August 17, 2017
12:00 Noon AND 7:00 P.M.
Medford City Hall, Council Chambers
411 West 8" Street, Medford, Oregon

10. Roll Call

Employee Recognition
20. Approval or Correction of the Minutes of the August 3, 2017 Regular Meeting
30. Oral Requests and Communications from the Audience
Comments will be limited to 4 minutes per individual, group or organization. PLEASE SIGN IN.
40. Consent Calendar
50. Iltems Removed from Consent Calendar
60. Ordinances and Resolutions
60.1 COUNCIL BILL 2017-90 - SECOND READING — An ordinance authorizing the adoption of
a Rules and Regulations Handbook for Executive Staff.
60.2 COUNCIL BILL 2017-94 An ordinance amending the Rules and Regulations for Non-
Represented Employees pertaining to wages, hours, fringe benefits, and other working
conditions effective July 1, 2017.
60.3 COUNCIL BILL 2017-95 A resolution regarding the composition of the Joint Transportation
Subcommittee (JTS) serving as the Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) and directing
Planning staff to expand its membership for a limited timeframe in order to evaluate the
Transportation System Plan (TSP) update project.
70. Council Business
80. City Manager and Other Staff Reports
80.1  Quarterly Economic Update from SOREDI by Colleen Padilla
80.2 Sewer Master Plan by Cory Crebbin
80.3 Housing Ad Hoc Committee by Matt Brinkley
80.4 Food Truck Ordinance Procedure by Kelly Madding
80.5 Further reports from City Manager
90.

Propositions and Remarks from the Mayor and Councilmembers
90.1

90.2

Proclamations issued: None

Further Council committee reports
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Medford City Council Agenda
August 17, 2017

90.3  Further remarks from Mayor and Councilmembers

100. Adjournment to the Evening Session

EVENING SESSION
7:00 P.M.

Roll Call

110.

120.

130.

140.

150.

160.

170.

Oral Requests and Communications.from the Audience
Comments will be limited to 4 minutes per individual, group or organization. PLEASE SIGN IN.

Public Hearings
Comments are limited to a total of 30 minutes for applicants and/or their representatives. You may

request a 5-minute rebuttal time. Appellants and/or their representatives are limited to a total of 30
minutes and if the applicant is not the appellant they will also be allowed a total of 30 minutes. All
others will be limited to 4 minutes. PLEASE SIGN IN.

120.1 COUNCIL BILL 2017-96 An ordinance repealing sections 8.400 through 8.495, amending
sections 8.004, 8.497 and adding sections 8.320 through 8.355 regarding taxicabs and
transportation network companies.

120.2 COUNCIL BILL 2017-97 Adopt the ordinance vacating a portion of right-of-way located on
Belknap Road just west of Center Drive and southeast of Garfield Street. (SV-17-039) Land
Use, Quasi-Judicial

Ordinances and Resolutions

130.1 COUNCIL BILL 2017-68 - CONTINUED — A resolution approving the construction of street
improvements on Foothill Road between Hillcrest Road and East McAndrews, as part of the
Foothill Road Improvement Project. (TF-17-012)

Council Business

Further Reports from the City Manager and Staff

Propositions and Remarks from the Mayor and Councilmembers
160.1 Further Council committee reports

160.2 Further remarks from Mayor and Councilmembers

Adjournment
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CITY OF MEDFORD Item No: 60.1
AGENDA ITEM COMMENTARY

www.ci.medford.or.us

DEPARTMENT: Human Resources AGENDA SECTION: Ordinances and Resolutions
PHONE: 541-774-2010 MEETING DATE: August 17, 2017
STAFF CONTACT: Mike Snyder, Director

COUNCIL BILL 2017-90
SECOND READING. An ordinance authorizing the adoption of a Rules and Regulations Handbook for
Executive Staff.

SUMMARY AND BACKGROUND

The proposed Rules and Regulations Handbook for Executive Staff for 2017-2019 provides consistency
with Council direction regarding the wages, hours, fringe benefits and other working conditions. Currently,
executive staff are included within the Rules and Regulations for Management Staff. It was determined,
based upon this employee group’s at-will status, a separate handbook should be developed.

Executive staff positions include: Building Director; City Attorney; Deputy City Manager; Finance Director;
Fire Chief, Human Resources Director; Planning Director; Police Chief; Parks, Recreation and Facilities
Director; Public Works Director; and Technology Services Director.

PREVIOUS COUNCIL ACTIONS
On June 14, 2016 — Council Bill 2016-79 was approved authorizing the update of the Rules and Regulations
for Management Staff 2016-2017, which included the executive staff positions at the time.

On August 3, 2017, the proposed Rules and Regulations for Executive Staff for 2017-2019, Ordinance
2017-90, went before Council for vote. There were three no votes on the Ordinance. According to Medford
City Charter Chapter VIII, Section 28(2) if there are more than two dissenting votes on an Ordinance the
Ordinance must be heard at a second reading of the City Council. As such, Ordinance No. 2017-90 must
be heard on August 17, 2017 for a second reading.

ANALYSIS
The proposed agreement provides for:

1. Salary increases: 1.25% effective July 1, 2017 and 1.5% effective July 1, 2018.

2. Health insurance: the cap for the City contribution to insurance premium would be set at $1,575 per
month effective August 1, 2017, and $1,625 per month effective July 1, 2018. The current cap for
health insurance is $1,550 per month.

3. Health Reimbursement Arrangement (HRA) Voluntary Employee Beneficiary Association (VEBA):
there will be a reduction of the City contribution to HRA VEBA accounts from 3.5% of gross wages to
$150 per pay period.

4. Deferred compensation: the City will match a 1% contribution of base wages by employees to the
deferred compensation plan.

FINANCIAL AND/OR RESOURCE CONSIDERATIONS

The total compensation cost of the proposed action has been estimated by the Finance Department to be
approximately $32,700 for the first year, and $34,400 for the second year of the agreement. Funds for the
increases are available in the proposed 2017-2019 biennial budget.
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TIMING ISSUES

If the Council chooses not to approve this proposed agreement, the current Rules and Regulations for
Management Staff will continue to be in effect for the executive group.

COUNCIL OPTIONS
Approve or deny the ordinance.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends approval of the ordinance, authorizing adoption of Rules and Regulations Handbook for
Executive Staff.

SUGGESTED MOTION

I move to approve the ordinance authorizing adoption of Rules and Regulations Handbook for Executive
Staff.

EXHIBITS

Ordinance
Agreement on file in City Recorder’s office.
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ORDINANCE NO. 2017-90

AN ORDINANCE authorizing the adoption of a Rules and Regulations Handbook for
Executive Staff.

THE CITY OF MEDFORD ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. That the adoption of a Rules and Regulations Handbook for Executive Staff, on
file in the office of the City Recorder, is hereby authorized.

Section 2. The Rules and Regulations Handbook for Executive Staff supersedes the existing
Rules and Regulations for Executive, Supervisory, and Confidential-Professional employees insofar
as they apply to Executive Staff.

PASSED by the Council and signed by me in authentication of its passage this day of
, 2017.
ATTEST:
City Recorder Mayor
APPROVED , 2017.
Mayor
Ordinance No. 2017-90 P:\Cassie\ORDS\1.Council Documents\080317\amdrules
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DEPARTMENT: Human Resources AGENDA SECTION: Ordinances and Resolutions
PHONE: 541-774-2010 MEETING DATE: August 17, 2017
STAFF CONTACT: Mike Snyder, Director

COUNCIL BILL 2017-94
An ordinance amending the Rules and Regulations for Non-Represented Employees pertaining to wages,
hours, fringe benefits, and other working conditions effective July 1, 2017.

SUMMARY AND BACKGROUND

The proposed update of the Rules and Regulations Handbook for Non-Represented Employees for the
City of Medford for 2017-2019 provides consistency with Council direction regarding the wages, hours,
fringe benefits and other working conditions. Additionally, the title of the Handbook has been adjusted from
“Executive, Supervisory, and Confidential-Professional Employees” (aka “The Management Staff/Group”)
to “Non-Represented Employees” to properly reflect the classifications within this employee group.

PREVIOUS COUNCIL ACTION
On June 14, 2016 — Council Bill 2016-79 was approved authorizing the update of the Rules and Regulations
for Management Staff 2016-2017.

ANALYSIS
The proposed agreement provides for:

1. Salary increases: 1.5% effective July 1, 2017 and 1.5% effective July 1, 2018.

2. Healthinsurance: There is no increase to the cap for the City contribution to health insurance premiums
for 2017. The cap will remain at the current amount of $1,550 per month. Effective July 1, 2018, the
cap for the City contribution to health insurance premiums would be set at $1,575.

3. Health Reimbursement Arrangement (HRA) Voluntary Employee Beneficiary Association (VEBA):
There will be an adjustment of the City contribution to HRA VEBA accounts from 3.5% of gross wages
to $150 per pay period. This change is an effort to ensure compliance of the plan per IRS regulations,
which requires the benefit to be non-discriminatory. With this change, all employees in the non-
represented group and executive group will have the same benefit.

4. Other considerations: Effective for all newly hired employees as of September 1, 2017, the City will
move to salary ranges, rather than salary steps. Employees will move through their salary range at
increments no greater than 5%. Increases within the range are dependent upon recommendation from
the employees’ Department Director and approval of the City Manager. Employees who have reached
the top of their salary range will be eligible for established salary range adjustments, so long as they
have been at the top of their range for one full year.

FINANCIAL AND/OR RESOURCE CONSIDERATIONS

The total compensation cost of the proposed action has been estimated by the Finance Department to be
approximately $413,000 for the agreement. Funds for the salary increases are available in the 2017-2019
biennial budget.

TIMING ISSUES

If the Council chooses not to approve this proposed agreement, the current Rules and Regulations will
continue to be in effect.
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COUNCIL OPTIONS
Approve or deny the ordinance.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends approval of the ordinance, authorizing updates to the Rules and Regulations Handbook
for Non-Represented Employees.

SUGGESTED MOTION

I move to approve the ordinance authorizing updates to the Rules and Regulations Handbook for Non-
Represented Employees.

EXHIBITS
Ordinance
Agreement on file in City Recorder’s office.
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ORDINANCE NO. 2017-94

AN ORDINANCE amending the Rules and Regulations for Non-Represented Employees
pertaining to wages, hours, fringe benefits, and other working conditions effective July 1, 2017.

THE CITY OF MEDFORD ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:

That the Rules and Regulations for Non-Represented Employees pertaining to wages, hours,
fringe benefits, and other working conditions effective July 1, 2017 are amended as set forth in the
agreement which is on file in the office of the City Recorder and incorporated herein by reference.

PASSED by the Council and signed by me in authentication of its passage this day of
,2017.
ATTEST:
City Recorder Mayor
APPROVED , 2017.
Mayor
Ordinance No. 2017-94 P:\Cassie\ORDS\1.Council Documents\081717\amdrulesunrep
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DEPARTMENT: Planning AGENDA SECTION: Ordinances and Resolutions
PHONE: (541) 774-2380 MEETING DATE: August 17, 2017
STAFF CONTACT: Matt Brinkley, AICP CFM, Planning Director

COUNCIL BILL 2017-95

A resolution regarding the composition of the Joint Transportation Subcommittee (JTS) serving as the
Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) and directing Planning staff to expand its membership for a limited
timeframe in order to evaluate the Transportation System Plan (TS)) update project.

SUMMARY AND BACKGROUND

The Planning and Public Works Departments are working with a consultant, Kittelson and Associates to
complete a new Transportation System Plan (TSP) for the City. This document will support the construction
of needed transportation projects for the City for the next twenty years. Several citizen committees are
assisting staff through this process by providing input and recommendations into the document. The
different committees include the newly formed Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), the Joint
Transportation Subcommittee (JTS) who serves as the Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) to the project,
and the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC).

The TAC was newly formed by Council Resolution in July 2017 and consists exclusively of representatives
from various (mostly public sector) transportation agencies such as Jackson County, the Oregon
Department of Transportation, and a representative from Rogue Valley Transit District (RVTD). The JTS
was formed in June 1997 and was recognized as the CAC for the TSP by City Council in May 2011. The
committee is currently comprised of 4 at large members, 2 Planning Commissioners, 2 City Councilors,
and RVTD (as a nonvoting member).

Based on City Council discussion at meetings on July 6% and 20, staff proposes the attached resolution
to expand the composition of the CAC to include additional community members and stakeholders.
Proposed membership is consistent with that described in a memorandum distributed to Council and dated
July 20, 2017, with the addition of a representative from the Southern Oregon Health Equity Coalition and
a transportation engineer.

The diversification of this body will bring different perspectives and additional community input into the
development of the TSP.

PREVIOUS COUNCIL ACTIONS
On June 5, 1997, Ordinance No. 8377 was adopted creating the JTS to advise the Planning Commission
and City Council on transportation policy.

On October 19, 2006, Council Bill 2006-234 was adopted establishing the BPAC.

On May 5, 2011, the City Council endorsed JTS members as the Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) for
the TSP (as reflected in the City Council minutes).

On July 6, 2017, Council Bill 2017-71 was adopted forming a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) for the
TSPS. Council also discussed composition of the CAC at this meeting, and again at its meeting on July 20,
2017, where it directed staff to prepare a roster for an expanded CAC that would provide for more robust
public and stakeholder involvement.

ANALYSIS

The composition of the CAC represents important stakeholders who the City finds necessary to be involved
in the planning process of the TSP. These stakeholders will help ensure the TSP is examined through a
wide range of perspectives and is reflective of the community’s needs and aspirations for the future system.
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In conjunction with staff, the CAC has been instrumental in developing the goals and objectives for the
plan. They will work closely with staff to review and comment on the project list that will be reviewed by
the Planning Commission and ultimately adopted by the City Council. In addition to the project list, the
Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) will be involved in developing other aspects of the plan.

The requested action also affords Council the opportunity to determine who is at the table discussing and
reviewing this plan. The CAC is an important component of meeting Statewide Planning Goal 1 by
facilitating meaningful and deliberate citizen involvement throughout the development of the plan.

It is suggested that new members be invited to participate by staff rather than through a formal interview
process with Council in order to save time. The Joint Transportation Subcommittee will continue to perform
its other duties and functions throughout the process and after its conclusion.

FINANCIAL AND/OR RESOURCE CONSIDERATIONS
None.

TIMING ISSUES

The Transportation System Plan update will be completed by the end of the year. The existing CAC meets
regularly to discuss the project and provide input. It is important to decide on the expansion of the
committee as soon as possible in order to provide staff time to invite and organize the group and familiarize
the new members with the project.

COUNCIL OPTIONS
Approve the resolution to increase the membership of the Joint Transportation Committee serving as the
Citizen Advisory Committee.

Modify the resolution by adding or removing identified organizations to serve on the Citizen Advisory
Committee.

Deny the resolution and maintain the membership of the Joint Transportation Subcommittee in its current
composition.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends approval of the resolution.

SUGGESTED MOTION
I move to approve the resolution directing Planning staff to expand the membership of the Citizen Advisory
Committee (CAC) for the Transportation System Plan update project.

EXHIBITS
Resolution
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RESOLUTION NO. 2017-95

A RESOLUTION regarding the composition of the Joint Transportation Subcommittee (JTS)
serving as the Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) and directing Planning staff to expand its
membership for a limited timeframe in order to evaluate the Transportation System Plan (TSP)
update project.

WHEREAS, the Transportation System Plan has been in process since 2010 and is
anticipated to be completed by the end of 2017; and

WHEREAS, the creation and use of advisory committees to evaluate a new TSP is
appropriate to gain input, feedback, and recommendations; and

WHEREAS, the Joint Transportation Subcommittee was recognized as the Citizen Advisory
Committee (CAC) in May 2011 to provide support in the review of the TSP project; and

WHEREAS, the City Council now endorses the expansion of the Citizen Advisory
Committee membership; and

WHEREAS, the Joint Transportation Subcommittee (JTS) serving as the CAC will revert
back to its original composition upon completion of the transportation system plan update; now,
therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MEDFORD, OREGON:

That the Mayor and City Council hereby approve the expanded composition of the Joint
Transportation Subcommittee (JTS) serving as the Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) to include
the representatives from the following organizations/businesses and direct staff to expand the CAC
upon passage of this resolution:

SORED], Inc. Jackson Chamber of Rogue Valley Manor
County/Medford Commerce
International Airport
Downtown SPARC  Asante Hospital Providence Hospital 2 Land Use Consultants
Transportation Southern Oregon 2 Developers
Engineer Health Equity
Coalition

Citizen from Ward 1  Citizen from Ward 2 Citizen from Ward 3  Citizen from Ward 4

Resolution No. 2017-95 P:\Cassie\ORDs\1.Council Documetns\081717\tsp
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PASSED by the Council and signed by me in authentication of its passage this day of
, 2017.

ATTEST:

City Recorder Mayor

Resolution No. 2017-95 P:\Cassie\ORDs\1.Council Documetns\081717\tsp
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DEPARTMENT: Legal AGENDA SECTION: Public Hearings
PHONE: (541) 774-2020 MEETING DATE: August 17, 2017
STAFF CONTACT: Lori Cooper, City Attorney

COUNCIL BILL 2017-96
An ordinance repealing sections 8.400 through 8.495, amending sections 8.004, 8.497 and adding sections
8.320 through 8.355 regarding taxicabs and transportation network companies

SUMMARY AND BACKGROUND

The current Medford code regulating taxicabs does not expressly address Transportation Network
Companies (TNCs). The Council will be considering whether to repeal Medford’s existing code chapter
regulating taxicabs, and whether to replace it with somewhat more detailed provisions clarifying operating
and insurance requirements and specifically authorizing TNCs to operate within the City

The Council held a study session on amending the Municipal Code regarding “vehicles for hire” on June
29, 2017. Council directed staff to schedule a public hearing on the proposed code amendment.

PREVIOUS COUNCIL ACTIONS
None.

ANALYSIS

TNCs — Uber and Lyft are the most prominent examples — have become a central part of the new sharing
economy. TNCs are now operating alongside traditional taxis in hundreds of cities around the world,
including cities at least somewhat similar to Medford such as Bend, Bellingham, WA, Salt Lake City, UT,
Flagstaff, AZ, Missoula, MT, and Boise, ID.

Government and the insurance industry have struggled to address the TNC business model, and to identify
and minimize the risks presented, as well as gaps in insurance coverage. There may also be concerns
about respecting the traditional taxi industry, and how to create an environment that fosters the fairest
possible competition between taxis and TNCs.

Staff has attempted to create new code sections that will create consistency and a level regulatory playing
field for the different models of vehicle for hire services. The intention of the proposed code is to create
standards sufficient to address the primary concerns about background checks, insurance, accessibility,
and operating standards, while not delving more deeply than necessary in to subjects such as vehicle
requirements, driver education, etc. Another key feature of the proposed new code is a general shift of
some responsibilities from the City to the companies themselves, in conjunction with certification and
auditing elements that will allow the City to monitor compliance.

The key features of the new code sections include adoption of the “three period model” for determining
TNC automobile liability coverage limits. Period 1 is when the TNC driver has logged into the TNC'’s digital
dispatch system or is otherwise connected to the TNC'’s digital network, but has not yet accepted a request
for a ride from a passenger (for example, the software application is open and the driver is waiting for a
match); Period 2 is when a passenger match has been accepted, but the passenger is not yet picked up
(for example, the driver is on the way to pick up the passenger); and Period 3 is when the passenger is in
the vehicle.

Notably, the three TNC service periods do not determine whether TNCs are required to carry primary

automobile liability coverage (they are), but instead reflect how much coverage is available, depending on
the period during which an accident or loss occurs. This coverage is now readily available for TNCs, which,
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along with many local and state regulators, have generally adopted it as the standard framework for
automobile liability insurance to address the coverage gaps or “livery exclusions” that caused concerns
during the advent of TNC operations.

The insurance requirements of the new code for TNCs and Taxi Companies are similar in that $1 million in
primary automobile liability coverage is required and will be in place whenever a passenger is in the vehicle
and actually engaged in a ride. For taxis, this represents an increase in the requirement for $500,000 of
insurance coverage under the current code. Considering they are providing similar services, consistent
insurance requirements for taxis and TNCs wherever possible is fair and equitable. At the June 29 study
session, several Council members raised concerns that the insurance requirements in the proposed code
may be too onerous. The insurance requirements in the proposed code are similar to Bend and Salem’s
requirements. The Council may hear more about the insurance requirements at the public hearing, and
can adjust the code language if so determined.

The proposed new code contains new background check requirements which would be equally applicable
to all vehicle for hire operators, whether TNCs or Taxi Companies; the new code would apply the same
standards to all operators of vehicles for hire in the City. As discussed at the June 29 study session, any
vehicle for hire driver who has one of more convictions for misdemeanor theft offenses would not be eligible
for a business license.

Finally, the proposed new code changes the appeal process. Currently, taxi drivers who are denied a taxi
driver ID card must first appeal to the City Manager or his designee, who can only review the denial and
render a decision consistent with the requirements of the code.

However, currently, the applicant can appeal this decision of the City Manager or his designee to the
Council, which can consider reliable indicia of rehabilitation from a disqualifying event listed in the code
(certain felony crimes at any time in the past, and certain misdemeanors and traffic crimes within specified
periods of 2 — 5 years, depending on the crime) prior to applying for taxi driver ID card.

The proposed new code eliminates the appeal to the City Manager or his designee. If a vehicle for hire
applicant is denied a license, he or she can appeal the denial directly to the City Council.

FINANCIAL AND/OR RESOURCE CONSIDERATIONS

Unknown at this time. If Council adopts a business license fee and/or a surcharge per ride, these funds
would at least partially cover the staff costs of processing the business licenses and other compliance
oversight.

TIMING ISSUES
None.

COUNCIL OPTIONS
Approve, modify, or deny the ordinance.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends approval of the ordinance.

SUGGESTED MOTION
| move to approve the ordinance adopting the proposed code amendment.

EXHIBITS
Ordinance

Page 14



ORDINANCE NO. 2017-96

AN ORDINANCE repealing sections 8.400 through 8.495, amending sections 8.004, 8.497
and adding sections 8.320 through 8.355 regarding taxicabs and transportation network companies.

THE CITY OF MEDFORD ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Section 8.004 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows:

8.004 Appeal of Denial, Revocation, Classification or Exemption of License.
*kk

%aﬁ»m%#ﬂwf $

S0-00

LAV AV A 4

Faxi-Driver ID-card (F-Card) $30-00
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Section 3. Section 8.405 of the Medford Code is hereby repealed:

Ordinance No. 2017-96 P:\Cassie\ORDS\1. Council Documents\082117\amd8
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Section 4. Section 8.410 of the Medford Code is hereby repealed:

"
"
1
1
1

Ordinance No. 2017-96 P:\Cassie\ORDS\1. Council Documents\082117\amd8
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Ordinance No. 2017-96
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Section 17. Section 8.497 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows:

8.497 Horse Drawn Vehicle Regulations.
*kk

(2) No person shall operate a horse drawn vehicle unless the person is twenty-one years of age or
older and has not been convicted of any crime set forth in Section-8-425(1)(d)-and-(e)-8.335

sk kk

Section 18. Section 8.320 of the Medford Code is added to read as follows:

8.320 Title, Intent and Purpose of Sections 8.325 to 8.355. This ordinance shall be known and
may be cited as the “Vehicle for Hire Ordinance of the City of Medford.” The City Council of
the City of Medford finds and declares that the purpose of this ordinance is to promote the
safety and welfare of the general public by regulating vehicle for hire operators and their
drivers within the City of Medford, as authorized by ORS 221.485 and 221.495. Nothing
contained in this ordinance is intended or shall be construed to create any liability on the part
of the City, its officers or employees for any injury or damage related to any provision of this

Ordinance No. 2017-96 P:\Cassie\ORDS\1. Council Documents\082117\amd8
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ordinance, or by reason or in consequence of any act or omission in connection with the

implementation or enforcement of this ordinance on the part of the City, its officers or
employees.

Section 19. Section 8.325 of the Medford Code is added to read as follows:

8.325 Definitions.

Words and phrases used in this ordinance shall have the following meanings ascribed to them:
(1) “Digital dispatch system” means an internet-based software application, website, platform,

or interface that allows for the solicitation, arrangement, or provision of vehicle for hire
services and the display of rates, calculation of fares, or acceptance of payment for vehicle for

hire services.

(2) “Driver” means any individual person who operates a vehicle for hire within the City.
(3) “Limousine” means a luxury motor vehicle for hire whose chassis and wheelbase have been

lengthened beyond the original manufacturer’s specifications, whether at the time of

production or after.

(4) “Limousine Company” means any person operating one or more limousines for hire, other

than as a driver, regardless of the legal form of the entity and regardless of whether the

limousines so operated are owned by the company, leased, or owned by individual members of
an entity.

(5) “Operator” means a person engaged in the business of furnishing or operating a business
defined by this ordinance, whether upon contract or by offering such service to the public
generally.

(6) “Taxi” means a motor vehicle for hire, other than a limousine or transportation network

vehicle.

(7) “Taxi Company” means any person operating one or more vehicles for hire, other than as a
driver, regardless of the legal form of the entity and regardless of whether the taxis so operated
are owned by the company, leased, or owned by individual members of an entity. Taxi
Companies do not include Transportation Network Companies.

(8) “Transportation Network” means one or more drivers working as independent contractors
and utilizing a digital dispatch system.

(9) “Transportation Network Company or TNC” means a person that operates or facilitates a
transportation network.

(10) “Transportation Network Vehicle or TNV” means a personal motor vehicle which is used
as a vehicle for hire and is part of a transportation network.

(11) “Vehicle for Hire” means a vehicle used for the ground transportation of passengers for
compensation within the City, including taxis, limousines and transportation network vehicles.
The following vehicles shall not be considered vehicles for hire for the purposes of this
ordinance, and are forbidden from operating as a taxi, limousine, or transportation network

vehicle: (a) Ambulances equipped and staffed so as to be capable of providing emergency
medical services in conjunction with Passenger transportation; (b) Courtesy vehicles used bya
hotel, motel, car rental company, residential home, parking facility, or other business to

Ordinance No. 2017-96 P:\Cassie\ORDS\1. Council Documents\082117\amd8
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transport that business' clients when transportation is secondary to the business' primary
purpose and the transportation is free or contained in the general overhead of the business; (c)
Non-motorized vehicles such as horse-drawn vehicles; (d) Property delivery vehicles used for
delivering property exclusive of passenger transportation; (e) Shuttle vehicles and buses used
for providing passenger transportation over a fixed route and time schedule; and (f)
Volunteer-driven vehicles operated by a driver who is reimbursed for basic mileage expenses
and who does not receive wages, salary, or other compensation.

Section 20. Section 8.330 of the Medford Code is added to read as follows:

8.330 Business License Required for Operators and Drivers; Regulatory License Fees.
(1) No Operator shall conduct business in the City without a valid business license and the
applicable regulatory license set out in subsection ).
(2) In addition to the fee set out at 8.060(1), Operators shall be subject to the following non-
refundable annual regulatory fees:

(a) Taxi Operator License Fee: $250.00

(b) TNC Operator License Fee:  $500.00

(c) Limousine Operator License Fee: $250.00
(3) No Driver shall conduct business in the City without a valid business license. A copy of the
license shall be clearly displayed while providing vehicle for hire services.

Section 21. Section 8.335 of the Medford Code is added to read as follows:

8.335 Driver requirements.

(1) Drivers shall be at least 21 years of age and shall possess a valid driver license, proof of
motor vehicle registration, and proof of current automobile liability insurance that meets the
requirements of state law.

(2) Operators shall maintain accurate, current records for all drivers employed by, contracting
with, or otherwise affiliated with the business. The records shall include the driver’s name,
date of birth, address, social security number, criminal background check results, driver
license information, motor vehicle registration, and automobile insurance. Operators shall
provide a person in compliance with this section written notice of compliance, who shall then
submit the notice to the City as part of the business license application required by section
8.330(3).

(3) Prior to permitting a person to operate as a Driver, and annually thereafter, Operators
shall conduct, or have a qualified third party conduct, a local and national criminal
background check and driving history review. If a third party is used, it shall be accredited by
the National Association of Professional Background Screeners. The review shall include:
Multi-State/Multi-Jurisdiction Criminal Records Locator or other similar commerecial
nationwide database with validation (primary source search); all motor vehicle records
associated with the applicant driver available pursuant to record laws of each state, and the
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Dru Sjodin National Sex Offender Public Registry. A Driver will not be licensed and shall not
provide transportation network services if any of the following conditions exist:

(a) The applicant has a felony conviction of any kind in 10 years, based on the conviction date,
preceding the submission of the application;

(b) The applicant has a felony conviction involving physical harm or attempted physical harm
to a person, regardless of when the conviction occurred;

(¢) The applicant is listed as a sexual offender in the Dru Sjodin National Sex Offender Public
Registry;

(d) During the 5-year period preceding the submission of the application, based on the
conviction date, the applicant has been convicted of any criminal offense involving:

() Any misdemeanor involving theft, robbery, burglary, assault, sex crimes, drugs,
prostitution, or weapons, or;

(ii) Any traffic crime, including but not limited to: driving under the influence of intoxicants,
reckless driving, attempt to elude a police officer, or leaving the scene of an injury accident.
(¢) During the 3-year period preceding the submission of the initial application, the applicant
had greater than 5 traffic infractions as defined in ORS 801.557; greater than five serious
traffic violations as defined in ORS 801.477; greater than five motor vehicle accidents that are
required to be reported to the Oregon Department of Motor Vehicles pursuant to ORS
811.720; or, greater than five of any combination of serious traffic violations or motor vehicle
accidents as provided above;

(f) During the 3-year period preceding the filing of the initial application, the applicant’s
driving privileges were suspended or revoked by any governing jurisdiction as a result of a
driving-related incident;

(2) The applicant has two or more traffic violations as defined in ORS 801.557, of any kind,
within the previous 12 months from the date of the application; and

(h) The applicant does not have at least one year’s worth of continuous driving experience with
a valid driver’s license in a United States jurisdiction immediately prior to the date of the
application’s submission.

(4) Operators shall revoke a Driver’s authority to drive for the business and inform the City if
it finds at any time that the standards set forth in this section are no longer being met by the
Driver. The Operator shall only reinstate a driver upon determining that all standards are
again being met by the Driver.

(5) The Operator shall maintain records of a criminal background checks for a period of at
least two years. For purposes of this section, the term “conviction” includes convictions, a
judgment of guilty except for insanity pursuant to ORS 161.295, bail forfeitures, and other
final adverse findings.

Section 22. Section 8.340 of the Medford Code is added to read as follows:
8.340 Operational Requirements.

(1) All Vehicles for Hire:
(a) Vehicles for Hire shall be clean, of good appearance, properly equipped, and in a safe
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condition for passengers. In addition, Vehicles for Hire shall have an annual ASE certified
mechanic inspection. Proof of the inspection shall be kept in the vehicle and available for law
enforcement upon request at any spot inspection or audit.

(b) Operators shall implement and maintain at all times a zero tolerance policy on the use of
drugs or alcohol applicable to all Drivers employed by, contracting with or otherwise affiliated
with the business while providing vehicle for hire services. Operators shall provide notice of
the zero tolerance policy to the City, on their website and ensure that it is clearly displayed in
each vehicle. The notice must include contact information to report a complaint about a Driver
for possible violation of policy. An Operator shall immediately suspend a Driver upon receipt
of a passenger complaint alleging a violation of the zero tolerance policy for the duration of the
investigation of the complaint, and notify the City of the suspension and results of the
investigation.

(¢) Drivers shall carry the baggage of riders without additional charge. :
(d) Drivers may not carry passengers or cargo in a vehicle in excess of the vehicle
manufacturer’s stated load limits for that vehicle.

(¢) Operators must provide reasonable accommodations to Passengers with disabilities,
including passengers accompanied by a service animal, passengers with hearing and visual
impairments, passengers with mobility devices, and must comply with all applicable
requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act.

() Operators shall comply with all applicable local, state and federal laws, rules and/or
regulations.

(2) TNC’s:

(a) TNCs shall maintain records of all trips made by all Drivers for at least one year from the
date of the trip. The data may be aggregated and/or anonymized, and shall include, at
minimum, the locations by ZIP code of trip origination and destination, vehicle miles traveled,
trip origination and completion times, trip duration, and passenger wait times from a driver’s
acceptance of a request to passenger pick-up. The City may require a TNC to enter a data
sharing agreement in order to receive a license.

(b) Drivers shall not accept street hails, and may only accept rides arranged through a TNC’s
digital network.

(c) All fares shall be made available in a clear and transparent way to the passenger on its
mobile application prior to the passenger accepting aride. Passengers shall be provided either
a paper or digital receipt for services at the termination of the ride that clearly indicates the
fare paid, time of ride, name of TNC, name of the Driver and the TNC’s customer service
support contact information.

(d) A TNV shall be marked on the front and/or back with a customary “trade dress” type of
identification, such as a sticker or placard, and must be clearly visible from 20 feet away. The
identification shall remain affixed until the passenger exits the TNV. The TNC’s software
application or website shall display for the passenger the make, model, and license plate
number of the TNV, as well as a photo of the Driver.

(3) Taxis:

(a) Taxis shall be clearly marked on both sides and shall include the taxi company name,
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phone number, and a vehicle identification number in plain sight. The signage must be clearly
visible from 20 feet away.

(b) A Taxi Company shall maintain a central office or contract for 24-hour dispatch.

(¢) A Taxi Company shall equip all taxis with meters showing the amount of fare on a lighted
face plainly visible to a passenger. On demand by the Police Department, the Taxi Company
shall demonstrate a meter to be accurate by means acceptable to the Police Department.
Meters found to be inaccurate shall be removed from service at once.

(d) A Taxi Company shall equip all taxis with a driver identification card, which shall include
a photo of the Driver. The identification card shall be affixed in a place plainly visible to
passengers.

(e) Drivers shall give receipts for fares paid, upon request of a passenger.

Section 23. Section 8.345 of the Medford Code is added to read as follows:

8.345 Insurance.

(1) General Requirements

() For all required insurance, Operators shall provide certificates of insurance naming the
City, its officers, agents, and employees as additional insured parties and give at least 30
calendar days’ notice to the City before a policy is canceled, expires, or has any reduction in
coverage. Such insurance shall be primary and non-contributory. Insurance requirements of
this section shall be satisfied by insurance issued through a licensed insurer or an eligible
surplus lines insurer in the State of Oregon.

(b) Operators shall maintain continuous, uninterrupted coverage for the duration of the
license and any operations in the City. Any lapse in insurance coverage, even if it is later
backdated by the insurance company, is a violation of this ordinance.

(c) Operators shall secure and maintain commercial general liability insurance with limits of
not less than $1,000,000 per occurrence and $2,000,000 aggregate for claims arising out of, but
not limited to bodily injury and property damage incurred in the course of operating in the
City.

(2) Taxi and Limousine Companies

Taxi and Limousine Companies shall secure and maintain commercial automobile liability
insurance covering its vehicles, with a combined single limit of not less than $1,000,000 per
occurrence for claims arising out of, but not limited to, bodily injury and property damage
incurred in the course of operating in the City.

(3) TNC’s and Drivers; Periods and Amounts of Coverage

(a) TNC:s shall secure and maintain commercial automobile liability insurance covering all
affiliated drivers operating for such company effective for the following periods:

(i) Period 1: The TNC driver has logged into the TNC’s digital dispatch system or is otherwise
connected to the TNC’s digital network, but has not yet accepted a request for a ride from a
passenger. For example, the software application is open and the driver is waiting for a match.
(i) Period 2: A passenger match has been accepted, but the passenger is not yet picked up.

n
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For example, the driver is on the way to pick up the passenger.

(iii) Period 3: The passenger is in the vehicle.

(b) The required commercial automobile liability insurance shall specifically recognize the
driver’s affiliation with the TNC and shall comply with the laws of the State of Oregon and/or
other applicable governing bodies. TNC’s shall provide the following minimum amounts of
coverage:

(i) During Period 1, minimum liability limits of $50,000 per person for death and injury,
$100,000 per incident for death and injury, and $25,000 for property damage, plus any other
state compulsory coverage.

(i) During Periods 2 and 3, minimum liability limits of $1,000,000 in combined single limit
coverage for death, personal injury, and property damage per incident; and $1,000,000 in
combined single limit under/uninsured motorist coverage for death, personal injury, and
property damage per incident.

(c) Drivers shall be responsible for maintaining all personal automobile liability insurance
required by section 8.335(1), and shall add a ridesharing endorsement to the policy.

Section 24. Section 8.350 of the Medford Code is added to read as follows:

8.350 Audit.

The City may audit Operators up to twice per calendar year to review compliance with this
ordinance. An audit shall occur at a time and location designated by the City. Upon request, an
Operator shall provide the City a sample of records for up to thirty (30) drivers affiliated with
the Operator that have operated in the thirty (30) days preceding the audit. An audit shall
occur at a time and location designated by the City. In addition to an audit, the City may
require an Operator to produce records related to an investigation of a specific allegation of a
violation of this ordinance or other applicable law, or to evaluate a complaint. Production of
records for an investigation or to evaluate a complaint does not count toward the twice-per-
year auditing limit.

Section 25. Section 8.355 of the Medford Code is added to read as follows:

8.355 Revocation, Suspension; Appeal.

(1) In addition to the remedies provided for in section 8.900 and ORS 30.315, the City may
suspend, revoke, or refuse to issue a license if an Operator or Driver has violated or not met
any of the provisions of this ordinance. A violation includes any failure to meet or maintain
any of the requirements or qualifications set forth in this ordinance, including the procedures
and requirements for obtaining and maintaining a license, the making of any material
misrepresentation, or if an Operator or Driver is otherwise engaged in unlawful activity.
(2) A person denied permission to operate as a Driver under section 8.335(3) shall have the
right to appeal to the City Council under the procedures set out at section 1.025 of the Code,
and not otherwise. In addition to the Council's authority under Section 1.025, the Council may
authorize issuance of a business license if it finds reliable indicia of rehabilitation from a
disqualifying event listed in section 8.335(3). In making its decision, Council may consider
information including but not limited to: evidence of (a) successful completion of a substance
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abuse program; (b) successful completion of anger management or cognitive behavioral
training; (c) successful family treatment; (d) gainful employment; (e) stable housing; (f)
testimony from a mentor; (g) testimony from victims or victims services organizations; (h)
testimony from professionals in the field of criminal rehabilitation, probation, transition or
parole; (i) reference from employers; () lack of additional convictions or traffic citations; or
(k) lack of fines owed to Municipal Court. The decision of the Council on the appeal shall be
the final decision of the City.

PASSED by the Council and signed by me in authentication of its passage this day
of ,2017.

ATTEST:

City Recorder Mayor

APPROVED ,2017.

Mayor

NOTE: Matter in bold is new. Matter struck-out is existing law to be omitted. Three asterisks (* * *) indicate existing
law which remains unchanged by this ordinance but was omitted for the sake of brevity.
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CITY OF MEDFORD Item No: 120.2
AGENDA ITEM COMMENTARY

www.ci.medford.or.us

[ OREGON

DEPARTMENT: Planning Department AGENDA SECTION: Public Hearings
PHONE: (541) 774-2380 MEETING DATE: August 17, 2017
STAFF CONTACT: Matt Brinkley, AICP, CFM, Planning Director

COUNCIL BILL 2017-97
Adopt the ordinance vacating a portion of right-of-way located on Belknap Road just west of Center Drive
and southeast of Garfield Street. (SV-17-039)

SUMMARY AND BACKGROUND

The applicant (C.A.Galpin) submitted an application to vacate a portion of right-of-way located on Belknap
Road just west of Center Drive and southeast of Garfield Street. The Planning Commission held a hearing
on this matter on July 13, 2017. A letter was submitted by an adjacent property owner’s attorney the day
of the Commission hearing stating their objection to the vacation and potential financial damages. The
letter indicated the adjacent owner had a majority of the frontage to be vacated. The statute (Oregon
Revised Statute 271.080) provides the language to calculate the extent of the real property affected by the
vacation. Staff was unable to indicate at the hearing, with certainty, if the property owner who filed the
objection did have a majority of the frontage based on the statute. Staff requested a continuance of the
matter to the following Planning Commission meeting.

Upon review of the statute and the City’s noticing requirements, staff also identified a noticing error. The
extent of the noticing boundary did not extend far enough to inform other property owners of the application.
Because of this noticing error, Planning staff requested a second continuance from the Planning
Commission until August 24, 2017, in order to re-notify adjacent property owners and research the items
raised with the objections. This hearing extension requires a continuance of the City Council hearing to a
later date in order to finalize proceedings at the Planning Commission level. (SV-17-039)

Planning staff is requesting a continuance of this hearing until Thursday, September 21, 2017, at
6:00 p.m.

PREVIOUS COUNCIL ACTIONS
On June 1, 2017 — Resolution No. 2017-048 — Council approved a resolution initiating the vacation
application and establishing a hearing date of August 17, 2017, for consideration of the matter.

ANALYSIS

Based on testimony and evidence submitted into the record at the Planning Commission hearing, additional
analysis is needed in order to evaluate the application and make a recommendation to the review bodies.
The revised analysis will be provided to the Planning Commission on August 24, 2017. The Planning
Commission’s recommendation and report will be provided prior to the September 21, 2017 City Council
hearing.

FINANCIAL AND/OR RESOURCE CONSIDERATIONS
None.

TIMING ISSUES
None.

COUNCIL OPTIONS
Continue the hearing to September 21, 2017
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends continuing the hearing until September 21, 2017.

SUGGESTED MOTION
I move to continue the hearing until September 21, 2017 at 6:00 p.m.

EXHIBITS
No ordinance provided
Vicinity map
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CITY OF MEDFORD Item No: 130.1
AGENDA ITEM COMMENTARY
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DEPARTMENT: Planning Department AGENDA SECTION: Ordinances and Resolutions
PHONE: (541) 774-2380 MEETING DATE: August 17, 2017
STAFF CONTACT: Matt Brinkley, AICP, CFM, Planning Director

COUNCIL BILL 2017-68 - CONTINUED
A resolution approving the construction of street improvements on Foothill Road between Hillcrest Road
and East McAndrews, as part of the Foothill Road Improvement Project.

SUMMARY AND BACKGROUND

The project includes street improvements on a segment of Foothill Road between Hillcrest Road and East
McAndrews Road in Medford. The project was discussed at the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory
Committee (BPAC) on March 13 and April 10, 2017. The Committee made recommendations in support
of the project. The Planning Commission reviewed the proposal at a public hearing on May 11, 2017. The
Commission forwarded a favorable recommendation to the City Council (TF-17-012).

PREVIOUS COUNCIL ACTIONS

e The project was included as part of a loan from the Oregon Transportation Infrastructure Bank,
approved by Ordinance 2015-49 on May 21, 2015.

e The Council authorized the execution of Intergovernmental Agreement Number 30421 between the
City and the Oregon Department of Transportation accepting a Congestion Mitigation and Air
Quiality grant by ordinance 2015-95 on September 17, 2015.

e The Council granted Intergovernmental Agreement Number 31209 between the City and the
Oregon Department of Transportation by Ordinance 2016-55 on May 5, 2016, which defined the
right-of-way acquisition roles and responsibilities for street improvements to Foothill Road.

e The Council adopted Resolution Number 2016-104 on August 18, 2016, acknowledging the
continued support for the improvement of Foothill Road as the top transportation priority for the City
of Medford.

e The City Council held a public hearing for the subject project on June 15, 2017. After hearing
testimony of citizens adjacent to the road project, the Council continued the hearing to July 6, 2017.
The Council asked staff to list the citizen comments and come up with possible solutions.

e The City Council held a continued public hearing on July 6, 2017. The Public Works Department
presented alternative solutions and additional information related to the citizen comments. A
request was made to leave the public record open for seven additional days. The Council granted
the request and continued the deliberations to the first hearing on August 3, 2017.

e Public Works provided a memorandum dated July 20, 2017, addressing letters received between
July 6th and July 13th from Stuart Foster, and Emily Mostue and Karen Allen (See Exhibits U, V,
W, and Z in the Revised Commission Report).

e The hearing was moved from August 3, 2017 to August 17, 2017. Surrounding property owners
were mailed notice of the new hearing date.

ANALYSIS

Foothill Road is a regionally significant roadway that is part of a system that connects from Phoenix to
Eagle Point. The project would improve 5,100 linear feet of Foothill Road between Hillcrest Road and East
McAndrews Road to major arterial standards with modifications as proposed by the TF application. The
improvements include an increase in travel lanes from 2 to 4 and add (buffered) bike lanes, a multi-use
path, sidewalks, medians, planter strips, street lights, and traffic signals. The proposal is identified in the
city’s Transportation System Plan as Project Number 469 and categorized as a Tier 1 project. Tier 1
projects are considered to be the highest priority and are funded.

Approval of a TF application is required in this particular case due to proposed variances from design
standards for a major arterial. These variances, or exceptions, address width of public right-of-way,
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location and design of planting strips, etc. Planning staff have expressed concern about the proposed use
of “Jersey barrier” or “k-rail” within two sections (B&C) of the road (see pages 6-7 of the Commission
Report). These precast concrete walls are most often installed on highway facilites as a means of
separating high speed, high volume traffic and preventing head-on collisions. Foothill Road, however, is
not an interstate and surrounding land is planned to be developed at higher urban densities and intensities
of use. A more visually appealing median treatment that is consistent with future development is preferred.

Affected private property owners have expressed other concerns regarding impacts of the project on
adjacent lands (see Exhibits “N”-“S”, “U”-“V”). These include concerns about property access, fencing,
vegetation removal, increased traffic volumes, etc. DPW staff has been working directly with many of these
parties to address those concerns, most of which will need to be addressed outside of the TF application
process, through a separate right-of-way acquisition process. DPW staff has also refuted some of these
claims (Exhibit “W”).

FINANCIAL AND/OR RESOURCE CONSIDERATIONS

As proposed, the total project is estimated to cost $13 million dollars. The funding sources are an Oregon
Transportation Infrastructure Bank (OTIB) loan in the amount of $10 million dollars and a Congestion
Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) grant in the amount of $3 million dollars. Funding is contained within
the 2017-2019 biennial budget, project number STA1825520: Foothill Road Improvements.

Approving modifications to the project will affect cost. DPW Director Cory Crebbin presented estimates of
these costs to City Council in a presentation on July 6, 2017, which is included in the Commission Report
as Exhibit “T”.

TIMING ISSUES

The TF review process has been longer than anticipated due to a continuance between the July 6, 2017
meeting and the August 17, 2017 meeting. The Public Works Department therefore estimates that
construction may be completed later than the original August 2019 completion date.

COUNCIL OPTIONS
Approve, modify, or deny the resolution(s).

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Planning staff recommends Council consideration of a motion to 1) address the Transportation Facility
application and 2) provide direction to the applicant (Department of Public Works) concerning mitigation of

potential impacts on adjacent properties that cannot be resolved through approval of design exceptions in
the TF.

First, staff recommends that Council approve the TF application itself, with the following considerations:

A. Approval of exceptions as proposed by the applicant to standard road cross sections and design
standards as delineated by the City’s current Transportation System Plan; and

B. Substitution of the proposed Jersey barrier/k-rail center median in segments B & C with an alternative
that City Council finds to be better suited to the character and function of planned future urban
development surrounding the facility. Alternatives may include a decorative barrier wall as described
by Public Works staff during its presentation to Council on July 6'; standard curbed median with or
without plantings; or other appropriate design; and

C. Approval of any other exceptions deemed necessary by City Council to improve safety and convenience
for the traveling public (U-turn locations, driveway access, etc.).
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In addition, staff recommends that Council provide direction to the applicant (the Department of Public

Works) regarding specific measures that could be taken to mitigate potential impacts on adjacent
properties.

SUGGESTED MOTION(S)

Motion to Approve the TF 17-012

I move to adopt the resolution authorizing the Foothill Road improvement project and approving design
standard exceptions as proposed by the applicant in TF-17-012, with additional modifications to its design,
and further direct staff to address potential impacts on adjacent properties as follows:

That,

o |INSERT DESIGN MODIFICATION HERE; and

e INSERT DESIGN MODIFICATION HERE; and

e INSERT RECOMMENDED MEASURE HERE; and
e INSERT RECOMMENDED MEASURE HERE.

EXHIBITS

Resolution
Revised Commission Report, including Exhibits A through Z
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RESOLUTION NO. 2017-68

A RESOLUTION approving the construction of street improvements on Foothill Road
between Hillcrest Road and East McAndrews, as part of the Foothill Road Improvement Project.

WHEREAS, having held a duly noticed public hearing on June 15, 2017 and July 6, 2017;
and

WHEREAS, the Council has determined that the proposed project plans satisfy the applicable
criteria as demonstrated by the Revised Commission Report dated August 10, 2017, attached as
Exhibit “A” and incorporated herein, and adopted as the findings and conclusions of the City
Council; now, therefore,

BEIT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MEDFORD, OREGON,
that the construction of street improvements on Foothill Road between Hillcrest Road and East
McAndrews, as part of the Foothill Road Improvement Project, as shown in the Revised
Commission Report dated August 10, 2017, attached as Exhibit “A” and incorporated herein, are
hereby approved.

PASSED by the Council and signed by me in authentication of its passage this day
of , 2017.

ATTEST:

City Recorder Mayor

Resolution No. 2017-68 P:\CASSIE\ORDS\I. COUNCIL DOCUMENTS\061 S1\TF17-012
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City of Medford

Planning Department

Working with the community to shape a vibrant and exceptional city

S———

REVISED COMMISSION REPORT

for a Type-B quasi-judicial decision: Transportation Facility

PROJECT Transportation Facility Review — Foothill Road Improvement Project
Applicant: City of Medford

FILE NO. TF-17-012
TO City Council for August 17, 2017 hearing (prior hearing July 6, 2017)
FROM Sarah Sousa, Planner IV

REVIEWER  Carla Angeli Paladino, Principal Planner

DATE August 10, 2017
BACKGROUND
Proposal

The City proposes a transportation facility project to construct street improvements on
Foothill Road between Hillcrest Road and East McAndrews Road to modified major
arterial standards including: an increase in travel lanes, buffered bike lanes, multi-use
path, sidewalks, medians, planter strips, street lights, and traffic signals.
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Transportation Facility — Foothill Road Improvement Project Revised Commission Report
File no. TF-17-012 August 10, 2017

History

The proposed street improvement is identified in the Transportation System Plan as
Project Number 469 and categorized as a Tier 1 Long-Range improvement. The City
Public Works Department is the applicant. The funding sources are an Oregon
Transportation Infrastructure Bank (OTIB) loan and a Congestion Mitigation and Air
Quality (CMAQ) grant.

The proposal was discussed at the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee meetings
of March 13 and April 10, 2017. The Planning Commission held a hearing on May 11,
2017, and voted 8-1 to recommend approval to the Council.

City Council Hearing - June 15, 2017

The City Council held a public hearing for the subject project on June 15, 2017. After
hearing testimony of citizens adjacent to the road project, the Council continued the
hearing to July 6, 2017. The Council asked staff to list citizen concerns and identify
possible solutions. The Public Works Department prepared a presentation to address
the concerns.

City Council Hearing — July 6, 2017

The City Council held a continued public hearing for the project on July 6, 2017. The
Public Works Department presented alternative solutions and additional information
related to public comments. (Exhibit T) The presentation went through each of the
property owners’ concerns and identified possible solutions. Also Public Works
provided estimated costs related to the citizen requests. Three areas were identified
that can accommodate U turns and it was recommended by Public Works these be
approved with the project.

A letter was received the night of the hearing from Stuart Foster representing Bill and
Gwyn Reen (Exhibit U) and an additional letter was received on July 13th from Emily
Mostue and Karen Allan. (Exhibit V) Public Works has responded to both of the letters
in @ memorandum to Planning staff. (Exhibit W) The memorandum addresses Mr.
Foster’s comments by referencing code sections related to driveway spacing standards,
Public Works recommends that U turns be added into the plan to reduce travel
distances for the property owners and others, and discussed issues related to the Reen’s
driveway if it remains at the signalized intersection. Public Works still recommends the
Reen’s driveway be relocated to its proposed location to the south but will make
modifications if directed by City Council. A letter was also received in the City
Recorder’s office on July 13, 2017, from Stuart Foster regarding a conversation between
James Hanks and Cory Crebbin regarding the location of the driveway on the Reen’s
property. (Exhibit Z)
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Transportation Facility — Foothill Road Improvement Project Revised Commission Report
File no. TF-17-012 August 10, 2017

In regards to the second letter from Ms. Mostue and Ms. Allan, Public Works provided
some cost estimates for new fencing (that currently does not exist) and the request for
an all-weather access road. The fencing may not be able to be included in the right-of-
way negotiations because there is no proposed damage to an existing fence. Public
Works thinks the access road can be addressed as part of the right-of-way negotiations
and seeks Council direction on these items.

During the hearing, a request was made to leave the public record open for seven
additional days. The Council granted the request and continued the deliberations to the
first meeting on August 3, 2017. The item was moved to the August 17, 2017 meeting.
New property owner notices were mailed to inform residents about the new hearing
date.

Authority

This proposed plan authorization is a Class-B quasi-judicial approval for the
development of a transportation facility. The Planning Commission is authorized to
recommend and the City Council to approve transportation facilities under Medford
Municipal Code Sections 10.102-122, 10.165, and 10.185.

ISSUES AND ANALYSIS
Background

Foothill Road is a regionally significant roadway. It provides one of the only major
arterial connections linking the northern and southern portions of the city east of
Interstate 5. It is also part of a system (at North Phoenix Road) that links Phoenix to
Eagle Point.

Foothill Road is a two-lane County road with no bicycle or pedestrian facilities. The
Public Works Department proposes to construct approximately 5,100 linear feet of
improvements to Foothill Road between Hillcrest Road and East McAndrews Road to
Major Arterial standards with modifications. Exhibit F

Project Details

On page 2 of the Executive Summary, a table is included showing the required
dimensions of a Major Arterial Street with the requested modifications. The bike lanes
are proposed to be wider due to the extra buffer area. The sidewalks are not reduced
below the minimum required and are actually proposed to be wider in most areas. The
planter strip is requested to be reduced and/or eliminated in some sections. The center
median is reduced in two sections from the required fourteen feet down to six feet. The
total paved width and right-of-way widths vary due to the above requested changes.

The following details a list of project improvements. Exhibits C-E
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1) The proposed street improvements to Foothill Road include:
-Increased travel lanes from two to four (two each way)
-Five to seven foot sidewalk on the east side of road
-Ten foot wide multi-use path on the west side of the road

-Ten foot wide multi-use path along the Hillcrest Orchard Property on the east
side of the road

-Left turn lanes at intersections

-Six foot bike lanes with three foot buffer

-Underground storm drain improvements

-Traffic signals at north and south McAndrews Road interchange ramps

-Left and right turn lanes at north and south McAndrews Road interchange
intersections

-Street Lighting
-Street Trees
2) The proposed street improvements to McAndrews Road (on/off ramps):
-Seven foot wide sidewalk along eastbound off-ramp
-Seven to ten foot wide multi-use path along westbound off-ramp

Right-of-way Acquisition

At present, most of the Foothill Road right-of-way is 60 feet wide. Proposed street
improvements will require a width of 88-109.5 feet. Acquisition of approximately
113,000 square feet from twelve tax lots will be needed, as well as slope and
construction easements of 90,000 square feet.

During the July 6th Public Works presentation, it was identified that a widened, planted
center median would add approximately $650,000 to the project budget. This cost
would include acquisition costs to acquire additional right-of-way (approximately 1,200
linear feet) to accommodate the larger center median.

Committee & Citizen Comments (received prior to the City Council hearings)

Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee: The project was discussed at the Bicycle and
Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) on March 13 and April 10, 2017. Although the
Committee is in overall support of the project, they provided written comments
expressing safety concerns regarding the existing East McAndrews on-ramp and off-
ramp multi-use path. The following are two committee recommendations:
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e Add signage and pavement markings to alert motorists of the presence of cyclists
and pedestrians.

e Replace existing landscaping, which can obstruct vision clearance, with ground
cover vegetation that will not obstruct visibility.

As proposed improvements will tie into the existing multi-use path, the
recommendations can be considered as part of the project. Exhibit M

Citizen Comments: The property owners of 1570 Foothill Road came in to the Planning
Department and spoke with Planning and Engineering staff about driveway concerns.
Since the driveway at 1570 Foothill Road is located at the future signalized intersection,
the city proposes to relocate the driveway to the south. According to the owners, it
may be problematic to relocate the driveway approach due to grade and radius issues.

At the Planning Commission hearing, oral testimony was received from eleven citizens.
One person testified that, as a new property owner, he did not receive a notice in the
mail regarding the project. The owners of 1570 Foothill Road expressed concerns about
the proposed relocation of their driveway which would decrease the functionality of
their property. They were also worried about the impact that noise and tree removal
would have on their view and property value. Other citizens brought up concerns
related to access. Some accesses are proposed for removal along the farming
properties while others will only have a right-in, right-out driveways once a median is
installed. The Planning Commission minutes detail all of the citizen input at the public
hearing. Exhibit B

Four letters were submitted at the Planning Commission public hearing from the
following: Bill and Gwyn Reen, Lisa and Laurence Rubenstein, Emily Mostue, and Karen
Allan. Exhibits N-Q.

Agency and Department Comments

Public Works Department: The Public Works Department is the applicant and they did
not have any additional comments regarding the proposed project prior to the start of
the Planning Commission hearing. Exhibit G

Public Works has provided additional testimony in the form of a power point presenta-
tion and memorandum to address citizen concerns raised during the City Council pro-
ceedings. A summary of these are included above under the City Council July 6, 2017
hearing header (pages 2 and 3) and are detailed in the referenced exhibits. (Exhibits T
and W)

Fire Department: The Fire Department did not have any additional requirements.
Exhibit H

Page 5 of 100

Page 39



Transportation Facility — Foothill Road Improvement Project Revised Commission Report
File no. TF-17-012 August 10, 2017

Parks & Recreation Department: The Parks and Recreation Department submitted a
letter supporting the project and detailing consistency with the Leisure Services Plan.
Exhibit |

Medford Water Commission: The Medford Water Commission requests the following
conditions of approval for the project. Exhibit )

e The water facility planning/design/construction process will be done in
accordance with the Medford Water Commission (MWC) “Regulations Governing
Water Service” and “Standards For Water Facilities/Fire Protection
Systems/Backflow Prevention Devices.”

e There is an existing 12-inch ductile iron water line located just outside the east
right-of-way line of North Foothill Road. This existing water line is planned to
remain in place, and shall be protected in place during all construction activities.
If conflicts are found to exist between the existing 12-inch water line and the
proposed street/storm/sewer improvements, those conflicts will be investigated
and resolved prior to construction.

e  MWC'’s recent Water Distribution Facility Capital Improvement Plan requires the
installation of a 16-inch water transmission line in North Foothill Road between
Hillcrest Road and Lone Pine Road. No water services will be connected to this
water transmission line.

e MWC-metered water service does exist to a portion of these parcels along North
Foothill Road from the existing 12-inch water line along the east right-of-way
line. The existing water meters and all future water service connections will be
from the existing 12-inch water line.

e MWC will coordinate proposed water line alignment and design with City of
Medford Engineering Department staff and prepare and provide engineering
plans and specifications for ODOT approval.

e  MWC will have an inspector on-site during water facility construction activities.

Medford Irrigation District: The Medford Irrigation District supplied comments in favor
of the project but asks for coordination related to the district’s pipe size and easements.
Exhibit K

Jackson County Roads: Jackson County Roads sent a letter explaining that currently the
County maintains Foothill Road. Once the project is complete, they would prefer that
the City request a jurisdictional transfer. Exhibit L

Planning Department: At the Planning Commission hearing, the proposed raised
median was described by the City Engineer as a wall. These can be seen on freeways
and expressways. They serve as barriers between traffic traveling in opposite directions
in areas where there is limited turning and multimodal facilities. It has been clarified
that the wall barrier is proposed on the segments with the reduced six-foot median
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(Segments B & C) along the northerly portion of the project. The raised median for the
other segments will be a six-inch raised concrete section.

Photos of raised median walls

Since the proposed street improvement segment is within the City’s limits and the
proposed Urban Growth Boundary, this will be an area with new residential and
commercial uses.  (The map below shows the General Land Use Plan designations for
the areas adjacent to the project.) As development occurs, the street environment will
need to invite citizens to experience this area, not just pass through it. A barrier wall
might create an expressway atmosphere, which may not be desirable. A raised 6-inch
median or enhanced planted median may be more appropriate. Council may consider a
modification to the center median treatment as part of the decision in approving the
project.
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The photos below show existing raised medians with trees on Barnett Road and North
Phoenix Road.
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Planning Commission Comments

Planning Commission Comments: At the Planning Commission hearing, the
commissioners discussed the proposed signal at the south McAndrews Road
intersection ramp and the impact to the property located at 1570 Foothill Road. Instead
of moving the driveway at 1570 Foothill Road to the south to avoid alignment with the
future signalized intersection, the Planning Commission recommended that the city try
to create a reasonable access across from the signal.

The Commission also expressed concern about the proposed raised median wall. If the
wall was eliminated, the median would still allow areas in which residents could turn left
into their properties as they do now. The City Engineer pointed out the proposal is
based upon safety and that raised medians are described in the Transportation System
Plan to limit access for major arterials. The Commission also questioned where in
Medford raised median walls, such as the one proposed, exist. The City Engineer
explained that they are located in areas approaching bridges on the side of the road.
Typical locations are on freeways and expressways.

The Commission emphasized the need for flexibility in the design to allow existing
accesses full movement (left-in options) as much as is possible without compromising
on safety.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

The Planning Commission found the approval criteria is met and forwarded a favorable
recommendation to the City Council with the recommendation that the city try to create
a reasonable access for the property at 1570 Foothill Road across from the signal at the
south McAndrews ramp signal and with the consideration for flexibility in the design to
allow existing accesses full movement (left-in options) where possible for TF-17-012, per
the Revised Commission Report dated August 10, 2017, including Exhibits A through Y.
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EXHIBITS

A Findings and Conclusions

B Planning Commission Minutes of May 11, 2017

C Cross Section A received January 30, 2017

D Cross Sections B,C, & D received January 30, 2017

E Cross Sections E & F received January 30, 2017

F Applicant’s Executive Summary received January 30, 2017

G Public Works Department Report received April 19, 2017

H Medford Fire Department Report received April 19, 2017

| Medford Parks & Recreation Department letter received March 17, 2017

J Medford Water Commission memo & map received April 19, 2017

K Medford Irrigation District letter received March 9, 2017

L Jackson County Road letter received March 15, 2017

M Letter from the Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee Vice-Chair received
April 27, 2017

N Letter from Karen Allan received May 11, 2017

(0] Letter from Emily Mostue received May 11, 2017

P Letter & Photos from Bill and Gwyn Reen received May 11, 2017

Q Letter from Lisa and Laurence Rubenstein received May 11, 2017

R Letter from Gwyn Reen with attachments received May 30, 2017

S Letter from Lisa and Laurence Rubenstein received June 12, 2017

T Public Works Department Powerpoint Presentation at the City Council meeting
on July 6, 2017

u Letter from Stuart Foster received July 6, 2017

Vv Letter from Emily Mostue and Karen Allan received July 12, 2017

w Public Works Response to written testimony submitted July 6-13, 2017 received
July 20, 2017

X City Council minutes from June 15, 2017

Y City Council minutes from July 6, 2017

yA Letter from Stuart Foster received July 13,2017

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA: AUGUST 17, 2017
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Exhibit A
Findings and Conclusions

The criteria that apply to transportation facility development are found in Medford
Municipal Code §10.207).

Transportation Facility Development.  The Planning Commission shall base its
recommendation and the City Council its decision on the following criteria:

COMPLIANCE WITH CRITERIA

Criterion (1): Transportation facility development projects shall be consistent with the
Transportation Goals and Policies of the Comprehensive Plan.

Findings: Satisfied. The transportation facility project is consistent with various
transportation goals and policies identified in the Comprehensive Plan. The relevant
statements are identified below and are further explained about how they relate to this
project.

Goal 1: To provide a multi-modal transportation system for the Medford planning area
that supports the safe, efficient, and accessible movement of all people and goods, and
recognizes the area’s roles as the financial, medical, tourism, and business hub of
Southern Oregon and Northern California.

Policy 1-B: The City of Medford shall use the Transportation System Plan as the legal
basis and policy foundation for decisions involving transportation issues.

Policy 1-C: The City of Medford’s top priority for the use of transportation funds shall be
to address the maintenance, operational, and safety needs of the transportation system.

Policy 1-E: The City of Medford’s third priority for the use of transportation funds shall
be to fund capital improvements that add capacity to the transportation system. These
improvements shall be prioritized based on availability of funds, reducing reliance on the
automobile, improving safety, relieving congestion, responding to growth, and system-
wide benefits.

Goal 2: To provide a comprehensive street system that serves the mobility and
multi-modal transportation needs of the Medford planning area.

Policy 2-E: The City of Medford shall design to enhance livability by assuring that
aesthetics and landscaping are a part of Medford’s transportation system.
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Policy2-F: The City of Medford shall bring Arterial and Collector streets up to full design
standards where appropriate, and facilitate improving existing local streets to urban
design standards where appropriate.

Policy 2-1: The City of Medford shall promote transportation safety.

Goal 5: To facilitate the increased use of pedestrian transportation in the Medford
planning area.

The improvements to Foothill Road will encourage multi-modal transportation while
providing better vehicular capacity to the overall transportation system. The addition of
an extra vehicular lane in each direction and turn lanes will provide additional vehicular
capacity. The subject segment roadway will include a sidewalk and/or 10-foot multi-use
path along both sides of the roadway which will help add to the sidewalk network and
provide recreational opportunities.

Safety improvements include buffered bike lanes, street lighting, and signalized
intersections. Major Arterial standards require a six-foot wide bike lane on each side of
the street. The proposal includes six-foot bike lanes but also adds an extra 3-foot buffer
between the bike and vehicular travel lanes. This additional measure will encourage
bicycle usage and promote additional safety. Currently, no street lighting exists on this
segment of roadway. New street lights will be installed as part of the project which will
provide illumination for vehicles, pedestrians, and bicyclists. Two new signalized
intersections will also provide additional safety for vehicles entering and exiting the
McAndrews Road on/off ramps.

The entire length of Foothill improvements will be enhanced with trees. Proposed
landscape easements on adjoining properties are proposed to protect existing trees.
Other areas will include a planter strip between the bike lane and sidewalk.

Overall, the modifications from the typical Arterial Street standards will provide a safer
and enhanced roadway that will benefit the vehicular, bicyclists, and pedestrian public.

Conclusion: The transportation facility project implements the Transportation System
Plan and fulfills identified goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan. The project
satisfies Criterion 1.

Criterion (2): Transportation facility projects should not prevent development of the
remainder of the property under the same ownership or development of adjoining
land.

Findings: Satisfied. The transportation facility improvements are to an existing roadway
and abut large properties that have the potential to develop in the future.
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Conclusions: The proposal does not prevent development of the remainder of the
property under the same ownership or development of adjoining land. This criterion is
found to be satisfied.

Criterion (3): If the project includes the creation of new streets, such streets should be
laid out to conform with the plats of land divisions already approved for adjoining

property.

Findings: Not applicable. The proposal does not create any new streets. The proposed
improvements will be installed along an existing roadway.

Conclusions: As no new streets are proposed, the criterion is not applicable.
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Exhibit B

Planning Commission Minutes
May 11, 2017(excerpt)

Planning Commission

e 1 Minutes

From Public Hearing on May 11, 2017

The regular meeting of the Planning Commission was called to order at 5:30 PM in the
City Hall Council Chambers on the above date with the following members and staff in

attendance:
Commiissioners Present Staff Present
Patrick Miranda, Chair Kelly Akin, Assistant Planning Director
David McFadden, Vice Chair Carla Paladino, Principal Planner
David Culbertson Kevin McConnell, Deputy City Attorney
Joe Foley Alex Georgevitch, City Engineer
Bill Mansfield Greg Kleinberg, Fire Marshal
Mark McKechnie (departed at 8:30 p.m.)  Kyle Kearns, Planner Il
E.J. McManus (arrived at 5:45 p.m.) Sarah Sousa, Planner IV
Alex Poythress Liz Conner, Planner Il

Jared Pulver

50.2 TF-17-012 The City proposes a transportation facility project to construct street
improvements on Foothill Road between Hillcrest Road and East McAndrews Road to
modified major arterial standards including: an increase in travel lanes, buffered bike
lanes, multi-use path, sidewalks, medians, planter strips, street lights, and traffic signals.
(City of Medford, Applicant/Agent)

Sarah Sousa, Planner |V, stated that the transportation facility development criteria are
found in the Medford Land Development Code Section 10.207. It was included in the
property owner notices, staff report and copies have been provided for the audience
located at the entrance of Council Chambers for those in attendance. Ms. Sousa gave a
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staff report. Ms. Sousa mentioned that the owner of 1570 Foothill Road brought up
concerns about the driveway relocation. They are in attendance this evening to testify.
Ms. Sousa recognized a letter received this evening from Emily Mostue who is also in
the audience to testify. Staff has not had a chance to review the letter but the
Commissioners have a copy of the letter before them.

There are representatives from the Public Works Department to answer any questions
that Ms. Sousa cannot answer.

Commissioner Foley asked, on the east side, is the multi-use path replacing the
sidewalk? That is Ms. Sousa’s understanding. Commissioner Foley, asked will meld into
the sidewalk at some point? That is Ms. Sousa’s understanding.

Alex Georgevitch, City Engineer, stated that the multi-use path will meld into a sidewalk.

Chair Miranda asked, are the materials used for the multi-use path and sidewalk
different? Mr. Georgevitch reported that has not been determined at this point.
Typically the multi-use path is made out of asphalt but they could use concrete.
Sidewalks will be concrete.

Commissioner Foley asked, is the buffering on the bike lanes space and will there
something on the surface to alert they are over the line? Mr. Georgevitch replied there
will not be anything on the surface, only striping. With the available right-of-way,
environmental impacts and with the available dollars, it was determined to be the best
solution in order to sweep the bike lane. If it was raised it could not be swept.

Commissioner Mansfield stated that the material that the Commissioner’s received
indicates there is apparently a substantial amount of right-of-way acquisition and
consequential damages. Is Mr. Georgevitch in discussions on those matters? Mr.
Georgevitch reported that they have had meetings with some of the property owners
discussing impacts. They have not started any right-of-way negotiations. That will occur
after the City Council gives approval. Public Works will be dealing with any adverse
impacts to the properties. They will be paying for any damage to the property. These
are all negotiated through the process after the Transportation Facility hearing. This is
determining what they have to negotiate for. After approval from the City Council they
start the process of finalizing the design and seeking right-of-way.

Commissioner McKechnie asked, is there only one access in the middle off each side of
this transportation facility forever or will there be other roadways allowed as the two
parcels develop? Mr. Georgevitch stated that this is the current public access that
Public Works is planning. There will eventually be an east/west street that will serve
Hillcrest Orchard side to the east as well as the property owned to the north by the
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Carpenter family. There will eventually be a street to the west coming through the
Carpenter family property that could tie into the internal study area that was part of the
urban growth boundary expansion process. Public Works envisioned Spring Street
coming through the property and eventually tie into this location as well. This is
envisioned to be the single signalized location along there. ldeally, Foothill Road will be
a highly accessed managed facility that will move high volume of vehicles. He cannot
tell what future access will be because it will depend on development patterns. They
will be building needed infrastructure on each side of the street that will be able to tie
into the east/west street. He cannot guarantee that at this time.

Commissioner McKechnie asked, is there any reason the driveway cannot stay at the
signalized intersection at the access ramp to McAndrews? It looks like the driveway
relocation will only have a right in/right out where now they have full movement. They
would definitely have full movement if signalized. Mr. Georgevitch reported that is
correct. The standard is not to use a single drive approach for single family residents
across from a signalized intersection. It is unconventional. If Public Works is directed to
do that, it can be done but it would not be advised by Engineering. They will try to work
with all impacted property owners. Public Works is looking at U-turn locations if they
can fit them in.

Commissioner McKechnie asked, is the Planning Commission offering suggestions to
change this or requiring changes be made if they think changes should be done or
accept this blindly and hope they fix something that looks like it is wrong? Chair
Miranda reported that it is the Planning Commissions purview and responsibility to look
at it realistically and make a recommendation.

Commissioner McKechnie suggested that in this particular space that Public Works
consider doing a shortened street on the other side that they could tie into. There are
some other houses there and there may be some in the future that would benefit from
a stub of a street.

Mr. Georgevitch responded that the Planning Commission is a recommending body to
the City Council. If that is a recommendation, please make sure it is the motion. Public
Works is going to do what is required of them after the City Council hearing. Tonight,
the recommendation moves it forward to the City Council. How the City Council deals
with it he cannot say. Public Works puts together their best recommendation and now
they are waiting to hear the feedback from the public, Planning Commission and
eventually to see how the City Council weighs in on all the information.

Chair Miranda asked, are the concerns basically from the intersection signalization? Mr.
Georgevitch replied, that is correct.
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Commissioner McKechnie asked, what is the logic of putting the multi-use path on the
east side of the southern part of this project (Sections D, E and F area)? Mr. Georgevitch
reported that trees are historic in nature that goes with the Hillcrest Orchard property.
Those trees are just as important as the buildings that are part of that property so they
had to do everything they could to avoid them. If they end up having to take out the
trees it will probably delay the project one to two years. They started looking for
alternatives. They started working with State Historical Preservation Office (SHPO),
Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) and property owners to find a way to
satisfy the needs of the road and still minimize impacts to the historic property.
Between working with the property owners and the other agencies, this is what they
came up with as the most reasonable approach. It allows for the bike movements if
they want to stay on this facility opposed to a sidewalk because it is wider than normal
along this portion. It preserves the trees. They are working with the property owner to
install some kind of buffer between the path and the existing building on cross section F.
They feel they have come to a reasonable compromise for all parties involved and
believes this can be approved by SHPO primarily.

Commissioner McKechnie stated that he does not have a problem with the location but
on this side of the roadway for Sections D, E and F there are two bike paths transitioning
into a sidewalk in Sections A, B and C. Having a bike path is fine but why another one in
the street? Mr. Georgevitch stated the reason they did this is that there are different
types of cyclists and they are trying to accommodate a broader portion of the public
that wants to ride their bikes. There is the fearless cyclists that will stay on Foothill
Road. The people that want to ride on the sidewalk as a pedestrian there is no way to
transition them off the sidewalk. Further north there will be a planter strip and the
sidewalk goes back to the 5 foot standard which exists throughout the community.
Public Works originally was considering a multi-use path only and realized there was no
way to transition down.

Commissioner McManus asked, is Jackson County asking to transfer the jurisdiction
outside of the project section? Mr. Georgevitch reported that their agreement is to
whenever a road is improved to City standards they will take it into City jurisdiction.
This will be the section from Hillcrest to McAndrews.

Vice Chair McFadden stated that the right-of-way is going through the trees. They have
a life span. It will raise the question in the future who takes care of the trees and what
happens to the trees when and if the inevitable happens. He suggested increasing the
road right-of-way width to the backside of the path so that the City takes jurisdiction of
the trees for maintenance.
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Vice Chair McFadden asked, do the three houses at the south McAndrews off ramp take
access from that one access point? Mr. Georgevitch replied that there are three, maybe
four properties that will be taking access there.

Vice Chair McFadden asked, how is that done? Is it still undecided? Mr. Georgevitch
stated that Public Works will design and reconstruct the driveway and obtain any
easements required to allow cross access if that is approved by the City Council. At this
point, Public Works is leaning towards moving the driveway south and then creating an
internal roadway for all four properties to use.

Vice Chair McFadden asked, how does Public Works foresee the access to the Carpenter
home on the hill, come back into the new intersection? Mr. Georgevitch replied that
the house on the hill will have its own driveway near the irrigation canal. It will be right
in/right out. The Carpenters are fine with that.

Vice Chair McFadden asked, has Mr. Georgevitch had a chance to read the letters
submitted at this evening meeting? Mr. Georgevitch replied yes.

Vice Chair McFadden asked, will the City replace the fencing that will be removed during
construction? Mr. Georgevitch reported that all that will be negotiated through right-
of-way process. If Public Works impact they will either pay or reconstruct. Typically, on
fencing Public Works wants to pay and let the property owner reconstruct.

Vice Chair McFadden stated that he is sure the City will not have a problem with
maintaining access to farming equipment during construction of this project. Mr.
Georgevitch stated that there will be a few times where that may be challenging but
they will work as closely as they possibly can. These projects always have impact to the
surrounding community. This community is a farming community. Public Work always
strives to do what they can. When they are paving they need to consider the fact that
vehicles cannot cross. Public Works has discussed this with the family and they
understand there will be times this may be difficult. Public Works will do what they can
to give advance notification. One of the concerns is when hay needs to be cut there is
no exact date. When it needs to be cut it needs to be dried and picked up quickly.
Public Works will do their best to work with the family and contractor to work around
any type of impact.

Vice Chair McFadden asked about the discrepancy in the right-of-way and the issue of
possibly giving back part of a right-of-way that has not been utilized. Will that take
place during negotiation? Mr. Georgevitch reported with that one he is not exactly
sure. Public Works met with the family and asked them to be as specific as they can of
their concerns. It helps the Planning Commission make clear direction. When they go
to the City Council, Mr. Georgevitch anticipates the same type of clear specific request
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they are making. If there is any excess right-of-way it would go through a vacation
process. It would be a separate process through the City Council. Public Works will look
into making sure they understand that prior to the City Council meeting.

Vice Chair McFadden asked, are there other areas affected by a permanent easement
outside the right-of-way for tree plantings? Mr. Georgevitch stated there are concerns
about the trees being an additional impact beyond the right-of way that could impact
some of the farming operations. Again, if the City Council directs Public Works they will
purchase that as right-of-way. If the best decision is to leave it as an easement then
Public Works will purchase it as a permanent easement. If it goes way it would have to
go through a quit claim.

Mr. Georgevitch pointed out that he was acting as the applicant. He feels he has taken
his applicant time.

Commissioner McManus stated, regarding the driveway impact discussion Mr.
Georgevitch mentioned the three new homes on the east side. That is not the same
driveway at 1570 Foothill, correct? That is not being asked to be moved, correct? Mr.
Georgevitch reported that the property at 1570 Foothill Road Public Works is proposing
to relocate the driveway to the south and not have it cross the signal. The three houses
have frontage and access further north.

Commissioner Poythress stated that Mr. Georgevitch strongly discouraged signal access
to a single residence driveway but it looks like there are three residences in that same
path. Can he speak to that? Mr. Georgevitch stated that the four parcels north that can
take access off of Foothill Road, not across from the signal. They would be between the
two ramped terminals. The 1570 Foothill Road driveway lies directly east of the off
ramp. It would be unorthodox to signal that for a single family.

Commissioner Poythress reported that if three residences are already sharing one
access at what point can it be made a residential road even if it is only 20 feet long. If
three families continue to share that same access point, then it is no longer a single
residence. Vice Chair McFadden stated what they are not seeing is an overall picture of
all the properties. This is just showing the one access that is the only one across from
the intersection. The rest come in differently which he thinks is confusing. There is less
of an issue as far as the other properties than it is for the 1570 Foothill Road property.

Commissioner Pulver asked, will the issues in the letters received this evening from Ms.
Allan and Ms. Mostue be addressed in the right-of-way acquisitions? Mr. Georgevitch
stated that was a fair assessment.
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Commissioner Pulver asked Ms. Sousa if she had an opportunity to read the letters from
Ms. Allan and Ms. Mostue? Ms. Sousa replied, no.

It is Commissioner Pulver’s opinion that it is important that Planning staff acknowledges
they received and reviewed the letters and if they have any impact on staff’s
recommendation. It seems to him to be appropriate before the Planning Commission
voted. Commissioner McKechnie stated that can be done by adding the letters to the
exhibits. Commissioner Pulver reported that he is concerned that without Planning staff
weighing in on the letters would they affect their recommendation to the Planning
Commission.

The Public Hearing was opened.

a. Rick Pies, 1618 N. Foothill Road, Medford, Oregon, 97504. Mr. Pies testified that he
did not get information regarding the project. His neighbors told him about the project
and the hearing this evening. If he had known about the project he probably would not
have bought the property back in September or he would have negotiated a lower price.
He thinks he is going to lose money on his property. He has lived near signaled
intersections and stop signs. At lights, there is a tremendous amount of noise. He does
not know why there is going to be a signal at each end. The busiest times he has
noticed is at 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. He will only have a right turn out from his
property. He pulls a travel trailer a lot of the time. He does not know how he is going to
get in and out of his driveway. A U-turn with a 25 foot trailer is not fun. Currently he has
access either way.

b. Lacy Reen, P. O. Box 186, Medford, Oregon, 97501. Ms. Reen stated that she lives in
the middle of the Foothill Road expansion project. Her concerns are water, increased
noise and decreased property value from the signalization and the relocation of her
driveway (inability to cross Foothill to access driveway). She needs City water. An
Analysis and Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise Study is needed to determine how to
mitigate the increase noise. She needs easy access to her driveway.

Vice Chair McFadden asked, does Mr. Georgevitch know the proximity of City water
supply to the residences? Mr. Georgevitch stated that currently there is a Medford
Water Commission line on the east side of the road. If they are in the County they
cannot connect to City water but when they annex into the City they can connect to that
line.

c. William Reen, 1570 N. Foothill Road, Medford, Oregon, 97504. Mr. Reen stated that
he does not want or can afford to annex into the City. His property taxes would greatly
increase that would be a hardship on him. He continued with their concerns of parking
area, driveway and garage and view, privacy and functionality. They need City sewer
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and water. They have a straight easy access driving from Foothill to their garage. If
moved 240 feet south there would be a huge grade level change and hazardous S-Curve
to get into their garage. The value of their home is their view and usability. Relocating
the driveway would significantly destroy views and bulldozing their trees to widen
Foothill Road destroys their privacy.

d. Gwyn Reen, 1570 N. Foothill Road, Medford, Oregon, 97504. Ms. Reen referenced
Medford Land Development Code 10.207 stating: “Projects should not prevent
development of the remainder of the property under the same ownership”. Moving her
driveway to the opposite side, making her entire front a road greatly reduces her
property. She cannot subdivide it. It is hugely impacting how the property currently is
used. When the City makes plans for a signal they should determine how it affects
adjoining homes. Twenty years ago the City wanted to move their driveway. They were
given a map to mark their preference and guaranteed they would have input to the new
location. Their driveway was installed without their input and access to their parking
was severed. Ms. Reen referenced an apology letter from the City of Medford that she
displayed on ELMO. They were assured a light post would not be placed directly in front
of their house, however, it was. Again, Ms. Reen referenced an apology letter form the
City of Medford dated August 29, 2000. When the City finished the project leaving a
dangerous 100-15 foot drop off above their yard, they were awarded a guardrail that
the City never installed. Ms. Reen referenced a City of Medford letter dated October 10,
2000. These letters that were referenced in Ms. Reen’s testimony were not submitted
into the record that evening.

Chair Miranda stated, regarding the challenging of the criteria, an answer needs to be
provided from staff or Engineering. Mr. Georgevitch reported that they are questioning
if their property is developable. They have frontage to a public street that is a
requirement. They are currently outside the City limits. They would have to annex and
get zoning. Through the zoning process the City would determine if there are adequate
Category “A” facilities. They are currently at their maximum use of a single family
dwelling unit under County zoning as he understands it. He does not believe their
parcel is large enough to develop any further in the County. In either case they could
still develop but they may not be able to maintain the current residence depending on
how that is situated on the property compared to where their lot lines would need to
be. There are still several other criteria that he could not name off right now to
determine if there would be adequate development rights. He believes their
development rights are secure that they have access to the frontage. Beyond that, the
rest is a burden on the applicant when they make their zoning application. They would
have to determine adequate Category “A” facilities which includes streets, storm drain
water and sewer.
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e. Karen Allan, 2895 Hillcrest Road, Medford, Oregon, 97504. Ms. Allan testified that
she is one of the members of the Rocky Knoll LLC which owns property on the west side
of Foothill Road from Hillcrest to McAndrews and on the east side a 30 acre parcel in the
middle going south to north. Ms. Allan has submitted a memo into the record. They
have met with the City Engineer and other staff that have been very cooperative and
willing to meet with them. The items that she is going to talk about tonight and in the
memo are particular concerns that have to do with the negotiation part of
compensation for things. They were encouraged to raise issues of concern. The issues
of concern are access both during and after construction. They are farming both sides
of the road so they have to get across Foothill Road. They are going to lose a couple of
access points. The best way to replace them is an internal road along their property on
the west side of Foothill Road that will not need to go all the way south but would need
to go to the north end of the property. They have a rough road there now but it is not
accessible when there is irrigation or rain. They will need an all-weather road. Mr.
Georgevitch made reference to hay and getting across Foothill Road at various times.
City staff has negotiated those issues with them. They are interested in getting
arranged are the opposite of access protection from public access because this will
encourage bicycles and pedestrians. There will be the intersection designed for future
development which will potentially encourage cars to go onto the farming property.
They need fences and gates to deal with those issues.

Commissioner Mansfield commented that it is enlightening to know that the City has a
cooperative group of people that they can work with.

f. Emily Mostue, 612 Pierce Road, Medford, Oregon, 97504. Ms. Mostue stated that
since the Commission has her memo she is not sure she needs to go through all the
elements. She would like to underscore from what Ms. Allan stated was the frontage
road is really important for a variety of reasons. On the north side of the hill is a
pasture. That pasture has access from two gates from Foothill Road so that they can
drive into that pasture. This will take away that access 100%. They will have no way
getting into that pasture if they do not have a frontage road. There is a gate that comes
into that pasture from Brookdale Meadows on the far west side of the property. There
is a slough that goes through the middle so they cannot get from that side in the pasture
all the way to Foothill Road. There is an easement and a sewer line that runs through
that pasture that belongs to the City. The City will have no access to that easement and
sewer line if there is not a frontage road through there. It is an expensive item but it is
key to them. The permanent easement is something they will have to deal with in
negotiation. They were surprised to see all the trees were on the permanent easement
and not on the right-of-way.

g. Laurence and Lisa Rubenstein, 801 N. Foothill Road, Medford, OR 97504. Mr.
Rubenstein testified that they are in general supportive of the Foothill Road
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improvement project. However, they have some concerns about how the project will
affect their driveway and their residence (which is a historically significant structure as
evaluated by ODOT, located atop Rocky Knoll). Their driveway cannot realistically be re-
situated. The City has taken account of this by identifying an exit onto Foothill Road
from their driveway in the plans. They will only have a right in/right out. If an
opportunity arises to develop a left-turn entry to their driveway, they would be grateful
for the City’s assistance in making a shorter route possible. They will need to maintain a
safe entrance onto Foothill Road. A small on-ramp of some kind would be important,
given the fact their driveway exit is at the top of the small hill between McAndrews
Road and Hillcrest. Their utilities are situated near the expansion. Their large mailbox
will need to be replaced. When the irrigation ditch is piped, as shown in the plans, they
will need a different system for pumping and ditch access.

h. Mike Montero, 4497 Brownridge Terrace, Suite 202, Medford, Oregon, 97504. Mr.
Montero is present tonight representing Cogswell Limited Partnership otherwise known
as the Hillcrest property. They want to offer commendations to the City particularly to
the Public Works staff. They have worked with them for approximately two years to
coordinate the development of this project. His clients recognize the regional import of
this project. This is not simply a Medford project. It has incredible need across the
Valley. For that reason his client supports the project. What the Commission has heard
in regard to specific concerns, his client has some too, but they want to couch it by
saying the following. It is difficult to demand the kind of specificity they need when
working from a 30% designed project. Public Works has worked with his clients
particularly with regard to the Foothills frontage along the west side on the south end of
the project. The Hillcrest family treasures the historic structures. The trees are part of
the historic register. Navigating through this process with SHPO and ODOT are to be
commended for the level of cooperation they made. The family wants to retain
ownership of the trees, manage and maintain those as part of their historic structure.
The area on the south side near the historic structures they have requested that the City
of Medford work with their landscape architect, which they have agreed to do, on
security fencing. The family will continue to own and utilize those structures; and to
have a landscape buffer. They ask the Planning Commission acknowledge the
commitment that City staff has made too allow them to submit the more specific
landscape plans when they are available.

Vice Chair McFadden asked Mr. Montero if protecting the trees in a permanent ease-
ment on the property is suitable to the people he represents? Mr. Montero replied that
itis.

i. Judson Parsons, 124 Stark Street, Medford, Oregon, 97504. Mr. Parsons is a share-
holder of Hillcrest Corporation and Cogswell. He is only representing himself. He
strongly supports what Mr. Montero testified about the historic structures and main-
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taining the trees through an easement. He pointed out that the power line is directly
over the trees. This presents a problem. Any future trees should be shorter in height.
Eventually the trees will die. At that time they will need to be replaced. He strongly
supports the relocation of the Medford Irrigation District canal as long as Rocky Knoll
owners agree. This will save water and maintenance for the Medford Irrigation District.
He pointed out that there is a driveway north of the present crossing of the canal at
Foothill Road and McAndrews that they use to haul fruit out of the orchards in August
and September. Some arrangement will be needed to access that with their trucks.

Vice Chair McFadden asked about Mr. Parsons’ concern about the access from the
Hillcrest Orchards property onto Foothill Road. Is that a similar situation on the east
side of the road as the west? Mr. Georgevitch reported that it would be a similar
situation. That section has a raised median. All that will be negotiated as part of the
right-of-way acquisition process. They have been working with the property owners to
ensure they will be able to minimize any impact to their property. They also need to
include farming operations as part of those impacts. When they widen the road to the
east and create a large fill section they need to make sure that there is room for farming
vehicles to pass going north/south. Public Works will work with the property owners on
any access issues they have. Anything above and beyond what is being proposed
tonight, which there are none at this time, would have to be negotiated prior to the City
Council meeting with the exception of farming access. If it is only farming access, for a
limited duration, the City creates a modified curb to drive over.

Vice Chair McFadden stated that the mid access point planned for future roadways
drops off in neighboring properties. Could they block off that access point? Mr.
Georgevitch stated that he anticipates they will want to block off both sides, but have
the ability to gate it in order to access as they need, but to protect their resources.

Vice Chair McFadden asked, does most of the section at the Hilltop property have a 6
foot wide median? Mr. Georgevitch reported that it is a wall. They will not be able to
cross it.

Vice Chair McFadden asked, would it be possible to widen from the south the roadway
approach and create an island for a left turn lane at that location? Mr. Georgevitch
stated that anything is possible. The dilemma there is that the City would push out
impacts further to the east and it would not be only the south. They would have to
make sure the receiving side on the north side tapers down or tapers for the midpoint
access. It is approximately 1000 feet. It would be the same if the allowed a left in or full
movement.

Chair Miranda asked, what is the reasoning for the wall? Is it to stop the ingress and
egress from those areas? Mr. Georgevitch reported that they never want to stop
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ingress and egress. It will limit the ingress and egress. It has to do with the volume and
regional significance of this roadway. More importantly, the Transportation System Plan
envisions major arterials have a raised median limiting access especially for residential.
There will be significant impacts to the orchards to the east as well as overall cost of the
project. It could be accommodated.

Commissioner Pulver asked Vice Chair McFadden, is the turn lane and the median in
relation to the designed access in the middle or is this a separate part? Vice Chair
McFadden stated that the width of the center turn lane is adequate for the proposed
intersection. He is thinking in terms for the house that the 6 foot wide section could be
opened enough to give it a left turn lane. The same is true for the 1570 Foothill Road
property. It would be nice to have extra room to swing trailers etc. It seems to him that
the impacts would warrant some type of flexibility in the design. He does not think a
left turn lane going north to the house on the hill takes 500 feet of slow down area
requires that much distance.

Commissioner McKechnie asked, is the City accommodating the driveway for the
Carpenter house or do they have to go to the new intersection being proposed? Mr.
Georgevitch reported that they will be accommodated. It will be right in/right out. All
the driveways are shown on the plans.

Commissioner McKechnie asked, is the north pasture going to have access off of Foothill
Road? Mr. Georgevitch stated that is something over the next month before they go
before the City Council they will discuss with them. They are in a field section with a
steep embankment. He is not sure how they are currently using that. Public Works will
have to go out and evaluate it. They will be working with the property owner to find a
solution at that location.

Commissioner Culbertson stated that the median seems to be causing a lot of turmoil.
Is there a way to not build a wall and allow breaks for the different residences? It is
affecting five accesses for the Hillcrest Orchard and five homes. Mr. Georgevitch
reported that it is the City’s proposal based on safety and following the Code. The
Planning Commission’s recommendation to the City Council and how the City Council
chooses to deal with that is a wait and see. The dilemma is that the median currently
takes up 6 feet. Going to a raised median is 14 feet. When reviewing the area instead
of putting in a 14 foot median, if there is no access, they can reduce it to 6 feet. They
are trying to limit access onto a regionally significant facility that serves from Phoenix to
Eagle Point. The County has plans to take Foothill Road across Highway 140 at Atlantic
with a roundabout at Highway 140 in White City. This is a unique facility.

Commissioner McManus stated that Mr. Georgevitch made a comment earlier that it is
not orthodox to serve one residence at the signal. If there was an option that the signal
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served the properties north of it by a parallel road to offer those lots a left out; would
that be more reasonable to consider having not moving the driveway of the directly
impacted lot? Mr. Georgevitch stated that if there was a public facility on the opposite
side of the signal that would be much more reasonable even if serving a small number
of homes. The dilemma is that the property at 1570 Foothill Road is directly impacted.
The properties to the north are not connected with the roadway and there are no
easements that he is aware of that go across them. The difficulty with creating an
easement if they brought in a public right-of-way for a certain distance ends in a cul-de-
sac or some other form of termination of a roadway. There is no real way without being
a significant impact. He is not sure what a good balance is when they deal with single
homes like this.

Mr. Georgevitch addressed questions that were brought up earlier. It was asked why
Public Works is installing a traffic signal. There was a traffic study done when Bella Vista
to the east of this project off McAndrews was developed. It showed both the ramp
terminals were failing. They were supposed to build the two signals. They deposited
money with Public Works and it is now up to the City to following through in building
those. There have been several other traffic analyses that have looked at these two
intersections and have shown they are failing as well. Through the Transportation
System Plan they also are shown to be failing. This is a typical higher order street to a
higher order street connection. This is a little unique because they are using the
interchange.

There was a concern about noise. ODOT is their environmental consultant on this
project. They are doing a noise analysis. If there is anything that comes out of that
analysis they will have to mitigate that. This is a full federalized project. They are
following all the environmental requirements that comes with a federal project.

There were several comments about access. It is not an easy job the Planning
Commission has. Public Works struggles with making these decisions all the time. They
recognize they are impacting but they have to balance the needs of currently
approximately 11,000 vehicles a day on Foothill Road. They anticipate it to go to 18,000
in the near future. In their recommendation they have to balance that over the needs
of the individual driveways.

There was a question about the Rubenstein’s driveway that they were going to make
sure they used the terminal ramp but they were concerned about site distance.
Whenever Public Works puts in a driveway they will make sure it meets adequate site
distance. They will make sure there are adequate turning movements.

Chair Miranda asked, will Foothill Road maintain the 45 miles per hour speed limit
through the project area? Mr. Georgevitch stated that speed limits are set by the State
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Speed Control Board. When Public Works designs a facility they do 10 miles per hour
over for their design parameters. They are designing if for 55 miles per hour to maintain
a 45 mile per hour speed zone.

Commissioner Pulver asked, is the median wall something he would see somewhere
else in the community? He is having a hard time visualizing the wall. The concept
baffles him. Mr. Georgevitch reported that a typical location is approaching bridges on
the right side of the road, not in the middle of the road. One typically see these types of
treatments on freeways with narrow medians and expressways. Chair McFadden
reported there is one on Highway 62 in front of Hubbard’s.

Commissioner Culbertson stated that the 6 foot median requires the wall. The 14 foot
does not. Is that correct? Mr. Georgevitch stated that there will be a standard 6 inch
curb along the section that is needed. Through design it could be as little as 2 feet on
the left side of the driver as they are in a left turn lane or it could go up to 10 feet wide
with 2 foot of shy distance on each side.

Commissioner Culbertson stated that Cross Section “A” impacts the majority of the
houses; all five of them. One of the property owners is not here this evening. There is
representation for the cluster of three as well as 1570. That section has a 14 foot
median lane. Why wouldn’t it be allowed to have a left/right across that median for
those property owners that are clustered? Commissioner McKechnie made a great
comment about giving the one home a signal on the other side for any impending
development. It has to come before the Planning Commission for tentative plat and
they could direct them to use that side of the signal. Mr. Georgevitch reported that the
median is not shown on Cross Section “A”. There will be a 2 foot median on the left side
of the driver widening out to 10 feet as they transition out of a left turn pocket south to
go down to the concrete barrier.

Commissioner Culbertson asked, how long is that left turn lane going to be needed?
There is a long distance between the last driveway and going under the bridge getting to
where they turn left. Mr. Georgevitch stated there is a raised median through there.

Commissioner Culbertson asked, why can’t there be a break in the raised median? Mr.
Georgevitch reported that it comes down to strictly safety. Making a left turn on a high
speed, high volume facility on a new design Public Works would not promote that.

Commissioner Culbertson asked, is there any way around that? They are currently going
across the road now. It is a county road. By the City adopting it into the City we are not
cutting off access but we are severely limiting access. Mr. Georgevitch recommended
that the Planning Commission make that recommendation to the City Council. They are
the deciding body this. For the sake of the audience, he reminded everyone that tonight
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they are doing a recommendation to the City Council. There will be another public
hearing at Council and he wanted to make sure everyone understands that the Planning
Commission does a great job of putting together a recommendation but individual
concerns, even though City staff will be passing them on, it is important that everyone
consider showing up again if they have strong concerns they want to share.

The Public Hearing was closed.

Motion: The Planning Commission finds the approval criteria is met and forwards a
favorable recommendation to the City Council with the exception of creating a cross
intersection at the south McAndrews ramp light for TF-17-012, per the staff report
dated May 4, 2017, including all conditions and exhibits.

Moved by: Commissioner McKechnie Seconded by: Vice Chair McFadden

Vice Chair McFadden stated that they have heard Engineering’s presentation. The
Planning Commission can agree with it or they can try to change and approve it.
Whether or not the City Council will hear any of their recommendations will be up to
staff unless a Commissioner goes and to the City Council hearing and testifies as a
concerned citizen. Commissioner McKechnie stated there needs to be some
consideration for the property at 1570 Foothill Road.

Friendly Amendment made by Vice Chair McFadden: The City install access points
and/or internal roadways to maintain internal property accesses for properties on both
sides of the road. The City tires to find a way to widen the right-of-way to allow a turn
lane into the home on the hill. Leave the trees along the roadway on private property
and in permanent easements as much as possible and not brought into the City right-of-
way. Minimize curbs and/or barricades beneath the McAndrews overpass to allow
access to the homes on the east side. That the blocking of the accesses at midpoint
onto adjoining properties or properties across the street are accessible possible within
the City.

Commissioner Mansfield stated that he does not agree with Vice Chair McFadden. It is
his opinion that he had several that dealt with allowing left turns. Does he understand
that correctly? Chair Miranda replied that is correct.

Commissioner Mansfield reported that he disagrees with that and it should be voted on.
He would like to understand Commissioner McKechnie’s motion. If he could explain
that a little better so that he can understand it. Does it also involve allowing some more
left hand turns?
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Chair Miranda asked Commissioner McKechnie if he accepts Vice Chair McFadden’s
friendly amendment. Commissioner McKechnie replied no.

Commissioner McKechnie answered Commissioner Mansfield’s question stating that he
is not convinced moving the driveway 90 to 120 feet south solves any kind of problem.
It is his opinion that it creates a problem for the current homeowners. If they do a bulb-
out like they have further down that bisects the two properties that allows access for
1570 Foothill Road and the other couple of homes so they can have one-way in and out.
It is signaled controlled. It helps the homeowners for sure and the City as well. That is
already a highly traveled road and adding two more lanes it is going to be a very busy
roadway. It gives the rest of us some safety that they do not have someone pulling out
with a 25 foot trailer.

Commissioner Mansfield stated that Commissioner McKechnie indicated that it is not
going to harm the entire plan to change the access on the east side as requested by
several citizens. Before he can vote on it he would like to hear the Engineering staff
argue for or against it. Can they give the Planning Commission a presentation that
would help him understand it a little better? If it be true as Commissioner McKechnie
concludes that it will not hurt their plan, he is all for it, for helping the people. He
understands that it is all tied up in safety. He is not sure everyone is on board with the
safety issue. At least he respectfully disagrees with him.

Mr. Georgevitch reported that there might be ways to create a reasonable access across
from the signal. He does not know how much impact that will do to the property that
slopes up the hill quickly. Unfortunately for tonight’s recommendation moving forward
he cannot do a design analysis but prior to the City Council hearing he definitely can do
some design analysis to determine if it could safely be built and something that is
palatable to the neighbors. Keep in mind that whatever Public Works does has a
potential to impact those properties and will become right-of-way and therefore
setbacks, landscape buffers or public utilities are all built off right-of-way. That is one of
the benefits of using easements as opposed to right-of-way. Without having time to be
able to look at that and determine what a minimum safe stacking distance is and what it
would take to operate a signal at the leg of it to make it work, he would need to do
some analysis that he cannot do off the top of his head tonight.

Commissioner Mansfield stated that his point is if Engineering does not know at this
point, he is not demeaning Engineering for not knowing it, he is simply being careful,
then how can the Planning Commission possibly decide that from here? They are not
even experts. It is his opinion that it is premature. Commissioner McKechnie reported
they are making a recommendation. Commissioner Mansfield does not think they have
a sound foundation on which to make a recommendation and therefore, they should
not be undercutting staff at this point.
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Commissioner Foley asked Commissioner McKechnie is his recommendation specific or
general that the City Council look at it as a potential? He thinks that is something the
Planning Commission could support without saying you should do this? Commissioner
McKechnie replied they are recommending. The Planning Commission is not dictating
they do that. The Planning Commission is passing a recommendation to the City Council
that it is important enough to be considered.

Commissioner Mansfield asked, is it in the form that the City Council take a look at it?
Chair Miranda replied yes. It is a recommendation for the City Council to review this
and Engineering review this as a potential solution. Commissioner Mansfield stated that
if it is worded that way, it is acceptable.

Chair Miranda stated they are flushing out issues so that the City Council can make an
informed decision when it comes before them.

Vice Chair McFadden reported that roadways are not designed forever. They adjust.
Since this project is getting federally funded through ODOT, how much of the curb lines,
barricades, etc. are required by them and how much is the City’s addition? That road
does get a lot of traffic but there are times when there is not a lot of traffic. To pull in a
trailer, cross the road into a driveway and roll over a curb to go into a field is still
possible. In the future they may change but that is the future and something they do
not have current insight to. Those conditions in the future may dictate that but he is not
so sure they do now.

Mr. Georgevitch commented that federal requirements are not going to delve and tax.
They will be more a City decision. Through this entire process there is an exception
process that allows taking exception to design standards if needed. He does not say
that is something the Planning Commission should use as a criteria to hold them back
from making a recommendation.

Commissioner Pulver stated that when he interviewed for the Planning Commission one
of the questions he asked was how do they see the relationship between the City
Council and Planning Commission? One of the Council members answered they do not
have a relationship but then went further to say “nor should we”. We should be
independent bodies working independently. He respects and understands that. The
sense that he gets is that there is some concern depending on what the forward on or
regardless of what they forward Council is going to do what Council wants to do. That is
his personal opinion. He recommends to the body that if there is a consensus that there
are issues that the Planning Commission specifically wants them to look at, whether
they make them, include them, or whatever or not, they are going to make that
decision. The Planning Commission should call those out. He thinks Commissioner
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McKechnie was trying to do that at least with the one item he added to the
recommendation. They are working on a 30% plan now. There are a lot of negotiations
still to done between neighboring property owners. There has to be some trust in that
process. If there are things the Planning Commission heard that they would like to
accommodate or at least ask Public Works to take a further look at so they can
specifically address those to Council, those should be sent to the City Council.

Commissioner McManus commented that he agrees. The City Council obviously serves
the Planning Commission also as residents of Medford. He hopes their informed
decision is based off of recommending bodies. Clarification of trying to iron out the
issues would hopefully put weight on the decisions. Is Commissioner McKechnie’s
motion for staff’s request asking for the other option to be considered as the Planning
Commission is not in favor their proposed move of the driveway? Commissioner
McKechnie stated yes, he thinks what he has offered is a better solution for that
particular section of the roadway.

Commissioner Culbertson stated that Commissioner Pulver makes some good points.
All these options should go to the City Council. The City Council is going to do what they
want to do. If the Planning Commission could have it set one way the City Council could
strip down whatever the Planning Commission wants to have. It is their latitude.
Commissioner  Mansfield should reconsider ~ Commissioner  McFadden’s
recommendations. They are simply recommendations. Commissioner Pulver brings it
to light. The City Council needs to know the Planning Commission had these
discussions, it needs to be on record and they need to consider them. Commissioner
Mansfield respects Commissioner Culbertson’s right to have his view. He simply does
not agree with it. He believes that minority views should be expressed so that the City
Council knows that is in the package; it is part of the menu. That is why he does not
agree to go along with the majority. He likes to be an opponent.

Chair Miranda stated that the friendly amendment was rejected since there was no
second.

Mr. McConnell reported that there was a motion, second and then a friendly
amendment. Once a motion is seconded, whatever they are calling the friendly
amendment, friendly or not, the body would vote on the proposed amendment.

Chair Miranda clarified that the Planning Commission would vote on the friendly
amendment made by Commissioner McFadden and then the main motion made by
Commissioner McKechnie.
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Mr. McConnell stated that technically a friendly amendment is made before a second.
Once a second is made it becomes the body’s motion so the body decides. It is really a
motion to amend.

Chair Miranda asked Vice Chair McFadden to repeat his friendly amendment so that the
Commission understands what they are voting on.

Friendly Amendment _made by Vice Chair McFadden: The City install access points
and/or internal roadways to maintain internal property accesses for properties on both
sides of the road. The City tries to find a way to widen the right-of-way to allow a turn
lane into the home on the hill. Leave the trees along the roadway on private property
and in permanent easements as much as possible and not brought into the City right-of-
way. Minimize curbs and/or barricades beneath the McAndrews overpass to allow
access to the homes on the east side. That the blocking of the accesses at midpoint
onto adjoining properties or properties across the street are accessible possible within
the City.

Roll Call Vote on the friendly amendment: Motion failed, 3-6, with Commissioner Foley,
Commissioner Mansfield, Commissioner McKechnie, Commissioner McManus,
Commissioner Poythress and Commissioner Pulver voting no.

Commissioner Pulver stated that he voted no because of the specificity. It is a bit of give
and take.

Vice Chair McFadden reported that his friendly amendment is a recommendation. It is
just saying the City should consider it. The engineers can figure it out if they get told to
do it.

Commissioner Pulver stated that he thinks the people that purchased the Carpenter
house specifically requested consideration of a left turn going north. The byproduct of
that may be the right-of-way be expanded then it may impact the Hillcrest Orchard
property or the Rocky Knoll people. One thing changes other things so it is a give and
take. He would be more supportive of something that says the Planning Commission
forwards a favorable recommendation with specific property owners being able to
request additional accesses and allowing Public Works to consider them and outline the
effects of those in front of the City Council so that the City Council could have a more
complete picture when making a final decision. The Planning Commission has heard
from a lot of people that would like additional or different accesses. He fully
appreciates that. He thinks Public Works may not have known about some of them;
specifically the pastureland.
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Chair Miranda stated that the Planning Commission can vote on the main motion and
then make an amendment to that motion if they feel it necessary.

Commissioner Mansfield responded to Commissioner Pulver’s comment stating that is
always available. They do not have to put it in a motion. It is simply true that anyone
can apply for another access and the City can grant it if they see fit.

Commissioner Pulver’s concerns is that there is some sympathy in the Planning
Commission to some of the concerns raised by the private citizens in regards to access.
Hopefully the audience will come back and testify at the City Council hearing. If the City
Council was provided with a more complete picture they would be able to make a better
decision. He does not think the Planning Commission has a complete picture to make a
good decision and frankly he does not know Public Works does either in some of the
specific requests.

Commissioner Foley echoed Commissioner Pulver’s comments. His issue is with the
specificity. The Planning Commission wants to raise concerns that the citizens brought
tonight and make sure that City Council looks at all the alternative accesses.

The main_motion is: The Planning Commission finds the approval criteria is met and
forwards a favorable recommendation to the City Council with the exception of creating
a cross intersection at the south McAndrews ramp stop light for TF-17-012, per the staff
report dated May 4, 2017, including all conditions and exhibits.

Commissioner Mansfield stated that motion does not satisfy him. He thought it was a
“look see” but he did not hear that in the motion. It is a requirement that he objects to.

Commissioner McKechnie reported that it is a recommendation.
Commissioner Mansfield is satisfied with the recommendation.

Roll Call Vote for the main motion: Motion passed, 8-1, with Commissioner Culbertson
voting no.

Amend the main motion: To include additional recommendation that the City Council
consider additional access points for neighboring residences and the impact to the
overall plan.

Moved by: Commissioner Pulver Seconded by: Commissioner Foley

Commissioner Mansfield understands the motion and argues against it. As he has
mentioned before that permission already exists. The City has eminent power to do
that. He believes the plan that the engineers have put together is designed to create
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the greatest amount of safety. He is sorry there is some inconvenience to property
owners but that is part of the risks of life. He would rather save the lives of the people
that are going to be saved from left turns than suffer the somewhat serious
inconveniences to these people. He feels sorry that is going to be happening. In the age
of automobiles that is part of the cost of an automobile society.

Commissioner McManus wanted clarification that the amendment Commissioner Pulver
is asking is basically to reconsider the motion that passed with his amendment.
Commissioner Pulver stated it is the intent of an addition.

Chair Miranda reported it is a modification of the friendly amendment that failed.

Commissioner Foley stated that it is asking for additional consideration of other
potential accesses.

Vice Chair McFadden stated to Commissioner Pulver that Commissioner Mansfield feels
that this was a left turn issue. He did not hear that in Commissioner Pulver’s motion.
He thought he was looking at just access points. Commissioner Pulver reported that
getting everything on the table is the reality of it. Commissioner Mansfield’s concerns
are legitimate. In the case of the home on the hill that has a right in/right out access. If
they want to pursue an additional access like the left turn from the north that would be
a left turn across traffic.

Roll Call Vote: Motion passed, 8-1, with Commissioner Mansfield voting no.

Commissioner Poythress stated that he wants the record to show that he does not
consider where a citizen is forced to reengineer their entire property is simply an
inconvenience mandated from the City Council as they consider this recommendation.
His strongest recommendation is that the City finds an alternative than force the Reen
family to restructure their entire property.
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Cross Sections B-D
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Cross SectionsE & F
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Exhibit F
Applicant’s Executive Summary

Exccutive Summary y N3 0 23011
oyl

This project will improve Foothill Road between Hillerest Road (major co%‘l tqq):gﬂiDE?T‘
McAndrews Road (major arterial) to major arterial standards which include: trave %ir\m‘cs, bike lanes,
sidewalks, medians, and planter strips. The number of travel lanes within the proposed section of
Foothill Road will be increased from two to four lanes. Also proposed is a varied width median to
separate the northbound and southbound lanes, buffered bike lanes, varied width planter strips,
sidewalks, a multi-use path and street lighting on Foothill Road.

Project length is approximately 5,100 feet and will provide approximately 10,000 feet of bike
lanes and 11,000 feet of sidewalks. Staff coordinated placement of a full movement intersection,
approximately 1,200 feet north of Hillerest Road, to accommodate future development of urban growth
boundary (UGB) expansion arca MD-4. On the north end of the project, traffic signals will be installed
at both ramp interchange terminals at Foothill Rd and new sidewalk will connect to the existing multi-
use path and sidewalk on McAndrews Road. The project will pipe and realign a small segment of the
Medford Irrigation crossing at Foothill Rd.

The Engineering Division of Public Works recommends constructing Foothill Road from McAndrews
Road to Hillcrest Road (approximately 5,100 feet) as a major arterial in accordance with the City of
Medford Transportation System Plan (TSP) with modifications shown on the plans.

Project Background

Foothill Road currently provides one of the only major arterial connections linking the northern
and southern portions of the UGB area east of Interstate 5. It extends N. Phoenix Road nerthward from
Hillcrest Rd to Delta Waters Rd where it continues northward into Jackson County. It therefore provides
a by-pass for Hwy 62 and 1-3 around the east side of Medford. As population increases in the Bear
Creek Valley and Medford area, Foothill Road will experience increased traffic volumes, congestion,
and delays.

The section of Foothill Road within East Medford is currently a two-lane County road with very
narrow shoulders and no bicycle or pedestrian facilities. The corridor speed is posted at 45 MPH and
currently carries traffic volumes that exceed 11,000 ADT within the Medford UGB.

On August 18, 2016, Medford City Council passed Resolution No. 2016-104 supporting
improvement of the Foothill Road/North Phoenix Corridor and considered it the top transportation
priority for the City of Medford, seec Exhibit A.

This project will provide the following:

Foothill Road:
- 68 to 82 foot wide street improvements (curb to curb) from McAndrews Road to Hillerest Road.
- 5to 7 foot wide sidewalk on east side of road.
- 10 foot wide multi-use path on cast side of road along historic Hillcrest Orchard property.
- 10 foot wide multi-use path on west side of road. **
- Left turn lanes at intersections.
- 4 travel lanes (two each way).
- 6 foot bike lanes each side with 3 foot buffer.
- Underground storm drain improvements.
- Traffic Signals at north and south McAndrews interchange ramps.
- Traffic Signal modification at Hillcrest intersection. {
- Street lighting.
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- Street trees

McAndrews Road:
- 7 foot wide sidewalk along McAndrews eastbound off-ramp.
- 7 to 10 foot wide multi-use path along McAndrews westbound off-ramp.
- Left and right turn lanes at north and south intersections.

Proposed variance to Transportation System Plan:

| Features/ Dimensions (Each Direction)
Travel Bike On- Sidewalk | Planter Left or Total Total
Lanes | Lane | Strect Strip | Center Turn | Paved | Right-of-Way
Parki Lane/Media | Width Width
ng n —
* Major 1 s - . . s s
Arterial " 6 None 5 10 14 70 100
Foothill Rd. :
X N [h 6’ &3 N 7’ East 2 N 2 3
Cross‘ ifctlon 1 Buffer None | 4. 10° West 0 14 76 96
Foothill Rd. . |
. 11 6 & 3° 7’ East o s g A
Cr oss‘g’ectmn " Bufier None %10’ West 0 6 68 88
Foothill Rd.
. 1 6 &3 | 57 Last 7" East
s 2 7 3
CrossSeetion | 11> | Buffer | N | 410" West | 0 West 4 68 o
Foothill Rd. 2 R
) R ItN 6 &3 ; 5' East 7 East R s 5
Cross‘ gfctlon 1 Buffer None | .. 10° West | 0° West 14 76 100.5
Foothill Rd.
) . 1 6 &3 ety 30° East , : 3
Cross‘g?clmn e Buffer None 10 0 West 14 73 100.5
Foothil Rd. | 117117 30" Bast
Cross Section | 12° Rt (% None kX102 0 WL 14’ 82’ 109.5°
i : est
F? Turn -
Indicates variance from Medford Transportation System Plan

* Per Table 5-6 of Medford Transportation System Plan

**Medford Leisure Services Plan, Map 11, shows a proposed shared use path along the corridor. This
project can build the path if the Parks Department has available funds. Staff has coordinated this work
but funding is unknown at this time. If funds are not available to build the path at this time then this
project will design and build a sidewalk that will be able to accommodate the future path.

Utility impact:

Portions of the Medford Irrigation District (MID) canal will be realigned with underground pipe as
shown on the submitted plan sheets. These improvements are needed to eliminate conflicts between the
road widening and the existing canal. Staff has been in contact with MID and have helped with the

location and sizing of the proposed irrigation facilities.

Staff is coordinating with other affected utilities to determine facility impacts.
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Driveway impact:

Existing driveways will have a standard driveway approach and transition matching the existing width
and material (i.e. concrete, asphalt). The proposed location of driveways is shown on the submitted plan
sheets labeled “Proposed Driveway”. All driveways will be right-in/right-out due to the concrete median
along Foothill Road.

The driveway located at 1570 Foothill Road will be moved from its current location at the southern
intersection of Foothill and McAndrews to the south end of the property. This relocation is needed to
eliminate the conflict of having a residential driveway at a signalized intersection. Staff recommends
constructing a private asphalt driveway from the relocated driveway apron to the existing driveway as
shown on the submitted plans.

Right-of-Way Acquisition:

Currently, the majority of Foothill Road right of way is 60 feet wide. Proposed street improvements for
Foothill Road will require between 88’ and 109.5” right of way footprint. Right of way acquisition is
not expected for the improvements along McAndrews Road. Right of way acquisition will be needed
from 12 taxlots (sec table below) for approximately 113,000 square feet. Slope and construction
easements will be needed along Foothill Road for a combined total of approximately 90,000 square feet.

Name Tax Map Tax Lot
Arthur Dubs Foundation 371W21AB 900
Kevin Curtin 371W21AB 1000
Kevin Curtin 371W21AB 1200
Kevin Curlin 371W21AB 1500
William W. & Gwen R. Reen 371W21A 400
Bella Vista Heights LLC 371W21A 300
Cogswell LMTD 371W21A 1400
Rocky Knoll LLC 371W21D 101
Cogswell LMTD 371W21D 300
Cogswell LMTD 371wW21D 301
Rocky Knoll LLC 371wW21D 102
Rocky Knoll LLC 371W21A 1500
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Exhibit A
RESOLUTION NO. 2016-104

A RESOLUTION supporting the continued improvement of the Foothill Road/North Phoenix
Corridor.

WHEREAS, Foothill Road/North Phoenix Corridor improvements will provide improved
freight mobility between Eagle Point, White City, Medford, and Phoenix by removing weight
restrictions on portions of this corridor; and

WHEREAS, Foothill Road/North Phoenix Corridor improvements will relieve impacts to the
multiple Interstate 5 interchanges by providing alternative north-south connectivity; and

WHEREAS, Foothill Road/North Phoenix Corridor improvements will reduce demand on
Interstate 5, Highway 99, and Highway 62; and

WHEREAS, economic development along the Foothill Road/North Phoenix Corridor will be
aided by the connectivity the Project will provide; and

WHEREAS,; the Foothill Road/North Phoenix Corridor Project has the support of local staff
of the Oregon Department of Transportation, Jackson County Roads and Parks, and the Public
Works Department of the City of Medford; and

WHEREAS, Foothill Road/North Phoenix Corridor improvements will improve the
resiliency of the Rogue Valley’s regional transportation system in the event of a natural disaster such
as a major seismic event by providing an improved connection to Highway 97 via Highway 140; and

WHEREAS, Foothill Road/North Phoenix Corridor improvements will improve safety,
connectivity, and mobility throughout the Rogue Valley; and

WHEREAS, The City of Medford has invested millions of local dollars into improving the
capacity of the Foothill Road/North Phoenix Corridor within City limits and ODOT has invested
millions of dollars in rebuilding Interstate 5 Exit 24;

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MEDFORD, OREGON,

That it supports the improvement of the Foothill Road/North Phoenix Corridor, considers it
the top transportation priority for the City of Medford, and encourages all other stakeholders to give
this corridor high priority for funding.

"
1
1t

. ACassie <\ ) 11 Do ~m1\OR J, Dhoent
Resolution No. 2016-104 PiCassie\Ordst1. Council Documents\081816\NorthPhoenix
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i
"

PASSED by the Council and signed by me in authentication of its passage this 18 day of
August, 2016.

ATTEST: s/Karen M. Spoonts s/Gary H. Wheeler
City Recorder Mayor

PACassiciOrds\]. Council Documents\08 18 16\NorthPhoenix

Resolution No. 2016-104
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Exhibit G
Public Works Department Report

RECEIVED
APR 19 2017

Continuous Improvement Customer Service PL. ANNING DEPT
CITY OF MEDFORD

Date: 4/19/2017
File Number: TF-17-012

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT STAFF REPORT
Foethill Road Transportation Facility Project

Project: The City proposes a transportation facility project to construct street
improvements on Foothill Road between Hillcrest Road and McAndrews Road to
major arterial standards including: an increase in travel lanes, buffered bike lanes,
multi-use path, sidewalks, medians, planter strips, and street lights.

Applicant: Medford Public Works Department — Engineering Division

Planner: Sarah Sousa, Planner IV, Long Range Division

Public Works has no comments on the proposed Transportation Facility project.

Prepared by: Doug Burroughs
T T R T T T R T TR S T A S IR L e B SR e
P:\Staff Reports\TF\2017\TF-17-012 Foothill Road Transportation Facility Project\TF-17-012 Staff Report.docx Page 1

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 200 S. IVY STREET
ENGINEERING & DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MEDFORD, OREGON 97501
.ci.m
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Exhibit H
Medford Fire Department Report

Medford Fire Pepartment

200 S§. Ivy Street, Room %180 RECEIVED
Medford, OR 57501
Phone: 774-2300; Fax: 541-774-2514; APR 19 201?

E-mail www.firedci.medford.or.us

PLANNING DEPT.
LAND DEVELOPMENT REPORT - PLANNING

To: Sarah Sousa LD Meeting Date: 04/19/2017

From: Fire Marshal Kleinberg Report Prepared: 04/07/2017

File#: TF -17 - 12

Site Name/Description:

The City proposes a transportation facility project ta construct street improvements on Foothill Road between Hillcrest
Road and McAndrews Road to major arterial standards including: an increase in travel lanes, buffered bike lanes,
multi-use path, sidewalks, medians, planter strips, and street lights

IDESCRIPT!ON OF CORRECTIONS REFERENCE

Approved as Submitted
Meets Requirement: No Additional Requirements

Development shall comply with access and water supply requirements in accordance with the Fire Code
in affect at the time of development submittal.

Fire apparatus access roads are required to be instalied prior to the time of construction. The approved
water supply for fire protection (hydrants) is required to be installed prior to construction when
combustible material arrives at the site.

Specific fire protection systems may be required in accordance with the Oregon Fire Code.

This plan review shall not prevent the correction of errors or violations that are found to exist during
construction. This plan review is based on the information provided only.

Design and installation shall meet the Oregon requirements of the IBC, IFC, IMC and NFPA standards.
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Medford Parks & Recreation Department

Letter

MEDFORD

PARIKS{RECREATION

HEALTHY LIVES. HAPPY PEOPLE. STRONG COMMUNITY.

To: Sarah Sousa, Planner [V RECEIVED
From: Pete Young, Park Planner and Project Manager MAR 17 2017
Subject: TF-17-012, Foothill Road Transportation Facility Project

Date: March 17, 2017 PLANNING DEPT.

We would like to support TF-17-012 for the construction of a ten-foot wide path in-lieu of a
sidewalk as shown on the Foothill Road Improvement Project, McAndrews Road to Hillcrest
Road, plan P-1825, sheets 1- 3. We are very pleased to propose a path similar to the one that is
so popular on E McAndrews in partnership with Public Works as a part of their Foothill Road
Transportation Facility Project.

This route has been included in the 2016 City of Medford Leisure Services Plan Map 13:
Proposed Trails & Paths. The TF-17-012 proposal directly aligns with the recently adopted City
of Medford Parks and Recreation’s Leisure Services Plan in Chapter 6, Paths, Trails &
Greenways; as well as Chapter 9, Goals & Objectives- copied below.

Goal 1: To provide for a full range of recreational activities and opportunities to meet the needs
of all residents of Medford.

Goal 3: To provide recreational opportunities within parks and connectivity to parks through a
path and trail system that is well integrated with the community.

Policy 3-A: The City of Medford shall seck to develop a network of shared-use pedestrian and
bicycle paths and trails to promote their impartant recreational uses within parks and enable
connectivity between parks, neighborhoods, public amenities, and major pedestrian and bicycle
routes identified in the Transportation System Plan and Southeast Circulation Plan.
Implementation 3-A (1): Coordinate recreational path and trail system planning and
development with the City’s and Jackson County's Transportation System Plan and Southeast
Plan to provide a comprehensive pedestrian and bicycle network.
Implementation 3-A (2): Integrate the siting of proposed path and trail segments into the
development review process; require development projects along designated routes to be
designed to incorporate path and trail segments as part of the project.
Implementation 3-A (3): Facilitate and provide for a high degree of pedestrian and bicycle
connectivity from major shared-use paths, such as the Bear Creek Greenway, to parks and
other destinations.
Implementation 3-A (6): Partner with local utilities, public agencies and private landowners
to secure easements and access to open space for path and trail connections.

CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT [ CUSTOMER SERVICE IEPIF‘
701 N COLUMBUS AVE. | MEDFORD, OR 97501 |
WWW.PLAYMEDFORD.COM | PARKS@CITYOFMEL

COMMUNITY ENRICHMENT EXCELLENCE EXCEPTIONAL CUSTOMER §
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Exhibit J
Medford Water Commission Memo & Map

BOARD OF WATER COMMISSIONERS

Staff Memo

TO: Planning Department, City of Medford RECEIVED
FROM: Rodney Grehn P.E., Water Commission Staff Engineer APR 19 201
PLANNING DEPT.

SUBJECT: TF-17-012
PARCEL ID: N Foothill Road (Between Hilicrest Road and McAndrews Road)

PROJECT: The City proposes a transportation facility project to construct street
improvements on Foothill Road between Hillcrest Road and McAndrews Road to
major arterial standards including: an increase in travel lanes, buffered bike lanes,
multi-use path, sidewalks, medians, planter strips, and street lights.

DATE: April 18, 2017

I have reviewed the above plan authorization application as requested. Comments are as follows:
COMMENTS

1. The water facility planning/design/construction process will be done in accordance with the
Medford Water Commission (MWC) “Regulations Governing Water Service” and “Standards
For Water Facilities/Fire Protection Systems/Backflow Prevention Devices.”

2. There is an existing 12-inch ductile iron water line located just inside the east right-of-way line
of North Foothill Road. This existing water line is planned to remain in place, and shall be
protected in place during all construction activities. If conflicts are found to exist between the
existing 12-inch water line and the proposed street/storm/sewer improvements; those conflicts
will be investigated and resalved priar to construction.

3. MWC's recent Water Distribution Facility Capital Improvement Plan requires the installation of
a 16-inch water transmission line in North Foothill Road between Hillcrest Road and Lone Pine
Road. No water services will be connected to this water transmission line.

4. MWC-metered water service does exist to a portion of these parcels along North Foothill Road
from the existing 12-inch water line along the east right-of-way line. The existing water meters
and all future water service connections will be from the existing 12-inch water line.

5. MWC will coordinatie proposed water line alignment and design with City of Medford
Engineering Department staff, and prepare and provide engineered plans, and specifications
for ODOT approval.

6. MWC will have an inspector on-site during water facility construction activities.

Ki\Lend DevelcpmantiMediond Planning\t17012 doex
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Exhibit K
Medford Irrigation District Letter

RECEIVED
MAR 09 2017

PLANNING DEPT.

A T00 DESTRIC

ey
e
“Iy
Foe
b e }
=
i)
=
<D

CITY OF MEDFORD MARCH 9, 2017
PLANNING DEPT.

LAUSMANN ANNEX, RM 240

200 SOUTH IVY ST.

MEDFORD, OR 97501

FILE#: TF-17-012
Project Name: FOOTHILL ROAD TRANSPORTATION FACILITY PROJECT

PLANNER: Sarah Sousa, Planner IV

COMMENTS:

The Medford Irrigation District is very supportive of the project
plans and asks to have more information on the District’s pipe size
and type. Also the new easements obtained for the District such as
width, etc.

There are other details to be considered.

4 -

T ) i/ 47
Sincerely, &M_// L oy A
( o f

e
-

/
{

Carol Bradford
District Manager
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Exhibit L
Jackson County Roads Letter

RECEIVED
Ronds MAR 15 2017
‘ EngifstrRNNING DEPT.
- Kevin Chr!sux;:'s;;w
zasy JACKSON COUNTY  |o==

i S
one: 5
Roads Fax: (541) 7746295

www.jacksoncounty.org
March 10, 2017

Attention: Sarah Sousa

Planning Depariment

City of Medford

200 South lvy Street, Lausmann Annex, Room 240
Medford, OR 97501

RE:  Street Improvements for North Foothill Road.
Planning File: TF-17-012,

Dear Sarah:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the consideration of plans to bulld street
improvements on North Foothill Road, between Westbound on/off ramp for East McAndrews and
Hillcrest Road. Construction of North Foothill Road will be to Major Arterial street standards with the
modifications, as shown on the plans. Jackson County Roads has the following comments:

1. North Foothill Road is a County Minor Arterial and Is county-maintained. Please note, North
Foothill Road is partly within the city limits and partly outside of the city limits.

2. Jackson County Roads recommends that the city request road jurisdiction of North Foothill
Road at the completion of the project.

3. Jackson County racommends approval of the project.
If you have any questions or need further information feel free {o call me at 774-6255,

Sincerely, N
,

KeviLn Christiansen
Construction Manager

Cc: Alex Georgevilch
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Exhibit M

Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee
Letter

RECEIVED
APR 27 20y
PLANNING DEPT,

April 27, 2017

Sarah Sousa, Planner IV
City of Medford Planning
200 South lvy Street
Medford, Oregon 97501

RE: TF-17-012

Dear Ms, Sousa,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the planned street improvements on Foothill Road from
Hillcrest Road to McAndrews Road. The Blcycle & Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) reviewed the plans
and discussed the project at our March 13" and our April 10" meetings. This letter is intended to provide a
summary of our comments on the project.

In general, we are in favor of the project and we appreciate the sidewalks, bike lanes, and multi-use paths as
propased. Qur only concerns have to do with safety on the existing multi-use paths on McAndrews Road.
Several of us have observed, from both a motorist’s standpoint and a cyclist's/pedestrian’s standpoint,
potential conflicts between motorists and cyclists/pedestrians on both the eastbound and westbound on-
ramps onto McAndrews Road from Foothill Road. We discussed this issue at length in our meetings and have
the following recommendations:

1} Add signage and pavement markings to alert motorists of the presence of cyclists and pedestrians.
2) Replace existing landscaping, which can obstruct vision clearance, with ground cover vegetation that
will not obstruct visibility,

As the planned improvements on Foothill Road will connect to the existing facllities on McAndrews Road, we
expect use on the existing facilities to increase, and these safety concerns should be addressed through this
project to protect cyclists and pedestrians, With the addition of these relatively minor improvements to the
existing Interchange facilities, we fully support the planned street improvements on Foothill Road.

Sincerely, / s
Joe Sidughter
BPAC Vice Chair
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Exhibit N
Karen Allan Letter

RECEIVED
MAY 11 2017
PLANNING DEPT.

To: City of Medford Planning Commission

From Karen C. Allan, member of Rocky Knoll, LLC.

Date: May 11, 5017

RE: Street Improvements for North Foothill Road
Planning File: TF-17-812

As a member of Rocky Knoll LLC which owns land on both sides of the proposed
Foothill Road improvement, I generally support the project, but have a number of
concerns about impacts that the project may have on the following parcels of
property owned by Rocky Knoll LLC: 371W21D TL 101; 371W21D TL 102; and 371W21D
TL 1500.

The land in all three parcels is being farmed. It is necessary to get farm
equipment to all portions of the property at the time the equipment is needed,
such as to plant, maintain, and harvest grapes, hay, and grain. Currently the
farm operation uses Foothill Road to get to the vineyard on the south side of the
large hill toward the north portion of the Rocky Knoll property and also to the
field to the north of the hill through a gate off Foothill Road. Because of the
proposed road width and the median strip, both these points of access will be
lost, so there needs to be an all-weather frontage road along the west side of
Foothill Road just inside the Rocky Knoll property. This road needs to have a
surface 12 feet wide and be usable at all seasons of the year. The access needs
to be available both during construction and once construction has been
completed.

In addition, we need access across Foothill Road to the parcel on the east side
of the road which is currently used for hay and grain. This access also needs to
be available both during construction and also after construction is

completed. There is a proposed intersection approximately midway between
Hillcrest Road and McAndrews Road (the “midpoint intersection”.) There needs to
be a rock surface on the east and west sides of that intersection so that the
farm equipment has access and does not track mud onto Foothill Road during the
crossing.

The frontage road along the west side of Foothill Road will also provide the city
with access to its sewer line which runs through the field on the north side of
the large hill.

The very northeast corner of the property to the west of Foothill Road will
become inaccessible as Foothill Road becomes wider, because of the location of
wetlands. This area should be purchased as part of the process.

Another set of concerns is with respect to keeping the public out of the farm,
since bike and walking paths as well as the midpoint intersection will make
inappropriate public access easier. There will need to be fencing along the
Rocky Knoll properties on both sides of Foothill Road to protect against
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pedestrians and bicyclists. There will also need to be gates on both sides of
the midpoint intersection to prevent cars from driving into the farmed areas.

There is a driveway on the west side of Foothill Road that goes to a residence on
the top of the large hill (801 N. Foothill Road) and provides access to the
residence and to the area of the hill. That driveway needs to be readily usable
during and after construction and also needs to have a safe and secure access to
Foothill Road. The utilities that connect to Foothill Road at the driveway need
to remain in service throughout the construction project.

The city proposes to pipe the irrigation canal and change its location in order
to remove the bridge where Foothill Road currently crosses the canal. The
residence on top of the hill currently has access to the irrigation canal on the
west side of the bridge. It will need to have a sleeve ar other arrangement
under Foothill Road so it can have access to irrigation water on the east side of
the road.

The preliminary plans show trees along both sides of Foothill Road. We would
like to work with city staff to select trees to be planted, with large trees on
the west side of Foothill Road where there are no power lines, and trees
appropriate for location under power lines on the east side of Foothill Road.

At the southeast corner of the property on the west side of Foothill Road there
is a berm with evergreens and other plantings that have been carefully planted
and tended and serve to block the view of the intersection from within portions
of the Rocky Knoll property. We would like those trees allowed to remain to the

extent possible.
Karen C. Allan ,,,ﬂa_)%:l HLLAQZ;;;;;EZi:l\ [//G—m~—~_,
2895 Hillcrest—Réad )

Medford, OR 97504
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Exhibit O
Emily Mostue Letter

RECEIVED

. . . MAY 11 2017
Planning Commission Hearing
May 11, 2017 PLANNING DEPT,

Foothill Rd Improvement Project

The members of Rocky Knoll LLC met with Alex Georgevitch and other City staff last
week and reviewed the drawings and plans for the Foothill Rd improvement Project.
We own property on both sides of Foothill Rd and this project has a huge impact on our
property and our farm operation. Karen Allan, another member of Rocky Knoll LLC
member, has outlined issues that affect the broader impact on our property. | am
focusing on the issues directly relating to our farming operation

o Fences
o Karen has already mentioned the needed fence along the south side of
the hill to keep pedestrians and bicyclists off the farm
The North side of the hill needs a fence to keep animals in that pasture
since the City will be removing the current fence to widen Foothill Rd
o Cattle in Pasture North of Hill
o During construction of the road there will be no fence and we will be
unable to lease for 2 years so we have loss of income
o Income from leasing pasture is about $1200 a year
e Vineyard
o Will need to remove several rows of vines in our vineyard in order to have
a frontage road for farm access. We have not yet worked out the financial
impact of this but compensation is in order.
e Proposed Irrigation Realignment Pipe
o Needs to be installed in non-growing season — be completed between
Oct-Mar
Construction needs to be coordinated with David Mostue, Rocky Knoll, as
this will affect our irrigation system
David Mostue of Rocky Knoll, needs input on the design/construction of
damn/weir that will be constructed to block the old ditch on south side of
hill and west side of Foothill Rd
o Road Construction
Rocky Knoll needs access to all parts of the farm during the road
construction. It is not acceptable to have any farm road blocked by
equipment or vehicles
¢ Right of Way Discrepancy
o Near McAndrews Rd, the existing Right of Way is outside the proposed
Right of Way. Is the City proposing to give property back to Rocky Knoll
as part of this process
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» Permanent Easement
o The proposal shows trees planted in the Permanent Easement rather than
in the Right of Way. The Permanent Easement also includes substantial
slopes in particular locations along Foothill which will make it impossible to
farm. We are concerned about these impact s and may request that the
City include the Permanent Easement or portions of the Permanent
Easement within the property it purchases.

As mentioned before, we met with City staff and saw the most recent drawings for the
Foothill Rd Improvement Project just a week ago. The issues we have raised today are
not necessarily a comprehensive list of all of our concerns and we may well raise other
issues as we have time for further consideration.

We appreciate the efforts of City staff to go over the drawings with us and to work with
us on these various issues.

Emily Mostue
Rocky Knoll LLC
612 Pierce Rd
Medford, OR 97504
541-776-2486
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Exhibit P
Bill & Gwyn Reen Letter & Photos

RECEIVED
MAY 11 2017
PLANNING DEPT.

5/11/17

FOOTHILL EXPANSION IMPACT (Bili and Gwyn Reen at 1570 N Foothill Rd)

We live in the middle of the Foothill Rd expansion project and we have some
concerns to share with you, so you know how we are impacted, when you
authorize projects.

WATER

When Foothill Rd is widened, it will place our well just 20-30 feet from the street.
Major construction disrupts surface and ground water, which significantly impacts
water flow. Increased traffic creates vibrations which cause layers of water/rock
to shift. Gas and oil leak into the groundwater and contaminate it. This road
project includes the addition of sidewalks and curbs which increase the road
elevation, therefore placing our well Below ground level. Oregon WATER
RESOURCES DEPARTMENT recommends iocating wells above grade elevation to
avoid drainage contamination. The addition of sidewalks and curbs will elevate
foothill, placing our well Below ground level and at a huge risk of contamination.
(Originally our well was located far above ground level, however during the last
Foothill expansion, our yard was elevated 10-15 ft) We need City Water.

INCREASED NOISE AND DECREASED PROPERTY VALUE FROM STOPLIGHT

Adding 2 lanes of North and South traffic, turn lanes, and a stop light, significantly
increases traffic noise. Accelerating and braking at stoplights increases overall
traffic noise. ODOTS Noise Manual states, “Heavy truck traffic lowers property
value at a rate 150 times greater than cars.” The sudden intermittent changes in
noise with stop light traffic impacts health. An Analysis and Abatement of
Highway Traffic Noise Study is needed, to determine how to mitigate the
increased noise.
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RELOCATION of DRIVEWAY ( Inability to cross Foothill to access driveway)

City engineers have plans to move our driveway, but can not tell us, how we’d
access it. They want a MEDIAN to separate North and South bound traffic. This
would prevent us from even turning into our driveway. Its illegal and impossible
to flip a U turn across 4 lanes of traffic, turning lanes, bike lane. When driving
North, it seems as dangerous to be stopped in the middle of Foothill trying to
make a 90 degree turn pulling a trailer. Please leave our driveway at its current
location and use a 4 sided traffic light. We need easy access to our driveway.

PARKING AREA

Even if | could navigate into my “new”driveway, we cant access our parking area.
We have a huge, circular parking area for various trailers and equipment.

Currently | head into my driveway and back into our parking area. If my driveway
is relocated, its impossible to pull a trailer into our parking area, because there’s
no way to back it in. There isn’t room to drive between vehicles so my yard would
need to be reconfigured. Reconfiguring the parking area will destroy our septic
leach lines, leading to contamination of our well. Also, this will position our well
even further below ground level... We need City Sewer and Water

DRIVEWAY and GARAGE

We have a straight easy access, driving from Foothill to my garage. If you move
our driveway 240 ft south, there’d be a huge grade level change and hazardous S-
Curve to get into my garage. The functionality of our property of having easy
access to the garage and parking area would be completely destroyed.

VIEW, PRIVACY, FUNCTIONALITY

The value of our home, is our view and usability. When my dad built it, Foothill
was a country road. Even though Foothill has grown, we have retained our

privacy. Relocating the driveway will significantly destroy views and bulldozing
our trees to widen Foothill destroys our privacy. Nobody wants their driveway
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old trees destroyed. We rcvd a notice from the Planning Dept which includes
Medford Land Development Code 10.207 . It states, “ Projects should not prevent
development of the remainder of the property under the same ownership”. I'm
not a contractor but it’s easy to see that relocating my driveway through the
middle of my yard hugely decreases the future use of our property.

We understand progress and the need to move traffic safely. We also need our
home protected and have safe water and noise abatement and access to our
parking area. I'm a nurse. | would be negligent, not to consider the whole picture.
If | just addressed your diabetes, without considering your heart and kidney
function, | would cause great harm and impact your life forever. In the same way,
when you make plans for a stoplight, you should determine how it affects
adjoining homes.

20 ish yrs ago, the City wanted to move our driveway. We were given a map to
mark our preference and guaranteed we’d have input to the new location. Our
driveway was installed without our input and access to our parking area was
severed. (see apology letter from City of Medford) We were assured a light post
would not be placed directly in front of our house, however, it was .(see apology
letter from City of Medford 8/25/00) When the city finished the project leaving a
dangerous 10-15 ft drop off above our yard, we were awarded a guardrail, that
the city never installed. (see letter from City of Medford 10/10/00). Although
none of the agreements the City gave us were upheld, we have never received
any compensation.

You can'’t fix the past, but you can do better, moving forward. The construction
will impact my well, we need City water. Reconfiguring my parking area will
destroy my septic leach fields, we need City sewer. The increased noise at a
signal needs to be studied and modified. Relocating our driveway will destroy
our front yard, functionality of our property, and future development potential.
Our livelihood depends on using our trailers and equipment. We must have easy
access to our parking area, do not relocate my driveway. When you bull doze
down all our trees, please replace them.
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FOOTHILL ROAD. |

i

Page 57 of 100

Page 91



Transportation Facility — Foothill Road Improvement Project
File no. TF-17-012

Revised Commission Report
August 10, 2017

g ’Wiﬁjarﬁ/Gwen Reen
J1171570 Foothill Road+
HESZAW2TA TL 400

A
AN
o

Page 58 of 100

Page 92



Transportation Facility — Foothill Road Improvement Project Revised Commission Report
File no. TF-17-012 August 10, 2017

Page 59 of 100

Page 93



Transportation Facility — Foothill Road Improvement Project Revised Commission Report
File no. TF-17-012 August 10, 2017

Page 60 of 100

Page 94



Transportation Facility — Foothill Road Improvement Project Revised Commission Report
File no. TF-17-012 August 10, 2017

Exhibit Q
Lisa and Laurence Rubenstein Letter

RECEIVED

MAY 11 2017
Testimony to City of Medford Planning Commission PLANNING DEPT.
Re: Foothill Road Expansion Project (TF-17-012) and our residence at 801 N. Foothill Road ’

From: Laurence and Lisa Rubenstein
Date: 5/11/2017

Thank you allowing us to provide input to the Planning Commission today. We are in general very
supportive of the Foothill Road improvement project. However, we have some concerns about how the
project will affect our driveway and our residence (which is a historically significant structure, as
evaluated by ODOT, located atop Rocky Knoll). We had the fortunate opportunity te purchase this
home from our cousins in 2013, after having been annual visitors to the house for over 50 years.

As you know, our driveway cannot realistically be re-situated, and you have taken account of this by
identifying an exit onto Foothill for our driveway in your plans. We very much appreciate this. We do
want to alert you to aother issues related to the expansion project:

1. We will have only a right turn in, right turn out as we understand the plans. This is not ideal from our
point of view, but we understand the difficulties in designing our exit given the road median that is
planned. If an opportunity arises to develop a left-turn entry to our driveway, or otherwise enable us to
avoid a 2 mile or so extra driving route to get to a McAndrews Road turnaround when driving North on
Foothill from Hillcrest, we would be grateful for your assistance in making a shorter route possible.

2. We will need to maintain a safe entrance onto Foothill Road. A smali on-ramp of some kind would be
important, given the fact that our driveway exit is at the top of the small hill between McAndrews Road
and Hillcrest.

" 2. Our utilities (city water/water meter, electricity lines, cable/telephone Ii'ne, electricity to the pump for
MID and city water, sewer) are situated near the expansion. You will likely need to move and replace the
utility connections. We also need these utilities to continue to operate during construction.

3. You will need to replace our large mailbox, situated currently at the Foothill Rd. border.

4. We use MID water for irrigation, pumped directly out of the existing ditch using a large pump we put
in place in spring and remove in winter. When the ditch is piped, as shown in the plans, we will need a
different system for pumping and ditch access.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

{Drs.) Lisa and Laurence Rubenstein
801 N Foothill Rd

Medford, Or 97504

310-429-5365

405-227-5606
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Exhibit R
Gwyn Reen Letter & Attachments

May. 30, 2017 9:16A4

May 28, 2017

Bth Sov. G18-1708

Att: Planning Commission
Re: Testimony to Council 5/11/17 (1570 N Foothill Rd }

Per your request, please find letters we received from the City of Medford in 2000, showing promises given
were not upheld. Currently, we’ve been notified the “right-of-way for Foothill Rd...is not well documented”
and our property will be taken without compensation by “Legalization” (ORS 368.201) As we experienced the
elevation and widening of Foothill and construction of the McAndrews overpass bridge, it's difficult to
understand how Foothill Rd is not well documented and compensation is not warranted. A survey should have
been completed, prior to the City placing a berm separating our property frontage from Foothill Rd.

We appreciate your consideration of our property concerns: Driveway relocatfon, barricaded driveway
access, Well displaced helow grode, Elimination of View and Privacy, Septic field relocation,  tree/berm
frontage destruction,  Parking area access elimination, ~ decreased access to garage, Increased noise,
Decreased future development potential, decreased property valuation, legalization of property

We know life isn’t fair, however everyone likes to be treated equally. When you go to the hospital, you expect
to be treated as well as the next patient. Our neighbors are fortunate that City Engineers have worked with
them and agreed to maintain existing trees, provide landscaping and fences, and potentially provide a private
road to access pastures,

We have had the same concerns over the past year and have contacted Engineering several times, yet no
maodifications have been offered. You can imagine the stress we're experiencing knowing our property,
livelihood, and health will be affected. Asthe most impacted property, it's disappointing that Engineering is
able to provide others with landsca<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>