CITY COUNCIL
AGENDA

September 5, 2019

6:00 P.M.

Medford City Hall, Medford Room
411 W. 8" Street, Medford, Oregon

10.

20.

30.

40.

50.

60.

Roll Call

Recognitions, Community Group Reports
20.1 Introduction of Alba Students

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.

40.1 COUNCIL BILL 2019-90 CONTINUED FROM August 15, 2019
An ordinance approving a minor amendment to the General Land Use Plan (GLUP) Map
of the Medford Comprehensive Plan by changing the land use designation of 1.34 acres
located east of Crater Lake Avenue and north of Forest Hills Drive, Urban High Density
Residential (UH) to General Industrial (Gl). (GLUP19-001) Land Use - Quasi-Judicial

40.2 COUNCIL BILL 2019-96

An ordinance proclaiming annexation to the City of Medford, portions of the North Ross
Lane right-of-way from approximately 250 feet south of its intersection with Stearns
Way, to Highway 238 (Rossanley Drive); along with an approximate 730-foot portion of
Highway 238, running east/west from the northerly terminus from North Ross Lane,
and a 58.1-acre tract of land containing two parcels, including the Howard Memorial
Sports Park. The current County zoning designation of Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) will be
changed to the City SFR-00 (Single-Family Residential, one dwelling unit per existing lot)
zoning district. The properties will be removed from Medford Rural Fire Protection
District #2, effective pursuant to State law. (A-19-003) Land Use - Quasi-judicial

Approval or Correction of the Minutes of the August 15, 2019 Regular Meeting

Consent Calendar

Meeting locations are generally accessible to persons with disabilities. To request interpreters for hearing impaired or other
accommodations for persons with disabilities, please contact the ADA Coordinator at (541)774-2074 or
ada@cityofmedford.org at least three business days prior to the meeting to ensure availability. For TTY, dial 711 or

(800) 735-1232.
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Medford City Council Agenda
September 5, 2019

70. Items Removed from Consent Calendar

80. Ordinances and Resolutions
80.1 COUNCIL BILL 2019-97
An ordinance amending Section 2.050 of the Medford Municipal Code relating to
Council meeting order of business.

90. Council Business
90.1 Proclamations issued:
Oregon Recovers - September 5, 2019
Black Tornado Wall of Fame Day- September 7, 2019
Day of Service and Remembrance - September 11, 2019
Constitution Week - September 17 through 23, 2019
Emergency Preparedness Month - September 2019

90.2 Committee Reports and Communications

100. City Manager and Staff Reports
100.1 Livability Team Update

100.2 Council Vision Fund

110. Adjournment

Page 2 of 2
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M ED FORD ltem No: 40.1

OREGON AGENDA ITEM COMMENTARY
cityofmedford.org

DEPARTMENT: Planning AGENDA SECTION: Public Hearings
PHONE: (541) 774-2380 MEETING DATE:  September 5, 2019
STAFF CONTACT: Matt Brinkley, AICP, CFM, Planning Director

COUNCIL BILL 2019-90 - Continued from August 15, 2019

An ordinance approving a minor amendment to the General Land Use Plan (GLUP) Map of the
Medford Comprehensive Plan by changing the land use designation of 1.34 acres located east of
Crater Lake Avenue and north of Forest Hills Drive, Urban High Density Residential (UH) to General
Industrial (Gl).

SUMMARY AND BACKGROUND

City Council is requested to consider a minor General Land Use Plan (GLUP) amendment to reclassify
a single 1.34 acre parcel, located east of Crater Lake Avenue and north of Forest Hills Drive, from
Urban High Density Residential (UH) to General Industrial (Gl). (GLUP-19-001)

On July 11, 2019, the Planning Commission forwarded a favorable recommendation to City Council
after a public hearing.

PREVIOUS COUNCIL ACTIONS
On October 5, 2006, City Council adopted Council Bill 2006-227 approving a minor amendment to the
GLUP Map changing the designation from General Industrial to Urban High Density Residential.

On August 15, 2019, Council heard the staff report. The applicant requested this item be continued
to the September 5, 2019, City Council meeting in order to allow Council members time to review
documentation submitted by the applicant and entered into the record at the public hearing. The
applicant submitted the final order for the approval of the Mountain Gate Village Planned Unit
Development (PUD) (Exhibit N), approved in 2001, to rebut the letter submitted by neighboring
property owner, Mr. William Alan Smith (Exhibit M). The final order demonstrates that the subject
site was zoned industrial at the time of the 2001 PUD approval, contrary to Mr. Smith’s claim. The
exhibits will be attached to the Council Report.

ANALYSIS

The subject site is located adjacent to the south of the Rogue Valley Transportation District (RVTD)
headquarters and was acquired by RVTD in 2018. In 2006, the property owner requested, and Council
approved, a GLUP map designation change from General Industrial (Gl) to Urban High Density
Residential (UH). The applicant is now requesting to change the designation back to Gl.

Review of the proposed GLUP map designation change can be found to meet the applicable criteria
for a Comprehensive Plan Amendment as found in the Review and Amendments chapter of the
Comprehensive Plan, as the proposed change: 1) is consistent with the pertinent Comprehensive Plan
policies and implementation strategies that seek to provide an adequate supply of employment
lands; 2) responds to a demonstrated need for adequate employment opportunities; 3) can be found
to have sufficient facilities to accommodate the proposed classification change; 4) will result in no
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AGENDA ITEM COMMENTARY

discernable environment, energy or social consequences from the proposed change of designation;
and 5) meets the applicable statewide planning goals as described in the Council Staff Report.

FINANCIAL AND/OR RESOURCE CONSIDERATIONS
None

TIMING ISSUES
None

COUNCIL OPTIONS

Approve the ordinance as presented

Modify the ordinance as presented

Decline to approve the ordinance as presented and direct staff regarding further action

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends approval of the ordinance.

SUGGESTED MOTION

I move to adopt the ordinance authorizing the minor General Land Use Plan (GLUP) amendment to
reclassify a single 1.34 acre parcel, located east of Crater Lake Avenue and north of Forest Hills Drive,
from Urban High Density Residential (UH) to General Industrial (Gl).

EXHIBITS

Ordinance

Letter from William Alan Smith, received July 30, 2019 (Exhibit M)

Final Order for the Mountain Gate Village PUD, received August 15, 2019 (Exhibit N)
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ORDINANCE NO. 2019-90

AN ORDINANCE approving a minor amendment to the General Land Use Plan (GLUP)
Map of the Medford Comprehensive Plan by changing the land use designation of 1.34 acres located
east of Crater Lake Avenue and north of Forest Hills Drive, Urban High Density Residential (UH) to
General Industrial (GI).

THE CITY OF MEDFORD ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. That a minor amendment to the GLUP Map of the Medford Comprehensive Plan
changing the land use designation of 1.34 acres located east of Crater Lake Avenue and north of
Forest Hills Drive, Urban High Density Residential (UH) to General Industrial (GI), is hereby
approved.

Section 2. The approval is based upon the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
included in the Planning Commission Report dated August 1, 2019.

PASSED by the Council and signed by me in authentication of its passage this day of
September, 2019.

ATTEST:

City Recorder Mayor

APPROVED ,2019.

Mayor

Ordinance No. 2019-90
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William Alan Smith RECEIVED
4379 Tami Lane
Central Point, OR 97502
o r;41-2:2-3333 JuL 30209

PLANNING DEPT.
July 29, 2019

Mr. Matt H. Brinkley, Planning Director
Medford Planning

411 West 8" Street

Medford, OR 97501

Reference: File Number GLUP-19-001
Tax Lot Identification: 371W08CC TL 800

Dear Mr. Brinkley:

I'am writing this letter for submission as part of the public record that | hereby object to approval of
a General Land Use Plan amendment to reclassify a single 1.34 acre parcel, located east of Crater
Lake Avenue and north of Forest Hills Drive, from Urban High Density Residential (UH) to General
Industrial (GI).

Along with my youngest son, Jarrad Smith, and two friends, Mark Owen and Brian Reed, we built
the 162 living unit PUD that adjoins the property proposed for zoning amendment. When we had
developed our property from a bare land 10 acre parcel into the community that it is today, it was
also zoned Urban High Density Residential. We developed our property with the expectation that
the property adjoining our property could only be similarly developed. We certainly did not develop
our property with the expectation that the adjoining property would be rezoned and later developed
into an industrial site.

My son and | still own property in the PUD known as MountainGate Village and have done so for
the last 15 years. Just because someone else wants to build and operate a business on the lot in
question should not mean that they have any right to do so. Developing and operating a business
right next to our residential property will diminish its market value. This would be patently unfair to
us and our neighbors, who have invested significant funds and in some instances life savings into
their property and our community.

Perhaps a better way to help you understand the adverse impact of approving this amendment is
for you to imagine a sanitary services business in your back yard, which is an approved General
Industrial use. | seriously doubt that would set well with you. If Medford Planning should decide to
approve this amendment anyway, then a stipulation should be attached to the amendment, where
the owners of the adjoining residential property are compensated by the owner(s) of the property
proposed for amendment for market value adverse impact. Three residential property appraisers
should be retained to project what the estimated market value reduction could be. This stipulation
should be approved and authorized by the MountainGate Village Homeowners Association.

Please enter my objection into the public record at the 6:00 p.m. hearing on August 15, 2019. If it
is necessary for me to appear at this hearing and publicly testify in order to enter my objection into
the public record, then please so advise, and | will appear accordingly.

Respecitfully yours,

V... L. 8.4

William Alan Smith

MountainGate Village Developer & Property Owner
CITY OF MEDFORD

exHBTA__ M

Cc: MountainGate Homeowners Association Fet_ GLUP-\Q-0ol
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A

BEFORE THE. MEDFORD PLANNING COMMISSION

STATE OF OREGON, CITY OF MEDFORD RECEIVED
AUG 15 19
PLANNING pppr
IN THE MATTER OF PLANNING COMMISSION FILE PUD-01-3 )
APPLICATION FOR A PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT . ) ORDER
SUBMITTED BY VIEWCREST CONSTRUCTION COMPANY )

ORDER granting Preliminary Plan approval for Mountain Gate Village, a 162-unit residential
Planned Unit Development on a 1.25 acre site, located on the east side of Crater Lake Avenue, 600
feet north of Delta Waters Road, within a MFR-20 (Multiple-Family Residential - 20 units per acre)
and an [-L (Light Industrial) zoning district, as provided for in the City of Medford Land
Development Code.

WHEREAS:

1. The Planning Commission has duly accepted the application filed in accordance with the Land
Development Code, Section 10.230- Application, Planned Unit Development, and

2. The Medford Planning Commission has duly held public hearings on the matter of an application
for Preliminary Plan approval for Mountain Gate Village, a 162-unit residential Planned Unit
Development on a 11.25 acre site, located on the east side of Crater Lake Avenue, 600 feet north of
Delta Waters Road, within a MFR-20 (Multiple-Family Residential — 20 units per acre) and an I-L
(Light Industrial) zoning district, with public hearings a matter of record of the Planning
Commission on February 22 and July 26, 2001.

3. At the public hearings on said application, evidence and récommendations were received and
presented by the applicant’s representative and Planning Department staff; and

4. At the conclusion of said.-public hearing, after consideration and discussion, the Medford
Planiing Commission, upon a motion duly seconded, granted preliminary plan approval for a
Planned Unit Development and directed staff to prepare a final order with all conditions and findings
set forth for-the granting of the Preliminary Plan approval.

THEREFORE LET IT BE HEREBY ORDERED that the:application of Viewcrest Construction
Company stands approved subject to compliance with the conditions stated in the Planning
Commission Report dated July 26, 2001.

AND LET IT FURTHER BE OF RECORD, that the action of the Planning Commission in
approving this application-for preliminary plan approval for a planned unit development is hereafter
supported by the following findings:

1 SITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT # -
red GLUP-@a-~o0o\
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FINAL.ORDER PUD-01-3

L. This project complies with the Land Developnient Code and all applicable criteria per Section
10:235, and

2. Any additional findings contained in the Planning Commission Report dated July 26, 2001.
Accepted and approved this 9th day of August, 2001.

CITY OF MEDFORD PLANNING COMMISSION

[/ %) =

Carl Bartlett, Chair

ATTEST:

k—-/2// 41/7";“_“

L}m'Maizé;’Sécretary
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. ity of Medford | | | Ty 26,2000

PLANNING COMMISSION'REPORT

File No. PUD-01-3  Mountain Gate Village Planned ‘Unit Development
Applicant:  Viewcrest Construction Company, (Hoffbuhr & Associates, Agent)

Request: Consideration of preliminary plan approval including tentative plat approval, ofa 162-
unit residential planned unit development-on'a 11.25 acre site, located on the east side
of Crater Lake Avenue, 600 feet north-ofDelta Waters Road, within a MFR-20
(Multiple-Family Residential — 20 units per acre) and an I-L (Light Industrial) zoning
district.

BACKGROUND:
The application before the. Planning: Commission consists of a preliminary plan for Mountain Gate

Village Planned Unit. Development consolidated with-anapplication for tentative plat approval for the
same site.. The project:proposés 162 units on a total of.88Iots. These units will be a combination of

five 12-plexes, five 8:plexes, and 31 duplex units. There will'be:two parking lots and a playground

for the:portion of the:developrient'that is developed' with milti-family units. The duplex units will

have a common.iriterior 1ot line diViding-each unit so thiey can be individually owned. All private

internal streets, paiking lots; ~aﬁdlpfa'}'{g,r'ound.areas,afé,§rop‘osed ‘25-COmmon areas.
The applicant proposes to develop-this project in two phases as représented on Exhibit “A.”

The applicant has proposed deviations in conjunction with the PUD proposal: bufferyard
requirements, private streets, building setbacks, alternate lighting; and lot dimensions.

The surrounding properties;contain land uses consisting:primarily of single-family dwellings, vacant
industrial land, and-active lightsindustrial uses.. The proposed project site is on five parcels identified
as Jackson County Tax Assessor’Map.371W:08CC TaxT'ots 100, 200, 202, 900, and 1000. Primary

‘acces toithé:site:will be via Ford Drive to the riorth.and Forest-Hills Drive (Tax Lot 900) from the
‘gouth. Forést'Hills and Juniper Ridgé. Drives are-privité streets,

PRELIMINARY PUD PLAN APPROVAL CRITERIA

Prior to: approval; of :ag,Plggl;mih_agy; PUD Plan, the-proposal must be found to meet the following

criteria as per Land Dévelopfiént:Code Section 10.235.(C) (sumimarized):

1. The PUD complies-withapplicable code reqiiirements, éxcept for those for which a deviation
has been approved.
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PUD-01-3 Juiy 26, 2001

2. . The PUD meets the standards for, orisiot subject:to, moratoriums, public facility strategies,
or limited service areas.

3. The PUD is consistent with those goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan that are
intended to function as PUD approval criteria.

4. Approved deviations, if any, will not impair the function, safety, or efficiency of the
circulation system or the PUD.

5. The PUD satisfies two or more of the PUD purpose statements in 10.230 (A).
6. Common elements, if any, are appropriate for their intended-use and function.

7. Adequate public- facilities can be provided for land uses in the PUD, if any, not normally
permitted in the underlying zone.

8. Proposed conditional uses, if:any, comply with conditional use permit approval criteria.
9. Concurrent development permit applications, if any, comply with applicable approval criteria.
FINDINGS:

The applicant’s proposed Findings of Fact (Exhibit “A”) teceived May 30, 2001, hereby incorporated
by this reference and attached, addréss the approval criteria for the preliminary PUD plan.

PROJECT REVIEW:

Purpose Statements: The applicant’s proposed: Findings of Fact (Pages 4 & 5 of Exhibit "A")
include a discussion which demonstrates compliance with PUD purpose statements 1-8 in Section

10.230 (A) of the Land Development Code.

Acreage Limitation: The site is 11.25 acres in size and, therefore, complies with the one-acre
minimum sizé requirement for PUDs.

Consolidated Applications: An application for tentative plat approval for an 88-lot subdivision is
included as part of the PUD application.

Deviation from Standard: According to the application, the applicant is seeking six deviations for

bufferyards, private streets, altérnate lighting, lot dimerisions, and building setbacks which are
discussed below and also on pages 25-28 of the applicant’s findings (Exhibit “D”).
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PUD-01-3 July 26, 2001

Becaiuse of the abutting single-fimiily and.industrial zoning iitérfices.along all sides of the proposed
development: a Type “A” bufféryard-isrequired alofig thosé perimieters. A Type “A” bufferyard is
comprised of a 6-foot hiigh fence; and..& 10-foot width, Which iiickides 8 trees and 20 shrubs per 100
lineal feef. The applicant propdsés to deviate from the bufféryard :requirement along all of the
following boundaries of the developinent.

South: Approximately two-thlrds ofthie: southerly boundary of the proposed development abuts an
I-L-"(Light.Industrial) zoning. district, while the eastern one-ihird -abuts an SFR-4 (Single-Family
Residential - 4 units per acré) Zoning district. There.is anexisting 24-inch irrigation ditch operated
by the-Rogue River Valley Irngatlon District which runs'just inside and along the southern boundary
of the development, apparently without an associated:easement: A Type “A” bufferyard is required
alonig this éntire interface.

The applicant, as mentioned above has requested a deviation to the bufferyard standard throughout
the project. The'specific dewatlon'a]ong the-south side of: the site would be the installation of the 6-
foot cedar fence, installation offcancpy trees at the.rate-of 3 tices per 80 feet, and planting of &

‘nutber-of shrubs, The deviation‘is’based upon the SFR nature0fthe proposed adjacent pad lots, and

the fact‘that the*“bufferyard” will actually exist as the backyatds ofthose lots that abut the existing
single-family residences. The.apphcant argues that those uses afe, similar and the deviation can be

~ o~ A .

basncally contains an access dnveway, appears to coritain'tlie fénce and a number of shrubs, without
trees:

-As mentioned above,:there‘is an existing irrigation:ditch runmng :along the southern property line.

The irrigation district lias: wvaguely.reqiiested (Exhibit “L”) that'a20-foot wide easement be estiblished
along the inside of that. property line for mainteriance. of their irrigation facilities. They have also
requésted that'no enctoachmiehits be allowed'in that area; including fences or landscaping, unless
approved by the district. Inrespoisé;to the' irrigation district’s request, the City Attorney’s office has

-stated thatsprocurement of an easement is the responsibility, of the i irrigation district, and not the

City’s. The;concern of the Planning Commission should'be whether a buﬁ‘eryard is appropriate along
that property line, or whether a dev:anon, as proposed by the»apphcant should be ‘allowed. Ifa
bufferyard:is required, an assurancé:wiilneed to be:made’ by<the Planmng Commission that it can be
installed in-conjunction with: the: eXisting irrigation facihty, without a building relocation needing to be
made after the Corimission’s-approval.

Staff feels that becaiise of the greater number of dwelling units along the south property line, a partial
bufferyard, as proposed by the applicant is adequate.

North: The northem boundary. of the development. abuts land which is zoned City I-L (nght
Industrial) and land which is oufside of the city of Medford but which has a General Industrial zorning

3’.

.Page 11



R |
PUD-01-3 : | July 26, 2001
designation. There.is an 8-inch sanitary. sewer main located-along the northern property line; within, _
an associated easement, apparently 20 feet.in width. A Type “A” buﬂ‘eryard is required along:this

entire:interface. The specific:deviation includes the construction of a 6-foot high cedar fence along
the northern property line. Because.of'the need for the City toimdintain the sanitary sewer line, the

" applicant has shown the 20-foot ¢asement installed with “grasscrete” pavers, planted-with turf. The

Public Works Department will not allow trees to be’ planted Within this easement due to the possible
invasiveness of their roots. No trees.of shrubs dre shown'to be planted within the easement.

Staff feels that the buifferyard! deviation, as proposed by the applicait, is adequate since the property
to the:north is not developed. Upon industrial devélopimerit to the niorth, a Type “A” bufferyard will
be required of that developmeiit.

West: The western boundary of the development .abuts land which is zoned City I-L (Light
Industrial). A Type “A” bufferyard is required along this entire interface. The specific deviation
includes the coristruction of an §-foot high masonry wall, and. trees planted to lesser degree than
under the Type “A” standard.

Staff feels that because of the greater. number of dwelling units-along-the south property line, a partial
bufferyard, as-proposed by the applicant is adequate.

.East: The eastern boundary of the development abuts:land which is.zoned SFR-4. A Type “A”

bufferyard isrequired along this-entire:interface. Thé:specific deviation along the east side of the site
would be the installation-of the 6-fot.cedar’ fence, install « canopy tiees at the rate of 3 trees per 80
feet, and plant a number of shrubs. The deviation, :again, is based upon the SFR nature of the
adjacent pad lots, and.that the “bufferyard” will actual]y éxist:as the'backyards of those lots that abut
the existing single-famiily residences. The applicant ‘argues that thosé uses are similar and the
deviation can be found to be-acceptable.

Private Streets:

The site will be accessed by-Forest Hills:Drive (private) and Ford Drive, both of which access from
Crater Lake Avenue to the west. The applicant-also proposesto develop Jumper Ridge as a private
street. Due to thenature of the: surroundmg developiient, staffis:of the opinion that the street systern.
has adequate size and ¢apacity dnd-will: adequately serve Sithe proposed development. Maintenance of
these private streets will be the résponsibility of the ‘owiiersiof the developmerit.

Phase 1 proposes-access solely. from Forest Hills Drive.  Phase 2 will require the improvement of a

20-foot wide: paved :section on Ford, Drive from the project. boundary west to Crater Lake Avenue
and is the minimum required paving to:serve ttiis development
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‘Decision: In order to assure two- access points for. the development, the Planning Commission’s

approval included.a condition that the development of Ford Drive take place in conjunction with
Phase 1, and that the Phase 1 development connett with Ford. Drive.

Parking:

Each duplex unit will have two parking spaces. Units.39-62 between Forest Hills Drive and Juniper
Ridge will have garages that will be accessed froman alley-located to the rear of each unit. There will
be two larger parking lots to serve the multi-plex units, located on the west. portion of the
development. The applicant proposes parking spaces located“along Juniper Ridge and Forest Hills
Drive with direct vehicle backup into these private streets. Staffhas some concern regarding vehicle
conflicts with these parking spaces that back directly onto the proposed private streets in those areas
which abut frequently traveled streets. Staff has no particular concern for those spaces located on
Juniper Ridge. Those parking spaces located on the north side of Forest Hills Drive in the proximity
of Lot 81, 85,-and 86, have the potentjal, however, to cause-vehicle conflicts because of the higher
degree of traffic. The development will generate approximately 1026 vehicle trips at build out, and
while not all vehicles will utilize Forest Hills Drive for access when the project is built out,
approximately 600 vehicle trips will pass by these lots during the first phase development. A
condition is inchided that at the time of Site Plan and Architectural Commission review, these parking
spaces be integrated into other parking facilities to minimize vehicle conflicts.

Decision: The Planning Commission modified the recommendation presented by staff to include the
possibility of the parking spaces in the proximity of Lots 81, 85,-and 86 remaining as$ proposed, but be
modified for safety considerations.

The Fire Marshal in the memorandum of June 7, 2001 (Extiibit “G”) has indicated that the applicant is
proposing no parking on Forest Hills Drive from Ford Drive to Juniper Ridge. Additional on street
parking will be provided throughout the rest of the developinent.

Alternate Lights: The applicant proposes to use an alternate method of lighting within the project, as
shown on Exhibit “N.” According to the applicant, the fixture including the luminare will be
approximately 15feet in height. As none of these light fixtures are proposed along public rights-of-
way; this is not actually considered a-deviation.

Lot Dimensions:.

There are a number of lots identified for duplex development that are below the minimum depth
standard of 100 feet for the zoning district. The majority-of these lots have depths which range
between 90 and 96 feet. Given that dwelling units for this development have been specifically
designed to fit each lot, staff has no particular concern.with this deviation, and has determined that
the deviation is reasonable within the context of the planned unit development concept. The multi-
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PUD-01-3 July 26, 2001

family Tots, configured as “pad lots; obviously and logically do not meet width, depth, frontage, and
coverage.

Setbacks:

The architect for the applicant.has indicated that the duplex usiits on lots 39-62 will be 2-story, and
units on lots 1-39, around the perimeter, will be single story. The building envelope indicated on the
preliminary plan indicates that bulldmg walls will be approxiiately 4-to 5 feet from interior property
lines for all duplex units. Only units 39-62 require a deviation from code standards which require an
increase of a one-half -foot setback for each foot of height over 15 feet. Typical setbacks would be 7
feet for building height of 21 feet with a 1-foot eave overhang. Staff has no particular concern and
has determined that the deviation is reasonable within the context of the planned unit development
concept.

Housing Density: The overall density ofthe proposed PUD project.is 15 units per acre which is the
minimum density for this zoning district. The application does not, therefore, include a deviation for
utilizing a density bonus.

Housing Types: The application proposes 100 dwellings in ten structures developed as 8 and 12
unit, 2-story multi-plexes and 31 single-family duplex units.

Common Elements: The proposed PUD includes a playground, parking facilities and driveways
associated with the multiple-family component of the development. The private streets, Forest Hills
Drive and Juniper Ridge are also proposed as a common element.

Site Plan and Architectural Review: The Land Development Code allows for Site Plan and
Architectural review for a PUD, to ‘be-postponed to-sometime-before final plan approval. Building
elevations were not included in the submittal because the applicant is anticipating that the Planning
Commission will delegate authority to the Site Plan and Architectural Commission to review the site
detail, landscaping'and buildifig. archxtecture within the scope allowed under Section 10.230 (G) ofthe

Land Development Code.
Landscaping:

The Parks and Recreation Department has responded (Exhibit “K”) that a review of the landscape
plan was not possible because the plans were incomplete as a legend was not included. A subsequent
plan has been submitted (Exhibit “B”) which included the requisite plant legend and which will be
closely analyzed at the time of a later site review.

Phasing: The application-indicates that the development.of the Mountain Gate Village PUD would
be completed in two (2) phases.. In accordance with the Planning Commission’s approval, access for
Phase 1 will be from both Ford.Drive and Forest Drive.

6
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.

Acceéss:and Street Improvements: The project will be'served by Ford Drive to the north and Forest

Hills'Drive t6 the-south.

Forest Hills Drive is a private street. Ford Drive is public- nght-of-wluch w1ll need to contain a paved
20-foot off-site section to serve this:development. Jackson County ‘Roads in their letter of February 1,

2007 (Exhibit “I”) has recommended the development of left-and- right turn lanes on Crater Lake

Avenue at the Forest Hills Drive entrance of the development. The northbotind access from Crater
Lake Avenue to-Forest Hills drive.will heed to be a right turn taper. A center turn lane in Crater Lake
Avente to Forest Hills Drive is recommended for southbound traffic. The applicant has submitted a
Traffic Impact Study (TIS) which has been reviewed.by the City Engmeermg Department and the
Oregon Departmerit of Transportation (ODOT).

ODOT has jurisdiction at the Crater Lake Avenue/Ford Drive intersection and has responded to the

requested TIA prepared by the applicant. They note that the. TIA indicates that a southbound left
turn lane should be installed in Crater Lake Avenue for.vehicles turning left onto Ford Drive. ODOT
concurs with that recommendation and requests that the unprovement be mstalled prior. to the
development’s use of Ford Drive. :

A sidewalk along the south portion of Forest Hills Drive has been identified. Sidewalks along Ford
Drive will be constructed at the tithe the adjacent property is developed, allowing for the needed
right-of-way.and street improvements. There is an existing:irrigation ditch that abuts the sidewalk on
the Forest Hills Drive access that will be placed underground by the applicant. Due to the narrow
section of Ford Drive right-of-way (20 to 30 feet), a sidewalk connecting to Crater Lake Avenue
cannot be included at this time. A sidewalk along Forest Hills Drive connecting to Crater Lake
Avenue consistent with City of Medford standards is shown on the applicant’s plans.

Decision: The Planning Commission’s approval included a condition that the Forest Hills Drive
sidewalk, from Crater Lake Avemie to Juniper Ridge, be placed as far back from the curb as possible,
with landscaping between the curb and sidewalk.

Rogue Valley Transportation. District:

The Rogue Valley Transportation District (RVTD) has responded to the proposed development
(Exhibit “M”) in which shortcomings of the subject site in.terms of access, both vehicular and
pedestrian, were documented. The:-applicant and the public are, however, now expenencmg the
challenges which have.resiilted from some of the planiiihg decisions of the past. As is typical with
some infill parcels, the existence of abutting development has precluded some of the currently
recognized elements of.good multj-family development, including vehicular and pedestrian traffic
access to streets and walkways.in all directions. Unfortunately, the subject site has limiitations with
existing residential development to the east and south; and the existing industrial zoning and
development to the west; north and south.
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Gomp}ehengive_Pla_n
As per the applicant’s proposed Findings of Fact (Exhibit “D"), the preliminary PUD plan proposal

can be found to be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan goals and policies, which, by their
language or context, are intended to function as PUD approval criteria.

CONSOLIDATED APPLICATION - LAND DIVISION:

SUMMARY OF RELEVANT CRITERIA FOR LAND DIVISION:
The Planning Commission must determine that the application:

L. Is consistent with the €ity's long range Comprehensive Plan and all applicable lot design
standards contained in the Land.Development Code.

2. Will not prevent development 6f adjacent property,.create names which can be confused with
existing developments, and, cause any land use conflicts with-adjoining lands within the EFU
(Exclusive Farm Use) zoning district.

3. Creates-a street pattern which is-consistent with existing street patterns unless the approving
authority finds it is in the public interest to modify a street pattern, distinguishes private
streets from public streets on the plat, sets forth restrictions related to said private streets,
and, if applicable, includes streets and lots which-niaximize use of passive solar energy.

PROJECT REVIEW:

The tentative plat for Mountain Gate Village (Exhibit “C") has been submitted in conjunction with the
PUD application. The 88-lot.subdivision will create 62 single-family duplex residential lots and 25
multiplex-lots. The duplex lots.range in size from approximately 2,790 to 4,230 square feet.

Street Circulation

The proposéd layout of Mountain Gate Village PUD shows access from Crater Lake Avenue via Ford
Drive to the north and Forest Hills Drive to the south. There is no through circulation to the south
and east sides of this development because these.are already developed with residential lots. Traffic
and pedestrian circulation to the north of the site could be improved somewhat by creating a street
stub extension in the vicinity of Lot.13 which could extend to the north to Ford Drive when it is
dedicated and-constructed. However, the downside to.a street.connection is that the land to the north
is zoned for industrial use. It is:not:recommended to- comringle residential and industrial vehicle
traffic. . The streets of this development are private and any maintenance responsibility or damage that

g

owners of the planned unit development.
8 .

Page 16 -



,,A-
)

,

:

PUD-01:3 | July 26, 2001

‘Thie extension of Ford Drive and the improvement ﬁom the- west ‘side of the project boundary to

Crater Lake Avenue to the west:and'to the east will e feqiiitéd.at the time of development of the

- abutting properties to the north.; Ford Drive is designated &8 a résidential street but will carry traffic

fromy:iriduistrial zoned properties.. Exhibit “O” is a représentation of the conceptual connection of

‘Ford' Drive.

Pedestrian Access

Pedestrian circulation within thesite is achieved by sidewalks along all street frontages to Forest Hills

Drive that-connectsto Crater Lake Avenue. There is no potential to:provide pedestrian facilities with

the Ford Drive:right-of:way-at thiis time because. it is only 20 feet wide at the west property line.
Future devélopment of propertles to the north will require dedication and construction of facilities
that will. likely mclude sidéwalks 6n Ford Drive.

.CODE. REQUIREMENT COMMENTS:

Conditions have been included under the "code requirement” section of the report relating to
requireinents from agencies such;as Medford Public Woiks Department, Medford Fire Marshal and
Bear Creek Valley Sanitary Authority.

ACTION TAKEN:

Per the analysis-and conditions contained herein, the Planning; Conifnission found that Mountain Gate
Village Planned Unit Developméit afid‘the 88-lot subdivision met:the:above required criteria of the
Land Development Code, and.detérmined that, with the: conditions:contained herein, the decisional
critéria has beén:met. All proposed:deviations were;a,pproved by the Comimission..

The Planning Commission directéd staff'to prepare a Final-Qrder for. approval of PUD-01-3, per the
Planning Commission Report dated July 26, 2001; including;

Exhibit ‘A™  Preliminary PUDPlan received May 15, 2001;

Exhibit “B”  Préliminary Landscape‘Plan received:May 15,2001;

Exhibit “C*  Amended Tentative'Plat received Jirie:29,2001;

Exhibit “D” ~ Applicant’s proposed Amended Findings;of Fact received May 30, 2001;
Exhibit “E”  Recommendations:fiom:the Public Wrks. Départment dated June 6, 2001;
Exhibit “E”  Memorariduri. from the:Medford Water‘Commiission dated January 31, 2001;
Exhibit “G”  Meémorsndurn from the:Bureau of Fire Prevention:dated June 7, 2001;
Exhibit “H” Memo for Bear Creek Valley-Sariitary District:dated Februaty: 5 2001;
Exhibit “I”  Letter from: Jackson*County Roads dated. February 1, 2001;

Exhibit “)-1" Leétter from Orégon Depaitment of Transportafion dated Jily 5, 2001;
Exhibit “K” Meémorandum:from:the Parks and Recreation Departiment datecl February 5, 2001;
Exhibit “L” Letter‘ﬁ-om Rogue:River Valley Irrigation District received July 5, 2001;

9
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Exhibits“M* Mermoranduin frori'Rogue Valley: Transportation District dated February 8, 2001;
Extibit “N” Proposed Lighting Standard;
Exhibit “O” Conceptual Ford Drive Street Configurétion.

and subject:to-the following conditions which the Planning Commission has the discretion to include:

1.

Prior to issuance of the first building permit, the applicant shall comply with the
recommendations contained in the letter from Jacksorn ' County Roads dated February 1, 2001
(Exhibit "I").

Parking spacesthat.back out onto Forest Hills Drive proxiiate to Lots 81, 85, and 86 shall be
integrated into proposed offstreet parkmg facilities;.or modified for safety considerations, and
be included on site plans'at the time of review by the Site Plan‘and Architectural Commission.

Prior to-issuance of the: bulldmg permits for:development, which will utilize For Drive for
vehiculai access, a centerleft turn lane in Crater Lake Avenue at Ford Drive shall be installed.

Development of Ford Drive, as proposed, shall take place as Phase 1 is initiated and require
that Phase 1 be connected to Ford Drive.

The sidewalk.on the:southsside- of Forest Hills Drive from Crater Lake Avenue to Juniper
Ridge shall be-pliiced .a5-far back from the curb as the site.makes possible, with landscaping
between the sidewalk and thie road, at the discretion of the Site Plan and Architectural
Commission:

The standard light fixture developed and submitted for. approval by the applicant must provide
the Site Plan and Architectural Commission with specifications for street light shielding,
showing; that light will-bé: -difécted dowriward.

The Site Plan and Architectural Commission. shall-.determine that all landscape plantings
located around the perimeter of the site, mcludmg the “grass -crete” pavers, meet reasonable

.compliarice with the: buﬂ'ermg criteria. -All fénces and walls required by the Land
‘Development Code shall be constructed. This-condition shall not delimit review by the Site.
"Plan and. Archrtectural Cominission.

Prior to approyal of the-final PUD plan, buildingarchiitecture and site and landscape plans for
Mountain ‘Gate: Villagé shall be-submiited for :review by the Site Plan and Architectural
Commission, in:accordance with Section 10.285 through 10.292.

LAND DEVELOPMENT.CODE'.‘REQUIREMENTS

This is a list of Land Development Code requiremerits that have been developed from an
administrative review of the proposal. The Plannirig Commission cannot modify or delete the
requirements.

10
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s

Priof: to! issuanice of bulldmg perrmts. the:applicant shall receive final PUD Plan approval
pursuant to Section 10,240 of the Land Development :Code and final plat approval of the
proposed subdivision.

Prior to final plan approval for Mountain Gate: Village RUD; the final plat for the subdivision
shall be approved by the Planning Department, with:a mylar copy of the recorded plat
returnéd.to the Planning Départinerit.

Prior to final plan and final plat approval for Mountain Gate Village PUD or per any other
stated timing factors, the applicarit shall comply with:the Recommendations from the Public
Wortks Department, dated June 6, 2001 (Exliibit “E™). ’

Prior to final plan approval,;the applicant shall -assure that the project will comply with all
récommendations contained.in the Mémoraiidiim from the Bureau of Fire Prevention, dated
June7, 2001 (Exhibit “G”) relating to hydrant installation and address signs.

Building permits for the: proposed lots shall not ‘be, issued prior to a Mylar copy of the
recorded final plat being returned to the Plarining Departmient.

MEDFORD PLANNING COMMISSION

G Pl

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA: JULY 12,2001

JULY 26,2001

H
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IN THE MATTER OF AN APPLICATION
FOR A PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT
(PUD) PROPOSED FOR AN 11.25 ACRE
SITE LOCATED OFF CRATER LAKE AVE.,
Viewcrest Construction, Inc., Applicants;
Hoffbuhr & Associates, Inc., Surveyors &

Planners, Agents

BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION FOR THE CITY OF MEDFORD, OREGON:

'. . 50.2, page 14

File PUD 01-03

. Amended
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

“MOUNTAIN GATE VILLAGE”
A PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

May 2001

has® s? N N’ Nt N’ Nt® st au® N s ¥ Nt st

Date:

Applicant:

Property Owner:

Agent:

Architect:

I._Findings of Fact Pertaining to the Site:
December 19, 2000; Amended February 14, 2001, May 29, 2001

Viewcrest Construction, Inc. (Brian Reed & Mark Owen)
529 Edwards Street

Medford, OR 97501

(541) 858-8130

Same as Applicant (contractual purchase)

Hoffbuhr and Associatés, Inc.,
1062 East Jackson Street
Medford, OR 97504

(541) 7794641

Dan Herton, Architect 2000
169 W. Main Street, P.O. Box 682
Eagle Point, OR 97524

(541) 830-1014 : CECE
_CITY. OF MEDFORD RECEVED
j,-""‘ S DY MY 30 200
1 4 PLANNING ngpT




Property:

Land Use:

Proposed Use:

Location:

Zoning District:

~ Access:

Public Facilities:

. . 50.2, pige 15

T.37S, R2W;- Section'08CC, Tax Lots 100, 200, 202; 900 and
1000, Medford, Jackson County, Oregon

The site consists of 11.25 acres total, and is vacant.

Properties in the.vicinity are-.a mix of generally developed sites
developed in"SFR-4 usesito the-east and south, with Light
Industrial to.the north, and Regional Commercial to the west. Of
the site, 10:66 acres is available for development (zoned MFR-20)
and the balance, .59 acres, is Zoned |-L and is used only for
access due t6 shape and size (50 feet x 623 feet).

Planned Unit Development (PUD) for residential housing,
consistent with the criteria:for'same .as.contained in Section 10.230
of the Medford Land Developmént Ordinance, and the underlying
MFR-20 zoning. The PUD process.is used to allow development
using private streets, différent lighting standards, and to request
minor deviations to the bufferyard standards, setbacks and a lot
depth issue for a portion of the site, and to allow for 100

muitiple family units structured in 8 and 12-plex configurations,
with'62: padlots (duplex units) in two phases, with the duplexes,
which are single stary with yards, backing up to the SFR-4 areas:

The site is Iocated north of Delta Waters Road, and east of Crater
Lake Highway. The site is within:2 blocks of Kennedy School, and
Park, and within 1 mile of:the Roberts Road Fire Station (Station
#4).

MFR-20 (Tax.Lots 100, 200, 202 and 1000); and I-L (Tax Lot
900). The proposal for a PUD incorporates these uses, utilizing
the I-L. zoned.parcel for access only.

Access is from Crater Lake Avenue via a new private street, Forest
Hills Drive, :as well:as a proposed use of Ford Drive. Development
of single family subdivisions to'the east and south of the project
have eliminated-thé pos5|blllty ‘of interconnectivity in those
directions, Interial circulation is'contained within the project, with
access.-to Crater Lake Avenue, both of which are long enough to
provide forstacking of.traffic (see plans).

Category A public facilitiés exist in the vicinity to service the
property. (See Section V below).

2
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Il._Background and Scope:of the Application:

The purpose of this application is to submit a request for approval of a tentative
Planned Unit Development (PUD) for a tract-of approximately 11.25 acres, located East
of Crater Lake Avenue, south of Owens Drive:and.north of Delta Waters Road in
northeast Medford.

The application contains a tentative plat concurrent with the application, and
several minor deviations. Thése deviations include buffer yard reduction issues, lot
depth and coverage on several parcels, setbacks and approval of private streets, with
two private access/public utility easements.

The subject tract consists of five separate tax lots. Zoning for the tract is MFR-
20 (Multiple Family, 20 units per-acre) for four of the parcels, containing 10.66 acres,
with one parcel of .59:acres zoned I-L (Light Industrial, which is used for access).
Basis for the size of the tract is information gleaned from Hoffbuhr & Associates,
Surveyors and Planners.

The developmient of the:site via a Planned Unit Development (PUD) project is
submitted as the property has a number of constraints, based upon the following:

(a) Size, shape and location of the property;

(b) Access restrictions;

(c) Levels of development on abutting parcels in different zoning districts;

(d) Buffering requirements (as the land Iies between Light.Industrial and Single
Family Residential;

(e) Zoning of the tract (a mix of MFR-20 and Light Industrial).

This PUD uses a mix of housing densities and types to effect a reasonable use
of the land within these-constraints. The proposed development consists of 162 units,
developed in a mix of higher density apartment units on the west side of the site, and a
“padiot” development for duplex-units that abuts existing SFR~4 developed-lands.

Page 25
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1il.__Standard§ aiid Ciiteria:
As noted:above, this application is preseéiited as a PUD primarily because

A) The project hias'two:zoning designations: (although one designation, the L-|
zone, is simply on the access),

B) a need to:process-a tentative plat.and a multaple-famlly development project
simultaneously, to allow-a mix of housing type-: -and 'uses-that is dictated by
exastlng land use -and development on abuttmg paroels., and

C) provides for a number of deviations.from the Genéral Provisions of the
Medford Land Development Code (MLDC) These deviations are generally
related to bufferyard and setback standards Iot configuration and private stréets
and accesses, and dictated by property $ize, shape and density requiréments of
the zoning district.

The-uses requested areoutlined in Chapter 10:230 of the Medford Code, which
notes-that the purpose and'intent of the PUD approach

...permits. greater flexibility in. urban development that would otherwise be
poss:ble under the strict requirementsiof the .Code. The intent is to seive the

following purposes:
1. To promote more;creative and:imaginative urban development;
2. To promote urban .development that is more compatible with the natural

-topography;

To.preserve.important natural features:and.scenic.qualities of the land.

To promote.more;economical urban:development while not materially

compromisingitheipublic health, safety or general welfare.

To promote.a more efficient use of urbanizable.land; A

To promote.a mixture of land.uses and housing types that are thoughtfully

planned and: mtegrated

To.perniit infill development oh. paicéls:that.are otherwise difficult or

:mposs:ble to develop,

8. To promote the. development utlllly and-appropriate maintenance of open
spaces-and other: elements?mtended for ‘common use and ownership.”

o0 AW

~N
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. . 50.2, page 18

Section 10.235:of the:PUD Ordinance. provude for the procedures and criteria.for

applying for a PUD. In‘this case, the followirig. .criterig-are identified:

g

a

“10.235(A)(1): Current Assessor’s:Map with-paircel.identified;

10.235(A)(2): Preliminary PUD Plan (16 copies).and supplemental materials
addressing the Site Plan-and Architectural Review, procedures noted in Section
10.287;

10.235(A)(3): A'narrative description of the.PUD:which shall cover nature,
planned use and:maintenance of any. property héld within common ownership;
listing:of any-and-all-code deviations with a.brief: explanatton which covers the

nature and extent of theideviation; signs, :f,appllcable -a development schedule,

gross-acreage, and written.findings addressing:Section 10.235.

10.235(A)(4): Whitten:findings of fact and.conclusions of law.addressing the
criteria‘contained.in ‘Subsection 10. 235(C),-and which.may also.cover the
narrative-description-required in Subsection 10.235(A)(3).

10.235(A)(5): Names‘and.addresses of owners of land within 200 feet of the
PUD:."

The City of Medford Planning Commission isithe‘approval agency for Planned

Unit Developments (PUDs),.Zofe-Changes andother applications for land develop-
ment in the City:of Medford.

The applicant undérstands. that the- Planning Commission, in the case of PUD

applications, :generally. defers-to;the-Architectural and Site.Plan Committee for all
decisions involving architecture, site-plan constrainfs and landscaping issues. The
applicant stipulates to that as;a condition of approval, and will be processing a
subsequent application with-the.Architectural and.Site Plan-Committee for review .

The follawmg Informa'non will provide documentation to support consistency with the
applicable criteria.
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Vi. Demonstration of Compliance:

The criteria in.Section 10.235'require’that certain: steps be taken in order for a
PUD-to be accépted and.approved by the City-of Medford. ‘The following information is
submitted to demonstrate compliance with these:cfiteria:

Section 10.235(A)(1): Current Assessor's Map:with PUD boundaries noted:
FINDING:

The City of l.\'.liedf'oggqﬁil_l_ds"_that the application‘includes a current
Assessor’s Ma’p.With"th’e boundaries-of the-PUD clearly outlined, consistent
wnth this r‘equifémént‘. The *map iﬁdnéafesfthé Si'z'e, shape and Ioc‘at:on of
development.in this Puq "as well'as Tax Lot 900, which is the pa,,rcel
anticipated for access: to the development.

Section 10. 235(A)(2) A ‘preliminary PUD plan and 21 copies is required, with
supplemenital materials conformmg to Site Plan:and Architectural Review application
requiremerits as noted in ‘Sectior 10.287. The PUD shall include preliminary plansifor
providing water and sewer. service, with a. conceptual footprint for each planned
building if other than single-family use.

FINDING:

The City of Medford finds that a prelimiinary. plan for “Mountain Gate
Village; A PUD” has:been prepared by:a licensed architect; Dan Horton,
and that the plat has been prepared by a‘licensed surveyor; Hoffbuhr-and
Associates; Inc. and both are submitted as Exhibit A to these fi findings.
There have:been’21 copies prepared, including.one copy suitable for
photocopying.

The preliminary PUD.plan includes the:tentative plat for 62 duplex units
(developed:as 62:padiots), and 100 multiple famlly units that are:broken
into varied multi-plex lots, With: Comimon area and private streets: The-plat
complies;with the underlying 2oiing; witliout:any allowance for a density-
bonus arising. from the PUD?prqc,es_"éj The Site Plan and Architectural
Review Requirements are noted:within the following information pertaining
to the appiication.
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Section 10.235(A)3): This section requires that.a narratlve description of the PUD
should be prepared for the- application.

FINDING:

In addition to the requirement:noted above,-Section 10.235(4) requires
findings, which may-also include the narrative description of the PUD. To
l|m|t confusaon and dup'lncate mformation, the provusaons of Section
prowslons of Section 10. 23§(C) With this inforination, the City of Medford
finds the application is consistent with: Section 10.235(A)(3)-

Section.10.235 (A)(4): This section requires that findings of fact and conclusions of
law be submitted which address:the approval-criteria in-Subsection 10.235(C), and
‘which may include a narrative: descnptnon as required above. In viewing the property
against'the purpose and intent of the PUD Ordinance, Sections 10.230 through. 10.235,
the applicant submits:that the.application is.consistent with the preliminary criteria as
contained in Section 10.235(C), as noted herein;

Section. 10.235(C)(1): Compliance with Development Code:  The PUD
‘must comply with the:applicable requirements of this Code, except those for
which a deviation -has been approved under-subsection 10.230(D):

Discussion and Narrative:

“Mountgln G_ate V|Ilag§ a I?U,D' ,wh_lch is prqposeg _fo_r the five existing tax lots that
make upthisitract. The developable portioris of this-property consist of 10.66 acres of
Iand.zoned MFR:20, with the.fifth. parcel of .59 acre used for-access to Crater L.ake
Avénue.

The development.submitted as.a PUD contains:62.duplex, or pad.lots, designed
to provide a transition from the-abutting single family units to'the east and south, and
twenty-five (25) 4-plex units, broken-out:in:five:(5) 8:plex:structures and five (5) 12-plex
structures, which will be divided and sold asjindicated:on the plat, for a total of 87 lots:
The 88th “lot’ is being reflected as the:common.area (walkways, drives, parking areas
and landscaping). The project will be-processed.as:a PUD, with 162 dwelling units
upon completion within the 88 lots.
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The padiots:and buildings upon those! lots:will.be:available for individual sale;
and each'of the multlplex structuresiis: deslgned and platted to:alloweach: 4-plex to be
offered for sale-separately. Each purchaser of'a bunldlng will receivefifle.fo a‘padiot
and building, be it'a duplex:or a 4-plex struciiire, dependirig upon the-unit.

The purpose behind the division of the property ‘in this manner is to comply with
lender requirements:for residential, versus commercial, loans, and to provide an
opportunity for affordable housing, both in terms of rental units and padiot sites that
provide for, essentially, single. famuly ownership. Additionally, the padiots are designed
toinclude prlvate outdoor yard-space, consistent with the provisions of 10.703(2) (This
will be discussed under-the:deviations section).

The application is;proposed to be processed in‘two Phases, Phase 1, which
includes:all of the 8 and12 plex units, as well as 26.of the:padiots; and Phase 2,
which-provides for the balance. of the- padiot units, a-total of 36 units.

CC&Rs:and'a Homéowner's Association Déclaration have been prepared for the
project and-are attached as exhibits.

The-significant-deviations from the gerieral'scope and intent of the Medford Land
Development Ordinance proposed as part of:this PUD, are-as follows:

A) A deviation from Section 10.795 (Bufféryards) pertaining to buffer standards;;
B) A deviation-to.allow private streets; ‘two:access:ways/PUEs, and setbacks;

C) A-deviation from:Section 10.703(2)slb-.§xpja'ﬁd private outdoor yard space;
D).A deéviation to-allow alternative lighting within the project; and

E) A-deviatioi for fot’depths on specific.lots-within the Padlot areas.

by’ the memorandum placed‘m the reeord by: the Rogue Valley Transportatron District,
the application is:consistent:with the densrty requirements of the existing zoning.
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Maximum density for the-MFR:20.zoning district for this property would allow
213 dwelling units; the minimum density-in the MFR-20 district would allow 159 units:
the application reflects 162 units. The:property zoned I-L (Light Industrial) is not
counted as part of the allowable density, since the.property is not zoned for residential
uses, and is sized and shaped so that it can only be used for access. -

‘The proposed density is.very workable for the.site, given the fact the design

" includes single story duplex units that abut the existing single family area to the east

‘the single family neighborhoods, and eliminating the pote

and south that has already been developed, and which provide a transition from the
SFR uses to the more dense apartment sites, separating-the apartments (2 story) from

, _ ential of having 2-story units
“looking down” into the backyards of abutting SFR-zoned properties.

As noted herein, the property is difficult to develop due to size and shape, as
well as the location, since:it lies between single family uses that have been developed
for some time, and the more intensive Light Industrial and Régional Commercial uses
to the west, and Light Industrial uses to the south and noith.

Again, the padiot (duplex) Iots on the periphery'are designed to provide for
owner-occupied dwellings:that will effectively provide for a transition between the
densities. The location of.the. more dense uses, to the western side of the property,
also provides for a minimal noise barrier for the existing single family neighborhood
from the highway (noise being only buffered by mass‘or distance).

Essentially, the tract contained within this PUD proposal will be developed
concurrently, but in 2 Phases, as shown on the:preliminary PUD plan. Since the

-applicant anticipates the physical development and sales to occur consecutively, it is

apparent that the project will probably be built out within 18 to 36 months.

Architectural and Site Plan.review criteria-are found in Section 10.285 of the
Medford Land Developmenit Code. This section notes.that Site Plan and Architectural
review is required of all projects which are not exempteq frqm the Development Permit

The ‘padlots- located:within the center section ofthé.PUD, (lots 39 through 62)
are designed to front the new private streets (Forest Hills Drive and Juniper Ridge) and
will be served, for purposes of garage entrances and off-street parking, from an alley
that bisects that portion of theitract. ~
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This section of the development will have the PUEs located in the private
streets, and not on the lot-frontages, due.to the constraints.of getting appropriate
numbers of units to comply with the underlying zoning. This section-of the:PUD has a
lot coverage sornewhat greater than 40% (as do lots 35 through 38). However, due to
the locational aspects-of the site, the playground area; landscaping and parking, the
overall project lot coverage is-31% (Total Site:area: 465,220 square feet; fotal site
coverage, including patios and garages, 183,285 square feét). Since lot coverage is

based on a project-wide evaluation, the application;is consistent with this standard.

EINDING:.

The application is consistent with all applicable provisions of the Medford
Land Development.Code as it applies to the Planned Unit Development
option, with the deviations noted herein.

FINDING:

There are several minor deviations from the Code, authorized by Section
10.230(D)(7); théy have'been listed above: The necessity for these
deviations is based upon several factors: ‘a) a need to buffer the existing
Single Family Residential units on the east and south from higher-density
uses; b) Allowing PUEs for the central portion. of the duplex development
be met by placing utilities in the private streets, allowing for smaller lots
consistent with the shape and size of the property; c) a deviation from
setbacks, again consistent with the size and shape of the property, and d)
a deviation to allow private streets, access; and alternative lighting
systems, and finadlly, €) a deviation for private outdoor yard space per
review under Section 10.703(2).

In order to balance the:development between the minimum density
requirement in-the MFR-20 district, and to place a reasonable development
on site.to meet. the factors above, the applicant feels the deviations are
necessary to protect abutting land uses from intensive development
impacts while allowing a reasoned development of the site.
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The proposed PUD plan isiconsistent with the:requirements.fora PUD as
noted in' Section 10.235. The property is subject to the provisions for Site
Plan and Architectural Review, since the.dévélopment is multiple-family
residential use'with common.areas-and private drives; architectural detail
is shown for information only, and will.be/presented to the:Site Plan and
Architectural Review:Comimission for final review. The density on this site
is consistent with'applicable zoning, within the 160-213 unit range provided
by the Code.

):: Réstfictions on Development: The property is not.subject to
any-of'the- followmg measures,.or ‘if subject thereto;.the’'PUD can be approved under
the standards and criteria: thereunder

“a) Moratorium on oonstructlon or land development, pursuant to ORS 197.505
throiigh ORS 197.540;-as'amended;

b) Public Facilities Strategy pursuant to ORS 197.768, as amended;
¢) Limited Service. Area adopted as. part of.the; Medford Comprehensive Plan.”
FINDING:

The:subject propeity’is not.governed.by:any moratorium, public facilities
strategy as outlined’by théstatutes, nor is‘it:subject to application of a
Limited Service Area which was adoptéd.as part-of the Medford
Comprehensive Plan.

“§u_bqut t_o a moratonum” smce;the intersection of Delta Wgters and Crater
Lake: Highiway have.been.folind to be failing; the'memorandum is not
consistent with the provisnons for moratoriums;as defined’in ORS 197.505.
The Revised Statutes:require:the Clty to declare a moratorium under
197.520,.and establishia program of how:toisolve the issue (ORS 197.530).
The:writer of thé.memorandim from RVID is obviously not familiar with the
requirements.of the State.of Oregon; ‘pertaining to moratorium:actions; or
the.application of OAR'660-12:060, which specifi ically discusses changes
to functional plansaandlor land usesregulatuons A PUD is a permitted use

in this:district, subject.oniyfo‘compliance:with development standards.

11
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I
Most: importantly;. this land use action’is not a:zone change or plan request;
that:would'In- any:way. ‘be consldered a‘charige-in afunctional pian-or land
use regulation which would increase allowable:densities for:the property.
The site.is being: developed to the lowest«allowable density based upon the
location, zoning, size-and shape of the property; and the levels of single
family development-that:abut the east-and southem boundaries of the
‘property, and-as such, reflects simply'a manner of development rather than
a sngniﬁcant change i'the density on site. Approval of this application
.does:not trigger any reviéw undér OAR 560-1 2-060,.since this is not an
amendment to any:functional plan, or a:Jand use:change that would
gignificantly affect:a transportation facility. The site is subject only to
devélopmental criteria, such as a.demonstration-of compliance with traffic
safety issues.

Section 10:235(C)3): The PUD is consistent with‘the:Goals-and Policies of the
Comprehensive Plan, if any; which by language:or:context. were intended to function as
approval criteria for planriéd unit developments.

Discussion:

The: apphcant has:identified.and addressed the following Comprehensive Plan
elements‘and mapping criteria:to.demonstrate’ that the application is consistent with-the
provisionsiof the. City of'‘Medford Comprehensive Plan:

A. General Land Use. Plan Map:

The’subject property, which is a tract-of-approximately 11.25 acres, with 10.66
developable:under the:MFR-20. criteria, and the bélance, 59 acres, zoned L-|, being
used for-access, is:an.area of the community that has been the subject of a great deal
of'work:over:the past fivé yéars.

The City-of Medford has zoned the general area:a mix of single and muitiple
family zoning; along with Light Industrialrand:commercial uses along Crater Lake
Avenue. Much of this:zoning pre:dates the adoptuon of the existing Transportation
Planning Rule: (OAR 660-12). The:site'isishown:on‘thé:GLUP map designations as
“UHDR?" or Urban, High: Density Residentidl: Zoring isConsistent with the GLUP Map.
Density ranges.@re 15 to 20 dwellings per acre:
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Crater Lake Avenue is, in this location, designated as a major arterial street.
Arterial stréet improvements:are provided by-SDC charges,assessed to abutting and
developing areas within the corridor area. With the exception of Ford Drive, no other
streets have been designed to provide for access to this project due to pre-existing
development and a lack of access to the south, north or east.

At this juncture it appears that the proposed development will access Crater
Lake Avenue via Tax Lot.900, the,primary access point, with an additional access to
Crater Lake Avenue via Ford Drive on the northérn portion of the property. .

FINDING:

Thee City of Medford finds that this application is consistent with the
General Land Use.Plan Map desagnation for Urban, High Density
Residential, as approved by the City of Medford.

Predominant Zoning is MFR-20, which allows from 159.9 to 213 units on
site (the proposal is for 162 units on site). The L-l zoned parcel is currently
partially developed for access, and will be completed to provide the
primary access to the site. Additional access will be via Ford Drive.

The PUD requirements, with application to the MER-20 designation, will
meet the criteria for implementation of the PUD. 10.68 acres, multiplied by
the appropriate densities, allows a maximum of 213 units and a minimum
of 159.9 units; the site will be developed to 162 units, well within the
confines of the Plan and Zoning criteria.

B. Consistency With 'i'h'e Applicable Goals and Policies:

In-addition to a demonstration of compliance with the Plan Map, the application
should also, demanstrate compliance with'the applicable Goals and Policies of the
Comprehensive. Plan. These are noted below:
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A._Environmental Elenment:

The-environmental element of:tfe-Méedford Comprehensive Plan isa detailed
delmeatlon and listing’ of the various physucal attrlbutes'that make up the Medford
.urbamzable area, including stich topics as clifdte;dit-and water quality; topography,
natiiral hazards, historic.and clltural areas and related features.

The Goals:and Policies:of-this element are oriented in such a way to insure that
urbaf land.usés:are planned located and developed in such manner as to minimize
conflicts'withithe various envnronmental issues and potentlal hazards such as flood,
.landshde and: the like. The Goals and POlICleS are speclfcally dlrected to the Staff and
reeogmtlon (fiood plains, for example) are reeogmzed and dealt with in a development
proposal.

FINDING:

The site js.not:reflected on any Goal § inventory or mapping for historical,
cultural, or social'resources. There. appear 'to be no archeological features
that:apply to this:site. The development of the:PUD on the property is
required by its multuple-famlly zoning; and" the obvious diffi culty of
mcorporatmg a reasonable: design intoa project surrounded by diverse
land uses (commercial, industrial and single:family).

“within any ﬂoodway or floodplain, orin; ;any-area.of'geologic hazard. With
the existing MFR-20*zomng, and acknowledgment of that use with the
deslgn criteria. assigned by the City for a PUD the application can be
found to be-consistént with the Goals and Policies of the Environmental
Element. The-only applicable review in; this iistance is compliance with
the requests-of the: lrrigation district regarding no impact on the Hopkins
-Canal.

The:developmernit'is designéd to insure that the construction on site is not

B. Economic Element:

The econoniic.element is:a seftof'policies‘and:goals that are somewhat narrow in
focus, and.are designed to address the commumty—wude economlc development plan.
Withi the changes that have:occurred in.the: Medford areain terms of resource based
industries; the:economic focus ofithe-City has. shlfted from.a.manufacturing and
agricultural base to one that.is-even meresservnce ofiented: regional medical facilities,
regional retirsment facilities, recreation and home: construcllen

14:
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The Economic:Element.does address, in, Polncy 4.0f Goal 1, the néed‘to.monitor
growth and developmient issues. These pollcy statements and: the |mplementat|on
strategies discuss the‘construction and: development:related industries, which have
become essential to-a pait.of the local economy. These strategies-are consistent with
the overall policy to make:Medford comipetitive -economically on & statewide and
regional basis.

FINDING:

The City of Medford can find that this-application is consistent with the
provisions of thie Goals and Policies-within'the Economic Element,
particularly Goal 1, which addresses thie.growth-and development issues
facing the city. The:site is-also consistent with the Purpose and Intent
Statement of Section 10.230 of the: PUDrequirements of the Ordinance.

This application.will make a minor impact on the housing market (adding,
eventually, 162 gross.uriits to the inventory) and does represent infill
development consistent with the overall goal, of divérsifying the size, shape
and location of new:development, again.consistent with Section 10.230.
The application is consistent with this goal as:well.

C. Housing Element:

A review of the Housing Element Goals. and Guidelines indicates that this
applicatien is in fact consistent'with Goal 2, Policy 2A (..:fo prevent spraw! and provide
a compact urban form that preserves: I:veabmly -and ‘adjacent resource lands...).

The.application is also consistent with Implementation Strategy 1-B(4)
(:-:emphasize. preservation. and/or rehabilitation:of the existing supply of....affordable
housing...” and Strategy 1:B(5) (... Encourage ‘annéxation:of unincorporated developed
nheighborhdods...). '

Goal 4 applies, in‘thiat goal requires the city'to-

“...provide. equal opportumty for safe, decent, sanitary and affordable housing for
all residents:ofthe city of Medford, regardless ;of 'sex,. age, race, color, religion,
mental or. ph ysical disability, sexual onentatlon mafital or family status or
national ongin, in conformance wrth the’ Federal. Fair Housing Act of 1988 and the
Amigricans With'Disabilities Act 6f-1990:”
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Addmonally, Goal 5'applies: Sincé it requires the City'td ensure opportunities-for
the>provision: ‘of adequate housing unlts in:a quahty drvrng environment,-at:fypeés.and
densrtles that are commensurate wrth the fi nanclalacapabrlltres of all present and future

-and apply zoning districts in‘a falr ‘and responsnble manner.

The subject propertyis.located in northeast'Medford, and is surrounded by lands
that:are generally already*developed in a mix-of uses: Light Industrial to the north,
northwest and southwest; ‘SFR-4 1o the east, south and southeast, -and light industrial
and:regional commercial to thie west, and more: light-industrial to the souith.

Zoning on this:site:is;consistent with existing;and proposed densities in the
vicinity. ‘This.site‘is simply a.continuation of the exrstmg urban level of development
thathastoccurred in this area over the past twenty years.

FEINDING:

The: Clty of Medford'canfind that this apphcatlon is consistent with all of
the appllcable goals and policies of the I-lousmg Element as noted above.
The.City:can find'thatithere is a need for-additional iands properly zoned in
the western Medford aréa.

The:Comprehensive Plan:and the existing:zoning provides the City with the
appropriate tools for managmg the growth and development in:this.general
area, consistent with the:underlying zoiiing ‘and the. housing necessary to
meet:the anhual, growth:rate, yet in sucha ianiiér as to eliminate or
mitigate potential, probléems arising from development along Crater Lake
Avenue and Delta'Waters Road. The provision of:safe, adequate and
sanitary housmg is an issue that is addressed every day by the
development.commiunity with infill projectsisiich as these.

Medford is growing‘at/approximately 2. 3% .t0.2.9% every year, accordiiig to
thie Portiand State' Umversnty Population ‘aiid Ceiisus bureau. This
‘translates:to.between 1160 to1334 new persons‘annually'in the city that
needsafe and adequate:housing.. Allowmg diversity and infill to.meet that
need is a sighificant part of ¢6mplying with the goals and policies of the
Housing Element.
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F. Public Faciiities: Element:

. The Public Facilities:Element was:designed.to insure that there has been
adequiate planning for Catego:y ‘A public facilitiest(water, sewer, storm drainage and
transportation); The Public Facilities Element also:addresses Category B public
facilities:and services {police, fire, parks, and schools).

‘Goal:#1, Policy 3, of the{Public Facilities Element. notes that in order to provide
for maximum consustency and coordination of individual public facility plans, the Land
Use:Element MATS sectors:will:serve as the basic: 'geographic planning unit whenever
possible. In. this case, the property does lie within a;MATS sector.

Goal.2 notes that:the City shall make.every “reasonable” éffort to assure a
continuing-and:consistent process:for the develépmenit, coordination and prioritization
of the city ‘public facilities Capital Improvement:Program. The various SDC ordinances
and fees.are the implementation of:that program;: however, continued development
and construction drives the collection of those fées:

‘Goal'3, Policy 1 delineatés what are esseéntial urban facilities and services to
provide for “minimum adequate service levels? Thése.include both the Category A
and Category B facilities; although Category B facilitiés.aré generally described as
those that are essentially “ré-active” to the: deveIopment process: Category A Public
Facilities are generally-descfibed in Table B 6f:thé Public:Facilities Element in the
Medford Comprehensive Plan; These faciliti€s.arg; specifically,

Wastewater Collection:

Wastewater Treatment;

Water Supply, Freatment:and Distribution;

Storm Drainage

Transportation facilities; including streets, publicitiansit; etc.

ODooOo oo

Avdilability of the Catégoiry.A public facilifies, :as they relate to this application,
are-described asfoilows:

Wastewater:Collection:

The subject property isicurrently:served by the City'of Medford. Treatment is
provided.by the Regional Wastewater Treatment'Plant. This area is served as part'of
the Medford. Sanitary Sewer: 'system; whichis a'larger-trurik line in Crater Lake Aventie.

Anew 8" line will provide adequate sewage collection for-the project. Adequate
capacity is available inthe:vicinity to provide for this use.
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Wastewater Treatment:

Wastewater treatment is provided by a regional ' Wastewater Treatment Plant
located north of Kirtland Road, and west of the existing Robert Duff potable water
treatment plant. The wastewater plant currently serves:approximately 115,000
persons county wide. The capacity of the.regional facility, according to the plant
operations manager, is approximately 191,000 persons, which provides a capacity to
approximately the year 2010. ‘The plant has the:capacity to serve the expected
population growth within that planning period.

The regional wastewaterfacility receives:SDCs (Systems Development
Charges) that are dedicated for the expansion and maintenance of the facility. Current
plans call for an expansion of the plant within the next five years to deal with current
'growth rates. Adequate.capacity exists at the plant to serve the subject property.

‘Water Supply, Treatment-aind Distribution:

Potable water supp'[y‘ for the greater Medford area is provided by the Medford
'Water Commission (MWC), which provides potable water for Medford, Ceritral Point,
White City, Eagle Point, Phoenix, and several smaller water districts. The Commission
will be providing potable water to the City of Talent in the near future.

‘ Primary sources for the MWC system are Big Butte Springs, at the base of Mt.
Mcl.aughlin, as well as supplementary supplies.from the Rogue River (Lost Creek
impoundment). The MWC system'is capable of- serving the water needs of the region
until the year 2050, based upon a service population estimated today at approximately
80,000 persons. Current usage is reflected in a maximum-day consumption.of 45 MGD
(Million Gallons per Day) and a:maximum capacity of 56.5MGD. Like wastewater,
there are SDCs that apply for the eventual expansion and upgrading of the existing

supply.

Treatment is provided for surface water by the Robert Duff water treatment plant
located at Table Rock Road:and:the;Rogue River. This.is a state-of-the-art sand filter
system, with chlorination for disinfection. The: tréatment plant comes on line only when
the Big Butte Springs supply needs augmentatlon from the River. The Medford Water
Commission.has .obtained significant water rights’for water stored and impounded at
Lost Creek Lake.
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Distribution systems servirig this sité incliide:8" lines.located in abutting ROWSs,
that will be utilized for looping if necessary. MWC requirements include looping of
systems within the PUD, in¢luding‘fire hydrants; the.PUEs for such uses will be located
within the private streets. Each lot that could be viewed as a separate parcel (i.e.,
duplex.or 4-plex lot) will bé required to have a meter. The existing lines can be
extended as part of the watér system in the vicinity. The extension of water service to
serve the site is the responsibility of the applicants. Adequate water supply is available
to:serve the site. Coordination of this development with proposals in the vicinity will be
necessary to ensure propér looping within the pressure zones, and coordinated with
the MWC staff. Adequate capacity exists to serve the subject property.

Storm Drainage;

Again,storm drainage will be required upon development of the property. Storm
drainage facilities exist west of the property, as-part of the City of Medford Master
Storm-drain plan. An additional drainage exists'through the property, which is a small
creek that will be maintained:on site as a landscaped feature. Underground storm
drains exist in the vicinity of Crater Lake Avenue; as well as roadside ditches in the
vicinity, which are part of the overall City of Medford Master Storm Drain program.

. Storm drainage will be collected in an underground system that will be designed
in accordance with the City of Medford Master Storm Sewer Program, as established by
the 1996 Drainage Utility Study. Adequate capacity and facilities exist to serve the
site. -

FINDING:

The City of Medford has adopted a series:of Ordinances that implement the
Goals and Policies of this element. Systems Development Charges,
development permit fees and development:of.a capital improvement
‘program for 'Catqgory A facilities (Water, Sewer, Streets and Drainage)
indicate that the City has provided for adequate supplies of water,
wastéwater treatment, drainage and street.development within the city.
Applications that comply. with the requiremients of these ordinances and
plans are consistent with the Public Facilities Elerent.
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Transportation Element:

The Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan outlines the goals and
policies adopted by the Cltyﬁ)f Medford to address. transportatlon |ssues However
rule to local le‘lSdlCtIQnS has rendered the transportatuon element goals and policies
moot. In this case, we will address the Transportation Planning Rule below.

FINDING:

The City of Medford can find that if an application can demonstrate
compliance with the Transportation Planning Rule (OAR 660-Division 12)
then the application can be found to bé consistent with the applicable
Goals and Policies contained in the Transportation Element.

Compliance with OAR 660:Division 12: Transportation Planning Rule

Compliance with the Transportation Planning Rule also responds to the various
policy and goal questions raised-within the Transportation Element of the
Comprehensive Plan: Since Medford is in the process.of adopting a new Transportation
Systems Plan (TSP) which will address the provisions.of OAR 660 Division 12,
addressing the OAR criteria'will. also address the TSP and Transportation Element
requirements.

Chapter 660, D_ivision 12 of the Oregon Administrative Rules (OARSs) provides
for implementation of:the Statewide Transportation Goal (Goal 12). The OARs also
explain how local governments:-and state agenciés responsible-for transportation
planning (i.e., 0.D.0.T.) can demonstrate compliance with other statewide planning
goals, and how transportation facilities can.be: provnded consistent with transportation
element requirements. The Transportation. Planning Rile (TPR) requires all local
governments.to incorporate into their Corprehensive Plans, adequate goals and
policies:that:will:

“A. Consider all modes of transportation, including rapid transit, air, water, rail,
highway and bicycle and pedestran.

B. Inventory local, regional,.and state transportation needs;

C. Consider the social consequences that would result from using different
combinations of transportation modes;

20

Page 42



[ O 50.2, page. 34

D.. Avoid'total reliance-upon.any one.mode of transportation;

E. Minimize adverse social, economic and environmental impacts-and costs;
F. Conserve energy; :

G. Meet the needs of the transportation disadvantaged by improving service;

H. Facilitate the fiow-of goods and services so as:to strengthen the local and
regional economy; )

I. Conform with local and regional comprehensive plans.”

More specifically, there are provisions within the chapter that-apply specifically
to Plan:and iand use’ regulatlon -amendments. Thése:provisions are contamed in OAR
660-12-060;

*1).Amendments to functional'plans, known.as- -comprehensive. plans, acknowledged
comprehensive plans and land usé regulations which- stgmﬁcantly affect a transportation
facility.shall assure that allowed land uses are consistent with:the identified functlon
capacity and level of service-of thefacility. This shall be accomplished by either...”

“A)-limiting: alfowed iand uses to be oansrstent with. the planned function, capacity
and level of service of:the:transportation fac:hty

B) Amending the TSP 16 pfovide transpartation; fac:lmes adequate to support the
proposed land use:consistent with the requiremments:of this division, or,

C) Altering land use des:gnatlons densities; or: des:gn requirements to reduce
demand-for automobile travel and méet: travel« neéds through other modes.

2)A plan-or land use regulation amendment sigiimcantly affects a transportation facility
it A)-Changes the:functional classification of-an-existing-or planned-transportation
facility;
B) Changes standards implementing a-functional classification system;
C)-Allows types or levels of-land.use which-would'result in levels of travel or

access which are. inconsistent with the functional‘classification of a
transportation facility;
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D) Would reduce the Ievel of-service of the facility below the minimum-acceptable
level identified.in the TSP.

3) Determinations under $ections -1 and 2;above shallbe:coordinated with affected
transportation facility and service providers and other-affected local govemments

Discussion:

~ An overview of existing trafisportation facilities.that- would provide service to the
subject propertie$ indicatesithat-ground transportation via state and county highways,
and the*City ofMedford stre@t system is the:solé transportation facility or issue that is
affected by this request.

altematsve transporlauon facllmes or systems other than the fact the snte is served by
RVTD. Pedestrian‘and.bicycle.access is avallable wa the sidéwalks and bike lanes
thatare: provided by the Cnty and County, and outlmed on the existing plan. No access
to Delta' Waters Road to'the:sotith or east is available due to existing levels of
development.

Streets in the'vicinity have.already been Constrticted to City standards, and the
site is accessible primarily either by motor vehicle:oi: blcycle via the extension of the
existing:access shown on.the. PUD: program and design. The alfeyway betweén Phase
1-and.Phase 2 is. desugned to: provnde for alley-access!o. ihe-garages, and provide for a
“driveway-free” streetscape along the interior of the.property.

The memorandum:frofm the Rogue Valley, Transportation District, which is in the
record, makes‘a number-of ‘assumptions regarding ‘transportation issues that are
incorrect. In the memorandum, the RVTD" representatlve alleges that the application is
not consistent with the: provnsnons»of OAR.660-1 2060, However, OAR 660-12-060
refers, specifically. to “Amendmentsito functional ‘plans...or Jand-use.regulations..which
may. s:gmﬁcantly affect a-transportation facility.” APlanned Unit Development is not
anramendmentito-a functional plan, a comprehensive: plan, .or'an amendment.to-a land
use:regulation:(i.e;;zone change) A PUD*ls*aniumplementatlon strategy to allow
-ﬂexablhty in:development-of-a s1te and is hot subject; in this case, to application of OAR
660-12-0860.
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The memo from RVTD states that*...it:s: apparent,that this project will add to
.cuirent trafﬁc volumes along highway. 62, ‘whichare beyond State established
standards...”

However, the subject.property has been zoned MFR 20 for years, and, with that
zoning, has been (or 'should Fiave been) calculated into the background traffic for
purposes of:analysis and modeling by ODOT. Since the ‘application is not altering any
land use: destgnatlon and developmg to the minimum-end of the density for the'zoning
district, there is no application:of OAR 660-1 2-060. The: applicants note for the.record
thatthe ODOT memorandum regarding this use is.based upon.the OARs, and calls
only-for-a TIS {6 address:thetissues of traffic safefy. ‘Further, Jackson County outlines,
in their-memo, off-snte umprovements that:are required to accept the level.of traffic
generated, again, not requiring a'traffic study.

Traffic Impact Issues:

An.evaluation of the:subject property; its size, orientation, location and existing
development, as well asithesexisting and historic; uses-on:site, indicates that there.are
no:significant transportation:issues:arising from'this PUD process. Development on the
site will result in.a maximum of-162'new homesites.. The:functional plans for the area
are not affected, since the property has been planned arid:zoned for multiple family use
for some time. Traffic generatnon of approximately 1,051 ADT is.anticipated, based
upon the ITE Trip-Generation.Manual, 6th Edition; whichnotes that Multiple Family
residences generate 6:49-ADT per unit. Based:upon a:simplistic review, applicants
anticipate that both Ford Drive and.Forest Hills'will service:approximately 525 ADT
daily.

Primary access, as:noted.above, will be onto Crater Lake Avenue, with potential
stacking on the access. way (Forest Hills and Ford.Drives), which are adequate in ROW
‘to, provide:access to.the: :site; “The application notes:that additional ROW shall be
required-and.dedicated as: requnred by Jackson County

During review of the’ application at the Land. Dévelopment meeting, Jackson

County-and OPOT: requested thatathe;developer be réquiréd:to (a) conduct a TIS to.
evaluate safety issues.at Ford Dnve and (b) construct addltlonal nght and left turn
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Traffic in the vicinity of this change should not besignificantly affected. Based
upon the most recent traffic counts performed by the City of Medford, Crater Lake
Avenue in this vicinity has a traffic volume of approximately 11,365 ADT-in the vicinity
of the access, and 14,000 south of Delta Waters Road.

Although the design capacity of Crater Lake Avenue in this vicinity, has a
theoretical capacity of approxlmately 15,000:ADT, this theoretical capacity is aiso
based upon the traffic capability figures used by the U.S. Department of Transportation
(Handbook of Highway Safety; Design and Operating Practices, Federal Highway
Department, Washington, D.C. (c: 1973). The handbook notes that a City street
design of this size, a 4-lane reducing to 2-lane, with standard shoulder width, and

“urban" designation generally reflects a design:capacity of 350 ADT per lane, per hour,
which is consistent with the design capability.

Current traffic counts indicate that the traffic generation for the proposed PUD
will ot have a significant impact, but that certain |mprovements will be necessary for
traffic safety; specifically, right: arid left tumn lanes in Crater'Lake Avenue from Ford to
Forest Hills Drive.

FINDING:

The City of Medford finds that this application.is consistent with the
Transportation Element-and the intent of the Statewide Transportation
Planning Rule, in that:

(1) The site is within an existing Urban Growth Boundary for the City,
which has an adopted.and acknowledged Comprehensive Plan; the site
has been consistently-reviewed for.compliance:with the Plan and the
enabling Ordinances when zoning was.applied.

(2) the property is relatively small (10.66' -acres) and development has been
planned for via the. exlstmg levels of zoning. The traffic counts and
anticipated traffic.generation from the site should not significantly affect
the overall transportation facilities in.the vicinity, or levels of service on
residential,-collector, or proposed arterial streets, or state/county highways
or intersections, which are:the facilities identified in OAR 660-12-060(2),
since the zoning on site should have:been contained within the
background traffic for purposes of modelling and analysis.

(3) The traffic generation from dévelopment of this site will be
approximately 1051 ADT, and is antlcipated to be less than .25 Peak Hour
trips.
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(4) Based upon the size of the. parcel, scope of the development (PUD)
and number of lots, the.ievel of traffic'will notforce a service level to be
exceeded nor a classification:amended. Additionally, the application is
not an amendment:to a functional plan.or land use regulation that would
affect-a transportation facility; thus, the-application is consistent with both
the:Plan Elements and the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule.

(5) Access will be onto.Crater Lake:Avenue, and'the project will access
the street systefiivia:controlled intersections:from.that street, from Ford
Drivée:and extension:of Forest Hills Drive; with the.improvements as
recommended by the City and County, and a TIS to discuss safety issues
at Ford Drive. '

As noted above, there dre:several deviations in-this:plan arising from the PUD

application. There are:no- deviations from the denS|ty ‘féquirement of the MFR-20
zoning, nor any density bonus:applied for (the densny is: w1th|n the specific
requirements of the MLDC).

The deviations are:

1) A deviation:from'the strict apphcatlon of the bufferyard and setback
requlrements for the properly, as contalned in Sectlon 10. 795; the

the: sldewalk areas and Iandscaped areas. along the westemn boundary will
be in-the:area normally required for a'laridscaped area behind the wall.
Since there is a: ‘request-for deviation from the setback along that line to
-allow open:areas:between units 66 and 67 that encroach on the:west, the
deviation appears consistent with the liveability. issues that arise from
development of the site. Additionally, there is:a setback deviation for
units. 39 through 62, ‘which,are. duplex:units-in'the center of the project,
and are two-story units (Type C). The side-yard standard as required in
Section 10. 713, (4:foot setbacks pliis:1/2:foot for each foot over 15 feet)
results in a code requirement'for.8 foot:setbacks, or a total of 16 feet of
separation..b.e,tween'lhe buildings in‘this section; the plan shows a
standard 10-feet between dwellings.
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The requested deviation is‘for 3 feet on each lot, six feet total, due
primarily to the fact the units have hip roofs, are 23 feet at.the highest
point, but the.second stories:do not:significantly overlap-each-other.

2) Additionally, the applicant is requesting a deviation to allow Private
Streets, access ways, alleys and PUEs to serve the property. PUESs are
proposed to be located in the private streets in the interior of the PUD.

3) The applicant is requesting a deviation from the standard street light
requirements of. the Ordinance, since unique lighting is being developed
to address the “community” aspect of the development. A standard light
fixture has been developed and submitted for approval.

4) The applicant is requesting a deviation in terms of the Padlot criteria
contained in Section 10.703(2), in which the applicants are requesting
that the Planning Commission allow the.lot lines.created as part of the
plat to be expanded beyond the 4-foot requirement to allow private
outdoor yard space for the padiot parcels, which abut the existing Single
Family.units south and est of the:site. This makes the uses more
consistént with the SFR-4 development to the south and east.

5) Finally, the PUD requests a deviation:from the minimum lot depth
configuration foranits 7 through 28 (Plan D) which are single family
duplex padlots Lot depths in this vncmlty are 97 feet on the average, and
the standard in Sectlon 10.713 requires:100 feet, Again, due to the uses
to the south and east, (single family)-and the desire not to impact those
uses significantly while meeting minimum.denisity requirements, the
deviation is requested.

The issue facing the applicant in terms of the deviations is the size, location and
orientation of the parcel, as'well as the zoning. The site is generally surrounded by
conflicting .or different land lises (Light Industrial to the west, southwest and northwest;
Smgle Family Residential to the east and south) and the requirements of Section
10.795 and 10.713. ‘Section.10.795 requires a. type A bufferyard between the property
outlined in this application and the'abutting’ mdustnal uses.

The applicant refers the Planning Commission to the tentative plat and
preliminary'PUD plan for a review of the layout and design of the project. In order to
limit the impact of the development on the abutting single family zoned parcels, the
applicant is proposing'what is essentially a single family development (padlots) on
those portions of the. PUD:that abut other single family residential uses.
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“The deviations requested i inithisicaseareifo limit the buffelyard alohgithose lines
to'the: proposed (and exustlng, in some: places) 6:foot fence; .and the applicant will plant
a:minimum-of 3-.canopy trees: along the boundary’ fencm. per 80 feet. Since the
padiots.are essentially a:SFR lot, the “bufferyard™ will: actually exist as the back yards of
those:lots that abut the existing single famlly uses:. The;appllcants submit that the type
of use is similar, and that-the deviation can be:found to be.acceptable on that.basis.
Similarly, the 3-foot deviationfor lot depth should not have a significant effect on the
SFR zoned sites.

The bufferyard standard.is also requested to be amended along the Light
Industrial.zoning interface. ‘These.areas will abut:the:8-plex'and 12-plex units, and the
applicant will construct-an 8:foot masonry wall: :along those,boundaries. Again,
because of site limitations, to create a10-foot bufferyard in addition to the wall would
impact:the sidewalk:and access ways on the edges of:the property. The applicant
stipulates to.tree plantings within the area, buit-on:a lesserscale than required under
10:795(b). A landscape.plan'will be prepared-and stbmitted to Site Plan and
Architéctural review as part 6f the réview process:to demonstrate reasonable
compliance with the bufféering criteria. The applicants would'also request that when
any Light Industrial usés:are proposed for the:vacant property, that they provide some
additional landscaping as:part of the.separation. This is consistent with the deviation
from the ‘Setback requirements, 'since the fourplex:and'8-plex units will in fact have.
landscaping within the setback.

The next deviation involves the use of private:streets; access points and
alternative lighting, rathér-than piiblic streets, to-sérve the site. The shape and size of
the parcels, the layout and designi of the project, and.lthe desire to provide a transition
from the single family units'to-the east and southedst hiavé made this site difficult to
develop. Using a private:street design, with-an alléy, access- for -garages for the central
units, allows the conﬂguratlpn Jproposed, while meeting:the minimum density for the
zoning district. If public streets were utilized, the:size r'equur'ements would réquire a
reduiction in-the number of-Units, réndering the project:nori-compliant with the deénsity
standards .of the MFR-20 ; zoning district.

The private street: Ilght ‘design is done:to-provide a:character and design feature
for the project; consistent’ with the private street design. .Additionally, there are two
private access ways that'extend easterly from'Forest.Drive,.to:provide- access to two of
the padiot.areas (Lots 15 and 16, and.29:and:30). These areaswill also be PUEs.
(Public Utility' Easements) for water lines and other utilities.
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Last, the-applicantis: requestmg a deviation to'theé;standards required of padiots
in Section 10.703(2); in that this ection provides:all lot lines:are to be:within four (4)
feet:of an exterior wall, “unless:the Planning Commission allows a greater drstanoe for
Special-purposes, such as incorporating adjacent, private: outdoor yard space.”

The applicants fiave created a design that will allow dévelopment of padiots with
adjacent outdoor yard spacé:as part:of the development: The purpose behind this
deslgn is to provrde compatubmty, to the extend possible; with the abutting and adjacent

“The back yards of the.new'padiot subdivision-will back up to the back yards of
the ‘existing:uises, and the bufferyard standards ‘séem excessive in this case; the
applicant williin fact build the fencmg and plant trees: to:fhie.standards noted herein.
The*apphcants are requestmg the Planning’ Commiissionito aliow the configuration as
shownion the tentative: plat and plan, ‘which provides:for- iridividual yard spaces for
these units, albsit with a:3-foot.deviation to the Iot depth (97:feet versus 100 feet).

Again, the transitional.character of the uses: proposed for this site, from SFR to
Light.Industrial, are part.and parcel.of the overall pro;ect -and deemed necessary:by the
developers, particularly in Ilght of neighborhood opposmon from this general area to
other, more-dense proposais:(the Fred Owens Manufactured Home Park, for example).

Finally, the: applrcants“request a deviation from:the:sideyard setback for units 39-
62. These-units.are two-story. but the ridgelines areisuch-(roof design is a hip roof, so
frontages of thesecond story areonly about 18 feet above'the minimum standard) that
the applrcatlon requests a:3-foot deviation from theiside:yard setbacks for these-unit<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>