PLANNING COMMISSION

AGENDA
JuLy 12, 2018

Commission Members Regular Planning Commission meetings

David Culbertson are held on the second and fourth
Joe Fol Thursdays of every month
oe Foley
Bill Mansfield Meetings begin at 5:30 Pm

David McFadden
Mark McKechnie City of Medford

E. J. McManus City Council Chambers
Patrick Miranda 411 W. Eighth Street, Third Floor
Alex Poythress Medford, OR 97501

Jared Pulver 541-774-2380
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Planning Commission

54

Cewer 4 Agenda

Public Hearing

July 12, 2018

5:30 PM

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

10. Rollcall
20.  Consent Calendar/Written Communications (voice vote)

20.1 LDS-18-049 Final Order of tentative plat approval for Hogue Heaven Estates, a proposed
7-lot residential subdivision on a 41,700 square foot parcel located north of
Nicholas Lee Drive and east of North Ross Lane in the SFR-10 (Single-Family
Residential, ten dwelling units per gross acre) zoning district
(372W23DD4400); Applicant, Billy Hogue; Agent, Scott Sinner Consulting,
Inc.; Planner, Dustin Severs.

30. Minutes
30.1 Consideration for approval of minutes from the June 28, 2018, hearing.

40.  Oral and Written Requests and Communications
Comments will be limited to 3 minutes per individual or 5 minutes if representing an

organization. PLEASE SIGN IN. i |

50.  Public Hearings
Comments are limited to a total of 10 minutes for applicants and/or their representatives.
You may request a 5-minute rebuttal time. All others will be limited to 3 minutes per
individual or 5 minutes if representing a group or organization. PLEASE SIGN IN.

Continuance Request

50.1 LDS-18-058 Consideration of a tentative plat for a 42 lot subdivision on approximately
14.54 gross acres within the SFR-4 (Single Family Residential — 4 dwelling
units per gross acre) and the SFR-2 (Single Family Residential ~ 2 dwelling
units per gross acre) zoning districts, located on the south side of Lone Pine
Road approximately 335 feet east of North Phoenix Road (371w21AA TL
100); Applicant, Twin Creeks Development LLC; Agent, Hoffbuhr and
Associates; Planner, Liz Conner. The applicant has requested to continue
this item to the Thursday, July 26, 2018, Planning Commission meeting.

New Business

50.2 DCA-17-111 Code amendment to Article 10.200 of Medford Land Development Code for
site plan and architectural review of multi-family residential development

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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projects pursuant to requirements contained in Senate Bill 1051. The code
amendment will include interim design standards for multi-family residential
development. Applicant, City of Medford.

50.3 CP-18-054/ Request for concurrent consideration of a three-part proposal: a minor

50.4

60.
60.1
60.2
60.3
70.
80.
90.
100.

ZC-18-055/ General Land Use Plan (GLUP) amendment to reclassify a single 4.36-acre

CUP-18-056  parcel of land located at 555 Airport Road (Tax Lot 500) from General
Industrial (GI) to Commercial (CM); a change of zone of the subject parcel
and the adjacent 5.85-acre parcel (tax lot 503 currently designated as CM on
the GLUP map) from Light Industrial (I-L) to Regional Commercial (C-R); and a
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to allow an elementary school use (Grace
Christian Elementary School: existing private school currently located at 649
Crater Lake Avenue) to occupy the existing building on the subject Tax Lot
500, and for a 1.3-acre portion of the adjacent/vacant Tax lot 503 to be used
as an associated sports/recreation field (372W12A TL 500 & 372W12A TL
503); Applicant, 555 Airport Road, LLC; Agent, CSA Planning, Ltd; Planner,
Dustin Severs.

LDP-18-068  Consideration of a request for tentative plat approval of a proposed two-lot
partition on a 0.4-acre parcel located at 1475 Crater Lake Avenue and 1694
Grand Avenue within the SFR-4 (Single-Family Residential — 2.5 to 4 dwelling
units per gross acre) zoning district (371W19AB5400); Applicant, Travis
Colley; Agent, Richard Stevens & Associates; Planner, Steffen Roennfeldt.

Reports

Site Plan and Architectural Commission

Joint Transportation Subcommittee

Planning Department

Messages and Papers from the Chair

Remarks from the City Attorney

Propositions and Remarks from the Commission

Adjournment
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BEFORE THE MEDFORD PLANNING COMMISSION
STATE OF OREGON, CITY OF MEDFORD

IN THE MATTER OF TENTATIVE PLAT APPROVAL OF )
HOGUE HEAVEN ESTATES [LDS-18-049] ) ORDER

ORDER granting approval of a request for tentative plat for Hogue Heaven Estates, described as follows:

A proposed 7-lot residential subdivision on a 41,700 square foot parcel located north of Nicholas Lee Drive
and east of North Ross Lane in the SFR-10 (Single-Family Residential, ten dwelling units per gross acre) zoning
district (372W23DD4400).

WHEREAS:

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

2. The Medford Planning Commission has duly held a public hearing on the request for tentative plat for
Hogue Heaven Estates, as described above, with the public hearing a matter of record of the Planning
Commission on June 28, 2018.

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

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

THEREFORE LET IT BE HEREBY ORDERED that the tentative plat for }-/ogue Heaven Estates, stands approved
per the Staff Report dated June 21, 2018, and subject to compliance with all conditions contained therein.

AND LET IT FURTHER BE OF RECORD, that the action of the Planning Commission in approving this request
for tentative plat approval is hereafter supported by the findings referenced in the Staff Report dated June
21, 2018.

BASED UPON THE ABOVE, the Planning Commission determined that the tentative platisin conformity with
the provisions of law and Section 10.270 Land Division Criteria of the Land Development Code of the City of

Medford.

Accepted and approved this 12th day of July, 2018.

CITY OF MEDFORD PLANNING COMMISSION

Planning Commission Chair

ATTEST:

Planning Department Representative
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Planning Commission

Minutes

From Public Hearing on June 28, 2018

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

Commissioners Present Staff Present

Patrick Miranda, Chair Kelly Akin, Assistant Planning Director
David McFadden, Vice Chair Katie Zerkel, Senior Assistant City Attorney
David Culbertson Alex Georgevitch, City Engineer

Joe Foley Tanner Fairrington, Deputy Fire Marshal
Mark McKechnie Terri Rozzana, Recording Secretary

E.J. McManus Steffen Roennfeldt, Planner Il

Alex Poythress Dustin Severs, Planner llI

Jared Pulver

Commissioners Absent
Bill Mansfield, Unexcused Absence

10. Roll Call

|

20. Consent Calendar/Written Communications.

20.1 PUD-18-031 / ZC-18-036 / LDS-18-044 Final Orders of a Preliminary PUD Plan for
Springbrook Park Planned Unit Development, including a request for tentative plat
approval for a 51-lot residential subdivision, and a request for a change of zone from SFR-
6 (Single-Family Residential, six dwelling units per gross acre) to MFR-15 (Multiple Family
Residential, fifteen dwelling units per gross acre) on an approximate 9.51-acre portion of
the property; on a 19.66-acre tract of land located at the corner of Springbrook Road and
Hondeleau lane within the SFR-6 zoning district (371W08BD500). Applicant: Springbrook
Park, LLC; Agent: Steven Swartsley; Planner: Dustin Severs.

20.2 LDS-18-037 Final Order of a tentative plat for a replat of Lot 4 & Tract “A” for Stowe
Industrial Park on approximately 2.25 acres located 175 feet south of the intersection of
Stowe Avenue and Parsons Drive within the Light Industrial (I-L) zoning district.
(372W23DA 127 & 170) Applicant: Kevin Miles & Jeremy Richmond; Agent: Richard
Stevens & Associates, Inc.; Planner: Steffen Roennfeldt.

20.3 LDS-17-079 / E-17-080 Consideration of a minor change for the approval of
Cherrybrook Subdivision, a 4-lot residential subdivision located on the northeast side of
the Cherry Street & Prune Street intersection within the SFR-10 (Single-Family Residential
— 6 to 10 dwelling units per gross acre) zoning district. Applicant: Rick Schiller; Agent: Amy
Gunter, Rogue Planning & Development Services, LLC; Planner: Steffen Roennfeldt.
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Planning Commission Minutes June 28, 2018

Motion: The Planning Commission adopted the consent calendar as submitted.

Moved by: Vice Chair McFadden seconded by: Commissioner Foley

Voice Vote: Motion passed, 8-0.

30. Minutes

30.1. The minutes for June 14, 2018, were approved as corrected. Vice Chair McFadden

stated that he sent a small correction to staff earlier today. Staff made the correction and
submitted for signature.

40. Oral and Written Requests and Communications. None.

Katie Zerkel, Senior Assistant City Attorney, read the Quasi-Judicial Statement.

50. Public Hearings — New Business

50.1 CUP-18-053 Consideration of a request for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to allow
for the operation of Valley School of Southern Oregon, a public school, within an existing
facility on a 2.95 acre parcel located at 857 & 861 Valley View Drive in a Single-Family
Residential — 4 dwelling units per gross acre (SFR-4) zoning district (371W20DB4500).
Keith Arntson/Valley School of Southern Oregon, Applicant; Scott Sinner, Agent; Steffen
Roennfeldt, Planner.

Chair Miranda inquired whether any Commissioners have a conflict of interest or ex-parte
communication they would like to disclose. None were disclosed.

Chair Miranda inquired whether anyone in attendance wishes to question the
Commission as to conflicts of interest or ex-parte contacts. None were disclosed.

Steffen Roennfeldt, Planner IlI, stated that the Conditional Use Permit approval criteria
can be found in the Medford Land Development Code Section 10.248. The applicable
criteria were addressed in the staff report, property owner notices and hard copies are
available at the entrance of Council Chambers for those in attendance. Mr. Roennfeldt
gave a staff report.

Vice Chair McFadden asked, did this property previously have a Conditional Use Permit
against it and did it disappear when the use disappeared? Kelly Akin, Assistant Planning
Director reported that Conditional Use Permits run with the land. If another school
decided to move in and it was comparable of the number of students and whatever the
existing Conditional Use Permit was approved for they would not have to come back to
the Planning Commission. In this case, the use has changed from what Living

Page 2 of 9

Page 6



Planning Commission Minutes June 28, 2018

Opportunities had. They were different than a school. This is a revision to the prior
Conditional Use Permit.

Commissioner McKechnie stated that he is assuming that the Planning Commission would
modify the existing Conditional Use Permit or they would have two Conditional Use
Permits on the property if they run with the land. Ms. Akin replied that there is only one
at atime. The first one is actually being modified.

Commissioner Culbertson stated that the aviation comments look unique. They are
stating the applicant is within the area of concern for the aviation electronics. The
applicant is not building new buildings they are simply occupying a property thatis already
there. What is the financial impact of the user for applying to the FAA and doing an
aeronautical study? Ms. Akin deferred the question to the applicant’s agent. The
avigation easement request is typically noted but do not require the easement. This one
has the additional information from the FAA notice of construction or alteration. Some
of the Federal regulations have different levels of requirements when there are gathering
places like schools.

The Public Hearing was opened.

a. Scott Sinner, Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc., 4401 San Juan Drive, Suite G, Medford,
Oregon, 97504-9343.  Mr. Sinner reported that he has not reviewed the avigation
easement. Does it only come in to affect at 76 feet in height? ‘

Commissioner Culbertson stated that the comment states they are within their area of
approach by 76 feet. If they were on the other side of the street and back of the lot they
would not be in the area of approach. They supplied a letter with a map showing the
location of the building within the area of approach. Mr. Sinner responded that if the City
does not enforce the condition then he requests that the applicant not adopt the
condition.

Commissioner Culbertson stated that he does not know if the Planning Commission has
the latitude to overrule the Federal Aviation Administration. They are citing code within
their rules.

Chair Miranda commented that the buildings are not changing. Where was this code
when the buildings were constructed?

Commissioner Culbertson reported that they have a list in their letter of a section of their
code with different restrictions. The last one states that filing has been requested by the

FAA. They ask must comply. That is the way he reads it.

Mr. Sinner reviewed the criteria and does not think it is an issue for the applicant.

Page 3 of 9
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Planning Commission Minutes June 28, 2018

Commissioner Poythress stated that the final point listed in the FAA’s letter speaks to
anything that the Planning Commission may justify, otherwise it states the applicant must
file if filing has been requested by the FAA. He believes it is a non-issue.

Mr. Sinner considers this Conditional Use Permit superseded or a stand-alone Conditional
Use Permit that will override anything that was on the school because of use has changed.
The school is currently serving 100 students. It has been authorized to go to 120 students
and they anticipate it will go to that number. It is capped at that level.

The applicant has addressed the impacts. They are not doing any construction. They are
using the existing facility as is. The open space is not in their program so they are not
proposing doing anything to that area.

The applicant did a pre-application to identify traffic concerns. They have supplied a
traffic impact analysis and the entrances and egress will operate at a service Level A. They
will operate from 7:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. Sporting activities are done off-site. This school
concentrates on Science Technology Engineering and Math (STEM). It is a Montessori
style environment.

Public Works has a condition about putting curbs on the parking and maneuvering area.
Mr. Sinner has had discussions with staff and it is his understanding that condition would
apply to new parking and maneuvering afeas that are not being broposed.

Vice Chair McFadden stated that they are talking about a very active age group. They will
not be put in a school for six to eight hours a day without needing some space. There will
be recesses and lunch breaks when the children will be on their own. He does not see
anything that the applicant is fencing off the south property. Therefore, he is assuming
people will be free to wander throughout that area even though there is not a particular
program and even though physical education is important for all the children. There is
also the basketball court. Basketball after 10:00 p.m. should be prohibited. If it is not
part of a program, no one there other than a sign and no lighting he is not sure there is
anything anyone can do about it. Mr. Sinner makes it sound like nothing is going to
happen out there. Mr. Sinner responded that the applicant is not proposing to use the
south property as an outdoor space. The applicant is not restricting access to the south
property. He does not want to be responsible for the school doing a street improvement
if someone from the neighborhood wants to use an outdoor recreation space. They are
not proposing any fences.

Commissioner McManus stated that the applicant’s website refers to athletics and offers
an after school athletics program on an interest only basis. It lists track, cross-country,
basketball, etc. Mr. Sinner stated there is no proposed interest to use the open space
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Planning Commission Minutes June 28, 2018

even though they offer an athletics program. Mr. Sinner replied that they offer an
athletics program offsite. They offer it at North Medford.

Mr. Sinner reserved rebuttal time.

Alex Georgevitch, City Engineer, commented on Mr. Sinner’s discussion of the site
improvements requiring curb on parking areas. It is a generic requirement that Public
Works put in their staff reports. In this case for the site that is completely developed and
nothing planned Public Works requests they change it in the Commission Report to state
that it would be only for new or redeveloped parking areas would have that requirement.

Chair Miranda asked, is the space between the egress and ingress designated as parent
drop offs and pickups that does not constitute a change in purpose for that area? Mr.
Georgevitch stated the applicant will do frontage improvements between the driveways
that will be full curb, gutters and sidewalk. The open space is not required to be improved
at this time. Onsite maneuvering for vehicles does not change.

Vice Chair McFadden asked, is the access to the street sidewalk striped or raised that
needs to be created from the school to the street? Mr. Georgevitch reported that is an
onsite issue that he does not get involved with.

Vice - Chair McFadden stated that Mr. Georgevitch mentioned earlier new or
redevelopment of certain areas. If {hey pulled up the existing asphalt and put a new
raised walkway to protect people walking more it might fall under that statement. Mr.
Georgevitch responded that it would only be for new parking spaces or redeveloped
parking spaces that would require that.

Mr. Sinner reported that the applicant is fine with the condition that states in the event
they do not use it they will not improve the outdoor recreation space. It looks like the
applicant may be using it sooner than it would take to come back for a modification of
their approval. They request authorization for a curb tight sidewalk at the time of
improvement for the southerly section if they use the recreation space. Eliminate the
planter strip because of a slope that will require a substantial back fill for a retaining wall.
The curb tight sidewalk would reduce that. Development south of this site is highly
unlikely. It is narrow and little development property between the applicant’s site and
Capitol. He does not want to cut trees from Capitol to Hillcrest.

Vice Chair McFadden asked Mr. Georgevitch, does that street plan meet with the City’s
Engineering requirements? Mr. Georgevitch stated that he cannot say that plan is
approved as in this plan. It would be a public improvement plan that they will review like
any other pubic improvement plan. it sounds like a phased approach. This would be
phase 2 in the future. There is no issue keeping this plan and do whatever it needs to be
brought up to current standards if it needs it. He assumes the applicant will have taken
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Planning Commission Minutes June 28, 2018

care of a public improvement plan as phase | and then it will extend to the south as
necessary for the applicant to be able to utilize that space. It is within the Planning
Commission’s purview to decide where the sidewalk goes if they allow for a curb tight
sidewalk. Public Works does not have an issue with that.

Commissioner Pulver asked, what is the size of a sidewalk and planter strip for a
residential street? Mr. Georgevitch stated that it is an 8 foot planter strip and 5 foot
sidewalk. If it is curb tight it can still be a 5 foot sidewalk.

Mr. Sinner reported that phase 1 and phase 2 may be at the same time.

b. Patricia Ayers, 624 Valley View Drive, Medford, Oregon, 97504. Ms. Ayers stated that
there is a row of trees in the open area that look like they are going to die. They should
have come out by now. It needs to be decided what is going to happen with those trees.
It may be a future large expense to have them hauled out or have a tree expert say what
kind of life they will have.

Mr. Sinner stated that if there is a maintenance issue that impacts the safety of the
children the applicant will take care of it.

Commissioner McKechnie asked, is the reason for Mr. Sinner’s request for curb tight
sidewalks is that the land slopes down into the property on the south side? Mr. Sinner
replied yes. | !

The Public Hearing was closed.

Motion: The Planning Commission adopts the findings as recommended by staff under
Criterion 2 and adopts the Final Order for approval of CUP-18-053 per the Planning
Commission Report dated June 28, 2018, including Exhibits A through O. Also, to include
that if the south part of the property is utilized the applicant will work with the City’s
Engineering Department to develop a proper layout of curb and sidewalk and include if
necessary sidewalk adjacent to the curb and other improvements on the side only
necessary as new or redeveloped areas. If that area is to be utilized there will be no
activity past 10:00 p.m.

Moved by: Vice Chair McFadden Seconded by: Commissioner McKechnie
Roll Call Vote: Motion passed, 8-0.
50.2 LDs-18-049 Consideration of tentative plat approval for Hogue Heaven Estates, a

proposed 7-lot residential subdivision on a 41,700 square foot parcel located north of
Nicholas Lee Drive and east of North Ross Lane in the SFR-10 (Single-Family Residential,
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Planning Commission Minutes June 28, 2018

ten dwelling units per gross acre) zoning district (372W23DD4400); Applicant, Billy Hogue;
Agent, Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc.; Planner, Dustin Severs.

The Planning Commission recessed at 6:19 p.m. and reconvened at 6:22 p.m.

Chair Miranda inquired whether any Commissioners have a conflict of interest or ex-parte
communication they would like to disclose. None were disclosed.

Chair Miranda inquired whether anyone in attendance wishes to question the
Commission as to conflicts of interest or ex-parte contacts. None were disclosed.

Dustin Severs, Planner Ill, stated that the Land Division approval criteria can be found in
the Medford Land Development Code Section 10.270. The applicable criteria were
addressed in the staff report, property owner notices and hard copies are available at the
entrance of Council Chambers for those in attendance. Mr. Severs gave a staff report.

Commissioner McKechnie asked, what is the setback for the lot with the minimum access
drive on the side? Mr. Severs reported it is 10 feet.

Commissioner McKechnie asked, what is the reason that a cul-de-sac was not required on
the street end? Mr. Severs stated the reason is for the potential of the mobile home park
to redevelop in the future. Instead of a cul-de-sac the applicant will stub it allowing it to
be ready for connéctivity in the future. |

Commissioner McKechnie is concerned about the Fire Department access especially with
seven lots. How are they going to get a fire truck in and turned around out again? Mr.
Severs reported that the application was reviewed and approved by the Fire Department.
There is a representative present this evening to answer any questions the Commission
may have.

The Public Hearing was opened.

a. Scott Sinner, Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc., 4401 San Juan Drive, Suite G, Medford,
Oregon, 97504-9343. Mr. Sinner reported that this project is infill development. Mr.
Sinner has had at least six separate meetings with staff. One of the first meetings with
staff was that Mr. Sinner spoke with Karl MacNair, Traffic Engineer about constructing an
offset cul-de-sac bulb instead of a bulb that would be centered. Mr. MacNair wanted
street circulation because there is a good likely hood that properties can redevelop.

They have the minimum access easement to use as a public utility easement to collect
storm water that will flow from south to north. This is part of the masterplan to get rid
of the water.
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Planning Commission Minutes June 28, 2018

Mr. Sinner met with the Fire Department asking whether they would prefer a cul-de-sac
or astubbed street. The applicant stipulated to residential fire sprinklers for Lots 5, 6 and
7 to maintain public safety. The Fire Department requested a radius on the inside corner
of the minimum access easement where it connects to the street. The applicant agrees
to the request.

Mr. Sinner asked staff that if the applicant in some point in the future chose to construct
a duplex on Lots 3 and 4 with zero lot line for SFR-10? s it something the applicant can
do? Mr. Seversreplied yes. Mr. Sinner reported thatis a possibility to address the setback
concern. They adjusted lot width to accommodate for that.

Mr. Sinner reserved rebuttal time.
The Public Hearing was closed.

Motion: The Planning Commission adopts the findings as recommended by staff and
directs staff to prepare the Final Order for approval of LDS-18-049 per the staff report
dated June 21, 2018, including Exhibits A through J.

Moved by: Vice Chair McFadden Seconded by: Commissioner Foley

Roll Call Vote: Motion passed, 8-0.

|
60. Reports
60.1 Site Plan and Architectural Commission.
Commissioner Culbertson reported that the Site Plan and Architectural Commission met
Friday, June 15, 2018. They had two items. Gordon Trucking is going to construct a 68,000
square foot warehouse and sales unit across from Costco. The other item is plans for
constructing a 60 bed Memory Care facility on the corner of Oak Grove and West Main
Street.

60.2 Report of the Joint Transportation Subcommittee.
Commissioner Pulver reported that the Joint Transportation Subcommittee scheduled for
Wednesday, June 26, 2018 was canceled.

60.3 Planning Department

Kelly Akin, Assistant Planning Director, reported that the City Council last week approved
Article Il reorganization effective July 23, 2018. The Planning Commission will no longer
see Class A, B, C and D, they will see Type I, IL, lll, and V. Procedurally, it is the same.
Partitions will be administrative review. It will be the Planning Director’s decision. They
will still have the public notice process but no public hearing.
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Planning Commission Minutes June 28, 2018

The next Planning Commission study session is scheduled for Monday, July 9, 2018. There
was no business on the schedule today but staff will keep the Commissioners informed.

There is business scheduled for the Planning Commission on Thursday, July 12, 2018,
Thursday, July 26, 2018 and Thursday, August 9, 2018.

Chair Miranda reported that he will be unavailable to attend the Thursday, July 26, 2018,
Planning Commission meeting.

Last week City Council approved Article 1| reorganization. They approved Outdoor
Marijuana Growing Structures that can be in the house and attached or detached garage
structure. They reorganized some Committees and Commissions. They approved some
Community Development Block Grant action plan changes.

Tonight the City Council in a study session is reviewing the Transportation System Plan.
The final study session with the City Council regarding the Transportation System Plan will
be in August.

Ms. Akin asked the Planning Commission how they like the recent staff reports. Mr.
Severs is putting more graphics in the staff reports. Is it helpful and easier to review?
There were several affirmations. Ms. Akin stated that staff will continue with more
graphics in the staff reports.

|

70. Messages and Papers from the Chair. None.

80. Remarks from the City Attorney. None

90. Propositions and Remarks from the Commission. None.

100. Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 6:46 p.m. The proceedings of this meeting were digitally
recorded and are filed in the City Recorder’s office.

Submitted by:

Terri L. Richards Patrick Miranda
Recording Secretary Planning Commission Chair

Approved: July 12, 2018
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City of Medford

o1 Planning Department

Working with the community to shape a vibrant and exceptional city

STAFF REPORT — CONTINUANCE REQUEST

for a Type-C quasi-judicial decision: Subdivision

Project East Valley Subdivision
Applicant: Twin Creeks Development, LLC; Agent: Hoffbuhr and Associates

File no. LDS-18-058
To Planning Commission forJuly 12, 2018 hearing
From Liz Conner, Planner Il p¢-

RevieV\l/er Kelly Akin, Assistant Planning Director l/v

Date July 5, 2018
BACKGROUND
Proposal

Consideration of a tentative plat for a 42 lot subdivision on approximately 14.54 gross acres within
the SFR+4 (Single Family Residential — 4 dwelling units per gross acre) and the SFR-2 (Single Family
Residential — 2 dwelling units per gross acre) zoning districts, located on the south side of Lone
Pine Road approximately 335 feet east of North Phoenix Road. (371W21AA TL 100).

Request

The applicant has requested that the item be continued to July 26, 2018, in order to
finalize engineering details.

EXHIBITS

A Continuance request received July 5, 2018
Vicinity map

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA: JULY 12, 2018
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RECEIVED

Continuance Request JuL 05 208
Planning Dept.
To: % Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission
Planning Commission
[]  Site Plan and Architectural Commission

RE: Project Name: E%ﬁ’ %/i@
FileNoGs): _ (DS~ 1D —OS"/Q)

I am the ﬁ\applicant [] authorized agent for the above referenced project. Please
continue the public hearing for the above referenced file to either:

=
LZ[ the 2 [// Zé,a 20/ meeting,
/ 7 (hearing date)
or
[] for a period of calendar days.

|
Reason for request: 2 7/ LE5HI AL, :1) @7_/%/ 5

This request is made pursuant to ORS 227.178(5).

Thank you,

L T /i /f//g
ignature ' at

- ?fi// Veozs,

PAFORMS\Continuance Letter.doc
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City of Medford

File Number;

Vicinity

Planning Department | map LDS-18-058

— — ——
“j
¥

. '?
)

e

|

Project Name:

East Valley Subdivision

Map/Taxlot Subject Area
ap/laxlot: : . '
371W21AA TL 100 D Zoning Districts

I:' Tax Lots

0 250 500 City Limits
) Feet R

05/03/2018
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City of Medford

Planning Department

Working with the community to shape a vibrant and exceptional city

OREGON
—

STAFF REPORT

for a Type IV Land Use Action: Development Code Amendment

Project Senate Bill 1051 and Interim Multi-Family Residential Design Standards

File no. DCA-17-111

To Planning Commission for07/12/2018 hearing
From Seth Adams, AICP, Planner I

Reviewer  Carla Angeli Paladino, Principal Planner

Date July 5,2018

PROPOSAL

Overview

DCA-17-111 is a legislative amendment to revise various sections within Articles | and ||
of the Medford Land Development Code (MLDC) (Exhibit A} in order to bring the MLDC
into conformance with the provisions of Senate Bill 1051. The amendment also includes
the addition of new MLDC sections in order to establish clear and objective design
standards for multiple-family dwelling projects consisting of three or more attached units.

Authority

This proposal is a Type IV land use action to amend the Land Development Code. The
Planning Commission is authorized to recommend, and the City Council to approve,
amendments to the Land Development Code under Medford Municipal Code §§10.214
and 10.218. '

BACKGROUND

Senate Bill 1051 (SB 1051) was signed into state law on August 15, 2017 (Exhibit B). The
objective of the bill is to increase the supply of housing in the state by:

* Removing barriers to development at the local level (ORS 227.175)

* Expediting permitting for affordable housing projects (ORS 227.178)

® Increasing options for the development of accessory dwelling units (ADUs) (ORS
197.312)
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® Allowing religious organizations to build affordable housing on their property
within residential zones (ORS 227.500)

In order to bring its code into compliance with Senate Bill 1051, the City needs to make
minor amendments to the MLDC. The necessary amendments include a modified appeal
process for certain types of affordable housing projects, and placing limitations on the
discretionary review of residential development applications. The City’s code already
complies with the components of SB 1051 pertaining to Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUSs)
and the provision of housing on property legally used for religious activities (i.e. places of
worship).

As directed by the City Council at its April 26, 2018 study session, staff is proceeding with
the aforementioned necessary code amendments, as well as the introduction of new code
sections containing interim design standards for multiple-family dwelling projects. One
of the provisions in SB 1051 amends ORS 227.175 (Application for Permit or Zone Change)
to state that:

“A city may not deny an application for a housing development located

within the urban growth boundary if the development complies with
clear and objective standards, including but not limited to clear and
objective design standards contained in the city comprehensive plan or
land use regulations.” |

At present, Section 10.200(E) of the MLDC states that the SPAC shall approve a site plan
and architectural review application if it finds that the development conforms, or can be
made to conform through the imposition of conditions, with the following two criteria:

1. The proposed development is compatible with uses and development that
exist on adjacent land; and

2. The proposed development complies with the applicable provisions of all
city ordinances or the Site Plan and Architectural Commission has
approved (an) exception(s) as provided in MLDC Section 10.253.

With SB 1051’s amendment of ORS 227.175, the compatibility criterion can no longer be
applied to any residential development application that complies with the basic
development standards (e.g. density, setbacks, building height) since the MLDC does not
presently contain any clear and objective design standards. As such, the City Council
directed staff to formulate a basic set of clear and objective design standards for multiple-
family dwelling developments with the aim of trying to ensure that such development
projects will feature good architectural design and high quality materials.

The proposed design standards are intended to be interim in nature until such time as the
City adopts a comprehensive set of design standards. The City was recently awarded a
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technical assistance grant from the State that will be used to hire a consultant to help
with the preparation of permanent and comprehensive design standards. This work is
expected to occur over the next several months.

Both the proposed code amendments and interim design standards were reviewed and
discussed by the Planning Commission and Site Plan and Architectural Commission at
study sessions in May and June (Exhibits C - E). Atthe study sessions, both commissions
had few comments on the SB 1051-related amendments while there were more lengthy
discussions on the interim design standards. While there was no strong consensus on the
proposed design standards amongst the Planning Commissioners that participated in the
study sessions, the Site Plan and Architectural Commission agreed that the adoption of
clear and objective design standards is a step in the right direction so long as there is a
procedural path for projects that propose to deviate from the adopted design standards.
Planning staff have conferred with the City Attorney’s office on the topic of a subjective
deviation or “adjustment” process, and the proposed code amendments now include
such a path.

ANALYSIS

The proposed code amendments are attached for review along with the full text of SB
1051. The Planning Commission and SPAC study session minutes are also attached for
reference. A reorganization|of lArticle Il of the Land Development Code was recently
approved by the City Council on June 21, 2018, and as such the numbering of the affected
code sections has changed since the proposed amendments were presented to the City
Council, Planning Commission, and SPAC. The changes in code sections are reflected in
this report and the proposed amendments.

The following analysis explains why each of the proposed amendments is necessary.

100 Day Final Action Timeline

ORS 227.178 (Final Action on Certain Applications Required Within 120 Days) requires
cities to take final action (including resolution of all appeals) on land use applications
within 120 days of the application being deemed complete - an aggressive timeline that
can be challenging to meet given the required public notice and appeal periods. One of
the more significant provisions of SB 1051 is the stipulation that cities with populations
greater than 5,000 must now take final action (including the resolution of appeals) on
qualifying residential development applications within 100 days after the application is
deemed complete. (A SPAC application is typically decided in 100 days from the date of
submittal, not including an appeal).

Under SB 1051 an application qualifies for final action within 100 days if:

* Theapplication is for development of a multi-family residential building containing
five or more residential units within the urban growth boundary;
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* At least 50 percent of the residential units included in the development will be
sold or rented as affordable housing*; and

® The development is subject to a covenant appurtenant that restricts the owner
and each successive owner of the development or a residential unit within the
development from selling or renting any affordable residential unit as housing that
is not affordable housing* for a period of 60 years from the date of the certificate
of occupancy.

*Affordable housing is defined in SB 1051 as being “...housing that is affordable to
household with incomes equal to or less than 60 percent of the median family in-
come for the county in which the development is built or for the state, whichever
is greater.”

Applications for multiple-family dwelling projects are reviewed and acted upon by the Site
Plan and Architectural Commission (SPAC), and decisions rendered by SPAC are appeala-
ble to the City Council. In order to ensure that the 100 day final action timeline can be
met, staff is proposing to amend §10.140(A)(1) of the MLDC to state that SPAC actions
shall be considered final when they involve residential development projects that meet
the criteria for final action within 100 days, and that any appeal of such actions shall be
made directly to the State Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA).

While this amendmept would remove a level of local control over land use dpci§ions, the
qualifying criteria noted above are so stringent that staff does not anticipate any appre-
ciable number of applications will qualify for the reduced final action timeline. in addi-
tion, it would not be desirable to have a decision rendered as final if the 100 day timeline
is not met for any reason as the project is likely to wind up at the LUBA anyways.

Site Plan and Architectural Review Criteria

Senate Bill 1051 also made amendments to ORS 227.175 (Application for Permit or Zone
Change) that affect existing sections of the MLDC. Pursuant to §10.200(E) of the MLDC,
the SPAC shall approve a site plan and architectural review application if it finds that the
development conforms, or can be made to conform through the imposition of conditions,
with the following two criteria:

(1) The proposed development is compatible with uses and development that exist
on adjacent land; and

(2) The proposed development complies with the applicable provisions of all city or-
dinances or the Site Plan and Architectural Commission has approved (an) excep-
tion(s) as provided in MLDC Section 10.186.

SB 1051 amended ORS 227.175 to state that:
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“A city may not deny an application for a housing development located
within the urban growth boundary if the development complies with clear
and objective standards, including but not limited to clear and objective
design standards contained in the city comprehensive plan or land use reg-
ulations.”

While staff will be working with a consultant on the development of clear and objective
comprehensive design standards as part of the housing amendments that were recom-
mended by the Housing Advisory Committee at the beginning of this year, the MLDC does
not currently contain clear and objective architectural design standards; and, as such, the
compatibility criterion can no longer be applied to any residential development applica-
tion that complies with the basic development standards of Article IV (e.g. density, set-
backs, building height, etc.).

Staffis proposing a text amendment stating that all residential development projects shall
be approved if they comply with the applicable city ordinances (which would include the
proposed design standards discussed later in this report), or if the SPAC has approved
Exceptions to the code provisions (and/or adjustments fiom the design standards).
Commercial and industrial development applications would still be subject to both of the
existing site plan and architectural review criteria,

In addition, SB 1051 further amended ORS 227.175 to state that a city ma|y not reduce the
height or density of an application for development projects if: !

® The density and/or height applied for is at the authorized levels under the land
use regulations; and
® Atleast 75 percent of the floor area applied for is reserved for housing.

Given this limitation and the previously discussed requirement to have clear and objective
development standards, staff is proposing to amend §10.200(F) (Site Plan and
Architectural Review Conditions of Approval) to state that the SPAC may only limit or alter
the location, height, bulk, configuration or setback of commercial and industrial buildings,
structures and improvements; and, that SPAC may only require the modification of
architectural design elements of commercial and industrial buildings, or multiple-family
dwelling buildings that affirmatively elect to deviate from the design standards discussed
below.

Special Development Standards for Multiple-Family Dwellings

As already noted, the City Council directed staff to formulate clear and objective interim
design standards for multiple-family dwellings with the aim of trying to ensure that multi-
family development projects will feature good architectural design and high quality
materials. The City previously adopted special development/design standards for large
retail structures (i.e. big box retail stores) in 2008, and the proposed special development

Page 5 of 9

Page 21



Senate Bill 1051 and Interim Multi-Family Residential Design Standards Staff Report
File no. DCA-17-111 July 5, 2018

standards for multiple-family dwellings are similar in that they focus on building siting and
massing, facade articulation, and materials. While it was noted at the Planning
Commission study session that most architects already incorporate most or all of the
proposed design standards into their projects, the objective of the standards is to prevent
an applicant from proposing a multiple-family dwelling project that is devoid of good
architectural design practices and quality materials. Given the restrictive language of SB
1051, the City Council felt that it is not unreasonable to try and prevent low quality
multiple-family developments from being proposed under the auspice of SB 1051.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

The criteria that apply to code amendments are in Medford Municipal Code §10.218. The
criteria are rendered in italics; findings and conclusions in roman type.

10.218 Land Development Code Amendment Approval Criteria.

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

(A) Explanation of the public benefit of the amendment.

Findings

The Froposed code amendments are intended to benefit the public in that they will
help' to make the processing of residential development applications more
streamlined and predictable; and, ostensibly, will result in an increase in the amount
of housing in Medford, thereby helping to relieve some of the pressure from the
current limited stock of housing and the related pricing levels that are unaffordable
to many residents.

Conclusions

The code amendments bring the Land Development Code into conformance with the
provisions of Senate Bill 1051, a law whose objective is to help increase the
development of housing in the state. At present there is a limited supply of available
and affordable housing in Medford, and with the adoption of the proposed
amendments it is intended that they will contribute to an increase in the amount of
housing being constructed across all income levels, therefore benefitting the public.
This criterion is satisfied.

(B). The justification for the amendment with respect to the following factors:

(1) Conformity with goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan considered relevant
to the decision.
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Findings

The following are the goals, policies, and implementation strategies of the
Comprehensive Plan applicable to DCA-17-007.

Housing Element
Goal: To provide for the housing needs of citizens of Medford.

Policy 1: The City of Medford shall assess the housing needs of current and
prospective residents, including the elderly, disabled, active retirees, and other
groups with special housing needs, to determine development priorities and to
formulate specific strategies and activities to meet those needs.

Implementation 1-C:  Assess policies, regulations, and standards affecting
residential development and pursue amendments as needed to meet Policy 1.
Assess factors such as:

a) Residential development standards....

Policy 6: The City of Medford shall plan for multi-family residential development
encouraging that which is innovative in design and aesthetically appealing to both

the residents and the community.
|

Implementation 6-A: Assess policies, regulations and standards affecting
residential development and pursue amendments as needed to meet Policy 6.
Assess for factors such as:

a) Not inhibiting innovative residential design;
b) Requiring adequate aesthetics and amenities in residential development....

Implementation 6-B: Periodically update residential design guidelines for the Site
Plan and Architectural Commission review process.

Conclusions

The proposed amendments will bring the Land Development Code into
conformance with Senate Bill 1051 which amends several of the Oregon Revised
Statutes that affect the development of new housing. The amendments will
establish new regulations that will help to streamline the approval process for
qualifying affordable housing development projects, and they will establish clear
and objective design standards to help ensure multiple-family dwellings are
aesthetically appealing to the residents and the community while still providing a
pathway to approval for multiple-family dwelling projects that do not precisely
meet the clear and objective standards but are of an innovative and high quality
design. This criterion is satisfied.
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(2) Comments from applicable referral agencies regarding applicable statutes or
regulations.

Findings

The proposal was provided to the applicable referral agencies per the code
requirements, and to date no comments have been received.

Conclusions

To date there have been no comments received from referral agencies. This
criterion has been satisfied.

(3) Public comments.

Findings

The Planning Commission and the Site Plan and Architectural Review Commission
provided feedback on the proposed amendments over the course of two study
sessions with each Commission. No public comments have been received to date.
This staff report will be posted on the City’s website which may generate public
comments.

Conclusions

|
Input has been received from the Planning Commission and the Site Plan and
Architectural Commission. Additional comments may be provided during the
hearing process. This criterion has been satisfied.

(4) Applicable governmental agreements.

Findings

There are no governmental agreements that apply to the proposed code
amendments.

Conclusions

This criterion is not applicable.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Based on the Findings and Conclusions that all of the approval criteria are either met or
not applicable, forward a favorable recommendation for adoption of DCA-17-111 to the
City Council per the staff report dated July 5, 2018, including Exhibits A through E.
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A Proposed amendments

B Copy of Senate Bill 1051 (applicable sections highlighted)

C Planning Commission Study Session Minutes — May 14, 2018

D Planning Commission Study Session Minutes ~June 11, 2018

E Site Plan and Architectural Commission Study Session Minutes — May 18, 2018
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA: JULY 12, 2018
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Exhibit A

ARTICLE I - GENERAL PROVISIONS

* * ¥*

10.140 Appeal of Land Use Decision.

(A)  Standing for Appeal.

() Any person with standing may appeal a land use decision of an approving authority
(Planning Commission, Site Plan and Architectural Commission, Landmarks and Historic
Preservation Commission, and Planning Director) which approves conditionally,
approves, or disapproves an appealable land use action per Subsection (E), by filing a
written notice together with the requisite filing fee with the Planning Department within
14 days after notice of the decision is mailed.

(a) Exception: Site Plan and Architectural Commission actions shall be considered
final when involving a residential development that: (1) contains five or more residential
units; (2) will sell or rent at least 50 percent of the residential units as housing that is
affordable to households with incomes equal to or less than 60 percent of the median
family income for the county in which the development is built or for the state, whichever
is_greater: and (3) is subject to a covenant appurtenance restricting the owner and each
successive owner of the development (or a residential unit within the development) from
selling or renting any affordable residential unit within the development as housing that is
not affordable for a period of 60 years from the date of the certificate of occupancy. Any
appeal of actions involving such projects shall be made directly to the Land Use Board of

Appeals (LUBA).

* * *

ARTICLE IT - PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS

* * *

10.200 Site Plan and Architectural Review.

* * *

(E)  Site Plan and Architectural Review Criteria.
(1) The Site Plan and Architectural Commission shall approve a site plan and architectural
review application for a commercial or industrial development, if it can find that the proposed
development conforms, or can be made to conform through the imposition of conditions, with
the following criteria:
(a}H—_The proposed development is compatible with uses and development that exist
on adjacent land, and
(b)23—_The proposed development complies with the applicable provisions of all city
ordinances or the Site Plan and Architectural Commission has approved (an) exception(s)
as provided in MLDC Section 10.186.
(2) The Site Plan and Architectural Commission shall approve a site plan and architectural
review application for a residential development if the proposed development complies with the
applicable provisions of all city ordinances. or if the Site Plan and Architectural Commission has
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approved either of the following:
(a) Any Exceptions, as provided for in MLDC Section 10.186, which resolve(s) any
instances of non-compliance with those provisions.
(b) _Any deviations from the Special Development Standards for Multiple-Family
Dwellings, as provided for in MLDC Section 10.715A - 10.717.

(F)  Site Plan and Architectural Review Conditions of Approval.

In approving a site plan and architectural review application, the Site Plan and Architectural
Commission may impose, in addition to those standards expressly specified in this code,
conditions determined to be reasonably necessary to ensure compliance with the standards of the
code and the criteria in Subsection (E) above, and to otherwise protect the health, safety and
general welfare of the surrounding area and community as a whole. These conditions may
include, but are not limited to the following:

(1) Limiting the number, height, location and size of signs;

2 Requiring the installation of appropriate public facilities and services and dedication of
land to accommodate public facilities when needed;

3) Limiting the visibility of mechanical equipment through screening or other appropriate
measures;

&) Requiring the installation or modification of irrigated landscaping. walls, fences or other
methods of screcning and buffering;

(5) Limiting or altering the location, height, bulk, configuration or setback of commercial
and industrial buildings, structures and improvements.

6) Requiring the improvement of an existing, dedicated alley which will be used for ingress
or egress for a development; | | :

(7) Controlling the number and location of parking and loading facilities, points of ingress
and egress and providing for the internal circulation of motorized vehicles, bicycles, public
transit and pedestrians;

8 Requiring the retention of existing natural features;

(9)  Modifying architectural design elements of commercial and industrial buildings. Such
modifications may include. but are not necessarily limited to: exterior construction materials and
their colors. roofline, and fenestration: and. restricting_openings in_the exterior walls of
structures;

(10) _Modifying architectural design elements of multiple-family dwelling buildines when the
applicant has affirmatively elected to request an adjustment from the Special Development
Standards in MLDC Sections 10.715A — 10.717. Such modifications may includeing, but are not
necessarily limited to: exterior construction materials and their colors, roofline, and_ fenestration;
and, restricting openings in the exterior walls of structures;

(181) Restricting the height, directional orientation and intensity of exterior lighting,

ARTICLE V - SITE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

* * *
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SPECIAL DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS FOR MULTIPLE-FAMILY DWELLINGS
(10.715A - 10.717)

10.715A Multiple-Family Dwellings, Special Development Standards, Purpose.

The purpose of Sections 10.717 through 10.719 is to establish a series of clear and objective
standards for multiple-family dwellings in order to:
(a) Enhance the visual character and livability of the community:
(b) Promote building and site desien that contributes positively to a sense of neighborhood
and to the overall streetscape.
This purpose statement is not intended to create an independent basis for denving a multiple-
family dwelling project that meets all clear and objective standards.

10.716A Multiple-Family Dwelling, Special Development Standards, Applicability.
A. The requirements of Sections 10.717 — 10.719 shall apply to_all multiple-family dwellings
consisting of three or more attached dwelling units.

B. Any applicant that affirmatively elects to deviate from these requirements shall be subject to
the subjective standards provided for in MLDC Section 10.720.

717 Multiple-Family Dwellings, Special Development Standards.

10.
A. Building Orientation and Entrances.

(1) Buildings shall be oriented to public streets and public street intersections.

(2) Buildings located at intersections shall incorporate a corner building entrance.

(3) For buildings located within 30 feet of a street. the main entrance(s) of ground floor units
must face the street frontage, Main entrances may provide access to individual units.
clusters of units. courtyard vaellinos or common lobbies. Deviations from this standard
are allowed as follows:

(a) On comer lots the main building entrance(s) may face either of the streets or be
oriented to the corner.

(b) For buildings with more than one entrance serving multiple units, only one
entrance must meet this standard.

(c) For buildings proposed to be perpendicular to public streets due to access
requirements and/or dimensional constraints not created by the applicant. main
entries may face up to 90 desrees away from the street provided both of the
following apply:

L___They are visible from the street.
ii. _The building side facing the street shall contain windows occupying a
minimum of 25% of the overall facade length.
B. Building Mass and Facade.

(1) QOutside of the Central Business Overlay District, residential buildings located within 30
feet of a street shall be limited in length to 150 feet, and any other residential buildings on
the site shall be limited in length to 200 feet. There is no_maximum building length
within the Central Business Overlay District.

(2) On buildings greater than three stories in height. all fagades shall be divided into three
elements (base, middle, and top) and visibly articulated to define each element.

(a) The building base consists of the lowermost floor or two floors. The building top
consists of the uppermost floor or two floors. The building middle consists of the
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remainder of the facade between the base and the top.

(b) The building base, middle, and top shall each be differentiated through horizontal
articulation and/or a discernible change in materials.

(3) Street-facing facades shall contain windows covering a minimum of 25% of the facade
length on each floor level.

C. Building Articulation.

(1) In order to preclude long expanses of uninterrupted wall surfaces, exterior elevations of
buildings shall incorporate design features such as off-sets, projections. balconies, bays,
windows, entries. porches, porticos. or similar elements. Rear and/or side elevations that
are_only visible from the interior of the site are not _subject to these articulation
requirements.

(a) Horizontal surface: at least two of the design features outlined above shall be
incorporated along the horizontal face of the building, to be repeated at intervals
of no more than 40 feet.

(b) Vertical surface: at least two of the design features outlined above shall be
incorporated along the vertical face of the building. to be repeated at intervals of
no more than 30 feet.

(2) When off-sets and projections are used to fulfill articulation requirements, they shall vary
from other wall surfaces by a minimum of 2 feet, and such changes in plane shall have a
minimum width of 6 feet.

(3) Individual and common entries shall be articulated by roofs, awnings, or porticos that are
a minimum of 6 feet wide and 4 feet deep.

(4) Windows shall be inset a minimum of 3 inches from the adjacent wall plane, or fully
surrounded by trim in order to create the necessary minimum inset depth of 3 inghes.

D. Building Materials. |

(1) The following primary building materials shall be_utilized on a minimum of 65% of the
street-facing facade:

(a) Brick:

(b) Stone:

(c) Stucco;

(d) Flat metal composite panels:

(e) Wood siding and wood simulation materials;

(f) Fiber reinforced cement siding or panels:;

(g) Ceramic tile: and

(h) Transparent glass (including the 25% window minimum on street-facing facades).

(2) The following buildine materials shall not be allowed on more than 35% of each

individual facade:
(a) Corrugated metal:
(b) Plain or split-faced concrete block:
(¢) Plain concrete; and
(d) Spandrel glass.

(3) Vertical changes in wall cladding materials shall take place on inside corners. Horizontal
changes in wall cladding materials shall take place at cornices, belt courses. and other
such horizontal elements.

(4) The following building materials are prohibited:

(a) Vinyl siding: and
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(b) Plywood siding (e.g. T1-11).

(4) Fencing materials shall be durable, maintainable, and attractive. The following fencing
materials are prohibited:

(a) Plastic or vinvl fencine: and
(b) Chain link fencing.
E. Roof Forms.

(1) _All sloped roofs shall have a minimum 4:12 pitch.

(2) All sloped roofs shall have eaves projecting a minimum of 12 inches from the building
wall.

(3) All roofs with a slope of less than 4:12 pitch shall be articulated by a parapet wall
projecting a minimum of 12 inches above the roof line. or be architecturally treated such
as with a decorative cornice.

F. Vehicle Circulation and Parking.

(1) In order to strengthen the presence of buildings on the street, no parking spaces shall be
located within any required front yard area, and no automobile circulation or parking
areas shall be located between buildings and the street.

OPTIONAL ADJUSTMENT OF SPECIAL DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS
(10.718 — 10.719)

10.718 Optional Adjustment of Special Development Standards, Purpose.

The purpose of this section is to create a mechanism for an applicant to seek approval of
innovative and/or unconventional residential designs that may not precisely satisfy the clear and
abjective design standards set forth in Sections 10.715A — 10.717. This section is not meant to
supersede the clear and objective standards set forth above unless an applicant affirmatively
elects to request review under this section.

10.719 Optional Adjustment of Special Development Standards, Review Criteria.
A. Notwithstanding Sections 10.715A - 10.717, if an applicant affirmatively elects to request
review (in writing) under this section. the Site Plan and Architectural Commission may approve
a site plan and architectural review application for a multiple-family dwelling development if it
can find that the proposed development conforms, or can be made to conform through the
imposition of conditions, with the following criteria:
(a) The requested adjustment will allow the project to achieve an equivalent or higher
quality design than would otherwise result through strict adherence to the standards,
through architectural massing. features or details to distinguish elements of the building;
vibrant facades with visual detail: and enhanced public and private spaces that contribute
positively to the site, streetscape. and adjoining properties: and
(b) The requested adjustment will allow the project to achieve an eguivalent or higher
quality design than would otherwise result through strict adherence to the standards
through an overall site design that promotes safety, security, and privacy, and reduces
visual. noise, and lighting impacts of the development on adjacent properties..
B. Denial of the application. If the Site Plan and Architectural Commission finds that an
application for residential development reviewed under this section does not satisfy the
conditions of Subsection A, the Site Plan and Architectural Commission shall also review the
application as set forth in Sections 10.715A — 10.717. If the application does not satisfy the
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requirements of Sections 10.715A — 10.717 either. the Site Plan and Architectural Commission
shall make such findings on the record.
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Exhibit B
79th OREGON LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY--2017 Regular Session

Enrolled
Senate Bill 1051

Sponsored by COMMITTEE ON BUSINESS AND TRANSPORTATION

CHAPTER

AN ACT

Relating to use of real property; creating new provisions; amending ORS 197.178, 197.303, 197.307,
197.312, 215.416, 215.427, 215.441, 227.175, 227.178 and 227.500; and declaring an emergency.

Be It Enacted by the People of the State of Oregon:

SECTION 1. (1) As used in this section:

(a) “Affordable housing” means housing that is affordable to households with incomes
equal to or less than 60 percent of the median family income for the county in which the
development is built or for the state, whichever is greater.

(b) “Multifamily residential building” means a building in which three or more residential
units each have space for eating, living and sleeping and permanent provisions for cooking
| and sanitation. |

(2) Notwithstanding ORS 215.427 (1) or ORS 227.178 (1), a city with a population greater
than 5,000 or a county with a population greater than 25,000 shall take final action on an
application qualifying under subsection (3) of this section, including resolution of all local
appeals under ORS 215.422 or 227.180, within 100 days after the application is deemed com-
plete.

(3) An application qualifies for final action within the timeline described in subsection (2)
of this section if:

(a) The application is submitted to the city or the county under ORS 215.416 or 227.175;

(b) The application is for development of a multifamily residential building containing five
or more residential units within the urban growth boundary;

(c) At least 50 percent of the residential units included in the development will be sold
or rented as affordable housing; and

(d) The development is subject to a covenant appurtenant that restricts the owner and
each successive owner of the development or a residential unit within the development from
selling or renting any residential unit described in paragraph (c) of this subsection as hous-
ing that is not affordable housing for a period of 60 years from the date of the certificate
of occupancy.

(4) A city or a county shall take final action within the time allowed under ORS 215.427
or 227.178 on any application for a permit, limited land use decision or zone change that does
not qualify for review and decision under subsection (3) of this section, including resolution
of all appeals under ORS 215.422 or 227.180, as provided by ORS 215.427 and 215.435 or by ORS
227.178 and 227.181.

SECTION 2. ORS 215.416 is amended to read:

Enrolled Senate Bill 1051 (SB 1051-A) Page 1
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215.416. (1) When required or authorized by the ordinances, rules and regulations of a county,
an owner of land may apply in writing to such persons as the governing body designates, for a
permit, in the manner prescribed by the governing body. The governing body shall establish fees
charged for processing permits at an amount no more than the actual or average cost of providing
that service.

(2) The governing body shall establish a consolidated procedure by which an applicant may ap-
ply at one time for all permits or zone changes needed for a development project. The consolidated
procedure shall be subject to the time limitations set out in ORS 215.427. The consolidated proce-
dure shall be available for use at the option of the applicant no later than the time of the first pe-
riodic review of the comprehensive plan and land use regulations.

(3) Except as provided in subsection (11) of this section, the hearings officer shall hold at least
one public hearing on the application.

(4)(a) [The application shall not be approved] A county may not approve an application if the
proposed use of land is found to be in conflict with the comprehensive plan of the county and other
applicable land use regulation or ordinance provisions. The approval may include such conditions
as are authorized by statute or county legislation.

(b)(A) A county may not deny an application for a housing development located within
the urban growth boundary if the development complies with clear and objective standards,
including but not limited to clear and objective design standards contained in the county
comprehensive plan or land use regulations.

(B) This paragraph does not apply to:

(i) Applications or permits for residential development in areas described in ORS 197.307
(8); or

(ii) Applications or permits reviewed under an alternative approval process adopled under
ORS 197.307 (6).

(c) A county may not reduce the density of an application for a housing development if:

(A) The density applied for is at or below the authorized density level under the local land
use regulations; and

(B) At least 75 percent of the floor area applied for is reserved for housing.

(d) A county may not reduce the height of an application for a housing development if:

(A) The height applied for is at or below the authorized height level under the local land
use regulations;

(B) At least 75 percent of the floor area applied for is reserved for housing; and

(C) Reducing the height has the effect of reducing the authorized density level under lo-
cal land use regulations.

(e) Notwithstanding paragraphs (c) and (d) of this subsection, a county may reduce the
density or height of an application for a housing development if the reduction is necessary
to resolve a health, safety or habitability issue or to comply with a protective measure
adopted pursuant to a statewide land use planning goal.

(f) As used in this subsection:

(A) “Authorized density level” means the maximum number of lots or dwelling units or
the maximum floor area ratio that is permitted under local land use regulations.

(B) “Authorized height level” means the maximum height of a structure that is permit-
ted under local land use regulations.

(C) “Habitability” means being in compliance with the applicable provisions of the state
building code under ORS chapter 455 and the rules adopted thereunder.

(5) Hearings under this section shall be held only after notice to the applicant and also notice
to other persons as otherwise provided by law and shall otherwise be conducted in conformance
with the provisions of ORS 197.763.

(6) Notice of a public hearing on an application submitted under this section shall be provided
to the owner of an airport defined by the Oregon Department of Aviation as a “public use airport”
if:
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(a) The name and address of the airport owner has been provided by the Oregon Department
of Aviation to the county planning authority; and

(b) The property subject to the land use hearing is:

(A) Within 5,000 feet of the side or end of a runway of an airport determined by the Oregon
Department of Aviation to be a “visual airport”; or

(B) Within 10,000 feet of the side or end of the runway of an airport determined by the Oregon
Department of Aviation to be an “instrument airport.”

(7) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection (6) of this section, notice of a land use hearing
need not be provided as set forth in subsection (6) of this section if the zoning permit would only
allow a structure less than 35 feet in height and the property is located outside the runway “ap-
proach surface” as defined by the Oregon Department of Aviation.

(8)(a) Approval or denial of a permit application shall be based on standards and criteria which
shall be set forth in the zoning ordinance or other appropriate ordinance or regulation of the county
and which shall relate approval or denial of a permit application to the zoning ordinance and com-
prehensive plan for the area in which the proposed use of land would occur and to the zoning or-
dinance and comprehensive plan for the county as a whole.

(b) When an ordinance establishing approval standards is required under ORS 197.307 to provide
only clear and objective standards, the standards must be clear and objective on the face of the
ordinance.

(8) Approval or denial of a permit or expedited land division shall be based upon and accompa-
nied by a brief statement that explains the criteria and standards considered relevant to the deci-
sion, states the facts relied upon in rendering the decision and explains the justification for the
decision hased on the criteria, standards and facts set forth.

(10) Written notice of the approval or denial shall be given to all parties to the proceeding.

(11)a)A) The hearings officer or such other person as the governing body designates may ap-
prove or deny an application for a permit without a hearing if the hearings officer or other desig-
nated person gives notice of the decision and provides an opportunity for any person who is
adversely affected or aggrieved, or who is entitled to notice under paragraph (c) of this subsection,
to file an appeal. |

(B) Written notice of the decision shall be mailed to those persons described in paragraph (c)
of this subsection.

(C) Notice under this subsection shall comply with ORS 197.763 (3)(a), (c), (g) and (h) and shall
describe the nature of the decision. In addition, the notice shall state that any person who is ad-
versely affected or aggrieved or who is entitled to written notice under paragraph (c) of this sub-
section may appeal the decision by filing a written appeal in the manner and within the time period
provided in the county’s land use regulations. A county may not establish an appeal period that is
less than 12 days from the date the written notice of decision required by this subsection was
mailed. The notice shall state that the decision will not become final until the period for filing a
local appeal has expired. The notice also shall state that a person who is mailed written notice of
the decision cannot appeal the decision directly to the Land Use Board of Appeals under ORS
197.830.

(D) An appeal from a hearings officer’s decision made without hearing under this subsection
shall be to the planning commission or governing body of the county. An appeal from such other
person as the governing body designates shall be to a hearings officer, the planning commission or
the governing body. In either case, the appeal shall be to a de novo hearing.

(E) The de novo hearing required by subparagraph (D) of this paragraph shall be the initial
evidentiary hearing required under ORS 197.763 as the basis for an appeal to the Land Use Board
of Appeals. At the de novo hearing:

(i) The applicant and other parties shall have the same opportunity to present testimony, argu-
ments and evidence as they would have had in a hearing under subsection (3) of this section before
the decision;
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(i) The presentation of testimony, arguments and evidence shall not be limited to issues raised
in a notice of appeal; and

(iii) The decision maker shall consider all relevant testimony, arguments and evidence that are
accepted at the hearing.

(b) If a local government provides only a notice of the opportunity to request a hearing, the
local government may charge a fee for the initial hearing. The maximum fee for an initial hearing
shall be the cost to the local government of preparing for and conducting the appeal, or $250,
whichever is less. If an appellant prevails at the hearing or upon subsequent appeal, the fee for the
initial hearing shall be refunded. The fee allowed in this paragraph shall not apply to appeals made
by neighborhood or community organizations recognized by the governing body and whose bounda-
ries include the site.

(c)(A) Notice of a decision under paragraph (a) of this subsection shall be provided to the ap-
plicant and to the owners of record of property on the most recent property tax assessment roll
where such property is located:

(i) Within 100 feet of the property that is the subject of the notice when the subject property
is wholly or in part within an urban growth boundary; -

(ii) Within 250 feet of the property that is the subject of the notice when the subject property
is outside an urban growth boundary and not within a farm or forest zone; or

(iii) Within 750 feet of the property that is the subject of the notice when the subject property
is within a farm or forest zone.

(B) Notice shall also be provided to any neighborhood or community organization recognized by
the governing body and whose boundaries include the site.

(C) At the discretion of the applicant, the lncal government also shall provide notice to the
Department of Land Conservation and Development.

(12) A decision described in ORS 215.402 (4)(b) shall:

(a) Be entered in a registry available to the public setting forth:

(A) The street address or other easily understood geographic reference to the subject property;

(B) The date of the decision; and g

) A desFription of the decision made. [ |

(b) Be subject to the jurisdiction of the Land Use Board of Appeals in the same manner as a
limited land use decision.

(c) Be subject to the appeal period described in ORS 197.830 (5)(b).

(13) At the option of the applicant, the local government shall provide notice of the decision
described in ORS 215.402 (4)(b) in the manner required by ORS 197.763 (2), in which case an appeal
to the board shall be filed within 21 days of the decision. The notice shall include an explanation
of appeal rights.

(14) Notwithstanding the requirements of this section, a limited land use decision shall be sub-
Jject to the requirements set forth in ORS 197.195 and 197.828.

SECTION 3. ORS 227.175 is amended to read:

227.175. (1) When required or authorized by a city, an owner of land may apply in writing to the
hearings officer, or such other person as the city council designates, for a permit or zone change,
upon such forms and in such a manner as the city council prescribes. The governing body shall es-
tablish fees charged for processing permits at an amount no more than the actual or average cost
of providing that service.

(2) The governing body of the city shall establish a consolidated procedure by which an appli-
cant may apply at one time for all permits or zone changes needed for a development project. The
consolidated procedure shall be subject to the time limitations set out in ORS 227.178. The consol-
idated procedure shall be available for use at the option of the applicant no later than the time of
the first periodic review of the comprehensive plan and land use regulations.

(3) Except as provided in subsection (10) of this section, the hearings officer shall hold at least
one public hearing on the application.
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(4Xa) [The application shall not be approved] A city may not approve an application unless
the proposed development of land would be in compliance with the comprehensive plan for the city
and other applicable land use regulation or ordinance provisions. The approval may include such
conditions as are authorized by ORS 227.215 or any city legislation.

(b)(A) A city may not deny an application for a housing development located within the
urban growth boundary if the development complies with clear and objective standards, in-
cluding but not limited to clear and objective design standards contained in the city com-
prehensive plan or land use regulations.

(B) This paragraph does not apply to:

(i) Applications or permits for residential development in areas described in ORS 197.307
(5); or

(ii) Applications or permits reviewed under an alternative approval process adopted under
ORS 197.307 (6).

(¢) A city may not reduce the density of an application for a housing development if:

(A) The density applied for is at or below the authorized density level under the local land
use regulations; and

(B) At least 75 percent of the floor area applied for is reserved for housing.

(d) A city may not reduce the height of an application for a housing development if:

(A) The height applied for is at or below the authorized height level under the local land
use regulations;

(B) At least 75 percent of the floor area applied for is reserved for housing; and

(C) Reducing the height has the effect of reducing the authorized density level under lo-
cal land use regulations.

(e) Notwiihstanding paragraphs (¢) and (d) of this subseciion, a city may reduce the
density or height of an application for a housing development if the reduction is necessary
to resolve a health, safety or habitability issue or to comply with a protective measure
adopted pursuant to a statewide land use planning goal.

(f) As used in this subsection:

(A) “Authorized density level” means the maximum number of lots or dwelling units or
the maximum floor area ratio thai is permitted under local land use regulations.

(B) “Authorized height level” means the maximum height of a structure that is permit-
ted under local land use regulations.

(C) “Habitability” means being in compliance with the applicable provisions of the state
building code under ORS chapter 455 and the rules adopted thereunder.

(5) Hearings under this section may be held only after notice to the applicant and other inter-
ested persons and shall otherwise be conducted in conformance with the provisions of ORS 197.763.

(6) Notice of a public hearing on a zone use application shall be provided to the owner of an
airport, defined by the Oregon Department of Aviation as a “public use airport” if:

(a) The name and address of the airport owner has been provided by the Oregon Department
of Aviation to the city planning authority; and

(b) The property subject to the zone use hearing is:

(A) Within 5,000 feet of the side or end of a runway of an airport determined by the Oregon
Department of Aviation to be a “visual airport”; or

(B) Within 10,000 feet of the side or end of the runway of an airport determined by the Oregon
Department of Aviation to be an “instrument airport.”

(7) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection (6) of this section, notice of a zone use hearing
need only be provided as set forth in subsection (6) of this section if the permit or zone change
would only allow a structure less than 35 feet in height and the property is located outside of the
runway “approach surface” as defined by the Oregon Department of Aviation.

(8) If an application would change the zone of property that includes all or part of a mobile
home or manufactured dwelling park as defined in ORS 446.003, the governing body shall give
written notice by first class mail to each existing mailing address for tenants of the mobile home
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or manufactured dwelling park at least 20 days but not more than 40 days before the date of the
first hearing on the application. The governing body may require an applicant for such a zone
change to pay the costs of such notice.

(9) The failure of a tenant or an airport owner to receive a notice which was mailed shall not
invalidate any zone change.

(10)(a)(A) The hearings officer or such other person as the governing body designates may ap-
prove or deny an application for a permit without a hearing if the hearings officer or other desig-
nated person gives notice of the decision and provides an opportunity for any person who is
adversely affected or aggrieved, or who is entitled to notice under paragraph (c) of this subsection,
to file an appeal.

(B) Written notice of the decision shall be mailed to those persons described in paragraph (c)
of this subsection.

(C) Notice under this subsection shall comply with ORS 197.763 (3)a), (c), (g) and (h) and shall
describe the nature of the decision. In addition, the notice shall state that any person who is ad-
versely affected or aggrieved or who is entitled to written notice under paragraph (c) of this sub-
section may appeal the decision by filing a written appeal in the manner and within the time period
provided in the city’s land use regulations. A city may not establish an appeal period that is less
than 12 days from the date the written notice of decision required by this subsection was mailed.
The notice shall state that the decision will not become final until the period for filing a local ap-
peal has expired. The notice also shall state that a person who is mailed written notice of the de-
cision cannot appeal the decision directly to the Land Use Board of Appeals under ORS 197.830.

(D) An appeal from a hearings officer’s decision made without hearing under this subsection
shall be to the planning commission or governing hody of the city. An appeal from such other person
as the governing body designates shall be to a hearings officer, the planning commission or the
governing body. In either case, the appeal shall be to a de novo hearing.

(E) The de novo hearing required by subparagraph (D) of this paragraph shall be the initial
evidentiary hearing required under ORS 197.763 as the basis for an appeal to the Land Use Board
of Appeals. At the de novo hearing: .

(i) The applicant and other parties shall have the same opportunity to present testimoxby, argu-
ments and evidence as they would have had in a hearing under subsection (3) of this section before
the decision;

(i) The presentation of testimony, arguments and evidence shall not be limited to issues raised
in a notice of appeal; and

(iii) The decision maker shall consider all relevant testimony, arguments and evidence that are
accepted at the hearing.

(b) If a local government provides only a notice of the opportunity to request a hearing, the
local government may charge a fee for the initial hearing. The maximum fee for an initial hearing
shall be the cost to the local government of preparing for and conducting the appeal, or $250,
whichever is less. If an appellant prevails at the hearing or upon subsequent appeal, the fee for the
initial hearing shall be refunded. The fee allowed in this paragraph shall not apply to appeals made
by neighborhood or community organizations recognized by the governing body and whose bounda-
ries include the site.

(c)(A) Notice of a decision under paragraph (a) of this subsection shall be provided to the ap-
plicant and to the owners of record of property on the most recent property tax assessment roll
where such property is located:

(i) Within 100 feet of the property that is the subject of the notice when the subject property
is wholly or in part within an urban growth boundary;

(ii) Within 250 feet of the property that is the subject of the notice when the subject property
is outside an urban growth boundary and not within a farm or forest zone; or

(iii) Within 750 feet of the property that is the subject of the notice when the subject property
is within a farm or forest zone.
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(B) Notice shall also be provided to any neighborhood or community organization recognized by
the governing body and whose boundaries include the site.

(C) At the discretion of the applicant, the local government also shall provide notice to the
Department of Land Conservation and Development,.

(11) A decision described in ORS 227.160 (2)(b) shall:

(a) Be entered in a registry available to the public setting forth:

(A) The street address or other easily understood geographic reference to the subject property;

(B) The date of the decision; and

(C) A description of the decision made.

(b) Be subject to the jurisdiction of the Land Use Board of Appeals in the same manner as a
limited land use decision.

(c) Be subject to the appeal period described in ORS 197.830 (5)(b).

(12) At the option of the applicant, the local government shall provide notice of the decision
described in ORS 227.160 (2)(b) in the manner required by ORS 197.763 (2), in which case an appeal
to the board shall be filed within 21 days of the decision. The notice shall include an explanation
of appeal rights.

(13) Notwithstanding other requirements of this section, limited land use decisions shall be
subject to the requirements set forth in ORS 197.195 and 197.828.

SECTION 4. ORS 197.303 is amended to read:

197.303. (1) As used in ORS 197.307, “needed housing” means all housing [¢ypes] on land zoned
for residential use or mixed residential and commercial use that is determined to meet the need
shown for housing within an urban growth boundary at [particular] price ranges and rent levels],
including] that are affordable to households within the county with a variety of incomes, in-
cluding but not limited (o households with Iow incomes, very low incomes and extremely low
incomes, as those terms are defined by the United States Department of Housing and Urban
Development under 42 U.S.C. 1437a. “Needed housing” includes [at least] the following housing
types:

(a) Attached and detached single-family housing and multiple family housing for both owner and
renter occupancy;

(b) Governmént assisted housing;

(c) Mobile home or manufactured dwelling parks as provided in ORS 197.475 to 197.490;

(d) Manufactured homes on individual lots planned and zoned for single-family residential use
that are in addition to lots within designated manufactured dwelling subdivisions; and

(e) Housing for farmworkers.

(2) Subsection (1)(a) and (d) of this section [shall] does not apply to:

(a) A city with a population of less than 2,500.

(b) A county with a population of less than 15,000.

(3) A local government may take an exception under ORS 197.732 to the definition of “needed
housing” in subsection (1) of this section in the same manner that an exception may be taken under
the goals.

SECTION 5. ORS 197.307 is amended to read:

197.307. (1) The availability of affordable, decent, safe and sanitary housing opportunities for
persons of lower, middle and fixed income, including housing for farmworkers, is a matter of state-
wide concern.

(2) Many persons of lower, middle and fixed income depend on government assisted housing as
a source of affordable, decent, safe and sanitary housing.

(3) When a need has been shown for housing within an urban growth boundary at particular
price ranges and rent levels, needed housing shall be permitted in one or more zoning districts or
in zones described by some comprehensive plans as overlay zones with sufficient buildable land to
satisfy that need.

(4) Except as provided in subsection (8) of this section, a local government may adopt and apply
only clear and objective standards, conditions and procedures regulating the development of hous-
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ing, including needed housing [on buildable land described in subsection (3) of this section]. The
standards, conditions and procedures:

(a) May include, but are not limited to, one or more provisions regulating the density or
height of a development.

(b) May not have the effect, either in themselves or cumulatively, of discouraging needed
housing through unreasonable cost or delay.

(5) The provisions of subsection (4) of this section do not apply to:

(a) An application or permit for residential development in an area identified in a formally
adopted central city plan, or a regional center as defined by Metro, in a city with a population of
500,000 or more.

(b) An application or permit for residential development in historic areas designated for pro-
tection under a land use planning goal protecting historic areas.

(6) In addition to an approval process for needed housing based on clear and objective stand-
ards, conditions and procedures as provided in subsection (4) of this section, a local government may
adopt and apply an alternative approval process for applications and permits for residential devel-
opment based on approval criteria regulating, in whole or in part, appearance or aesthetics that are
not clear and objective if:

(a) The applicant retains the option of proceeding under the approval process that meets the
requirements of subsection (4) of this section;

(b) The approval criteria for the alternative approval process comply with applicable statewide
land use planning goals and rules; and

(c) The approval criteria for the alternative approval process authorize a density at or above
the density level authorized in the zone under the approval process provided in subsection (4) of this
seclion.

(7) Subject to subsection (4) of this section, this section does not infringe on a local
government’s prerogative to:

(a) Set approval standards under which a particular housing type is permitted outright;

(b) Impose special conditions upon approval of a specific development proposal; or

(c) Establish approval procedures.

(8) |In accordance with subsection (4) of this s('action and ORS 197.5]14, a jurisdiction may adopt
any or all of the following placement standards, or any less restrictive standard, for the approval
of manufactured homes located outside mobile home parks:

(a) The manufactured home shall be multisectional and enclose a space of not less than 1,000
square feet.

(b) The manufactured home shall be placed on an excavated and back-filled foundation and en-
closed at the perimeter such that the manufactured home is located not more than 12 inches above
grade.

(c) The manufactured home shall have a pitched roof, except that no standard shall require a
slope of greater than a nominal three feet in height for each 12 feet in width.

(d) The manufactured home shall have exterior siding and roofing which in color, material and
appearance is similar to the exterior siding and roofing material commonly used on residential
dwellings within the community or which is comparable to the predominant materials used on sur-
rounding dwellings as determined by the local permit approval authority.

(e) The manufactured home shall be certified by the manufacturer to have an exterior thermal
envelope meeting performance standards which reduce levels equivalent to the performance stand-
ards required of single-family dwellings constructed under the state building code as defined in ORS
455.010.

() The manufactured home shall have a garage or carport constructed of like materials. A ju-
risdiction may require an attached or detached garage in lieu of a carport where such is consistent
with the predominant construction of immediately surrounding dwellings.

(g) In addition to the provisions in paragraphs (a) to (f) of this subsection, a city or county may
subject a manufactured home and the lot upon which it is sited to any development standard, ar-
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chitectural requirement and minimum size requirement to which a conventional single-family resi-
dential dwelling on the same lot would be subject.

SECTION 6. ORS 197.312 is amended to read:

197.312. (1) A city or county may not by charter prohibit from all residential zones attached or
detached single-family housing, multifamily housing for both owner and renter occupancy or manu-
factured homes. A city or county may not by charter prohibit government assisted housing or impose
additional approval standards on government assisted housing that are not applied to similar but
unassisted housing.

(2)a) A single-family dwelling for a farmworker and the farmworker's immediate family is a
permitted use in any residential or commercial zone that allows single-family dwellings as a per-
mitted use.

(b) A city or county may not impose a zoning requirement on the establishment and maintenance
of a single-family dwelling for a farmworker and the farmworker’s immediate family in a residential
or commercial zone described in paragraph (a) of this subsection that is more restrictive than a
zoning requirement imposed on other single-family dwellings in the same zone.

(3)(a) Multifamily housing for farmworkers and farmworkers’ immediate families is a permitted
use in any residential or commercial zone that allows multifamily housing generally as a permitted
use.

(b) A city or county may not impose a zoning requirement on the establishment and maintenance
of multifamily housing for farmworkers and farmworkers’ immediate families in a residential or
commercial zone described in paragraph (a) of this subsection that is more restrictive than a zoning
requirement imposed on other multifamily housing in the same zone.

(4) A city or county may not prohibit a property owner or developer from maintaining a real
estate sales office in a subdivision or planned community containing more than 50 lots or dwelling
units for the sale of lots or dwelling units that remain available for sale to the public.

(5)(a) A city with a population greater than 2,500 or a county with a population greater
than 15,000 shall allow in areas zoned for detached single-family dwellings the development
of at least one accessory dwelling unit for each detached single-family dwelling, subject to
reasonable local regulations relating t|° siting and design

(b) As used in this subsection, “accessory dwelling unit” means an interior, attached or
detached residential structure that is used in connection with or that is accessory to a
single-family dwelling.

SECTION 7. ORS 215.441 is amended to read:

215.441. (1) If a church, synagogue, temple, mosque, chapel, meeting house or other nonresiden-
tial place of worship is allowed on real property under state law and rules and local zoning ordi-
nances and regulations, a county shall allow the reasonable use of the real property for activities
customarily associated with the practices of the religious activity, including [worship services, reli-
gion classes, weddings, funerals, child care and meal programs, but not including private or parochial
school education for prekindergarten through grade 12 or higher education.]:

(a) Worship services.

(b) Religion classes.

(c) Weddings.

(d) Funerals.

(e) Meal programs.

(f) Child care, but not including private or parochial school education for prekindergarten
through grade 12 or higher education.

(g) Providing housing or space for housing in a building that is detached from the place
of worship, provided: '

(A) At least 50 percent of the residential units provided under this paragraph are af-
fordable to households with incomes equal to or less than 60 percent of the median family
income for the county in which the real property is located;
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(B) The real property is in an area zoned for residential use that is located within the
urban growth boundary; and

(C) The housing or space for housing complies with applicable land use regulations and
meets the standards and criteria for residential development for the underlying zone.

(2) A county may:

(a) Subject real property described in subsection (1) of this section to reasonable regulations,
including site review or design review, concerning the physical characteristics of the uses author-
ized under subsection (1) of this section; or

(b) Prohibit or restrict the use of real property by a place of worship described in subsection
(1) of this section if the county finds that the level of service of public facilities, including trans-
portation, water supply, sewer and storm drain systems is not adequate to serve the place of worship
described in subsection (1) of this section.

(3) Notwithstanding any other provision of this section, a county may allow a private or paro-
chial school for prekindergarten through grade 12 or higher education to be sited under applicable
state law and rules and local zoning ordinances and regulations.

(4) Housing and space for housing provided under subsection (1)(g) of this section must
be subject to a covenant appurtenant that restricts the owner and each successive owner
of the building or any residential unit contained in the building from selling or renting any
residential unit described in subsection (1)(g)(A) of this section as housing that is not af-
fordable to households with incomes equal to or less than 60 percent of the median family
income for the county in which the real property is located for a period of 60 years from the
date of the certificate of occupancy.

SECTION 8. ORS 227.500 is amended to read:

227.500. (1) If a church, synagogue, temple, mosque, chapel, meeting house or other nonresiden-
tial place of worship is allowed on real property under state law and rules and local zoning ordi-
nances and regulations, a city shall allow the reasonable use of the real property for activities
customarily associated with the practices of the religious activity, including [worship services, reli-
gion classes, weddings, funerals, child care and meal programs, but not including private or parochial
school education for prekinrrlergarten through grade 12 or hig,lrher education.]: |

(a) Worship services.

(b) Religion classes.

(c) Weddings.

(d) Funerals.

(e) Meal programs.

(f) Child care, but not including private or parochial school education for prekindergarten
through grade 12 or higher education.

(g) Providing housing or space for housing in a building that is detached from the place
of worship, provided:

(A) At least 50 percent of the residential units provided under this paragraph are af-
fordable to households with incomes equal to or less than 60 percent of the median family
income for the county in which the real property is located;

(B) The real property is in an area zoned for residential use that is located within the
urban growth boundary; and

(C) The housing or space for housing complies with applicable land use regulations and
meets the standards and criteria for residential development for the underlying zone.

(2) A city may:

(a) Subject real property described in subsection (1) of this section to reasonable regulations,
including site review and design review, concerning the physical characteristics of the uses au-
thorized under subsection (1) of this section; or

(b) Prohibit or regulate the use of real property by a place of worship described in subsection
(1) of this section if the city finds that the level of service of public facilities, including transporta-
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tion, water supply, sewer and storm drain systems is not adequate to serve the place of worship
described in subsection (1) of this section.

(3) Notwithstanding any other provision of this section, a city may allow a private or parochial
school for prekindergarten through grade 12 or higher education to be sited under applicable state
law and rules and local zoning ordinances and regulations.

(4) Housing and space for housing provided under subsection (1)(g) of this section must
be subject to a covenant appurtenant that restricts the owner and each successive owner
of the building or any residential unit contained in the building from selling or renting any
residential unit described in subsection (1)(g)(A) of this section as housing that is not af-
fordable to households with incomes equal to or less than 60 percent of the median family
income for the county in which the real property is located for a period of 60 years from the
date of the certificate of occupancy.

SECTION 9. ORS 197.178 is amended to read:

197.178. (1) Local governments with comprehensive plans or functional plans that are identified
in ORS 197.296 (1) shall compile and report annually to the Department of Land Conservation and
Development the following information for all applications received under ORS 227.175 for residen-
tial permits and residential zone changes:

(a) The total number of complete applications received for residential development, [including
the net residential density proposed in the application and the maximum allowed net residential density
for the subject zone] and the number of applications approved,;

[(b) The number of applications approved, including the approved net density; and)]

[(c) The date each application was received and the date it was approved or denied.]

(b) The total number of complete applications received for development of housing con-
taining one or more housing units that are sold or rented below market rate as part of a
local, state or federal housing assistance program, and the number of applications approved;
and

(c) For each complete application received:

(A) The date the application was received;

(B) The date the application was approved or denied; |

(C) The net'residential density proposed in the application;

(D) The maximum allowed net residential density for the subject zone; and

(E) If approved, the approved net residential density.

(2) The report required by this section may be submitted electronically.

SECTION 10. ORS 215.427 is amended to read:

215.427. (1) Except as provided in subsections (3), (5) and (10) of this section, for land within an
urban growth boundary and applications for mineral aggregate extraction, the governing body of a
county or its designee shall take final action on an application for a permit, limited land use deci-
sion or zone change, including resolution of all appeals under ORS 215.422, within 120 days after the
application is deemed complete. The governing body of a county or its designee shall take final
action on all other applications for a permit, limited land use decision or zone change, including
resolution of all appeals under ORS 215.422, within 150 days after the application is deemed com-
plete, except as provided in subsections (3), (5) and (10) of this section.

(2) If an application for a permit, limited land use decision or zone change is incomplete, the
governing body or its designee shall notify the applicant in writing of exactly what information is
missing within 30 days of receipt of the application and allow the applicant to submit the missing
information. The application shall be deemed complete for the purpose of subsection (1) of this sec-
tion and section 1 of this 2017 Act upon receipt by the governing body or its designee of:

(a) All of the missing information;

(b) Some of the missing information and written notice from the applicant that no other infor-
mation will be provided; or

(c) Written notice from the applicant that none of the missing information will be provided.
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(3)a) If the application was complete when first submitted or the applicant submits additional
information, as described in subsection (2) of this section, within 180 days of the date the application
was first submitted and the county has a comprehensive plan and land use regulations acknowledged
under ORS 197.251, approval or denial of the application shall be based upon the standards and
criteria that were applicable at the time the application was first submitted.

(b) If the application is for industrial or traded sector development of a site identified under
section 12, chapter 800, Oregon Laws 2003, and proposes an amendment to the comprehensive plan,
approval or denial of the application must be based upon the standards and criteria that were ap-
plicable at the time the application was first submitted, provided the application complies with
paragraph (a) of this subsection.

(4) On the 181st day after first being submitted, the application is void if the applicant has been
notified of the missing information as required under subsection (2) of this section and has not
submitted:

(a) All of the missing information;

(b) Some of the missing information and written notice that no other information will be pro-
vided; or

(c) Written notice that none of the missing information will be provided.

(5) The period set in subsection (1) of this section or the 100-day period set in section 1 of
this 2017 Act may be extended for a specified period of time at the written request of the applicant.
The total of all extensions, except as provided in subsection (10) of this section for mediation, may
not exceed 215 days.

(6) The period set in subsection (1) of this section applies:

(a) Only to decisions wholly within the authority and control of the governing body .of the
county; and

(b) Unless the parties have agreed to mediation as described in subsection (10) of this section
or ORS 197.319 (2)(b).

(7) Notwithstanding subsection (6) of this section, the period set in subsection (1) of this section
and the 100-day period set in section 1 of this 2017 Act do [does] not apply to a decision of the
county making a change to an acknowledged comprehensive plan or a land use regulation that is
submit}ted to the Director of the Department of Land Conservation akld Development under ORS
197.610.

(8) Except when an applicant requests an extension under subsection (58) of this section, if the
governing body of the county or its designee does not take final action on an application for a
permit, limited land use decision or zone change within 120 days or 150 days, as applicable, after
the application is deemed complete, the county shall refund to the applicant either the unexpended
portion of any application fees or deposits previously paid or 50 percent of the total amount of such
fees or deposits, whichever is greater. The applicant is not liable for additional governmental fees
incurred subsequent to the payment of such fees or deposits. However, the applicant is responsible
for the costs of providing sufficient additional information to address relevant issues identified in
the consideration of the application.

(9) A county may not compel an applicant to waive the period set in subsection (1) of this sec-
tion or to waive the provisions of subsection (8) of this section or ORS 215.429 or section 1 of this
2017 Act as a condition for taking any action on an application for a permit, limited land use de-
cision or zone change except when such applications are filed concurrently and considered jointly
with a plan amendment.

(10) The periods set forth in [subsection (1)] subsections (1) and (5) of this section and section
1 of this 2017 Act [and the period set forth in subsection (5) of this section] may be extended by up
to 90 additional days, if the applicant and the county agree that a dispute concerning the application
will be mediated.

SECTION 11. ORS 227.178 is amended to read:

227.178. (1) Except as provided in subsections (3), (5) and (11) of this section, the governing body
of a city or its designee shall take final action on an application for a permit, limited land use de-
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cision or zone change, including resolution of all appeals under ORS 227.180, within 120 days after
the application is deemed complete.

(2) If an application for a permit, limited land use decision or zone change is incomplete, the
governing body or its designee shall notify the applicant in writing of exactly what information is
missing within 30 days of receipt of the application and allow the applicant to submit the missing
information. The application shall be deemed complete for the purpose of subsection (1) of this sec-
tion or section 1 of this 2017 Act upon receipt by the governing body or its designee of:

(a) All of the missing information;

(b) Some of the missing information and written notice from the applicant that no other infor-
mation will be provided; or

(c) Written notice from the applicant that none of the missing information will be provided.

(3)a) If the application was complete when first submitted or the applicant submits the re-
quested additional information within 180 days of the date the application was first submitted and
the city has a comprehensive plan and land use regulations acknowledged under ORS 197.251, ap-
proval or denial of the application shall be based upon the standards and criteria that were appli-
cable at the time the application was first submitted.

(b) If the application is for industrial or traded sector development of a site identified under
section 12, chapter 800, Oregon Laws 2003, and proposes an amendment to the comprehensive plan,
approval or denial of the application must be based upon the standards and criteria that were ap-
plicable at the time the application was first submitted, provided the application complies with
paragraph (a) of this subsection.

(4) On the 181st day after first being submitted, the application is void if the applicant has been
notified of the missing information as required under subsection (2) of this section and has not
submitted:

(a) All of the missing information;

(b) Some of the missing information and written notice that no other information will be pro-
vided; or

(¢) Written notice that none of the missing information will be provided.

(5) The 120-day period set in subsection (1) of this section or the 100-day period set in section
1 of this 2017 Act may be extended for a specified period of' time at the written request of the ap-
plicant. The total of all extensions, except as provided in subsection (11) of this section for medi-
ation, may not exceed 245 days.

(6) The 120-day period set in subsection (1) of this section applies:

(a) Only to decisions wholly within the authority and control of the governing body of the city;
and

(b) Unless the parties have agreed to mediation as described in subsection (11) of this section
or ORS 197.319 (2)(b).

(7) Notwithstanding subsection (6) of this section, the 120-day period set in subsection (1) of this
section and the 100-day period set in section 1 of this 2017 Act do [does] not apply to a decision
of the city making a change to an acknowledged comprehensive plan or a land use regulation that
is submitted to the Director of the Department of Land Conservation and Development under ORS
197.610.

(8) Except when an applicant requests an extension under subsection (5) of this section, if the
governing body of the city or its designee does not take final action on an application for a permit,
limited land use decision or zone change within 120 days after the application is deemed complete,
the city shall refund to the applicant, subject to the provisions of subsection (9) of this section, ei-
ther the unexpended portion of any application fees or deposits previously paid or 50 percent of the
total amount of such fees or deposits, whichever is greater. The applicant is not liable for additional
governmental fees incurred subsequent to the payment of such fees or deposits. However, the ap-
plicant is responsible for the costs of providing sufficient additional information to address relevant
issues identified in the consideration of the application.

(9)(a) To obtain a refund under subsection (8) of this section, the applicant may either:
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(A) SBubmit a written request for payment, either by mail or in person, to the city or its designee;
or

(B) Include the amount claimed in a mandamus petition filed under ORS 227.179. The court shall
award an amount owed under this section in its final order on the petition.

(b) Within seven calendar days of receiving a request for a refund, the city or its designee shall
determine the amount of any refund owed. Payment, or notice that no payment is due, shall be made
to the applicant within 30 calendar days of receiving the request. Any amount due and not paid
within 30 calendar days of receipt of the request shall be subject to interest charges at the rate of
one percent per month, or a portion thereof.

(c) If payment due under paragraph (b) of this subsection is not paid within 120 days after the
city or its designee receives the refund request, the applicant may file an action for recovery of the
unpaid refund. In an action brought by a person under this paragraph, the court shall award to a
prevailing applicant, in addition to the relief provided in this section, reasonable attorney fees and
costs at trial and on appeal. If the city or its designee prevails, the court shall award reasonable
attorney fees and costs at trial and on appeal if the court finds the petition to be frivolous.

(10) A city may not compel an applicant to waive the 120-day period set in subsection (1) of this
section or to waive the provisions of subsection (8) of this section or ORS 227.179 or section 1 of
this 2017 Act as a condition for taking any action on an application for a permit, limited land use
decision or zone change except when such applications are filed concurrently and considered jointly
with a plan amendment.

(11) The [period] periods set forth in [subsection (1)] subsections (1) and (5) of this section and
section 1 of this 2017 Act [and the period set forth in subsection (5) of this section] may be extended
by up to 90 additional days, if the applicant and the city agree that a dispute concerning the ap-
plication will be mediated.

SECTION 12. The amendments to ORS 197.312, 215.416 and 227.175 by sections 2, 3 and 6
of this 2017 Act become operative on July 1, 2018.

SECTION 13. (1) Section 1 of this 2017 Act and the amendments to ORS 197.178, 197.303,
197.307, 215.427, 215.441, 227.178 and 227.500 by sections 4, 5 and 7 to 11 of this 2017 Act apply
to permit applications submitted for review on or afier the effective date of this 2017 Act.

(2) Thef amendments to ORS 215.416 and 227.175 by sections 2 and d of this 2017 Act apply
to applications for housing development submitted for review on or after July 1, 2018.

(3) The amendments to ORS 197.312 by section 6 of this 2017 Act apply to permit appli-
cations for accessory dwelling units submitted for review on or after July 1, 2018.

SECTION 14. This 2017 Act being necessary for the immediate preservation of the public
peace, health and safety, an emergency is declared to exist, and this 2017 Act takes effect
on its passage.
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Exhibit C

From Study Sessi_o_r]__on May 14, 2018

The study session of the Medford Planning Commission was called to order at 12:00 p.m.
in the Lausmann Annex Room 151-157 on the above date with the following members
and staff in attendance:

Commissioners Present Staff Present

Patrick Miranda, Chair Kelly Akin, Assistant Planning Director
David McFadden, Vice Chair Carla Paladino, Principal Planner
David Culbertson Eric Mitton, Deputy City Attorney

Joe Foley Seth Adams, Planner Il

Bill Mansfield

E. J. McManus

Jared Pulver

Commissioners Ahsent
Mark McKechnie, Excused Absence
Alex Poythress, Excused Absence

Subject:
20.1 DCA-17-111 Senate Bill 1051 Code Amendments |

Seth Adams, Planner 11, reported that staff is asking the Planning Commission for
direction on the following:

1) lIdentify any additional changes to be made to the proposal

2) Should this amendment include interim design standards?

Senate Bill 1051 (SB 1051) was signed into law on August 15, 2017. The objective of the
bill is to increase the supply of housing in the state by:
® Removing barriers to development at the local level (ORS 227.175)
* Expediting permitting for affordable housing projects (ORS 227.178)
® Increasing options for the development of accessory dwelling units (ADUs)
(ORS197.312)
* Allowing religious organizations to build affordable housing on their property
within residential zones (ORS 227.500)

ORS 227.178 requires cities to take final action on land use applications within 120 days
of the application being deemed complete.

Under SB 1051 an application qualifies for final action within 100 days if:
® The application is for development of a multifamily residential building containing
five or more residential units within the urban growth boundary;
® At least 50 percent of the residential units included in the development will be
sold or rented as affordable housing*; and
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e The development is subject to a covenant that restricts the owner and each
successive owner of the development or a residential unit within the development
from selling or renting any affordable residential unit as housing that is not
affordable housing* for a period of 60 years from the date of the certificate of
occupancy.

*Affordable housing is defined in SB 1051 as being “..housing that is affordable to
household with incomes equal to or less than 60 percent of the median family income for
the county in which the development is built or for the state, whichever is greater.”

Applications for multifamily residential projects are reviewed and acted upon by the Site
Plan and Architectural Commission (SPAC), and decisions rendered by SPAC are
appealable to the City Council. In order to ensure that the 100 day final action timeline
can be met, staff is proposing to amend Section 10.051(A) of the Medford Land
Development Code to state that SPAC actions shall be considered final when they involve
residential development projects that meet the criteria for final action within 100 days,
and that any appeal of such actions shall be made directly to the State Land Board of
Appeals (LUBA).

SB 1051 amended ORS 227.175 to state that:
“A City may not deny an application for a housing development located
within the urban growth boundary if the der/e/opment complies with clear
and objective sltandards, including but not limited to clear and objective
design standards contained in the city comprehensive plan or land use
regulations.”

Presently, there are no design standards. For now, clear and objective standards would
be height, density, setbacks, etc.

Currently, SPAC approval criteria in the Code is not clear and objective. It states that the
proposed development is compatible with uses and development that exist on adjacent
land. That criteria is not in conformance with the provisions of SB 1051. Staffis proposing
to amend that section stating that the compatibility criterion will only apply to
commercial and industrial development. All residential development projects shall be
approved if the comply with the applicable city ordinances, or if SPAC has approved an
exception.

In addition, SB 1051 further states that a city may not reduce the height or density of an
application for development projects if:
® The density and/or height applied for is at the authorized levels under the land
use regulations; and
® At least 75 percent of the floor area applied for is reserved for housing.
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Staff is proposing to amend Section 10.291 of the Medford Land Development Code to
explicitly prohibit reductions in density and/or height on mixed-use development projects
meeting the above criteria.

Commissioner Pulver asked, if the proposed development is at or below the City's
allowable height could SPAC deny it or require them to reduce it? He thinks if the City
tried that and it was within permitted height it would be appealed and the City would
lose. Eric Mitton, Deputy City Attorn ey, stated that theoretically it is possible that the City
could find it was not compatible with the surrounding area even though it met all
objective criteria.

Commissioner Mansfield presumes housing authority, some churches and nonprofits will
be interested in SB 1051. Will the profit making industry be interested in doing any of
these projects? Commissioner Culbertson stated that he doubts it. When developing a
project they are not in it for charity. He does not think it impacts regular residential rea)
estate at all. Itis carving out a specific sector.

Commissioner Pulver stated that affordable housing is an issue no matter where you fit
in the spectrum. Everyone recognizes there is an issue. There are a lot of different things
being discussed like in Seattle taxing the rich to pay for the poor concept to fund
affordable housing. If this lessens that potential future of burden they could care less. It
is the ones tfllat it directly impacts that are] going to be more concerned.l

Commissioner Culbertson thinks legislature missed the mark. They had three different
bills that focused on rent controls. Anyone who owned over four rental units and wanted
to have a no cause eviction on a tenant there was a breakdown on how much the owner
had to pay the tenant to leave. Even if they were on a month to month tenancy and they
received thirty day notice. Those all failed. SB 1051 was their only win. It misses the
mark because it is not increasing housing. That is where the problem is. If you have
increased housing and available places for people housing rents will lower. Landlords
want their places filled. As long as there is a point five vacancy rate housing prices are
going to continue to rise as far as rental.

Commissioner Pulver asked, would this carve out a market rate housing project? Mr.
Adams replied yes. The way SB 1051 is now if itis housing and it meets adopted standards
then it cannot be denied. It carves out provisions for mixed-use developments that
further restricts SPAC’s ability to alter the plans. Staff did not see that SB 1051 would
have material impact on Medford.

Commissioner Pulver stated that for market rate he is an advocate for some level of
design standards that could be imposed. He likes density and mixed-use projects but they
do not fit everywhere.

Vice Chair McFadden asked, if there are discretionary conditions created then not only
the fast track affordable housing projects use them but the non-fast trackers can use the
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same discretionary conditions and not be reviewed by SPAC on other issues? Kelly Akin,
Assistant Planning Director, reported that SB 1051 broadened the definition of needed
housing to everything. Ifitis a place somebody can live then it is needed housing and
only clear and objective criteria can be applied. It can be any type of housing. When
talking about design standards, this is important because it will not only apply to
affordable housing, it applies cross the board. The design standards that staff will be
proposing will apply to market rate as well.

Vice Chair McFadden asked, if staff has until July 1, 2018, to put the design standards in
place? Senate Bill 1051 takes effect July 1, 2018,

Commissioner Mansfield asked, is that heavy to put design standards at the zoning level?
He thought that was what SPAC did. Ms. Akin stated that the Planning Commission is
looking at it because it is going to be a text amendment. Staff has a study session setup
with SPAC on Friday, May 18, 2018, at which this subject will be discussed.

Staff has already started work on design guidelines and will be working with a consultant
this year to create clear and objective design standards.

Commissioner Culbertson asked, if an application comes in and they request an
exception, does SPAC have the authority to deny the application because the criteria is
not met without the exception? Is Senate Bill 1051 saying SlPAC cannot overlook and
exception and have to agree? Carla Paladino, Principal Planner, thinks no. Commissioner
Culbertson asked, if the applicant needs an exception to an application then SPAC can still
deny it if it is not appropriate, and it would not be violating SB 1051? That is Mr. Adams
understanding.

Does the Planning Commission have comments on the text amendment? Should this
amendment include interim design standards? In theory staff could create basic, clear
and objective design standards so there is no window of time where no standards are in
place.

Commissioner Mansfield asked, what is staffs feeling on that? What is staff’s
recommendation? Ms. Paladino reported that since they have a technical assistance
grant from the State and are working on hiring a consultant, that staff would like to focus
on the ones that will be permanent.

Vice Chair McFadden commented that there are no design standards. Without an interim
design standard staff has no technical side to make decisions.

Chair Miranda stated that SPAC has the discretionary authority to review a design and
deem it inappropriate. Commissioner Foley reported they cannot do that now., If there
are no clear and objective standards that cannot be done. Ms. Paladino stated that there
are no clear and objective standards now. There is a criterion that states compatible but
that staff can no longer apply it.
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Commissioner Mansfield asked, what are the arguments against if the Planning
Commission thinks they should not include interim design standards? Mes. Paladino
reported that if the interim design standards were put into place now then SPAC has
guidelines.

Ms. Akin stated that it is a question of community value. What do you want your City to
look like? That is the base question. The City has bulk standards now but they do not
have any design standards. It is rare for SPAC to make architectural adjustments.

Commissioner Mansfield reported that it is a philosophic question whether government
has any business dictating taste to the cities.

Chair Miranda stated that this work is being done under a grant. What impact does the
time and money invested in making interim design standards have on the final design
standards? Ms. Paladino reported there would be some overlap. Staff would work on
the interim standards and get them ready as quickly as possible to get them in the books,
Then they would move along on the regular design standards.

Vice Chair McFadden is concerned that in the meantime there would be people who will
take advantage of SB 1051 without the design standards. He is hoping that the City of
Medford gets at least equal’to what they get now. IHe is concerned with the 60 yeaf
affordability covenant in SB 1051.

Commissioner Culbertson reported that the 60 years is permanent with a deed
restriction. Ms. Akin stated that it would sunset. language would be written into the
restriction that it would sunset after the period of time. As Commissioner Culbertson

understands it if it is instituted as a 60 year deed restriction it cannot be removed until
after the 60 years.

Mr. Mitton stated that another mechanism might be a declaratory judgment action bya
tenant or perspective tenant. It would be on the radar even though there is no
administration routinely monitoring it.

Commissioner Pulver believes it is better to have some protection. It is better than none.
Design standard codes are difficult to write. It may take longer that what they are thinking
to get the final standards in play. The longer it takes the longer the City is exposed.

Commissioner Foley commented that there are basic things that can be putin addressing
Vice Chair McFadden’s concerns like paving, parking, buffering, real basic things that are
already dealt with a little.

Commissioner Pulver stated that there could be clear and objective standards that
required change of material or the building face that would break up the box look.

Page 5 of 6

Page 51



Planning Commission Study Session Minutes | _ May14,2018

Ms. Paladino reported that lighting, paving, bicycle parking, etc. will still apply. They are
talking about the actual look of the building such as materials, roof lines, those kinds of

details.

Commissioner McManus asked, what is the timeframe for the interim design standards?
Mr. Adams stated that they have a study session with the Site Plan and Architectural
Commission on Friday, May 18, 2018. On June 14, 2018 it would go to Planning
Commission for their recommendation and City Council for adoption on July 19, 2018.

Chair Miranda suggested a draft interim design standards for a Planning Commission
study session in June.

Ms. Paladino stated a draft interim design standards for a Planning Commission study
session in June, public hearing in July and to the City Council in August.

Commissioner Pulver asked, does the City have a consultant? Ms. Paladino reported they
have not hired them yet. They have proposals in.

30. Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned at 12:48 p.m.

|
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SubMmitted by:
Terri L. Rozzana
Recording Secretary
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Exhibit D

From Study Session on June 11,2018

The study session of the Medford Planning Commission was called to order at 12:00 p.m.
in the Lausmann Annex Room 151-157 on the above date with the following members
and staff in attendance:

Commissioners Present Staff Present

Patrick Miranda, Chair Kelly Akin, Assistant Planning Director
David McFadden, Vice Chair Carla Paladino, Principal Planner

Joe Foley Eric Mitton, Deputy City Attorney

Bill Mansfield Kyle Kearns, Planner II

Mark McKechnie Seth Adams, Planner Ii|

Commissioners Absent

David Culbertson, Excused Absence
E. J. McManus, Excused Absence
Jared Pulver, Unexcused Absence
Alex Poythress, Unexcused Absence

Subject:

20.1 DCA-17-062 Temporary Shelters (Formerly Cooling/Warming Bhelters)

Kyle Kearns, Planner Il, reported that staff will be presenting the findings of DCA-17-062,
Temporary Shelters, on Thursday, June 14, 2018 before the Planning Commission. Staff
is recommending approval of the code amendment. The intent of today’s presentation is
to determine if any changes are needed to the proposed amendment prior to the hearing.

The code amendment is to allow for a new land use, temporary shelters. Temporary
shelters are a use within an existing or new structure, short-term in nature, in which
homeless individuals or families are provided temporary shelter for no more than 90 days
in a 12 month period. An example of a shelter that would qualify as a temporary shelter
would be the Kelly Warming Shelter. The Kelly Warming Shelter has operated in the
winters of 2017 and 2018 and has aided in the drafting of the proposed language for DCA-
17-062.

Citing frustrations with the process in which the Kelly Warming Shelter was permitted,
staff was directed to draft proposed standards in order to provide a clear and concise
path forward for permitting temporary shelters in the future.

Staff is proposing the shelters be conditional uses going through the Conditional Use
process. Allowing for weather based timing events. Removal of the allowance of tents,
yurts, and similar structures. A 500 feet buffer from any property line that has a shelter.
Created standards for revocation of permits.
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Temporary shelters are conditionally permitted with special standards in residential zones
as accessory use to institutional uses and as a primary use or as an accessory use in
commercial/industrial zones.

In Code Sections 10.816 and 10.817 adding language “added provision stating allowance
of temporary shelters as a conditional use per these special standards.”

Vice Chair McFadden stated that since this is included in the conditional use section does
it need to be mentioned twice? Kelly Akin, Assistant Planning Director, reported that the
use table talks about it as a stand-alone use. This would allow it as an accessory to one
of the other conditional uses.

Commissioner McKechnie asked, would this apply to natural disaster shelters? Chair
Miranda reported that he read there is a condition for emergency shelters. Mr. Kearns
clarified that temporary shelters is defined for people that are homeless. This amendment
was not meant for natural disaster temporary shelters.

Commissioner Foley asked, why is the definition 7or transitional housing included in this
text amendment? Mr. Kearns stated that it is used in the definition of temporary shelters
that they may be transitioned to transitional housing. It is needed to define transitional
housing for clarification of what it is.

Cbmmissioner Mansfield' commented that everything iJ'n this section requires a
conditional use permit. He is not opposed to that. There is going to be resistance. Mr.
Kearns reported that as a conditional use it would come before the Planning Commission
and it would have to meet the criteria.

The purpose and intent of the special use standards is to “...ensure that any conflicts with
temporary shelters and the surrounding land uses are mitigated through the special
regulations..”

Definitions pertaining to temporary shelters defined the following terms specifically for
temporary shelters:

Access Point

Operator

Operational Period

Operations Plan

Shelter Areas

nhAwWNR

Commissioner Mansfield pointed out that throughout this entire set of instruments there
are all kinds of things the City Manager is authorized to do. Does standards need to be
set? Eric Mitton, Deputy City Attorney, stated that there is specific criteria that the City
Manager needs to identify for termination. There js public safety and violation of the
code criteria.
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Commissioner Mansfield referred to page twelve of the study session packet “... (h) The
City Manager’s decision to revoke g temporary shelter’s permits shall be final. Appeals
shall be made to the City Council.” Heis concerned with that. it seems to be inconsistent
to say it is final and then stating the right to appeal. Commissioner Mansfield stated he
was in error and apologized for missing the standard. Mr. Mitton stated that in terms of
appeals shall be made to the City Council is that if the City Manager is trying to revoke a
permit for a safety issue there is a question whether the revocation is effective or not
while trying to get on a City Council calendar that can take several weeks. Commissioner
Mansfield suggested changing the word “final” to “effective immediately’.

Vice Chair McFadden asked, in light of the recent shooting in a Portland shelter, does
police and their responsibilities need to be addressed in this code amendment versus
normal procedures for Medford Police? Mr. Mitton responded that he can research any
specific issues with the Portland shooting. One of his concerns is if things were to escalate
and something happened or walking through a routine inspection and saw heroine in an
obvious position or a weapon he did not want a motion suppressed by an officer beingin
a shelter to begin with. He wants to make sure there is no constitutional challenge for
officers being there and charges rise out of it. Their safety can defer to their normal
standards.

Commissioner McKechnie asked, in a residential area as and accessory use, is there a

square footage limitation? Mr. Kearns replied no.
| |

20.2 DCA-17-111 Senate Bill 1051 — Interim Multi-Family Residential Design
Standards
Seth Adams, Planner I, reported that staff is asking the Planning Commission for

direction on the following:
1) Identify any necessary changes to the proposed interim design standards.

Senate Bill 1051 (SB 1051) was signed into law on August 15, 2017. The objective of the
bill is to increase the supply of housing in the state.

5B 1051 amended ORS 227.175 to state that:
“A City may not deny an application for a housing development located
within the urban growth boundary if the development complies with clear
and objective standards, including but not limited to clear and objective
design standards contained in the city comprehensive plan or land use
regulations.”

With SB 1051s amendment of ORS 227.175, the compatibility criterion can no longer be
applied to any residential development applications that complies with the basic
development standards since the Medford Land Development Code does not contain any
residential design standards.

Page 3 of 7



Planning Commission Study Session Minutes June 11, 2018

Staff surveyed several cities design standards and Eugene hit the basics that the Site Plan
and Architectural Commission had concerns with.

Commissioner Mansfield stated that Section 10.716A (b) Promote building and site design
that contributes positively to a sense of neighborhood and to the overall streetscape is a
built-in NIMBY defense. Each time there is a hearing the NIMBY people will be using that
to shoot it down. They will say it does not contribute positively to the neighborhood.
Commissioner Mansfield does not have a good answer to this. He thinks they are
cornered by Senate Bill 1051.

Vice Chair McFadden believes Section 10.716A (a): Enhance the visual character and
livability of the community, has the same problem.

Mr. Mitton stated Section 10.716A (a) and (b) are the purpose statement not the approval
criteria. There will be objective approval criteria. If those are met even though someone
does not feel that it meets the standards it gets approved.

Commissioner McKechnie is also struggiing with this. He commented to leave Senate Bill
1051 alone with no design standards and rely on the Site Plan and Architectural
Commission to make the right decision.

Carla Paladino, Principal Planner, stated that if this lj how they feel at the time this is
presented to the Planning Commission, then they need to vote that way. The City Council
has directed staff to do this.

Vice Chair McFadden asked, is the City Council asking for the criteria or general. The code
is typically done with purpose and how it is presented. Typically the purposes are so
general it allows anything and conflicts to happen.

Commissioner Mansfield would be willing to volunteer to talk to the City Council when
they consider this process. Apparently the City Council is insisting this be in the code but
may not realize the trap they are making.

Commissioner McKechnie commented that there are two cities that he is familiar with
and has done work for them. They are Solvang, California and Happy Valley, Oregon. It
is simple. One can build anything they want in Solvang as long as it looks like the Solvang
style. Happy Valley is another one that says build anything as long as it matches the Happy
Valley style. They have design guidelines that list all options that are accepted as the
Happy Valley style.

Ms. Akin suggested continuing on to the actual standards.

Staff tried to create a checklist that design professionals already do on a day to day basis.
It gets specific and Mr. Adams reviewed the rest of the multi-family special development
standards.
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Commissioner McKechnie suggested that rather than doing these standards, take Charles
Point and see if it fits these design standard criteria. He does not know of any builders in
Medford building anything bigger than two-story buildings.

Vice Chair McFadden asked, is there a type of metal paneling to be avoided?
Commissioner McKechnie thought that metal panels are put on metal buildings. Maybe
that should be deleted in the standard or be more specific. He has seen a lot of places
that requires two different sidings. Maybe have a primary material and accent material
that gives variation.

Chair Miranda asked why vinyl siding is prohibited? Commissioner McKechnie reported
that it is not used much anymore.

Vice Chair McFadden asked, does the roof slopes conform for solar energy?
Commissioner McKechnie responded that one can do everything solar wise except from
10to 12 and higher in Medford. Ms. Akin stated that the statute requires allowing them.
The Code does not have standard specifics.

Commissioner McKechnie stated that he thinks it is a mistake to require buildings up close
to the street especially when streets have not been built out.

Vice Chair McFadden commented that it see}ns that the preferred location of bio-swales
is along the frontage.

Mr. Adams asked, in the interim design standards, should there be a provision for a
deviation through the Site Plan and Architectural Commission? Should they have the
authority to approve deviations? Commissioner McKechnie stated that the building code
has a prescriptive path with an alternate path that gets to the same end result through a
different method.

Commissioner McKechnie’s prediction on the design standards is that staff will be in a
battle for months and then trash can it. Architects do all this when designing a project.
It is building designers that does not know what is going on. They are the ones that will
complain about having to follow the design standards.

That is the exact reason why Vice Chair McFadden thinks there needs to be an interim
design standard. He thinks if there is not a review because of the State code, then what
will stop people from doing what they want to do?

Commissioner McKechnie thinks the problem with the code is that it becomes a maximum
rather than a minimum. You won't get anything better than that.

Commissioner McKechnie stated that Ashland instituted a requirement that projects with
more than 10 apartment units need to incorporate affordable units, and Portland
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instituted a similar requirement for projects with mare than 20 apartment units. The
result is that no one in Ashland is building projects with 10 or more apartment units, and
no one Portland is building more than 19 apartment units because they do not want to
deal with that requirement.

Staff will be discussing this subject with the Site Plan and Architectural Commission on
Friday, June 15, 2018 in a study session. Staff will then take these comments into
consideration for the final draft. It will come before the Planning Commission at a formal
hearing on Thursday, July 12, 2018 and then proceed to the City Council on Thursday,
August 16, 2018 for adoption, if they still desire to proceed down this path.

20.3 GF-18-073 Outdoor Marijuana Grows in Residential Zones
Carla Paladino, Principal Planner, stated that staff is seeking direction from the Planning
Commission on the following areas:

* What are the Commission’s comments on the proposed language?

¢ What additional changes does the Commission recommend Council consider?

In 2014 Measure 91 allowed adults age 21 years and older to grow up to 4 marijuana
plants per household.

In 2016 Ordinance No. 2016-60 proposed ban on outdoor production of marijuana at
dwellings and vacant land in residetltial areas. Outdoor production ban was approved by
Medford voters in November 2016 election.

Plant Possession limitations for recreational is no more than 4 plants per household
(mature or immature). No more than 10 seeds per household and must be 21 years or

older.

Medical card holder aliowance is not more than 6 mature plants and no more than 12
immature over 2 feet tall.

Producer allowance is no more than 12 mature plants and no more than 24 immature
over 2 feet tall. No more than 24 mature and no more than 48 immature over 2 feet tall
(registered before 1/1/2015).

The current Code Section 5.653 states:
1. No marijuana cultivator shall engage in the outdoor production of marijuana at a
dwelling or on vacant land in residential area.
2. Violation of this section constitutes g violation. Every day in which the violation
exists constitutes a separate violation.

The City’s regulations area silent on what is considered “indoor” versus “outdoor” growing
of marijuana.
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OAR333-008-0010(43) defines outdoor production of marijuana as being produced “...in
an expanse of open or cleared ground open to the air; or in a greenhouse, hoop house or
similar non-rigid structure that does not utilize an y artificial lighting on mature marijuana
plants, including but not limited to electrical lighting sources.”

The City’s regulations allow for greenhouses and other accessory structures in residential
districts.

Code enforcement started tracking in 2016. There have been 32 Code Enforcement
complaints from June to October of 2017 for the outdoor production of marijuana and
marijuana odors. There have also been numerous cases involving plants grown inside of
makeshift greenhouses or other accessory structures.

The proposed language:

* New Cannabis Structure defined

* Add definitions for indoor and outdoor production of marijuana

* Residential growing allowed in dwelling plus 1 more non-habitable structure
o Cannabis structure; or
* Attached garage; or
® Detached garage

* Carbon filter system needed for 4 or more mature marijuana plants

This will go before City Codncil on Thursday, June 21 2|018.

Last week the City Council approved the public zoning amendment for public parks. They
also approved chickens with no limit.

Vice Chair McFadden asked, is the Urban Growth Boundary amendment out of the appeal
stage? Ms. Paladino reported that she has not heard but last Friday was the final appeal
deadline.

30. Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned at 1:13 p.m.

Mog & Q\LQX@AA\\\
Submitted by:

Terri L. Richards

Recording Secretary
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The study session of the Site Plan and Architectural Commission was called to order at
approximately 12:10 p.m. in City Hall Medford Room 330 on the above date with the
following members and staff in attendance:

Commissioners Present Staff Present

Jim Quinn, Chair Matt Brinkley, Planning Director

Jeff Bender Kelly Akin, Assistant Planning Director
Dave Culbertson Katie Zerkel, Senior Assistant City Attorney
Rick Whitlock Seth Adams, Planner il

Dick Gordon, City Council Liaison

Commissioners Absent

Bill Chmelir, Vice Chair, Excused Absence
lim Catt, Unexcused Absence

Bob Neathamer, Excused Absence
Marcy Pierce, Excused Absence

Subjects: i
1. Senate Bili 1051 - Housing Design Standards

Seth Adams, Planner i reported that staff is asking the Site Plan and Architectural
Commission on the following:

1) Identify any changes to be made to the proposed code amendment.
2) Identify priorities for interim design standards.

On August 15, 2017, Senate Bill 1051 (SB 1051) was signed into law. The objective of
the bill is to increase the supply of housing in the state by:

® Removing barriers to development at the local level (ORS 227.175)
Expediting permitting for affordable housing projects (ORS 227.178)

® Increasing options for the development of accessory dwelling units (ADU'’s) (ORS
197.312)

*® Allowing religious organizations to build affordable housing on their property
within residential zones (ORS 227.500)

ORS 227.178 requires cities to take final action (including resolution of all appeals) on
fand use applications within 120 days of the application being deemed complete.
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Senate Bill 1051 stipulates that cities with populations greater than 5,000 must now
take final action on qualifying residential development applications within 100 days
after the application is deemed complete. (A SPAC application is typically decided in 100
days from the date of submittal.)

Under SB 1051 an application qualifies for final action within 100 days if:

® The application is for development of a multifamily residential building
containing five or more residential units within the urban growth boundary;

* At least 50 percent of the residential units included in the development will be
sold or rented as affordable housing*; and

* The development is subject to a covenant appurtenant that restricts the owner
and each successive owner of the development or a residential unit within the
development from selling or renting any affordable residential unit as housing
that is not affordable housing* for a period of 60 years from the date of the
certificate of occupancy.

*Affordable housing is defined in SB 1051 as being “..housing that is affordable to
household with incomes equal to or less than 60 percent of the median family income for
the county in which the development is built or for the state whichever is greater.”

Commissioner Whitlock asked, what is the current 60 percent figure? Mr. Adams
reported the median family income for Jackson County is approximately $43,000 so 60
percent of that would be around the $25,000ish range.

Staff is proposing to amend section 10.051 of the Medford Land Development Code
(MLDC) to state that SPAC actions shall be considered final when they involve residential
development projects that meet the criteria for final action within 100 days, and that
any appeal of such actions shall be made directly to the State Land Use Board of Appeals
(LUBA). While this amendment would remove a level of local contro! over land use
decisions, the qualifying criteria noted above are so stringent that staff does not
anticipate any appreciable number of applications will qualify for the reduced final
action timeline.

SB 1051 amended ORS 227.175 to state that:

“A city may not deny an application for a housing development located within the urban
growth boundary if the development complies with clear and objective standards,
including but not limited to clear and objective design standards contained in the city
comprehensive plan or land use regulations.”

Staff is working on the development of clear and objective design standards as part of
the housing amendments that were recently recommended by the Housing Advisory
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Committee. The MLDC does not currently contain design standards, and as such the
compatibility criterion can no longer be applied to any housing development application
that complies with development standards in Article IV (e.g. density, setbacks, building
height, etc.).

Commissioner Whitlock reported the Site Plan and Architectural Commission came
across this question when reviewing a Planned Unit Development (PUD) with respect to
these standards. The Commission was given advice that the design standards that are in
the CC&R’s within the PUD were applicable design standards. Does Mr. Adams know
whether those would be applicable here or not? It does state in the City'’s
Comprehensive Plan or Land Use Regulations so maybe it is not applicable. Matt
Brinkley, Planning Director, reported that the PUD becomes the zoning ordinance. The
case that Commissioner Whitlock is talking about seemed that there was disagreement
what constituted Pacific Northwest style architecture. To him that is not clear and
objective. It is better than the classic example that SB 1051 is trying to address, which is
the neighborhood compatibility standard that is totally discretionary and obviously
neither clear nor objective.

Commissioner Bender stated that being the author of the design standards he does not

believe anything put in that document for KOGAP when it was developed would qualify

as clear and objective. The intent of that document when created was viewing it as

“ammunition” for KOGAP’s internal design review comnTittee and items to put out to
| their potential tenants.

Commissioner Whitlock was referring to more global. That was an example the Site Plan
and Architectural Commission had where they turned to an area that they would not
typically turn to when looking at City standards. They need to think for future
applications whether PUD design standards were clear and objective they would be
applicable standards that they should and could apply to these sorts of applications.

Mr. Brinkley thinks clear and objective standards could live in the PUD and would
supersede what is in the larger zoning regulations.

The City should not be enforcing CC&Rs unless they are brought into the PUD and
codified.

Commissioner Whitlock wants staff to assist with their opinion about whether they are
clear and objective enough to be enforceable.

The legal department is going to have to help determine how far to g0 in order to be
clear and objective,
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5B 1051 takes effect July 1, 2018. The 100 day timeline took effect the day the bill was
signed.

Kelly Akin, Assistant Planning Director, stated that SB 1051 expanded the definition of
needed housing. These were housing types that were identified in the Comprehensive
Plan as affordable housing, senior housing and downtown housing.

Mr. Adams reported that staff is proposing a text amendment stating that all residential
development projects shall be approved if they comply with the applicable City
ordinances, or if the Site Plan and Architectural Commission has approved an exception.
Commercial and Industrial development applications would still be subject to both of
the review criteria.

In addition, SB 2051 further amended ORS 227.175 to state that a city may not reduce
the height or density of an application for development projects if:

* The density and/or height applied for is at the authorized levels under the land
use regulations; and
° Atleast 75 percent of the floor area applied for is reserved for housing.

Staff is proposing to amend Section 10.291 of the Medford Land Development Code to
explicitly prohibit reductions in densitY and/f)r height on mixed-use development
projects meeting the above criteria.

Commissioner Whitlock asked, is the 75 percent include the common access areas or
just the areas reserved for residential occupancies? Commissioner Bender reported
that in general 75 percent of floor area is the prescribed living area and all the support
that goes along with it. He has not seen many ordinances that are so prescriptive,

Commissioner Whitlock asked, is there likely to be an OAR that covers this from the
State somewhere or can staff define it and intends to? Mr. Brinkley reported that there
may be something in a case law. Katie Zerkel, Senior Assistant City Attorney, stated that
she is wondering if SB 1051 only includes what has changed or it may be in an OAR. She
would have to check.

Commissioner Culbertson believes these applications will be rare. Commissioner
Whitlock responded that SB 1051 is for all residential. Any mixed-use that contains a
residential use would be subject to these changes not just low income.

Commissioner Culbertson stated that the expedited portion of this is to fill the gap in
the code where no one can submit an application and nothing can be done because the
law takes precedence.
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Mr. Adams reported that the gap staff expressed with the Planning Commission is for ali
housing types. The City was recently awarded a technical assistance grant that will be
used to aid in developing the recommended code amendments provided by the Housing
Advisory Committee earlier this year. Part of that work will include the formulation of
residential design standards, but given the “clear and objective” requirement language
5B 1051, staff has been directed by the City Council and Planning Commission to draft
interim design standards that will be required on multi-family residential development
projects until more robust and complete standards can be formulated and adopted.

In looking at the minor code text amendment staff is proposing, is there anything that
the Site Plan and Architectural Commission thinks needs to be changed? Commissioner
Bender replied that he does not see anything problematic in terms of the code
amendments that staff has outlined so far. As an architect he is more curious to see
design standards when drafted. He hopes things do not get “too cute.” Being clear and
objective can be overly prescriptive.

Commissioner Whitlock agrees with Commissioner Bender. He does not see any needed
changes in what staff has presented. He also is curious about what the standards look
like. It is a good approach and looks appropriate to him.

Commiissioner Whitlock asked, what types of things has staff been contemplating? Heis
having a hard time with the types of things staff is seeking or would be appropriate. Has
staff come up with a list of things the Commission could give a thumbs up/thumbs
down? Mr. Brinkley reported the things staff would address would be basic for interim
design standards. They will be things like articulation, bulk and mass, orientation of the
main entrance to the public way.

Chair Quinn asked, are single family applications going to start coming before the Site
Plan and Architecture Commission? Ms. Akin replied no, they are clear and objective
that staff can manage.

Chair Quinn asked, would new residential development come before the Site Plan and
Architectural Commission? Ms. Akin replied no. The Planning Commission would see
the subdivision but staff will process the permits and use the clear and objective
standards.

Commissioner Whitlock asked, can the design standards include design standards that
are not architecturally significant such as landscaping? That is one of the things that
struck him when looking at multi-family is how the landscaping can change the feel of
the architecture as it relates to the street, parking areas, etc. Is that something that
would be in the design standards or is this only architecture design standards? Mr.
Brinkley responded that it could be. Commissioner Bender stated that the landscape
standards that exist are clear and objective. Ms. Akin reported that they used to be. A
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few years ago staff removed almost all the numbers out of the code and relied on
design professionals. The clear and objective standard was removed out of the code.

Commissioner Whitlock asked, does staff need to revisit that and put things back in or
can it be relied on that the developer will do what is appropriate? He believes that the
landscape is incredibly significant. He would not want to minimize that. The feel of it
has a lot more to do with the relationship between the architecture and public spaces.

Ms. Paladino asked, does Commissioner Whitlock want his comment in the interim
design standards or the permanent design standards? Commissioner Whitlock stated
that if staff sees a need in the interim design standards that would be great, but for
interim design standards the architectural piece will be challenging enough.

Commissioner Whitlock asked, does staff plan to bring the interim design standards to
the Site Plan and Architecture Commission? Mr. Adams replied yes. Staff will create the
interim design standards and present them to the Planning Commission in another
study session on Monday, June 11, 2018. Staff will incorporate their comments and
bring those to the Site Plan and Architecture Commission on Friday, June 15, 2018. Staff
will take SPAC’s final feedback to the Planning Commission for recommendation on
Thursday, July 12, 2018 and to City Council for adoption on Thursday, August 16, 2018.

Commissioner Whitlock asked, will all of these be subject to an exception request? Are i
these absolute standards that can never be varied fror%, or will they be subject to
exception requests? Commissioner Whitlock asked, aren’t there exception possibilities
for all of the objective standards? Ms. Akin replied yes.

Ms. Paladino reported that Grants Pass has a process where they do have prescriptive
standards. If one wants to deviate they have criteria that meets the intent of the
prescriptive standards. They would go to the Planning Commission for review.

Commissioner Whitlock asked, is the Grants Pass process for alternatives clear and
objective standards such that one can effectively take an off-ramp and go to those, or
are they discretionary? Mr. Brinkley reported they are discretionary. It is criteria that
states what the prescriptive standard is trying to achieve. Ms. Paladino stated that a
narrative is written explaining why the design meets the intent.

Commissioner Whitlock asked, are those staff applied principals in terms of non-
discretionary? Ms. Paladino stated that in Grants Pass they were Planning Commission
approved.

Ms. Paladino stated that the Housing Advisory Committee met last year and created
recommendations. Ms. Paladino passed them around to the Site Plan and Architectural
Commission. Last year they applied for a technical assistance grant and the City Council
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recently approved the agreement. Staff will hire a consultant to help with the
regulatory changes. A separate consultant will be hired to help with the economic

changes.

Commissioner Bender stated that increased building height in multifamily zones is
already dealing with something that is somewhat different. Height does not become
such a hurdle including it in the design standards.

Commissioner Whitlock asked, who is working on the economic SDC deferral
exemption? Mr. Brinkley reported that Kelly Madding, Deputy City Manager/Economic
Development Coordinator, Mr. Brinkley, Eric Mitton, Deputy City Attorney and a
stakeholder group including, realtors, lenders, appraisers and title company
representatives. Commissioner Whitlock is helping Klamath Falls since their City
Attorney resigned. Commissioner Whitlock spent forty-five minutes with a developer
that was complaining about the same issue in Klamath Falls and how dis-incentivizing
the SDCs are for anybody who invests in multifamily development.

2. LHPC/SPAC Duties

Ms. Akin reported that the City Council has asked staff to review consolidating the
Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission (LHPC) and the Site Plan and
Architectural Commission (SPAC).

|

Several years ago the City Council gave the Landmarks and Historic Preservation
Commission the same authority that SPAC has. When applications were in the Historic
District both bodies had to review.

The duties of LHPC and SPAC are similar but different. LHPC has different
responsibilities and more discretion authority than SPAC in the way their criteria are
written and apply the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.

Ms. Akin would like to put the item on SPAC’s agenda and have them vote on it at a
future meeting to carry their message forward to the City Council.

Chair Quinn commented that he does not know what LHPC does. Ms. Akin reported
that LHPC reviews all exterior modifications for properties that are on the National
Historic Register. There are four districts; three residential districts and the Downtown
Historic District. Oakdale, Minnesota, Geneva and Corning Court are districts. There are
several houses that are also on the register independent of any of the other districts.

Chair Quinn asked, how many people are on the LHPC? Ms. Akin stated there are five,
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Chair Quinn asked, if they are combined do all five of them come onto SPAC? Ms. Akin
stated that is one of the questions. SPAC has a requirement for four specific
employment backgrounds. LHPC does not have that, they are just interested citizens.

The City is obliged to have a historic commission since they have historic districts. The
City also receives Certified Local Government grants through the state historic
preservation office. The City is obliged to have a body to administer that grant.

Chair Quinn asked, would they become the Site Plan and Architectural and Historical
Commission? Staff would have to create a new name,

Commissioner Culbertson asked, since today they were short of members could this be
put on the agenda as a presentation item giving specific duties that will be added to the
body before voting? Ms. Akin replied yes.

Commissioner Whitlock is curious about the level of work. How often do they meet?
Ms. Akin stated that the Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission meets once a
month. It is rare to cancel their meetings. There is some staff jevel authority in
reviewing paint colors and roofing materials, and fagade improvements. Mr. Brinkley
reported that any major modification is reviewed by LHPC. Signs and fences could be
done administratively, and that is a code change staff is looking at. With larger
modifications it gets into the Secretary of Interior standards. There is a lot of discretion.
A building addition has to be distinctive and different from the original building but
compatible.

Commissioner Bender stated staff has done a great job by putting the applicable criteria
at the beginning of each item. What is the basis that the Commission is judging the
particular item on? If that is well articulated it becomes clear how SPAC can take that
on. Is there a special certification that a Commissioner would need to meet to fill that
position? Ms. Akin reported those Commissioners would become the historic experts.
Some of the items they see are challenging. There would be training for all the
Commissioners to manage the historic portion.

Chair Quinn asked, how does the City benefit by combining the two commissions? Ms.
Akin reported it lessens the City Council's work load. There are 19 boards and
commissions. With the exception of the Planning Commission there is a liaison assigned
to all of them. Thereis an expense to publishing the agendas and staffing meetings.

Chair Quinn asked, when does LHPC meet? Ms. Akin reported they meet the first
Tuesday of every month in the evening. They are a quasi-judicial body that has the
same authority as SPAC.
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Chair Quinn asked, should some of the SPAC members attend LHPC meetings to see
what they do? Ms. Akin replied yes.

Ms. Zerkel asked, when saying the City must have a historic commission is there
anything that defines what that is, or does it just have to have the word historic in the
title of the commission? Ms. Paladino reported that it has to be a commission that
oversees historic items. Mr. Brinkley stated that it is not unusual in smaller
communities where planning commission doubles up as historic and transportation
commission. The LHPC has had a hard time filling seats so the body was reduced to five
from seven.

Chair Quinn stated that there are not enough seats in the Council Chambers to include
five historic commissioners.

Dick Gordon, City Council Representative, added that the City’s legal counsel along with
Tim Jackle do not feel that the Planning Commission, Landmarks and Historic
Preservation Commission or the Site Plan and Architectural Commission should have a
liaison. Their actions are subject to appeal to the City Council. That is one reason he
rarely participates in SPAC’s dealings. Their concern is with Mr. Gordon sitting through a
meeting that he could have information that they do not have even though they could
listen to the tape. He does not think that SPAC will have 3 liaison any longer., The
primary responsibility of the liaison is to make sure the Commission is staffed. it has to
be the prop'er taff that understands what the work is and what needs to Ee done.

There has not been much screening for the people sitting on LHPC to have the necessary
skills. Although staff should be teaching the skills he does not know what they have
done in orientation and training.

Right now SPAC is short a general contractor. There is someone that said they will
participate but they have not filed an application.

If there are no liaisons on the commissions then the City Council is going to have to step
up the recruitment and interviewing.

It has been discussed bringing one person from LHPC to SPAC. There are four dedicated
positions and four at large and to make a spot for someone with historic background.
The big problem is the landscape professional. They have the help of one member that
fills that role. Mr. Gordon proposed the possibility of doing away with that because the
City does have Parks and Recreation review and some review internally.

He does not think the City Council has talked about increasing the size of SPAC just
changing the composition.

Page9of 11

Page 68



Site Plan and Architectural Commission Study Session Minutes May 18, 2018

Commissioner Whitlock asked, would it not make sense to have an odd number? Mr.
Gordon replied they do now with nine members. Commissioner Whitlock commented
SPAC has eight members. Mr. Gordon was thinking Planning Commission.

There are a lot of duties that Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission currently
has that Mr. Gordon thinks SPAC is capable of doing. In watching the agenda for LHPC
he believes staff can make a lot of those decisions. It is the Certified Local Government
grant money that is the problem. He has no problem continuing some sort of historic
commission. Their sole job is basically the Certified Local Government items and
recommending changes to the code or making recommendations to whoever in the City
on needed items involved in historic districts and historic activities.

Commissioner Whitlock feels adequately qualified to do what he is doing now with
SPAC. Frankly, the architectural piece he is a little grey. He is not sure he would be a
great person to serve on a commission that had the requirement/obligation to deal with

historical issues.

Commissioner Bender said all of the at-large professionals have varying levels of
engagement with different aspects of everything SPAC covers. If the criteria are
presented he feels that even though he is not a historic expert, being a member of the
community and his professional abilities, he can take LHPC on. The judicial side is what
they are examining and judging the case based on its merits and evidence submitted.
He thknks the rest of SPAC could do t"le same thing. |

Chair Quinn does not see it as rocket science. He feels qualified.

Ms. Akin stated that as far as criteria goes, staff shows how it does or does not meet the
criteria. Mr. Adams does a good job with historic.

Mr. Gordon reported that LHPC in the past years have cost MURA $80-3100 thousand.
Their expert who the City contracts with and advises LHPC at times sold MURA a bill of
goods with the Greyhound Archway that would draw thousands of tourists every year.
There were unnecessary expenses that has caused a lot if ill will in town. If SPAC would
take over some of theijr duties, giving the director more responsibility, it will go a long
way to helping the community.

Commissioner Whitlock asked, will there be another study session that is perhaps better
attended than this one, to talk about some of the issues that they have raised questions
about today, or is it more likely to take place within the context of the presentation
during a meeting? M:s. Akin replied either way based on their preference.
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Chair Quinn stated that perhaps the City Council Representative just makes a decision.
Mr. Gordon replied that it would be a recommendation to the City Council. The City
Council still has a ways to go before they are ready to make a decision.

Staff will take SPAC’s recommendation to the City Council.

Ms. Akin reported that the June 1, 2018, Site Plan and Architectural Commission
meeting will be short. They could have a study session immediately following the
meeting.

Ms. Zerkel suggested that staff not only have a presentation of the duties but options
how to combine the commissions and guidelines of the feedback staff is looking for.

Commissioner Whitlock is a little sensitive about SPAC voting to disband another
commission. It feels a little weird. It should be a question on whether SPAC is willing to
undertake those responsibilities.

Chair Quinn commented that they should state that SPAC is willing to take one person
from LHPC.

Chair Quinn will not be at the June 1, 2018, SPAC meeting and may not be present at the

June 15, 2018, SPAC meeting. |
|

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 1:16 p.m.

aui & R Seaundis,
Submitted by:
Terri L. Richards, Recording Secretary
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City of Medford

Planning Department

Working with the community to shape a vibrant and exceptional city

STAFF REPORT
for a type-B & type-C quasi-judicial decision: Minor Comprehensive Plan (General Land Use Plan
Map) Amendment, Zone Change and Conditional Use Permit (Cup)

PROJECT Grace Christian School
Applicant: 555 Airport Road, LLC.
Agent: CSA Planning, Ltd.

FILE NO. CP-18-054 / 2C-18-055 / CUP-18-056
TO Planning Commission forJuly 12, 2018 hearing
FROM Dustin Severs, Planner Ill |

REVIEWER  Kelly Akin, Assistant Planning Director é\_

DATE July 5, 2018
BACKGROUND
Proposal I |

Request for concurrent consideration of a three-part proposal: a minor General Land Use Plan
(GLUP) amendment to reclassify a single 4.36-acre parcel of land located at 555 Airport Road
(Tax Lot 500) from General Industrial (Gl) to Commercial (CM); a change of zone of the subject
parcel and the adjacent 5.85-acre parcel (Tax Lot 503 currently designated as CM on the GLUP
map) from Light Industrial (I-L) to Regional Commercial (C-R); and a Conditional Use Permit
(CUP) to allow an elementary school use {Grace Christian Elementary School: existing private
school currently located at 649 Crater Lake Avenue) to occupy the existing building on the
subject Tax Lot 500, and for a 1.3-acre portion of the adjacent/vacant Tax Lot 503 to be used as
an associated sports/recreation field (372W12A TL 500 & 372W12A TL 503).
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Subject Site Characteristics

Zoning: Light Industrial (I-L)

GLUP: General Industrial (G-1) & Commercial (CM)

Overlay(s): AC (Airport Area of Concern)

Use(s): Vacant industrial building (TL 500) & Vacant land (TL 503)

Surrounding Site Characteristics

North Zone: I-L
Use(s): Rogue Valley Funeral Alternatives, Loomis Armored US, Business Park
Drive

South Zone: |-L

Use(s): Pepsi Bottling Group, Navigator’s Landing Industrial Park

East Zone: |-L
Use(s): Rogue Valley International-Medford Airport

West Zone: |-L
Use(s): Columbia Distributing, Costco

Related Projects

None |

Corporate Names

The applicant’s findings (Exhibit J-L) state the owners of the property are Odysseus Farms, LP, a
California Limited Partnership, as having an undivided one-third interest; and Airport Road, LLC,
an Oregon limited liability company, as having a two-thirds interests. The Oregon Secretary of
State website lists 555 Airport Road, LLC as a registered business with a mailing address at 902
Chevy Way in Medford, Oregon, and lists its registered agent as Reid Murphy.

Applicable Criteria

Minor Comprehensive Plan Amendment

For the applicable criteria the Medford Municipal Code Section 10.184(1) redirects to the
criteria in the “Review and Amendments” chapter of the Comprehensive Plan. The applicable
criteria in this action are those for map amendments, and are based on the following:

1. A significant change in one or more Goal, Policy, or Implementation Strategy.

2. Demonstrated need for the change to accommodate unpredicted population trends, to
satisfy urban housing needs, or to assure adequate employment opportunities.

3. The orderly and economic provision of key public facilities.

4. Maximum efficiency of land uses within the current urbanizable area.
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5.
6.

Environmental, energy, economic, and social consequences.

Compatibility of the proposed change with other elements of the City Comprehensive
Plan.

All applicable Statewide Planning Goals.

Zone Change Criteria MLDC 10.227

The approving authority (Planning Commission) shall approve a quasi-judicial zone change if it
finds that the zone change complies with subsections (1) and (2) below:

(1) The proposed zone is consistent with the Transportation System Plan (TSP) and the
General Land Use Plan Map designation. A demonstration of consistency with the
acknowledged TSP will assure compliance with the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule.
Where applicable, the proposed zone shall also be consistent with the additional
locational standards of the below sections (1)(a), (1)(b), (1)(c), or (1)(d). Where a special
area plan requires a specific zone, any conflicting or additional requirements of the plan
shall take precedence over the locational criteria below.

EX 23

(c) For zone changes to any commercial zoning district, the following criteria shall be
met for the applicable zoning sought:

* ok ok

(iii) The overall area of the C-R zoning c(istrict shall be over three (3) acres in size,
shall front upon an arterial street or state highway, and shall be in a centralized
location that does not otherwise constitute a neighborhood shopping center or
portion thereof. In determining the overall area, all abutting property(s) zoned C-
R shall be included in the size of the district. The C-R zone is ordinarily considered
to be unsuitable if abutting any residential zones, unless the applicant can show
it would be suitable pursuant to (1)(e) below.

¥k ¥k

(2) It shall be demonstrated that Category A urban services and facilities are available or
can and will be provided, as described below, to adequately serve the subject property
with the permitted uses allowed under the proposed zoning, except as provided in
subsection (c) below. The minimum standards for Category A services and facilities are
contained in Section 10.462 and Goal 2 of the Comprehensive Plan “Public Facilities
Element” and Transportation System Plan.

(a) Storm drainage, sanitary sewer, and water facilities must already be adequate in
condition, capacity, and location to serve the property or be extended or
otherwise improved to adequately serve the property at the time of issuance of a
building permit for vertical construction.

(b) Adequate streets and street capacity must be provided in one (1) of the following
ways:
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(c)

(i) Streets which serve the subject property, as defined in Section 10.461(2),
presently exist and have adequate capacity; or

(ii) Existing and new streets that will serve the subject property will be
improved and/or constructed, sufficient to meet the required condition
and capacity, at the time building permits for vertical construction are
issued; or

(i) If it is determined that a street must be constructed or improved in order
to provide adequate capacity for more than one (1) proposed or
anticipated development, the Planning Commission may find the street to
be adequate when the improvements needed to make the street
adequate are fully funded. A street project is deemed to be fully funded
when one (1) of the following occurs:

(a) the project is in the City’s adopted capital improvement plan
budget, or is a programmed project in the first two (2) years of the
State’s current STIP (State Transportation Improvement Plan), or
any other public agencies adopted capital improvement plan
budget; or

(b) when an applicant funds the improvement through a
reimbursement district pursuant to the MLDC. The cost of the
improvements will be either the actual cost of construction, if
constructed by the applicant, or the estimated cost. The
“estimated cost” shall be 125% of a professional engineer’s
estimated cost that has been approved by the City, including the
cost of any right-of-way acquisition. The method described in this
paragraph shall not be used if the Public Works Department
determines, for reasons of public safety, that the improvement
must be constructed prior to issuance of building permits.

(iv) When a street must be improved under (b)(ii) or (b)(iii) above, the specific
street improvement(s) needed to make the street adequate must be
identified, and it must be demonstrated by the applicant that the
improvement(s) will make the street adequate in condition and capacity.

In determining the adequacy of Category A facilities, the approving authority
(Planning Commission) may evaluate potential impacts based upon the
imposition of special development conditions attached to the zone change
request. Special development conditions shall be established by deed restriction
or covenant, which must be recorded with proof of recordation, returned to the
Planning Department, and may include, but are not limited to the following:

(i) Restriction of uses by type or intensity; however, in cases where such a
restriction is proposed, the Planning Commission must find that the
resulting development pattern will not preclude future development, or
intensification of development, on the subject property or adjacent
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parcels. In no case shall residential densities be approved which do not
meet minimum density standards,

(ii) Mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly design which qualifies for the trip
reduction percentage allowed by the Transportation Planning Rule,

(iii) Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures which can be
reasonably quantified, monitored, and enforced, such as mandatory
car/van pools.

CUP Criteria MLDC 10.248

The approving authority (Planning Commission) must determine that the development proposal
complies with either of the following criteria before approval can be granted.

(1) The development proposal will cause no significant adverse impact on the livability,
value, or appropriate development of abutting property, or ;he surrounding area when
compared to the impacts of permitted development that is not classified as conditional.

(2) The development proposal is in the public interest, and although the development
proposal may cause some adverse impacts, conditions have been imposed by the
approving authority (Planning Commission) to produce a balance between the
conflicting interests.

In authorizing a conditional use permit the approving authority (Planning Commission)
may impose any of the fo/low}ng conditions: |

(1) Limit the manner in which the use is conducted, including restricting the time an
activity may take place, and restraints to minimize such environmental effects as
noise, vibration, air pollution, glare and odor.

(2) Establish a special yard or other open space or lot area or dimension
requirement.

(3) Limit the height, size, or location of a building or other structure.

(4) Designate the size, number, location, or nature of vehicle access points.

(5) Increase the amount of street dedication, roadway width, or improvements
within the street right-of-way.

(6) Designate the size, location, screening, drainage, surfacing, or other
improvement of parking or truck loading area.

(7) Limit or otherwise designate the number, size, location, height, or lighting of
signs.

(8) Limit the location and intensity of outdoor lighting, or require its shielding.

(9) Require screening, landscaping, or other facilities to protect adjacent or nearby
property, and designate standards for installation or maintenance thereof.
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(10)  Designate the size, height, location, or materials for a fence.

(11)  Protect existing trees, vegetation, water resources, wildlife habitat, or other
significant natural resources.

Authority

The Planning Commission is designated as the approving authority for Class-C land use actions
involving both zone change and conditional use permits (CUP). The subject application also
includes a Class-B quasi-judicial Comprehensive Plan Amendment. The Planning Commission is
authorized to act as an advisory agency, forwarding a recommendation to City Council for
proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan under Medford Municipal Code Sections
10.102-122, 10.165, and 10.185.

ISSUES AND ANALYSIS

Proiéct Summary

Existing Conditions

The subject site consists of two contiguous lots totaling 10.21 acres. The westerly 4.36-acre lot
(Tax Lot 500) currently contains an “L” shaped industrial building which was previously
occupied by an electronics company specializing in antenna technology (Kethrein Holding USA,
Inc.), and is composed of an approximate 4,784 square foot single-story office building and
courtyard in the front, an approximate 28,000 square foot two-story masonry building win
(north/south axis), and an approximate 30,400 square foot two-story masonry building wing
(east/west axis). The easterly 5.85-acre lot (Tax Lot 503), located on the corner of Biddle Road
and Airport Road, is completely vacant.
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Access to the westerly lot (Tax Lot 500) is currently provided by a curb cut driveway off of
Airport Road extending north along the east side of the building though a parking area and
wrapping around the north side of the building to a second large parking area. Access to the
easterly lot (Tax Lot 503) is provided by a single curb cut access point off of the site’s easterly
frontage with Biddle Road — classified as a Major Arterial street.

Proposal

With the subject requests, the applicant is proposing to convert the existing industrial building
to serve as the new location for the Grace Christian School — a private school currently located
at 649 Crater Lake Avenue — along with utilizing a portion of the adjacent easterly lot (Tax Lot
503) to be used as an associated sports/recreation field for the school.
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The applicant’s submitted Conceptual Site Plan (Exhibit C) also identifies several future
commercial buildings located on the easterly lot (Tax Lot 503) — minus the sports/recreation
field identified as part of the CUP land area — including two office buildings, a mini-market
service station, a coffee stand, and a restaurant. However, the inclusion of the future
conceptual layout of the site identified on the applicant’s site plan is intended strictly for
informational purposes, and is not subject to review as part of the subject application.

CSP CN CC CR CH IL 1G IH
821 Elementary and C (of C (o C X X X
Secondary Schools
822  Collegas and P P P p P P X X
Universities
823  Librasies P P P P P P X X
824  Vocanonal Schools P P P P X X
829  Schools & Educational P P P P X X
Services. nec
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Pursuant to MLDC 10.337, elementary and secondary schools are permitted in all commercial
zones — subject to approval of a CUP — but prohibited in all industrial zones. Accordingly, in
order for the existing building -
located on the subject property to [ e
be considered for a CUP to serve as ‘D :
the new location for the Grace
Christian School, the applicant will
need to rezone the property from its
current I-L zoning to a commercial
zoning classification. As Tax Lot 500, | | % A
the westerly parcel containing the || . IS 2%
industrial building is also designated P S
with the General Industrial (GI) | CRY SR 4
GLUP designation - consistent with |~ . .. — ~

its current I-L zoning classification — |

the applicant will likewise need to be approved for a GLUP map amendment, changing the
GLUP designation from General Industrial (Gl) to Commercial (CM), which permits commercial
zones.

The rezoning of the site to a
commercial zone will also need to
include the easterly parcel (Tax Lot
503), as the northwést portion of
the parcel is proposed to be
included as part of the school use
(sports/recreation field). The
applicant is also proposing several
future commercial buildings on the
parcel as identified on the
Conceptual Site Plan (Exhibit C).
While a change of zone to a commercial classification will need to include both Tax Lots 500 and
503 — which are both currently zoned I-L — a change of the GLUP designation from Gl to CM is
limited to the westerly parcel (Tax Lot 500), as the easterly parcel (Tax Lot 503) is currently
designated with the CM GLUP. As such, a change to a commercial zone will bring the easterly
parcel (Tax Lot 503) into compliance with its current CM GLUP designation.

In summary, the subject application includes a three-part proposal: a GLUP change amendment
for the 4.36-acre westerly parcel (Tax Lot 500); a change of zone from I-L to C-R for both parcels
in order for the proposed school use to be eligible for the approval of a CUP (and for the future
uses identified on the applicant’s Conceptual Site Plan (Exhibit C) to likewise be permitted);
and, contingent on the approval of the GLUP and zone changes, the applicant is requesting a
CUP for their proposal to relocate the Grace Christian School to the subject site, as required per
MLDC 10.337.
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All three requests have been submitted for concurrent review with the Planning Commission
designated as the approving authority for both the Class C CUP and zone change requests, while
the Planning Commission will additionally serve as an advisory body for the Class B quasi-
judicial GLUP change request, forwarding a recommendation to the City Council which is
scheduled to hear the request on August 16, 2018. The approval of the proposed rezone for
the westerly parcel (Tax Lot 500) will be contingent on subsequent approval of the proposed
GLUP amendment by City Council, while the approval of the CUP request will be contingent on
both the approval of the zone change and GLUP amendment requests.

Parking
Per MLDC 10.743(1), the required parking for an elementary school is as follows:
e ;

Parking Standards are based on number of spaces per 1,000 Square Feet of ||
Gross Floor Area (unless otherwise noted)

Maximuin Permitted

qu'l.zilwE Spaces

Land Use Minimuin Number of Required Parking Spaces

Category Central Business

District C-B Overlay
(outside of Dovwntown
Parking District)**

All Other Zones All Zones

Schoo -

1.0 space per teacher and 1.0 space per teacher and | 1.0 space per teacher and
staff plus 1.0 space per 2.4 | staff plus 1.0 space per2.2 || staff plus 1.0 space per
classrooms . classrooms 1.8 classrooms

e e ————

Elementary
Kindergarten —

The applicant’s submitted findings (Exhibit L) state that the future layout of the school will
include 14 classrooms, and will include a total staff of 40 employees. Based on this information,
the minimum/maximum parking requirements for the site are as follows:

PARKING TABLE (10.743-751)

Required Existing
Total Spaces 46 min. / 48 max. 80
Accessible Spaces 4 4
Bicycle Spaces 8 4

As shown in the Parking Table above, the subject site meets the minimum parking requirements
for total spaces and handicap spaces as required per MLDC 10.743-751. However, the existing
site currently provides only four spaces for bicycles, and the applicant’s submitted plans do not
identify additional bicycle spaces to be added to the site to serve its future use as a school. In
explaining this deficiency in bicycle spaces to the applicant’s agent, it was explained to staff that
the intention of the applicant is to possibly include additional spaces for bicycle parking within
the building. The applicant’s agent further requested that a final parking plan be delayed until

Page 9 of 17

Page 79



Grace Elementary School Staff Report
CP-18-054 / ZC-18-055 / CUP-18-056 July 5, 2018

the time in which building remodel plans have been drafted for the subject building, so that the
applicant can determine the location for the indoor bicycle parking area.

As a condition of approval, the applicant will be required to submit plans showing a minimum
of eight bicycle spaces provided for the school prior to the issuance of a building permit, as
required per MLDC 10.743-1.

Access

The submitted CUP Plan (Exhibit B) shows vehicular access to the subject site provided by the
two driveways off of Airport Road: the existing driveway currently serving the westerly parcel
(Tax Lot 500), and a second proposed driveway connecting the easterly parcel (Tax Lot 503) to
the future school site and serving as a drop-off area for the school. The applicant’s submitted
Conceptual Site Plan (Exhibit C) shows the proposed driveway ultimately connecting to the
site’s existing access driveway off of Biddle Road as part of the future commercial development
of the easterly parcel (Tax Lot 503).

Traffic Analysis

MLDC 10.461(3) requires a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) to be conducted to evaluate
development impacts to the transportation system if a proposed application has the potential
of generating more than 250 net average daily trips (ADT) or the Public Works Department has
concerns due to operations or accident history.

A TIA was submitted with the subject application, which was performed by Southern Oregon
Transportation Engineering, LLC, and the TIA determined 'that the proposed comprehensive
plan amendment and zone change to C-R for the subject site would result in a net increase of
12,252 ADT within the study area identified in the analysis — a significant impact to the
transportation system. In order to maintain an adequate level of service, the applicant has
stipulated to a trip cap of 3,312 ADT or an equivalent 331 p.m. peak hour trips as part of the
zone change request.

The Traffic Engineering division of Public Works reviewed the submitted TIA with the proposed
trip cap stipulation and has recommended the following condition:

Trip generation on the property shall not exceed 3,312 ADT until a TIA for a higher cap
generation is accepted. The developer shall submit a trip accounting with any
subsequent development applications showing that trip generation from the proposal
will not cause the total trip generation of the subject 10.23 acres to exceed 3,312 ADT.

Facility Adeguacy

Per the agency comments submitted to staff, including the Rogue Valley Sewer Services
(Exhibits M-P), it can be found that there are adequate facilities to serve the future
development of the site.
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Other Agency Comments
Rogue Valley Sewer Services (RVSS) (Exhibit P)

The subject property is within RVSS service area, which requires that future sewer
improvements be designed and constructed in accordance with RVSS standards. As a condition
of approval, the applicant will be required to comply with all applicable conditions of RVSS.

Rogue Valley International-Medford Airport (Exhibit R)

The subject site is within the Airport Area of Concern (AC) zoning overlay district. In an email
submitted to staff, the airport stated that the applicant will need to contact the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) regarding filing a 7460-1 Notice of Proposed Construction or
Alteration. As a condition of approval, the applicant will be required to provide documentation
to staff confirming compliance with all FAA requirements.

Jackson County Roads (Exhibit Q)

The section of Airport Road fronting the southern boundary of the subject site is under the
jurisdiction of Jackson County. Jackson County Roads’ report (Exhibit Q) provided an itemized
list of comments, including, but not limited to, any frontage road improvements be permitted
and inspected by the City of Medford, and the recommendation that the City of Medford
request road Jurisdiction. As a condition of approval, the applicant will be required to comply
with all applicable requirements of Jackson County Roads.

Committee Comments

No comments were received from a committee, such as BPAC.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Comprehensive Plan Amendment

1. Asignificant change in one or more Goal, Policy, or Implementation Strategy.

Findings
The City has completed an Urban Growth Boundary amendment to accommodate future land
need, which has been formally adopted by the State, and the analysis done through that

process has provided information demonstrating the need for commercial land.

Conclusions

The proposed change is consistent with pertinent Comprehensive Plan policies and
implementation strategies that seek to provide an adequate supply of commercial land.

2. Demonstrated need for the change to accommodate unpredicted population trends, to
satisfy urban housing needs, or to assure adequate employment opportunities.
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Findings

The City has completed an Urban Growth Boundary amendment to accommodate future land
need, which has been formally adopted by the State, and the analysis done through that
process identified a slight surplus of industrial land and a deficit in commercial land.

Conclusions
The proposed change responds to a demonstrated need for an adequate supply of commercial

land and for adequate employment opportunities.

3. The orderly and economic provision of key public facilities.

Findings

Per the agency comments submitted to staff, including the Rogue Valley Sewer Services
(Exhibits M-P), it can be found that there are adequate facilities to serve the future
development of the site as a commercial development. Additionally, the tTip cap stipulation on
the site to limit traffic generation will ensure there will be no significant impact to the
transportation system based upon the change in designation from General Industrial to
Commercial.

Conclusions
Sufficient facilities exist to accommodate the proposed classification change.

4. Maximum efficiency of land uses within|the current urbanizable area.

Findings
A designation change to a commercial designation will allow for the land to be used for both
commercial and residential uses, and would not eliminate possible residential uses of the site.

Conclusions

The proposed designation change would mean the land could be used for both commercial and
residential uses — a more efficient and versatile use of land than the limited uses permitted
under the site’s current Industrial designation.

5. Environmental, energy, economic, and social consequences.

Findings
Environmental: The subject area is already within the UGB, and thus has already met tests
concerning environmental impacts; a change of designation does not affect suitability for

urbanization.

Energy: A designation change to CM would not pose any discernable energy consequences, as
the site is located within the UGB, and thus has already met tests concerning environmental
impacts; change of designation does not affect suitability for urbanization.

Economic: The City has completed an Urban Growth Boundary amendment to accommodate
future land need, which has been formally adopted by the State, and the analysis done through
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that process identified a slight surplus of industrial land and a deficit in commercial land, and
thus employment opportunities.

Social: The surrounding area of the subject site is a mix of industrial and commercial uses. The
changing of the subject site (TL 500) to the Commercial (CM) GLUP will result in the site
abutting other property also designated with the CM GLUP. The proposed change to the
subject site is not anticipated to have a negative social consequence as the surrounding area is
already a mix of commercial and industrial uses.

Conclusions
Environmental: No discernable environmental consequences would result with the proposed
change of designation.

Energy: No discernable energy consequences would result with the proposed change of
designation.

Economic: | The proposed change of designation would reduce the deficit of commercial land
within the UGB, thereby providing additional employment opportunities.

Social:  No discernable social consequences would result with the proposed change of
designation.

6. Compatibility of the proposed change with other elements of the City Comprehensive Plan.

Findings ' |
Economic Element
Policy 1-5: The City of Medford shall assure that adequate commercial and industrial lands are

available to accommodate the types and amount of economic development needed to support
the anticipated growth in employment in the City of Medford and the region.

Implementation 1-5-b: Reduce projected deficits in employment lands by changing GLUP Map
designations within the existing Urban Growth Boundary.

Conclusions

This proposed change does supply a small amount of the projected need for Commercial land.

7. All applicable Statewide Planning Goals.

Goal 1 - Citizen Involvement

Findings

Goal 1 requires the City to have a citizen involvement program that sets the procedures by
which affected citizens will be involved in the land use decision process, including
participation in the quasi-judicial revision of the Comprehensive Plan. The City of Medford
has an established citizen-involvement program consistent with Goal 1 that includes public
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review of proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments by the Planning Commission and City
Council.

Conclusions
By following the standard notification and comment procedure, the City provided adequate

opportunities for citizen input.

Goal 2 — Land Use Planning

Findings

The City has a land use planning process and policy framework in the form of a
Comprehensive Plan and development regulations in Chapter 10 of the Municipal Code that
comply with Goal 2. These are the bases for decisions and actions.

Conclusions

There is an adequate factual basis for the proposed designation change.

Goal 3 — Agricultural Lands
Not Applicable.

Goal 4 — Forest Lands
Not Applicable.

Goal 5 — Natural Resources, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Open Spaces
Not Applicable. ! |

Goal 6 ~ Air, Water and Land Resources Quality

Findings
There are no streams on the property that would be impacted. The land in question is not
classified as a resource in terms of agriculture because it is classified as urbanizable.

Conclusion
The proposed change will have no discernable effect on the production of pollutants. There
are no water or land resource quality impacts.

Goal 7 — Areas Subject to Natural Hazards
Not Applicable.

Goal 8 — Recreation
Not Applicable.

Goal 9 — Economic Development
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Findings
Goal 9 outlines that Comprehensive Plans shall “provide for at least an adequate
supply of sites of suitable sizes, types, locations, and service levels for a variety of industrial

and commercial uses consistent with plan policies.”

Conclusion
The proposed change will provide additional commercial land in the existing urban area — a
land use designation in which the recent UGB analysis demonstrated as being deficient.

Goal 10 - Housing

Findings

Goal 10 requires that “plans shall encourage the availability of adequate numbers of needed
housing units at price ranges and rent levels which are commensurate with  the financial
capabilities of Oregon households and allow for flexibility of housing location, type, and
density.” A designation change to commercial will allow for the land to be used for both
commercial and residential uses, while housihg is largely prohibited within zones permitted
under the General Industrial designation.

Conclusion
The proposed designation change will create a potential for the expansion of the City’s
existing housing stock.

Goal 11 - PLbeiC Facilities and Services

Findings
Refer to findings under Criterion 3 above.

Conclusion
Refer to conclusions under Criterion 3 above.

Goal 12 — Transportation

Findings

The Transportation Planning Rule (OAR 660-012) requires cities to have plans to
accommodate anticipated transportation system needs. A traffic impact analysis was
provided with this proposal and the corresponding zone change.

Conclusion

The submitted traffic impact analysis states that the potential development associated with
the proposed GLUP designation change and zone change would generate approximately
12,252 trips - a significant impact to the public transportation system. However, the traffic
engineering division of the Public Works Department has reviewed the analysis and
concluded that with the enforcement of the trip cap stipulation, limiting traffic generation,
the change of designation will not significantly impact the surrounding system facilities.
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Goal 13 - Energy Conservation
Not Applicable.

Goal 14 - Urbanization
Not Applicable.

Goals 15- 19 are not applicable.

Zone Change
Findings

Staff finds that, in regards to Criterion 1, there is adequate evidence in the record to
demonstrate that the proposal is consistent with the CM General Land Use Plan Map
designation, and a Traffic Impact Analysis has been provided, reviewed, and approved by the
Public Works Department to ensure coqsistency with the Transportation System Plan; with the
overall area of the site exceeding three acres, and fronting upon an arterial street, the
locational criteria for a change of zone to C-R are met, and the changing of the easterly parcel’s
(Tax Lot 503) zoning to C-R will bring its zoning into compliance with its current Commercial
GLUP designation. In regards Criterion 2, the agency comments included as Exhibits M through
P, together with the submitted Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) establishing a trip cap to ensure
traffic generation will not adversely impact the public street network, demonstrate that there

are adequate Category A facilities available to serve the subject site. |
| _

Conclusion

Based on staff’s aforecited findings, the Commission can find that the criteria are met.

Conditional Use Permit (CUP)

Findings

Staff finds that, in regards to Criterion 1, the proposed use of the property as an elementary
school will cause no significant adverse impact on the livability, value, or appropriate
development of abutting property, or the surrounding area when compared to the impacts of
permitted development that is not classified as conditional: as the proposed location does not
abut residential property, all abutting property has already been developed, the use of the site
as the location of an elementary school is a less intense use — in terms of potential noise,
vibration, air pollution, and glare generation — than many of the uses permitted by-right in the
C-R zoning district, and the trip cap stipulation will ensure there will be no significant impact to
the transportation system based upon the change in designation from General Industrial to
Commercial.

Conclusion

Based on staff’s aforecited findings, the Commission can find that the criteria are met.
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RECOMMENDED ACTION

Adopt the findings as recommended by staff and direct staff to prepare Final Orders for
approval of ZC-18-055 and CUP-18-056 per the staff report dated July 5, 2018, including Exhibits
A through U; and, based on the Findings and Conclusions that all the approval criteria are met
or not applicable, forward a favorable recommendation to City Council for approval of CP-18-
054.

EXHIBITS

Conditions of Approval dated July 5, 2018.

CUP Plan, received June 26, 2018.

Conceptual Site Plan, received May 18, 2018.

Conceptual Stormwater Plan, received June 5, 2018.

Applicant’s vicinity map, received April 23, 2018.

Zoning Map, received April 23, 2018.

Proposed Zoning Map, received April 23, 2018.

GLUP Map, received April 23, 2018.

Accessor’s Map, received April 23, 2018.

Applicant’s Findings of Fact (GLUP Amendment), received April 23, 2017.
Applicant’s Findings of Fact (Zone Change), received April 23, 2017.
Applicant’s Findings of Fact (CUP), received April 23, 2017.

Public Works Staff Report, received June 13, 2018. ,

Medford Water Commission memo & associated map, received June 13, 2018.
Medford Fire Department Report, received June 13, 2018.

Rogue Valley Sewer Services (RVSS) report, received June 4, 2018.
Jackson County Roads report, received June 6, 2018.

Rogue Valley International-Medford Airport memo, received June 8, 2018.
Rogue River Valley Irrigation District (RRVID), received June 4, 2018.

TIA summary, submitted to Public Works on May 30, 2018.

Public Works review of TIA, dated June 13, 2018.

Vicinity map

c—cm;oo-uozgr—x“——zm’nmoﬁmlb

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA: JULY 12, 2018
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EXHIBIT A

Grace Christian School
CP-18-054 / ZC-18-055 / CUP-18-056
Conditions of Approval
July 5, 2018

CODE REQUIRED CONDITIONS

1. The change of zone (ZC-18-055) shall be effective upon City Council approval of the
General Land Use Plan (GLUP) map amendment (CP-18-054).

2. The Conditional Use Permit (CUP-18-056) shall be contingent on concurrent approval of
the zone change (ZC-18-055), and effective upon City Council approval of the General
Land Use Plan (GLUP) map amendment (CP-18-054).

Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall:

3. Comply with all conditions stipulated by the Public Works Department (Exhibit M).

Comply with all conditions stipulated by the Medford Water Commission (Exhibit N).

Comply with all requirements of the Medford Fire Department (Exhibit O).

Comply with all requirements of the Rogue Valley Sewer Services (Exhibit P).

Comply with all requirements of Jackson County Roads (Exhibit Q).

Comply with all requirements of the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) (IT_'xhibit R).

Comply with all requirements of the Rogue River Valley Irrigation District (Exhibit S).

10. Submit plans showing a minimum of eight bicycle spaces provided for the future use of
the site as an elementary school, as required per MLDC 10.743-1.

©oNO L

CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT #
File # CP-18-054/
ZC-18-055/CUP-18-056
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RECEIVED
APR 23 2018

PLANNING DEPT,
BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL

FOR THE CITY OF MEDFORD
JACKSON COUNTY, OREGON

THE MATTER OF A MINOR GENERAL )
LAND USE PLAN MAP AMENDMENT, )
CHANGING THE COMPREHENSIVE )
PLAN MAP DESIGNATION FROM )
GENERAL INDUSTRIAL (Gl) TO )
COMMERCIAL (CM) FOR ONE 4.36 )
ACRE  PARCEL  (372W12A-500) )
LOCATED 555 AIRPORT ROAD )
WITHIN THE CORPORATE LIMITS OF ) g'c')“ﬁc';",‘jglg';g“gg i
THE CITY OF MEDFORD, OREGON. ; A itarte ESRabi
)
)
)
)

Applicants/Owners: 555 Airport Road,
LLC and Odysseus Farms LP

Agent: CSA Planning, Ltd.

SCOPE AND NATURE OF THE APPLICATION
This application, one of three submitted for concurrent/simultaneous review, requests a
minor comprehensive plan amendment to change the General Land Use Plan (GLUP) map
designation for the subject property at 555 Airport Road from General Industrial (GI) to
Commercial (CM). The subject parcel is situated north of Airport Road approximately 567
feet west of its intersection with Biddle Road. The nature of the application is a Class-B
quasi-judicial Comprehensive Plan Amendment.

The second application is to rezone the subject parcel and the adjacent 5.85 acre Tax Lot 503
to the east (which is already designated as CM on the GLUP map) to C-R (Commercial,
Regional) from I-L (Industrial, Light). Tax Lot 503 is located on the northwest corner of the
intersection with Airport Road and Biddle Road.

The third application is a request for Conditional Use Permit to allow private/parochial
school use (Grace Christian) of the subject Tax Lot 500 (existing building to be adapted
there) and a portion of the adjacent Tax Lot 503 (for sports/recreation field).

CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT #
File # CP-18-054
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment
555 Airport Road LLC/Odysseus Farms LP, Owners/Applicants

EVIDENCE SUBMITTED WITH APPLICATION

Applicants herewith submit the following evidence in support of this land use application:

Exhibit 1. The proposed findings of fact and conclusions of law (this document) which
demonstrates how the proposed GLUP Map amendment complies with the
relevant substantive approval criteria

Exhibit 2. Vicinity Map (Scale 1” = 1,000")

Exhibit 3. Jackson County Assessor plat map 372W12A

Exhibit4. Map of Current General Land Use Plan Designation

Exhibit 5. Map of Current Zoning over Aerial Photo

Exhibit 6. Traffic Impact Analysis for dated February 20, 2018 prepared by Southemn
Oregon Transportation Engineering, LLC

Exhibit 7. Conditional Use Permit and Conceptual Plan Traffic Findings dated April 20,
2018 by Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering, LLC

Exhibit 8. Signed and Completed Application Form and Agent Authorization.

]} ;
APPLICABLE SUBSTANTIVE CRITERIA

The criteria under which the subject application for a minor comprehensive plan (GLUP) map
amendment may be approved are recited verbatim below.

CITY OF MEDFORD LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE
10.192 Minor Comprehensive Plan Amendment Criteria

Refer to the Review and Amendment section of the Comprehensive Plan.

CITY OF MEDFORD COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
Review and Amendment Procedures

CRITERIA FOR PLAN AMENDMENTS

Because of the important functional differences among the various Plan components, no common set of criteria
can be used to assess all proposed Plan amendments. Below are listed the criteria which must be considered
when evaluating proposed amendments to each of the specified Plan components. While all of the criteria may
not apply to each proposed amendment, all must be considered when developing substantive findings
supporting final action on the amendment, and those criteria which are applicable must be identified and
distinguished from those which are not.

Map Designations - Amendments shall be based on the following:
(1) A significant change in one or more Goal, Policy, or Implementation Strategy.

(2) Demonstrated need for the change to accommodate unpredicted population trends, to satisfy urban
housing needs, or to assure adequate employment opportunities.
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment
555 Airport Road LLC/Odysseus Farms LP, Owners/Applicants

(3) The orderly and economic provision of key public facilities

(4) Maximum efficiency of land uses within the current urbanizable area.

(5) Environmental, energy, economic and social consequences.

(6) Compatibility of the proposed change with other elements of the City Comprehensive Plan.
(7) All applicable Statewide Planning Goals.

v

FINDINGS OF FACT

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

1. Property Location: The subject property is located at 555 Airport Road within the
corporate limits of the City of Medford and its urban growth boundary.

2. Property Description: The subject property is identified as Tax Lot 500 on Jackson
County Assessment Plat 372W12A.

3. Owners: Odysseus Farms, LP, a California limited partnership, as to an undivided one-
third (1/3™) interest, and 555 Airport Road, LLC, an Oregon limited liability company, as
to an undivided two-thirds (2/3'%) interest, as tenants in common. Reid Murphy is
registered agent of record for owner 555 Airport Road, LLC.

4. Existing Land Use: The subject property was previously occupied by an electronics
company that specialized in antenna technology. It is developed with an “L” shaped
building complex comprised of a 52° X 92° single-story office building and courtyard in
the front; a 100° X 280’ two-story masonry building wing (long axis north/south)
partitioned within for engineering offices, antenna assembly and warehouse space at the
rear; and an 80° X 380° two-story masonry building wing on the east/west axis housing
similar interior spaces including shipping and delivery area. A paved driveway exists
from Airport Road and extending north along the east side of the building to a paved
parking area on and across the north side of the building.

5. Existing and Proposed GLUP Map Designation: General Industrial (GI) is the existing
designation. Commercial (CM) is proposed.

6. Existing Zoning: I-L (Light Industrial). An associated application submitted for
concurrent/simultaneous review requests to rezone this parcel along with the adjacent
Tax Lot 503 to the east to C-R (Regional Commercial). Tax lot 503 currently has a
zoning designation of I-L (Light Industrial) although its current GLUP map designation
is Commercial (CM).

7. Adjacent Zoning: All surrounding properties are currently zoned I-L (Light Industrial).

8. Surrounding Land Uses: The Exhibit 5 aerial/zoning map accurately depicts the pattern
of land partitioning and development in the surrounding area. The land uses which
presently surround the property are:

South: Airport Road fronts the subject parcel to the south. Avion Drive “T-s” into
Airport Road across from the subject property, providing access to a mix of light
industrial and commercial use parks, including the Navigator’s Landing PUD. The
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Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment
555 Airport Road LL.C/Odysseus Farms LP, Owners/Applicants

corner lots across from the subject property along Airport Road and Avion Drive
include the Pepsi Cola Distribution Center and a tire store.

East: Adjacent to the east is a 5.85 acre vacant parcel (Tax Lot 503) designated as
CM on the GLUP Map and zoned I-L, which is situated on the northwest corner of
the intersection at Airport Road and Biddle Road. The Rogue Valley International
Airport is located to the east of Biddle Road. That area is designated as Airport on
the GLUP Map and is zoned I-L. The properties at the southwest and southeast
corners of the Airport/Biddle Road intersection are designated on the GLUP Map as
CM land. A hotel and additional airport parking have been developed on the
southeast side. The 6.2 acre parcel at the southwest corner of the intersection is
currently vacant and still zoned I-L.

North: Properties adjacent to the north is the are zoned I-L and are developed with
commercial office and light industrial uses including (e.g., Abbey Funeral, Loomis
Armored, Avista Gas offices and customer service center, Precision Cheer Academy).

West: The area to the west of the subject property is zoned I-L. The adjacent
property (Tax Lot 502), which is also abutted by the subject parcel to the north) is a
three acre parcel developed with three buildings now vacant that were formerly used
by Premier Bank for corporate administrative offices, a data center, and a bank
branch. A GLUP Map Designation change from GI to CM was approved by the City
Council on April 19, 2018 for that property. The applicant in that proceeding
(Columbia Care Services) intends to apply for re-zone to C-R and to use the site for
offices and clinic for medical aqd mental health care services.

9. Essential (Category ‘A’) Public Facilities:

A. Sanitary Sewage Collection and Treatment: The site lies within the Rogue Valley
Sewer Service (RVSS) area. An 8-inch sewer main is located along airport road and
the east and north property lines, connecting through to Airport Drive to the north.
Existing structures on the property are already connected.

B. Water Service: Medford Water Commission has an existing 6-inch water line
located on the north right-of-way boundary of Airport Road and an existing 24-inch
water transmission line along the south right-of-way line. The existing buildings on
the subject property are now connected to the MWC water system. Two fire hydrants
are in place along east property line adjacent to the parking area.

C. Storm Drainage: This site lies within the Lone Pine Creek Drainage Basin. The
City of Medford has existing storm drain facilities in the area. This site is currently
developed and Applicants’ plans are to adapt the existing structural and parking
improvements for school use. A portion of the vacant adjacent parcel to the east,
which is now designated as CM on the GLUP Map, will be improved for sports
fields. Any new development or redevelopment will be required to provide
stormwater quality and detention at time of development in accordance with city
standards as may be in effect.

D. Transportation Facilities: Applicants engaged Southern Oregon Transportation
Engineering to assess the traffic impacts expected to result from the proposed GLUP
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment
555 Airport Road LLC/Odysseus Farms LP, Owners/Applicants

map amendment and associated zone change to C-R for both the subject Tax Lot 500
and adjacent Tax Lot 503. An analysis for the GLUP Map amendment and zone
change dated February 18, 2018, is attached as Applicants’ Exhibit 6. A
supplemental analysis dated April 20, 2018 attached as Applicants’ Exhibit 7 is
provided to establish that the proposed trip cap stipulation will not preclude future
development of the property under the proposed C-R zone and to show how the
proposed conditional school use will fit into an overall commercial development plan.
The findings of fact are reached with respect to streets and traffic:

* Access: Subject Tax lot 500 takes its access from Airport Road, approximately
650 feet west of its intersection with Biddle Road. Tax lot 503 to the east has
frontage on both Biddle Road and Airport Road with an existing access drive
along Biddle Road.

* Street Functional Classification: According to Figure 5.2 of the City of
Medford Transportation System Plan, Biddle Road is classified as a Major
Arterial Street and Airport Road is classified as a Local Street. Table Rock Road,
a Minor Arterial Road, is located nearby to the west of the subject property and
connects to Airport Road.

* Summary Traffic Impacts: Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering, LLC
(SOTE) determined that the proposed comprehensive plan map amendment and
zone change to C-R for both properties would result in a net increase of 12,252
average daily trips (ADT) which would significantly impact some transportation
facilities within the sr:oping area as identified in the analysis. Since an
unconditional approval is not possible without some form of mitigation to
maintain an adequate level of service, a trip cap stipulation is proposed as per
SOTE'’s recommendation and in accordance with MLDC Section 10.461 and
10.227(2)(c) to restrict traffic generation to the level that would be generated by
the existing I-L zoning plus up to 249 ADT (a level commensurate with less than
25 peak hour trips). Accordingly, a trip cap stipulation of 3,312 ADT (or an
equivalent 331 p.m. peak hour trips) is proposed to apply to both Tax Lots 500
and 503 as a condition of approval for the concurrent zone change application.

\
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The following conclusions of law and ultimate conclusions are reached with respect to this
proposed GLUP Map amendment. The following discussion and conclusions of law are
preceded by the criteria to which they relate:

City of Medford Comprehensive Plan Amendment Approval Criteria
Medford Land Development Code (MLDC) 10.190

(Inapplicable provisions omitted)
MLDC 10.192 Minor Comprehensive Plan Amendment Criteria
Refer to the Review and Amendment section of the Comprehensive Plan.
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Discussion: The adopted substantive approval criteria which govern minor comprehensive
plan amendments are contained in the Review and Amendments section of the Medford
Comprehensive Plan. The approval criteria in the plan’s Review and Amendment Procedures
section are preceded by the following language which gives context to how the criteria are to
be considered:

CiTY OF MEDFORD COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
Review and Amendment Procedures

CRITERIA FOR PLAN AMENDMENTS

Because of the important functional differences among the various Plan components, no common set of criteria
can be used to assess all proposed Plan amendments. Below are listed the criteria which must be considered
when evaluating proposed amendments to each of the specified Plan components. While all of the criteria may
not apply to each proposed amendment, all must be considered when developing substantive findings
supporting final action on the amendment, and those criteria which are applicable must be identified and
distinguished from those which are not.

Map Designations — Amendments shall be based on the following:

(1) A significant change in one or more Goal, Policy, or Implementation Strategy.

Findings: The City has recently completed an Urban Growth Boundary amendment to
accommodate future land need for population and employment growth. The UGBA adoption
was preceded by several major comprehensive plan updates, including a Population Element
update through the year 2027, completion of an Economic Opportunities Analysis as
incorporated into the Economy Element (projecting significant shortfall of employment land
within the existing UGB dver the planning period), a major internal GLUP Map Amendment
to more efficiently allocate land use types throughout the existing UGB, and finally the
amendment of the urban growth boundary itself. The City has also changed its land use
regulations to conditionally allow elementary and secondary schools within commercial
zoning districts, thereby inducing additional demand for the same.

* %k ok ok ok ok ok ok ook ok ok ok ok ok ok ok

(2) Demonstrated need for the change to accommodate unpredicted population trends, to satisfy urban housing
needs, or to assure adequate employment opportunities.
Findings: The City has recently updated its urban growth boundary to accommodate urban
land needs through the year 2028. The plan identified a small surplus of industrial land (one
acre) and a deficit of commercial land (18 acres) for which minor GLUP map amendments
could reasonably address without need to further expand the growth boundary. A changing
trend is the increase in private and charter schools which draw students from throughout the
region rather than from localized individual neighborhoods. Good accessibility is needed.
Not all parents live and/or work in Medford, so the location near several regional
transportation corridors is ideal.  The former electronics company left the area, leaving the
building underutilized. Educational services constitutes a significant cohort of employment
growth in the region and a similar number of jobs will be replaced at the site by way of
teaching faculty, administration, maintenance, and allied services. Another trend is that the
difference between light industrial and commercial land uses/zoning is much less distinct
than in the past. In this vicinity, commercial uses have been mixed into light industrial parks
and planned developments, and demand for commercial land is increasing with the recent
relocation of Costco nearby. The continued record growth in commercial passenger activity
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at the nearby airport also has increased demand for commercial land to provide services to
the travelling public. Relatedly, additional need for airport parking has consumed
approximately 5.6 acres of CM designated land (372W12A-1100) adjacent to the airport
beyond the need projected for the “A” Airport GLUP Map Designation — thereby effectively
reducing the available supply of CM land.

® ok ok ko ok ok ok sk ok ok ok ok %k ok ok

(3) The orderly and economic provision of key public facilities

Findings: The area is fully served by the gamut of key public facilities and the site is
already developed at urban intensity. A stipulation to limit traffic generation will ensure that
the transportation system is not adversely affected. This is not a situation that requires key
public facilities to be extended or expanded in any way, and is thus an orderly and economic
use of key public facilities.

* ok ko sk sk ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok sk sk

(4) Maximum efficiency of land uses within the current urbanizable area.

Conclusions of Law: The City’s adopted Economic Opportunities Analysis project that
some of the projected land need for employment lands will be accommodated through
redevelopment within the existing growth boundary. This proposal will accommodate the
adaptive reuse of existing buildings and parking facilities where the former business
relocated several years ago. The subject property is also situated between neighboring
parcels already dEsignated CM. The adjacent parcel to the west is full'y developed with a
former bank headquarters which is to be adapted for medical office and clinic use, and the
adjacent parcel to the east is vacant but will be rezoned and developed in conjunction with
the subject property to provide for a mix of commercial uses and some additional space to
provide playfields for the school. The CM designation will be implemented by the C-R
zoning district as requested in the associated zone change application for a site near the
regional airport, state and federal highway interchanges and a network of other regional
arterial streets.

* K ok ok sk ok ok ok %k ok ok ok ok %k sk ok

(5) Environmental, energy, economic and social consequences.

Findings: The subject site is already developed with a large building and associated parking
facilities. Adaptive re-use of existing buildings and site improvements avoids the necessity
to use more natural resources and energy to construct new facilities and reduces the need to
consume more land and impact soil, water and air resource. Energy is further saved by
locating regional uses in central locations that are easily accessed by a variety of
transportation modes and networks. The amendment will also have positive social
consequences by providing a site for the Grace Christian Elementary School to relocate and
increase capacity to provide additional educational services as an option to the growing
population in our community. The location is closer to its companion high school (Cascade
Christian) which will facilitate coordination and sharing of resources (e.g., counselors, tutors,
etc..). Also, an empty building sitting for years is not a social positive. The proposal will put
the building and grounds to beneficial use and the project will provide a catalyst for
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commercial development of the prime vacant corner property that is to be re-zoned in
conjunction with the subject Tax Lot 500 to C-R, thereby boosting the tax base to help fund
community services with an infill project. A site for a nice restaurant across from the airport
terminal would be a positive socially and environmentally as well as economically for those
who would rather not idle their cars while waiting to pick up arriving associates, family and
friends at the terminal. Overall, it is found that the environmental, energy, economic and
social consequences will be positive.

¥ ok ok ok ok ok ok ok sk ok ok %k ok %k ok ok

(6) Compatibility of the proposed change with other elements of the City Comprehensive Plan.

Findings: Responsive findings are required only for policies expressed as regulatory
requirements, but not for aspirational objectives. After reviewing the policies of the
comprehensive plan, it is concluded that only the following goals and policies (addressed
below) function as approval criteria for comprehensive plan map (GLUP) amendments and
all others are held to be inapplicable. The below cited goals and policies are followed by the
findings and conclusions as to how the proposal complies with the same.

ECONOMIC ELEMENT
ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITIES - CONCLUSION

4. Most industries in the region have lower wage levels compared to eamings across the state with the
excepfion of Natural Resources, Retail Trade, and Education and Health Sefervices. The City of Medford is well
situated to serve the Retail Trade, Education and Health Service sectors.

Goal 2: Assure an adequate commercial and industrial land base to accommodate the types and amount of
economic development and growth anticipated in the future, while encouraging efficient use of land and public
facilities within the city.
Policy 1-2: The City of Medford shall encourage the redevelopment of underutilized employment sites.
Policy 1-3: The City of Medford shall, as appropriate under the Goal above, support the retention and
expansion of existing businesses.
Implementation 1-3(b):  When evaluating GLUP Map amendments, assess the potential impacts of
those amendments on neighboring land uses.

Policy 1-5: The City of Medford shall assure that adequate commercial and industrial lands are available to
accommodate the types and amount of economic development needed to support the anticipated growth in
employment in the City of Medford and the region.
Implementation 1-5(b):  Reduce projected deficits in employment lands by changing GLUP Map
designations within the existing Urban Growth Boundary.

Policy 1-6: The City of Medford shall maintain a competitive Short-Term (five-year) supply of employment
land equal to at least one-quarter (25%) of the amount of land projected to be demanded over the twenty-year
planning horizon.

Findings: The plan’s Economic Element observes there to be a substantial deficiency in
vacant land for commercial/employment enterprises amounting to over 250 acres. The City
(and County) in adopting the recent urban growth boundary amendment, which has not yet
been acknowledged by the state, concluded that the deficit of commercial land would be
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reduced to just 18 acres and that there would be a small surplus (one acre) of industrial land.
Amending the designation of this property to Commercial will help reduce the deficiency in
line with Implementation 1-5(b) for inventory adjustments within the existing UGB. Minor
amendments provide a way to hone the long term (20 year) projections to adapt to
fluctuations within the planning horizon and to keep in compliance with Policy 1-6 to
maintain Short-Term (five year) supply. Additional employment lands will come on line in
the future if the UGBA is acknowledged by the state. But those lands will still need to be
annexed, master planned (in many cased), zoned and in many cases subdivided. Adequate
infrastructure will need to be available which will take considerable time to extend in many
cases. The subject site is built but unoccupied and is readily available to accommodate
commercial use in the short term.

The proposal to adapt the existing improvements for school use is squarely in accord with
Policy 1-2 to encourage redevelopment of existing sites.

With regard to Policy 1-3, the proposal will accommodate a relocation of an existing school
now within the City to a larger facility on a site within the same city, and thereby support
growth in the Education sector in line with Conclusion 4 of the Economic Opportunities
Analysis. Implementation 1-3(b) requires an assessment of potential impacts on neighboring
land uses. Implementation 1-3(b) is directed to the broader question of how the CM GLUP
Map Designation as a whole will fit in with the surrounding uses rather than any specific use
that may be permitted in the future. The subject Tax Lot 500 is now situated between two
CM designated parcels such that approval of the application will result in an orderly
continuous land use pattern to and around the Biddle Road intersection. The property to the
fest will benefit if this proposed GLUP Map amerldment and associated zone change
application is approved. That is because the City’s zoning approval criteria require that a C-
R zoning district shall front upon an arterial street or state highway. Extending the C-R
zoning over the subject property will then make possible the inclusion of the neighboring lot
into a C-R zoning district that fronts upon Biddle Road, which is an arterial. That in turn will
serve to encourage the redevelopment of that underutilized site for adaptive reuse of existing
buildings as well — in more furtherance of Policy 1-2.

Accordingly, it is concluded that this application is consistent with the requirements of
Economic Element.

PUBLIC FACILITIES ELEMENT

General Section

Goal 2: To assure that land use plan designations and the development approval process remain consistent
with the ability to provide adequate levels of essential public facilities and services.

Policy 2-A: [Limited Service Area Language Omitted] “Timely provision of essential urban facilities and
services” shall mean that such services can be provided in adequate condition and capacity prior to or
concurrent with development of the subject area. “Essential urban facilities and services” shall mean
sanitary sewers, water systems, stormwater management facilities, and transportation facilities. A
determination of minimum adequate service levels for essential urban facilities and services shall be based
on the following:

Sanitary Sewers: Sufficient to serve any proposed development consistent with the General Land Use
Plan (GLUP) map designation. Sanitary sewer facilities shall be considered adequate if they are
consistent with the applicable sewer plan document as interpreted by the City Engineer.
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Domestic water: Sufficient to serve any proposed development with a permanent urban domestic
water system capable of supplying minimum pressure and volume for projected domestic and fire
control needs consistent with the General Land Use Plan (GLUP) designation. Water facilities shall be
considered adequate if they are consistent with the applicable water system plan document as
interpreted by the Water Commission Manager.

Storm drainage facilities: Sufficient to serve any proposed development consistent with the General
Land Use Plan GLUP map designation. Stormwater management facilities shall be considered
adequate if they are consistent with the adopted drainage plan document, as interpreted by the City
Engineer.

Findings: The findings of fact and conclusions for Comprehensive Plan Amendment
Criterion 3 are hereby incorporated and adopted which also demonstrate compliance with
Comprehensive Plan Public Facilities Element.
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(7) Al applicable Statewide Planning Goals.

Goal 1 — Citizen Involvement

Findings: A minor GLUP map amendment requires compliance with the overall
comprehensive plan as adopted in accordance with the Goal 1 Citizen Involvement program.
Procedure for review of minor amendments includes notice to nearby and affected parties
and public hearings before the Planning Commission and the City Council for citizens to be
heard.

Goal 2 — Land Use Planning

Finding: The City has a land use planning process and policy framework as a basis for all
decision and actions related to use of and to assure and adequate base for such decisions.
The proposed minor map amendment must comply with the City’s adopted comprehensive
plan, in accordance with the requirements of Goal 2. Goal 2 also provides a procedure for
taking exceptions to Statewide Planning Goals. The exceptions process is not implicated in
this case where no exception is requested or required.

Goal 3 — Agricultural Lands

Finding: Goal 3 does not apply within urban growth boundaries
Goal 4 — Forest Lands
Finding: Goal 4 does not apply within urban growth boundaries

Goal 5- Natural Resources, Scenic and Historice Areas, and Open Spaces

Finding: No Goal 5 resource inventory includes or affects the subject property.
Goal 6 — Air, Water and Land Resources Quality

Finding: The property is fully served by the City’s sewerage system which has adequate
capacity to process discharges and complies with applicable state and federal water quality
statutes and licensure. The adaptive re-use of a developed site will also minimize the need to
consume additional land and natural resources.

Goal 7 — Areas Subject to Natural Hazards
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Finding: The subject property is not in an area, such as a flood hazard area, that is subject to
Goal 7.

Goal 8 — Recreation

Finding: The subject property is not land that has been planned for recreational use or
destination resort siting under Goal 8.

Goal 9 — Economic Development

Finding: The goal is to provide adequate opportunities throughout the state for a variety of
economic activities vital to the health, welfare, and prosperity of Oregon’s citizens. The
proposed change will be from one employment land category (Industrial) to another
(Commercial) which is in accordance with the City’s adopted Economic Opportunities
Analysis and most recent reconciliation of buildable land supply by way of the adopted urban
growth boundary amendment.  The City of Medford still has more unmet need for
commercial land than for industrial land, and the subject site is properly located to meet the
City’s siting requirements for commercial lands as per its adopted comprehensive plan and
zoning requirements. Approval of the proposed commercial land designation will also
extend in a cohesive block an area of commercial land from the Biddle Road/Airport Road
intersection to the adjacent Tax Lot 502 on the west as is necessary to implement the CM
designation already applied to that property — furthering the City’s Goal 9 compliance.

Goal 10: Housing

Finding: Although not part of the current proposal, the CM designation would provide
potential for multi-family units on the subject property either through redevelopment or
adaptive reuse. Approval of the proposed CM and associated C-R zoning would also extend
that potential to the adjacent Tax Lot 502 to the west which will need to be included into a
commercial zone that extends from an arterial road (i.e., Biddle Road) in order to obtain
approval for rezoning. Finally, the proposed amendment will not remove any currently
designated housing land from the City’s residential land inventory.

Goal 11 — Public Facilities and Services:

Finding: The goal is to plan and develop a timely, orderly and efficient arrangement of
public facilities and services to serve as a framework for urban and rural land. The subject
property is urban land that is already developed and fully served by urban public facilities
and services.

Goal 12 — Transportation

Finding: Applicants’ stipulation to accept a trip cap to avoid any significant impact to
transportation facilities functions to maintain adopted level of service standards in
accordance LCDC’s Transportation Planning Rule (OAR Chapter 660, Division 12) which
implements Goal 12.

Goal 13 — Energy Conservation

Finding: The proposal will facilitate the adaptive reuse of existing building and site
improvements which is consistent with the goal that land and uses developed on the land be
managed and controlled as to maximize the conservation of all forms of energy based on
sound economic principals. Goal 13 also includes the guideline that land use planning
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should, to the maximum extent possible, combine increasing density gradients along high
capacity transportation corridors to achieve greater efficiency. The proposed change from GI
to CM on a site located between two arterial streets (Biddle and Table Rock), close to
Interstate 5 and close to the regional airport fits well within the Goal 13 guideline.

Goal 14 — Urbanization

Finding: The goal is to provide for an orderly and efficient transition from rural to urban
land use, to accommodate urban population and urban employment inside urban growth
boundaries, to ensure efficient use of land, and to provide for livable communities. The
proposed change is to land situated well within the region’s largest urban area at a site
conducive to serve a regional market. The City’s adopted Goal 9 and Goal 14 background
studies and analyses identify a need for more commercial land suitably situated. The subject
property is already bound on two sides by CM land already adopted by the City and the
existing improvements on the property can be adapted readily to accommodate new
employment under the proposed CM designation.

Goals 15t0 19
Finding: Not applicable to Southern Oregon

* ook ok ok ok ok sk ook ok ok ok ok ok sk sk

Vi

ULTIMATE CONCLUSIONS

Based upon the foregoing findings of fact and conclusions of law, it is ultimately concludes
that the criteria prerequisite to a General Land Use Plan Map Amendment from GI (General
Industrial) to CM (Commercial) on one parcel of land identified as Map 372W12A Tax Lot
500 has been substantiated for each of the relevant criteria cited herein above as
Comprehensive Plan Amendment.

Respectfully submitted on behalf of Applicants:

CSA PLANNING, LTD.

I [
Dated: g\? %pw‘/ 8\4/?/
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RECEIVED

APR 23 2018
BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION PLANNING DEPT,

FOR THE CITY OF MEDFORD
JACKSON COUNTY, OREGON

THE MATTER OF A ZONE CHANGE
FROM INDUSTRIAL LIGHT (I-L) TO
COMMERCIAL REGIONAL (C-R) FOR
11.82 ACRES INCLUDING TWO
ADJACENT PARCELS HAVING 4.36
AND 5.85 ACRES EACH,
RESPECTIVELY AND ADJACENT
RIGHT-OF WAY. THE PARCELS ARE
IDENTIFIED AS TAX LOTS 500 AND
503 IN TOWNSHIP 37 SOUTH, RANGE
02 WEST, SECTION 12A AND
LOCATED AT 555 AIRPORT ROAD
WITHIN THE CORPORATE LIMITS OF
THE CITY OF MEDFORD, OREGON.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND
CONCLUSIONS OF Law
Applicants’ Exhibit 1

Applicants/Owners: 555 Airport Road,
LLC, Odysseus Farms LP, Southern
Cross Partners LLC anl JR
Development LLC

vvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvvv

Agent: CSA Planning, Ltd.

SCOPE AND NATURE OF THE APPLICATION
This application, which is the second of three submitted for concurrent/simultaneous review,
requests approval to rezone the two parcels (Tax Lots 500 and 503) to C-R (Commercial,
Regional) from I-L (Industrial, Light). Tax Lot 500 is a 4.36 acre parcel located at 555
Airport Road and Tax Lot 503, which has no address, is located on the northwest corner of
the intersection with Airport Road and Biddle Road. The nature of this application is a
Class-C quasi-judicial plan authorization for a zone change.

The zone change application, with regard to Tax Lot 500, is reliant on approval of the first
application which requests approval of a minor comprehensive plan amendment to change
the General Land Use Plan (GLUP) map designation of the subject Tax Lot 500 from
General Industrial (GI) to Commercial (CM). Tax Lot 503 is already designated as CM
land.

The third application is a request for Conditional Use Permit to allow private/parochial

school use (Grace Christian) of the subject Tax Lot 500 (existing buildings to be adapted
rtion of g .

there) and a portion of the adjacent Tax Lot 503 (for sports/recreation ﬁe@'\ry OF MEDFORD

EXHIBIT #_X
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Zoning Map Amendment
Applicants 555 Airport Road, LLC, Odysseus Farms LP, Southern Cross Partners LLC and J.R. Development LLC

EVIDENCE SUBMITTED WITH APPLICATION

Applicants herewith submit the following evidence in support of this land use application:

Exhibit 1. The proposed findings of fact and conclusions of law (this document) which
demonstrates how the proposed zone change complies with the relevant
substantive approval criteria

Exhibit 2. Vicinity Map (Scale 1 = 1,000°)

Exhibit 3. Jackson County Assessor plat map 372W12A

Exhibit 4. Map of Current General Land Use Plan Designation

Exhibit 5. Map of Current Zoning over Aerial Photo

Exhibit 6. Traffic Impact Analysis for dated February 20, 2018 prepared by Southern
Oregon Transportation Engineering, LLC

Exhibit 7. Conditional Use Permit and Conceptual Plan Traffic Findings dated April 20,
2018 by Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering, LLC

Exhibit 8. Legal Description for Proposed C-R Zoning Boundary by Kaiser Surveying
Exhibit 9. Proposed Zoning Map
Exhibit 10. Signed and/Completed Application Form and Agent Authorization.|

1]
APPLICABLE SUBSTANTIVE CRITERIA

The City of Medford criteria under which a zone change application must be considered are
in MLDC 10.227 and the relevant approval criteria are recited verbatim below:

MLDC 10.227 ZONE CHANGE CRITERIA

The approving authority (Planning Commission) shall approve a quasi-judicial zone change if it finds that the
zone change complies with subsections (1) and (2) below:

(1) The proposed zone is consistent with the Transportation System Plan (TSP) and the General Land Use
Plan Map designation. A demonstration of consistency with the acknowledged TSP will assure
compliance with the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule. Where applicable, the proposed zone shall
also be consistent with the additional locational standards of the below sections (1)(a), (1)(b), (1)(c), or
(1)(d). Where a special area plan requires a specific zone, any conflicting or additional requirements of
the plan shall take precedence over the locational criteria below.

(c) For zone changes to any commercial zoning district, the following criteria shall be met for the
applicable zoning sought:

(iii) The overall area of the C-R zoning district shall be over three (3) acres in size, shall front upon
an arterial street or state highway, and shall be in a centralized location that does not
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otherwise constitute a neighborhood shopping center or portion thereof. In determining the
overall area, all abutting property(s) zoned C-R shall be included in the size of the district. The
C-R zone is ordinarily considered to be unsuitable if abutting any residential zones, unless the
applicant can show it would be suitable pursuant to (1)(e) below.

(e) For purposes of (1)(c) and (1)(d) above, a zone change may be found to be “suitable” where
compliance is demonstrated with one (1) or more of the following criteria:

(i)

(ii)

(iif)

(iv)

The subject property has been sited on the General Land Use Plan Map with a GLUP Map
designation that allows only one (1) zone;

At least fifty percent (50%) of the subject property’s boundaries abut zones that are expressly
allowed under the criteria in (1)(c) or (1)(d) above;

At least fifty percent (50%) of the subject property's boundaries abut properties that contain
one (1) or more existing uses which are permitted or conditional uses in the zone sought by
the applicant, regardless of whether the abutting properties are actually zoned for such
existing uses; or

Notwithstanding the definition of “abutting” in Section 10.012 and for purposes of determining
suitability under Section (1) (e), the subject property is separated from the “unsuitable” zone by
a public right-of-way of at least sixty (60) feet in width.

(2) It shall be demonstrated that Category A urban services and facilities are available or can and will be
provided, as described below, to adequately serve the subject property with the permitted uses allowed
under the proposed zoning, except as provided in subsection (c) below. The minimum standards for
Category| A services and facilities are contained in Section 10.462 and GoFI 2 of the Comprehensive
Plan “Public Facilities Element” and Transportation System Plan.

(a) Storm drainage, sanitary sewer, and water facilities must already be adequate in condition,
capacity, and location to serve the property or be extended or otherwise improved to adequately
serve the property at the time of issuance of a building permit for vertical construction.

(b)

Adequate streets and street capacity must be provided in one (1) of the following ways:

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

Streets which serve the subject property, as defined in Section 10.461(2), presently exist and
have adequate capacity; or

Existing and new streets that will serve the subject property will be improved and/or
constructed, sufficient to meet the required condition and capacity, at the time building permits
for vertical construction are issued; or

If it is determined that a street must be constructed or improved in order to provide adequate
capacity for more than one (1) proposed or anticipated development, the Planning
Commission may find the street to be adequate when the improvements needed to make the
street adequate are fully funded. A street project is deemed to be fully funded when one (1) of
the following occurs:

(a) the project is in the City’s adopted capital improvement plan budget, or is a programmed
project in the first two (2)years of the State’s current STIP (State Transportation
Improvement Plan), or any other public agencies adopted capital improvement plan
budget; or

(b) when an applicant funds the improvement through a reimbursement district pursuant to
the MLDC. The cost of the improvements will be either the actual cost of construction, if
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constructed by the applicant, or the estimated cost. The “estimated cost” shall be 125% of
a professional engineer’s estimated cost that has been approved by the City, including the
cost of any right-of-way acquisition. The method described in this paragraph shall not be
used if the Public Works Department determines, for reasons of public safety, that the
improvement must be constructed prior to issuance of building permits.

(iv) When a street must be improved under (b)(ii) or (b)iii) above, the specific street

improvement(s) needed to make the street adequate must be identified, and it must be
demonstrated by the applicant that the improvement(s) will make the street adequate in
condition and capacity.

(c) In determining the adequacy of Category A facilities, the approving authority (Planning
Commission) may evaluate potential impacts based upon the imposition of special development
conditions attached to the zone change request. Special development conditions shall be
established by deed restriction or covenant, which must be recorded with proof of recordation
returned to the Planning Department, and may include, but are not limited to the following:

(i)

(i)

(iii)

Restriction of uses by type or intensity; however, in cases where such a restriction is
proposed, the Planning Commission must find that the resulting development pattern will not
preclude future development, or intensification of development, on the subject property or
adjacent parcels. In no case shall residential densities be approved which do not meet
minimum density standards,

Mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly design which qualifies for the trip reduction percentage allowed
by the Transportation Planning Rule,

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures which can be reasonably quantified,
monitored, and enforced, such as mandatory car/van pools.

I

v

FINDINGS OF FACT

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

1. Property Location: The subject Tax Lot 500 is located at 555 Airport Road. The subject
Tax Lot 503 has no address but is located adjacent and west of Tax Lot 500 and is a
corner parcel with Airport Road frontage to the south and Biddle Road frontage to the
east. Both parcels are located within the corporate limits of the City of Medford and its
urban growth boundary.

2. Property Description: The subject property is identified as Tax Lots 500 and 503 on
Jackson County Assessment Plat 372W12A.

3. Owners:

a.

Tax Lot 500: Odysseus Farms, LP, a California limited partnership, as to an
undivided one-third (1/3“’) interest, and 555 Airport Road, LLC, an Oregon
limited liability company, as to an undivided two-thirds (2/3") interest, as
tenants in common. Reid Murphy is registered agent for owner 555 Airport
Road, LLC.

Tax Lot 503: Southern Cross Properties, LLC, a California limited liability
company, as to an undivided one-third (1/3") interest, and J.R. Development,
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LLC, an Oregon limited liability company, as to an undivided two-thirds
(2/3™®) interest, as tenants in common. Reid Murphy is registered agent for
owner J.R. Development, LLC.

4. Existing Land Use:

a. The subject Tax Lot 500 was previously occupied by an electronics company
that specialized in antenna technology. It is developed with an “L” shaped
building complex comprised of a 52° X 92’ single-story office building and
courtyard in the front; a 100” X 280’ two-story masonry building wing (long
axis north/south) partitioned within for engineering offices, antenna assembly
and warehouse space at the rear; and an 80° X 380° two-story masonry
building wing on the east/west axis housing similar use spaces including
shipping and delivery area. A paved driveway exists from Airport Road and
extending north along the east side of the building to a paved parking area on
and across the north side of the building.

b. The subject Tax Lot 503 is vacant land.

5. GLUP Map Designation: General Industrial (GI) is the existing designation for the
subject Tax Lot 500. Commercial (CM) is proposed for that parcel by concurrent
application submitted for simultaneous review with this zone change application. The
subject Tax Lot 503 is already designated on the GLUP Map as Commercial (CM) Land.

6. Existing Zoning: I-L (Light Industrial). Both parcels are currently zoned I-L.

7. Adjacent Zoning: All surrounding properties are currently zoned I-L (Light Industrial)
except that the 2.73 acre Tax Lot 1117 and adjacent right-of-way at the southeast corner
of the intersection at Biddle Road and Airport Road is zoned C-R and the adjacent 5.86
acre parcel to the south of that (Tax Lots 1100/199) is zoned C-C.

8. Surrounding Land Uses: The land uses which presently surround the property are:

South: Subject property fronts Airport Road to the south. Avion Drive connects to
Airport Road across from the subject property which provides access to a mix of light
industrial and commercial use parks, including the Navigator’s Landing PUD. The
corner lots across from the subject property along Airport Road and Avion Drive
include the Pepsi Cola Distribution Center and a tire store. A 6.2 acre parcel at the
southwest corner of the intersection at Airport Road and Biddle Road is currently
vacant and zoned I-L.

East: The Rogue Valley International Airport is located to the east of Biddle Road.
That area is designated as Airport on the GLUP Map and is zoned I-L. The
southwest and southeast corners of the Airport/Biddle Road intersection are
designated on the GLUP Map as CM land. A hotel and additional airport parking
have been developed on parcels southeast of the intersection.

North: To the north are properties that are zoned I-L and are developed with
commercial office and light industrial uses consistent with the designated zoning
(e.g., Abbey Funeral, Loomis Armored, Avista Gas offices and customer service
center, Precision Cheer Academy).
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West: The area to the west of the subject property is designated I-L. The adjacent
property at 503 Airport Road is developed with what was formerly the Premier West
Bank and Administration Offices. The GLUP Map Designation change from GI to
CM was approved by the City Council on April 19, 2018. The applicant in that
proceeding (Columbia Care Services) intends to apply for re-zone to C-R and to use
the site for offices and clinic for medical and mental health care services.

9. Essential (Category ‘A’) Public Facilities: The comprehensive plan defines Category
‘A’ public facilities to include the below components. Relevant facts pertaining to these
follow:

A. Sanitary Sewage Collection and Treatment: The site lies within the Rogue Valley
Sewer Service (RVSS) area. An 8-inch sewer main is located along Airport Road
and the west and north property lines of Tax Lot 500, connecting through to Airport
Drive to the north. Existing structures on the subject Tax Lot 500 are already
connected. An 8-inch lateral also connects to the northeast corner of Tax Lot 500,
being also the northwest corner of Tax Lot 503.

B. Municipal Water Service: Medford Water Commission has an existing 6-inch
water line located on the north right-of-way boundary of Airport Road and an
existing 24-inch water transmission line along the south right-of-way line. The
existing buildings on the subject Tax Lot 500 are now connected to the MWC water
system. Two fire hydrants are in place along east property line adjacent to the
parking area.

C. Storm Drainage: This site lies within the Lone Pine Creek Drainage Basin. The
City of Medford has existing storm drain facilities in the area. Tax Lot 500 is
currently developed and Applicants’ plans are to adapt the existing structural and
parking improvements for school use and to use a portion of Tax Lot 503 for
playfields. New development or redevelopment will be required to provide
stormwater quality and detention at time of development in accordance with city
standards as may be in effect.

D. Transportation Facilities: Applicants engaged Southern Oregon Transportation
Engineering to assess the traffic impacts expected to result from the proposed GLUP
map amendment and associated zone change to C-R for both the subject Taxs Lot 500
and 503. An analysis for the GLUP Map amendment and zone change dated
February 18, 2018, is attached as Applicants’ Exhibit 6. A supplement analysis dated
April 20, 2018 attached as Applicants’ Exhibit 7 was provided to establish that the
proposed trip cap stipulation will not preclude future development of the property
under the proposed C-R zone and to show how the proposed conditional school use
will fit into an overall commercial development plan. The findings of fact are
reached with respect to streets and traffic:

® Access: Tax lot 500 takes its access from Airport Road, approximately 650 feet
west of its intersection with Biddle Road. Tax lot 503 to the east has frontage on
both Biddle Road and Airport Road with an existing access drive along Biddle
Road.
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» Street Functional Classification: According to Figure 5.2 of the City of
Medford Transportation System Plan, Biddle Road is classified as a Major
Arterial Street and Airport Road is classified as a Local Street. Table Rock Road,
a Minor Arterial Road, is located nearby to the west of the subject property and
connects to Airport Road.

* Summary Traffic Impacts: Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering, LLC
(SOTE) determined that the proposed comprehensive plan map amendment and
zone change to C-R for both properties would result in a net increase of 12,252
average daily trips (ADT) which would significantly impact transportation
facilities in the city. Since an unconditional approval is not possible without
some form of mitigation to maintain an adequate level of service, a trip cap
stipulation is proposed as per SOTE’s recommendation and in accordance with
MLDC Section 10.461 and 10.227(2)(c) to restrict traffic generation to the level
that would be generated by the existing I-L zoning plus up to 249 ADT. That
level of increase is not considered to be a significant change. Accordingly, a trip
cap stipulation of 3,312 ADT (or an equivalent 331 p.m. peak hour trips) is
proposed to apply to both Tax Lots 500 and 503 as a condition of approval for the
concurrent zone change application.

\'

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

: . | . |
The following conclusions of law and ultimate conclusions are reached with respect to this

proposed Zone Change application. The following discussion and conclusions of law are
preceded by the criteria to which they relate:

MLDC 10.227 ZONE CHANGE CRITERIA

The approving authority (Planning Commission) shall approve a quasi-judicial zone change if it finds that the
zone change complies with subsections (1) and (2) below:

(1) The proposed zone is consistent with the Transportation System Plan (TSP) and the General Land Use
Plan Map designation. A demonstration of consistency with the acknowledged TSP will assure
compliance with the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule. Where applicable, the proposed zone shall
also be consistent with the additional locational standards of the below sections (1)a), (1)(b), (1)c), or
(1)(d). Where a special area plan requires a specific zone, any conflicting or additional requirements of
the plan shall take precedence over the locationat criteria below.

Finding: A traffic impacts analysis by Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering LLC
dated February 20, 2018 included at Applicants’ Exhibit 6 determined that the proposed zone
change from I-L to C-R for both parcels, without mitigation, would significantly affect the
intersection of OR 62 and Poplar Drive/Bullock Road which already exceeds operations
performance standard. In that situation, MLDC Section 10.461(1) allows trip stipulations to
limit traffic generation from the subject property under the proposed zoning district so as to
avoid impacting off-site facilities. Based on the analysis of traffic generation that is already
accounted for by the existing I-L zoning of the property, a trip cap stipulation of 3,312 ADT
(or an equivalent of 331 p.m. peak hour trips) is proposed to ensure that no more than 249
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ADT over the existing zoning potential may result — consistent with the City’s adopted
Transportation System Plan.

* ok ok ook sk ok ko ok ok ok ok ok %k ok ok sk

(c) For zone changes to any commercial zoning district, the following criteria shall be met for the
applicable zoning sought:

(iii) The overall area of the C-R zoning district shall be over three (3) acres in size, shall front upon
an arterial street or state highway, and shall be in a centralized location that does not
otherwise constitute a neighborhood shopping center or portion thereof. In determining the
overall area, all abutting property(s) zoned C-R shall be included in the size of the district. The
C-R zone is ordinarily considered to be unsuitable if abutting any residential zones, unless the
applicant can show it would be suitable pursuant to (1)(e) below.

Finding: The area including the subject two parcels and adjacent street rights-of-way to
center line equals 11.82 acres, exceeding the requirement of three acres, as evidenced by the
legal description prepared by Kaiser Surveying at Applicants’ Exhibit 8. The proposed C-R
zoning district will also front upon Biddle Road, a designated arterial street, in satisfaction of
the above frontage requirement.

* %k ok ok sk ok sk ok ook ok ok ok ok ok ok ok

(e) For purposes of (1)(c) and (1)(d) above, a zone change may be found to be “suitable” where
compliance is demonstrated with Pne (1) or more of the following criteria:

(i) The subject property has been sited on the General Land Use Plan Map with a GLUP Map
designation that allows only one (1) zone;

(i) At least fifty percent (50%) of the subject property's boundaries abut zones that are expressly
allowed under the criteria in (1)(c) or (1)(d) above;

(iiy At least fifty percent (50%) of the subject property’s boundaries abut properties that contain
one (1) or more existing uses which are permitted or conditional uses in the zone sought by
the applicant, regardless of whether the abutting properties are actually zoned for such
existing uses; or

(iv) Notwithstanding the definition of “abutting” in Section 10.012 and for purposes of determining
suitability under Section (1) (e), the subject property is separated from the “unsuitable” zone by
a public right-of-way of at least sixty (60) feet in width.

Finding: The locational requirements for a C-R zoning district under subsection (1)(c) are
fully satisfied for this application. Accordingly, the alternative criteria under subsection
(1)(e) are not implicated.

* ok ook sk ook ok sk sk ok %k ok sk ok sk ok ok

(2) 1t shall be demonstrated that Category A urban services and facilities are available or can and will be
provided, as described below, to adequately serve the subject property with the permitted uses allowed
under the proposed zoning, except as provided in subsection (c) below. The minimum standards for
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Category A services and facilities are contained in Section 10.462 and Goal 2 of the Comprehensive
Plan “Public Facilities Element” and Transportation System Plan.

(a) Storm drainage, sanitary sewer, and water facilities must already be adequate in condition,
capacity, and location to serve the property or be extended or otherwise improved to adequately
serve the property at the time of issuance of a building permit for vertical construction.

Finding: As established in the Findings of Fact at Section IV herein above, storm drainage,
sanitary sewer and water facilities adequate to serve the property already serve the existing
improvements on Tax Lot 500 and are available to serve Tax Lot 503,

* %k ok %k ok k sk ok ok ok %k k ok ok ok ok

(b) Adequate streets and street capacity must be provided in one (1) of the following ways:

(i) Streets which serve the subject property, as defined in Section 10.461 (2), presently exist and
have adequate capacity; or

(i) Existing and new streets that will serve the subject property will be improved and/or
constructed, sufficient to meet the required condition and capacity, at the time building permits
for vertical construction are issued: or

(iii) i it is determined that a street must be constructed or improved in order to provide adequate
capacity for more than one (1) proposed or anticipated development, the Planning
Commission may find the street to be adequate when the improvements needed to make the
street adequate are fully funded. A street project is deemed to be fully funded when one (1) of
the following occurls: I

(a) the project is in the City’s adopted capital improvement plan budget, or is a programmed
project in the first two (2)years of the State’s current STIP (State Transportation
Improvement Plan), or any other public agencies adopted capital improvement plan
budget; or

(b) when an applicant funds the improvement through a reimbursement district pursuant to
the MLDC. The cost of the improvements will be either the actual cost of construction, if
constructed by the applicant, or the estimated cost. The “estimated cost” shall be 125% of
a professional engineer's estimated cost that has been approved by the City, including the
cost of any right-of-way acquisition. The method described in this paragraph shall not be
used if the Public Works Department determines, for reasons of public safety, that the
improvement must be constructed prior to issuance of building permits.

(iv) When a street must be improved under (bXii) or (b)iii) above, the specific street
improvement(s) needed to make the street adequate must be identified, and it must be
demonstrated by the applicant that the improvement(s) will make the street adequate in
condition and capacity.

Finding: Applicants have stipulated to accept a trip cap to maintain street facility adequacy
in accordance with subsection (c) below. Applicants understand that frontage improvements
and additional right-of-way will be required along the Biddle and Airport Road frontages of
the subject property in accordance with Medford site development requirements, and that
SDC credits may be applied as per the City’s adopted SDC ordinances for qualifying
improvements and right-of-way dedications.
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(c) In determining the adequacy of Category A facilities, the approving authority (Planning
Commission) may evaluate potential impacts based upon the imposition of special development
conditions attached to the zone change request. Special development conditions shall be
established by deed restriction or covenant, which must be recorded with proof of recordation
returned to the Planning Department, and may include, but are not limited to the following:

(i) Restriction of uses by type or intensity; however, in cases where such a restriction is
proposed, the Planning Commission must find that the resulting development pattern will not
preclude future development, or intensification of development, on the subject property or
adjacent parcels. In no case shall residential densities be approved which do not meet
minimum density standards,

(i) Mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly design which qualifies for the trip reduction percentage allowed
by the Transportation Planning Rule,

(iii) Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures which can be reasonably quantified,
monitored, and enforced, such as mandatory car/van pools.

Finding: Applicants have stipulated to the imposition of a special development conditions to
limit trip generation to no more than 3,312 ADT (or an equivalent of 331 p.m. peak hour
trips) as per the recommendation of the Traffic Impact Analysis dated February 20, 2018
(Applicants’ Exhibit 6).  The supplemental traffic findings dated April 20, 2018 at
Applicants’ Exhibit 7 establish that the development pattern resulting from the trip cap will
not preclude future development, or intensification of development, on the subject property
or adjacent parcels. |Accordingly, it is found that the application comports with subsection
(c) subject to the stipulated special condition (trip cap).

* %k %k ok ok sk ok ok ok ok sk ok ok %k %k sk

Vi

AGREED TO STIPULATIONS

Applicants herewith agree to stipulate to the following if the same is made a condition
attached to the approval of this land use application:

1. Vehicular trip generation for the subject Tax Lots 500 and 503 shall be limited to 3,312
ADT (or an equivalent 331 p.m. peak hour trips).
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Vi

ULTIMATE CONCLUSIONS

Based upon the foregoing findings of fact and conclusions of law, and subject to approval of
the concurrent application for GLUP Map Amendment from GI to CM for the subject Tax
Lot 500, it is ultimately concluded that the criteria for a zone change from I-L (Industrial,
Light) to C-R (Commercial, Regional) has been substantiated for each of the relevant criteria

cited herein above.

Respectfully submitted on behalf of Applicants:

CSA PLANNING, LTD.

e
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BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION

FOR THE CITY OF MEDFORD

JACKSON COUNTY, OREGON

THE MATTER OF A REQUEST FOR
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT IN THE
COMMERCIAL REGIONAL (C-R)
ZONING DISTRICT TO ALLOW
PRIVATE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
USE AS AN ADAPTIVE RE-USE OF
EXISTING BUILDINGS AND SITE
IMPROVEMENTS ON A 4.36 ACRE
PARCEL WITH ADDITION OF NEW
PLAYFIELDS ON APPROXIMATELY
1.3 ACRES OF AN ADJACENT 5.85
ACRE PARCEL. THE PARCELS ARE
IDENTIFIED AS TAX LOTS 500 AND
503, RESPECTIVELY, IN TOWNSHIP
37 SOUTH, RANGE 02 WEST,
SECTION 12A. THE SITE IS
LOCATED AT 555 AIRPORT ROAD
WITHIN THE CORPORATE LIMITS OF
THE CITY OF MEDFORD, OREGON.

Applicants/Owners: 555 Airport Road,
LLC, Odysseus Farms LP, Southern
Cross Partners LLC and J.R
Development LLC

Agent: CSA Planning, Ltd.

SCOPE AND NATU

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

FINDINGS OF FACT AND
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
Applicants’ Exhibit 1

RE OF THE APPLICATION

This application, which is the third of three submitted for concurrent/simultaneous review,
requests approval of a Conditional Use Permit to allow private/parochial school use (Grace
Christian Elementary) of the subject Tax Lot 500 (existing buildings to be adapted there) and
approximately a 1.3 acre portion of the adjacent Tax Lot 503 (for sports/recreation fields).
The nature of this application is a Class-C quasi-judicial plan authorization for conditional

use permit.

The CUP application is accompanied by an application to rezone the two parcels (Tax Lots
500 and 503) to C-R (Commercial, Regional) from I-L (Industrial, Light) and an application
to change the General Land Use Plan (GLUP) map designation of the subject Tax Lot 500
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from General Industrial (GI) to Commercial (CM). Tax Lot 503 is already designated as
CM land.

EVIDENCE SUBMITTED WITH APPLICATION

Applicants herewith submit the following evidence in support of this land use application:

Exhibit 1. The proposed findings of fact and conclusions of law (this document) which
demonstrates how the proposed zone change complies with the relevant
substantive approval criteria

Exhibit 2. Vicinity Map (Scale 17 = 1,000%)

Exhibit 3. Jackson County Assessor plat map 372W12A
Exhibit 4. Map of Current General Land Use Plan Designation
Exhibit 5. Map of Current Zoning over Aerial Photo

Exhibit 6. Traffic Impact Analysis for dated February 20, 2018 prepared by Southern
Oregon Transportation Engineering, LLC

Exhibit 7. Conditional Use Permit and Conceptual Plan Traffic Findings dated April 20,
2018 by Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering, LL.C

Exhibit 8. Legal Description for Proposed C-R Zf)ru'ng Boundary by Kaiser Surveying
Exhibit 9. Proposed Zoning Map

Exhibit 10. Conditional Use Permit Plan for School and Play Fields

Exhibit 11. Conceptual Site Plan for Future Commercial Development

Exhibit 12. Signed and Completed Application Form and Agent Authorization.

APPLICABLE SUBSTANTIVE CRITERIA

The criteria governing the approval of conditional use permits are in Medford Land
Development Code (MLDC) 10.248. The relevant substantive approval criteria are recited
verbatim below:

Conditional Use Permit

MLDC 10.248: The approving authority (Planning Commission) must determine that the development
proposal complies with either of the following criteria before approval can be granted.

(1) The development proposal will cause no significant adverse impact on the livability, value, or appropriate

development of abutting property, or the surrounding area when compared to the impacts of permitted
development that is not classified as conditional.
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(2) The development proposal is in the public interest, and although the development proposal may cause
some adverse impacts, conditions have been imposed by the approving authority (Planning
Commission) to produce a balance between the conflicting interests.

v

FINDINGS OF FACT

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

1. Property Location: The subject Tax Lot 500 is located at 555 Airport Road. The subject
Tax Lot 503 has no address but is located adjacent and west of Tax Lot 500 and is a
corner parcel with Airport Road frontage to the south and Biddle Road frontage to the
east. Both parcels are located within the corporate limits of the City of Medford and its
urban growth boundary.

2. Property Description: The subject property is identified as Tax Lots 500 and 503 on
Jackson County Assessment Plat 372W12A.

3. Owners:

a. Tax Lot 500: Odysseus Farms, LP, a California limited partnership, as to an
undivided one-third (1/3') interest, and 555 Airport Road, LLC, an Oregon
limited liability company, as to an undivided two-thirds (2/3™) interest, as
tenants in common. Reid Murphy is registered agent for owner 555 Airport
Road, LLC.

b. Tax Lot 503: Southern Ctoss Properties, LLC, a California limited liability
company, as to an undivided one-third (1/3") interest, and J.R. Development,
LLC, an Oregon limited liability company, as to an undivided two-thirds
(2/3) interest, as tenants in common. Reid Murphy is registered agent for
owner J.R. Development, LLC.

4. Existing Land Use:

a. 'The subject Tax Lot 500 was previously occupied by an electronics company
that specialized in antenna technology. It is developed with an “L> shaped
building complex comprised of a 52° X 92° single-story office building and
courtyard in the front; a 100° X 280° two-story masonry building wing (long
axis north/south) partitioned within for engineering offices, antenna assembly
and warehouse space at the rear; and an 80° X 380’ two-story masonry
building wing on the east/west axis housing similar use spaces including
shipping and delivery area. A paved driveway exists from Airport Road and
extending north along the east side of the building to a paved parking area on
and across the north side of the building.

b. The subject Tax Lot 503 is vacant land.

5. Proposed Land Use: The proposal is to relocate Grace Christian Elementary School
from 649 Crater Lake Avenue (which is owned by and is also the location of the First
Baptist Church of Medford) to the subject property at 555 Airport Road. The single
story existing office building at the front of the property will be adapted for school
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administrators and the main building to the rear will be adapted to accommodate class
rooms and shared activity areas (e.g., library, gym, cafeteria, etc...) for Kindergarten
through 5" Grade students. Sixteen class rooms are anticipated for approximately 400
students (staffed by approximately 40 employees). An 80 yard by 40 yard multi-use play
field and a softball field will be sited in the northwest corner of the adjacent Tax Lot 503
on approximately 1.3 acres of that parcel and access will be extended through Tax Lot
503 along the south side of the fields to loop back to Airport Road. See, Applicants’
Exhibit 10 — CUP Plan. It is anticipated that remainder of Tax Lot 503 will be developed
in the future with a mix of commercial uses. The Conditional Use Plan is laid out to
accommodate an integrated buildout in the future. A conceptual site plan showing a
possible buildout is provided at Applicants’ Exhibit 11.

6. Parking:

Grace Christian School - Parking Calculations

MINIMUM REQUIRED MAXIMUM ALLOWED
Wiinimum = Lin 1SF Liavmum £ Rlnimum 5
jrate Rate Rate Spaces

Classrooms | 18 )
Staff 40 10 40 10 40
Total 46 48

K-5 Schecl Number

Existing Lot has 80 spaces

7. GLUP Map Designation: General Industrial (GI) is the existing designation for the
subject Tax Lot 500. Commercial (CM) is proposed for that parcel by concurrent
application submitted for simiultaneous review with this zone change application. 'Fhe
subject Tax Lot 503 is already designated on the GLUP Map as Commercial (CM) Land

8. Existing Zoning: I-L (Light Industrial). Both parcels are currently zoned I-L.

9. Adjacent Zoning: All surrounding properties are currently zoned I-L (Light Industrial)
except that the 2.73 acre Tax Lot 1117 and adjacent right-of-way at the southeast corner
of the intersection at Biddle Road and Airport Road is zoned C-R and the adjacent 5.86
acre parcel to the south of that (Tax Lots 1100/199) is zoned C-C.

10. Surrounding Land Uses: The land uses which presently surround the property are:

South: Subject property fronts Airport Road to the south. Avion Drive connects to
Airport Road across from the subject property which provides access to a mix of light
industrial and commercial use parks, including the Navigator’s Landing PUD. The
corner lots across from the subject property along Airport Road and Avion Drive
include the Pepsi Cola Distribution Center and a tire store. A 6.2 acre parcel at the
southwest corner of the intersection at Airport Road and Biddle Road is currently
vacant and zoned I-L.

East: The Rogue Valley International Airport is located to the east of Biddle Road.
That area is designated as Airport on the GLUP Map and is zoned I-L. The
southwest and southeast corners of the Airport/Biddle Road intersection are
designated on the GLUP Map as CM land. A hotel and additional airport parking
have been developed on parcels southeast of the intersection.
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North: To the north are properties that are zoned I-L and are developed with
commercial office and light industrial uses consistent with the designated zoning
(e.g., Abbey Funeral, Loomis Armored, Avista Gas offices and customer service
center, Precision Cheer Academy).

West: The area to the west of the subject property is designated I-L. The adjacent
property at 503 Airport Road is developed with what was formerly the Premier West
Bank and Administration Offices. The GLUP Map Designation change from GI to
CM was approved by the City Council on April 19, 2018. The applicant in that
proceeding (Columbia Care Services) intends to apply for re-zone to C-R and to use
the site for offices and clinic for medical and mental health care services.

11. Essential (Category ‘A’) Public Facilities: The comprehensive plan defines Category
“A’ public facilities to include the below components. Relevant facts pertaining to these
follow:

A. Sanitary Sewage Collection and Treatment: The site lies within the Rogue Valley
Sewer Service (RVSS) area. An 8-inch sewer main is located along Airport Road
and the west and north property lines of Tax Lot 500, connecting through to Airport
Drive to the north. Existing structures on the subject Tax Lot 500 are already
connected. An 8-inch lateral also connects to the northeast corner of Tax Lot 500,
being also the northwest corner of Tax Lot 503.

B. Municipal Water Service: Medford Water Commission has an existing 6-inch
water line located on the north right-of-way boundary of Airport Road and an
existing 24-inch |water transmission line along the south right-of-way line. The
existing buildings on the subject Tax Lot 500 are now connected to the MWC water
system. Two fire hydrants are in place along east property line adjacent to the
parking area.

C. Storm Drainage: This site lies within the Lone Pine Creek Drainage Basin. The
City of Medford has existing storm drain facilities in the area. Tax Lot 500 is
currently developed and Applicants’ plans are to adapt the existing structural and
parking improvements for school use and to use a portion of Tax Lot 503 for
playfields. New development or redevelopment will be required to provide
stormwater quality and detention at time of development in accordance with city
standards as may be in effect.

D. Transportation Facilities: Applicants engaged Southemn Oregon Transportation
Engineering to assess the traffic impacts expected to result from the proposed GLUP
map amendment and associated zone change to C-R for both the subject Taxs Lot 500
and 503. An analysis for the GLUP Map amendment and zone change dated
February 18, 2018, is attached as Applicants’ Exhibit 6. A supplement analysis dated
April 20, 2018 attached as Applicants’ Exhibit 7 was provided to establish that the
proposed trip cap stipulation will not preclude future development of the property
under the proposed C-R zone and to show how the proposed conditional school use
will fit into an overall commercial development plan. The findings of fact are
reached with respect to streets and traffic:
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Conditional Use Permit - Private Elementary School
Applicants 555 Airport Road, LLC, Odysseus Farms LP, Southern Cross Partners LLC and J.R. Development LLC

® Access: Tax lot 500 takes its access from Airport Road, approximately 650 feet
west of its intersection with Biddle Road. Tax lot 503 to the east has frontage on
both Biddle Road and Airport Road with an existing access drive along Biddle
Road.

* Street Functional Classification: According to Figure 5.2 of the City of
Medford Transportation System Plan, Biddle Road is classified as a Major
Arterial Street and Airport Road is classified as a Local Street. Table Rock Road,
a Minor Arterial Road, is located nearby to the west of the subject property and
connects to Airport Road.

* Summary Traffic Impacts: Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering, LLC
(SOTE) determined that the proposed comprehensive plan map amendment and
zone change to C-R for both properties would result in a net increase of 12,252
average daily trips (ADT) which would significantly impact transportation
facilities in the city. Since an unconditional approval is not possible without
some form of mitigation to maintain an adequate level of service, a trip cap
stipulation is proposed as per SOTE’s recommendation and in accordance with
MLDC Section 10.461 and 10.227(2)(c) to restrict traffic generation to the level
that would be generated by the existing I-L zoning plus up to 249 ADT. That
level of increase is not considered to be a significant change. Accordingly, a trip
cap stipulation of 3,312 ADT (or an equivalent 331 p-m. peak hour trips) is
proposed to apply to both Tax Lots 500 and 503 as a condition of approval for the
concurrent zone change application. |

v

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The following conclusions of law and ultimate conclusions are reached with respect to this
Conditional Use Permit application. The following discussion and conclusions of law are
preceded by the criteria to which they relate:

Conditional Use Permit

MLDC 10.248: The approving authority (Planning Commission) must determine that the development proposal
complies with either of the following criteria before approval can be granted.

(1) The development proposal will cause no significant adverse impact on the livability, value, or
appropriate development of abutting property, or the surrounding area when compared to the impacts of
permitted development that is not classified as conditional.

(2) The development proposal is in the public interest, and although the development proposal may cause
some adverse impacts, conditions have been imposed by the approving authority (Ptanning
Commission) to produce a balance between the conflicting interests.

Finding: For conditional use permitting of schools as located traditionally in residential
neighborhoods, the concerns are typically focused on how noise, light, traffic and other
externalities the institution may adversely affect the livability, value and appropriate
development of the residents nearby. In this case, there are no residential neighbors in the
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Conditional Use Permit - Private Elementary School
Applicants 555 Airport Road, LLC, Odysseus Farms LP, Southern Cross Partners LLC and J.R. Development LLC

vicinity whose livability would be impacted and the abutting I-L zoned properties not
controlled by Applicants are already fully developed. The abutting properties are now zoned
I-L which allows without need for conditional use permit uses that have similar operational
characteristics (institutional with mix of indoor and outdoor activity areas): Religious
Organizations, Child Day Care Services (which require play areas), Schools & Educational
Services, Vocational Schools, Commercial Sports, Camps and RV Parks, and Public Parks,
Recreation and Leisure Facilities.

Because this school draws enrollment from throughout the region, selecting a non-residential
area was an important site selection consideration in addition to finding a useable site with
adequate acreage and excellent accessibility. The proposed conditional use permit site
includes the mid-block Tax Lot 500 and the northwest comner of Tax Lot 503 such that the
school activity area will be insulated from the major traffic corridor at Biddle Road.
Applicants will control the buildout of the intervening vacant land to ensure that the interface
between uses is thoughtfully arranged. For example, it is anticipated that office buildings
will be arrayed around the perimeter of the conditional use school area which would further
screen the school activity areas. The existing building to be adapted for school use is of a
solid masonry construction that provides substantive sound attenuation from neighboring
uscs. The inside “L” of the building adjacent to Tax Lot 502 has no windows at the ground
level, and the intervening yard is landscaped with mature hedging and shrubbery. The
subject Tax Lot 500 is fully fenced along its remaining perimeter for security and control.
Fencing and shrubbery along the north line of Tax Lot 500 provides some buffering from the
adjacent developed site (Avista Gas service center). Some enhancement of that buffer yard
will be proposed in the final site plan to prevent errantly kicked or thrown balls from
crossing the property line (and to prevent students from climbing over to retrieve the same).

Based on the foregoing findings, it can be concluded that the proposed CUP can be approved
pursuant to MLDC 10.248(1) because the development will cause no significant adverse
impact on the livability, value or appropriate development of abutting property.

In the alternative, the proposed CUP can be approved pursuant to MLDC 10.248(2) because
it is in the public interest to promote a variety of choices in education for a growing
population and that it is further in the public interest to site private schools drawing from a
regional population in non-residential areas to minimize impacts on local neighborhoods.
This proposal for adaptive re-use of an existing vacant building will also employ an
underutilized asset and will provide a catalyst for infill development of the adjacent
properties.

¥ ok 3k ok %k ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok

vl

AGREED TO STIPULATIONS

Applicants herewith agree to stipulate to the following if the same is made a condition
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Conditional Use Permit - Private Elementary School
Applicants 555 Airport Road, LLC, Odysseus Farms LP, Southern Cross Partners LLC and J.R. Development LLC

attached to the approval of this land use application:

1. Vehicular trip generation for the subject Tax Lots 500 and 503 shall be limited to 3,312
ADT (or an equivalent 331 p.m. peak hour trips).

2. Fencing and vegetative screening shall be enhance along the common property line with
Tax lot 305 to the north of the proposed play field to prevent play balls, equipment, and
students from crossing the property line.

Vi

ULTIMATE CONCLUSIONS
Based upon the foregoing findings of fact and conclusions of law, and subject Applicants
stipulated conditions and on approval of the concurrent applications for GLUP Map
Amendment from GI to CM for the subject Tax Lot 500 and change of zoning for both
parcels to C-R from I-L, it is ultimately concluded that the criteria for a Conditional Use
Permit for a private elementary school has been substantiated for each of the relevant criteria
cited herein above.

Respectfully submitted on behalf of Applicants:
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Medford ~ A fantastic piaEe to live, work and play

CITY OF MEDFORD

LD Date: 6/13/2018
File Number: CP-18-054/ZC-18-055

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT STAFF REPORT
GLUP Amendment & Zone Change
TLs 500 & 503

Project: Request for concurrent consideration of a three-part proposal: a minor General
Land Use Plan (GLUP) amendment to reclassify a single 4.36-acre parcel of land
located at 555 Airport Road (Tax Lot 500) from General Industrial (GD to
Commercial (CM); a change of zone of the subject parcel and the adjacent 5.85-
acre parcel (tax lot 503 currently designated as CM on the GLUP map) from Light
Industrial (I-L) to Regional Commercial (C-R); and a Conditional Use Permit
(CUP) to allow an elementary school use (Grace Christian Elementary School:
existing private school currently located at 649 Crater Lake Avenue) to occupy
the existing building on the subject Tax Lot 500, and for a 1.3-acre portion of the
adjacent/vacant Tax lot 503 to be used as an associated sports/recreation field
(372W12A TL 500 & 372W12A TL 503)

Location: Located at 555 Airport Road (TLs 500 & 503).

Applicant:  Applicant, 555 Airport Road, LLC; Agent, CSA Planning, Ltd; Planner, Dustin
Severs.

I.  Sanitary Sewer Facilities

This site lies within the Rogue Valley Sewer Service (RVSS) area. The Applicant shall contact
RVSS to see if sanitary sewer services and facilities are available and have capacity to serve this
property under the proposed zoning.

II.  Storm Drainage Facilities

This site lies within the Lone Pine Creek Drainage Basin. Storm drain facilities are available in
Airport Road for the proposed development on TL 503, or may connect to the private storm
drain on the existing developed property to the west and record a Joint Use Maintenance
Agreement. This site will be required to provide stormwater quality and detention at time of
development in accordance with MLDC, Section 10.729 and/or 10.486.

P:\Staff Reports\CP, DCA, & ZC'CP-18-054_ZC-18-055_CUP-18-036 555 Airport Road - Zone Change_Proposed Elementary School\ZC-18-055 Staff Report-LD.docx Page 1

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 200 S. IVY STREET TE&EPHONE ?ﬂ 774-2100
ENGINEERING & DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MEDFORD, OREGON 97501 ITYR EDE@RD
www.ci.medford.or.us EXH'B'T #
File # CP-18-054/
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III.  Transportation System

Public Works received a Traffic Impact Report from Southern Oregon Transportation
Engineering, dated February 20, 2018, with addendums dated May 2, 2018 and May 18, 2018
and titled, “GI and I-L to CM and C-R Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment and Zone Change
Analysis” for the property Identified as 372W12A500 and 503. The report studies the impact of a
Zone Change from I-L Light Industrial to C-R Regional Commercial and General Industrial GI

to Commercial CM on lots totaling 10.21 acres.
Since an unconditional zone change is not possible, the developer proposes a trip cap.
Public Works recommends that the following condition be imposed on the Zone Change:

Trip generation on the property shall not exceed 3,312 ADT, or an equivalent of 331 p.m. peak
hour trips, until a TIA for a higher trip generation is accepted. The developer shall submit a trip
accounting with any subsequent development applications showing that trip generation from the
proposal will not cause the total trip generation of the subject 10.21 acres to exceed the trip cap.

Prepared by: Doug Burroughs

The above report is based on the information provided with the Zone Change Application submittal and is
subject to change based on actual conditions, revised plans and documents or other conditions. A full report
with additional details on each item as well as miscellaneous requirements for the project, including
requirements for public improvement plans (Construction Plans), design requirements, phasing, draft and
final plat processes, permits, system development charges, pavement moratoriums and construction
inspection shall be provided with a Development Permit Application.

P:\Staff Reports\CP, DCA, & ZC\CP-§8-054_ZC-18-055 CUP-18-056 555 Airport Road - Zone Change_Proposed Elementary School\ZC-18-035 Staff Repont-LD.docx Page 2

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 200 S. IVY STREET TELEPHONE (541) 774-2100
ENGINEERING & DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MEDFORD, OREGON 97501 FAX (541) 774-2552
www.ci.medford.or.us
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MEDFORD WATER COMMISSION

TO: Planning Department, City of Medford

FROM: Rodney Grehn P.E., Water Commission Staff Engineer
SUBJECT: CP-18-054 & ZC-18-055 & CUP-18-056

PARCEL ID:  372W12A TL 500

PROJECT: Request for concurrent consideratién of a three-part proposal: a minor General
Land Use Plan (GLUP) amendment to reclassify a single 4.36-acre parce! of land
located at 555 Airport Road (Tax Lot 500) from General Industrial (Gl) to
Commercial (CM); a change of zone of the subject parcel and the adjacent 5.85-
acre parcel (tax lot 503 currently designated as CM on the GLUP map) from Light
Industrial (I-L) to Regional Commercial (C-R); and a Conditional Use Permit (CUP)
to allow an elementary school use (Grace Christian Elementary School: existing
private school currently located at 649 Crater Lake Avenue) to occupy the existing
building on the subject Tax Lot 500, and for a 1.3-acre portion of the adjacent/vacant
Tax lot 503 to be used as an associated sports/recreation field (372W12A TL 500
& 372W12A TL 503); Applicant, 555 Airport Road, LLC; Agent, CSA Planning, Ltd;
Planner, Dustin Severs.

DATE: June 13, 2018
| |

I have reviewed the above plan authorization application as requested. Conditions for approval and
comments are as follows:

CONDITIONS

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

2. Allparcels/lots of proposed property divisions will be required to have metered water service
prior to recordation of final map, unless otherwise arranged with MWC.

3. Installation of a 12-inch water line is required from the north end of the existing “on-site” 6-
inch water line. This new water line shall extend north and connect to the existing 10-inch
water line located along the most northerly portion of the existing Scala site.

4. Installation of a 12-inch water line is required in the School Drop-off street section, as well
as a 12-inch water line through the proposed street connecting Airport Road to Biddle Road
through the proposed Commercial development.

S. All water lines are required to be installed in paved travel lanes. They shall not be installed
through landscaping, parking islands, or parking stalls.

Continued to Next Page CITY OF MEDEORD
EXHIBIT # N
File # CP-18-054/
ZC-18-055/CUP-18-056

Ki\Land Development\Medford Planning\CUP-18-056 docx
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BOARD OF WATER COMMISSIONERS

Staff Memo

Continued from Previous Page

6. Dedication of a 10 foot wide (minimum) access and maintenance easement to MWC over
all water facilities located outside of public right-of-way is required. Easement shall be
submitted to MWC for review and recordation prior to construction.

7. Static water pressure is expected to be 94 psi. See attached document from the City of
Medford Building Department on “Policy on Installation of Pressure Reducing Valves”.

COMMENTS
1. The MWC system does have adequate capacity to serve this property.
2. Off-site water line installation is not required.
3. On-site water facility construction is required. (See Conditions 3 -5 above)

4. MWC-metered water service does exist to this property. There is a 2-inch water meter along
Airport Road on the west side of the existing driveway entrance. There is another 2-inch
water meter located on the east property line at the end of the existing 6-inch water line
which extends north from Airport Road. Both water meters served the onsite Kathrein Inc
Scala Division buildings.

5. Access to MWC water Iineé is available. Medford Water Commission has the fo lowing
existing water lines on these two (2) parcels:

a. There is an existing 6-inch water line on the north side of Airport Road across a
portion of the frontage of these parcels.

b. There is an existing 6-inch (on-site) water that extends northerly up the east
property line of TL 500, this line terminates at a fire hydrant, where there is also a
6" fire service, and a 2-inch water meter that serve the former Kathrein Inc Scala
Division building. There is a 10-foot water line easement over this water line per
Jackson County OR 90-16723.

c. There is an existing 10-inch water line along the west right-of-way line of Biddle
Road. This water line turns to the west at Business Park Drive and extends
westward and ties to the existing 30-inch water line along the east side of Table
Rock Road. A portion of this 10-inch water line crosses TL 500 near the north
property line of this parcel under review. The 10-inch water line is located within an
existing 30-foot wide Public Utility Easement.

K\Land Development\Medford Planning\CUP-18-056 docx Page 2 of 2
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BUILDING SAFETY DEPARTMENT CITY OF MEDFORD TELEPHONE (541) 774-2350

ROOM 277 LAUSMANN ANNEX FAX (541) 774-2575
200 SOUTH IVY STREET E-MAIL:
MEDFORD, OREGON 97501 bldmed@ci.medford.or.us

Policy on Installation of Pressure Reducing Valves
August 5, 2014

Section 608 of the 2011 Edition of the Oregon Plumbing Specialty Code requires a pressure
regulator (commonly called a Pressure Reducing Valve or PRV) where the static pressure in
the water supply piping exceeds 80 psi. Although this section gives limited guidance as to
installation, it does require the device to be

“...accessibly located above ground or in a vault equipped with adequate means to
provide drainage and shall be protected from freezing, and shall have the strainer
readily accessible for cleaning without removing the regulator or strainer body or
disconnecting the supply piping.”

“Accessible” and “readily accessible"|are defined in chapter 2. |
To assure uniform and appropriate installation of these devices within Medford, the following
standards have been agreed to by the City of Medford Building Safety Department and the
Medford Water Commission:

1. The need for these devices will be based on pressure information provided by the
Medford Water Commission, and can be verified on-site with a pressure gage. While
factory settings of these devices may be adjusted, MWC recommends that the
regulated pressure be set no higher than 65 psi.

2. PRVs shall NOT be installed when static pressure is less than 50 psi, except for limited

specific equipment-based needs.

The PRV shall be installed outside the street right of way as close as practical to the

water meter.

No expansion tank is necessary.

No fixture, device or system is permitted between the meter and the PRV.

The PRV must NOT be direct buried nor installed in a crawl space.

PRVs shall be installed within a readily accessible valve box / vault following the same

standard as used for double check backflow assemblies, as follows:

‘On new installations, at least 12-inches clearance will be required as per section
603.3.4. When replacing an existing assembly, the 12-inch clearance requirement can
be waived as long as there is at least 3-inches clearance between the bottom of the
assembly and the ground, and the device is tested and serviced from the top.”

w

No ok

Sam Barwam
Building Safety Director
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Reviewed By

Medford Fire-Rescue Land Development Report

Review/Project Information

: Kleinberg, Greg Review Date: 6/6/2018
Meeting Date: 6/13/2018

LD #: CP18054 Associated File #1: ZC18055 Associated File CUP18056

Planner:

Applicant

Site Name:

Project Location:

ProjectDescription:

#2:
: Dustin Severs
: Applicant, 555 Airport Road, LLC; Agent, CSA Planning, Ltd
Grace Christian School
555 Airport Rd

Request for concurrent consideration of a three-part proposal: a minor General Land Use Plan (GLUP)
amendment to reclassify a single 4.36-acre parcel of land located at 555 Airport Road (Tax Lot 500)
from General Industrial (GI) to Commercial (CM); a change of zone of the subject parcel and the
adjacent 5.85-acre parcel (tax lot 503 currently designated as CM on the GLUP map) from Light
Industrial (I-L) to Regional Commercial (C-R); and a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to allow an elementary
school use (Grace Christian Elementary School: existing private school currently located at 649 Crater
Lake Avenue) to occupy the existing building on the subject Tax Lot 500, and for a 1.3-acre portion of
the adjacent/vacant Tax lot 503 to be used as an associated sports/recreation field (372W12A TL 500 &
372W12ATL 503); Applicant, 555 Airport Road, LLC; Agent, CSA Planning, Ltd; Planner, Dustin Severs.

" Specific Development Requirements for Access & Water Supply”

CITY OF MEDFORD

EXHIBIT# ()

File # CP-18-054/
Page 134 ZC-18-055/CUP-18-056 ]
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Conditions
Reference Comments

OFC There is a deficiency in fire hydrants at this location. In commercial areas, the Medford Code requires fire

508.5.1 hydrants to be spaced a maximum of 300 feet on-center. Two (2) internal fire hydrants will be required for the
school building in locations as discussed in the Land Development meeting. Where a portion of the Facility or
building hereafter constructed or moved into or within the jurisdiction is more than 400 feet (122 m) from a
hydrant on a fire apparatus access road, as measured by an approved route around the exterior of the Facility
or building, on-site fire hydrants and mains shall be provided where required by the fire code official.
Exceptions: 1. For Group R-3 and Group U occupancies, the distance requirement shall be 600 feet (183 m). 2.
For buildings equipped throughout with an approved automatic sprinkler system installed in accordance with
Section 903.3.1.1 or 903.3.1.2, the distance requirement shall be 600 feet (183 m). The approved water supply
for Fire protection (hydrants) is required to be installed prior to construction when combustible material
arrives at the site. Plans and specifications for fire hydrant system shall be submitted to MedFord Fire
Department for review and approval prior to construction. Submittal shall include a copy of this review (OFC

501.3).
OFC Parking along fire lanes shall be posted as prohibited as noted below. Fire apparatus access roads 20-26' wide
503.4 shall be posted on both sides as a fire lane. Fire apparatus access roads more than 26' to 32' wide shall be

posted on one side as a fire lane (OFC D103.6.1). Where parking is prohibited for fire department vehicle
access purposes, NO PARKING-FIRE LANE signs shall be spaced at minimum 50' intervals along the fire lane
(minimum 75' intervals in 1 & 2 Family residential areas) and at fire department designated turn-around's. The
signs shall have red letters on a white background stating "NO PARKING-FIRE LANE" (See handout). For
privately owned properties, posting/marking of fire lanes may be accomplished by any of the Following
alternatives to the above requirement (consult with the Fire Department for the best option): Alternative #1:
Curbs shall be painted red along the entire distance of the fire department access. Minimum 4" white letters
stating "NO PARKING-FIRE LANE" shall be stenciled on the curb at 25-foot intervals. Alternative #2: Asphalt
shall be striped yellow or red along the entire distance of the fire department access. The stripes shall be at
least 6" wide, be a minimum 24" apart, be placed at a minimum 30-60 degree angle to the perimeter stripes,
and run parallel to each other. Letters stating "NO PARKING-FIRE LANE" shall be stenciled on the asphalt at
25-Foot intervals. Fire apparatus access roads shall not be obstructed in any manner, including the parking of
vehicles. The minimum widths (20' wide) and clearances (13' 6" vertical) shall be maintained at all times (OFC
503.4; ORS 98.810-12). This restriction shall be recorded on the property deed as a requirement For Future
construction. A brochure is available on our website at:
http://www.ci.medFord.or.us/Files/Fire%ZOLane%ZOBrochure.de

OFC 903 Fire sprinkier sysr:em requirement information. Where a fire sprinkler system is requr'red, it shall meet the
requirements of'the Oregon Fire Code and the applicable National Fire Protection Association (NFPA)
Standard. 903.2.3 Group E. An automatic sprinkler system shall be provided for Group E occupancies as
follows: I. Throughout all Group E fire areas greater than 12,000 square feet (1115 m2) in area. 2. Throughout
every portion of educational building below the lowest level of exit discharge serving that portion of the
building. Exception: An automatic sprinkler system is not required in any area below the lowest level of exit
discharge serving that area where every classroom throughout the building has at least one exterior exit door
at ground level. Consult the MedFford Water Commission For proper water meter sizing for fire sprinkler
systems.

OFC907  Fire alarm system requirement information. Where a fire alarm system is required, it shall meet the
requirements of the Oregon Fire Code and the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 72 Standard.
907.2.3 Group E. A manual fire alarm system that initiates the occupant notification signal utilizing an
emergency voice/alarm communication system meeting the requirements of Section 907.5.2.2 and installed in
accordance with Section 907.6 shall be installed in Group E occupancies. When automatic sprinkler systems or
smoke detectors are installed, such systems or detectors shall be connected to the building fire alarm system.

Construction General Information/Requirements

Development shall comply with access and water su pply requirements in accordance with the Oregon Fire Code in affect at
the time of development submittal. Fire apparatus access roads are required to be installed prior to the time of construction.
The approved water supply for fire protection (fire hydrants) is required to be installed prior to construction when
combustible material arrives at the site.

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

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

Design and installation shall meet the Oregon requirements of the International Fire, Building, Mechanicial Codes and
applicable NFPA Standards.

Medford Fire-Rescue, 200 S Ivy St. Rm 180, Medford OR 97501

541-774-2300
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ROGUE VALLEY SEWER SERVICES

Location: 138 West Vilas Road, Central Point, OR - Mailing Address P.O. Box 3 130, Central Point, OR 7502-0005
Tel (541) 664-6300, Fax (541) 664-7171 www.RVSS.us

July 14, 2015

City of Medford Planning Department
200 S. lvy Street
Medford, Oregon 97501

Re: CP-18-054, ZC-18-055, CUP-18-056, Grace Christian School (372W12A, TL’'s 500 &
503)

ATTN: Dustin,

The subject property is with the RVSS service area. There are 10 inch and 8 inch sewer mains
on the property running parallel and adjacent to the west and north property lines as well as an
8 inch main parallel and just south of Airport Road. Tax lot 500 is currently served by two 4 inch
sewer service connections to the 8 inch main along the north property line. One or both of these
services may need to be upsized to accommodate the proposed change of use. The existing
sewer collection system has adequate capacity to accommodate the proposed change of use.

The proposed site plan improvements for tax lot 503 will require a main line extension into the
development from one or both of the existing 8 inch mains adjacent to the propeirty.

RVSS requests approval of each application be subject to the following requirements:

1. Sewer for the project must be designed and constructed in accordance with RVSS
standards.

2. Existing and/or proposed service connections must be sized according to the Oregon
State Plumbing Code.

3. Architectural and plumbing plans must be submitted to RVSS for the calculation of
associated SDC fees.

4. SDC fees owed to RVSS must be paid prior to the issuance of building permits.

5. Sanitary sewer mains constructed with the project must be accepted as a public system
by RVSS prior to the issuance of any building permits.

Sincerely,

Wcholoa R. Brakke

Nicholas R Bakke, PE
District Engineer

KADATA\AGENCIES\MEDFORD\PLANNG\COMPPLAN\2018\CP-1 8-054_GRACE CHRISTIAN
SCHOOL.DOC

CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT #
File # CP-18-054/
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Roads

Engineering

udl

Kevin Christiansen

Construction Manager
P
200 Antelope Road

White City, OR 97503
R d Phone: (541) 774-6255
oaas Fax (541) 774.6295

christke@jacksoncounty org

www jacksoncountly org

June 6, 2018

Attention: Dustin Severs

Planning Department

City of Medford

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

RE: General Land Use Plan Map Amendment for 503 Airport Road — a county maintained
road.
Planning File: CP-18-054/ZC-18-055/CUP-18-0586.

Dear Dustin:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the request for concurrent consideration
of a three-part proposal: a minor General Land Use Plan Map Amendment to reclassify a 4.36
acre property|located at 555 Airport Road (Tax Lot 500) from I-G (General Industrial) to C-M
(Commercial); a change of zone of the subject parcel and the adjacent 5.85-acre parcel (tax
lot 503 currently designated as CM on the GLUP map) from I-L (Light Industrial) to (C-R)
(Regional Commercial); and a Conditional Use Permit to allow an elementary school use
(Grace Christian Elementary School: Existing private school currently located at 649 Crater
Lake Avenue)to occupy the existing building on the subject Tax Lot 500, and for a 1.3-acre
portion of the adjacent/vacant Tax Lot 503 to be used as an associated sports/recreation field
(37-2W-12A TLs 500 & 503). Jackson County Roads has the following comments:

1. Any new or improved road approaches off Airport Road shall be permitted and
inspected by the City of Medford.

2. Roads recommend the removal of any existing driveways not being used on Airport Road
and replacing them with new curb, gutter and sidewalk.

3. Utility Permits are required from Roads for any utility work within the county road right-
of-way.

4. ADA curb ramps must be located wherever there are curbs or other barriers to entry
from a pedestrian walkway or sidewalk, including any intersection where it is legal for a
pedestrian to cross the street, whether or not there is any designated crosswalk.

5. The applicant shall submit construction drawings to Jackson County Roads and obtain
county permits if required.

6. Airport Road is a County Minor Collector and is county-maintained. The Average Daily
Traffic Count between Table Rock Road and Biddle Road was 3,100 on the Medford

2016 Traffic Volumes Map.
CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT #
I\Engineering\Development\CITIES\MEDFORD\2018\CP-18-054 & ZC-18-055 & C1IP-18-056.docx File # CP-18-054/
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June 6, 2018
Page 2 of 2

7.

8.

If frontage improvements are required, they shall be permitted and inspected by the City
of Medford.

We would like to be notified of future development proposals, as county permits may be
required.

Jackson County’s General Administration Policy #1-45 sets forth the County’s position
as it relates to the management of County roads located within existing or proposed city
limits or Urban Growth Boundaries (UGB). The County has no current plans for
improvements to Airport Road. Jackson County Roads recommends that the city request
road jurisdiction.

10.Jackson County Roads concur with any right-of-way dedication required by the City of

Medford for Airport Road.

11. Storm water should meet City of Medford requirements that also include water quality.
12.Jackson County Roads would like to review and comment on the hydraulic report

including the calculations and drainage plan. Capacity improvements or on site
detention, if necessary, shall be installed at the expense of the applicant. Upon
completion of the project, the developer's engineer shall certify that construction of the
drainage system was constructed per plan and a copy of the certification shall be sent
to Jackson County Roads.

13.We require that the applicant prepare a traffic study that addresses impacts at the site

accesses and at the intersection of Airport Road and Table Rock Road and at the
intersection of Airport Road and Biddle Road. The study should recommend mitigation
if necessary and be reviewed and approved by Jackson County Roads.

If you have any questions or need further information feel free to call me at 774-6255.

Sincergly,

Ay

/?A/L /y“
Mike Kuntz
County Engineer

Page 138



Dustin J. Severs
\

From: Marcy Black <BlackMA®@jacksoncounty.org>

Sent: Friday, June 08, 2018 5:00 PM

To: Dustin J. Severs

Subject: File No. CP-18-054/ZC-18-055/CUP-18-056 - 555 Airport Road, LLC
Dustin:

The Airport requests an Avigation, Noise and Hazard Easement be a requirement of this project. In addition, due to the
proximity to the Airport, the applicant needs to contact the FAA regarding filing a 7460-1 Notice of Proposed
Construction or Alteration before any construction begins. The FAA contact is: Paul Holmaquist, phone (206) 231-2990.

I have inserted some information below from the FAA’s website:

The requirements for filing with the Federal Aviation Administration for proposed structures vary based on a number of
factors: height, proximity to an airport, location, and frequencies emitted from the structure, etc. For more details,

please reference CFR Title 14 Part 77.9.

You must file with the FAA at least 45 days prior to construction if:

* your structure will exceed 200ft above ground level

* your structure will be in proximity to an airport and will exceed the slope ratio

* yourstructure involves construction of a traverseway (i.e. highway, railroad, waterway etc...) and once adjusted
| upward with the appropriate vertical distance would exceed a standard of 77.9(a) or (b)

* your structure will emit frequencies, and does not meet the conditions of the FAA Co-location Policy

* yourstructure will be in an instrument approach area and might exceed part 77 Subpart C

* your proposed structure will be in proximity to a navigation facility and may impact the assurance of navigation

signal reception
e your structure will be on an airport or heliport
e filing has been requested by the FAA

If you require additional information regarding the filing requirements for your structure, please identify and contact the
appropriate FAA representative using the Air Traffic Areas of Responsibility map for Off Airport construction, or contact

the FAA Airports Region / District Office for On Airport construction.

The tool below will assist in applying Part 77 Notice Criteria.
Latitude: DegM S

Longitude: Deg M S
Horizontal Datum:

Site Elevation (SE): (nearest foot)
Unadjusted Structure Height :  Structure Height :
Height Adjustment: (nearest foot)
Total Structure Height (AGL):  (nearest foot)
Traverseway:

1
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(Additional height is added to certain structures under 77.9(c))
User can increase the default height adjustment for
Traverseway, Private Roadway and Waterway

Is structure on airport: No
Yes

Results

You exceed the following Notice Criteria:

Your proposed structure is in proximity to a navigation facility and may impact the assurance of navigation signal
reception. The FAA, in accordance with 77.9, requests that you file.

The FAA requests that you file

2
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Marcy Black
Deputy Director-Administration

3
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ROGUE RIVER VALLEY IRRIGATION DISTRICT

LAND USE AGENCY RESPONSE FORM

3139 Merriman Road Phone: 541-773-6127
Medford OR 97540 Fax: 541-773-5420

Email: rrvid@irvid.org

NAME OF ENTITY REQUESTING RESPONSE:/., 1y A /ﬂ/@?ﬂ f) foep Niag
ENTITY REFERENCE NUMBER: (,P~(Q -o5ef -
MEETING REVIEW DATE: Svne (3 2 of 8

"PROPERTY
MAP DESCRIPTION: 322¢012a 1l c© ADDRESS:

Q NO COMMENT OF LAND USE ISSUE (IF NOT MARKED, CONTINUE BELOW)

NO IF CHECKED
COMMENT  COMMENTS
ARE APPLICABLE

@~ A. WATER RIGHT ISSUES
@ 1. Water rights need to be sold to someone or transferred back to RRVID.

Number of Irrigated Acres:  § 3>

o 2. Must have District approval for water rights to remain in place on
Subject’s property.
Comments:
I S
Cogl B. EASEMENTS
DISTRICT EASEMENTS

& l. Easement needs to remain clear. No permanent structures or deep-
rooted plants will be allowed within the easement limits.
Comments:

E/Z.’ If facility is to be relocated or modified, specifications must meet the
District’s Standards and be agreeable to the District. A new written and
recorded easements must be conveyed to the District.

Comments:

e 3.1 a written and recorded easement does not exist for an existing facility,
then one must be provided in favor of the District.
Comments:

RIVATE EASEMENTS
1. Property may have private facilities (ditch or pipeline) that the District
does not manage. Arrangements may need to be made to provide
continued service through the subject property for down stream water
users.
Comments:

CITY OF MEDFPRD
EXHIBIT #

File # CP-18-054/
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ENTITY REQUESTING RESPONSE:
Lty of Wldlocd Phiopimg

ENTITY REFERENCE NUMBER: C (> 18- o054

NO IF CHECKED
COMMENT COMMENTS
ARE APPLICABLE

m/ C. FACILITES (including but not limited to pipelines, ditches, canals, control
checks or boxes)

I. Upgrades to District facilities may be required to support any land use
changes or developments, such as pipe installations or encasing existing
pipe under roads or concrete.

Comments:

2~ D.DRAINAGE / STORM WATER
@ The District relies on the Bureau of Reclamation’s Storm Water Policy.
No urban storm water or point source flows will be allowed into the District’s
facilities without going through the Bureau of Reclamation process.
(Developments in historically agricultural areas need to be aware of agricultural
run off water and take appropriate action to protect the development from upslope
water,)
Comments: |

GENERAL COMMENTS:
L. No interruptions to irrigation water deliveries will be allowed.
2. RR.V.ID. s a Federal Project and some facilities and/or easement issues may
need Bureau of Reclamation approval.
3. The developer/sub-divider will take all appropriate actions to ensure the reliability
and protection of original function of the District’s facilities.

As required by ORS 92.090(6) the entity must receive a certification form the
District before approval of the final plat.

g/v—' /Z/T/ | Date Signed: 5~ 3/-/3 .

Brian Hampson' )
Rogue River Valley Irrigation
3139 Merriman Road
Medford OR 97501
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Sourucen Orccon Transporrarion £ naneearing, LLC

319 Eastwood Drive - Medford, Or. 97504 — Phone (541) 941-4148 — Email: Kim.parducci@gmail.com

May 30, 2018

Karl MacNair, Transportation Manager
City of Medford

Public Works/Engineering Division
200 South Ivy Street, Lausmann Annex
Medford, Oregon 97501

RE: Grace Christian Conditional Use Trip Generation
Dear Karl,

Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering, LLC compared the average daily trips (ADT) of Grace
Christian School to potential development (defined through a trip cap stipulation) on Township 37S
Range 2W Section 12A tax lots 500 and 503 in Medford, as part of a conditional use permit (CUP)
application. A comparison was evaluated to determine the traffic impacts of a proposed conditional
school use to the trips stipulated to for the C-R zone change.

The subject property is 10.21 acres in size and carries a proposed trip cap of 3,312 ADT or an
equivalent 331 p.m. peak hour trips as part of a zone change application. Grace Christian School
currently has 327 students enrolled in grades K-5, but is evaluated for a future capacity of 400 students
as a worst case scenario. Trips for Grace Christian School were determined based on trip generations in
the 10" Edition of the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Manual. Land uses 520
(Elementary School) and 537 (Charter Elementary School) were considered the best matches and used
to generate trips in the analysis. Land use 534 (Private School K-8) was not considered a good match
based on a low number of studies (one) and an average number of students in the single study (110)
being significantly lower than Grace Christian School. Land use 520 included studies with both public
and private elementary schools, and had two studies with approximately 500 and 550 students. Land
use 537 only had a single study, but the study was for a charter elementary school with 406 students,
which is a decent match in description and has a very similar number of students. The ITE Manual
recommends collecting local data if data provided in the ITE is not considered compatible, but it is our
professional opinion that it would be very difficult to gather accurate ADT for Grace Christian based on
it having shared parking areas. We were able to watch traffic to determine whether vehicles were
school trips in our previous peak period counts, but this would not be possible with tube counts for
daily traffic volumes. Based on this, it is our recommendation to use two studies from land use 520 and
the single study in land use 537 to determine an appropriate rate for Grace Christian. These are
summarized in Table 1.

CITY OF MEDFORD

EXHIBIT# T

File # CP-18-054/
ZC-18-055/CUP-18-056
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Table 1 - Trip Generations for Grace Christian School

I, . . " i Daily Rate
Land Use Description Unit Size Daily Trips (ADT/student)
520 Elementary School students 500* 725* 1.45
520 Elementary School students 550* 1,250* 227
Average 1.86
537 Charter Elementary School students 406 751 1.85
520/537 Grace Christian School students 400 742 1.855

* Estimated from graph

The trip rates for land uses 520 and 537 were shown to be similar when comparing schools with
students ranging from 406 to approximately 550 students, which fit well with Grace Christian School.
We averaged the two studies for land use 520 that were similar in size, and then took the average of
land use 520 and 537 to determine an appropriate daily trip rate for Grace Christian School. This
resulted in an estimated 742 ADT.

The trip cap on the subject property, upon zone change approval, is 3,312 ADT with 331 trips occuring
during the p.m. peak hour. Grace Christian School is estimated to generate 742 ADT using applicable
ITE trip rates, which is less than the number of trips in the zone change stipulation. No significant
adverse impact on the surrounding area when compared to the impacts of permitted development is,

therefore, shown to occur as a result of the proposeg conditional use (in accordance with MLDC
10.248). Based on this, it is our determination that no further traffic analysis is required at this time.

If you have any questions or concerns please feel free to contact me.
Sincerely,

Eatlg (2L

Kimberly Parducci PE, PTOE
Sourucen Onccon Transporramon Enavecame, LLC

Attachments:  ITE Graphs

Cec: Peter Mackprang, Medford Engineering
Raul Woerner, CSA Planning, LTD.
Client

Southern Oregon Transportation Engineering, "' ~' ~+-- 7 - CUP 372WI12A TL 500/503| May 30, 2018 |2
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Land Use: 520
Elementary School

Description

An elementary school typically serves students attending kindergarten through the fifth or sixth
grade. Elementary schools are usualiy centrally located in residential communities in order to
facilitate student access and have no student drivers. This land use consists of schools where bus
service is usually provided to students living beyond a specified distance from the school. Both public
and private elementary schools are inciuded in this land use. Middie schoolfjunior high school {Land
Use 522). high school {Land Use 530), private school (K-8) (Land Use 534), private school (K-12)
(Land Use 536), and charter elementary school {Land Use 537) are related uses.

Additional Data

Elementary school students generally used school buses more than regular transit and were
dropped off and picked up more than high school students. who were apt to walk longer distances,
ride bicycles, or, in some cases, drive to school. The percentage of students at the sites who were
transported to schoo! via bus varied considerably. Some sites experienced higher than average

trip rates because many students did not utilize ths available school bus sefvice. Due 1o the varied
transit and school bus usage at these sites, it is desirable that future studies report additional detail
on the percentage of students who were bused to schoot and the percentage that were dropped oif
and picked up.

The élemenlary schools surveyed exhibited significant variations in terms of facilities provided.
Because the ratio of iloor space to student population varied widely among the schoois surveyed,
the number of students may be a more reliable independent variable on which to establish trip
generation rales.

Time-of-day distribution data for this land use are presented in Appendix A. For the 11 general urban/
suburban sites with data, the overall highest vehicle volumes during the AM and PM on a weekday
were counted between 7:15 and 8:15 a.m. and 2.15 and 3:15 p.m.. respectively.

The sites were surveyed in the 1980s, the 1990s, the 2000s. and the 2010s in Alabama. Arizona.
British Columbia {CAN). California, Connecticut, Florida, Hawaii. Minnescta, Montana. New York.
Oregon. Texas. and Utah.

Source Numbers

186, 383, 390, 395, 533, 536, 572. 579. 583. 609, 611. 612, 613, 632, 707, 852, 856, 858, 866, 877.
878, 896, 940

Tnp Ganeratan Manual 10t Editide « Volume 2, Dat Pa ge 146 d Uses 5{0-599; it‘:
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Land Use: 537
Charter Elementary School

Description

A charter elementary school is an elementary school that is publicly funded and privately managed.
It primarily serves students attending kindergarten through the fifth. sixth, or eighth grade. These
schools may also offer extended care and day care. Elementary school (Land Use 520). middle
schoolfjunior high school {Land Use 522), high school {Land Use 530), private school (K-8) (Land
Use 534), and private school (K-12) (Land Use 536) are related uses.

Additional Data

Time-of-day distribution data for this land use are presented in Appendix A. For the one general
urban/suburban site with data, the overall highest vehicle volumes during the AM and PM on a
weekday were counted between 7.15 and 8:15 a.m. and 2:45 and 3:45 p.m., respeactivaly.

The sites were surveyed in the 2010s in Arizona. Minnasata, New Jersey, and Texas.

Source Numbers

866, 905, 953, 954

i2 Trip Generaton Manual 10th Egibion » Volume 2. Day d Uses 503-599; ilh:v
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Charter Elementary School
(537)

Vehicle Trip Ends vs:
On a:

Setting/Location:
Nurmnber of Studies.
Avg Num. of Students.
Cirectional Distribution.

Vehicle Trip Generation per Student

Students
Weekday

General Urban/Suburban
1

4686

50% enlering. 50% exiting

Average Rale Range of Hates Stancard Daviation
1.80 185 - 184 -

Data Plot and Equation

Caution -~ Small Sample Size

s

*  Study Site

Fitted Curve Equation: Not Given

B
x

801
5
b
Iy
Q
]

400

200

< - — —
10C 20C 300 409 50

X = Number ¢! Studenls

- - - = Average Rate

R!= sans

m- Trip Genorabion M Page 149 Volume 2. Data « Institutional (Land Uses 500-591)

93



City of Medford

PUBLIC WORKS - ENGINEERING & DEVELOPMENT

OREGON
s

MEMORANDUM

Date: June 13, 2018

To: Doug Burroughs, Development Services Manager
Kimberly Parducci, SOTE

From: Peter Mackprang, Associate Traffic Engineer
Subject: CUP 18-56 372W12A500 and 503 NWC Airport Rd and Biddle Rd.

Public Works received a Traffic Impact Report from Southern Oregon Transportation
Engineering, dated April 20, 2018, with addendums dated May 30, 2018 and June 13, 2018 and
titled, “Grace Christian Conditional Use Permit and Conceptual Plan Traffic Findings” for the
property Identified as 372W12A500 and 503. The report studies the impact of a CUP for a
private school on a 5.66 acre portion of two lots totaling 10.21 acres. Public Works has also
received reports supporting Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Zone Change Applications.

The information provided shows that the trips generated from the operation of a school on this
site will not have a significant adverse impact on the surrounding area when compared to the
impacts of permitted development that is not classified as conditional.

Public Works recommends that the following condition be imposed on the Zone Change:

1. The approval of the CUP application should include a cap of 400 students, until the
impacts of a larger number of students has been studied.

CITY OF MEDFORD

EXHIBIT #_LJ

File # CP-18-054/
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City of Medford
Planning Department
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City of Medford

Planning Department

Working with the community to shape a vibrant and exceptional city

STAFF REPORT

for a Type-C quasi-judicial decision: Land Division - Partition

Project Travis Colley Partition
Applicant: Travis Colley; Agent: Richard Stevens & Associates

File no. LDP-18-068
To Planning Commission for07/12/2018 hearing
From Steffen Roennfeldt, Planner I

Reviewer  Kelly Akin, Assistant Planning Director [N
|

Date July 3, 2018
BACKGROUND
Proposal

Consideration of a request for tentative plat approval of a proposed two-lot partition on
a 0.4-acre parcel Iocatep at 1475 Crater Lake Avenue and 1694 Grand Avenue ithin the
SFR-4 (Single-Family Residential — 2.5 to 4 dwelling units per gross acre) zoning district
(371W19AB5400).

Vicinity Map
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Travis Colley Partition Staff Report
File no. LDP-18-068 July 3,2018

Subject Site Characteristics

Zoning SFR-4 Single-Family Residential
GLUP UR Urban Residential
Use Low Density Residential (Two Single-Family Dwellings)

Surrounding Site Characteristics

North Zone: SFR-4

Use: Low Density Residential
South Zone: SFR-4

Use: Low Density Residential
East Zone: SFR-4

Use: Low Density Residential
West Zone: SFR-4

Use: Low Density Residential

Related Projects

LDP-05-285 Holt Southwest Partition (Expired)

Applicable Criteria
Medford Munitipal Code §10.270 - Land Division Criteria |

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

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

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

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

Page 2 of 6
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Travis Colley Partition Staff Report
File no. LDP-18-068 July 3, 2018

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

(5) If it has streets or alleys that are proposed to be held for private use, that they
are distinguished from the public streets or alleys on the tentative plat, and
reservations or restrictions relating to the private streets or alleys are set forth;
(6) Will not cause an unmitigated land use conflict between the land division and
adjoining agricultural lands within the EFU (Exclusive Farm Use) zoning district.

Corporate Names

Clark Stevens is the Registered Agent for Richard Stevens & Associates, Inc. according to
the Oregon Secretary of State Business Registry. Clark Stevens is also listed as the
President and Secretary.

ISSUES AND ANALYSIS

Background/Project Summary

The site was the subject of a 2-lot land division application and received tentative plat
approval in 2005. The final plat for Land Division application LDP-05-285 was never
submitted and the application ultimately expired. |

The project site is a corner lot occupied by two single-family homes. The applicant is
proposing to partition this lot into two parcels, with each single-family home occupying a
separate parcel.

Density

The standard density calculation for the SFR-4 zone is between two and four dwelling
units per gross acre. The permitted density range for the subject partition is between two
and three dwelling units (Exhibit K). The parcel size is 0.40 acres and the gross parcel size,
including fronting half-streets, is 0.65 acres. The applicant is proposing two lots (and two
dwelling units). The partition meets density standards.

Site Development Standards

The applicant intends to keep the existing single-family residences on both parcels. As can
be seen in the table below, all applicable detached single-family dwelling standards per
Medford Land Development Code (MLDC) 10.710 are met.

Page 3 of 6
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Travis Colley Partition
File no. LDP-18-068

Staff Report
July 3, 2018

Detached Single-Family Dwellings Development Standards for SFR-4

Development Standards Required Parcel 1 Parcel 2
tot Area Range 6,500 to 18,750 6,500 9,700
{(Square Feet)
45% of lot area.
Maximum Coverage Factor | an exceed 45% when the 16.3% 31.2%
building footprint is not more
than 2,000 square feet
Minimum Interior Lot
Width 60 feet 62.2 feet n/a
Minimum Corner Lot
Width 70 feet n/a 102.3 feet
Minimum Lot Depth 90 feet 106.4 feet 106.4 feet
Minimum Lot Frontage 30 feet 82.2 feet 80.5 feet
Minimum Front Yard ’
Building Setback 15 feet 30 feet 26 feet
Minimum Street Side Yard
Building Setback i0feet n/a 36 feet
Minimum Side Yard 4 feet for 0-18 feet Minimum of 5.52 Minimum of 4 feet
Building Setback building height. feet
The rear yard is equal to
Minimum Rear Yard the greater of the side
Building Setback yard setbacks calculated | 38feet 7.5 feet
in MLDC 10.705(C), and
not less than 4 feet.
Maximum Height 35 feet Less than 35 feet Less than 35 feet

Access & Public Improvements

The two homes currently take access from Grand Avenue, with the corner unit also having
access from Crater Lake Avenue. Per the applicant’s findings, 1475 Crater Lake Avenue
will take access only from Grand Avenue once the proposed land division is completed.
This coincides with the Public Works Staff Report (Exhibit E) which states that ‘no
driveway access shall be allowed to Crater Lake Avenue. The existing driveway on Crater
Lake Avenue shall be replaced with full height curb and gutter.”

Sanitary Sewer (Exhibit E)

The proposed development lies within the Medford sewer service area. The Developer
shall provide one separate individual service lateral to each parcel or ensure that each
parcel is served by an individual service lateral.

Page 4 of 6
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Travis Colley Partition Staff Report
File no. LDP-18-068 July 3,2018

Storm Water Drainage (Exhibit E)

Future development shall provide a comprehensive drainage plan at the time of building
permit application.

Domestic Water (Exhibit F)

The Medford Water Commission (MWC) requires that both Parcel 1 and Parcel 2 have
metered water service prior to recordation of final map, unless otherwise arranged with
MWC.

Other Agency Comments

Rogue Valley International-Medford Airport (Exhibit J)

Rogue Valley International Airport requests an Avigation, Noise and Hazard Easement to
be required as part of the permit process. In the 2010 LUBA decision on Michelle Barnes
vs. City of Hillsboro and the Port of Portland, Nollan/Dolan findings are required to
support the request (LUBA No. 2010-011). None were provided:; therefore, a condition
requiring compliance with the airport’s request for an Avigation, Noise and Hazard
Easement has not been included.

Committee Comments

No comments were received from a committee, such as BPAC.
| i
No other issues were identified by staff.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Staff has reviewed the applicant’s findings and conclusions (Exhibit D) and recommends
the Commission adopt the findings as presented.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Adopt the findings as recommended by staff and direct staff to prepare the final order for
approval of LDP-18-068 per the staff report dated July 3, 2018, including Exhibits A
through L.

EXHIBITS

Conditions of Approval, dated July 3, 2018

Tentative Plat, received May 11, 2018

Lot Dimensions, received June 6, 2018

Applicant’s Findings of Fact, received May 11, 2018
Public Works Staff Report, dated June 13, 2018

Medford Water Commission Memo, dated June 13, 2018

TMm o0 w>
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Travis Colley Partition Staff Report
File no. LDP-18-068 July 3, 2018

G Medford Fire Department Memo, dated June 6, 2018
H Building Department Memo, dated June 13, 2018
Jackson County Roads Memo, dated June 6, 2018

|
J Rogue Valley International Airport E-Mail, received June 14, 2018
K Legal Description, received May 11, 2018
L Density Calculation, dated June 26, 2018
Vicinity map
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA: JULY 12, 2018
Page 6 of 6
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EXHIBIT A
Travis Colley Partition
LDP-18-068

Conditions of Approval
July 3, 2018

CODE REQUIRED CONDITIONS
Prior to the approval of the final plat, the applicant shall:

1. Comply with all conditions stipulated by Medford Public Works Department (Exhibit E)
2. Comply with all conditions stipulated by the Medford Water Commission (Exhibit F)
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BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION
CITY OF MEDFORD, OREGON

INTHE MATTER OF AN APPLICATION )
FOR A LAND DIVISION FOR 0.4 ACRES OF )
LAND, LOCATED ON THE SOUTHWEST )
CORNER OF THE INTERSECTION OF ) FINDINGS OF FACT
CRATER LAKE AVENUE AND GRAND )
AVENUE; TRAVIS COLLEY, APPLICANT; )
RICHARD STEVENS & ASSOCIATES, INC.; )
)

AGENTS
RECITALS:
Property Travis Colley
Owner: 1475 Crater Lake Ave
Medford, OR 97504
Agents: Richard Stevens & Associates, Inc.
P.O. Box 4368

Medford, OR 97501
(541) 773-2646
|
Surveyor: Hoffbuhr & Associates, Inc.
880 Golf View Dr. Ste. 201
Medford, OR 97504

Zoning- SFR-4
GLUP Map- UR
Area- 0.4 net acres and 0.63 gross acres

INTRODUCTION:

The subject property currently contains 2 detached single-family homes on a single
parcel, which is a nonconforming condition in the SFR-4 zone. The proposed land
division will create two separate parcels, with each containing one of the existing
homes. The property is zoned SFR-4, which generally allows for development at a
density of 2.5 to 4 dwelling units per gross acre. There are no proposed changes to the
existing improvement or developments on the subject property at this time.

CITY OF MEDFORD

EXHIBIT # 206_8
ile # LDP-18-
Page 161 File # LR 2=



LAND DIVISION:

The approval criteria for a land division is found in Section 10.270 MLDC. The
approving authority (Planning Commission) shall not approve any tentative plat unless it
first finds that the proposed land division, together with the provisions for its design and
improvement:

Section 10.270(1): /s consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, any other applicable
specific plans thereto, including Neighborhood Circulation Plans, and all applicable
design standards set forth in Article IV and V.

FINDING:

The subject property is designated on the Medford Comprehensive
Plan, General Land Use Plan map as Urban Residential (UR). The
zoning on the subject area is SFR-4, which is consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan. There are no “specific plans” relevant to the
subject property or the proposed land division.

The subject property is approximately 0.4 net acres and 0.63 gross
acres in size. The SFR-4 zone allows for a minimum density of 2.5
dwelling units per gross acre and a maximum density of 4 dwelling |
units per acre. Given its size, the subject property can have 2-3
dwelling units. The 2 proposed (existing) dwelling units are within
the permitted range for the zone. The SFR-4 zone requires a
minimum lot size of 6,500 square feet, a minimum lot depth of 90
feet, a minimum lot width of 60 feet for interior lots, and a minimum
lot width of 70 feet for corner lots. The tentative partition plat
submitted with this application shows that all lot dimensional
standards are met.

Section 10.270(2): Wil not prevent development of the remainder of the property
under the same ownership, if any, or of adjoining land or of access thereto, in
accordance with this chapter.

FINDING:
The subject property is a corner Iot with frontage on both Crater
Lake Avenue and Grand Avenue. There are two existing homes on

the subject property: 1475 Crater Lake Avenue and 1694 Grand
Avenue.
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1694 Grand Avenue currently takes access from Grand Avenue and
will continue to have access and frontage on Grand Avenue after the
proposed land division. 1475 Crater Lake Avenue currently takes
access from both Grand Avenue and Crater Lake Avenue. After the
proposed partition, 1475 Crater Lake Avenue will take access only
from Grand Avenue. Direct access and frontage for both parcels will
be provided via Grand Avenue.

Section 10.270(3): Bears a name that has been approved by the approving authority...
FINDING:

The proposed land division is a land partition, not a subdivision, and
therefore no name will be assigned to the plat. This criterion is not
applicable.

Section 10.270(4): [fit includes the creation of streets or alleys, that such streets are
laid out to be consistent with the existing and planned streets and alleys...

FINDING: | |

Not applicable. The proposed land division does not include the
creation of streets.

Section 10.279(5): If it has streets or alleys that are proposed to be held for private
use...

FINDING:

Not applicable. The proposed land division does not include the
creation of streets.

Section 10.270(6): Wil not cause an unmitigated land use conflict between the land
division and adjoining agricultural lands within the EFU zoning district.

FINDING:

Not Applicable. There are no abutting EFU zoned lands.

L

Page 163



CONCLUSIONS:

Based on the above Findings and the attached Tentative Plat for the
proposed land division (2-parcel land partition), the City of Medford
can conclude that this partition request meets the minimum
requirements and standards for a land division found in Section
10.270, MLDC.

SUMMARY:

Based upon the above Findings and the Tentative Plat map submitted for review, the
City of Medford finds that the proposed 2-parcel land partition meets or exceeds the
minimum requirements for a Land Division application. The City of Medford finds that
this application is consistent with the requirements for submission with the City and is in
compliance with the Medford Land Development Code.

Respectfully Submitted,

Richard Stevens & Associates, Inc.
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Medford — A fantastic p/abe to live, work and play

CITY OF MEDFORD

LD Date: 6/13/2018
File Number: LDP-18-068

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT STAFF REPORT

1475 Crater Lake Avenue — 2-Lot Partition
TL 5400

Project: Consideration of a request for tentative plat approval of a proposed two-lot
partition on a 0.4-acre parcel.

Location: Located at 1475 Crater Lake Avenue and 1694 Grand Avenue within the
SFR-4 (Single-Family Residential — 2.5 to 4 dwelling units per gross acre)
zoning district (371W19AB5400).

Applicant:  Applicant, Travis Colley; Agent, Richard Stevens & Associates; Planner,
Steffen Roennfeldt.

The following items shall be completed and accepted priorI to the respective events under
which they are listed:

* Approval of Final Plat:
Right-of-way, construction and/or assurance of the public improvements in
accordance with Medford Land Development Code (MLDC), Section 10.666 &
10.667 (Items A, B & C)

* Issuance of first building permit for residential construction:
Construction of public improvements (Items A through E)

*= Issuance of Certificates of Occupancy for individual units:
Sidewalks (Items A2)

A. STREETS
1. Dedications

Crater Lake Avenue is classified as a Major Arterial street within the Medford Land
Development Code (MLDC), Section 10.428. The developer shall dedicate for public right-of-
way, sufficient width of land along the frontage of this development to comply with the half
width of right-of-way for a Major Arterial street, which is 50-feet. The Developer’s surveyor
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shall verify the amount of additional right-of-way required.

The developer will receive SSDC (Street System Development Charge) credits for the public
right-of-way dedication on Crater Lake Avenue, per the methodology established by the
MLDC 3.815. Should the developer elect to have the value of the land be determined by an
appraisal, a letter to that effect must be submitted to the City Engineer within sixty (60)
calendar days of the date of the Final Order of the governing Commission. The City will
then select an appraiser, and a cash deposit will be required as stated in Section 3.815.

Grand Avenue is classified as a Standard Residential Street within the MLDC 10.430. The
Developer shall dedicate for public right-of-way, sufficient width of land along the frontage of
this development to comply with the half width of right-of-way, which is 31.5 feet. The
Developer’s surveyor shall verify the amount of additional right-of-way required.

Public Utility Easements, 10-feet in width, shall be dedicated along the street frontage of all the
Lots within this development (MLDC 10.471).

The right-of-way and easement dedications shall be submitted directly to the Engineering
Division of the Public Works Department. The submittal shall include: the right-of-way and
easement dedication, including an exhibit map; a copy of a current Lot Book Report, Preliminary
Title Report, or Title Policy; a mathematical closurc report (if applicable), and the Planning
Department File Number; for review and City Engineer acceptance signature prior to recordation
by the applicant. Releases of interest shall be obtained by holders of trust deeds or mortgages on
the right-of-way and PUE area.

2. Public Improvements
a. Public Streets

Crater Lake Avenue is classified as a Major Arterial street within the MLDC, Section 10.428.
Street section improvements have been completed, including pavement, curb and gutter and
sidewalk (P304D). No additional public improvements are required with this Partition.

Grand Avenue shall be improved to Standard Residential street standards, along the frontage of
this development, in accordance with MLDC Section 10.430 The Developer shall improve the
south half plus 12-feet north of the centerline, or to the far edge of the existing pavement,
whichever is greater, along the entire frontage of this development.

As an option, the Developer may elect to provide evidence of the existing structural section to
Public Works for consideration in order to determine if the extent of construction may be
reduced. Depending on the results, the Developer still may be responsible for the improvements
noted above or at minimum improve the remainder of the south half of Grand Avenue from a
point 1-foot inside the existing edge of pavement.

b. Street Lights and Signing
The Developer shall provide and install in compliance with Section 10.495 of the Medford

a
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Municipal Code (MMC). Based on the preliminary plan submitted, the following number of
street lights and signage will be required:

Street Lighting — Developer Provided & Installed:
A. 1-Type R-100

Traffic Signs and Devices — City Installed, paid by the Developer:
A. None

Numbers are subject to change if changes are made to the plans. All street lights shall be
installed per City standards and be shown on the public improvement plans. Public Works will
provide preliminary street light locations upon request. All street lights shall be operating and
turned on at the time of the final “walk through” inspection by the Public Works Department.

The Developer shall be responsible for the preservation and re-installation of all signs removed
during demolition and site preparation work. The Developer’s contractor shall coordinate with
the City of Medford Public Works, Maintenance and Operations Division to remove any existing
signs and place new signs provided the Developer.

¢. Pavement Moratoriums

There is no pavement cutting moratorium currently in effect along this frontage to Crater Lake
Avenue or Grand Avenue.

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

d. Soils Report

The Developer’s Engineer shall obtain a soils report to determine if there is shrink-swell
potential in the underlying soils in this development. If they are present, they shall be accounted
for in the roadway and sidewalk design within this Development. The soils report shall be
completed by a licensed Geotechnical Engineer in the state of Oregon.

e. Access to Public Street System

Driveway access to the proposed development site shall comply with MLDC 10.550. No
driveway access shall be allowed to Crate Lake Avenue. The existing driveway on Crater Lake
Avenue shall be replaced with full height curb and gutter.

%
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f. Easements

Easements shall be shown on the final plat for all sanitary sewer and stormdrain mains or
laterals, which cross lots, including any common area, other than those being served by
said lateral.

3. Section 10.668 Analysis

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

10.668 Limitation of Exactions

Notwithstanding any other provisions of this Chapter 10, an applicant for a development permit
shall not be required, as a condition of granting the application, to dedicate land for public use
or provide public improvements unless:

(1) the record shows that there is an essential nexus between the exaction and a legitimate
government purpose and that there is a rough proportionality between the burden of the exaction
on the developer and the burden of the development on public facilities and services so that the
exaction will not result in a laking of private property for public use, or

(2) a mechanism exists and funds are available to fairly compensate the applicant for the excess
burden of the exaction to the extent that it would be a taking.

1. Nexus to a legitimate government purpose

The purposes for these dedications and improvements are found throughout the Medford Code,
the Medford Transportation System Plan, and the Statewide Planning Rule, and supported by
sound public policy. Those purposes and policies include, but are not limited to: development of
a balanced transportation system addressing all modes of travel, including motor vehicles,

transit, bicycles, emergency services and pedestrians. F urther, these rights-of-way are used to
provide essential services such as sanitary sewer, domestic water and storm drains to serve the
developed parcels. It can be found that the listed right-of-way dedications and improvements
have a nexus to these purposes and policies.

2. Rough proportionality between the dedications and improvements, and the impacts of

development.

No mathematical formula is required to support the rough proportionality analysis. Furthermore,
benefits to the development resulting from the dedication and improvements when determining
“rough proportionality” have been considered, including but not limited to: increased property
values, intensification of use, as well as connections to municipal services and the transportation
network.

As set forth below, the dedication recommended herein can be found to be roughly proportional
to the impacts reasonably anticipated to be imposed by this development.

%
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Crater Lake Avenue

The additional right-of-way will provide the needed width for a future planter strip on Crater
Lake Avenue. Crater Lake Avenue is a 35 mile per hour facility, which currently carries
approximately 18,300 vehicles per day. The 10-foot planter strip moves pedestrians a safe
distance from the edge of the roadway. Crater Lake Avenue will be the primary route for
pedestrians traveling to and from this development.

The City assesses System Development Charges (SDCs) to help pay for acquisition of
right-of-way and construction of additional Arterial & Collector Street capacity required
as a result of new development. Because a mechanism exists in the form of SDC credit
for right-of-way dedication and street improvements in accordance with Medford
Municipal Code (MMC) 3.815 and other applicable parts of the Code, to fairly
compensate the applicant, the conditions of MLDC, Section 10.668 are satisfied.

Grand Avenue

In determining rough proportionality, the City averaged the lineal footage of roadway per
dwelling unit for road improvements. The proposed development has 2 dwelling units and will
improve approximately 4,290 square feet of roadway, which equates to 2,145 square feet per
dwelling unit. Also the development will dedicate approximately 215 square feet of right-of-way
which equates to approximately 107 square feet per lot.

To determine proportionality, two neighborhoods with similar zoning were used. First, a
developed phase of Siskiyou Heights Addition, which consists of 14 lots. This development
improved approximately 25,237 square feet of roadway and dedicated approximately 42,354
square feet of right-of-way (GIS data tised to calculate, approximations only). This equates to!
approximately 1,803 square feet of road per dwelling unit and approximately 3,025 square feet of
right-of-way per lot. Secondly, a phase of Country Club Meadows No. 1, which consisted of a
sum of 43 lot. This previous development improved approximately 109,368 square feet of
roadway and dedicated approximately 130,560 square feet of right-of-way (GIS data used to
calculate, approximations only). This equates to approximately 2,543 square feet of road per
dwelling unit and approximately 3,036 square feet of ri ght-of-way per lot.

Local street right-of-way dedication and construction requirements identified by the Public
Works Department and required by the City are the minimum required to protect the public
interest and are necessary for additional or densification of development in the City without
detracting from the common good enjoyed by existing properties. Developments are required to
provide all internal local streets and half-street improvements to abutting streets, including
associated right-of-way dedications, to ensure that new development and density intensification
provides the current level of urban services and adequate street circulation is maintained.

The benefits of the public right-of-way improvements include: providing access and
transportation connections at urban level of service standards, on street parking, improved
connectivity reducing all modes of trips generated, decreased emergency response times, benefits
from using right-of-way to provide public utility services, the additional traffic that is being
generated by this proposed land division and the necessity to provide connections for all modes

e ————————————————————————————— e e
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of trips generated.

Dedication of the PUE will benefit development by providing public utility services, which are
out of the roadway and more readily available to each Lot being served. The additional traffic of
all modes of travel generated by this proposed development supports the dedication and
improvements for all modes of travel and utilities. The area required to be dedicated for this
development is necessary and roughly proportional to that required in similar developments to
provide a transportation system that meets the needs for urban level services.

B. SANITARY SEWERS

The proposed development is situated within the Medford sewer service area. The Developer
shall provide one separate individual service lateral to each Tax Lot or ensure that each lot is
served by an individual service lateral. All unused laterals adjacent and stubbed to the
development shall be capped at the main.

C. STORM DRAINAGE

1. Drainage Plan

Future development shall provide a comprehensive drainage plan showing the entire project site
with sufficient spot elevations to determine direction of runoff to the proposed drainage system,
and also showing elevations on the proposed drainage system, shall be submitted with the first
building permit application for approval.

With future development, the Developer shall provide copies of either a Joint Use Maintenance
Agreement or a private stormdrain easement for any stormwater draining onto or fronh adjacent
private property.

A Site/Utility Plan shall be submitted with the building permit application to show the location
of the existing or proposed stormdrain lateral/s for the site.

All private storm drain lines shall be located outside of the public right-of-way and/or any public
utility easements (PUE).

2. Grading

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

3. Detention and Water Quality

Future development shall provide stormwater quality and detention facilities in accordance with
MLDC Section 10.481 and 10.486.

%_ﬁ_—
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4. Certification

With future development and upon completion of the project, and prior to certificate of
occupancy of the building, the Developer’s design Engineer shall certify that the construction of
the stormwater quality and detention system was constructed per plan. Certification shall be in
writing and submitted to the Engineering Division of Public Works. Reference Rogue Valley
Stormwater Quality Design Manual, Appendix 1, Technical Requirements.

5. Mains and Laterals

With future development, all roof drains and foundation drains shall be connected directly
to a storm drain system.

With the construction of Public Improvements on Grand Avenue, a storm drain lateral
shall be constructed to each parcel. Easements shall be shown on the Final Plat for storm
drain laterals crossing property other than the one being served by the lateral. If a private
storm drain system is being used to drain this site, the applicant shall provide a joint use
maintenance agreement.

6. Erosion Prevention and Sediment Control

All development that disturbs 5,000 square feet or greater shall require an Erosion Prevention
and Sediment Control Plan. Developments that disturb one acre and greater shall require a
1200C permit from the DEQ. Erosion Prevention and Sediment Control Plans shall be submitted
to the Building Department with the project plans for development. All disturbed areas shall be
covered with vegetatfon or properly stabilized prior to certificate of occupantiy.

D. SURVEY MONUMENTATION

All survey monumentation shall be in place, field-checked, and approved by the City Surveyor
prior to approval of the final plat.

E. GENERAL CONDITIONS

1. Design Requirements and Construction Drawings

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

2. Construction Plans

Construction drawings for any public improvements for this project shall be prepared by a
Professional Engineer currently licensed in the State of Oregon, and submitted to the
Engineering Division of Medford Public Works Department for approval. Construction drawings
for public improvements shall be submitted only for the improvements to be constructed with
each phase. Approval shall be obtained prior to beginning construction. Only a complete set of

a
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construction drawings (3 copies) shall be accepted for review, including plans and profiles for all
streets, minimum access drives, sanitary sewers, storm drains, and street lights as required by the
governing commission’s Final Order, together with all pertinent details and calculations, A
checklist for public improvement plan submittal can be found on the City of Medford, Public
Works web site (http://www.ci.medford.or.us/Page.asp?NavID=3103). The Developer shall pay
a deposit for plan review and construction inspection prior to final plan approval. Public Works
will keep track of all costs associated with the project and, upon our acceptance of the completed
project, will reconcile the accounting and either reimburse the Developer any excess deposit or
bill the Developer for any additional amount not covered by the deposit. The Developer shall pay
Public Works within 60 days of the billing date or will be automatically turned over for
collections.

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

3. Phasing
The proposed plans do not show any phasing.
4. Draft of Final Plat

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

5. Permits

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

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

6. System Development Charges (SDC)

The existing dwelling on proposed Parcel 1 is not currently permitted as an Accessory Dwelling
Unit (ADU) and a non-permitted kitchen sink was removed with building permit 17-1229. With
the creation of Parcel 1 this dwelling will need additional permits to become a Single-Family
Residence. As a result, additional SDC fees for streets, sanitary sewer treatment, sanitary sewer
collection will be due with future building permits and storm drainage SDC will be due prior to

—_ﬁ
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Final Plat.

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

7. Construction and Inspection

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

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

Where applicable, the Developer shall bear all expenses resulting from the adjustment of
manholes to finish grades as a result of changes in the finish street grade.

Prepared by: Doug Burroughs

\
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SUMMARY CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
1475 Crater Lake Avenue — 2-Lot Partition

TL 5400

LDP-18-068

A. Streets
1. Street Dedications to the Public:

= Crater Lake Avenue — Dedicate additional right-of-way.
*  Grand Avenue — Dedicate additional right-of-way.
®  Dedicate 10-foot public utility easements (PUE).

2. Improvements:

a. Public Streets
*  Crater Lake Avenue — No additional improvements are required.
*  Improve Grand Avenue to Standard Residential street standards.

b. Lighting and Signing
*  Developer supplies and installs all street lights at own expense.
City installs traffic signs and devices at Developer’s expense.

Access to Public Street System
=  Driveway access to the proposed development site shall comply with MLDC 10.550. No driveway access shall be
allowed to Crater Lake Avenue, replace existing driveway with full height curb and gutter.

d. Other
*  There is no pavement moratorium currently in cffect along this frontage to Crater Lake Avenue or Grand Avenue.

*  Provide pavement moratorium letters.
o Provide soils report.

g

B. Sanitarv Sewer

*  Ensure or construct separate individual sanitary sewer cohnection.

C. Storm Drainage

*  Provide an investigative drainage report, with future development.

*  Provide a comprehensive grading plan, with future development.

*  Provide water quality and detention facilities, calculations and O&M Manual, with future development.
=  Provide engineers certification of stormwater facility construction, with future development.

= Provide storm drain laterals to each tax lot.

D. Survev Monumentation

*  Provide all survey monumentation.

E. General Conditions

=  Building permits will not be issued until after final plat approval.

= = City Code Requirement
o = Discretionary recommendations/comments

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

\

P:\Staff Reports\LDP\2018\LDP-18-068 1475 Crater Lake Ave (TL 5400) - 2-Lot Partition\LDP-18-068 Staff Report-LD_JKC-DB.docx Page 10
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 200 S. IVY STREET TELEPHONE (541) 774-2100
ENGINEERING & DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MEDFORD, OREGON 97501 FAX (541) 774-2552

www.ci.medford.or.us
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BOARD OF WATER COMMISSIONERS

Staff Memo

TO: Planning Department, City of Medford

FROM: Rodney Grehn P.E., Water Commission Staff Engineer
SUBJECT: LDP-18-068

PARCEL ID:  371W30AC TL 2500

PROJECT: Consideration of a request for tentative plat approval of a proposed two-lot
partition on a 0.4-acre parcel located at 1475 Crater Lake Avenue and 1694
Grand Avenue within the SFR-4 (Single-Family Residential — 2.5 to 4 dwelling
units per gross acre) zoning district (371W19AB5400); Applicant, Travis Colley;
Agent, Richard Stevens & Associates; Planner, Steffen Roennfeldt.

DATE: June 13, 2018

I have reviewed the above plan authorization application as requested. Conditions for approval
and comments are as follows:

CONDITIONS

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

2. All parcels/lots of proposed property divisions will be required to have metered water service
prior to recordation of final map, unless otherwise arranged with MWC.

3. The existing water meter along Grand Avenue for Parcel 1 is not allowed to be located within
the future driveway. Applicant shall provide MWC engineering staff a plan/layout of the
proposed driveway serving Parcel 1 confirming that it does not conflict with existing water
meter.

4. Installation of a Pressure Reducing Valve (PRV) is required per Uniform Plumbing Code.
Pressure Reducing Valves shall be installed on the “private” side of the water meter. See
attached document from the City of Medford Building Department on “Policy on Installation
of Pressure Reducing Valves”.

COMMENTS

1. Off-site water line installation is not required.

2. On-site water facility construction is not required.

3. Static water pressure is approximately 98 psi. (See Condition 4 above)
Continued to Next Page

CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT#_. F

File #__LTP=(§-D§8

KiLand Development\Medford Planning\idp18068 docx

Page 175



BOARD OF WATER COMMISSIONERS

Staff Memo

Continued from Previous Page

4. MWC-metered water service does exist to this property. There area two (2) existing water
meters. One %-inch water meter is located at the southeast property corner of proposed
Parcel 2 along Crater Lake Avenue, the other %-inch water meter is located along the south

side of Grand Avenue approximately mid-lot of proposed Parcel 1.

5. Access to MWC water lines is available. There is an existing 4-inch water line in Grand
Avenue, and a 14-inch water line in Crater Lake Avenue.

K\Land Development\Medford PlanningVdp 18068 docx Page 2 of 2
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BUILDING SAFETY DEPARTMENT CITY OF MEDFORD TELEPHONE (541) 774-2350

ROOM 277 LAUSMANN ANNEX FAX (541) 774-2575
200 SOUTH IVY STREET E-MAIL:
MEDFORD, OREGON 97501 bldmed@ci.medford.or.us

Policy on Installation of Pressure Reducing Valves
August 5, 2014

Section 608 of the 2011 Edition of the Oregon Piumbing Specialty Code requires a pressure
regulator (commonly called a Pressure Reducing Valve or PRV) where the static pressure in
the water supply piping exceeds 80 psi. Although this section gives limited guidance as to
installation, it does require the device to be

“...accessibly located above ground or in a vault equipped with adequate means to
provide drainage and shall be protected from freezing, and shall have the strainer
readily accessible for cleaning without removing the regulator or strainer body or
disconnecting the supply piping.”

“Accessible” and “readily accessiblef" are defined in chapter 2. |
To assure uniform and appropriate installation of these devices within Medford, the following
standards have been agreed to by the City of Medford Building Safety Department and the
Medford Water Commission:

1. The need for these devices will be based on pressure information provided by the
Medford Water Commission, and can be verified on-site with a pressure gage. While
factory settings of these devices may be adjusted, MWC recommends that the
regulated pressure be set no higher than 65 psi.

2. PRVs shall NOT be installed when static pressure is less than 50 psi, except for limited

specific equipment-based needs.

The PRV shall be installed outside the street right of way as close as practical to the

water meter.

No expansion tank is necessary.

No fixture, device or system is permitted between the meter and the PRV.

The PRV must NOT be direct buried nor installed in a craw! space.

PRVs shall be installed within a readily accessible valve box / vault following the same

standard as used for double check backflow assembilies, as follows:

“On new installations, at least 12-inches clearance will be required as per section
603.3.4. When replacing an existing assembly, the 12-inch clearance requirement can
be waived as long as there is at least 3-inches clearance between the bottom of the
assembly and the ground, and the device is tested and serviced from the top.”

w

No ok

CITY OF MEDFORD

Sam Barwam EXHBIT#
File #_LZISP— | R~ 0xA

1

Building Safety Director
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Medford Fire-Rescue Land Development Report

Review/Project Information

Reviewed By: Kleinberg, Greg Review Date: 6/6/2018
Meeting Date: 6/13/2018

LD #: LDP18068
Planner: Steffen Roennfeldt
Applicant: Travis Colley; Agent, Richard Stevens & Associates
Project Location: 1694 Grand Avenue

ProjectDescription: Consideration of a request for tentative plat approval of a proposed two-lot partition on a 0.4-acre
parcel located at 1475 Crater Lake Avenue and 1694 Grand Avenue within the SFR-4 (Single-Family
Residential - 2.5 to 4 dwelling units per gross acre) zoning district (371W19AB5400); Applicant, Travis
Colley; Agent, Richard Stevens & Associates; Planner, Steffen Roennfeldt.

Specific Development Requirements for Access & Water Supply

Conditions
Reference Comments
Approved Approved as submitted with no additional conditions or requirements.

~“Construction General Information/Requirements

Development shall comply with access and water supply requirements in accordance with the Oregon Fire Code in affect at
the time of development submittal. Fire apparatus access roads are required to be installed prior to the time of construction.
The approved water supply for fire protection (Fire hydrants) is required to be installed prior to construction when
combustible material arrives at the site. | |

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

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

Design and installation shall meet the Oregon requirements of the International Fire, Building, Mechanicial Codes and
applicable NFPA Standards.

Medford Fire-Rescue, 200 S Ivy St. Rm 180, Medford OR 97501 541-774-2300

www.medfordfirerescue.org

CITY OF MEDFORD

ExHIBIT 4 _Q
File #_[.Df=\ 2'51_?3
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M e mO __OREGON

To: Steffen Roennfeldt, Planning Department

From: Mary Montague, Building Department

cc: Travis Colley, Applicant; Richard Stevens & Associates, Agent
Date: June 13,2018

Re: LPD-18-068_Travis Colley Land Partition

Building Department:

Please Note: This is not a plan review. These are general notes based on general information
provided. Plans need to be submitted and will be reviewed by a residential plans examiner to
determine if there are any other requirements for this occupancy type. Please contact the front
counter for fees.

1. Applicable Building Codes are 2017 ORSC; 2017 OPSC; and 2014 OMSC. For list of applicable
Building Codes, please visit the City of Medford website: www.ci.medford.or.us Click on “City
Departments” at top of screen; click on “Building”; click on “Design Criteria” on left side of screen and
select the appropriate design criteria.

| |

2. Allplans are to be submitted electronically. Information on the website: www.ci.medford.or.us
Go to “City Departments” at top of screen; click on “Building”; click on “ELECTRONIC PLAN
REVIEW (ePlans)" for information.

3. Site Excavation permit required to develop, install utilities.

4. Demo Permitis required for any buildings being demolished.

CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHBIT#
1 Fie #_LDP~ \§- 064
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Roads
Engineering
Mike Kuntz, P.E.
AC KS ON COUNTY  |orime
200 Antelope Rd
White City, OR 97503

R Phone: (541)774-6228
O a S Fax: (541)774-6295
kunlzm@jacksoncounty org

www jacksoncounty org

June 6, 2018

Attention: Steffen Roennfeldt

Planning Department

City of Medford

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

RE: Tentative plat approval of a proposed 2-lot partition on Crater Lake Avenue—a city
maintained road.
Planning File: LDP-18-068
Dear Steffen:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this request for tentative plat approval of a
proposed two-lot partition on 0.4-acre parcel located at 1475 Crater Lake Avenue and 1694
Grand Avenue within the SFR-4 (Single-Family Residential — 2.5 to 4 dwelling units per gross
acre) 37-1W-19AB TL (400. Jackson County Roads has no comments.
If you have any questions or need further information feel free to call me at 774-6228
Sincerely,

Nk W

Mike Kuntz
County Engineer

CITY OF MEDFORD

k\Engineering\Development\CITIES\MEDFORD\2018\LDP-18-068 docx EXHIBIT #r—l—z——-
File #_LDP-1{- 0§
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Steffen K. Roennfeldt

From: Marcy Black <BlackMA@jacksoncounty.org>

Sent: Thursday, June 14, 2018 9:21 AM

To: Steffen K. Roennfeldt

Subject: File No. LDP-18-068 Project Name: Travis Colley Land Partition
Steffen:

The Airport requests an Avigation, Noise and Hazard Easement be a requirement of this project. In addition, due to the
proximity to the Airport, the applicant needs to contact the FAA regarding filing a 7460-1 Notice of Proposed
Construction or Alteration. The FAA contact is: Paul Holmquist, phone (206) 231-2990.

I have inserted some information below from the FAA’s website:

The requirements for filing with the Federal Aviation Administration for proposed structures vary based on a number of factors: height,
proximity to an airport, location, and frequencies emitted from the structure, etc. For more details, please reference CFR Title 14 Part

77.9.

You must file with the FAA at least 45 days prior to construction if-

e your structure will exceed 200ft above ground level

®  your structure will be in proximity to an airport and will exceed the slope ratio

e  your structure involves construction of a traverseway (i.e. highway, railroad, waterway etc...) and once adjusted upward with
the appropriate vertical distance would exceed a standard of 77.9(a) or (b)

*  yourstructure will emit frequencies, and does not meet the conditions of the FAA Co-location Policy

e your structure will be in an instrument approach area and might exceed part 77 Subpart C

* your proposed structure will be in proximity to a navigation facility and may impact the assurance of navigation signal reception

e your structure will be on an airport or heliport

* filing has been requested by the FAA

If you require additional information regarding the filing requirements for your structure, please identify and contact the appropriate FAA
representative using the Air Traffic Areas of Responsibility map for Off Airport construction, or contact the FAA Airports Region / District
Office for On Airport construction.

The tool below will assist in applying Part 77 Notice Criteria.

Latitude: Deg M S
Longitude: Deg M §

Horizontal Datum:

Site Elevation (SE): (nearest foot)
Unadjusted Structure Height: Structure Height : (nearest foot)
Height Adjustment: (nearest foot)

Total Structure Height (AGL): (nearest foot)

Traverseway:

(Additional height is added to certain structures under 77.9(c))

User can increase the default height adjustment for

Traverseway, Private Roadway and Waterway CITY OF MEDFORD
Is structure on airport: No .

Yes _ EXHIBIT #

File #_ LDP- | E-—Oﬁ}
1

Page 182



You exceed the following Notice Criteria:

Your proposed structure is in proximity to a navi

gation facility and may impact the assurance of navigation signal reception. The FAA,
in accordance with 77.9, requests that you file.

The FAA requests that you file

2
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Jackson County Official Records  2017-017650

R-WD
- 05/26/2017 02:37:39 PM
Sin=0 FOOTENL
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I, Christine Walker, County Clerk for Jackson County. Oregon, certity
RECORDING REQUESTED BY: that the herein was inthe Clerk

records.

Christine Walker - County Clerk

) TICOR TITLE"

1555 E Mc Andrews, Ste 100
Medford, OR 97504

GRANTOR'S NAME:
James D. Plummer

GRANTEE'S NAME:
Travis Ray Colley

AFTER RECORDING RETURN TO:
Order No.: 470317052201-KA
Robert Bennett

Ticor Title Company of Oregon
1555 E Mc Andrews, Ste 100
Medford, OR 97504

SEND TAX STATEMENTS TO:
Travis Ray Colley

1475 Crater Lake Avenue
Medford, OR 97504

APN: 371W18AA 400 1-031802-7
SPACE ABOVE THIS LINE FOR RECORDER'S USE

STATUTORY WARRANTY DEED

James D. Plummer, Grantor, conveys and warrants to Travis Ray Colley, Grantee, the following described real
property, free and clear of encumbrances except as specifically set forth below, situated in the County of Jackson,

State of Oregon:

Commencing at the southwest corner of Lot 7 in Block 5 of LAKE WOOD SUBDIVISION in Jackson County,
Oregon, according to the official piat thereof, now of record; thence South 89° 49’ East along the south line of
said Lot, a distance of 163.0 feet to the True Point of Beginning; thence continue South 89° 49' East, along
said south line, a distance of 141.88 feet to the southeast corner of said Lot; thence North 24° 17* 30" East
along the easterly line thereof, 71.96 feet to the beginning 1’>f a 30-foot radius curve to the left; thence along
the arc of said curve a distance of 59.75 feet to paint of tangency; thence North 89° 49' West, along the north
line of said Lot, a distance of 142.76 feet; thence South 0° 47' West a distance of 107.95 feet to the True Point
of Beginning.

THE TRUE AND ACTUAL CONSIDERATION FOR THIS CONVEYANCE IS THREE HUNDRED ONE

THOUSAND THREE HUNDRED AND NO/100 DOLLARS ($301,300.00). (See ORS 93.030).

BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON TRANSFERRING FEE TITLE
SHOULD INQUIRE ABOUT THE PERSON'S RIGHTS, IF ANY, UNDER ORS 195.300, 195.301 AND 195.305
TO 195.336 AND SECTIONS 5 TO 11, CHAPTER 424, OREGON LAWS 2007, SECTIONS 2 TO 9 AND 17,
CHAPTER 855, OREGON LAWS 2009, AND SECTIONS 2 TO 7, CHAPTER 8, OREGON LAWS 2010. THIS
INSTRUMENT DOES NOT ALLOW USE OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN THIS INSTRUMENT IN
VIOLATION OF APPLICABLE LAND USE LAWS AND REGULATIONS. BEFORE SIGNING OR ACCEPTING
THIS INSTRUMENT, THE PERSON ACQUIRING FEE TITLE TO THE PROPERTY SHOULD CHECK WITH
THE APPROPRIATE CITY OR COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT TO VERIFY THAT THE UNIT OF LAND
BEING TRANSFERRED IS A LAWFULLY ESTABLISHED LOT OR PARCEL, AS DEFINED IN ORS 92.010 OR
215.010, TO VERIFY THE APPROVED USES OF THE LOT OR PARCEL, TO DETERMINE ANY LIMITS ON
LAWSUITS AGAINST FARMING OR FOREST PRACTICES, AS DEFINED IN ORS 30.930, AND TO INQUIRE
ABOUT THE RIGHTS OF NEIGHBORING PROPERTY OWNERS, IF ANY, UNDER ORS 195.300, 195.301 AND
195.305 TO 195.336 AND SECTIONS 5 TO 11, CHAPTER 424, OREGON LAWS 2007, SECTIONS 2 TO 9 AND
17, CHAPTER 855, OREGON LAWS 2009, AND SECTIONS 2 TO 7, CHAPTER 8, OREGON LAWS 2010.

Deoed (Statutory Waranty), Legai CITY OF MEDEORD

o i i oy 8 Page 1 OR-TT-FKTJ-02743 4703:7-470317EXH|B|T #
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STATUTORY WARRANTY DEED
(continued)

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned have executed this document on the date(s) set forth below.

Dated: /;’T] 12 LN
— |

\-fh.zé)/

; I,ﬁoﬁes D. Plummer
State of QZ (A 2 (ot

County of

Th‘gtrumem was acinﬁged before me on '41 2 /I —" by
C o s

Ooed {Statutory Wamanty), Legal
ORDI(;O.M I Updated: 02.08.17 Page 2 OR-TT-FKTJ02743 470337470317052201
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DENSITY CALCULATION FORM
For all residential LDP, LDS, PUD, and AC Application Files

File No. LDP-18-068
Planner Steffen Roennfeldt
Date June 26, 2018
GROSS ACREAGE SUBTRACTED ACREAGE DENSITY RANGE
Tax Lot Numbers Large Lots for Existing Development s AC Zoning District SFR-4
371W19AB5400 0.40 AC Reserved Acreage s AC Density Range
AC | |[Other' Minimum 2.50
AC - AC Maximum 4.00
AC AC
AC AC No. DU Proposed 2.00
AC AC | |No. DU Permitted —_ 3.00]
Ixisting ROW to Centerline 0.25 AC AC Minimum 1.62
Maximum 2.59
aross Acres 0.65 AC Subtracted Acres - AC
Percentage of Maximum 77.17%
ffective Acres (Gross - Subtracted) 0.65
EXISTING R-O-W CALCULATION
LF Width SF Acreage
Grand Avenue 200.00 30.00 6,000.00 0.14
Crater Lake Avenue 120.00 40.00 4,800.00 0.11
(Street Name) - - - -
(Street Name) = - z -
10,800.00 0.25

TSO L5

! Such as future ROW dedication, resource protection areas, common open space, other dedication areas, etc.

5/06



2, City of Medford

S e Fi 4
VlClnlty ile Number

Planning Department LDP-18-068

' Subject Area | £
(np s '

Project Name:

Travis Colley Legend
Land Partition

Map//Taxl /] Subject Area
ap/Taxlot:
Zoning District
371W19AB TL 5400 [ zoning Districts
l:l Tax Lots
: 10 150 City Limits
e Feet
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