment. The Planning
Commission is authorized to recommend, and the City Council to approve, amendments to the
Comprehensive Plan under Medford Municipal Code, sections 10.102, 10.110, 10.111, 10.122,
10.164, and 10.180.

Review Criteria: Medford Municipal Code §10.184(1) refers to the Urbanization Element of the
Comprehensive Plan for Urban Growth Boundary Amendments. This Urban Growth Boundary
Amendment consists of two parts: the map amendments and the text amendments. Since both
portions are parts of the combined Urban Growth Boundary Amendment the following findings
will apply to both the map changes (boundary adjustment/GLUP map/Street Functional
Classification Map) and the text amendments (Comprehensive Plan text).

APPROVAL CRITERIA COMPLIANCE

Approval criteria for Urban Growth Boundary Amendments found in Section 1.2.3 (Approval
Criteria) of the Urbanization Element of the Comprehensive Plan

1.2.3 Approval Criteria
The City will base its decision for both major and minor amendments on:

a. The standards and criteria in Goal 141, OAR 660, Division 24, and other applicable State
Goals, Statutes, and Rules.

b. Compliance with Medford Comprehensive Plan policies and development code
procedures.

c. Compliance with Jackson County’s development ordinance standards for urban growth
boundary amendment. Many of the findings made to satisfy subparagraph (a),
preceding, will also satisfy this criterion.

d. Consistency with pertinent terms and requirements of the current Urban Growth
Management Agreement between the City and Jackson County.

! Goal 14 identifies two components for amending a UGB: Land Need and Boundary Location. It also provides
details on what should be considered for each of the two components. Goal 14 is divided into its two parts in the
Findings below with the specific language from the goal provided in italics.

Page 1
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* k% * % *

Urban Growth Boundary amendment approval criteria from Urbanization Element, Section
1.23

Criteriona. The standards and criteria in Goal 14, OAR 660, Division 24, and other
applicable State Goals, Statutes, and Rules.

Goal 14 - Land Need

Establishment and change of urban growth boundaries shall be based on the following:
1. Demonstrated need to accommodate long-range urban population, consistent with a 20-
year population forecast coordinated with affected local governments; and

2. Demonstrated need for housing, employment opportunities, livability or uses such as public
facilities, streets and roads, schools, parks or open space, or any combination of the need
categories in this subsection (2).

In determining need, a local government may specify characteristics, such as parcel size,
topography or proximity, necessary for land to be suitable for an identified need.

Prior to expanding an urban growth boundary, local governments shall demonstrate that
land needs cannot reasonably be accommodated on land already inside the urban growth
boundary.

Findings

The process of determining Medford’s land need for the next 20 years started with the
adoption of the Population Element in 2007. This study looked at the forecasted population
growth in Medford through 2040. The next step was the Buildable Lands Inventory (BLI),
adopted in 2008, consistent with OAR 660-024-0050 and ORS 197.186 and 197.296. This study
identified the number of acres, in total and by type, available for development within the City’s
current UGB. The BLI showed that there are approximately 2,592 gross residential acres’ and
approximately 1,078 gross employment acres® available for development within Medford’s
UGB. See Appendix A for more information regarding land supply.

The next step was the Economic Element, adopted in 2008, which considered the projected
population growth, along with economic trends, to determine the overall need for employment
land over the 20-year planning period. The study concluded that an additional 708 gross acres
were needed to meet the demand for employment land. However, as shown in Appendix B, this
does not properly account for the excess supply of industrial land available within the existing
UGB. When properly calculated (see Appendix B) the need for employment land increases to
765 gross acres.

? From Housing Element Table 30
* From Economic Element Figure 28

Page 2
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The next step was the Housing Element, adopted in 2010, which considered the projected
population growth, along with housing trends, to determine the overall need for residential
land over the 20-year planning period. The study concluded that an additional 996 gross acres”
were needed to meet the demand for housing and public and semi-public uses.

The Housing Element also projected future needs for public and semi-public uses. OAR 660-024-
0040 (10) allows for a “safe harbor” net-to-gross factor of 25% for streets and roads, parks and
school facilities. Rather than use the safe harbor amount the Housing Element calculates the
net-to-gross factor for streets based on observations of the existing residential areas in the city.
According to page 57 of the Housing Element “...the forecast shows land need in net acres. Net
acres is the amount of land needed for housing, not including public infrastructure (e.g.
roads). Gross acres is the estimated amount of land needed for housing inclusive of public
infrastructure. The net-to-gross factor allows for conversion between net acres to gross
acres. The net-to-gross factor is highest (23%) for single-family detached dwellings, decreasing
to 10% for multi-unit projects.” Parks and schools were not considered in the net-to-gross
factor, but rather, were included in the Other Residential Land Needs portion of the Housing
Element, which concluded that 153 acres of park land and 20 acres of school land were needed
in the UGB expansion area (see Table 1.1). The Other Residential Land Needs section of the
Housing Element examines existing conditions for public and semi-public land to forecast future
need for this land type.

According to the Housing Element:

Lands needed for public operations and facilities include lands for city facilities,
schools, substations, and other public facilities. Land needs were estimated using
acres per 1,000 persons for all lands of these types. Lands needed for parks and
open space estimates use a parkland standard of 4.3 acres per 1,000 persons based
on the level of service standard established in the Medford Leisure Services Plan
Update (2006). This update includes land needed for neighborhood and community
parks, which usually locate in residential plan designations. It does not include land
needed for natural open space and greenways, which may also be located in
residential plan designations (Housing Element, Page 62).

* From Housing Element Table 41
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Table 1.1. Public and Semi-public Land Need (Housing Element Table 40)

Assumed Estimated
Acres / Need Need per Planned Unbuilt
Existing 1000 (Ac/1000 1000 Persons Supply in
Type of Use Acres Persons Persons) 2009-2034 Existing UGB

City 113 1.5 1.5 64

City Parks 527 6.8 4.3 153 19
County 36 0.5 0.5 17

State 47 0.6 0.6 22

Federal 26 0.3 0.3 12

Other public agency 43 0.6 0.6 20

Schools 265 34 0.6 20 26
Church 159 2.1 2.1 73

Fraternal 96 1.2 1.2 44

Private Parks/Recreation -43.7
Total 1,313 17.0 11.6 425 1.3

Net Needed for UGB 426

A letter was submitted into the record by Greg Holmes of 1000 Friends of Oregon’, dated
March 3, 2015, that challenges some of the City’s land need assumptions. Of the various
charges of land excess in the 1000 Friends letter, the City finds that unbuildable lands and the
land need for rights-of-way, parks, and schools were correctly calculated. However, the City
agrees that the private park land need was erroneously included, and that the government land
need was double-counted; respectively, 18 acres and 135 acres should be removed.®

In addition to the standard urban reserve areas the Regional Plan Element identifies two large
regional park areas, MD-P Prescott and MD-P Chrissy, which contain Prescott Park and Chrissy
Park, respectively. These areas are City-owned wildland parks totaling 1,877 acres. Inclusion as
urban reserve was intended to serve as a mechanism to eventually incorporate this City
property into the City boundary to allow the City to have jurisdiction of the parks. The two MD-
P areas were not considered areas for future urban growth because of their classification as
parkland. There is no residential, commercial, or industrial development planned for the MD-P
acres. They present a tremendous recreational and open space asset to the City and the region,
in addition to creating a buffer between the city and rural lands to the north and east.
However, due to their location along the eastern periphery of the city and very steep
topography, these lands satisfy little of the localized open space needs throughout the city and
do not meet land needs for traditional urban parkland.

> See March 12, 2015 Planning Commission packet, pp. 353—-367.
®See May 6, 2015 staff memorandum titled “Evaluation of excessive land need arguments”
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Through the studies adopted into the respective elements of the Comprehensive Plan, the City
of Medford demonstrated a deficit in the supply of land within its existing UGB, for all types of
uses, over the next 20 years. ORS 197.296 subsection (6) recommends addressing the need by
expanding the urban growth boundary, by increasing the developable capacity of the urban
area, or by a combination of the two. Urban Growth Boundary Amendment (UGBA) Phase 1
(ISA GLUP Amendment) sought to change the General Land Use Plan designation of land in the
existing urban area for the purpose of increasing its development capacity in order to
accommodate some of the City’s projected need for residential and employment land. See
Appendix C for more information regarding UGBA Phase 1’s effect on land supply. UGBA Phase
1 resulted in more efficient use within the UGB in the following ways:

It took surplus industrial land (land in excess of the need for the next 20 years) and
converted it to commercial land. This resulted in the accommodation of a larger portion of
the employment need within the existing UGB;

The conversion of industrial to commercial also helped to increase the likelihood of both
commercial and industrial development over the next 20 years by placing these uses in
more appropriate locations. There is strong development pressure for commercial uses on
the industrial land nearer the center of the city, near major transportation routes. This
pressure makes the land less likely to develop with industrial use. The swapping of land
types places commercial designations on tracts of land nearer the center of the city while
allowing the City to designate more land near the outside of the urban area, and still near
major transportation routes, for industrial development;

The City was able to shift some of the residential density called for in the Housing Element,
and required by the Regional Plan, to the inside of the urban area. By shifting density
inward the City is providing for a more efficient use of land and of public infrastructure;

While UGBA Phase 1 resulted in a 58-acre conversion of land from residential to
employment GLUP designations, the total residential land need only increased by 36 acres;

The conversion of some residential land to employment land decreased the overall land
need due to the fact that some of this land was not identified as meeting any portion of the
future residential land need because it was classified as developed for residential. Because
this land is expected to redevelop with commercial uses it is now being counted toward
meeting a portion of the employment land need; and

The shifting of density inward allows for a more efficient use of land within the city now,
rather than relying on redevelopment to higher densities in the future. This also helps to
provide opportunities for increased densities in the UGB expansion area because a larger
percentage of the forecasted population over the next 20 years can be accommodated
within the existing boundary. This could result in a slower expansion into the newly added
areas, which would allow for policy changes in the future should the market shift toward
higher density development. The density shift also helps to meet the obligations of the
Regional Transportation Plan.
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UGBA Phase 1 resulted in a decreased land need for the City. Before these intensification
measures, a total of 1,761 gross acres were needed outside of the existing UGB. After UGBA
Phase 1, a total of 1,669 gross acres are needed, a reduction of 92 acres. After the necessary
removal of 153 acres from the public and semi-public land, based on challenges received (see
page 4), the total is decreased to 1,516 acres.

In 2012 the City, together with 5 other cities in the valley, adopted a Regional Plan for
accommodating a doubling of the region’s population. Regional Plan Element 4.1.5 requires a
minimum density of 6.6 units per gross acre for all newly annexed areas for the years 2010
through 2035. The aggregate average density of the residential land need, determined by the
Housing Element (see Appendix B, Table 3.2), was 6.9 units per gross acre (see Table 1.2.
below). Some of this density was then shifted into the existing UGB through UGBA Phase 1. This
density shift resulted in an increased need for UR (Urban Low-Density Residential) and a
decreased need for UM (Urban Medium-Density Residential) and UH (Urban High-Density
Residential) in the expanded UGB. While this density shift helped to accomplish a number of
positive benefits it also makes meeting the minimum density requirement of the Regional Plan
more difficult. With the revised ratios of residential land types in the UGB expansion area the
average densities for each of the residential land types alone will not result in a density of 6.6
units per acre or above.

Table 1.2. Average Density from Housing Element (See Appendix B)
Acres Density  Total DU

UR 465 4.8 2,233
UM 39 12.8 498
UH 66 18.1 1,185
Total 570 3,916
Density 6.9 dwelling units/acre

The Housing Element (2010) provides an accurate representation of the City’s housing need
over the next 20 years. The Regional Plan (2012) imposes a density standard that is in excess of
the density supported by the Housing Element now that the efficiency measures of UGBA Phase
1 are completed. In addition, the Regional Plan requires a density of 7.6 units per gross acre for
all newly added areas for the years 2036 to 2050. In order to reconcile the two the City will
require an urbanization plan to be submitted, showing compliance with the Regional Plan
obligations for density and land use distribution, prior to annexation for any of the land added
through this UGB amendment process. Acceptable methods for meeting the density standards
will include:

e Committing areas to higher-density zones within a General Land Use Plan (GLUP)
designation. For example, an area within the UR GLUP designation could be designated as
SFR-10 (Single-Family Residential — 10 units per acre) which would insure a minimum
density of 6 units per acre. By establishing “pre-zoning” within the established GLUP

Page 6

Page 47



UGBA —staff report supplement File no. CP-14-114 June 4, 2015
Exhibit B: Findings

designations the residential density for the area can be moved higher than the minimum, or
even average, density that the GLUP could accomplish; and/or

e Requesting GLUP map changes as part of the urbanization plan approval process. This will
allow for additional areas for medium-density and high-density development within the
areas added to the UGB. This technique will allow for more flexibility in meeting the density
obligations of the Regional Plan without imposing a housing mix that is not consistent with
the Housing Element. This will allow for flexibility in housing types as the market shifts
toward higher-density housing while also setting the stage for the future density standard
of 7.6 units per gross acre required by the Regional Plan. This approach will also help to
address the affordable housing need identified in the Housing Element. By adding additional
high-density housing throughout the UGB (in the existing UGB through the SALs and in the
newly added areas by allowing for GLUP changes to higher density), the City is providing for
more high-density housing, which is needed to provide more affordable housing within
Medford, a need identified in the Housing Element but not subsequently addressed.

These required urbanization plans are expected to build on the conceptual plans required by
the Regional Plan that also formed the basis of the GLUP designations for the areas added to
the UGB.

Conclusions

UGBA Phase 1 (the SALs) converted surplus industrial land to commercial land which allowed
for more of Medford’s need for employment land to be accommodated within its existing UGB.
The conversion also resulted in the increased likelihood of a larger amount of Medford’s
employment land need being met within the existing UGB by more appropriately locating both
commercial and industrial land. While these adopted efficiency measures helped to address a
portion of the City’s employment land need, an additional 637 gross acres of employment land
outside of the existing UGB are needed. The employment land portion of the proposed UGB
expansion, shown in Table 1.3 below, will allow the City to meet its identified need for
employment land.

The Housing Element provides for an adequate land supply at a realistic housing mix for the
planning horizon. In addition to land for housing, the Element accounts for land needed for
streets and other utilities, and for public and semi-public uses, which usually occur on
residentially zoned properties. The residential density requirements of the Regional Plan were
added to the Comprehensive Plan after the adoption of the Housing Element and the two do
not agree. By requiring urbanization plans for all of the areas being added to the UGB prior to
annexation, the City can reconcile the Housing Element with the Regional Plan and can insure
that the residential density standards are being met. The required urbanization plans must
demonstrate compliance with the minimum density standards and with the land use
distributions required by the Regional Plan.
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Goal 10 requires that “plans shall encourage the availability of adequate numbers of needed
housing units at price ranges and rent levels which are commensurate with the financial
capabilities of Oregon households and allow for flexibility of housing location, type, and
density.” By allowing for some residential areas to be up-GLUPed (from a lower-density
residential GLUP to a higher-density residential GLUP) the City is providing for more flexibility of
housing types in the UGB expansion areas while also helping to increase the supply of higher-
density housing, which is needed to meet the demand for low-income housing in the City.

The Other Residential Land Needs of the Residential Element identified a need for 153 gross
acres of additional parkland for neighborhood and community parks, outside of the existing
UGB. The Regional Plan Element also includes two large wildland park areas that are owned by
the City. These areas, Chrissy and Prescott parks, are intended to provide for both recreational
and open space opportunities for the City and for the region. While both help to meet the
recreational needs for the City these are two different land types (neighborhood and
community park vs. regional/wildland park and open space) that provide two discreet types of
uses for the City.

After adopting the efficiency measures from UGBA Phase 1 the City needs 1,032 gross acres of
land outside of the existing UGB to meet its needs for residential and public and semi-public
land. With the changes to the Public and Semi-Public land need (18 acres for erroneously
counting private open space and 135 acres for the double counting government uses) this total
is changed from 426 acres to 273 acres, which reduces the residential land need from 1,032
gross acres to 879 gross acres. The public and semi-public land was allocated to the three
residential land types based on the percentage of dwelling units needed for each type and will
be removed in the same way to adjust for the revised land need. The residential land portion of
the proposed UGB expansion, shown in table 1.4 below, will allow the City to meet its identified
need for these land types.

Table 1.3. Employment Land Need in Gross Acres

Plan Designation Need Plan Description

SC 222 Service Commercial: office, services, medical
Gl & HI 97 General & Heavy Industrial: manufacturing
CcM 318 Commercial: retail, services

Total Employment 637

Table 1.4. Residential Land Need in Gross Acres

Plan Designation Need Plan Description

UR 778 Low-density Residential, 4—10 units/acre

UM 17 Medium-density Residential, 10—15 units/acre
UH 84 High-density Residential, 15-30 units/acre
Total Residential 879
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Goal 14 - Boundary Location

The location of the urban growth boundary and changes to the boundary shall be determined by
evaluating alternative boundary locations consistent with ORS 197.298 and with consideration
of the following factors:

1. Efficient accommodation of identified land needs;
Findings

Per ORS 197.298, once a City has demonstrated a need to expand its UGB, the first priority of
land for inclusion is land designated as urban reserve. No other type of lower priority land
should be considered for inclusion unless the land need exceeds the supply of land within the
urban reserve. In this case, Medford’s urban reserve provides for a roughly 50-year supply of
land. The land the City has available to select from is all first priority land. All of this land has
been identified for future urbanization and the work of determining suitability was done in the
creation of the urban reserve, consistent with ORS 195.137-145.

The City has an identified land need of 1,516 acres and an urban reserve of 4,488 acres
(excluding the two wildland park areas) from which to choose. While the 4,488 acres includes
both buildable and non-buildable acres, the total far exceeds the 1,516 buildable acres needed
for the 20-year planning period. In order to determine where the City could most efficiently
meet its land needs for the next 20 years a “coarse filter” was used. The coarse filter, which
considered proximity and parcel size as indicators of efficiency for development, helped to
refine the area of consideration prior to completing a capacity analysis (to determine the
number of buildable acres) and comparing urban reserve areas on a more detailed level.

One of the best indicators for suitability for the first 20-year supply is proximity. Basic principles
of urban planning dictate that growth will occur from the center out in order to avoid “leap-
frog” development which leads to inefficient use of land and difficult and costly extensions of
infrastructure. The results of the proximity analysis are shown on Map 5.1 in Appendix D.

The next criterion used in the coarse filter portion of the analysis is parcelization. Staff mapped
parcel size in order to determine the amount of parcelization in each of the urban reserve
areas. The results of the parcel size analysis are shown on Map 5.2 in Appendix D. The City is
obligated to provide a 20-year supply of land for residential and economic development but is
not allowed to offer anything more than a 20-year supply. Because of this obligation, and this
constraint, it is imperative that the City select land that is available for development over the
next 20 years. The development of larger tracts of land tends to have a higher return on
investment than the development/redevelopment of smaller tracts of land. In addition, the
land use structure in Oregon has created a premium on rural residential acreage near the city
limits. Because “rural” living close to town is both desirable to many, and is getting harder to
come by, people who own these properties have little incentive to develop the properties to
urban density standards. Once urban development extends to, and encroaches upon, these
smaller parcels, the land becomes more developable both because it makes greater economic
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sense (utilities more readily available, and higher land value/larger demand) and because the
property loses its rural feel.

The results of the coarse filter are shown on Map 6.1 in Appendix E. A brief discussion of why
certain portions of the urban reserve were eliminated through the coarse filter process is
provided below.

The middle portion of MD-1 and the southeast corner of MD-5 were eliminated from further
consideration because they scored poorly on both proximity and parcelization. The remainder
of MD-1, the north portion of MD-2, the northeast corner of MD-3, MD-3 east of Foothill Rd,
and all of MD-6, MD-7, MD-8, and MD-9 had marginal composite scores for proximity and
parcelization. With the exception of a portion of MD-6, the urban reserve areas on the west
side of interstate 5 (MD-6, MD-7, MD-8, & MD-9) were retained for further consideration in
order to maintain a balance of ESAs around the existing UGB. The balanced distribution around
the existing UGB was considered important for a number of factors, including:

e Distribution around the UGB worked as an additional filter in the selection of parcels near
existing development. Since urban development extends to, or near, the existing UGB in
most places, selecting a group of parcels spread out around the UGB to the fullest extent
possible places these parcels closer to existing urban development. Selecting parcels all
within large groups (all of MD-5 for example) would have the effect of including parcels that
are further away from existing development.

e The selection of land distributed around the entire UGB adds diversity to the supply of land.
This adds choice in development type, price point, and so on.

e Distributing parcels around the existing UGB helps to spread the burden of providing
services to new development. Placing all new development in a smaller number of areas
would have the effect of overburdening the systems for water, sewer, transportation, etc.
By providing for a larger geographic distribution for future development the City can allow
for the increased demand on the existing systems to be distributed throughout the systems.

The east portion of MD-1 was retained for further consideration because of its proximity to the
existing Highway 62 route and the future Highway 62 route. The west portion of MD-1, the
northeast corner of MD-2, the northeast corner of MD-3, and MD-3 east of Foothill Rd were
eliminated from consideration because they all have marginal composite scores for proximity
and parcelization and they do not serve to improve the transportation system by providing
connections for highways or higher-order streets.

Conclusions

The City only considered first-priority land (land within the urban reserve) for inclusion per ORS
197.298. Since there is more than enough land within the urban reserve to meet the land need
over the next 20 years, no lower priority land was considered for inclusion. The City needed to
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select land to meet the need for the next 20 years from the available 50-year supply within the
urban reserve. The purpose of the coarse filter was to select land that could most efficiently
accommodate the City’s identified land need. Proximity and parcelization were used as
indicators of efficiency for development. Proximity helps to indicate current and short-term
pressure for development as well as efficiency for the extension of services. Parcelization is also
an indicator of both availability for development and the ability to develop an area in an
efficient, coordinated way.

2. Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services;
Findings

The External Study Areas (ESAs) were made up of the properties that passed through the coarse
filter. Since the “efficient accommodation of identified land needs” is set as the first priority,
any area that did meet the measure for efficiency (the coarse filter) was eliminated from
further consideration prior to further study on the ESAs. Once the ESAs were identified a
capacity analysis was conducted (Map 6.2, Appendix E) similar to the Buildable Lands Inventory
following the procedures of OAR 660-024-0050 and ORS 197.186 and 197.296 in determining
buildable lands. Additional data were then collected for the ESAs regarding the serviceability for
water, sewer, and transportation. This was done to measure the ability to provide public
facilities and services in an orderly and economic fashion. Maps of the additional scoring results
can be found in Appendix F and the scoring memos provided by the service providers are
attached as Appendix G.

In the case of transportation there are major system improvements needed regardless of where
the boundary is expanded. Some areas had a greater negative effect on the system than others
based on existing infrastructure, network connections, and traffic patterns. Further explanation
of how the transportation scoring memo from Kittelson and Associates was applied to the
transportation scoring map (Map 7.1, Appendix F) can be found in the record as Exhibit D of the
April 6, 2015 Planning Commission study session agenda.

The scoring for water serviceability came from staff at the Medford Water Commission. The
scoring memo they provided was very thorough and detailed and made for easy conversion to
Planning staff’s scoring map (Map 7.2, Appendix F). There were two requests to change the
water scoring map received by Planning after the map was made public at the October 2014
open house. The Medford Water Commission reviewed the requests and ultimately decided
that the scores that were provided originally were consistent with the scoring methodology
used for all of the ESAs and that those scores appropriately represented the comparative
ease/difficulty of providing service based on current conditions. Their response to those
requests is included with the scoring memos in Appendix G.
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The scoring of sewer serviceability was a little different because there are two service providers
within the Urban Reserve. The comments received initially from the two providers were very
different, which made comparative scoring difficult. Planning staff took those comments and
attempted to rank all of the ESAs (both City and RVS service areas) based on those comments
alone. Once Planning staff had a map done a meeting was held with the representatives from
the City and RVS who provided the initial comments.

Planning staff and the representatives from both sewer service providers discussed the draft
scoring map and found that Planning’s scoring was off in many areas. In general RVS viewed all
areas within the ESAs as either easy or relatively easy to serve. Even the need for additional
pump stations was viewed as a minor part of the standard operations of the district.
Conversely, the City of Medford sewer system is in need of major system upgrades that for the
most part are not currently funded. Any additional demand on the system, regardless of where
it is placed within the ESAs, will require additional investment to improve downstream capacity.
Some areas were worse than others and so they were ranked from poor to moderate based on
input from the City sewer representative. Both sewer representatives were satisfied with the
new map (Map 7.3, Appendix F) before the meeting was over. The information obtained from
the two services providers is the most accurate, up-to-date information available for our
analysis. The ability for the two providers to discuss their system operations and needs in the
same room provided the comparative analysis across both systems in all portions of the ESAs.

Policy differences between the two service providers were used in the analysis and helped to
determine scores for the whole area. The willingness to use pump stations to provide service to
an area is a good example in policy differences: RVS is much more willing to use pump stations
in its system than the City of Medford is.

The results of the scoring for all five factors—proximity, parcelization, water, sewer, and
transportation—were used to guide the decision on where to expand the City’s UGB. In
addition to the scoring of the properties for the five factors, the City also had to consider the
obligations of the Regional Plan Element. The Regional Plan requires the City to collaborate
with the Rogue Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization, applicable irrigation districts,
Jackson County, and other affected agencies to produce a conceptual land use plan for the area
proposed to be added to the UGB. The conceptual land use plan must be used to demonstrate
how the City is meeting targets for density, land use distribution, transportation infrastructure,
and mixed-use/pedestrian-friendly areas. The City’s conceptual plans for the urban reserve are
provided as Appendix H. The scored properties were not ranked on a parcel-by-parcel basis, but
rather, areas were selected based on their scores for the five factors and based on the area’s
ability to meet Regional Plan obligations. The mix of land uses in the area was an important
consideration regarding the orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services.

Originally staff had recommended the inclusion of all of MD-4 and another large section of MD-
3 based on the identified land need from the Comprehensive Plan. Once it was determined that
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175 acres needed to be removed from the land need, staff was tasked with creating alternative
recommendations for the revised land need. All of the acreage to be removed had to come
from the residential land types, primarily from the lower-density residential supply. With the
exception of a few areas that have been designated exclusively for employment uses, most of
the proposed UGB expansion areas include a mix of uses. There is a need for large amounts of
employment land designations because the City adopted the “high growth” scenario in its
Economic Element. It was a challenge to find suitable locations for all of the employment land
within the UGB expansion areas and that challenge was amplified by the revised land need.
Non-regional commercial development needs nearby residential development to be viable. The
removal of approximately 175 acres of residential land needed to be done in a way that did not
leave commercial land in areas that are not likely to be used.

In developing the three alternatives, staff considered all areas included in the original
recommendation. The portions of MD-2 included in the recommendation were not removed in
any of the alternatives because MD-2 provides for the kinds of regional commercial
development that can serve, and be supported by, users outside of the immediate area. This is
due in large part to MD-2’s location along Highway 62.

The future South Valley Employment Center (identified in the Regional Problem Solving
process) is contained within the portions of MD-5 originally recommended for inclusion. This
area is needed for future economic development in the city and in the region. The South Valley
Employment Center is a great fit for a large portion of the identified employment land need.
The inclusion of the lower-density residential property to the north of the South Valley
Employment Center provides connections between the employment area and existing urban
development to the north. The lower-density residential area contains the approximately 120
acre Centennial Golf Club. The golf course is counted as unbuildable and does not count against
the City’s supply of developable residential land. The portions of MD-5 east of North Phoenix
Road and south of Coal Mine Road help to provide for a portion of the employment land need
while also providing for high and medium-density residential development adjacent to a future
elementary school. For those reasons, no portion of the originally recommended MD-5 was
recommended for removal.

Staff also considered removing areas along the southwest fringe, ultimately deciding against it
for the following reasons. These areas, MD-7, MD-8, and MD-9, are well suited to provide the
kinds of mixed-use/walkable neighborhoods required by the Regional Plan and to help provide
needed affordable housing. The relatively close proximity of these areas to the city core, the
fact that much of this area is relatively flat, and the existing network of gridded streets increase
the likelihood of well integrated mixed-use/walkable neighborhoods developing in these
locations. The Housing Element identified a large need for affordable housing but it did not
identify a solution for meeting the need. These portions of the urban reserve can help to meet
the need for affordable housing by providing land with relatively low development costs. These
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areas are fairly flat, they are well connected to existing development, and they score well on
serviceability for water, sewer, and transportation compared to other areas.

At their May 14, 2015 meeting the Planning Commission chose staff’s Alternative 1, to remove
a portion of MD-4, and staff’s Alternative 2, to remove a portion of MD-3 from staff’s original
recommendation’ in order to account for the revised land need and to allow for the inclusion of
a portion of MD-5. This portion of MD-5, generally located south of Cherry Lane, north of
Barnett Road, and east of the existing UGB, was not included in staff’'s recommendation
because it did not score as well on the orderly and economic provision of public facilities and
services as some of the other portions of the urban reserve. As will be discussed in detail below,
the Planning Commission determined that the comparative environmental, social, economic,
and energy (ESEE) consequences between this particular portion of MD-5 and the applicable
portions of MD-4 and MD-3 were strongly enough in favor of MD-5 to offset its lower relative
score for public facilities and services.

Conclusions

By using the scores of the five factors, and considering an area’s ability to meet the City’s
projected need by GLUP designation, and the Regional Plan obligations, rather than comparing
properties on a parcel-by-parcel basis, the City proposes to expand its UGB in a way that will
provide for the orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services.

Alternative recommendations regarding where to remove 175 acres of land from staff’s original
recommendation were formulated based on the need to appropriately distribute employment
and residential land types. The orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services
depends, in part, on the orderly development of lands included in the UGB. If commercial land
is placed in a location where commercial development is not expected to be viable, then that
land cannot reasonably be expected to develop.

In choosing to include a portion of MD-5 that did not score as well as some other portions of
the urban reserve for the orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services—
because the comparative environmental, social, economic, and energy (ESEE) consequences for
that portion of MD-5 offset its lower relative score for public facilities and services—the
Planning Commission recognized the need to balance all of the boundary locational factors in
determining the final location of the UGB.

3. Comparative environmental, social, economic, and energy (ESEE) consequences;

Findings—Environmental

7 See May 5, 2015 staff memorandum regarding the UGB Amendment Project, for the May 14, 2015 Planning
Commission meeting, for more information about staff’s Alternatives 1-3
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One of the components of the coarse filter was proximity. Selecting parcels closer to the
existing UGB not only helps to maximize the efficiency of public infrastructure, it helps the
environment by reducing motor vehicle trips®. A more compact urban area with mixed-use
neighborhoods® helps to promote the development and use of transit'®. Density and distance
both play key roles in developing and maintaining public transit options**. A more compact
urban area with mixed-use neighborhoods also provides greater opportunities to invest in
facilities for pedestrians and bicyclists, while at the same time making walking and biking more
viable transportation options. The more compact urban area with mixed-use neighborhoods
helps to reduce the amount of pollution caused by motor vehicle traffic by reducing the
number of motor vehicle miles traveled; both by providing alternative modes of transportation
and by reducing the distance traveled between home, work, shopping, recreation, and so forth.

The selecting of parcels close in to the existing UGB also allows for the continued rural use of
the properties nearer the edge of the urban reserve. Unused properties in the outer fringe of
the urban reserve also help to benefit the City and the environment by acting as a buffer
between urban uses and rural uses and/or natural areas. In contrast, selecting properties
nearer the outside edge of the urban reserve would have the effect of disrupting the use of
those properties and of the properties closer to the existing UGB. By reducing the impact on the
urban reserve areas not being proposed for inclusion, the City is limiting the amount of
displacement of rural uses in the urban reserve, thus minimizing the impact on lands outside of
it.

The City has regulations in place to guide the development and/or protection of
environmentally sensitive areas such as steep slopes and riparian corridors. These rules will be
extended to areas added to the UGB once annexed to the City. The City must also adopt a
revised Local Wetland Inventory (LWI) for the areas added to the UGB through this proposal.
The LWI will identify wetlands and determine which have local significance. A wetland
protection ordinance will then be adopted to protect locally significant wetlands from
development. This work will be completed once the final boundary of the UGB is determined.
The LWI and wetland protection regulations must both be adopted prior to the annexation of
any of the areas added to the UGB through this amendment.

Conclusions—Environmental

Environmental impacts were a key consideration during the adoption of the urban reserve.
Now that the urban reserve is in place and the City must select its future UGB from the urban

8 For reference on pollution from automobiles see «http://www.ucsusa.org/clean_vehicles/why-clean-cars/air-
pollution-and-health/cars-trucks-air-pollution.html#.VId3NNpOWUk»

o The Regional Plan requires the development of mixed-use/pedestrian-friendly areas.

% For reference on the benefits of mixed-use development see
«http://www.mrsc.org/subjects/planning/mixeduse.aspx»

" For reference on the benefits of transit see «http://www.usnews.com/news/articles/2011/02/11/public-
transportation-key-to-transforming-communities»
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reserve areas, the biggest environmental consideration is proximity. All of the urban reserve
area will be added to the UGB and made available for urbanization eventually, but relative
environmental impacts must be considered when determining which properties to include in
the UGB at this time. The urbanization of any of this area will have some effect on the
environment but the magnitude of the effect has been minimized by selecting parcels near the
existing UGB. The environmental protection provisions in the City Code will be extended to the
areas added to the UGB when annexed. Both the LWI and wetland protection regulations for
these newly added areas must be adopted prior to the annexation of any of the areas.

Findings—Energy

The Regional Plan requires the development of mixed-use/pedestrian-friendly areas. This type
of development encourages the use of travel modes other than driving, leading to a reduction
in vehicle miles travelled. One of the components of the coarse filter was proximity. Selecting
parcels closer to the existing UGB not only helps to maximize the efficiency of public
infrastructure, it has the effect of reducing energy use by reducing motor vehicle trips. A more
compact urban area, with mixed-use neighborhoods, helps to promote the development and
use of transit. Density and distance both play key roles in developing and maintaining public
transit options. A more compact urban area with mixed-use neighborhoods also provides
greater opportunities to invest in facilities for pedestrians and bicyclists, while at the same time
making walking and biking more viable transportation options. The more compact urban area
with mixed-use neighborhoods help to reduce energy consumption by reducing the number of
motor vehicle miles traveled, both by providing alternative modes of transportation and by
reducing the distance traveled between home, work, shopping, recreation, and so forth.

The process of selecting where to expand the UGB included a consideration regarding where
anticipated higher-order streets could be connected to other planned and existing higher-order
streets based on areas added to the UGB. This process helped to identify where the inclusion of
areas currently in the urban reserve could help to provide key urban services to properties
currently within the UGB. Some areas, such as portions of MD-2, MD-3, and MD-5, provide the
ability to connect higher-order streets and to create a grid pattern of streets that will help to
spread traffic within the existing UGB in those areas. This distribution of traffic will help to
relieve congestion on existing traffic infrastructure. Therefore these areas have a positive
energy consequence through their inclusion in the UGB because of their ability to reduce
congestion within the existing UGB.

The inclusion of a portion of MD-5 south of Cherry Lane, north of Barnett Road, and east of the
current UGB was done in part to help facilitate the extension of the Larson Creek multi-use trail
from North Phoenix Road, through current and future development, and into Chrissy and
Prescott Parks. This property was also included, in part, because it plays a role in connecting
portions of the existing UGB to sewer service and because it plays a role in connecting Barnett
Rd to Cherry Lane.
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The availability of a dedicated multi-use path in the southeast portion of the urban area will
help to reduce local trips in that area. Since the path will also tie into a larger network of trails,
including the Larson Creek trail from North Phoenix Road to Bear Creek, and the Bear Creek
Greenway trail, it will also allow for regional traffic via bicycle for those interested in traveling a
greater distance by bike.

While all portions of the UGB and existing city limit can be served with sewer without the
addition of lands to the UGB, the inclusion of this portion of MD-5 will allow for the best routing
of sewer service in the area. This best route will have the benefit of eliminating the need for lift
stations and will provide the lowest life-cycle cost for the sewer system in the area. The
elimination of a lift station reduces the energy use in operating the sewer system and using the
lowest-cost, longest-lasting alternative in extending the sewer facilities will also help to
conserve energy.

This portion of MD-5 also plays a vital role in connecting Barnett Road to Cherry Lane. This
connection will provide a more direct route from residential areas along Hillcrest Road and
employment centers along Barnett Road. This same connection will also provide a more direct
route from those residential areas to freeway access, northbound at the Highland interchange
and southbound at the Fern Valley interchange. This street connection helps to reduce the
number of miles traveled by providing a more direct route. It also reduces energy consumption
by reducing congestion and by providing additional route choices.

Conclusions—Energy

When considering where to expand the UGB, mixed-use development and proximity have the
greatest impact on the use and/or conservation of energy. The fact that the needed houses and
jobs would be efficiently contained in the current urban area and in areas close to the existing
UGB would have generally positive energy consequences due to the increased possibility of
non-motorized travel modes between trip generators and decreasing overall “vehicle miles
travelled” (VMT). Reid Ewing, a transportation planning researcher and professor at the
University of Utah, “looked at all the available evidence and concluded that sprawling
communities that require car trips to meet most daily needs exhibit 20—40% higher VMT than
more compact, mixed-used, and walkable neighborhoods."12 And as noted in an online edition
of “The Atlantic” magazine13:

We [the US] continue to lead advanced economies in per-capita carbon
emissions, 28 percent of which come from transportation. But even if the
crunchy granola argument isn't good enough to make you see the benefits of
public transit, consider that trains, trams, buses, and the like reduces traffic

12 Excerpt from website «http://streetswiki.wikispaces.com/Vehicle+Miles+Traveled» (retrieved 2013-11-20),
summarizing information from Ewing’s book titled Growing Cooler: The Evidence on Urban Development and
Climate Change. Chicago: Urban Land Institute, 2007.

3 Excerpted from «http://www.theatlantic.com/business/archive/2013/11/the-case-against-cars-in-1-utterly-
entrancing-gif/281615/» (retrieved 2013-11-20)
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congestion, which is good for the life satisfaction of everybody behind the wheel,
since science shows long commutes make us unhappy.**

The inclusion of a portion of MD-5 south of Cherry Lane, north of Barnett Road, and east of the
current UGB will to help facilitate the extension of the Larson Creek multi-use trail from North
Phoenix Road, through current and future development, and into Chrissy and Prescott Parks;
connect portions of the existing UGB to sewer service along the lowest life-cycle cost route; and
provide a route to connect Barnett Road to Cherry Lane. All of which will have positive impacts
on energy use.

Findings—Economic

The City of Medford, as all cities in Oregon, continues to have a goal of providing land to
accommodate its 20-year land need for housing and employment, as required under Oregon
Revised Statute (ORS) 197.296. The City of Medford’s current UGB was adopted in 1990 and
was expected to last through 2010. As demonstrated throughout this document, the City does
not currently have a 20-year land supply and needs to meet the projected demand for
employment and residential land over the 20-year planning period. ORS 197.296(6)
recommends addressing the need by expanding the urban growth boundary, by increasing the
developable capacity of the urban area, or by a combination of the two. UGBA Phase 1 sought
to increase the development capacity of land within the existing UGB in order to accommodate
some of the City’s projected need for residential and employment land. This phase, UGBA
Phase 2 (External Study Area (ESA) Boundary Amendment), seeks to amend the City’s UGB and
make more land available for urban development.

UGBA Phase 1 had a number of positive effects on the developable capacity within the existing
UGB. One of which, the conversion of industrial land to commercial land, helped to increase the
likelihood of both commercial and industrial development over the next 20 years by placing
these uses in more appropriate locations. There is strong development pressure on the
industrial land in the city core, near major transportation routes, to be used for commercial
uses. This pressure makes the land less likely to develop with industrial use. The swapping of
land types places commercial designations on appropriate tracts of land within the city core
while allowing the City to designate more land near the outside of the urban area, but still near
major transportation routes, for industrial development. In choosing where to expand its UGB,
the City of Medford considered the suitability of employment land for each of the employment
types. For example, large tracts of General Industrial, Service Commercial, and Commercial
land were selected between North Phoenix Road and Interstate 5, near the future overpass and
connection with South Stage Road to the west. This area is planned for a future employment
center for the City and for the region. In other cases smaller tracts of employment land were

14 For reference to commuting studies see «http://www.economist.com/blogs/gulliver/2011/06/perils-
commuting»
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designated in residential areas in order to promote the development of mixed-use
neighborhoods.

In addition to appropriately locating land types, the proposed UGB expansion will also have the
effect of increasing the availability of all types of urban land. The increased supply of land
should have the effect of spurring economic development and improving the local economy by
reducing the cost of land. However, this will only be the case if the urbanizable land is held by a
large enough number of owners to promote competition and protect against monopoly and
price-fixing™. Parcel size was one of the components of the coarse filter. It was used as an
indicator of parcelization which was used to compare the relative availability of the land within
the urban reserve for development. While it is important for the City to select land that is
available for development, the selection of only large parcels of land would have the effect of
concentrating the supply of land among a relatively small number of owners. By selecting some
of the smaller parcels, primarily on the west side of Interstate 5, the City is effectively
distributing the supply of developable land to a greater number of property owners.

The City also selected parcels distributed around the existing UGB for inclusion in the UGB
expansion area. This was done in part to help provide variety in the locations and types of land
available for development and to help distribute the impact of additional development
throughout infrastructure systems.

The inclusion of a portion of MD-5 south of Cherry Lane, north of Barnett Road, and east of the
current UGB was done in part because it plays a role in connecting portions of the existing UGB
to sewer service. While all portions of the UGB and existing city limit can be served with sewer
without the addition of lands to the UGB, the inclusion of this portion of MD-5 will allow for the
best routing of sewer service in the area. This best route will have the benefit of eliminating the
need for lift stations and will provide the lowest life-cycle cost for the sewer system in the area.
Both have positive economic impacts.

Conclusions—Economic

UGBA Phase 1 had the effect of more appropriately locating employment land. Through careful
consideration of the available land within the urban reserve, and the land need by employment
type, the City has selected land to efficiently meet the employment need over the 20-year
period.

The increased availability of all types of urbanizable land should have a positive effect on the
local economy by decreasing the cost of developable land. This can only occur if the land is held
by a large enough number of owners to promote competition. By selecting a mix of both large
and small parcels the City will provide an adequate supply of developable land while helping to
distribute the supply to a greater number of property owners.

> For reference on the effects of monopoly on the supply and demand curve see
«http://www.cliffsnotes.com/more-subjects/economics/monopoly/demand-in-a-monopolistic-market»
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Findings—Social

The wide-ranging factors that influence the social effect of the proposal will be discussed
individually. There is some overlap between the social factors and the environmental, energy,
and economic factors because many of the things that influence those scores—proximity,
mixed-use development, and availability of developable land—also influence the social effect of
the proposal.

Traffic: One of the components of the coarse filter was proximity. Selecting parcels closer to
the existing UGB not only helps to maximize the efficiency of public infrastructure, it has the
social benefit of reducing motor vehicle trips. A more compact urban area, with mixed-use
neighborhoods, helps to promote both the development and use of transit. Density and
distance both play key roles in developing and maintaining public transit options. A more
compact urban area also provides greater opportunities to invest in facilities for pedestrians
and bicyclists, while at the same time making walking and biking more viable transportation
options. The more compact urban area helps to reduce the amount of motor vehicle traffic
by reducing the number of motor vehicle miles traveled; both by providing alternative
modes of transportation and by reducing the distance traveled between home, work,
shopping, recreation, etc.

The inclusion of a portion of MD-5 south of Cherry Lane, north of Barnett Road, and east of
the current UGB was done in part to help facilitate the extension of the Larson Creek multi-
use trail from North Phoenix Road, through current and future development, and into
Chrissy and Prescott Parks. This property was also included, in part, because it plays a role in
connecting Barnett Road to Cherry Lane.

The availability of a dedicated multi-use path in the southeast portion of the urban area will
help to reduce local trips in that area. Since the path will also tie into a larger network of
trails, including the Larson Creek trail from North Phoenix Road to Bear Creek, and the Bear
Creek Greenway trail, it will also allow for regional traffic via bicycle for those interested in
traveling a greater distance by bike.

This portion of MD-5 also plays a role in connecting Barnett Road to Cherry Lane. This
connection will provide a more direct route from residential areas along Hillcrest Road and
employment centers along Barnett Road. This same connection will also provide a more
direct route from those residential areas to freeway access, northbound at the south
Medford interchange and southbound at the Fern Valley interchange. This street
connection helps to reduce traffic congestion by providing a more direct route for some
travelers and by providing additional route choices.

Land Availability: In addition to appropriately locating land types the proposed UGB
expansion will also have the effect of increasing the availability of all types of urban land.
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The increased supply of land should have the effect of spurring economic development and
improving the local economy by reducing the cost of land. However, this will only be the
case if the urbanizable land is held by a large enough number of owners to promote
competition and protect against monopoly and price-fixing. Parcel size was one of the
components of the coarse filter. It was used as an indicator of parcelization which was used
to compare the relative availability of the land within the urban reserve for development.
While it is important for the City to select land that is available for development the
selection of only large parcels of land would have the effect of concentrating the supply
among a relatively small number of owners. By selecting some of the smaller parcels,
primarily west of Interstate 5, the City is effectively distributing the supply of developable
land to a greater number of property owners.

Relative Cost of Development: The finding for the “Orderly and economic provision of public
facilities and services,” above are pertinent here as well. Since the cost of development is
oftentimes passed on to the consumer through increased costs, and to the general
population through increased service rates and increased taxes, selecting properties with
the lowest relative cost of development has a positive social effect.

The External Study Areas (ESAs) were made up of the properties that passed through the
coarse filter. Since the “efficient accommodation of identified land needs” is set as the first
priority, any area that did not meet the measure for efficiency (the coarse filter) was
eliminated from further consideration prior to further study on the ESAs. Once the ESAs
were identified a capacity analysis was conducted. Additional data were then collected for
the ESAs regarding the serviceability for water, sewer, and transportation. This was done to
measure the ability to provide public facilities and services in an orderly and economical
fashion.

The results of the scoring for all five factors—proximity, parcelization, water, sewer, and
transportation—were used to guide the decision on where to expand the City’s UGB. In
addition to the scoring of the properties for the five factors the City also had to consider the
obligations of the Regional Plan Element, adopted in 2012. The Regional Plan requires the
City to collaborate with the Rogue Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization, applicable
irrigation districts, Jackson County, and other affected agencies to produce a conceptual
land use plan for the area proposed to be added to the UGB. The conceptual land use plan
must be used to demonstrate how the City is meeting targets for density, land use
distribution, transportation infrastructure, and mixed-use/pedestrian-friendly areas. The
scored properties were not ranked on a parcel-by-parcel basis, but rather, areas were
selected based on their scores for the five factors and based on the area’s ability to meet
Regional Plan obligations. The mix of land uses in the area was an important consideration
regarding the orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services.
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The City also selected parcels distributed around the existing UGB for inclusion in the UGB
expansion area. This was done in part to help provide variety in the locations and types of
land available for development and to help distribute the impact of additional development
throughout infrastructure systems.

Planned Neighborhoods: Rather than provide for individual land types on segregated
portions of the urban reserve, most of the areas selected provide for an integrated mix of
uses. By selecting areas that are conceptually planned for a variety of uses the City is not
only meeting the Regional Plan requirement for mixed-use/pedestrian-friendly
neighborhoods, but is also setting the stage for a type of neighborhood development that
helps to improve public health and community cohesiveness.*®

The inclusion of a portion of MD-5 south of Cherry Lane, north of Barnett Road, and east of
the current UGB was done in part to help facilitate the continued development of the
Southeast Plan. The Southeast Plan has been in stages of development since the 1990s. The
plan is for a large mixed-use development east of North Phoenix Road, generally centered
on Barnett Road. The inclusion of this particular portion of MD-5 helps to facilitate parts of
the Southeast Plan, including a planned school, a planned park, and a planned trail
connection. This property will also help to provide additional residential development in the
area of the Southeast Plan, which will help to support planned commercial development in
the area.

Compatibility: By requiring urbanization plans for each area prior to annexation the City will
have the opportunity to consider the compatibility of the development with existing uses
and other planned uses in the vicinity. The urbanization plans will also insure that the
residential density and other requirements of the Regional Plan are met.

Conclusions—Social

The social consequences of the selected boundary location are positive relative to other
boundary location alternatives. The selected boundary location helps to minimize the effect
that increased development will have on transportation by helping to promote the reduction of
vehicle miles traveled. The selected boundary location has a positive effect on land availability
by increasing the supply of all urbanizable land types and by selecting land that is both available
for development and held by a large enough number of property owners to promote
competition in the market. The selected boundary location was selected in large part due to its
relative cost of development compared to the alternatives. The selected boundary location and
the selected land-use distributions help to promote mixed-use/pedestrian-friendly
neighborhoods, which have a number of social benefits. Compatibility between development

'8 For reference on the benefits of mixed-use development see «http://www.wri.org/blog/2014/07/people-
oriented-cities-mixed-use-development-creates-social-and-economic-benefits»
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on these newly added areas and existing uses will be considered during the urbanization plan
process, prior to annexation.

Conclusions—overall

On balance the environmental, social, economic, and energy (ESEE) consequences of the
selected boundary are positive compared to other alternatives. The biggest factors in having a
favorable ESEE are proximity to the existing UGB and a large enough distribution of ownership
to promote competition in the market for urbanizable land. The City has selected land from its
urban reserve that is both close to the existing UGB (and existing development) and comprised
of a large enough number of parcels to help promote competition in the market for urbanizable
land.

4. Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities
occurring on farm and forest land outside the UGB.

Findings

Selecting parcels close in to the existing UGB allows for the continued rural use of the
properties nearer the outer edge of the urban reserve. The lower-intensity use of properties in
the outer fringe can act as a buffer between urban uses and farm and forest uses outside of the
UGB.

Regional Plan Element, 4.1.10 requires the use of agricultural buffers to separate urban uses
from agricultural uses. The City adopted code that applies to land added to the UGB from the
Urban Reserve. (City Code Section 10.802, Urban—Agricultural Conflict in Urban Reserve, August
16, 2012).

Conclusions

By selecting parcels near the existing UGB for inclusion into the UGB, the City is leaving
properties on the outer edge of the Urban Reserve to act as a buffer between urban uses and
agricultural and forest activities occurring on land outside of the UGB. Furthermore, Municipal
Code Section 10.802 requires conflict mitigation (including buffers) between urban uses and
agricultural uses.

Boundary Location Summary Findings and Conclusions

The City of Medford has used each of the four boundary locational factors in determining the
future boundary location. Each of these factors had to be weighed and balanced against each of
the others and the proposed boundary amendment as a whole scored well on each of these
factors. An alternatives analysis was not completed on a parcel-by-parcel basis but rather the
reasons for how and why areas were selected (or eliminated) through each of the
steps/processes (coarse filter, serviceability, ESEE) has been provided. This process of selecting
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certain areas over others through each of the steps is the City’s alternatives analysis. An
alternatives analysis was not completed on a parcel-by-parcel basis for the following reasons: 1)
the tax lots (parcels) involved are of vastly different size, 2) the number of possible alternatives
to compare is prohibitively large, 3) the properties have been planned for a number of different
uses, and 4) there is value in analyzing the recommendation as a whole using the boundary
location factors.

Tax lots could not be objectively compared, one against another, because the tax lots vary
greatly in size. How can a 5-acre tax lot be objectively weighed against a 100-acre tax lot? The
only way to fairly compare the two would be to either break the larger tax lot into smaller
pieces or to combine a number of smaller tax lots into a larger aggregate. Not only would this
exercise require the planners to choose where to split tax lots and/or which tax lots to
combine, it would also alter a part of the what defines each of these tax lots, their size and
parcelization characteristics. Because of these challenges, when comparing boundary location
alternatives, rather than compare different tax lots areas (all of MD-8, portions of MD-5, etc.)
were compared. This not only helped to balance the size of the areas compared, it also helped
in comparing characteristics that could not be compared on a parcel-by-parcel basis. These
characteristics included the mix of conceptual plan uses, the coordination of transportation
infrastructure, and parcelization.

The use of larger sections of the urban reserve to compare against each other also helped to
reduce the number of alternatives to compare. Still, a detailed comparison of each of these
subareas against each of the others, for each of the boundary locational factors, was prohibitive
in its magnitude. This kind of system would have required the City to devise a weighted ranking
system for each of the criteria. These ranked scores for each of the areas would then be totaled
and areas would be selected based on scores, with the highest score being selected first and
then moving down the list until the land need was met. But how do you compare a property
planned for industrial use against one planned for residential? The planned use of the property
has some value in determining which properties to select, but how do you determine the
comparative value for property use designation? This kind of rigid system would likely miss
nuances about how different areas interact with each other in a system. For example, this kind
of ranking would not have considered the necessary mix of land types needed.

This kind of reductionist approach would limit the City’s ability to consider the boundary
location decision as a whole. After all, this is one cohesive proposal, determining where future
urban development will occur around the city by selecting lands from a larger set made up
entirely of “first priority land”. The only way to insure that the proposal is balanced is to look at
it in its entirety and compare it against the boundary locational factors as one piece.
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Urban Growth Boundary amendment approval criteria from Urbanization Element, Section
1.23

Criterion a. continued: The standards and criteria in Goal 14, OAR 660, Division 24, and
other applicable State Goals, Statutes, and Rules.

OAR 660

Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 660 is directed at the work of the Department of Land
Conservation and Development (DLCD) and contains Rules for how to implement the applicable
Statutes relating to the mission of DLCD. There are several sections of OAR 660 which apply to
the adoption of individual Comprehensive Plan Elements. Each Comprehensive Plan Element
being relied upon to support this UGB amendment (e.g., the Economic Element) was found to
be consistent with all applicable portions of OAR 660 at the time of their adoption. Rather than
repeat those findings here those findings are included in the record, and findings, for this
proposed UGB amendment, through reference.

The proposed amendment’s compliance with applicable portions of OAR 660 has been
discussed, in large part, in the proceeding text. Any applicable portions of OAR 660, not already
discussed, will be discussed below.

Division 24

Division 24 deals with Urban Growth Boundaries. Most of the applicable portions of Division 24
have already been covered in the Goal 14 findings above. These include: Population Forecasts;
Land Need; Land Inventory and Response to Deficiency; and Boundary Location Alternatives
Analysis. The following portions of OAR 660-024-0020 (Adoption or Amendment of a UGB) also
apply and will be discussed as indicated:

(1) All statewide goals and related administrative rules are applicable when establishing or
amending a UGB, except as follows:

(b) Goals 3 and 4 are not applicable; {This is covered under Goal 3 and Goal 4 below}

(c) Goal 5 and related rules under OAR chapter 660, division 23, apply only in areas added to
the UGB, except as required under OAR 660-023-0070 and 660-023-0250; {This is covered
under Goal 5 below}

(d) The Transportation Planning Rule requirements under OAR 660-012-0060 need not be
applied to a UGB amendment if the land added to the UGB is zoned as urbanizable land, either
by retaining the zoning that was assigned prior to inclusion in the boundary or by assigning
interim zoning that does not allow development that would generate more vehicle trips than
development allowed by the zoning assigned prior to inclusion in the boundary; {This is covered
under Goal 12 below}
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Urban Growth Boundary amendment approval criteria from Urbanization Element, Section
1.2.3

Criterion a. continued: The standards and criteria in Goal 14, OAR 660, Division 24, and
other applicable State Goals, Statutes, and Rules.

Other applicable State Goals, Statutes, and Rules
Goal 1—Citizen Involvement
Findings

Goal 1 requires the City to have a citizen involvement program that sets the procedures by
which affected citizens will be involved in the land use decision process. Goal 1 requires
provision of the opportunity to review proposed amendments prior to a public hearing, and
recommendations must be retained and receive a response from policy-makers. The rationale
used to reach land use decisions must be available in the written record. The City of Medford
has an established citizen-involvement program consistent with Goal 1 that includes review of
proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments by the Planning Commission and City Council.
Affected agencies and departments are also invited to review and comment on such proposals,
and hearing notices are published in the local newspaper, and posted on the site. This process
has been adhered to in this proposed amendment.

The Planning Department conducted an open house (October 28, 2014) to receive comments
about the scoring methods used for inclusion in the expansion from property owners within the
urban reserve. For the public hearing process staff sent hearing notification to all property
owners within the urban reserve. Staff prepared press releases and provided information on
the City’s website. Finally, this proposal will have been considered by the Planning Commission
and the City Council during televised public hearings.

Conclusions

By following a supplemented notification and comment procedure, the City provided better-
than-adequate opportunities for citizen input.

Goal 2—Land Use Planning

Findings

The City has a land use planning process and policy framework in the form of a Comprehensive
Plan and development regulations in Chapter 10 of the Municipal Code. These are the bases for
decisions and actions. The process for amending the UGB and all Comprehensive Plan elements
was found to be consistent with all State requirements at the time of their adoption.
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Conclusions

There is an adequate factual basis for the proposed changes and the adopted process has been
followed for this UGB amendment.

Goal 3— Not applicable per OAR 660-024-0020(1)(b).
Goal 4— Not applicable per OAR 660-024-0020(1)(b).

Goal 5—Natural Resources, Scenic & Historic Areas, and Open Spaces
Findings

The City has regulations in place to guide the development and/or protection of
environmentally sensitive areas such as steep slopes and riparian corridors. These rules will be
extended to areas added to the UGB once annexed to the City. The City must also adopt a
revised Local Wetland Inventory (LWI) for the areas added to the UGB through this proposal.
The LWI will identify wetlands and determine which have local significance. A wetland
protection ordinance will then be adopted to protect locally significant wetlands from
development. This work will be completed once the final boundary of the UGB is determined.
The LWI and wetland protection regulations must both be adopted prior to the annexation of
any of the areas added to the UGB through this amendment. The City’s historic inventory must
also be amended to include the areas added through this amendment.

Some of the easternmost portions of the urban reserve are within a deer and elk habitat area.
The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife would prefer that this area remain in its natural
condition and if development does occur within this area it must have special standards used to
protect this habitat. With the exception of Prescott and Chrissy parks, which allow for very
limited development, none of the adopted proposal extends the UGB into the deer and elk
habitat area.

According to OAR 660-024-0020 (Adoption or Amendment of a UGB) “Goal 5 and related rules
under OAR chapter 660, division 23, apply only in areas added to the UGB, except as required
under OAR 660-023-0070 and 660-023-0250.” This means that Goal 5 compliance is only under
review for the areas added to the boundary. Goal 5 compliance has already been demonstrated
for the existing boundary. ORS 197.250 [Compliance with Goals Required] requires that “...all
comprehensive plans and land use regulations adopted by local government to carry out those
comprehensive plans... shall be in compliance with the goals within one year after the date
those goals are approved by the Land Conservation and Development Commission.” The City
shall demonstrate full compliance with Goal 5 within one year of the adoption of the revised
UGB through the extension of existing development codes to areas added to the UGB, through
the adoption of a wetland protection ordinance for locally significant wetlands within the newly
added areas, and through the inclusion of these newly added areas in the City’s historic
inventory.
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Conclusions

The City will demonstrate compliance with all portions of Goal 5 within one year of the
adoption of the proposed amendment and prior to annexation per OAR 660-024-0024 and per
the revised Urban Growth Management Agreement.

Goal 6—Air, Water, and Land Resources Quality
Findings

One of the components of the coarse filter was proximity. Selecting parcels closer to the
existing UGB not only helps to maximize the efficiency of public infrastructure, it helps the
environment by reducing motor vehicle trips. A more compact urban area with mixed-use
neighborhoods helps to promote the development and use of transit. Density and distance
both play key roles in developing and maintaining public transit options. A more compact urban
area also provides greater opportunities to invest in facilities for pedestrians and bicyclists,
while at the same time making walking and biking more viable transportation options. The
more compact urban area helps to reduce the amount of pollution caused by motor vehicle
traffic by reducing the number of motor vehicle miles traveled; both by providing alternative
modes of transportation and by reducing the distance traveled between home, work, shopping,
recreation, and so forth.

Selecting parcels close in to the existing UGB also allows for the continued rural use of the
properties nearer the outer edge of the urban reserve. Unused properties in the outer fringe of
the urban reserve also benefits the City and the environment by acting as a buffer between
urban uses and rural uses and/or natural areas. In contrast, selecting properties nearer the
outside edge of the urban reserve would have the effect of disrupting the use of those
properties and of the properties closer to the existing UGB. By reducing the impact on the
urban reserve areas not being proposed for inclusion the City is limiting the amount of
displacement of rural uses in the urban reserve, thus minimizing the impact on lands outside of
the urban reserve.

Many of the Goal 5 findings, above, also apply to the findings here under Goal 6.

Conclusions

Environmental impacts, including air, water, and land resources quality, were key
considerations during the adoption of the urban reserve. Now that the urban reserve is in
place, and the City must select its future UGB from the urban reserve areas, the biggest
environmental consideration is proximity. All of the urban reserve area will be added to the
UGB and made available for urbanization eventually, but relative environmental impacts must
be considered when determining which properties to include in the UGB at this time. The
urbanization of any of this area will have some effect on the environment but the magnitude of
the effect has been minimized by selecting parcels near the existing UGB. The environmental
protection provisions in the Municipal Code will be extended to the areas added to the UGB
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when annexed. Both the LWI and wetland protection ordinance for these newly added areas
must be adopted prior to the annexation of any of the areas.

Goal 7—Areas Subject to Natural Hazards
Findings

Slopes: The City of Medford has existing hillside regulations, Municipal Code Sections 10.929-
10.933, that regulate the development of property with slopes in excess of 15 percent. These
procedural requirements are meant to decrease soil erosion and protect public safety. This
code section will apply to any and all areas with slopes exceeding 15% added to the UGB
through this amendment once annexed to the City. Areas exceeding 25% slope were classified
as unbuildable in the capacity analysis.

Fire: The risk of wildfire in and around Medford often rises to extreme levels during the
summer months. The City of Medford has Fire, Building, and Development codes in place to
help to mitigate the risk of wildfire in the city. One such provision is Municipal Code Section
7.022, which prohibits the use of fireworks within the hazardous wildfire areas as defined by
Jackson County.

Flood: The Municipal Code allows development within flood plains provided that buildings meet
certain construction standards designed to minimize damage from 