PLANNING COMMISSION

AGENDA
OCTOBER 11, 2018

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

Joe Foley
Bill Mansfield
David McFadden
Mark McKechnie City of Medford

Meetings begin at 5:30 PMm

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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2/ Agenda

Planning Commission

Public Hearing

October 11, 2018

5:30 PM

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

10.
20.
20.1

20.2

20.3

30.
30.1
40.

50.

50.1

Roll Call
Consent Calendar/Written Communications (voice vote)

2C-18-097 Final Order of a request for a change of zone of a 3-acre parcel located at
503 Airport Road from Light Industrial {I-L) to Regional Commercial (C-R)
(372W12A502). Applicant: Columbia Care, Inc.; Agent: Richard Stevens &
Associates; Planner: Dustin Severs.

2C-18-101 Final Order of a zone change from SFR-00 (Single Family Residential — one
dwelling unit per existing lot) to SFR-6 (Single Family Residential ~ 4 to 6
dwelling units per gross acre) on a 0.87 acre lot located at 1919 Orchard
Home Drive (372W35DD2000). Applicant: Sterling Homes, LLC.; Agent:
Valente Sosa; Planner: Steffen Roennfeldt.

LDS-18-109 Final Order of a tentative plat for a 17-lot subdivision on approximately 2.85
acres within the SFR-6 (Single Family Residential — 4 to 6 dwelling units per
gross acre) zoning district, located northwest of the Merriman Road and
Mace Road intersection (372W13BB 500). Applicant: F.B. Owen, Inc.; Agent:
Richard Stevens & Associates, Inc.; Planner: Steffen Roennfeldt.

Minutes
Consideration for approval of minutes from the September 27, 2018, hearing.

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.

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.

New Business

2C-18-110 Consideration of a request for a zone change of a 0.54-acre parcel located
at 616 Cherry Street from SFR-00 (Single-Family Residential, one dwelling
unit per gross acre) to SFR-10 (Single-Family Residential, ten dwelling units
per gross acre) (372W26DD400); Applicant, Esteban Gonzalez Duran; Agent,
Richard Steven & Associates, Inc.; Planner, Dustin Severs.

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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50.2

50.3

50.4

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

LDP-18-088 / Consideration of a request for tentative plat approval of a proposed two-lot

E-18-127 partition on a 1.28 acre parcel located approximately 550 feet southeast of
the intersection of Canyon Avenue and Roberts Road within the SFR-4
(Single Family Residential — 2.5 to 4 dwelling units per gross acre) zoning
district (371W17DD 700) including Exception requests to the minimum lot
density and the maximum lot size. Applicant & Agent, CA Galpin; Planner,
Steffen Roennfeldt.

CP-16-075/ The proposal is a legislative amendment to develop a procedure for

DCA-18-120  preparing and adopting urbanization plans for areas recently brought into
the urban growth boundary. The proposed language will amend the
Neighborhood Element of the Comprehensive Plan and will outline the
process land owners must follow to adopt plans that show land uses,
densities, and transportation networks in the new expansion areas. This
project is filed in conjunction with DCA-18-120, a development code
amendment to revise Chapter 10 of the Municipal Code to incorporate
procedural requirements associated with urbanization plans. Applicant: City
of Medford; Planner: Carla Paladino, Principal Planner.

CP-16-036 A legislative amendment to adopt a revised Transportation System Plan and
amend applicable portions of the Comprehensive Plan including the
Transportation element and Goals, Policies, and Implementation element.
Applicant: City of Medford; Planner: Carla Paladino, Principal Planner.

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 PLANNING COMMISSION FILE ZC-18-097 APPLICATION )
FOR A ZONE CHANGE SUBMITTED BY COLUMBIA CARE SERVICES INC. ) ORDER

ORDER granting approval of a request with conditions of a zone change for Columbia Care
Services Inc., described as follows:

A request for a change of zone of a 3-acre parcel located at 503 Airport Road from Light Industrial
(I-L) to Regional Commercial (C-R).

WHEREAS, the City Planning Commission in the public interest has given consideration to
changing the zoning for Columbia Care Services Inc., as describe above; and

WHEREAS, the City Planning Commission has given notice of, and held, a public hearing,
and after considering all the evidence presented, finds that the zone change is supported by, and

hereby adopts the Staff Report dated September 20, 2018, and the Findings contained therein —
Exhibit “A,” and Legal Description — Exhibit “B” attached hereto and hereby incorporated by

reference; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF MEDFORD, OREGON,
that:

The zoning of the following described area within the City of Medford, Oregon:

37 2W 12A Tax Lot 502
is hereby changed as described above.

Accepted and approved this 11th day of October, 2018.

CITY OF MEDFORD PLANNING COMMISSION

Planning Commission Chair
ATTEST:

Planning Department Representative
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3L HOOLL (§55
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Exditit S

WDﬁ Owjd(/ Jackson County Official Records 204 8-01 245;’

RECORDING REQUESTED BY: R-WD
@ TICOR TITL - | Stn=16 VORGANSS ~ 04/20/2018 03:05:00 PM
£ e-...”'s.. $10.00 S10 00 S8.00 $11.00 $20 00 $59.00
f/[?;o'j;ao‘h;;%vs@y' Ste 100 I. Christine Walker. County Clerk for Jackson County Oregon, certify
that the instrument ident:fied herein was recorded in the Clerk
GRANTOR'S NAME: €’ Christine Walker - County Clerk
Banner Bank, Successor In Interast to Bark of Southem Oregon &
GRANTEE'S NAME;
Columbia Care Services, Ine., an Oragon non profit corperaticn
AFTER RECORDING RETURN TO: .
Order No.: 470317052549-CC RECEIVED '
Columbia Care Services, Inc., an Oregen non profit corporation
503 Alrport Road
Medford, OR 87504 JUL 25 2018
8END 'I]'Ax 8TATEMENTS TO:
Columbla Care Services, Inc., an Oregon non rofit co H
Sokmla Care € 9on nn profit corperaton PLANNING DEPT.

Medford, OR 67504

503 Alrport Road, Medford, OR 07504
8PACE ABOVE THIS LINE FOR RECORDER'S USE

STATUTORY WARRANTY DEED

Banner Bank, Successor in Interest to Bank of Southemn Oregon, Grant&r, conveys and warrants to
Columbla Care Services, Inc., an Oregon non profit corporatlon, Grantes, tha following described res!

property, free and clear of encumbrances except as specifically set forth below, siluated In the County of
Jackson, State of Oregon:

Atract of land In Ssclion 12, Tovenship 37 South, Range 2 Wast, of the Willamette Mericlan, In the City of
Medford, Jackson County, Oregon, described as follows: o

Commaencing at the Initial Point of AIRPORT BUSINESS PARK SUBDIVISION, in Jackson County, Oregon,

according to the officlal plat thereof, now of record; thence South 00°02'35" West, 277.70 feet, to a 5/8 inch

Iron pin, for the TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; thence South 89° 53'40" East, 348.00 fest, to a 5/8 Inch Iron

pin; thence South 00°02'35" West, 376.00 feet, to a 5/8 Inch Iron pin, on the Northerly right of way line of

Alrport Road; thence along sa'd Northerly right of way line, North 89 *53'10" West, 348.00 foel, to a 5/8 inch

gnnl pl?; thence leaving sald right cf way line, North 00° 02'35" East, 375.00 fest, to the trua point of
eginning.

THE TRUE AND ACTUAL CONSIDERATION FOR THIS CONVEYANCE IS FOUR MILLION ANG™NO/100
DOLLARS ($4,000,000.00). (See ORS 93.030),

Subject to:
Easements, condltions, covenants and restrictions of record.

’

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 105.208
TO 185,338 AND SECTIONS & TO 14, CHAPTER 424, OREGON LAWS 2007, SECTIONS 2 TO 9 AND 17,
CHAPTER 855, OREGON LAWS 2009, AND S8ECTIONS 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 8HOULD 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 82.010 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, 198.301
AND 195,305 TO 185.338 AND SECTIONS 5 TO 11, CHAPTER 424, OREGON LAWS 2007, SECTIONS 2 TO
§ AND 17, CHAPTER 855, OREGON LAWS 2009, AND SECTIONS 2 TO 7, CHAPTER 8, OREGON LAWS
2010,

Sn"“ﬁ‘a%‘iﬁ" '!V;r;l'n;.y 3 (').s..%:l.i 7 Page { ORLTT-FKT-02743.470302470347052549
A CITY OF MEDFORD
( EXHIBIT #
FILE # 2C-18-097
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STATUTORY WARRANTY DEED
{continuad)

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undars gned have executed thls document on the date(s) set forth below.

Da\ed Aprit 17, 2018; if a corperate grantor, It has caused lls name lo be signed by order of its board of directors.

Banner ?. g!cessoWk &f Southern Oregon
BY: <

R. Shane Correa
Senlor Vice President

State of Jdako .
County of 'n'j X sentttota,,

This Instrument was acknowlegdged befora me cn ﬁp"‘/ / Z 26/ 8by \Q}ﬁﬁl}:‘gﬁ

%

{e0TaR,
Pxi e 1
1 % fupLiC S

.O

®,

"0 12~
47’8 010

oam(m.m ! Spdd.dmll)-:%:l 17 Page 2 OR-TT-FKTJ-02743.47030247031705254¢
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BEFORE THE MEDFORD PLANNING COMMISSION
STATE OF OREGON, CITY OF MEDFORD

IN THE MATTER OF PLANNING COMMISSION FILE 2C-18-101 APPLICATION )
FOR A ZONE CHANGE SUBMITTED BY VALENTE SOSA ) ORDER

ORDER granting approval of a request for a zone change for Valente Sosa, described as
follows:

Change the zone from SFR-00 (Single Family Residential — one dwelling unit per existing lot) to SFR-
6 (Single Family Residential -4 to 6 dwelling units per gross acre) on a 0.87 acre lot located at 1919

Orchard Home Drive.

WHEREAS, the City Planning Commission in the public interest has given consideration to
changing the zoning for Valente Sosa, as describe above; and

WHEREAS, the City Planning Commission has given notice of, and held, a public hearing,
and after considering all the evidence presented, finds that the zone change is supported by, and
hereby adopts the Staff Report dated September 18, 2018, and the Findings contained therein —

Exhibit “A,” and Legal Description — Exhibit “B” attached hereto and hereby incorporated by
reference; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF MEDFORD, OREGON,
that:

The zoning of the following described area within the City of Medford, Oregon:
37 2W 35DD Tax Lot 2000
is hereby changed as described above.

Accepted and approved this 11th day of October, 2018.

CITY OF MEDFORD PLANNING COMMISSION

Planning Commission Chair
ATTEST:

Planning Department Representative
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RECEIVED

E.,x\xl\f\\% | JUL 30 2018

1919 Orchard Home Dr, Medford Oregon 97501
PLANNING DEPT,
Real Property in the County of Jackson, State of Oregon, described as follows:

Beginning at the Southwest corner of Lot 8 in Block 5 of the Orchard Home Association Tract in
Jackson County, Oregon, according to the official plat thereof, recorded in Volume 1, Page 67 of
plat records; thence East 320.5 feet to the West line of Block 6 of said Tract; thence North along
said line 125.75 feet; thence West 320.5 feet to the West line of said Lot 8 and thence South
125.75 feet to the point of beginning.

CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT #
FILE # 2C-18-701
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BEFORE THE MEDFORD PLANNING COMMISSION
STATE OF OREGON, CITY OF MEDFORD

IN THE MATTER OF TENTATIVE PLAT APPROVAL OF
) ORDER

HOWARD VIEW SUBDIVISION [LDS-18-109] )

ORDER granting approval of a request for tentative plat for Howard View Subdivision, described as follows:

A 17-lot subdivision on approximately 2.85 acres within the SFR-6 (Single Family Residential—4 to 6 dwelling
units per gross acre) zoning district, located northwest of the Merriman Road and Mace Road intersection

(372W13BB 500).
WHEREAS:

1. The Planning Commission has duly accepted the application filed in accordance with the Medford Land
Development Code, Section 10.202; and

2. The Medford Planning Commission has duly held a public hearing on the request for tentative plat for
Howard View Subdivision, as described above, with the public hearing a matter of record of the Planning
Commission on September 27, 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 Howard View Subdivision, 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 Howard View Subdivision, stands approved
per the Staff Report dated September 18, 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

September 18, 2018.

BASED UPON THE ABOVE, the Planning Commission determined that the tentative plat is in conformity with
the provisions of law and Section 10.202(E) Land Division Criteria of the Land Development Code of the City

of Medford.

Accepted and approved this 11th day of October, 2018.

CITY OF MEDFORD PLANNING COMMISSION

Planning Commission Chair

ATTEST:

Planning Department Representative
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Planning Commission

225 4

Minutes

From Public Hearing on September 27, 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 Evans, Assistant Planning Director
David McFadden, Vice Chair Katie Zerkel, Senior Assistant City Attorney
Joe Foley Alex Georgevitch, City Engineer
Bill Mansfield (arrived at 5:53 p.m.) Greg Kleinberg, Fire Marshal
Mark McKechnie Carla Paladino, Principal Planner
Jared Pulver Terri Richards, Recording Secretary

Dustin Severs, Planner Il
Steffen Roennfeldt, Planner Il
Seth Adams, Planner il|

Commissioner Absent

David Culbertson, Excused Absence

E.J. McManus, Excused Absence

Alex Poythress, Excused Absence

10. Roll Call

Commissioner McKechnie asked, has the Planning Commission seen consent calendar
item 20.2 before? Vice Chair McFadden replied no.

Commissioner McKechnie requested to pull the item for discussion.

20. Consent Calendar/Written Communications.

20.1 LDS-18-085 / E-18-086 Final Orders of a tentative plat for an 11-lot subdivision on
approximately 2.1 acres within the SFR-6 (Single Family Residential -4 to 6 dwelling units
per gross acre) zoning district, located on the east side of Orchard Home Drive at 1945 &
1965 Orchard Home Drive (382W02AA TL200 & 300). The project includes an Exception
request to the right-of-way dimensions and reduced sidewalks width (382W02AA TL200
& 300). Applicants: Joshua and Shawna Wallace & Michael and Heather Johnson; Agent:
Scott Sinner Consulting, Inc.; Planner: Steffen Roennfeldt.

Motion: The Planning Commission adopted 20.1 of the consent calendar as submitted.

Moved by: Vice Chair McFadden Seconded by: Commissioner McKechnie

Voice Vote: Motion passed, 5-0.

Page 10



Planning Commission Minutes September 27, 2018

20.2 LDS-16-025 Determination of whether splitting Cascade Terrace at Cedar Landing
Phase 5 into two sub-phases is substantially consistent with the approved tentative plat
for Cascade Terrace at Cedar Landing Phases 1 through 5. The approved tentative plat
creates 97 residential lots on the north side of Cedar Links Drive at Longstone Drive within
the SFR-4/PD (Single Family Residential — 4 dwelling units per gross acre/Planned
Development Overlay) zone. Applicant: CA Galpin; Planner: Kelly Evans, Assistant Planning
Director.

Kelly Evans, Assistant Planning Director, reported that when a final plat is received, staff
is obliged to make sure the final plat is consistent with the approved plat. The request is
to draw a phase line to allow a portion of Longstone Drive to be constructed in order to
accommodate Cedar Links Park in the area. One of the findings the Planning Director has
to make in a final plat is whether it is substantially consistent with the tentative plat. In
this case it would not be because the boundaries would be different. Staff reviewed the
conditions of approval for substantive change needed to the conditions and there were
none. Itis minor hence the reason for the request of the Planning Commission.

Motion: The Planning Commission adopted the consent calendar as submitted.
Moved by: Vice Chair McFadden Seconded by: Commissioner McKechnie
Voice Vote: Motion passed, 5-0.

30. Minutes
30.1. The minutes for September 13, 2018, were approved as submitted.

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 ZC-18-097 Consideration of a request for a change of zone of a 3-acre parcel located
at 503 Airport Road from Light Industrial (I-L) to Regional Commercial (C-R)
(372W12A502). Applicant: Columbia Care, Inc.; Agent: Richard Stevens & Associates;
Planner: Dustin Severs.

Chair Miranda inquired whether any Commissioners have a conflict of interest or ex-parte
communication they would like to disclose. Chair Miranda disclosed that he knows
several people that work for Columbia Care and Columbia Care sits on the Board of
Directors of his Homeowners Association. It will not impact his vote on this application.

Page 2 of 11
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Planning Commission Minutes September 27, 2018

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

Dustin Severs stated that the Zone Change approval criteria can be found in the Medford
Land Development Code Section 10.204. 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.

Vice Chair McFadden asked, was the traffic study based on the new configuration of
Bullock and Crater Lake Highway due to the corridor project? Is there any indication
which version of the intersection they used to establish the problem? Mr. Severs deferred
the question to Alex Georgevitch, City Engineer.

Commissioner McKechnie stated that this was the home of Premier West Bank. They
seem to be compatible with the Light Industrial. This does not seem like a change to the
use of the building. Was Premier West there before the zoning; was it illegal? Mr. Severs
is not sure of the history but in Light Industrial banking is allowed. It is limited to the size.
It may have exceeded what was permitted in | ight Industrial for banking.

Commissioner Pulver commented that a bank is permitted of a certain size in Light
Industrial and there were administrative offices that are also permitted in Light Industrial.
He believes they were fine in the Light Industrial zoning district.

Commissioner Pulver asked, what level of street is Airport Road and what associated
improvements were required from the Costco project and/or Grace Christian project to
Airport Road? Mr. Severs deferred the questions to Mr. Georgevitch.

Vice Chair McFadden commented that Grace Christian School will have to improve their
section but this section is already improved.

Commissioner Foley reported that there was discussion at a previous meeting that there
would be a signal at Airport and Biddle and Airport Road and Table Rock.

Commissioner McKechnie thinks Airport Road is a major collector. Commissioner Foley
clarified that it is going to be the shortest major collector according to the new
Transportation System Plan.

The public hearing was opened.

a. Clark Stevens, Richard Stevens & Associates, Inc., P. O. Box 4368, Medford, Oregon,
97501-0168. Mr. Stevens reported that the application has demonstrated they meet all
locational standards and all public facilities with the trip cap stipulation is satisfied.

Page 3 of 11
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Planning Commission Minutes September 27, 2018

The classification of Airport Road is currently a standard residential street. Yes, in the
new Transportation System Plan it will be a collector street.

There are curbs, gutters and sidewalks on both sides of the street of the subject site. A
lot of the road improvements across the street will be at the intersections of Table Rock
and Biddle Road based on related projects. It will go from a two lane to a three lane road

with a center turn lane.

Commissioner McKechnie asked, is Columbia Care doing something different with the
property that Premier West was not? Why all the trouble for a zone change? Mr. Stevens
stated that there will be administrative offices, mental and physical health facilities,
doctor’s offices and possibly dental which is not allowed in Light Industrial.

Mr. Stevens reserved rebuttal time.

Alex Georgevitch, City Engineer, reported that Airport Road is a lower order street. He
would not call it a standard residential street but a lower order industrial or commercial
street for this area. It is anticipated to be a collector in the future.

There is a signal being built by the County at the west end of Table Rock Road. There was
discussion through working with Costco and the Airport to look at a future signalization
of Airport and Biddle but that is a longer term project. It will not occur until at least the
next biennium if not longer.

Vice Chair McFadden commented that he hopes the prioritization for a signal at Airport
and Biddle could improve. Itis a dangerous intersection because of bad angles and drops
of elevation on both sides of the road. Mr. Georgevitch will take the comment under

consideration.

Commissioner Pulver stated that as Grace Christian School does any construction it would
cause them to improve their frontage on their half plus eight or whatever it is. Is that
correct? Mr. Georgevitch stated a typical condition is to build half plus twelve unless they
can show the existing road is structurally and geometrically sound. They will be doing
improvements along their frontage when they develop.

Commissioner Pulver asked, for the remainder of the road, will it be something the City
takes on unless one of the currently improved properties does something significant to
trigger improvements of their own? Mr. Georgevitch reported that is correct and keep in
mind it is currently a lower order street where it is the property owner’s responsibility to
build it. It is developer driven. When it becomes a higher order street it will become SDC
eligible, meaning there is a funding source that the developer and the City can use to build
the road. It could become part of a project list for the City. If the developer builds the
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Planning Commission Minutes September 27, 2018

road they would be eligible for SDC credits. The chances of the City getting to full
improvements on that road are low in the next five to ten years.

Commissioner Mansfield arrived at 5:53 p.m.

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 ZC-18-097 per the staff report
dated September 20, 2018, including Exhibits A through J.

Moved by: Vice Chair McFadden seconded by: Commissioner Foley

Rol! Call Vote: Motion passed: 5-0-1, with Commissioner Mansfield abstaining since he
did not hear the testimony.

50.2 ZC-18-101 Consideration of a zone change from SFR-00 (Single Family Residential —
one dwelling unit per existing lot) to SFR-6 (Single Family Residential — 4 to 6 dwelling
units per gross acre) on a 0.87 acre lot located at 1919 Orchard Home Drive
(372W35DD2000). Applicant: Sterling Homes, LLC.; Agent: Valente Sosa; Planner: Steffen

Roennfeldt.

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 stated that the Zone Change approval criteria can be found in the
Medford Land Development Code Section 10.204. 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.

Commissioner McKechnie stated that usually the Planning Commission sees some sort of
tentative plat or something and they did not see anything so they have no idea what they
are doing. Is there a limit if it is three or less it is an administrative decision? Mr.
Roennfeldt reported that if it is less than an acre in size it can reduce the minimum density
by one to get it down to a minimum of three. Three would be a partition that is now a
Type Il application that goes directly to the Planning Director.

Vice Chair McFadden asked, what is the fee difference? Mr. Roennfeldt stated the
difference is approximately $290. Subdivisions are $1,400 and Partitions are $1,110.

Page 5 of 11
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Planning Commission Minutes September 27, 2018

The public hearing was opened.

a. Valente Sosa, 6734 Webber Drive, Central Point, Oregon, 97502. Mr. Sosa reported
that he had nothing to add to Mr. Roennfeldt’s report and was available for questions.

Mr. Sosa 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 ZC-18-101 per the staff report
dated September 18, 2018, including Exhibits A through L.

Moved by: Vice Chair McFadden Seconded by: Commissioner McKechnie
Roll Call Vote: Motion passed: 6-0.

50.3 LDS-18-109 Consideration of a tentative plat for a 17-lot subdivision on
approximately 2.85 acres within the SFR-6 (Single Family Residential—4to 6 dwelling units
per gross acre) zoning district, located northwest of the Merriman Road and Mace Road
intersection (372W13BB 500). Applicant: F.B. Owen, Inc.; Agent: Richard Stevens &
Associates, Inc.; Planner: Steffen Roennfeldt.

Chair Miranda inquired whether any Commissioners have a conflict of interest or ex-parte
communication they would like to disclose. Vice Chair McFadden disclosed that he has
known Mr. Owens for many years. He does not believe it will affect his decision on this

application.

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 stated that the Subdivision Tentative Plat approval criteria can be
found in the Medford Land Development Code Section 10.202(E). 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, is there a neighborhood circulation plan that determines
where Owen Drive is planned to go out to? Mr. Roennfeldt does not believe so but he
will check.

Vice Chair McFadden asked, since Merriman is a higher order street and for Lots 1,2 and
Tract A, is there a required fence treatment along the frontage? Are they required to

Page 6 of 11
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Planning Commission Minutes September 27, 2018

have a 6 foot tall uniformed fence except for the breaks for pedestrians? Mr. Roennfeldt
stated that he would check.

Vice Chair McFadden reported that not only was this property a maintenance yard for the
school it was historically Howard School. That was the school. That is how it got so big.

The public hearing was opened.

a. Clark Stevens, Richard Stevens & Associates, Inc., P. O. Box 4368, Medford, Oregon,
97501-0168. Mr. Stevens reported that the application is in compliance with Medford
Land Development Code Section 10.450 for both the cul-de-sac and flag lot. The streets
and lot dimensions are in compliance with the SFR-6 zoning district.

The applicant is providing the pedestrian way off the cul-de-sac to tie into the collector
street.

A barrier is only required on arterial streets. He does not believe it is required on a
collector street of a 6 to 8 foot masonry wall. There will be backyard fences along there
so it will be on the backsides of Lots 1 and 2. They have not discussed how far the fencing
will go on the cul-de-sac. They have to leave a portion of it opened for the pedestrian
access way from the terminus of the cul-de-sac onto Merriman Avenue. Tract A will be
fenced or protected.

Commissioner McKechnie asked, who maintains Tract A, the storm water management
pond for the development? Mr. Stevens stated that it is his understanding it will go to
the City.

Mr. Stevens reserved rebuttal time.

Mr. Roennfeldt addressed Vice Chair McFadden’s questions stating that Mr. Stevens is
correct that barrier criteria is only for arterial streets.

It is not part of a neighborhood circulation plan.

Mr. Georgevitch addressed the storm drain pond reporting that on page 136 of the
agenda packet it states: “The City is responsible for operational maintenance of the public
detention facility. Irrigation and maintenance of landscape components shall be the
responsibility of the developer or a Home Owners Association (HOA)". On residential
developments the City takes over these types of ponds and maintains them.

Vice Chair McFadden asked, on Lot 3 off of Mace, what is the double squares that are
both crossed hatched into sections on the plan? Mr. Georgevitch is assuming it is valve
boxes that went to the existing facilities.
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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-18-109 per the staff report
dated September 18, 2018, including Exhibits A through Q.

Moved by: Vice Chair McFadden Seconded by: Commissioner McKechnie
Roll Call Vote: Motion passed: 6-0.

50.4 CP-18-063 A Comprehensive Plan Amendment to incorporate the 2017 City of
Medford Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan into the Environmental Element of the
Comprehensive Plan, and update the Goals, Policies, and Implementation Strategies.
Applicant: City of Medford; Planner: Seth Adam:s.

Seth Adams, Planner |ll, stated that the Comprehensive Plan Amendment approval
criteria can be found in the Medford Land Development Code Section 10.214 and 10.220.
The applicable criteria were addressed in the staff report and hard copies are available at
the entrance of Council Chambers for those in attendance. Mr. Adams gave a staff report.

The public hearing was opened and there being no testimony the public hearing was
closed.

Motion: The Planning Commission based on the findings and conclusions that all of the
approval criteria are either satisfied or not applicable, forwards a favorable
recommendation for approval of CP-18-063 to the City Council per the staff report dated
September 20, 2018, including Exhibits A through G.

Moved by: Vice Chair McFadden Seconded by: Commissioner Foley
Roll Call Vote: Motion passed: 6-0.

60. Reports

60.1  Site Plan and Architectural Commission.

Kelly Evans, Assistant Planning Director, reported that the Site Plan and Architectural
Commission met Friday, September 21, 2018. Several months ago they approved a mini
storage facility on Vilas. The proposal was several hundred storage containers. The
applicant came back with an Exception asking for relief from the paving and buffer yard
standards. The Site Plan and Architectural Commission broke it into three separate
decisions. They approved two-thirds and denied the last third.
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Vice Chair McFadden asked, do they have to pave? Ms. Evans replied they do not. The
Site Plan and Architectural Commission granted relief. The driving aisles will have to be
paved. Where the RV’s park can be gravel.

Vice Chair McFadden asked, do they all have to be painted the same? Ms. Evans stated
yes the containers do.

The Site Plan and Architectural Commission followed with a study session after and the
topic was mini storage. They have run into the same issues again and again. Staff will be
working with the Site Plan and Architectural Commission on text amendments. One will

be paving.

Commissioner Pulver asked, what is Asante building on Barnett Road? Ms. Evan replied
surface parking where the old Medical Eye Center was. On Siskiyou they are proposing a
parking structure.

Ms. Zerkel reported that she does not believe they have submitted an application for a
building in that spot. Ms. Evans stated they had demolished the old Medical Eye Center

that used to be there.

Ms. Zerkel stated they are adding another floor to the Cardiovascular building further
down Barnett. They had a pavilion on the first floor and they are adding a second floor
to add more office space. Ms. Evans reported that has gone through the Site Plan and
Architectural Commission.

60.2  Report of the Joint Transportation Subcommittee.

Commissioner Pulver reported that the Joint Transportation Subcommittee met
yesterday, Wednesday, September 26, 2018. They discussed the various funding
scenarios that the Planning Commission discussed at one of their study sessions. There
was discussion of the importance for funding maintenance. The way they split HB 2007
funds was maintenance or projects. The other variable was the estimated amount of
grants that could be achieved. There was a motion to add a seventh scenario where
maintenance dollars were set aside for the first five year portion of the twenty year term.
He believes that motion failed. They received the draft Transportation System Plan. The
plan is that the Joint Transportation Subcommittee will be consolidated to a new body.
He deferred the remark to Ms. Evans for more information.

Ms. Evans stated that there has been discussion about consolidating broadly from a City
wide perspective at the number of bodies that the City staffs. The goal is consolidating
the Joint Transportation Subcommittee, Traffic Coordinating Committee and Public
Works Committee as a whole.
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Commissioner Pulver thought there would be a Transportation Commission above the
Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee and Traffic Coordination Committee. The
Transportation Commission would report or make recommendation to the City Council.
The Transportation Commission will still have a Planning Commissioner liaison.

Chair Miranda stated that the Transportation Commission members would be appointed
by the City Council. Unless staff indicates otherwise yesterday was the last meeting of
the Joint Transportation Subcommittee.

60.3 Planning Department
Ms. Evans reported that the Planning Commission will have a study session on Monday,
October 8, 2018. Discussion will be on housing and housekeeping amendments.

There is business scheduled for the Planning Commission on Thursday, October 11, 2018
and Thursday, October 25, 2018. On the October 11, 2018 meeting the Urbanization Plan
and Transportation System Plan will be presented along with several current planning
applications. Ms. Evans anticipates testimony so the meeting may be a little long.

Last week the City Council approved an ordinance allowing cooling and warming shelters.

At the next City Council meeting they will set a public hearing for an annexation at Table
Rock and Biddle.

70. Messages and Papers from the Chair.

70.1 Chair Miranda extended appreciation to staff and the City Council for their Combined
Study Session on Monday, September 24, 2018. He found it enlightening, received good
points of views and information that were presented. He would like to see it happen
more often so that the City Council and Planning Commission are on the same page more
often than not.

70.2 Chair Miranda may not be attending the Thursday, October 25, 2018 Planning
Commission meeting. He will send an email when it is confirmed and the time gets closer.

80. Remarks from the City Attorney. None

90. Propositions and Remarks from the Commission. None.

100. Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 6:40 p.m. The proceedings of this meeting were digitally
recorded and are filed in the City Recorder’s office.
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BACKGROUND

Proposal

Consideration of a request for a zone change of a 0.54-acre parcel located at 616 Cherry Street
from SFR-00 (Single-Family Residential, one dwelling unit per gross acre) to SFR-10 (Single-
Family Residential, ten dwelling units per gross acre) (372W26DD400).




616 Cherry Street - Zone Change Staff Report
ZC-18-110 October 4, 2018

Subject Site Characteristics
Zoning: SFR-00
GLUP: Urban Residential (UR)

Overlay(s): None

Use: Two single-family homes

Surrounding Site Characteristics

North Zone: SFR-00

Use(s): Single-family residential
South Zone: SFR-10

Use(s): Single-family residential
East Zone: SFR-10

Use(s): Single-family residential

West Zone: SFR-6 (Single-Family Residential, six dwelling units per gross acre)
Use(s): Residential (Meadows West Subdivision)

Related Projects

A-02-204 Annexation

Applicable Criteria

Inapplicable criteria have been omitted from this report. Omitted sections are identified by ***
Medford Land Development Code §10.204, Zone Change Criteria

The Planning Commission shall approve a quasi-judicial, minor zone change if it finds that the
zone change complies with subsections (1) through (3) 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.

(2) 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.
* ok %k

(b) For zone changes to SFR-6 or SFR-10 where the permitted density is proposed to
increase, one of the following conditions must exist:

(i) At least one parcel that abuts the subject property is zoned the same as
the proposed zone, either SFR-6 or SFR-10 respectively; or
(i) The area to be re-zoned is five acres or larger; or
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(iii) The subject property, and any abutting parcel(s) that is(are) in the
same General Land Use Plan Map designation and is(are) vacant, when

combined, total at least five acres.
* k¥

(3) 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:

(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
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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) 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.

ISSUES AND ANALYSIS

Background

The subject site consists of a single 0.54-acre parcel currently containing two single-family
homes (permitted through Jackson County). The property is fronted by Erin Way, a minor
residential street, to the south; and Cherry Street, a standard residential street, to the east,
from which the property takes vehicular access.

Criteria Compliance
GLUP/TSP Consistency

The General Land Use Plan (GLUP) designation for the subject site is UR (Urban Residential),
and according to the General Land Use Plan Element of the Comprehensive Plan, the SFR-10
zoning district is a permitted zone within the UR GLUP designation.
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The Transportation System Plan (TSP) serves as a blueprint to guide transportation decisions as
development occurs in the City. A traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) is required when an 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. The Public Works
Department determined that the subject property, fully built-out, would not exceed this 250
ADT threshold, and therefore a TIA was not required.

It can be found that the applicant’s findings adequately demonstrate that the proposed zone
change is consistent with the goals outlined in the City's Comprehensive Plan and TSP, and
accordingly, this demonstration of consistency assures compliance with the Oregon
Transportation Planning Rule.

Locational Criteria

The subject zone change proposal requires an assessment of the locational criteria for the SFR-
10 zoning district. The locational criteria for the SFR-10 zone as outlined in MLDC 10.204(b),

reads as follows:

(b) For zone changes to SFR-6 or SFR-10 where the permitted density is proposed
to increase, one of the following conditions must exist:

(i) At least one parcel that abuts the subject property is zoned the same as
the proposed zone, either SFR-6 or SFR-10 respectively; or

(ii) The area to be re-zoned is five acres or larger; or

(iii) The subject property, and any abutting parcel(s) that is(are) in the
same General Land Use Plan Map designation and is(are) vacant, when
combined, total at least five acres.

The subject property abuts the SFR-10 zoning district to the east, divided by Cherry Street, and
to the south, divided by Erin Way.

It can be found that the proposed zone change meets all the applicable locational criteria for
the SFR-10 zone as outlined in MLDC 10.204(b).

Facility Adequacy

MLDC 10.204(3) requires demonstration that Category A facilities (storm drainage, sanitary
sewer, water and streets) 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.

The agency comments included in Exhibits E-H, including the Rogue Valley Sewer Services
(RVSS), demonstrate that Category A facilities are adequate.

Other Agency Comments

Rogue Valley Sewer Services (RVSS) (Exhibit 1):
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The RVSS report states that there are 8-inch sewer mains running along Erin Way to the south
and Cherry Street to the west, with a 4-inch service extended to the subject property from
Cherry Street, providing adequate system capacity for the proposed zone change. No
conditions were requested in the report.

Committee Comments

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

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Staff has reviewed the applicant’s findings and conclusions (Exhibit A) and recommends the
Commission adopt the findings as modified by staff below:

* With regard to Criterion 1, there is adequate evidence in the record to demonstrate that
the proposal is consistent with the UR General Land Use Plan Map designation and the
Transportation System Plan. The Commission can find that this criterion is met.

=  With regard to Criterion 2, there is adequate evidence in the record to demonstrate that
the proposal meets the locational criteria for the SFR-10 zoning district. The
Commission can find that this criterion is met.

* With regard to Criterion 3, the agency comments included as Exhibits F-l, including the
Rogue Valley Sewer Service (RVSS), demonstrate that there are adequate Category A
facilities available to serve the subject site. The Commission can find that this criterion

is met.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Adopt the findings as recommended by staff and direct staff to prepare a Final Order for
approval of ZC-18-110 per the staff report dated October 4, 2018, including Exhibits A through

H.

EXHIBITS
A Applicant’s Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, received August 10, 2018.
B Jackson County Assessor’s Map, received August 10, 2018.
C Current Zoning Map, received August 10, 2018.
D Current GLUP Map, received August 10, 2018.
E Public Works Staff Report dated September 12, 2018.
F Medford Water Commission Staff Memo and Map dated September 12, 2018.
G Medford Fire Department Land Development Report dated September 4, 2018.
H Rogue Valley Sewer Services (RVSS) report, received August 31, 2018

Vicinity Map
Planning Commission Agenda: October 11, 2018
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RECEIVED
BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION FOR THE CITY OF A
T MEDFORD, JACKSON COUNTY, OREGON: UG 10 2018
PLANNING Dgpr

IN THE MATTER OF AN APPLICATION FOR )

A CHANGE IN ZONING DESIGNATION FOR
0.54 ACRES OF LAND, LOCATED AT 616
CHERRY STREET; DESCRIBED AS T.37S-
R.2W-SEC.26DD, TAX LOT 400; ESTEBAN
GONZALEZ DURAN, APPLICANT; RICHARD
STEVENS & ASSOCIATES, INC., AGENTS

)
)
;
; FINDINGS OF FACT
)
)
)
)
)

OWNER:

AGENT:

PURPOSE:

. RECITALS PERTAINING TO THE PROPERTY:

Esteban Gonzalez Duran )
5315 McLoughlin Drive
Central Point, OR 97502

Richard Stevens & Associates, Inc.
PO Box 4368

Medford, OR 97501

(541) 773-2646

The purpose of the application is to change the Zoning Designation
on the property from City of Medford Single Family Residential-00
(SFR-00) to City of Medford Single Family Residential-10 (SFR-10)
zoning, on a parcel described as T.37S-R.2W-26DD, TL 400, totaling
0.54 net acres. The Comprehensive Plan designation for the site is
UR, Urban Residential, which allows for the SFR-10 zoning
designation.

Ownership of the property is by the owner/applicant Esteban
Gonzalez. A copy of the legal description (Deed) for this property, an
assessor's map with the site indicated, and a current zoning map for
the vicinity are attached as exhibits to these findings.

CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT #
FILE # ZC-18-110
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ll. APPLICABLE CRITERIA:

In order to approve a Zoning Amendment and change the Zoning Map, the applicant
must submit findings addressing Section 10.204 of the Land Development Code. A
review of Section 10.204(D) indicates that an application for a Zone Change must
contain the following:

1. A vicinity map drawn to scale of 1"=1000' identifying the proposed
area of change.

2. An Assessor's map with the proposed zone change area identified.

3. Legal description of the area to be changed. Legal description shall
be prepared by a licensed surveyor or title company.

4. Property owner's names, addresses and map and tax lot numbers
within 200 feet of the subject property, typed on mailing labels.

5. Findings prepared by the applicant or his representative addressing
the criteria for zone changes as per Section 10.204(B), Zone Change
Criteria.

FINDING:

The Planning Commission finds that this application for a change
in zoning designation from SFR-00 to SFR-10, with the information
presented in support of the application, is consistent with the
criteria for submission as required above, accompanied with the
applicable maps, the legal description of the area to be changed,
and the names and addresses of all adjacent properties within 200
feet typed on mailing labels, and findings consistent with the
requirements of Section 10.204(B).
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FINDINGS IN COMPLIANCE WITH SECTION 10.204(B) OF THE
MEDFORD LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE:

Section 10.204(B) provides that 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.

(2) Where applicable, the proposed zone shall also be consistent with
the additional locational standards of the below section (2)(a), (2)(b),
(2)(c), or (2)(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.

In addition, 10.204(B)(3) states:

(3) 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 as well as the Public Facilities Element and
the Transportation System Plan in the Comprehensive Plan.

CONSISTENCY WITH TSP AND THE GENERAL
LAND USE PLAN MAP DESIGNATION

TSP Discussion:

The adopted Medford Transportation Plan (TSP) addresses Chapter 660, Division 12
of the Oregon Administrative Rules which provides for implementation of the
Statewide Transportation Goal (Goal 12), Transportation Planning Rule (TPR). lt is
also designed to explain how local governments and state agencies are responsible
for transportation planning to address all modes of travel including vehicles, transit,
bicycles and pedestrians. The TPR envisions development of local plans that will
provide changes in land use patterns and transportation systems that make it more
convenient for people to walk, bicycle, use transit, and drive less.

The TSP identifies both existing and future needs, and includes improvements to meet
those needs. In order to achieve those needs, the TSP has established the City's
goals, policies, and implementation measures in order for the City to develop and
maintain its transportation system for both the short and long-term needs. Like other
portions of the Comprehensive Plan, the TSP is implemented through the Land

(VS )
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Development Code. Sections 10.460 and 10.461 address the requirements for a
traffic analysis letter (TIA) when an application has the potential of generating more
than 250 net average daily trips.

The existing use on the subject property, two single-family homes, that is estimated to
generate 19.14 average daily trips (ADT). The property has a gross area of
approximately 0.75 acres. The maximum permitted density in the requested SFR-10
zoning designation is 10 dwelling units per acre. The 0.75-acre site could develop with
as many as / total dwelling units. Per the ITE, Trip Generation, 9™ Edition, Single-
Family Detached Housing (Use 210) is expected to generate 9.57 ADT and 1.02 P.M.
peak hour trips per unit. The future worst-case scenario, with 5 additional dwelling
units, would produce approximately 47.85 ADT (5 DU X 9.57 ADT = 47.85) or 5.10
P.M. peak hour trips. The future development of the site with single-family dweliings
will not exceed the 250 ADT or the 25 peak hour trips thresholds to warrant a Traffic
Impact Study (TIS).

This requested zone change will have a negligible effect on the capacity of the existing
local street system as demonstrated by the fact that the proposed change of zoning
and future development of detached single-family dwellings or duplexes will produce
traffic that is below the thresholds, for both ADT and peak hour trips, to require a TIS.

The subject property is located along Cherry Street and Meadows Lane (designated
as Standard Residential Streets) and Erin Way (designated as a minor residential
street). The current driveway and access to the property is from Cherry Street and the
future development of this property will continue to take access from Cherry Street
and/or Erin Way. The future development plan for the site will conform with ali access
location requirements of the City of Medford.

GLUP Discussion:

A review of the General Land Use Plan (GLUP) Map for the City of Medford
demonstrates that the subject property is designated Urban Residential (UR). The
map designations contained in the General Land Use Plan element of the
Comprehensive Plan indicates that the permitted zoning districts within the UR
designation are:  SFR-2, SFR-4, SFR-6 and SFR-10. The proposed SFR-10 is
consistent with the provisions of Section 10.310-1, MLDC.

FINDINGS:

The City of Medford can find that based on the information contained
herein this application is consistent with Section 10.204(B)(1) in that:

1. The property totals 0.75 gross acres which could be developed with as
many as 7 dwelling units under the requested SFR-10 zoning designation.
The number of average daily trips and P.M. peak hour trips that could be
generated through the future development of the property fall below the
thresholds to require a TIS, demonstrating that this application will have a
negligible effect on the capacity of the local street system. Uses proposed
are consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and the requested zoning
designation as SFR-10.
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2. The proposed zone change to SFR-10 is consistent with UR designation
on the GLUP map for the subject.

CONSISTENCY WITH ADDITIONAL LOCATIONAL STANDARDS:

Subsection 10.204(B)(2)(b) prescribes additional locational standards applicable for
the proposed SFR-10 zoning district. This section states that one of the following
conditions must exist:

(i) Atleast one (1) parcel that abuts the subject property is zoned the same as the
proposed zone, either SFR-6 or SFR-10 respectively; or

(i) The area to be rezoned is five (5) acres or larger; or

(iij) The subject property, and any abutting parcel(s) that is (are) in the same
General Land Use Plan Map designation and is (are) vacant, when combined,
total at least five (5) acres.

The City of Medford's zoning map includes zoning for all parcels and rights-of-way
within the city limits. The zoning of adjacent parcels is extended to the center-line of
the adjacent right-of-way, consistent with the gross area for the property. As can be
seen on the applicable portion of the City’s zoning map, attached to this application,
the SFR-10 zone extends to the center of Cherry Street right-of-way on the east side
of the subject property and to the center of Erin Way right of way on the south side of
the site. The proposed change in zone would extend this existing SFR-10 boundary to
include the subject property, consistent with Subsection 10.204(B)(2)(b)(i).

FINDING:

As the subject property lies within the City Limits for the City of Medford,
and delineated on the General Land Use Plan Map as Urban Residential,
the SFR-10 zoning district requested is found to be consistent with the
General Land Use Plan Map. The subject property abuts SFR-10 zoned
lands to the east and south, thus satisfying the additional locational
standards per Subsection 10.204(B)(2)(b)(i), MLDC.

CONCLUSIONS:

The City of Medford can conclude that this application for a change
of zoning from SFR-00 to SFR-10 is consistent with the City of
Medford TSP and the Transportation Planning Rule, which are in
compliance with Section 10.204(B)(1), MLDC. Based on the fact that
both the number of average daily trips and the P.M. peak hour trips,
that could be generated through the future development of the
property, fall below the thresholds to require a TIS, this application
will have no adverse impacts on the I-5 interchanges, State
highways, or the local street system.
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The City of Medford can also find that the subject property is
shown on the General Land Use Plan Map as Urban Residential and
the SFR-10 zoning requested is found to be consistent with the
General Land Use Plan Map. Further, the City of Medford can find
that the subject property abuts SFR-10 zoned lands, satisfying the
additional locational standards per Section 10.204(B)(2)(b)(i). This
application is in compliance with Section 10.204(B), MLDC.

COMPLIANCE WITH URBAN SERVICES AND FACILITIES:

The Medford Comprehensive Plan, Public Facilities Element, provides the list of
Category “A” services and facilities to be considered. These are:

Water Service

Sanitary Sewer and Treatment
Storm Drainage and

Streets, Transportation Facilities

Water Service:

Water service is provided by the Medford Water Commission, which is currently
serving the subject property and the urban uses in the vicinity. There are existing 8-
inch water lines in Cherry Street, Erin Way and Meadows Road adjacent to the site.
Extension of service laterals into the site is the responsibility’ of the property
owner/developer. Adequate service lines are available to serve the subject site upon
urban development.

Water capacity of the Medford Water Commission system is currently serving a
population of approximately 130,000 persons, with a design capacity of the water
treatment plant to serve approximately 185,000 persons. Adequate water capacity
exists to serve the subject site.

Sanitary Sewer:

Sanitary sewer service is provided by Rogue Valley Sewer Service and there are no
known capacity issues in the area. There are 8-inch sewer lines in Cherry Street and
Erin Way adjacent to the property. These collection lines are available to be extended
to serve the future development of the site. The Sanitary Sewer collection system is
adequate to accommodate the proposed change in density. Additional sewer service
connection will be extended to the proposed project by the owner/developer consistent
with existing regulations.

Sewage treatment is provided by the Regional Water Reclamation Facility (RWREF).
The plant presently treats approximately 16.7 mgd. The treatment capacity of the plant
is approximately 20 mgd with a peak wet weather flow of 60 mgd. The treatment plant
has capacity to serve the expected population in the region for the foreseeable future.
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Storm Drainage:

Storm Sewer service is provided by the City of Medford. There is a 12-inch storm
sewer line in Erin Way adjacent to the property. With water detention requirements,
capacity of storm sewer is not an issue. The development of the site will require an
integrated storm sewer system. The construction drawings prepared for the
development of this property will provide the engineering to provide the storm sewer
system in accordance with the City of Medford.

Streets:

The existing use on the subject property, two detached single-family homes, is
estimated to produce 19.14 (9.57 each) average daily trips (ADT). The property has a
gross area of approximately 0.75 acres. The maximum permitted density in the
requested SFR-10 zonin91 designation is 5-7 dwelling units per gross acre. Per the
ITE, Trip Generation, 9" Edition, Single-Family Detached Housing (Use 210) is
expected to generate 9.57 ADT and 1.02 P.M. peak hour trips per unit. The future
worst-case scenario, with 5 additional dwellings for a total 7 dwelling units, would
produce an additional approximately 47.85 ADT and 5.10 P.M. peak hour trips. The
future development of the site with single-family detached dwellings or duplexes will
not exceed the 250 ADT threshold or the 25 peak hour trips threshold to warrant a

Traffic Impact Study (TIS).

The applicants submit that this requested zone change will have a negligible effect on
the capacity of the existing local street system as demonstrated by the fact that the
proposed change of zoning and future development of detached single-family
dwellings will produce traffic that is below the thresholds, for both ADT and peak hour
trips, to require a TIS.

FINDING:

Based upon the information contained herein, the City of Medford finds
that there are adequate public facilities to supply potable water to the
property, as water is already available to the property; sanitary sewer
service is available to the site and capacity at the Regional Reclamation
Facility is adequate to accommodate the area; that based on the expected
trip generation there is sufficient capacity on the existing local street
system to accommodate the proposed use; and that the storm drainage
facilities are adequate and will be in compliance with the Medford Master
Storm Drain Plan.

CONCLUSION:

The City of Medford can conclude that there are adequate Category
“A” public facilities available and sufficient capacity exists to
extend these facilities to serve the proposed zoning and uses of the
site as SFR-10.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS:

In order for an amendment to the Medford Zoning Map to be approved, the Planning
Commission must find that the applicant has made the requisite findings for a change
of zoning. A review of the application, the above Findings of Fact with the supporting
documentation attached, demonstrates that this application complies with the
applicable development standards of the Land Development Code, is consistent with
GLUP map and is consistent with the Medford TSP and Oregon Transportation

Planning Rule.

With this in mind, the applicant respectfully requests that the City of Medford
designate the subject property, T.37S-R.2W-SEC.26DD, Tax Lot 400 as SFR-10 on

the Official Zoning Map for the City of Medford, Oregon.

Respectfully Submitted,

(a0,

Richard Stevens & Associates, Inc.
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Medford — A fantastic plébe to live, work and play

CITY OF MEDFORD

LD Date: 9/12/2018
File Number: ZC-18-110

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT STAFF REPORT

616 Cherry Street
(TL 400)
Project: Consideration of a request for a zone change of a 0.54-acre parcel.

Location; Located at 616 Cherry Street from SFR-00 (Single-F amily Residential, one
dwelling unit per gross acre) to SFR-10 (Single-Family Residential, ten dwelling
units per gross acre) (372W26DD400).

Applicant:  Applicant, Esteban Gonzalez Duran: Agent, Richard Steven & Associates, Inc.;
Planner, Dustin Severs.

The Medford Land Development Code (MLDC), Section 10.227 (2) requires a zone change application demonstrate
Category ‘A’ urban services and facilities are available or can and will be provided to adequately serve the subject
property. The Public Works Department reviews zone change applications to assure the services and facilities under
its jurisdiction meet those requirements. The services and facilities that Public Works Department manages are
sanitary sewers within the City’s service boundary, storm drains, and the transportation system.

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 Little Elk Creek Drainage Basin. The City of Medford has existing storm drain
facilities in the area.

III.  Transportation System

No traffic impact analysis (TIA) will be required for this zone change. The proposed application doesn’t
meet the requirements for a TIA, per Medford Municipal Code (MMC), Section 10.461 (3).

Prepared by: Jodi K Cope
Review 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\ZC only\2018ZC-18-110 616 Cherry Street (TL 400) Esteban Gonzalez Duran\ZC-18-110 Staff Report-LD.docx Page 1of1
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 200 S. IVYSTREET TELEPHONE (541) 774-2100
ENGINEERING & DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MEDFORD, OREGON 97501 FAM
www.ci.medford.or.us ciTy o Eﬂﬁaﬁﬂz
I EXHIBIT#_C
FILE # ZC-18-110
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BOARD OF WATER COMMISSIONERS

R 2REY  Siaff Memo

MEDFORD WATER COMMISSION

TO: Planning Department, City of Medford

FROM: Rodney Grehn P.E., Water Commission Staff Engineer
SUBJECT: ZC-18-110

PARCEL ID:  372W26DD TL 400

PROJECT: Consideration of a request for a zone change of a 0.54-acre parcel located at 616
Cherry Street from SFR-00 (Single-Family Residential, one dwelling unit per gross
acre) to SFR-10 (Single-Family Residential, ten dwelling units per gross acre)
(372W26DD400); Applicant, Esteban Gonzalez Duran; Agent, Richard Steven &
Associates, Inc.; Planner, Dustin Severs.

DATE: September 12, 2018

I have reviewed the above plan authorization application as requested. Conditions for approval
and comments are as follows:

COMMENTS

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

2. 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 MWC system does have adequate capacity to serve this property.
4. Static water pressure at this site is approximately 75 psi.

5. MWC metered water service does exist to this property. There is a %-inch water meter
along Cherry Street that serves the existing home located at 616 Cherry Street. There are
also two (2) “vacant” ¥%-inch water meter boxes located along the west side of Cherry
Street near the intersection of Erin Way.

6. Access to MWC water lines is available. There is an existing 8-inch water line in Cherry
Street and in Erin Way.

CITY OF MEDFORD
KiLand Development\Medford Planning\zc18110 docx FEIES l#B'Z%?1 8 1 1 O
Page 39 -
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MedFford Fire-Rescue Land Development Report

Review/Project Information

Reviewed By: Kleinberg, Greg Review Date: 9/4/2018
Meeting Date: 9/12/2018

LD #: ZC18110
Planner: Dustin Severs
Applicant: Esteban Gonzalez Duran
Project Location: 616 Cherry Street

ProjectDescription: Consideration of a request for a zone change of a 0.54-acre parcel from SFR-00 (Single-Family
Residential, one dwelling unit per gross acre) to SFR-10 (Single-Family Residential, ten dwelling units
per gross acre)

Specific Development Requirements For Access & Water Supply

Conditions
Reference Description
Approved Approved as submitted with no additional conditions or requirements.

~ = Construction Generalinformation/RE GUIrEmIEn s s m s s s
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 lvy St. Rm 180, Medford OR 97501 541-774-2300

www.medfordfirerescue.org

CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT# -~

FILE # zC.18-1
\mPage 1of1

Page 41



ROGUE VALLEY SEWER SERVICES

Location: 138 West Vilas Road, Central Point, OR - Mailing Address: P.O. Box 31 30, Central Point, OR 97502-0005
Tel. (541) 664-6300, Fax (541) 664-7171 www.RVSS.us

August 31, 2018

City of Medford Planning Department
200 S. lvy Street
Medford, Oregon 97501

Re: ZC-18-110, Esteban Gonzalez (372W26D — 400)

ATTN: Dustin,

The subject property is within the RVSS service area. There are 8 inch sewer mains
running along Erin Way to the south and Cherry Street to the west with a 4 inch service
extended to the subject property from Cherry Street. Currently, there is adequate
sysiem capacity for the proposed zone change. Future development must be reviewed
for compliance with RVSS standards.

Please feel free contact me with any questions.

Sincerely,

Wecholoa £ Bakke

Nicholas R. Bakke, P.E.
District Engineer

KADATA\AGENCIES\MEDFORD'\PLANNG\ZONE CHANGE\2018\ZC-18-1 10_ESTEBAN GONZALEZ.DOC

CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT #_1
FILE # ZC-18-110
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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 and Exception

Project Elysium Acre
Applicant & Agent: CA Galpin, LLC.

File no. LDP-18-088 & E-18-127
To Planning Commission for 10/11/2018 hearing
From Steffen Roennfeldt, Planner Il

Reviewer Kelly Evans, Assistant Planning Director

Date October 3, 2018
BACKGROUND
Proposal

Consideration of a request for tentative plat approval of a proposed two-lot partition on
a 1.28 acre parcel located approximately 550 feet southeast of the intersection of Canyon
Avenue and Roberts Road within the SFR-4 (Single Family Residential - 2.5 to 4 dwelling
units per gross acre) zoning district (371W17DD 700) including Exception requests to the
minimum lot density and the maximum lot size.

Vicinity Map

- { Subject Area




Elysium Acres Staff Report
File no. LDP-18-088 & E-18-127 October 3, 2018

Subject Site Characteristics

Zoning SFR-4 Single-Family Residential
GLUP UR Urban Residential
Overlays  AC Airport Area of Concern
Use Vacant

Surrounding Site Characteristics

North Zone: SFR-4

Use: Vacant & Low Density Residential
South Zone: SFR-4

Use: Low Density Residential
East Zone: SFR-4

Use: Vacant & Low Density Residential
West Zone: SFR-4

Use: Low Density Residential

Related Projects

PUD-07-040 Wilkshire Terrace PUD (Withdrawn)

LDS-07-041 Wilkshire Terrace PUD - Land Division (Withdrawn)

LDS-07-159 Wilkshire Terrace Subdivision (Expired)

E-07-160 Exception for Lot 1 of Wilkshire Terrace Subdivsion for depth &
size (Withdrawn)

PLA-14-034 Property Line Adjustment

PLA-14-035 Property Line Adjustment

PLA-14-066 Property Line Adjustment

PLA-14-125 Property Line Adjustment

PLA-14-130 Property Line Adjustment

LDS-16-100 Wilkshire Terrace Subdivision

LDP-17-094 Wilkshire Terrace Partition

Applicable Criteria
Medford Municipal 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:

Page 2 of 10
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Elysium Acres Staff Report
File no. LDP-18-088 & E-18-127 October 3, 2018

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

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

(3) Bears a name that has been approved by the approving authority and does
not use a word which is the same as, similar to, or pronounced the same as a
word in the name of any other subdivision in the City of Medford; except for the

words "town", "city", "place", "court", "addition", or similar words; unless the
land platted is contiguous to and platted by the same applicant that platted the
land division bearing that name; or unless the applicant files and records the
consent of the party who platted the land division bearing that name and the
block numbers continue those of the plat of the same name last filed;

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

(5) If it has streets or alleys that are proposed to be held for private use, that
they are distinguished from the public streets or alleys on the tentative plat, and
reservations or restrictions relating to the private streets or alleys are set forth;
(6) Will not cause an unmitigated land use conflict between the land division and
adjoining agricultural lands within the EFU (Exclusive Farm Use) zoning district.

MLDC 10.186(B): CRITERIA FOR AN EXCEPTION

No exception, in the strict application of the provisions of this chapter, shall be granted
by the approving authority having jurisdiction over the plan authorization unless it finds
that all of the following criteria and standards are satisfied. The power to authorize an
exception from the terms of this code shall be sparingly exercised. Findings must indicate

that:

(1) The granting of the exception shall be in harmony with the general purpose
and intent of the regulations imposed by this code for the zoning district in which
the exception request is located, and shall not be injurious to the general area or
otherwise detrimental to the health, safety, and general welfare or adjacent
natural resources. The approving authority shall have the authority to impose
conditions to assure that this criterion is met.

(2) The granting of an exception will not permit the establishment of a use which
is not permitted in the zoning district within which the exception is located.

Page 3 of 10
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Elysium Acres Staff Report
File no. LDP-18-088 & E-18-127 October 3, 2018

(3) There are unique or unusual circumstances which apply to this site which do
not typically apply elsewhere in the City, and that the strict application of the
standard(s) for which an exception is being requested would result in peculiar,
exceptional, and undue hardship on the owner.

(4) The need for the exception is not the result of an illegal act nor can it be
established on this basis by one who purchases the land or building with or
without knowledge of the standards of this code. It must result from the
application of this chapter, and it must be suffered directly by the property in
question. It is not sufficient proof in granting an exception to show that
greater profit would result.

Corporate Names

Patrick Huycke is the Authorized Representative for C.A. Galpin and Associates according
to the Oregon Secretary of State Business Registry. C.A. Galpin is listed as the Registrant.

ISSUES AND ANALYSIS

Background/Project Summary

The site was part of a Planned Unit Development and 18-lot subdivision in 2007. The
Wilkshire Terrace Subdivision application (LDS-07-159) never made it past the tentative
plat approval stage and ultimately expired in 2009.

--------- E

isasiieig 8
il

i s

wil

Figure 1: Expired Tentative Plat for LDS-07-159

Wilkshire Terrace Subdivision made a comeback in 2016 (LDS-16-100) with a slightly
modified plat in regards to subdivision boundaries and lot sizes. The subject parcel was
not included in the tentative plat, however, access for both parcels is proposed to come
from Canyon Avenue, a public street that was approved as part of LDS-16-100.

Page 4 of 10
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Elysium Acres

Staff Report
File no. LDP-18-088 & E-18-127

October 3, 2018
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Figure 2: Approved Tentative Plat for Wilkshire Terrace S. ubdivision

The subject property is 1.28 acres in size and is heavily impacted by a 50-foot water line
easement as well as Lone Pine Creek and floodplain at southerly portion of proposed

Parcel 2.
i ; By Sy ]
[ ] -
} 1
Figure 3: Proposed Tentative Plat
Page 5 of 10
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Elysium Acres Staff Report
File no. LDP-18-088 & E-18-127 October 3, 2018

Density

The standard density for the SFR-4 zone is between two and four dwelling units per gross
acre. The permitted density range for the subject partition is based on 1.11 effective acres
and lies between three and four dwelling units (Exhibit T). Proposed are two parcels (and
two dwelling units). Therefore, an Exception request to the minimum density
requirement is attached to this Land Division application. The Exception request is based
on the density calculation included in Exhibit U which in addition to the Lone Pine Creek
easement also excluded acreage under the water line easement.

Site Development Standards

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. The only standard not met
is the lot size requirement in regards to Parcel 2. The maximum allowable lot size for single
family lots in SFR-4 is 18,750. Parcel 2 is proposed to be 36,974 square feet in size, which
is 18,224 square feet over the maximum allowable size. An Exception request to the lot
size standard is part of this application.

Detached Single-Family Dwellings Development Standards for SFR-4

Development Standards Required Parcel 1 Parcel 2

Lot Area Range

2
(Square Feet) 6,500 to 18,750 15,128 36,974

45% of lot area.

Maximum Coverage Factor Can exceed 45% when the To be determined To be determined
building footprint is not more

than 2,000 square feet

Minimum Interior Lot

Width 60 feet 135.41 feet 138.68
Minimum Lot Depth 90 feet Approx. 113 feet 106.4 feet
Minimum Lot Frontage 30 feet Approx. 159 feet 122.36 feet

Access & Public Improvements

Street Dedication

Both lots will have their future access from Canyon Avenue, a Minor Residential Street.
Canyon Avenue has not yet been constructed but was approved as part of Wilkshire
Terrace Subdivision (LDS-16-100) Phase 1. The Public Works Report (Exhibit G) states that
the proposed plan shows significant portions of Canyon Avenue on the adjacent
development to the north (Wilkshire Terrace Phase 1). If Wilkshire Terrace Phase 1 is
developed first, then all of the right-of-way shall be dedicated at that time including the
portions on this developments parcel. Alternatively, if this partition is developed first, then

Page 6 of 10
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Elysium Acres Staff Report
File no. LDP-18-088 & E-18-127 October 3, 2018

all of the right-of-way shall be dedicated at that time including the portions on the
adjacent developments parcel (Wilkshire Terrace Phase 1 )

Minimum Access Easement

A minimum Access Easement is proposed to serve both lots. It will cross the 50-foot water
line easement along the westerly boundary of Parcel 1. The easement could potentially
also provide future access to the parcel situated just south of proposed Parcel 1. The
Minimum Access Drive shall be private and constructed in accordance with MLDC Section
10.430(A)(1) and have a minimum width of 20 feet.
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Figure 4: Minimum Access Easement

Other Agency Comments
Rogue Valley International-Medford Airport (Exhibit M)

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.

Page 7 of 10
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Elysium Acres Staff Report
File no. LDP-18-088 & E-18-127 October 3, 2018

Exception Discussion & Analysis

Minimum Density & Maximum Lot Size

MLDC Section 10.708 discusses residential density including Subsection (A)(3)(b) which
states:

(b) Natural Unbuildable Areas. Those natural areas usuitable for building [e.g.,
wetlands. slopes over 30 percent. and creeks (from top-of-bank: to top-of-bank)].
Does not include man-made non-buildable areas such as setbacks.

This Subsection specifically excludes man-made non-buildable areas which means that
the 50-foot water main easement traversing the two parcels cannot be excluded from the
density calculation as an unbuildable area. Since the easement precludes the applicant
from building over it but the Code does not allow for it to be subtracted from the density
requirement, an Exception request was required.

If the water main easement and an the drainage easement for Lone Pine Creek in the
southwest corner of Parcel 2 are both added to the density calculation as unbuildable are,
the unbuildable area would total 0.57 and reduce the effective acres to 0.71 acres,
therefore reducing the minimum density by one unit to two dwelling units (Exhibit U).

Parcel 2 Buildable Land

| Lot Size Requirements | Minus Water f Minus Drainage | Buildable Land |

| ProposedSize | piain Easement | Easement |  ofParcel2 |
0.15acto 0.43 ac. 0.85 ac. | 0.40 ac. 0.05 ac. 0.40
or | or or or or
| 6,500t018,7505q.ft. | 36,897sq.ft. | 17,400 sq. ft. 2,250 sq. ft. 17,324 5q. ft.

Staff agrees with the applicant’s findings that the area under the water line easement
may not have permanent structures built upon it and therefore should not be included in
the density calculation. In addition, the applicant stated that the subject area floods
beyond the shown FEMA floodplain (Exhibit P) and addressed in the Floodplain Manager
Memorandum (Exhibit N).

Exception Criteria

(1) The granting of the exception shall be in harmony with the general purpose and intent
of the regulations imposed by this code for the zoning district in which the exception
request is located, and shall not be injurious to the general area or otherwise detrimental
to the health, safety, and general welfare or adjacent natural resources. The approving
authority shall have the authority to impose conditions to assure that this criterion is met.

It can be found that the exception request is in harmony with the general purpose and
intent of the regulations imposed by the code. Building in certain areas of the subject

Page 8 of 10
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Elysium Acres Staff Report
File no. LDP-18-088 & E-18-127 October 3, 2018

parcels would be detrimental to the health and safety due to possible flooding. The
applicant stated in his findings that they have owned the property surrounding the subject
area since 1990 and have knowledge of flooding far beyond the shown FEMA floodplain.
I have witnessed the flooding potential on this parcel three times, observing water rises of
over 10 feet. Due to the flood risk, anything beyond an open-air structure would be il
advised to be built.

(2) The granting of an exception will not permit the establishment of a use which is not
permitted in the zoning district within which the exception is located.

Not applicable.

(3) There are unique or unusual circumstances which apply to this site which do not
typically apply elsewhere in the City, and that the strict application of the standard(s) for
which an exception is being requested would result in peculiar, exceptional, and undue
hardship on the owner.

As pointed out by the applicant, there are several unique and unusual circumstances on
the subject land. First, it is a rather unusual situation that a 50-foot water line easement
traverses buildable land and pretty much splits the parcel in two triangular pieces.
Second, the southerly ‘triangle’ of proposed Parcel 2 is also impacted by an existing
drainage easement for Lone Pine Creek and lies within the AE Special Flood Hazard Area
which further decreases the potential buildable area.

The strict application of the minimum density and lot size requirement would result in a
third parcel and could create an unusual hardship for the owner. Such a third lot would
be heavily impacted by Special Flood Hazard Area requirements and easements.

These findings are also supported by the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. The
department commented by email and recommended that all construction of the lots be
adequately set back from Lone Pine Creek to both protect infrastructure and ensure
adequate protection of riparian habitat (Exhibit L).

(4) The need for the exception is not the result of an illegal act nor can it be established on
this basis by one who purchases the land or building with or without knowledge of the
standards of this code. It must result from the application of this chapter, and it must be
suffered directly by the property in question. It is not sufficient proof in granting an
exception to show that greater profit would result.

Allowing the exception would not result in greater profit for the applicant nor is it the
result of an illegal act.

Page 9 of 10
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Elysium Acres Staff Report
File no. LDP-18-088 & E-18-127 October 3, 2018

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Staff has reviewed the applicant’s findings and conclusions (Exhibit D & E) and
recommends the Commission adopt the findings as presented and augmented in the Staff
Report.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Adopt the findings as recommended by staff and direct staff to prepare the final order for
approval of LDP-18-088 & E-18-127 per the staff report dated October 3, 2018, including
Exhibits A through U.

EXHIBITS

Conditions of Approval, dated October 3, 2018

Tentative Plat, received June 29, 2018

Conceptual Grading & Drainage Plan, received June 29, 2018

Applicant’s Findings of Fact, received June 29, 2018

Exception Findings, received October 3, 2018

Conceptual Grading & Drainage Plan additional information, received July 25,
2018

LR a2 I o B g T v « s -

G Public Works Staff Report, dated August 15, 2018

H Medford Water Commission Memo, dated August 15, 2018

| Medford Fire Department Memo, dated August 15, 2018

J Building Department Memo, dated August 15, 2018

K Jackson County Roads Memo, dated August 3, 2018

L Email from ODFW, received August 3, 2018

M E-Mail from Rogue Valley International Airport, received August 8, 2018

N Floodplain Manager Memo, received October 1, 2018

0 Tentative Plat Excerpt, received June 29, 2018

P Floodplain Map, received September 10, 2018

Q Buildable Areas, received September 10, 2018

R Assessor Map, received September 10, 2018

S Legal Description, received June 29, 2018

T Density Calculation without Exception for unbuildable area, created August 8,
2018

u Density Calculation including Exception request, created July 13, 2018
Vicinity map

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA: OCTOBER 11, 2018

Page 10 of 10
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EXHIBIT A

Elysium Acre
LDP-18-088 & E-18-127
Conditions of Approval

October 3, 2018

CODE REQUIRED CONDITIONS
The development shall:

1. Comply with all conditions stipulated by Medford Public Works Department (Exhibit G)

2. Comply with all conditions stipulated by the Medford Water Commission Memo
(Exhibit H)

3. Comply with all conditions stipulated by the Medford Fire Department Report (Exhibit 1)

4. Comply with all conditions stipulated by Certified Floodplain Manager (Exhibits N)

Page 54



-4
880-81-dQ1 # 3lld

L-LiTg}

GG abed

TENTATIVE PARTITION PLAT
Locqted in the SE 1/4 of Sec. 17, TS75, RIVW, WM
and in the City of Medford Jackson County, Oregon
. | & 2 s
b 9 s \
yF \ VAN 4 !
D /4
® ) (PARTITION, I\ PROpESS) oy . 7 LOT 24 = §
. E 2 SR SRRATR N, e JAST | 5 8 T T
b & 7 ot (o7 10 7 e 7 / B booress) § N % €
I A Neg 8
: = o/ E kb
| i = ' A o s 1 = ) 2 8
b If I g 7N e <
/ | I s U2 ¢§, ‘¥ / . I-I
/ | | | . L2 N 2 J1000"w 8.78 " v | VICINITY MAP
/_, | l, 4 ‘r r o * NOT 10 SCALE
. Vi . NGRS
N NPT — <490 SO T . ‘\{ L %
mz;-¥ 5 _— ] / g RN
| NBIB5'3SE PR 187.1 o i mmmnm
o / h
, P‘NM'.F—Q‘-M _ I
e Tp— i | |2
il I T Cal |
q,?l (R TR [ Yty b %
| 3
J "&cl I . T paRceL s i [ 'E
\ [~ 15128 SQ FT -
’ A ) & ® ! = ,// :- : qég“
E by, s i1
\ %, £ |\ S N
A ]'E ! BIST00
N
g g
xX. X —] 8
= /3 N5 H
T | g
. :
h f4]
¥ 7
a-f .
: 3
2 e o
by \
i \ g T
' \ 0> -
$ o ﬁ
) \ =
£ o ®)
i AN Do
3 Lo P < %
if \( O }ff% N3 e, e
~_ NBIS5OW &8 "0%‘5 C)
' M, S 2 — U o
O ] SJa e A Es SEWER MAINS IN CANYON AVENUE, =
L2 i g, e EH e SCHOOL DISTRICT: MEDFORD 549C ee! = u
I I. | IRRIGATION DISTRICT: M.LD. (CURRENTLY BEING ASSESSED) e}
NN - GROSS ACREAGE: 1.196 ACRES —
i 2. P PROPERTY IS _CURRENTLY VACANT. .
] :sI;ELJ 2R o CONTOUR INTERVAL: 2",
| -3 PaRceL 1 PR~ " ELEVATION DATUM NGVD29 (UNADJUSTED) BASED ON CITY OF MEDFORD BMpA-452.
[ ik 2 " SUBJECT PROPERTY LIES IN ZONES 'AE, "X(SHADED) & "X(UNSHADED) PER
. AL, £ pumone 53 FIRM #41029C1877F DATED MAY 3, 2011.
=4
= - 8 | Y ;
m | w 8% Y e} o ) \
{ w ] & T s o Gy - NEISSTOW 1354 g.‘ ¥} & R "QZ_‘
2 R
§ LUNE PINE ROAD .. ’ s17.07 e e
] S89'55'10°€ E 5752 REGISTERI TENTATIVE PARTITION PLAT 11 Ay 2017
BASIS OF BEARINGS 2 : PROFESSSEIO%)\L 7w 706 n e 50 ot
[w] ] LAND SURVEYOR 00 :
a OUNER & APPLCANT: O BT S0
< Sk CARorEy, SUITE. 100 p—
MEDFORD, OR 97504 oo
LJ. FRIAR & ASSOCWATES P.C. Lot
CONSULIING  LAND _ SUAVEYORS JOBY: 19119
© L. P & assooumrs, B, 2010 FENCHAL DATE: 9-20-19 :’"E“; L‘,.._m’"",.. s Sheet 1 of 1




(PARTITIOY 1N PROGEESS)
& B'I\%%IORW o%%%%f

0T 10

®

g

141746 e N ~
141286 S eIV 1416.71 = N
S3 n 2]

NV HYNNYH
N
I\
N
AN
N
~N
N

%

>

4
. C— R/W DEDIGATION o _—~€5_/~

OHP—~—p——— Onp.

OHP-

7>,
o s —
S

]
PARCEL 2 PER = &
P#°—34-1997 PARCEL 1 PER &
| PP§P—34-1997 o
e
N
%
f ¢ /C—'f
o —— e = P (o) IV S P ?bq[??x ©
DRAINAGE NOTES:
UPON DEVU.DPHW EXC SPOILAGE WILL BE REMOVED BY THE CONTRACTOR
FROM THE PROJECT ¥, « IN FACT, IT WILL CREATE AREAS OF DRAINAGE ONTD
mmmﬁmmmmmmsmnmmrm
WILKSHIRE TERRACE, PHASE
COMPLETE GRADING DRAINAGE PLAN WILL BE PREPARED LICENSED
CNPLWED?FDRREVIEWBYCITYPUBUCWDRKSUPONWROVALOFTHE
TENTATIVE PLAT IF REQUIRED.
N MWNMMWBEWWNEEEMMMPMK
TmE: DATE:
CONCEPTUAL GRADING & DRAINAGE PLAN 12 JUNE 2018
REGISTERED il :
PROFESSIONAL ol TL700 CITY OF |MEBFORB:
LAND SURVEYOR | |_S71¥I700 17 S e
Y% 744 CARDLEY, SUITE oo EXHIBIT # o o
i_ MEDFORD, OR 97504 ; P 7
OREGON ra
JUuLy 17, 1986
JAMES E. HIBBS ) é L.J. FRIAR & ASSOCIATES P.C.
(© LJ FRUR & ASSOCWTES, P.C. 2018 RENEWAL DATE: 6-30-1% 541 h?m or g7

Page 56 &



SUPPLEMENTAL FINDINGS RECEIVED

BEFORE THE PLANNING COMMISSION FOR THE CITY OF MEDFORD, OREGON: JUN 29 2018
PLANNING DEPT.

IN THE MATTER OF AN APPLICATION FOR } FINDINGS OF FACT

LAND DIVISION OF PROPERTY IDENTIFIED AS } AND

371W17DD TL 700 }  CONCLUSIONS

C.A. GALPIN, APPLICANT } OF LAW

JACK GALPIN, AGENT

I BACKGROUND INFORMATION
Applicant: C.A. Galpin
744 Cardley Ave,
Medford, OR 97504

Agent: Jack Galpin
744 Cardley Ave, Suite 100
Medford OR 97504

Property:
371W17DD TL 700

CA Galpin
Lone Pine Road
Medford, OR 97504

1.28 Acres
Single Family Residential (4) units per acre (SFR-4) City of Medford Zoning Urban Residential

(UR) General Land Use Plan Map Designation

Summary:
This application is submitted to comply with the Land Development Code Section 10.270, Land Division

Criteria.

CITY OF MEDFORD

EXHIBIT # 2
File # LDP-18-088
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FINDINGS OF FACT
The subject property is 1.28 acres within the SFR-4 zoning district.
The property is not in a steep slope area is is not subject to the requirements of the Medford Hillside
Ordinance. The property does contain a small wetland or water feature. The street layout proposed is
designed to be consistent with the area’s circulation plan and provides circulation opportunities for the

existing and proposed development in the vicinity.

I.  Relevant Approval Criteria

Land Development 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, and other applicable specific plans thereto,
including Neighborhood Circulation Plans, and all applicable design standards set forth
in Article IV and V;
(2) Will not prevent development of the remainder of the property under the same
ownership, if any, or of adjoining land or of access thereto, in accordance with this

chapter;

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

(4) Ifitincludes 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,
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Land Development Code § 10.270(1):

(1) Is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, any other applicable specific plans thereto, including
Neighborhood Circulation Plans, and all applicable design standards sets forth in Article IV and A
except for density requirements;

Findings of Fact: Of the 1.28 acre parcel, there is a 50’-wide easement for a main water transmission line
and valve. This goes diagonally through the property, starting at the Southwest corner and continuing to
the Northeast corner. This removes a strip of land equal to 17,400 square feet. At the Southern border
of the property there is Lone Pine Creek, with a 50’-wide easement that removes another 7,500 square
feet. Take these two portions out of the total square footage and you are left with 30,856.80 square
feet, or .70 acres. This proposal is for two home sites and two lots as there is not enough buildable area

for any more.

The Tentative plat submitted with this application has been designed to be consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan, the General Land Use Plan Map (GLUP), Transportation System Plan (TSP), and all
applicable design standards for the proposed public improvements as well as the lot design standards of
the Medford Land Development Code (MLDC), with the approval of the Exception of Sidewalk.

The lots established with this plat conform to the standards of the MLDC for length, width, square
footage, lot frontage, and access.

Minimum Access Easement is proposed to service both lots. Consistent with 10.450(1){c) An access way
is provided consistent with the standards for the access ways in Section 10.454 through Section 10.466

The Minimum Access Drive will serve two lots and have a minimum width of twenty (20) feet, The
minimum lot frontage with be twenty (20) feet. The required front yard setback shall be measured from
the lot frontage property line. The minimum driveway throat width shall be determined as per Section
10.550 of the Municipal Code.

Conclusions of law: The Planning Commission can conclude the proposed tentative plat is consistent
with the Comprehensive Plan, any other applicable specific plans thereto, including Neighborhood
Circulation Plans, and all applicable design standards set forth in MLDC Article IV and V.

Land Development Code § 10.270(2):

(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;
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Findings of Fact: The Tentative Plat submitted with this application proposed development on the entire
parcel. Properties to the South, and West are built in SFR type uses consistent with what is proposed.
The land to the North has SFR zoning but it not yet developed.

Conclusion of Law: The Planning Commission can conclude the proposed Tentative Plat and proposed
development, and the approval of this plat will not prevent development or access on adjoining

properties.

Land Development Code § 10.270(3):

(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,

Findings of Fact:

This is a land division and requires no name.

Conclusions of law: The Planning Commission can conclude the division name proposed with this
application is a unique name within Jackson County.

Land Development Code § 10.270(4):

(4) If itincludes 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;

Findings of Fact: Minimum Access Easement is proposed to service both lots. Consistent with
10.450(1)(c) an access way is provided consistent with the standards for access ways in Section 10.454
through Section 10.466

The Minimum Access Drive will serve two lots and have a minimum width of twenty (20)
feet. The minimum lot frontage will be twenty (20) feet. The required front yard setback shall be
measured from the lot frontage property line. The minimum driveway throat width shall be determined
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as per Section 10.550 of the Municipal Code. Parking will be prohibited along the Minimum Access
Drive.

Conclusions of law: The planning Commission can conclude the proposed plat is consistent with existing
and planned streets in the vicinity.

Land Development Code § 10.270(5):

(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;

Findings of Fact: The tentative plat submitted with this application includes a minimum access drive.
There are no private streets or alleys proposed with this plat.

Conclusions of law: The Planning Commission can conclude that the Common Access Roadway is
distinguishable from the public streets, and has been designed in compliance with City of Medford Land
Development Code.

Land Development Code § 10.270(6):

(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.

Findings of Fact: The subject property does not border any agricultural lands within the EFU (Exclusive
Farm Use) zoning district.

Conclusion of Law: The Planning Commission can conclude that no unmitigated land use conflict will

arise from the land division.

. Additional Applicable Criteria

Land Development Code § 10.929, Hillside Ordinance, Purpose: Applicability:
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Sections 10.929 to 10.933 establish procedural requirements for development on Slopes in excess
of fifteen percent (15%) to decrease soil erosion and protect public safety. Sections 10.929 to
10.933 apply in addition to all other requirements set forth by ordinance. In the case of conflict
between Sections 10.929 to 10.933 and other requirements set forth by ordinance, Sections
10.929 to 10.933 shall govern.

Findings of Fact: The site is not within a high slope area and the requirements to comply with the
hillside ordinance requirements, including the constraints analysis do not apply to this property and the
current development application. The Submission of the Constraints Analysis is not required when the

Hillside Ordinance is not applicable.

Conclusions of Law: The planning Commission can conclude the application complies with the
requirements of compliance with the submittal requirements contained with the Medford Hillside
Ordinance and the requirements of the relevant section are not applicable to this application.

1. Application Summary and Conclusions:

This application for a land division on the subject property demonstrates compliance with all relevant
sections contained within the City of Medford Land Development Code. The lot dimensions and design
standards are consistent with the requirements of the SFR-4 zoning district.

On behalf of the applicant, | respectfully request the approval of the application or Tentative Plat
approval of this Land Division.

Thank you,

Jack Galpin/Agent
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Exception Application: RECEIVED
LDP-18-088 0CT n 2 2018
Elysium Acre PLANNING DEPT.

Medford Land Development Code Section 10.186, Exception

(A)Exception, Purpose

(1) Exceptional narrowness or shape of a parcel; or

(2) Exceptional topographic conditions; or

(3) Extraordinary and exceptional building restrictions on a piece of property; or

(4) If strict applications of the public improvement or site development standards in the above-

referenced Articles would result in peculiar, exceptional, and undue hardship on the owner.

I believe all of the above criteria apply to the subject property, and therefore an exception should be
granted. These restrictions will be addressed in no particular order and the examples given shall address
all exceptions in a general manner.

The presence of the City of Medford water main is not recognized by Medford code in regards to
buildable space. However, as a land owner and a builder, it is a reality that no permanent structure of
any kind is permitted to be placed on the easement-covered land. To credit the land that is under
easement as buildable space is not true to the reality of the situation. If the easement land cannot have
permanent structures built upon it, then by definition it cannot have a home placed upon it. Therefore,
if by definition of the code it cannot be built upon, it should not be considered buildable space.

Secondly, the easement across the property is exceptional by itself, existing at 50' wide and running
diagonal through the entire property. Due to the parcel shape that is created by the easement intrusion,
which is shown in the original application, no matter how the lots are configured the potential third lot-
adjacent to Lone Pine Creek- would not be suitable for building.

Lastly, we have owned property surrounding the subject area since 1990 and have knowledge of
flooding far beyond the shown FEMA floodplain. | have witnessed the flooding potential on this parcel
three times, observing water rises of over 10". Due to the flood risk, anything beyond an open-air
structure would be ill advised to be built.

In conclusion, | believe the above criteria apply to allow exception for our application due to the result in
an unsuitable third lot, as well as the strong possibility of flood damage to any structure built onto the
third lot.

Thank you.
CITY OF MEDFORD

EXHBIT#_E___
Fie#_LDP - 183 -0
L -8 =121
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RECEIVED
LDP 18-088 JUL 25 208

PLANNING DEPT.

Conceptual Grading & Drainage Plan attached (3copies)

This will now be developed in conjunction with Phase#1
of Wilkshire Terrace Subdivision and the storm drain and
landscape plan will be in conjunction with the
improvements to Canyon Road.

Divv el
(AL Sqradd IS

CITY OF MEDFORD

exnBT =
Fle #_LDP - (¥ - 08X
E - ¥-121

Page 64



Medford — A fantastic piace to live, work and play

CITY OF MEDFORD

LD Date: 8/15/2018
File Number: LDP-18-088

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT STAFF REPORT
Canyon Avenue 2-Lot Partition (TL 700)
Elysium Acre

Project: Consideration of a request for tentative plat approval of a proposed two-lot
partition on a 1.28 acre parcel.

Location: Located approximately 550 feet southeast of the intersection of Canyon Avenue
and Roberts Road within the SFR-4 (Single Family Residential — 2.5 to 4
dwelling units per gross acre) zoning district (371W17DD 700).

Applicant:  Applicant & Agent, CA Galpin; Planner, Steffen Roennfeldt.

The following items shall be completed and accepted prior 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

Canyon Avenue is classified as a Minor Residential Street within the MLDC Section 10.430.
The developer shall dedicate for public right-of-way, sufficient width of land through this
development to comply with the half width of right-of-way plus 13-feet north of centerline,
which is 40.5-feet.

PAS1aff Reports\ LDP2018\LDP-18-088 Canyon Ave (TL 700) Elysium Acre 2-Lot Partition\LDP-18-088 Staff Report-LD.docx Page 1 0of 10
’ OF MEDF

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 200 S. IVY STREET TELEQH(B/N_E (54[159 OBono

ENGINEERING & DEVELOPMENT DIVISION MEDFORD, OREGON 97501 EXHIBIAE 2552

www.ci.medford.or.us File #_LD_E:; (.K,_:.Q.ﬂ.__._.
E -({+2]
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The proposed plan shows significant portions of Canyon Avenue on the adjacent development to
the north (Wilkshire Terrace Ph. 1). If Wilkshire Terrace Ph. 1 is developed first, then all of the
right-of-way shall be dedicated at that time including the portions on this developments parcel.
Alternatively, if this partition is developed first, then all of the right-of-way shall be dedicated at
that time including the portions on the adjacent developments parcel (Wilkshire Terrace Ph. 1).

The Minimum Access Drive shall be private and constructed in accordance with MLDC Section
10.430A(1) and have a minimum width of 20-feet.

Corner radii shall be provided at the right-of-way lines of all intersecting streets per MLDC
10.445.

Streets, as shown on the Tentative Plat, in which any portion terminates to a boundary line of the
Development shall be dedicated to within one foot of the boundary line, and the remaining one
foot shall be granted in fee simple, as a non-access reserve strip to the City of Medford. Upon
approved dedication of the extension of said streets, the one-foot reserve strip shall automatically
be dedicated to the public use as part of said street without any further action by the City of
Medford (MLDC 10.439).

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
casement dedication, including an exhibit map; a copy of a current Lot Book Report, Preliminary
Title Report, or Title Policy; a mathematical closure report (if applicable), and the Planning
Department File Number; for review and City Engineer acceptance signature prior to recordation
by the applicant. Releases of interest shall be obtained by holders of trust deeds or mortgages on
the right-of-way and PUE area.

2. Public Improvements
a. Public Streets

Canyon Avenue shall be improved to Minor Residential Street standards in accordance with
MLDC Section 10.430 The Developer shall improve the south half plus 12-feet north of the
centerline along the frontage of this development.

Minimum Access Drives (Private) shall be built consistent with MLDC 10.430A(1) and
improved to a minimum width of 20 feet with AC pavement. The minimum TI for the structural
section shall be 3.5, the minimum AC section shall be 3” thick, and the base aggregate shall
extend one foot beyond the edge of pavement. The minimum access drives shal] be designed by
a civil engineer licensed in the State of Oregon and plans submitted to the Public Works-
Engineering Division for approval. A drainage system shall be incorporated into the paved
access design to capture stormwater and direct it to the storm drain system.

%

P:AStaff Reports\LDP\2018\LDP-18-088 Canyon Ave (TL 700) Elysium Acre 2-Lot Partition\L DP-18-088 Staff Report-LD.docx Page 20f10
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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b. Street Lights and Signing

The developer shall provide and install in compliance with Section 10.495 of the Medford
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. 1 - Street Name Sign

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 pay for City installed signage required by the development. City installed
signs include, but are not limited to, street name signs, stop signs, speed signs, school signs, dead
end signs, and dead end barricades. Sign design and placement shall be per the Manual on
Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD). All signs shall be shown on the public
improvement plans and labeled as City installed.

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.

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

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
submutted 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

%
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licensed Geotechnical Engineer in the state of Oregon.
e. Access to Public Street System

Driveway access and street circulation to and through the proposed development shall comply
with MLDC 10.550 and 10.426.

Discretionary: Recommend that the minimum access easement be dedicated and constructed to
allow access to Tax Lot 800 for future potential development.

3. Section 10.668 Analysis

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

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
Jor 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
Jacilities and services so that the exaction will not result in a taking of private property
Jor public use, or

(2) a mechanism exists and funds are available to Jairly compensate the applicant for the
excess burden of the exaction to the extent that it would be a taking.

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. Further, 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.

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

a
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network.

As set forth below, the dedications and improvements recommended herein can be found to be
roughly proportional to the impacts reasonably anticipated to be imposed by this development.

Canyon Avenue:

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
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 service lateral to each platted lot prior to approval of the Final Plat.

Public sanitary sewer mains shall be extended on their courses to the exterior boundaries of this
subdivision, such that future development can extend service without having to excavate back
into the improvements provided by this subdivision.

C. STORM DRAINAGE

1. Hydrology

The Design Engineer shall provide an investigative report of the off-site drainage on the
subdivision perimeter, a distance not less than 100 feet in all directions. All off-site drainage
affecting the subdivision shall be addressed on the subdivision drainage plan. A hydrology map
depicting the amount of area the subdivision will be draining shall be submitted with hydrology
and hydraulic calculations. The opening of each curb inlet shall be sized in accordance with

%
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ODOT design standards. These calculations and maps shall be submitted with the public
improvement plans for approval by the Engineering Division.

2. Stormwater Detention and Water Quality Treatment

This development shall provide stormwater detention in accordance with MLDC, Section
10.486, and water quality treatment in accordance with the Rogue Valley Stormwater Quality
Manual per MLDC, Section 10.481.

Upon completion of the project, the developer’s design engineer shall provide written
certification to the Engineering Division that the construction of the controlled storm water
release drainage system was constructed per plan. This letter shall be received by the City of
Medford Public Works Engineering Department prior to certificate of occupancy of the new
building.

The City is responsible for operational maintenance of the public detention facility. Irrigation
and maintenance of landscape components shall be the responsibility of the developer or a Home
Owners Association (HOA). The developers engineer shall provide an operations and
maintenance manual for the facility that addresses responsibility for landscape maintenance prior
to subdivision acceptance. Regarding water quality maintenance, the Rogue Valley Stormwater
Quality Design Manual states: “Vegetation shall be irrigated and mulched as needed to maintain
healthy plants with a density that prevents soil erosion.”

3. Grading

A comprehensive grading plan showing the relationship between adjacent property and the
proposed subdivision will be submitted with the public 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.

4. Mains and Laterals

The Developer shall show all existing and proposed Storm Drain mains, channels, culverts,
outfalls and easements on the Conceptual Grading and Drainage Plan and the final Construction
Plans.

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

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

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

5. Erosion Control

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

D. SURVEY MONUMENTATION

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

E. GENERAL CONDITIONS

1. Design Requirements and Construction Drawings

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

2. Construction Plans

Construction drawings for any public improvements for this project shall be prepared by a
professional engineer currently licensed in the State of Oregon, and submitted to the Engineering
Division of Medford Public Works Department for approval. 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 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 (hitp://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.

Please Note: If Project includes one or more Minor Residential streets, an additional Site Plan
shall be submitted, noting and illustrating, one of the following design options to ensure fire
apparatus access per MLDC 10.430(2):

e —————
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e Clustered driveways,
¢ Building to have sprinklers,
e 33-foot paved width

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 improvement plans (3 copies) are submitted. Neither lot number nor lot line changes shall
be allowed on the plat after that time, unless approved by the City and all utility companies.

5. Permits

Building Permit applications 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)

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

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

a
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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
Canyon Avenue (TL 700) 2-Lot Partition (TL 700) LDP-18-088
Elysium Acre

A.
1.

Streets

Street Dedications to the Public:
* Dedicate right-of-way on Canyon Avenue.
* Dedicate 10-foot public utility easements (PUE).

2. Improvements:

B.

Public Streets
* Construct Canyon Avenue to Minor Residential street standards.

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 and street circulation to and through the proposed development shall comply
with MLDC 10.550 and 10.426.

o Recommend that the minimum access easement be dedicated and constructed to allow access to
Tax ILot 800 for future potential development.

Other
* Provide pavement moratorium letters.

o Provide soils report.

Sanitary Sewer:

* Ensure or construct separate individual sanitary sewer connection.

C. Storm Drainage:

D.

E.

* Provide an investigative drainage report.

* Provide a comprehensive grading plan.

*  Provide water quality and detention facilities, calculations and O&M Manual.
= Provide engineers certification of stormwater facility construction.

* Provide storm drain laterals to each tax lot.

Survey Monumentation

® Provide all survey monumentation.

General Conditions

*  Provide public improvement plans and drafts of the final plat.

= = 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.

%__—_ﬁ_
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MEDFORD WATER COMMISSION

TO:

BOARD OF WATER COMMISSIONERS

Staff Memo

Planning Department, City of Medford

FROM: Rodney Grehn P.E., Water Commission Staff Engineer

SUBJECT: LDP-18-088

PARCEL ID:  371W17DD TL 700

PROJECT: Consideration of a request for tentative plat approval of a proposed two-lot

partition on a 1.28 acre parcel located approximately 550 feet southeast of the
intersection of Canyon Avenue and Roberts Road within the SFR-4 (Single
Family Residential — 2.5 to 4 dwelling units per gross acre) zoning district
(371W17DD 700). Applicant & Agent, CA Galpin; Planner, Steffen Roennfeldt.

DATE: August 15, 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 newly installed water meters located “on-site” are required to be protected in place
from potential damage, including construction vehicles, heavy equipment, and vehicular
traffic. If meter boxes, lids, or actual water meters, or service lines into and out of the
meter box are damaged, ali repair costs will be charged to the current property owner of
these water meters.

COMMENTS

1. Off-site water line installation is not required.

2. On-site water facility construction is not required.

3. Approximate water pressure is near 68 psi.

4. MWC-metered water service does exist to this property. There are two (2) %-inch water

«'Land Cevelopmert'Medford Planmng\ac1509“ldp18088 Jccx

meters which were recently installed to serve the proposed new homes on each of these
two parcels. (See Condition 3 above)

CITY OF MEDFORD
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BOARD OF WATER COMMISSIONERS

Staff Memo

MEDFORD WATER COMMISSION

5. Access to MWC water lines is ava

transmission line that extends across t
easement.

ilable. There is a 24-inch welded steel water
hese two proposed parcels within a 50-foot wide

X \Lang Jevelcpmert\Medford Dlarnlng\amsog?‘mmaosa docx Page 2 af 2
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Medford Fire-Rescue Land Development Report

.

Review/Project Information

Reviewed By: Kleinberg, Greg Review Date: 8/6/2018
Meeting Date: 8/15/2018

LD #: LDP18088
Planner: Steffen Roennfeldt
Applicant: CA Galpin

Project Location: Located approximately 550 feet southeast of the intersection of Canyon Avenue and Roberts Road
within the SFR-4 (Single Family Residential - 2.5 to 4 dwelling units per gross acre) zoning district

(371W17DD 700).
ProjectDescription: Consideration of a request for tentative plat approval of a proposed two-lot partition on a 1.28 acre
parcel
Specific Development Requirements For Access & Water Supply
Conditions
Reference Description
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 lvy St. Rm 180, Medford OR 97501

541-774-2300

www.medfordfirerescue.org

CITY OF MEDEORD
EXHIBIT #
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Memo

To: Steffen Roennfeldt, Planning Department

From: Mary Montague, Building Department
CC: Applicant and Agent: CA Galpin
Date: August 15,2018

Re: LDP 18-088; Elysium Acre

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. All plans 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 Permit is required for any buildings being demolished.

5. Any properties located within the 100 year Flood Plain requires a permit. All buildings will require a
flood elevation certificate. Appears that there is a Map Revision or Change. ID #41029C LOMC17.
Verify with planning department.

GiTY OF MEDFORD

EXHIBIT #
File # - g"“‘“‘“"'”
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August 3, 2018

Attention: Steffen Roennfield

Planning Department

City of Medford

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

RE: Tentative plat approval of a proposed 2-lot partition on Canyon Avenue — a City
maintained road.
Planning File: LDP-18-088

Dear Steffen:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this request for a tentative plat approval
for a proposed 2-lot partition on 1.28 acre parcel located approximately 500 feet southeast of
the intersection of Canyon Avenue and Roberts Road within the Sigle-Family-Residential-2 5
to 4 dwelling units per gross acre (SFR-4) zoning district. (37-1W-17DD TL 700). Jackson
County Roads has no comment.

Sincerely,

Construction Engineer

CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT #___
File #_L.ZDE,..:.
| Engineer ng\Develooment CITIES MEDFORDI2018'LDS-13-088 doc E -I
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Steffen K. Roennfeldt

From: Daniel Vandyke <Daniel.).Vandyke@state.or.us>
Sent: Friday, August 3, 2018 1:23 PM

To: Steffen K. Roennfeldt

Subject: RE: LDP-18-088

Categories: LDP-18-088 Galpin

I recommend that all construction on the referenced lot/lots be adequately set back from Lone Pine Creek to both
protect infrastructure and ensure adequate protection of riparian habitat. Summer Steelhead spawn in Lone Pine Creek,

migration, but fish use is expected farther upstream than currently designated. Historic fish use on Lone Pine Creek
likely extended upstream to the vicinity of Foothill Road.

Dan Van Dyke

ODFW Rogue District Fish Biologist
1495 East Gregory Road

Central Point OR 97502
541-826-8774 Ext 234

CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT #




Steffen K. Roennfeldt

From: Marcy Black <BIackMA@jacksoncounty.org>
Sent: Wednesday, August 8, 2018 2:04 PM

To: Steffen K. Roennfeldt

Cc: Debra Stroup

Subject: File NO. LDP-18-088 Project Name:; Elysium Acre
Steffen:

The Airport requests an Avigation, Noise & Hazard easement be required as part of the tax lot partition process,

Thanks,

Marcy Black
Deputy Director-Administration

CITY OF MEOFORD




City of Medford

Planning Department

Working with the community to shape a vibrant and exceptional city

MEMORANDUM

Subject Elysium Acre Partition
File no. LDP-18-088

To Steffen Roennfeldt, Planner (Il
From Liz Conner, Certified Floodplain Manager
Date October 1, 2018

SITE CHARACTERISTICS
® SFR-4 zoning district
e 1.28 acre parcel
e lone Pine Creek
® Zone AE (1% Special Flood Hazard Area)
* Base Flood Elevations established; Floodway established

* FIRM panel 41029C 1977F effective May 3, 2011

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Consideration of a request for tentative plat approval of a proposed two-lot partition on
a 1.28acre parcel located approximately 500 southeast of the intersection of Canyon
Avenue and Roberts Road within the SFR-4 (Single-Family Residential, four dwelling units
per gross acre)} zoning district (371W17DD 700).

FLOODPLAIN PERMIT REQUIREMENTS

Floodplain Regulations

The property is between two AE Special Flood Hazard Area with Base Flood Elevation
(BFE), per the Medford Municipal Code Section 9.706 and the National Flood Insurance
Program Regulations, the following shall apply to any new structure and site
development, Section 60.3: Floodplain Management Criteria. Specifically 60.3 (d) which

reads as follows;
CITY OF MEDFORD
EXHIBIT #__ [
File # -

E--127

Page 83



Elysium Acre Partition
LDP-18-088
October 1, 2018

(d) When the Federal Insurance Administrator has provided a notice of final base
flood elevations within Zones A1-30 and/or AE on the community's FIRM and, if
appropriate, has designated AO zones, AH zones, A99 zones, and A zones on

the community's FIRM, and has provided data from which the community shall
designate its regulatory floodway, the community shall:

(1) Meet the requirements of paragraphs (c) (1) through (14) of this section;

(2) Select and adopt a regulatory floodway based on the principle that the area chosen
for the regulatory floodway must be designed to carry the waters of the base flood,
without increasing the water surface elevation of that flood more than one foot at any
point;

(3) Prohibit encroachments, including fill, new construction, substantial improvements,
and other development within the adopted regulatory floodway unless it has been
demonstrated through hydrologic and hydraulic analyses performed in accordance with
standard engineering practice that the proposed encroachment would not result in any
increase in flood levels within the community during the occurrence of the base

flood discharge;

(4) Notwithstanding any other provisions of § 60.3, a community may permit
encroachments within the adopted regulatory floodway that would result in an increase
in base flood elevations, provided that the community first applies for a conditional
FIRM and floodway revision, fulfills the requirements for such revisions as established
under the provisions of § 65.12, and receives the approval of the Federal

Insurance Administrator.

Floodplain Manager Comments

A floodplain development permit is required for all development within the 1% SFHA.

The applicant/property owner is encouraged to purchase flood insurance to protect
their investment if a flood event occurs on the property.

Floodplain Permit

Submit a floodplain development application and fee ($75) along with submittal
requirements identified in Section 9.705 (C).

Submit copies of all necessary permits from other governmental agencies from which
approval is required prior to start of construction.

Construction shall be in compliance with applicable building and fire codes and
floodplain regulations.

Page 2 of 3
Page 84



Elysium Acre Partition
LDP-18-088
October 1, 2018

Expiration of Floodplain Permit

A floodplain Development Permit shall become invalid unless work is started within 180
days after its issuance. Extensions for periods of not more than 180 days each shall be

requested in writing.

Page 3 of 3
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After recording return to:
First American Title

370 Lithia Way

Ashland OR 97520

Until a change is requested all tax
statements shall be sent to the
following address:

C.A. Galpin

744 Cardley Ste 100

Medford , OR 97504

File No.: 7162-2396715 (jas)
Date:  February 26, 2015

THIS SPACE RES

Jackson County Official Records  2015-005966

R-WD
Stn=14 SHINGLJS 03/03/2015 11:14:16 AM
$20.00 $11.00 $10.00 $8.00 $20.00 $69.00
I, Christine Walker, County Clerk for Jackson County, Oregon, certify
that tl:’e Instrument Identified hereln was recorded in the Clerk
records.
Christine Walker - County Clerk

RECEIVE

STATUTORY WARRANTY DEED

William Barchet and Shelton Farms, LLC, an Idaho State Limited Liability Company, Grantor,
conveys and warrants to C.A. Galpin , Grantee, the following described real property free of liens and
encumbrances, except as specifically set forth herein:

See Legal Description attached hereto as Exhibit A and by this reference incorporated herein.

Subject to:

1. Covenants, conditions, restrictions and/or easements, if any, affecting title, which may appear in
the public record, including those shown on any recorded plat or survey.

The true consideration for this conveyance is $120,000.00. (Here comply with requirements of ORS 93.030)

Page 1of 4
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APN: 1-031796-5 Statutory Warranty Deed File No.: 7162-2396715 (jas)
- continued

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.

—
Dated this Mday of W , 209

/ . Shelton Farms, LLC an Idaho State Limited
William Barchet Liability Company

st

By: Talbot ST'\elton, Manager/Member

STATE OF  Oregon )
)ss.
County of  Jackson )

This instrument was acknowledged before me on this g 'eday of )/)/lﬁuﬂ/ L 20 /(

by William Barchet . W 4 : : i
4 ‘\‘-_g.;
i

L
OFFICIA ST ANEK

REGON

QTARY PUBLIC - 0

%OMM\SSION NO. 457957A
EXP|RES JUNE 21,2016

ary Public for Oregon L J/ OZO/(

My commission expires:

Page 2 of 4
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APN: 1-031796-5 Statutory Warranty Deed File No.: 7162-2396715 (jas)

- continued
STATE OF  Oregon )
)ss.
County of  Jackson ) }/h
This instrument was acknowledged before me on this g "x-day of A f Z 20

by Talbot Shelton as Manager/Member of Shelton Farms, LLC, an Idaho State Limited Liability Company,

on behalf of the LLC. S(M/LK/ WL/IZJ M

OFFICIAL STAMP tary Public for Oregon é ,j )" [g 0l5"

% JULIE AUSTAD-SCHAMANEK
NOTARY PUBLIC - OREGON My commission expires:

: i / COMMISSION NO. 457957A
MY COMMISSION EXPJRES JUNE 21, 2015

Page 3of 4
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APN: 1-031796-5 Statutory Warranty Deed File No.: 7162-2396715 (jas)
- continued

EXHIBIT A
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Real property in the County of Jackson, State of Oregon, described as follows:

BEGINNING AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF PARCEL 1 PER PARTITION PLAT NO. P-34-1997
ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL PLAT THEREOF, IN VOLUME 8, PAGE 34 OF "RECORD OF
PARTITION PLATS" OF JACKSON COUNTY, OREGON AND FILED AS SURVEY NO. 15346 IN
THE OFFICE OF THE JACKSON COUNTY SURVEYOR; THENCE ALONG THE EXTERIOR
BOUNDARY OF PARCEL 3 OF SAID PARTITION PLAT THE FOLLOWING 2 COURSES: NORTH
89° 55' 10" WEST, 138.68 FEET; THENCE NORTH 03° 23' 42" EAST, 286.21 FEET (RECORD
NORTH 03° 23' 26" EAST) TO THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF CANYON AVENUE; THENCE
CONTINUE ALONG SAID EXTERIOR BOUNDARY, NORTH 03° 23' 42" EAST, 13.025 FEET
(RECORD NORTH 03° 23' 26" EAST) TO A 5/8 INCH IRON PIN; THENCE LEAVING SAID
EXTERIOR BOUNDARY, SOUTH 89° 57' 56" EAST, 123.56 FEET TO A 5/8 INCH IRON PIN;
THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 112.00 FOOT RADIUS TANGENT CURVE TO THE LEFT HAVING
A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 51° 12' 04", A DISTANCE OF 100.09 FEET (THE LONG CHORD OF
WHICH BEARS NORTH 64° 26’ 02" EAST, 96.79 FEET) TO A 5/8 INCH IRON PIN; THENCE
SOUTH 51° 10' 00" EAST, 15.50 FEET TO A 5/85 INCH IRON PIN; THENCE NORTH 38° 50'
00" EAST, 43.37 FEET TO A 5/8 INCH IRON PIN; THENCE SOUTH 51° 10' 00" EAST, 8.78 FEET
TO THE INTERIOR ELL CORNER OF THAT TRACT DESCRIBED IN DOCUMENT NO. 2013-
015881, OFFICIAL RECORDS OF JACKSON COUNTY, OREGON; THENCE ALONG THE EAST
LINE OF SAID TRACT, SOUTH 00° 05' 52" WEST (RECORD SOUTH 00° 01' WEST), 160.11
FEET; THENCE NORTH 89° 59' 00" WEST, 135.41 FEET TO THE EAST LINE OF SAID PARCEL 3;
THENCE ALONG SAID EAST LINE, SOUTH 00° 05’ 54" WEST (RECORD SOUTH 00° 06' 05"
WEST), 199.10 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

Page 4 of 4
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DENSITY CALCULATION FORM
For all residential LDP, LDS, PUD, and AC Application Files
File No. LDP-18-088
SQFT 0 Planner Steffen Roennfeldt
AC 0 Date August 8, 2018
GROSS ACREAGE SUBTRACTED ACREAGE DENSITY RANGE
Tax Lot Numbers Large Lots for Existing Development AC Zoning District SFR-4
371W17DD700 1.28 AC Reserved Acreage AC Density Range
AC | |Other! Minimum 2.5
AC Lone Pine Creek 0.17 AC Maximum 4
AC AC
AC AC No. DU Proposed 2
AC AC No. DU Permitted Min. 3
Existing ROW to Centerline - AC AC No. DU Permitted Max. 4
- Minimum 2.78
Gross Acres 1.28 AC Subtracted Acres 0.17 AC Maximum 4.44
Effective Acres (Gross - Subtracted) 1.11 Percentage of Maximum 45.05%
EXISTING R-O-W CALCULATION
Street Name LF Width SF Acreage

' Such as future ROW dedication, resource protection areas, common open space, other dedication areas, etc. 5/06



DENSITY CALCULATION FORM
For all residential LDP, LDS, PUD, and AC Application Files
File No. LDP-18-0088
Planner Steffen
Date July 13, 2018
(1) GROSS ACREAGE CALCULATION (3) SUBTRACTED ACREAGE (4) DENSITY RANGE
Tax Lot Numbers Large Lots for Existing Development - AC Zoning District SFR-4
371W17DD700 1.28 AC Reserved Acreage - AC Density Range
AC | [other! Minimum 2.50
AC MWC Easement 0.40 AC Maximum 4.00
AC Lone Pine Creek 0.17 AC
AC AC No. DU Proposed 2.00
- AC AC No. DU Permitted
Q xisting ROW to Centerline - AC AC Minimum 1.77
Q Maximum 2.84
® 5ross Acres 1.28 AC Subtracted Acres 0.57 AC
(Co) Percentage of Maximum 70.52%
u :ffective Acres (Gross - Subtracted) 0.71
(2) EXISTING RIGHT-OF-WAY CALCULATION
LF Width SF Acreage
No abutting right-of-way - -
(Street Name) - =
(Street Name) o =
‘ (Stg_get Name) -
Mg
A\
e
Ll =
ARy

N-i
.Eiwuch as future ROW dedication, resource protection areas, common open space, other dedication areas, etc. 5/06
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Project Name:
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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 IV legislative decision: Major Comprehensive Plan Amendment & Development

Code Amendment

Project Urbanization Planning

Applicant  City of Medford

File no. CP-16-075 & DCA-18-120

To Planning Commission for 10/11/2018 hearing
From Carla Angeli Paladino, Principal Planner, Long-Range Planning

Reviewer  Matt Brinkley, Planning Director

Date October 4, 2018
BACKGROUND
Proposal

A legislative amendment to a procedure for preparing and adopting urbanization plans
for areas recently brought into the Urban Growth Boundary. The proposed language will
amend the Neighborhood Element of the Comprehensive Plan and will outline the pro-
cess land owners will follow to adopt plans that demonstrate compliance with Regional
Plan performance measures such as land uses, densities, and transportation networks
(See Exhibit A). Also, the proposal includes minor changes to the Review and Amendment
section of the Comprehensive Plan (See Exhibit B). (CP-16-075)

This project is filed is conjunction with a Development Code Amendment to revise Chap-
ter 10 of the Municipal Code to incorporate procedural requirements associated with
urbanization plans into Articles | and Il (See Exhibit C). (DCA-18-120)

Authority

The amendments will be reviewed as a Type IV Legislative Major Comprehensive Plan
Amendment and Development Code Amendment. The Planning Commission is author-
ized to recommend, and the City Council to approve, amendments to the Comprehensive
Plan and Municipal Code under Medford Municipal Code §§10.214,10.218, and 10.220.
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Urbanization Planning Staff report
File no. CP-16-075 & DCA-18-120 October 4, 2018

History and Analysis

On June 8, 2018, the City’s proposal to expand its Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) by 4,046
acres was acknowledged by the Department of Land Conservation and Development on
the behalf of the Land Conservation and Development Commission. The UGB was ex-
panded into lands designated as “Urban Reserve Areas” through the Regional Problem
Solving process. This culminated in the City’s adoption of the Regional Plan Element (RPE)
into its Comprehensive Plan in 2012. The Regional Plan Element, which was also adopted
by Jackson County and the other cities that participated in RPS, established specific re-
quirements for the annexation of these lands into Medford’s political boundary.

The amended Neighborhood Element, as currently proposed, would establish a process
for demonstrating compliance with RPE requirements. This would be accomplished
through the adoption of Urbanization Plans for each Urban Reserve planning area and
inclusion of these plans into the Neighborhood Element. (That element currently includes
“neighborhood” or “sub-area” plans such as the Southeast Plan and the Bear Creek Mas-

ter Plan.)

Neighborhcod or “sub-area” plans will he substantially consistent with “Conceptual Land
Use” and “Conceptual Transportation Plans” that were created for each of the Urban Re-
serve Areas during the Urban Growth Boundary Amendment process and in partial fulfill-
ment of the City’s obligations found in Volume I, Sections 2.7 and 2.8 of the Regional Plan
Element (RPE). The conceptual plans were included in the City’s official record for the
Urban Growth Boundary Amendment which was submitted to and approved by Jackson
County and subsequently acknowledged by the Department of Land Conservation and
Development (DLCD). In fact, the General Land Use Map designations (comprehensive
plan future land use designations) that were adopted by City Council through the UGB
amendment process were derived from these conceptual plans.

Conceptual plans, like the one below, were included in the City’s UGB amendment project. Urbanization
Plans would be further refined versions of these preliminary plans. Below is the example of MD-7.

b
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Urbanization Planning Staff report
File no. CP-16-075 & DCA-18-120 October 4, 2018

SPARROW sy
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Urbanization Plans for each of the Urban Growth Boundary planning areas would be sub-
mitted prior to or concurrently with requests for annexation. Although they would convey
more detailed information than was previously included with conceptual plans, they are
not expected to provide the level of detail found in applications for land divisions, Planned
Unit Developments, etc. Urbanization Plans would take concept plans a step further than
conceptual plans to identify how these new neighborhoods will meet the additional re-
quirements of the Regional Plan (RPE). Such requirements include meeting the minimum
density requirement of 6.6 dwelling units per acre; planning for mixed-use, pedestrian
friendly areas; identifying open space and agricultural buffers; and laying out transporta-
tion systems in more detail than what was approved through the UGB amendment pro-
cess.

Review and adoption of Urbanization Plans would be handled as major comprehensive
plan amendments—a Type IV land use action—with each plan being incorporated into
the Neighborhood Element as its own “neighborhood plan” or “special-area plan”. The
proposed ordinance outlines the submittal requirements, the applicable criteria for Plan-
ning Commission and Council review, and includes a map that separates each of the ex-
pansion areas into planning units (see Exhibit A). Each planning unit will require an Ur-
banization Plan unless it is noted as exempt. A unit is exempt if it is entirely within an
industrial or open space designation.

The initial draft of this amendment was created in 2016 and presented to the Planning
Commission. The proposal has since been revised based on comments received from
staff, other referral agencies, property owners, and land use consultants who represent

Page3 of 17
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Urbanization Planning Staff report
File no. CP-16-075 & DCA-18-120 October 4, 2018

property owners in expansion areas. Earlier this year, staff conducted a test run of the
proposed regulations with one of the property owners, who had been preparing for an-
nexation and subsequent development for several years. The test run provided an op-
portunity for property owners, their representatives, and staff to put the language into
action and make modifications as necessary to ensure that proposed regulations are
clearly written and able to achieve developer and City goals as expressed in the Regional
Plan Element and elsewhere in long range planning documents. The track change version
of the Urbanization Plan document shows the changes made since the test run was con-

ducted.

In addition, Chapter 10 of the municipal code has been amended to incorporate this new
land use procedure, as well as minor changes to the Review and Amendment section of

the comprehensive plan.

Related Planning Commission & City Council Review & Actions

The Planning Commission reviewed the proposed language at several recent study ses-
sions on the following dates:

* Monday, September 10, 2018
* Monday September 24, 2018 combined City Council/Planning Commission study ses-

sion on

City Council conducted its own study session on September 13, 2018 in addition to the
combined Planning Commission/City Council study session on September 24.

The most significant issues raised at the combined meeting are summarized in the follow-

ing:

e Balancing the need for fairness among individual property owners with the need for
a process that enables property owners to pursue development according to their
own goals and schedule. This issue lies at the center of the discussion regarding the
level of consent required among property owners in order to initiate the urbanization
planning process with the City. The current proposal requires that 50% of property
owners representing at least 50% of the land area to be planned must consent to par-
ticipate in the Urbanization Plan. The consensus opinion among Councilors and Com-
missioners at the September 24 combined study session was that this approach would
be relatively balanced. it was further acknowledged that this particular standard, like
any other in the ordinance, could be adjusted if, based on actual experience, deficien-
cies were identified during the annexation and urbanization planning process.

e Concern about additional, unnecessary processes and review. Urbanization Plans are
not required of land annexed from unincorporated portions of Medford’s Urban
Growth Boundary that are not located in Urban Reserve Areas that were established
through the Regional Problem Solving process. However, land annexed into the City

Page 4 of 17
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Urbanization Planning Staff report
File no. CP-16-075 & DCA-18-120 October 4, 2018

from portions of the newly expanded UGB that are located within Urban Reserve Ar-
eas as established by the Regional Plan Element must meet certain “Performance In-
dicators” contained within Chapter 5 of that document. Parties interested in annexing
property into the City would be required to make findings related to these perfor-
mances indicators, whether or not they were required to prepare an Urbanization
Plan in order to demonstrate compliance with those performance indicators.

Beginning early in the UGB amendment process, Urbanization Plans were conceived
as the most efficient and direct means of demonstrating compliance with these per-
formance indicators. Many of the property owners who are likely to pursue annexa-
tion as soon as it is available to them were heavily involved in Regional Problem Solv-
ing and the Urban Growth Boundary Amendment process. In many cases, they have
already produced conceptual plans that were submitted into the official UGB Amend-
ment record. Urbanization Plans represent an incremental step forward in the devel-
opment process from concept planning toward site plan review and/or land division,
not a separate, additional or unrelated task. In fact, staff worked with one (1) property
owner/developer to test the proposed ordinance with an Urbanization Plan that had
been prepared using the draft language.

e Concern that Conceptual Plans and Urbanization Plans will reduce flexibility needed
to accommodate innovative site design. Pursuant to RPE Performance Indicators 2.5,
2.6, 2.7, and 2.8, Conceptual Plans for each Urban Reserve Area were included in the
Urban Growth Boundary Amendment proposal adopted by the City of Medford, Jack-
son County, and acknowledged by the State of Oregon. These conceptual plans were
not reviewed and adopted through separate land use actions (for example as Planned
Unit Developments, Subdivisions, or other land division process provided by the Med-
ford Land Development Code). They were, nevertheless, relied upon by members of
the public as well as both local legislative bodies in reviewing and subsequently adopt-
ing an expanded Urban Growth Boundary. It is staff’s opinion, based on discussions
with stakeholders including representatives from DLCD and other RPS signatory juris-
dictions, that the application of Conceptual Plans to Urban Reserve planning areas
should allow flexibility while ensuring substantial, as opposed to strict, adherence to
the performance indicators and overall goals of the RPE. Conceptual Plans will require
adjustment as property owners and developers acquire a more detailed understand-
ing of development constraints and opportunities posed by the unique characteristics
of individual properties, market conditions, and other factors that will influence their
decisions.
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FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Applicable criteria

For the applicable criteria for a Comprehensive Plan Amendment the Medford Municipal
Code §10.218 redirects to the criteria in the “Review and Amendments” chapter of the
Comprehensive Plan. The applicable criteria in this action are those for conclusions, goals
and policies, and implementation strategies.

The applicable criteria that apply to code amendments are in Medford Municipal Code
§10.218. The criteria are set in jtalics below; findings and conclusions are in roman type.

Comprehensive Plan, Review and Amendments chapter: Amendments [to Conclusions]
shall be based on the following:

1. Achange or addition to the text, data, inventories, or graphics which substantially af-
fects the nature of one or more conclusions.

Findings

Annexation policies are identified in the Urbanization Element of the Comprehensive
Plan. As part of the City’s adopted findings for the Urban Growth Boundary amend-
ment in 2016 and 2017, the language in the Urbanization Element was amended to
reflect new annexation policies. The amended annexation policies reflect new condi-
tions of approval that must be satisfied in order for the Council to approve an annex-
ation of land added to the urban area from the Urban Reserve. Among the conditions,
is a requirement for the submittal and adoption of an Urbanization Plan that demon-
strates compliance with the Regional Plan (RPE). This process was contemplated as
part of the Urban Growth Boundary expansion process and was incorporated into the
text.

The proposed Comprehensive Plan amendment outlines the requirements and adop-
tion process for these Urbanization Plans in greater detail. The text within the Neigh-
borhood Element will be amended to include this new procedure and provide a frame-
work for why these plans are being adopted, what the plans must show, and how the
plans can be amended in the future.

No conclusions are being revised either in the Urbanization Element or Neighborhood
Element of the Comprehensive Plan to reflect these new changes.

Conclusions

Although the text of the Comprehensive Plan is being amended to include the proce-
dural requirements for Urbanization Plans, the Conclusions section of the plan is not
being changed. This criterion is found to be not applicable.
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Comprehensive Plan, Review and Amendments chapter: Amendments [to Goals and Poli-
cies] shall be based on the following [criteria 1-6]:

1. Asignificant change in one or more Conclusion.

Findings
Please see explanation under the Amendments to Conclusions criterion above.

Conclusions
Based on the discussion under the Amendments to Conclusions criterion cited above

this criterion is found to be not applicable to the proposed amendment.

2. Information reflecting new or previously undisclosed public need.

Findings
The requirement to review and adopt Urbanization Plans is related to the perfor-
mance measures found in the Regional Plan and is a requirement prior to annexation

and development of land within the expanded Urban Growth Boundary.

The City explained its need to expand its boundary during the Urban Growth Boundary
amendment process which took into consideration items such as increased popula-
tion, housing needs, and economic growth. No new information is being presented
that was not previously disclosed as part of the UGB process.

Conclusions
There is no new information or undisclosed public need that relates to this proposal.
This criterion is found to be not applicable.

3. Asignificant change in community attitudes or priorities.

Findings

The City worked on expanding its Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) for nearly two dec-
ades starting with the Regional Problem Solving process. As of 2018, the State
acknowledged the City’s proposal to expand its UGB which will provide new and ad-
ditional opportunities for the construction of housing, retail, and employment areas.
The Urbanization Planning process will help coordinate the development of these new
areas and ensure the City is meeting its obligations under the Regional Plan require-
ments.

Conclusions
The approval to expand the City’s Urban Growth Boundary provides a shift in commu-
nity priorities which requires the relevant elements of the Comprehensive Plan be
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updated and new procedures be established prior to development of these new ar-
eas. The adoption of the Urbanization Planning process is one of the necessary steps
the City must take in order to ensure future development of these areas is consistent
with the City’s Comprehensive Plan. This criterion is found to be satisfied.

4. Demonstrable inconsistency with another Plan provision.

Findings
The proposal to create a procedure for the submittal and adoption of Urbanization

Plans directly relates to information already contained within the Comprehensive Plan
including the Regional Plan Element, the Urbanization Element, and other applicable
elements that helped form the basis for expanding the Urban Growth Boundary.

There are no inconsistencies found among the applicable elements of the Compre-
hensive Plan.

Conclusions
This criterion is found to be not applicable as no inconsistencies have been identified

among the elements in the Comprehensive Plan.

5. Statutory changes affecting the Plan.

Findings
The amendment directly relates to compliance with the Regional Plan and compliance
with annexation policy for lands recently included in the City’s Urban Growth Bound-

ary. There are no statutory changes that affect the plan or this proposed process.

Conclusions
This criterion is found to be not applicable as no statutory changes affect the plan.

6. All applicable Statewide Planning Goals.

Goal 1—Citizen Involvement
Findings

The City has an adopted Citizen Involvement Element in compliance with Statewide
Planning Goal 1. Notice of the amendment was provided to the Department of Land
Conservation and Development for review and comment.

The amendment has been discussed with property owners and property owners’ rep-
resentatives. Proposed changes and feedback on the amendment have been pro-
vided, and a test run of the process with a willing property owner was completed to
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evaluate how understandable and comprehensive the draft language is for submittal
and implementation purposes.

The Urbanization Planning process was identified and discussed at the hearings for
the Urban Growth Boundary expansion amendment. Furthermore, the review bodies
(Planning Commission and City Council) will consider and vote on the proposed
amendment during televised public hearings, providing an additional forum to discuss
the proposal.

Conclusions

Based on feedback received from affected property owners, it is found that Goal 1 is
satisfied.

Goal 2—Land-use Planning

Findings

The proposed amendment has been coordinated with applicable agencies and af-
fected property owners. The changes ensure that future development within the ex-
panded UGB will be consistent with the relevant documents and requirements out-
lined in the City’s Comprehensive Plan.

Conclusions

The proposal is found to comply with Goal 2.

Goal 3—Agricultural Lands does not apply in this case.

Goal 4—Forest Lands does not apply in this case.

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

Findings

The proposed ordinance addresses paths, trails, and greenways as well as Open Space
allocations required by the Region Plan Element.

Conclusions

The proposed ordinance addresses the specific components related to natural re-
sources and open space and the importance of maintaining and protecting existing
and new segments into the future. Goal 5 is found to be satisfied.

Goal 6—Air, Water, and Land Resources Quality is not applicable in this case.

Goal 7—Areas Subject to Natural Hazards is not applicable in this case.
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Goal 8—Recreation Needs

Findings

The Regional Plan requirements consider the need for open space within each of the
identified planning units. The Urbanization Planning process includes coordination of

these plans with the Parks and Recreation Department to assess opportunities for fu-
ture park land and trail construction and extensions.

Conclusions

The recreational needs of future residents within the expansion areas is contemplated
in the Regional Plan and carried forward into the implementation process for adop-
tion of Urbanization Plans. Goal 8 is found to be satisfied.

Goal 9—Economic Development

Findings

The Urban Growth Boundary amendment detailed the need for additional economic
opportunities and employment land to serve Medford and the region. The adopted
General Land Use Plan (GLUP) designations particularly for commercial and employ-

ment needs are distributed throughout the expansion areas. The Urbanization Plans
help ensure these allocations are provided for as development occurs.

Conclusions

The Urbanization Plans will ensure the proposed mix of commercial and employment
lands throughout the UGB are identified and consistent with adopted plans. Goal 9 js
found to be satisfied.

Goal 10—Housing
Findings

Similarly, the Urban Growth Boundary amendment detailed the need for additional
housing to serve Medford. The distribution of General Land Use Plan (GLUP) designa-
tions related to housing needs is dispersed throughout the new UGB areas. The Ur-
banization Plans will help ensure the Regional Plan requirements related to residential
densities are identified and ultimately developed.

Conclusions

The Urbanization Plans review the committed residential densities within the planning
units to ensure compliance with the City’s commitment to 6.6 dwelling units per acre
within the entire unincorporated portion of the Urban Growth Boundary. Goal 10 is
found to be satisfied.
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Goal 11—Public Facilities and Services
Findings

The Urbanization Planning procedure begins the process of coordination and discus-
sion between property owners and utility providers. Although the requirement to
extend and provide utilities to these new UGB areas is premature at this stage of plan-
ning, it is important for the City to understand the availability, conflicts, or service
limitations that exist as these new lands prepare to develop.

Conclusions

The new expansion areas will need to be served by utilities as they develop. The Ur-
banization Plans afford owners and utility providers an opportunity to discuss issues,
possibilities, and utility constraints that may exist prior to developing these lands.
Goal 11 is found to be satisfied.

Goal 12—Transportation

Findings

Transportation and connectivity of roadways to these new expansion areas is critical
to adequately serve future growth. These new areas will need to be consistent with
the City’s proposed Transportation System Plan (TSP) update which includes identify-
ing and ultimately constructing higher order and local streets within these expansion
areas. The General Land Use Plan designations and the transportation network have
been modeled to show future impacts to the system. Projects have been proposed in
the TSP update to help maintain the identified Level-of-Service (LOS) standards and
account for added growth.

Conclusions

The Urbanization Planning process takes into consideration the transportation net-
work needed to accommodate new growth in these areas. Goal 12 is found to be
satisfied.

Goal 13—Energy Conservation is not applicable in this case.

Goal 14—Urbanization

Findings

The City has an adopted Urban Growth Management Agreement with the County that
outlines the orderly development and transition of rural lands to urban lands. The
City has identified the mix of land uses and higher order street network needed within
each of these new expansion areas. The Regional Plan also outlines performance
measures that must be adhered to in order utilize these lands in the most efficient

and effective manner possible. The Urbanization Planning process proposed will help
ensure these lands are developed accordingly.
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Conclusions

The City was approved by the State to expand its Urban Growth Boundary in June
2018. It is the City’s responsibility to ensure the efficient and orderly development of
these new areas is consistent with the City’'s Comprehensive Plan and Regional Plan
and that there is a smooth transition from rural land uses to urban land uses. Goal 14
is found to be satisfied.

Goals 15-19 are not applicable to this part of the State.

Comprehensive Plan, Review and Amendments chapter: Amendments [to Implementation
Strategies] shall be based on the following [criteria 1-6]:

1. Asignificant change in one or more Goal or Policy.

Findings

The proposed ordinance does not “significantly change” any Goals or Policies; rather,
it provides a process for ensuring compliance with existing Goals and Policies, partic-
ularly those found in the Annexation, Economic, Housing, General Land Use, Trans-
portation System Plan, Urbanization, and Regional Plan Elements.

Conclusions

The proposed ordinance is found to be consistent with the goals and policies of the
Comprehensive Plan. This criterion is found to be satisfied.

2. Availability of new and better strategies such as may result from technological or eco-
nomic changes.

Findings

The criterion is not applicable.

Conclusions

This criterion is found to be not applicable to the proposal.
3. Demonstrable ineffectiveness of present strategy(s).

Findings

The Regional Plan Element (RPE) has introduced new requirements for the inclusion
(annexation) of lands into the City’s political jurisdiction that are located in Urban Re-
serves Areas and that are now contained within Medford’s recently expanded Urban
Growth Boundary. No specific mechanism or review process currently exists within
the City’s Comprehensive Plan or its Land Development Code that is designed for the
purpose of enabling review and determining compliance with RPE standards. Whether
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Urbanization Plans are utilized to demonstrate compliance or not, parties interested
in annexation and development of such lands would need to provide additional find-
ings. Given the spatial nature of these findings, Urbanization Plans would effectively
convey the information needed for a reviewer to reach an informed decision.

A review of the UGB amendment record indicates that the desire for thoughtful, or-
derly, “master planned” neighborhoods for URA lands has been consistent through-
out the UGB amendment process. Urbanization Planning was endorsed as a way to
ensure livable neighborhoods that meet the needs of residents, businesses, and visi-
tors alike while facilitating judicious investment in the public infrastructure required
to develop new parts of the City. Current “strategies” are not necessarily demonstra-
bly “ineffective” insofar as they have not been used to process requests to annex URA
lands into the City. The Urbanization Planning process, however, has been deliber-
ately designed to address this issue and can reasonably be anticipated to perform
better than current processes. Staff therefore concludes that the present “strategy”
can be found to be demonstrably ineffective relative to the alternative proposed by

here,
Conclusions

This criterion is found to be satisfied.
4. Statutory changes affecting the Plan.

Conclusions
There are no statutory changes affecting the Plan; criterion is not applicable.

5. Demonstrable budgetary constraints in association with at least one of the above cri-
teria.

Conclusions

This criterion is not applicable.
6. All applicable Statewide Planning Goals.

Findings

The relevant Statewide Planning Goals have been addressed in detail under Criterion
6 above. The plan is found to be incompliance with the applicable goals.

Conclusions

The Statewide Planning Goals have been addressed above. This criterion is found to
be satisfied.
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Land Development Code Amendment. The Planning Commission shall base its recommen-
dation and the City Council its decision on the following criteria:

$10.218. Explanation of the public benefit of the amendment.

Findings

The City was recently approved by the State to expand its Urban Growth Boundary
(UGB) by over 4,000 acres. These new expansion areas will enable growth for the City
over the next 20 years. As such, the future annexation and development of these
lands are subject to performance measures outlined in the adopted Regional Plan EI-
ement of the Comprehensive Plan. The Regional Plan was adopted in 2012 and is
applicable to several jurisdictions in the region including Medford. Certain details re-
lated to the plan are specific to Medford. For example, the City has agreed to regulate
a minimum residential density requirement of 6.6 dwelling units per acre in these new
areas (between the years 2010-2035) when development occurs. The dwelling units
per acre increases between the years 2036-2060.

As part of the UGB process, the City adopted General Land Use Plan (GLUP) desig-
nations within each of the expansion areas. These identified land use types (residen-
tial, employment, and open space) were deemed appropriate to provide an adequate
supply of these uses to serve future growth in Medford.

The proposed Urbanization Plans takes these original GLUP concept plans and pro-
vides more detail into how these lands will build out and how property owners will
show compliance with the Regional Plan requirements. It is important to the City to
be able to report and track the performance of these areas. The process will stream-
line the requirements for property owners and make the regulations uniform across
all the expansion areas.

The proposed Development Code changes help identify the land use process for this
new procedure, outline submittal requirements so staff and property owners are clear
about needed items, and modifies how such changes to the Comprehensive Plan can
be initiated.

Conclusions

Medford participated with Jackson County and surrounding jurisdictions to adopt a
Regional Plan that provided each of the jurisdictions with identified Urban Reserve
areas. In June 2018, the City was approved by the state to expand into these Urban
Reserve areas by 4,000 acres. The Urbanization Planning process is being established
to ensure these new lands are developed in accordance with the regulations agreed
upon and outlined in the Regional Plan Element. The Development Code amend-

Page 14 of 17

Page 110



Urbanization Planning Staff report
File no. CP-16-075 & DCA-18-120 October 4, 2018

ments proposed in conjunction with the Comprehensive Plan amendments will pro-
vide an adopted process to track development requirements over time and establish
a procedure that property owners can follow. This criterion is found to be satisfied.

10.218. 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.

Findings
The amendment relates to the goals and policies found in the Regional Plan Element
specifically Goal 1 which is to: Manage future growth for the greater public good.

Some of the guiding policies noted are:

* The expansion of urban areas shall be consistent with the Regional Plan, as
amended

° The Regional Plan will be implemented by intergovernmental agreements and
amendments to the comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances of the
participating jurisdictions.

The Urbanization Planning process will provide a procedure to review the develop-
ment plans or urbanization plans of these new expansion areas within the Urban
Growth Boundary. These plans are specific to showing compliance with the Regional
Plan prior to annexation and will assist in tracking requirements as more specific land
use actions such as land divisions or site plans are proposed.

Conclusions

The amendment is relevant to the Regional Plan goals and policies. This criterion is
found to be satisfied.

2. Comments from applicable referral agencies regarding applicable statutes or
regulations.

Findings

The proposed development code amendment was distributed to internal and external
agencies for review and comments in September 2018. Both the Fire and Building
Departments provided official “no comments” for the record (See Exhibits D and E).
A routing slip from Public Works Operations Department was also received noting no
comments. The Engineering Department helped provide text changes to the draft as
well.
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Comments specific to the Comprehensive Plan amendment were provided to agen-
cies both in July 2016 and September 2018. The following agencies provided infor-
mation for consideration:

* Department of Land Conservation and Development, (Exhibit F)
* Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT), (Exhibits G & H)
* Medford Water Commission, (Exhibit /)

* Parks and Recreation Department, (Exhibit J)

Conclusions

The City has reviewed and revised the draft language based on comments received
from applicable referral agencies. This criterion is found to be satisfied.

3. Public comments.

Findings

The draft language was distributed by e-mail to property owners and land use repre-
sentatives for review and comments. Modifications to the document have been made
based on comments received by interested parties. An e-mail was received from Raul
Woerner related to the Comprehensive Plan amendment language (See Exhibit K).

The Planning Commission and City Council both held study sessions related to this
topic providing another avenue for the public to find out more about this topic and
provide feedback. in addition, staff conducted a test run of the language in May with
a willing property owner to examine how the proposed language functions and if any
modifications could be made to improve upon the process. The current text is reflec-
tive of this test case and the language was modified to make it clearer.

Property owners within the entire Urban Reserve were notified of this amendment in
order to provide an opportunity for additional public comments. The public hearings
scheduled in October and November will provide additional public input into this pro-
cess.

Conclusions

The proposal has been distributed directly to property owners and land use repre-
sentatives to solicit input and feedback on the proposed process. The language was
reviewed through a mock application in order to identify any flaws or needed changes.
Property owners have been notified of the public hearing(s) and are afforded an op-
portunity to comment. This criterion is found to be satisfied.
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4.

Applicable governmental agreements.

Findings

The City and Jackson County have an adopted Urban Growth Management Agreement
to ensure the efficient and orderly development of rural land uses to urban land uses
within the Urban Growth Boundary. Participating jurisdictions under the Regional
Plan are required to maintain a monitoring system to evaluate compliance with the
plan. As a participating member, the City is obligated to report on compliance with
the Regional Plan requirements every five years starting in 2017 upon initiation by
Jackson County. The establishment of the Urbanization Planning process helps pro-
vide a mechanism to track the regional requirements as development occurs.

Conclusions

The City has an adopted Urban Growth Management Agreement with Jackson County
that was recently updated as part of the Urban Growth Boundary amendment. In
addition, the City is obligated to comply with Regional Plan requirements outlined in
the adopted Regional Plan Clement. The new Urbanizaiion Planning process helps the
City show compliance with these agreements and Comprehensive Plan elements. This
criterion is found to be satisfied.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Based on the findings and conclusions that all of the applicable criteria are either satisfied
or not applicable, forward a favorable recommendation for approval of CP-16-075 and
DCA-18-120 to the City Council per the staff report dated October 4, 2018, including Ex-
hibits A through K.

EXHIBITS

AR ~"TITo"mgogow>»

Proposed Urbanization Planning process (addition to Neighborhood Element)
Review and Amendment changes in Comprehensive Plan
Proposed Development Code Amendments

Fire Department comments

Building Department comments

Department of Land Conservation and Development
Oregon Department of Transportation

Oregon Department of Transportation

Medford Water Commission

Parks and Recreation Department

E-mail from Raul Woerner dated September 2018

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA: OCTOBER 11, 2018
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] ] ; Exhibit A

Urbanization Planning

L OBJECHVE et 1
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S 2
B PrOCRAUIR oottt 2
S+ PIAN COMENS oottt 3
6. Urbanization Plan—AlOWENCES........cc..co.veovccevsersieesoneesoes e 6
7 AMENGMENTS ..ottt 6
8. PlaNING UNIt MBPS....ovoooeectenseesoese e 7
9. Open Space requirements by PIanning UNit..........occeeeoeeversseossecessceseoess oo 9

1. OBJECTIVE

To adopt land use and circulation maps that assure that the Regional Plan Element (RPE)
requirements under section 4.1.8 are being met for all areas added to the urban area
from the urban reserve before the land can be annexed. Urbanization plans must show
compliance with the minimum residential density standard of RPE 4.1.5, the require-
ment for mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly development of RPE 4.1.6, and compliance with
the land use distribution requirements of RPE 4.1.8 (b).

Urbanization plans will encompass cohesive “planning units” within the expansion area.
In this context “planning unit” means an area that is bounded by streets, natural fea-
tures, and/or existing property lines in such a way that it is logical to plan as a unit. The
cohesive units are mapped at the end of this division. :

2. LEGAL EFFECT

An urbanization plan is a “Special Area Plan” as defined in the General Land Use Plan EI-
ement, a “conversion plan” as termed in the Urban Growth Management Agreement,
and a neighborhood circulation plan as used in Chapter 10 of the Municipal Code. As
such, an urbanization plan specifies zoning and development patterns in greater detail
than the General Land Use Plan (GLUP) and Transportation System Plan maps.

Adopted urbanization plans become appendixes to this division.
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3. HISTORY

The City of Medford adopted its portion of the Greater Bear Creek Valley Regional Plan
as the Regional Plan Element of the Comprehensive Plan in 2012. Through this adoption
the City established an urban reserve, from which land will be selected for inclusion into
the UGB. The Regional Plan Element established a set of “performance indicators”
(standards) that must be met as land is brought into the UGB from the urban reserve.
These performance indicators played a role in determining where the UGB would be ex-
panded to meet the City’s land need at the time of UGB expansion. However, further
detail is needed in order to ensure that these areas will meet all applicable performance
indicators as they are developed. The urbanization plans adopted into this division of
the Neighborhood Element demonstrate that all applicable performance indicators from
the Regional Plan Element will be addressed as areas develop.

4. PROCEDURE

Prior to or concurrently with annexation, urbanization plans must be submitted for each
cohesive planning unit added to the UGB from the urban reserve. An urbanization plan
shall be submitted for, and include all of the properties in, the added portions only of
the planning units within the expansion area. Contiguous units may plan in conjunction
and submit their plans together for consideration.

4.1 A pre-application meeting is required. The purpose of the meeting is for staff of var-
ious departments and agencies to convey objectives and warn of obstacles or con-
cerns before applicant has begun significant work on plans. The property owners
within the planning unit shall be notified of the pre-application conference date,
time, and location.

4.2 Submittal of an urbanization plan is a Major Comprehensive Plan amendment appli-
cation.

4.2.1 An urbanization planis a special area plan that refines the existing GLUP
map, therefore it is not subject to the General Land Use Plan map amend-
ment criteria in the Review & Amendments chapter. The applicable crite-
ria are the provisions of sections 5 and 6, below.

4.2.2  An urbanization plan application must contain the written consent of at
least 50 percent of the property owners representing at least 50 percent
of the total property area for each planning unit.

4.2.3 The urbanization plans will be adopted as appendixes to the Neighbor-
hood Element of the Comprehensive Plan.

4.2.4  The submittal requirements are outlined in Chapter 10 Section 10.220(C)
of the Municipal Code.

4.2.5 Applicants must conduct a neighborhood meeting in accordance with
Section 10.194 of the Municipal Code.
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4.3 The plans will contain sufficient detail to demonstrate compliance with the applica-
ble portions of the Regional Plan. The adopted plans will also be limited to maps,
plan policies, and standards needed to demonstrate compliance with applicable
portions of the Regional Plan Element. Changes to the General Land Use Plan map,
as allowed by the Annexation Policies of the Urbanization Element, and changes to
the Functional Classification Map in the Transportation System Plan shall be consid-
ered under the same application when the urbanization plans are submitted.

4.4 Exemptions. Areas that have only industrial or open space designations are not re-
quired to develop urbanization plans. In the 2016 expansion those areas are MD-2a,
MD-5h, Md-6b, and Prescott and Chrissy parks.

5. PLAN CONTENTS

In order to adopt an urbanization plan, the City Council shall be satisfied that the plan
substantially conforms to the performance measures outlined in the Regional Plan Ele-
ment and the submitted plan adequately demonstrates each of the following:

5.1 Compliance with the minimum gross density requirement by identifying proposed
zoning districts that correspond to the General Land Use Plan designations. For ex-
ample, if an area contains only low-density urban residential (UR), the zoning dis-
tricts must be allocated in such a way that if each area built out to the minimum al-
lowed gross density of each district the requirement will be met. For the purposes
of calculation, gross density comprises only the land for buildable lots and for public
rights-of-way.

5.2 A neighborhood circulation plan map showing:

5.2.1 Locations of higher-order streets. Locations and alignments of higher-or-
der streets should be represented as accurately as possible. If alignments
and/or connections have to be moved or eliminated prior to construc-
tion, resulting connectivity must be demonstrably as good or better as
determined by the approving authority for that development action.

5.2.2  Ahighly connected pattern of residential or private streets, alleyways,
and paths depicted with enough detail to ascertain level of connectivity.
A greater concentration of intersections within a development area is
generally desirable both for efficient utilization of land in the urban re-
serve and to serve the transportation needs of all modes.

At minimum, connections from non-classified roads to higher-order
streets (collector and above) shall be depicted. Configurations with less
connectivity (fewer intersections, longer block lengths, more dead-ends,
greater potential out-of-direction travel) may be justified on the basis of
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5.4

5.5

topographical and other environmental or development constraints,
and/or the particular needs of adjacent land uses and those of the sur-
rounding vicinity.

Proposed networks with lower vehicular connectivity may also include
mitigation measures including enhanced pedestrian and other active
transportation facilities. Off-road multi-use paths shall be considered as
components of the transportation system:; trails (i.e., designed only for
recreation) shall not.

Different types of streets shall be differentiated graphically.

Compliance with the open space allocation for an urban reserve area (see land use
distribution table in RPE or Table 9-1 below). The allocation shall be proportioned
to the size of the cohesive “planning unit” with respect to the whole areal. Units
that contain only Industrial GLUP designations are exempt from this requirement.
The following classifications count as open space for purposes of fulfilling the RPE
requirements:

5.3.1 Parks, both public and private

5.3.2 Agricultural buffers

5.3.3 Riparian corridors

5.3.4 Areas under an “open space” tax assessment
5.3.5 Locally significant wetlands

5.3.6 Slopes greater than 25 percent

Compliance with the requirements of Regional Plan Element, section 4.1.6, for
mixed-use/pedestrian-friendly development. Planning units containing only one
type of classification are exempt from this requirement.

Preliminary coordination and discussions with public utility providers, including wa-
ter, sewer, transportation, and irrigation districts.
5.5.1 Coordination may include identifying any existing infrastructure on or ad-
jacent to the site and determining whether it can be maintained or needs
to be moved, and determining its ability or limitations to serve the site.

1 For example, if the planning unit “MD-1a" is 40 percent of area “MD-1,” then it has to contain no less
than 40 percent of the open space allocation for the “MD-1” area.

Page 117



City of Medford Comprehensive Plan

Chapter 10. NEIGHBORHOODS

Division 4. Urbanization Plans

5.6

5.7

5.8

59

5.10

5.11

5.12

5.13

5.14

5.15

Location or extensions of riparian corridors, wetlands , historic buildings or re-
sources, and habitat protections and the proposed status of these elements.

Compliance with applicable provisions of the Urban Growth Management Agree-
ment.

Compliance with the terms of special agreements between the landowners and
other public entities that were part of the basis for including an area in the urban
growth boundary, as detailed in the Urban Growth Management Agreement.

Coordination with the Parks and Recreation Department for adherence to the Lei-
sure Service Plan related to open space acquisition and proposed trail and path lo-
cations.

Vicinity map including adjacent planning units and their General Land Use Plan des-
ignations.

Property lines for the subject planning unit and adjacent properties, particularly
where new streets are proposed.

Existing easements of record, irrigation canals, and structures.

Areas designated as unbuildable per the Urban Growth Boundary City Council Re-
port dated August 18, 2016 (Map A-1), and the status of those areas, including agri-
cultural buffers.

Contour lines and topography.

In the interest of maintaining clarity and flexibility for both the City of Medford and
for landowners, no urbanization plan may be submitted with or contain the fol-
lowing items, which are only appropriate at the time of development:

5.15.1 Deviations from Municipal Code provisions, including exceptions to Chap-
ter 10.

5.15.2 Limitations on development due to facility capacity shortfalls.

5.15.3 Architectural details.

5.15.4 Specifics about building types and building placement.

5.15.5 Access and internal circulation on prospective lots or development sites.
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6. ALLOWANCES

The Regional Plan Element (RPE) allocates land use categories—residential, employ-
ment, open space—in specific proportions to each area of the urban reserve. RPE land
use allocations were based on a variety of factors including technical studies that
broadly assessed the City’s need for residential and employment land over a 50-year pe-
riod. Allocations for each land use category are expressed as a proportion of the total
land mass of each individual Urban Reserve Area. Given the limitations of these tech-
nical studies and the changing nature of demand for urban lands, landowners and devel-
opers should be provided with a means of reconciling current land needs with these pre-
scribed allocations. The following deviations may be considered by the Council when
adopting an urbanization plan:

6.1 Rearrangement of the GLUP designations within the unit in order to more effec-
tively implement the goals of the RPE as expressed by the Performance Indicators
contained within Chapter 5 and other applicable sections of the RPE and the City’s
other duly adopted long range plans. This could be demonstrated through market
studies and other similar documents prepared by subject area experts.

6.2 Changes within a class of GLUP designations, but only from less intense to more in-
tense. For example, a change from low-density residential to medium-density resi-
dential is permitted, but not the reverse.

7. AMENDMENTS

This section prescribes the process for amendments when part of a planning unit has
developed, but there is a desire to change the urbanization plan for the undeveloped re-

mainder of the planning unit.

7.1 Follow the procedures in Sections 4-6, except that the ownership calculation for el-
igible applicants (see 4.2.2.) includes only the areas of the original extent that have
not been developed.

7.2 The amended plan will replace the previously adopted plan in this chapter.
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8. PLANNING UNIT MAPS

The following maps identify the cohesive planning units for the purposes of administer-
ing this chapter. The dark striped areas show the latest UGB expansion.
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=
H
o
¢
x
.-1,'
MD-1a S
Z
MD-1c -
3
MD-1b £
! g
included
portion
;\ mot
2 included
E: <
£ %
; <
=
3 ) _.'1:
& iBwnsasss Y .. :
3 PR il L4
3 1 R0
: ,
-‘ ; e R L
";’ ‘ : ?{""—uasms
3 & s
g A g
'5 :
0 % 1 =
\ ! e B
i -
& AR !
\ ¥ g = F 3 ]
1 A U u
5 = ';; % S =
AV i ) 7

Page 120



City of Medford Comprehensive Plan Draft 13
Chapter 10. NEIGHBORHOQDS October 2018
Division 4. Urbanization Plans

8.2 Areas MD-4 through MD-5 (southeast)
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8.3 Areas MD-6 through MD-9 (south and southwest)
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9. OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENTS BY PLANNING UNIT

Draft 13
October 2018

The open space requirements for each of the designated MD areas is identified in the
Regional Plan. The percentages have also been identified for each of the planning units
below. It is understood that development constraints will prevent strict adherence to
the exact number of acres required based on the percentages in Table 9-1. Therefore,
the number of Open Space acres proposed by an Urbanization Plan may vary from the
requirement by no more than +/- 0.25 acres.

Table 9-1
Planning Unit Regional Plan Open
Number Space Percentage
MD-1 a ]
MD-1b 6%
MD-1¢
MD-2 a 0%
MD-2 b 11%
MD-3 a
MD-3 b 16%
MD-3 ¢
MD-3 d
MD-4 15%
MD-5 a

10
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MD-5 b

MD-5 ¢

MD-5d

MD-5 e

MD-5 f

MD-5g

19%

MD-5 h

MD-6 a

MD-6 b

MD-6 ¢

MD-7 a

0%

MD-7 b

22%

MD-7 ¢

13%

MD-8

29%

MD-9 a

MD-9 b

18%

11
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MD-9 ¢

12

Page 125



City of Medford Comprehensive Plan Draft 13
Chapter 10. NEIGHBORHOODS October 2018
Division 4. Urbanization Plans

Exhibit A-1 Track Change Version

Urbanization Planning

Lo OBJECHIV .ottt et oo 1
2: LOBANEFIECE oot 1
31 HISONY st 2
B PIOCRAUIE. ..ottt ooooeeeoee 2
Se PN CONENES et 3
6. Urbanization Plan—ANOWANCES...............c..ccceeceveeeeserovosnesoesseoeeos oo 6
7o AMENAMENES ...ttt 7
8. Planning Unit Maps..........cccoccvviivviniiicerescceecseneeeeosee oo 8
9. Open Space requirements by PIANNING Uit oo 9

1. OBIJECTIVE

To adopt land use and circulation maps that assure that the Regional Plan Element (RPE)
requirements under section 4.1.8 are being met for all areas added to the urban area
from the urban reserve before the land can be annexed. Urbanization plans must show
compliance with the minimum residential density standard of RPE 4.1.5, the require-
ment for mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly development of RPE 4.1.6, and compliance with
the land use distribution requirements of RPE 4.1.8 (b).

Urbanization plans will encompass cohesive “planning units” within the expansion area.
In this context “planning unit” means an area that is bounded by streets, natural fea-
tures, and/or existing property lines in such a way that it is logical to plan as a unit. The
cohesive units are mapped at the end of this division.

2. LEGAL EFFECT

An urbanization plan is a “Special Area Plan” as defined in the General Land Use Plan El-
ement, a “conversion plan” as termed in the Urban Growth Management Agreement,
and a neighborhood circulation plan as used in Chapter 10 of the Municipal Code. As
such, an urbanization plan specifies zoning and development patterns in greater detail
than the General Land Use Plan (GLUP) and Transportation System Plan maps.

Adopted urbanization plans become appendixes to this division.
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3. HISTORY

The City of Medford adopted its portion of the Greater Bear Creek Valley Regional Plan
as the Regional Plan Element of the Comprehensive Plan in 2012. Through this adoption
the City established an urban reserve, from which land will be selected for inclusion into
the UGB. The Regional Plan Element established a set of “performance indicators”
(standards) that must be met as land is brought into the UGB from the urban reserve.
These performance indicators played a role in determining where the UGB would be ex-
panded to meet the City’s land need at the time of UGB expansion. However, further

[ detail is needed in order to iensure that these areas will meet all applicable perfor-
mance indicators as they are developed. The urbanization plans adopted into this divi-
sion of the Neighborhood Element demonstrate that all applicable performance indica-
tors from the Regional Plan Element will be addressed as areas develop.

4. PROCEDURE

[ Prior to_or concurrently with annexation, urbanization plans must be submitted for each
cohesive planning unit added to the UGB from the urban reserve. An urbanization plan
shall be submitted for, and include all of the properties in, the added portions only of
the planning units within the expansion area. Contiguous units may plan in conjunction
and submit their plans together for consideration.

4.1 A pre-application meeting is required. The purpose of the meeting is for staff of var-
ious departments and agencies to convey objectives and warn of obstacles or con-
cerns before applicant has begun significant work on plans._The property owners
within the planning unit shall be notified of the pre-application conference date,
time, and location.

4.2 Submittal of an urbanization plan is a Major Comprehensive Plan amendment appli-
cation.

4.2.1 Anurbanization plan is a special area plan that refines the existing GLUP
map, therefore it is not subject to the General Land Use Plan map amend-
ment criteria in the Review & Amendments chapter. The applicable crite-
ria are the provisions of sections 5 and 6, below.

4.2.2  An_urbanization plan Aapplication must contain the written consent of at
least 50 percent of the property owners; -representinging at least 50 per-

cent of the total property area for each planning unit-and-atleast S0-per
eent-of-the-assessedland-valuefortheunit

4.2.3 The urbanization plans will be adopted as appendixes to the Neighbor-
hood Element of the Comprehensive Plan.

4.2.4 The submittal requirements are outlined in Chapter 10 Section 10.220(C)
of the Municipal Code.

Page 127



City of Medford Comprehensive Plan

Draft 13

Chapter 10. NEIGHBORHOODS October 2018

Division 4. Urbanization Plans

4.2.5 Applicants must conduct a neighborhood meeting in accordance with
Section 10.194 of the Municipal Code.

43 The plans will contain sufficient detail to demonstrate compliance with the applica-
ble portions of the Regional Plan. The adopted plans will also be limited to maps,
plan policies, and standards needed to demonstrate compliance with applicable
portions of the Regional Plan Element. Changes to the General Land Use Plan map,
as allowed by the Annexation Policies of the Urbanization Element, and changes to
the Functional Classification Map in the Transportation System Plan willshall be
considered under the same application when the urbanization plans are submitted.

5—4.4 Exemptions. Areas that have only industrial or
open space designations are not required to develop urbanization
plans. In the 2016 expansion those areas are MD-2a, MD-5h, AND-Md-
6b, and Prescott and Chrissy parks.

6:5. PLAN CONTENTS

In order to adopt an urbanization plan, the City Council shall be satisfied that _the plan
substantially conforms to the performance measures outlined in the Regional Plan Ele-
ment and the submitted plan adequately demonstrates each of the following:

6-15.1 Compliance with the minimum gross density requirement by identifying proposed
zoning districts pre-zening-areasthat correspond to the -accoerdingte-General Land
Use Plan designations. For example, if an area contains only low-density urban resi-
dential (UR), the zoning districts must be allocated in such a way that if each area
built out to the minimum allowed gross density of each district the requirement will
be met. For the purposes of calculation, gross density comprises only the land for
buildable lots and for public rights-of-way.

6-25.2 A neighborhood transpertatien circulation plan map showing:

2.2.1 Locations of higher-order streets. Locations and alignments of higher-or-
der streets should be represented as accurately as possible. If alignments
and/or connections have to be moved or eliminated prior to construc-
tion, resulting connectivity must be demonstrably as good or better as
determined by the approving authority for that development action.
621

5.2.2_ A highly connected pattern of lecal residential or private streets, alley-
ways, and paths depicted with enough detail to ascertain level of connec-
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tivity. A-hi HyA greater concentration of intersections within a de-
velopment area is generally desirable both for efficient utilization of land

in the urban reserve and to serve the transportation needs of all modes.

At minimum, connections from non-classified roads to
higher-order streets (collector and above) shall be depicted. -Obstacles-to
eonnections-willbe-shown-and-explainedConfigurations with less connec-
tivity (fewer intersections, longer block lengths, more dead-ends, greater
potential out-of-direction travel) may be justified on the basis of topo-
graphical and other environmental or development constraints, and/or
the particular needs of adjacent land uses and those of the surrounding

vicinity.

Proposed networks with lower vehicular connectivity may
also include mitigation measures including enhanced pedestrian and

Aok oo £

eteanspostation nses sr=mmedes=0Off-street-pathsroad multi-
use paths -eeuntshall be considered as components of the transportation
system;; trails (i.e., designed only for recreation) de-shall not.

Different types of streets shall be differentiated graphically.

6-35.3 Compliance with the open space allocation for an urban reserve area (see land use
distribution table in RPE or Table 9-1 below). The allocation shall be proportioned
to the size of the cohesive “planning unit” with respect to the whole areal. Units
that contain only Industrial GLUP designations are exempt from this requirement.
The following classifications count as open space for purposes of fulfilling the RPE
requirements:

6-3-15.3.1 Parks, both public and private
6-3-25.3.2 Agricultural buffers

! For example, if the planning unit “MD-1a" is 40 percent of area “MD-1,” then it has to contain no less
than 40 percent of the open space allocation for the “MD-1” area.
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63-35.3.3 Riparian corridors

63-45.3.4 Areas under an “open space” tax assessment
6-3-55.3.5 Locally significant wetlands

6-3-65.3.6 Slopes greater than 25 percent

6-45.4 Compliance with the requirements of Regional Plan Element, section 4.1.6, for

5.5

mixed-use/pedestrian-friendly development. Planning units containing only one
type of classification are exempt from this requirement.

Preliminary Ecoordination and discussions with public utility providers, including

water, sewer, transportation, and irrigation districts.
6-55.5.1 Coordination may include identifying any existing infra-
structure on or adjacent to the site and determining whether it can be
maintained or needs to be moved, and determining its ability or limita-
tions to serve the site.

6:65.6 Location or Eextensions of riparian corridors, wetlands pretections, historic build-

ings or resources, and habitat protections and the proposed status of these ele-
ments.

&-75.7 Compliance with applicable provisions of the Urban Growth Management Agree-

5.8

ment.

Compliance with the terms of special agreements between the landowners and
other public entities that were part of the basis for including an area in the urban
growth boundary, as detailed in the Urban Growth Management Agreement.

5.9 Coordination with the Parks and Recreation Department for adherence to the Lei-
sure Service Plan related to open space acquisition and proposed trail and path lo-
cations.

5.10__ Vicinity map including adjacent planning units and their General Land Use Plan des-
ignations.

5.11 _ Property lines for the subject planning unit and adjacent properties, particularly
where new streets are proposed.

2.12  Existing easements of record, irrigation canals, and structures.

2.13  Areas designated as unbuildable per the Urban Growth Boundary City Council Re-

port dated August 18, 2016 (Map A-1), and the status of those areas, including agri-

cultural buffers.

6-85.14 Contour lines and topography.
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6:95.15 In the interest of maintaining clarity and flexibility for both
the City of Medford and for landowners, no urbanization plan may be submitted
with or contain the following items, which are only appropriate at the time of de-

velopment:

69-15.15.1 Deviations from Municipal Code provisions, including ex-
ceptions to Chapter 10.

6:9-25.15.2 Limitations on development due to facility capacity short-
falls.

6-9-35.15.3 Architectural details.

6-9:45.15.4 Specifics about building types and building placement.

6-9-55.15.5 Access and internal circulation on prospective lots or devel-

opment sites.

+6. ALLOWANCES

The Regional Plan Element (RPE) allocates land use categories—residential, employ-
ment, open space—in specific proportions to each area of the urban reserve. Since

R B a 3 sy prnst rye oy on e o Aatarmam

use allocations were based on a
variety of factors including technical studies that broadly assessed the City’s need for
residential and employment land over a 50-year period. Allocations for each land use
category are expressed as a proportions of the total land mass of each individual Urban
Reserve Area. Given the limitations of these technical stud ies and the changing nature
of demand for urban lands, arndlandowners and developers nreconciingshould be pro-
vided with a means of recondiling current land needs with these prescribed allocations.
The following deviations may be considered by the Council when adopting an urbaniza-
tion plan:

#+6.1 Rearrangement of the GLUP designations within the unit in order to maore effiec-
i implement tihe goals of the RPE as expressed by the Performance Indicators
contzined within Chapter 5 and other applicable sections of the RPE and the City's
other duly adopted long range plans. This could be demonstrated throush markst

studiies and other similar documents prepared by subject area experts. -

#26.2 Changes within a class of GLUP designations, but only from less intense to more in-
tense. For example, a change from low-density residential to medium-density resi-
dential is permitted, but not the reverse.
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&:7. AMENDMENTS

This section prescribes the process for amendments when Hime-has-passed-and-part of a
planning unit has developed, but there is a desire to pereeption-thata-change the ur-
banization plan-sheuld-be-made-te-theremaindaref for the undeveloped remainder of
the planning unit. “the-urbanizationplan-

€17.1 Follow the procedures in Sections 4-6, except that the ownership calculation for el-
igible applicants (see 4.2.2.) includes only the areas of the original extent that have
not been developed.

&-27.2_The amended plan will replace the previously adopted plan in this chapter.

Page 132



Draft 13

City of Medford Comprehensive Plan
Qctober 2018

Chapter 10. NEIGHBORHOODS
Division 4. Urbanization Plans

S:8. PLANNING UNIT MAPS

The following maps identify the cohesive planning units for the purposes of administer-
ing this chapter. The dark striped areas show the latest UGB expansion.

9-48.1 Areas MD-1 through MD-3 (north and northeast)
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9-28.2 Areas MD-4 through MD-5 (southeast)
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9-38.3 Areas MD-6 through MD-9 (south and southwest)
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106:9. OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENTS BY PLANNING UNIT

The open space requirements for each of the designated MD areas is identified in the
Regional Plan. The percentages have also been identified -apphed-tefor each of the
planning units below.mmmmmm

=T at= al= ataa

onditions-agreed-us A =It is un-
derstood that development constraints will prevent strict adherence to the exact num-
ber of acres required based on the percentages in Table 9-1. Therefore, the number of
Open Space acres proposed by an Urbanization Plan may vary from the requirement by
no more than +/- 0.25 acres.

Table 9-1
Planning Unit Regional Plan Open
Number Space Percentage
MD-1 a
MD-1b 6%
MD-1¢
MD-2 a ' 0%
MD-2 b 11%
MD-3 a
MD-3 b 16%
MD-3 ¢
MD-3d
MD-4 15%
11
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MD-5 a

MD-5b

MD-5 ¢

MD-5d

MD-5 e

MD-5 f

MD-5 g

19%

MD-5 h

MD-6 a

MD-6 b

MD-6 ¢

MD-7 a

0%

MD-7 b

22%

MD-7 c

13%

MD-8

29%

MD-9 a

12
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MD-9 b

MD-9 c

18%

13
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Exhibit B

REVIEW AND AMENDMENTS

Amended July 1, 2010, Ordinance No. 2010-159; Amended June 21, 2018, Ordinance No. 2018-
77

INTRODUCTION

Planning is a process; it is naive to assume that a single document can answer all the
questions or resolve all the problems for all times. Conditions change, resources are
shifted, and community goals are revised.

For these reasons it is essential that means exist to keep the Plan dynamic. Oregon’s
statewide planning program addresses this need in two ways. First, a post-
acknowledgement plan amendment review process exists to assure that local amendments
to a state-acknowledged Plan or its implementing codes and ordinances are consistent
with the statewide planning goals and with the plans of other affected agencies. The
second statewide approach to assuring the maintenance of local comprehensive plans is
by means of a more thorough periodic review program which will occur cyclically
beginning at least five years alter Plan acknowledgment. The periodic review program
emphasizes internal plan consistency as well as overall compliance with new and revised
state rules and statutes.

In addition to these state-administered programs, a well-defined local process to review
and revise the Comprehensive Plan is essential. The local Plan amendment process
should reflect a balance between the desire for maintaining a dynamic and locally
responsive plan and the need to provide a reasonable degree of certainty and stability in
the rules and processes governing land use. Such a plan amendment process is presented
below.

TYPES OF AMENDMENTS

Because of the diverse structural nature of the Comprehensive Plan, it is necessary to
categorize plan amendments in several different ways (bearing in mind that all plan
amendments are land use actions as defined by state statutes). This Plan contains a
variety of components: Data; Conclusions; Goals and Policies; Implementation
Strategies; a General Land Use Plan Map; a City-County adopted Urban Growth
Boundary and Urbanization Policies; and several other components. Specific procedural
requirements for all land use actions are codified in Article IT of the Land Development
Code. Two different procedural classifications will apply to Comprehensive Plan
amendments as follows:

Draft #1 8/27/2018 1
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Procedural Classifications for Comprehensive Plan Amendments

Type IV
Conclusions Urban Reserve
Goals and Policies Urban Growth Management Agreement
Implementation Strategies Urban Reserve Management Agreement
General Land Use Plan Map (minor) Review and Amendment Procedures
General Land Use Plan Map (major) Citizen Involvement Program
Urban Growth Boundary (minor) Urbanization Plan

Urban Growth Boundary (major)

The distinction between major and minor plan amendments is based on the following
definitions which were derived from the Guidelines associated with Statewide Goal 2:

Major Amendments are those land use changes that have widespread and
significant impact beyond the immediate area, such as quantitative
changes producing large volumes of traffic; a qualitative change in the
character of the land use itself, such as conversion of residential to
industrial use; or a spatial change that affects large areas or many different
ownerships.

Minor Amendments are those land use changes that do not have
significant effect beyond the immediate area of the change and should be
based on special studies or other information which will serve as the
factual basis to support the change. The public need and justification for
the particular change should be established.

Disputes. When there is a question or dispute over the type of amendment,
the director of the Planning Department shall issue a written decision.
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Comprehensive Plan City of Medford Review & Amendments

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.

Conclusions. Amendments shall be based on the following:

1. A change or addition to the text, data, inventories, or graphics which substantially
affects the nature of one or more conclusions.

Goals and Policies. Amendments shall be based on the following:

A significant change in one or more Conclusion.

Information reflecting new or previously undisclosed public needs.
A significant change in community attitude or priorities.
Demonstrable inconsistency with another Plan provision.

Statutory changes affecting the Plan.

All applicable Statewide Planning Goals.

N

Implementation Strategies. Amendments shall be based on the following:

A significant change in one or more Goal or Policy.
Availability of new and better strategies such as may result from technological or
economic changes.

o

3. Demonstrable ineffectiveness of present strategy(s).
4. Statutory changes affecting the Plan.
5. Demonstrable budgetary constraints in association with at least one of the above

criteria.
6. All applicable Statewide Planning Goals.

Street Re-classifications, including the re-classification of a lower order street to either a
collector or arterial street, or when re-classifying a collector street to an arterial street,
and when the re-classification is not a part of a major (Type IV) legislative amendment.
Amendments shall be based on the following:

1. A demonstrated change in need for capacity which is consistent with other plan
provisions.

2. Consideration of alternatives to the proposed revision which includes alternative

vehicle routes and alternative travel modes that would better preserve the

livability of affected residential neighborhoods.

A significant change in one or more Goal or Policy.

Statutory changes affecting the Plan.

Demonstrable budgetary constraints in carrying out the existing plan.

whw
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Review & Amendments City of Medford Comprehensive Plan

6. All applicable Statewide Planning Goals.

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.
The orderly and economic provision of key public facilities.

Maximum efficiency of land uses within the current urbanizable area.
Environmental, energy, economic and social consequences.

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

7. All applicable Statewide Planning Goals.

S

Urban Growth Boundary. See Urbanization FElement.

Urban Reserve. See Urbanization Element.

Urban Growth Management Agreement. See Urbanization Element.

Urban Reserve Management Agreement. See Urbanization Element.

Citizen Involvement Program. Amendments shall be based on recommendations from the
Committee for Citizen Involvement (CCI) and on Statewide Goal 1 and any other
applicable Statewide Goals.

Review and Amendment Procedure. Amendments shall be based on Statewide Goal 2
and any other applicable Statewide Goals.

Urbanization Plan. See Urbanization Planning Chapter in the Neighborhood Element
(Sections S and 6) '

REVISIONS OF DATA, INVENTORIES AND
GRAPHICS

Revisions of those portions of the Plan document which do not affect a Plan Conclusion,
Goal, Policy, Implementation Strategy. General Land Use Plan Map designation, Urban
Growth Boundary, Citizen Involvement Program or Review and Amendment Procedures
may be made when needed by order of the Planning Director. Such revision shall be
transmitted to the Planning Commission, City Council, and all other recorded holders of
the Comprehensive Plan.
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Exhibit C

Chapter 10 Article I

ARTICLE I - GENERAL PROVISIONS

10.012 Definitions, Specific.
When used in this chapter, the following terms shall have the meanings as herein ascribed:
* ok sk

Urbanization Plan. An adopted land use and circulation plan showing compliance with the
Regional Plan Element for each established planning unit identified in the Comprehensive Plan.
An urbanization plan is a “Special Area Plan” as defined in the General Land Use Plan Element,
a_‘“conversion plan” as termed in the Urban Growth Management Agreement, and a
neighborhood circulation plan as used in this chapter. Urbanization plans are required prior to or
in conjunction with annexation requests for all areas adopted as part of the 2016 Urban Growth
Boundary expansion or future Urban Growth Boundary expansions.

Urbanization Plan Draft #2- October 2018 10:1:1

Page 143



Exhibit C

ARTICLE II - PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS

10.106 Procedural Types.

*kok

(D) Type IV Legislative Procedures.
(1) Legislative decisions that involve the greatest degree of discretion as they establish
by law the general policies and regulations for future land use decisions and have either
widespread and significant impact beyond the immediate area or change the character of
the land use, or affect large areas or many different ownerships.
(2) The Planning Commission shall review Type IV land use permit applications and
forward a recommendation to City Council to approve, approve with modifications,
approve with conditions, deny, or to adopt an alternative. City Council shall consider and
address the recommendation, but shall not be bound by it. The City Council is the
approving authority and. if it so determines that a Type IV land use permit application
has satisfied the standards and criteria for approval, shall approve Type IV land use
applications by ordinance.
(3) Public notice(s), public comment period(s) and public hearing(s) are required
according to Section 10.124 of this Chapter
(4) Requested action may be initiated by City Council and Planning Commission (except
annexations). _ erfor-mMinor amendments or Urbanization Plans may be initiated- by an
applicant(s).
(5) Appeals of Type IV decisions are made to the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA)
per Section 10.140(I).

[Added Sec. 12, Ord. No. 2018-64, Ord. No. 2018-64, June 21, 2018 (effective July 23, 2018.)]

10.108 Land Use Review Procedure Types.

Table 10.108-1 identifies the procedural type, applicable standards, and approving authority for
each type of land use review as well as whether the 120-day rule in Section 10.104(D) is
applicable. Each procedural type is subject to specific due process and administrative
requirements of this chapter.

*kk

Urbanization Plan Draft #1 — August 2018 1
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Table 10.108-1. Land Use Review Procedures

Subject to 120 Day

. Applicable Approving
Land Use Review Type Procedural . Rule (ORS
Type Standards Authority 227.178)?
Minor Modification to a Site Plan Planning
& Architectural Review Approval ! 10-200(H)(2) Director No
Major Modification to an Planning
Approved Conditional Use Permit i 10.184(D)1) Commission Yes
Minor Modification to an Planning
Approved Conditional Use Permit : 10814(D)2) Director No
Nonconformities l 10.032 -10.036 Pl.amnmg No
Director
. Planning Yes
Portable Storage Container Il 10.840(D)(6) Director
Park Development Review m 10.185 P]anr'nn.g Es
Commission
Pre-Application I 10.156 Not Applicable No
Preliminary PUD Plan | 10.190 - 10.198 Planning Yes
Commission
; No
Property Line Adjustment I 10158 Pl_a.nnmg
Director
PUD Plan Revision(s) i 10.198 Planning Yes
Commission
PUD Plan Termination I 10.198 AL ES
Commission
Riparian Corridors, Reduction or Planning No
% I 10.927 )
Deviation Director
Sign Permit I 10.1000 - 10,1810 Planning o
Director
Sltc.'Plan and Architectural m 10.200 SPAC Yes
Review
. - Planning Yes
Tentative Plat, Partition Il 10.170 :
Director
Tentative Plat, Subdivision 111 10.202 Plam?m'g Yes
F Commission
Transportation Facility v 10.226 City Council No
Development
Urban Growth Boundary , Urbanization, . . No
Amendment, Major v 10.220 City Council
Urban Growth Boundary Urbanization, . . No
Amendment, Minor v 10.222 City Council
Urbanization Plan v 10.200(B)(4) City Council No
Vacation of Public Right-of-Way v 10.226 City Council No
Review &
Zone Change, Major v Amendment, City Council No
10.220
Zone Change, Minor I 10.204 Planr'un'g e
Commission

Urbanization Plan Draft #1 — August 2018
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[Added Sec. 13, Ord. No. 2018-64, June 21, 2018 (effective July 23, 2018); Amd. Sec. 1, Ord.
No. 2018-86, July 19, 2018.]

10.110 Designation and Duties of Approving Authorities.

Akok

(C) City Council Authority. The City Council is hereby designated as the approving authority
for all the following land use reviews:

Land Use Review

Annexation

Appeals (See Section 10.140)

Comprehensive Plan Amendment (Major or Minor)
General Land Use Plan Map Amendment (Major or Minor)
Land Development Code Amendment

Transportation Facility Development

Urban Growth Boundary Amendment (Major or Minor)
Urbanization Plan

Vacation of Public Right-of-Way

Zoning Map Amendment (Major)

10.124 Due Process Element 2: Notification
kkk

(D) Publication. Unless otherwise indicated, public hearing notices for all proposed land use
actions shall be published in a newspaper of general circulation prior to the scheduled public
hearing date before the approving authority. The schedule of publication for each procedure type
shall be as specified in Table 10.124-1.

Table 10.124-1: Notice of Public Hearing Schedule by Procedure Type
On-Site Public Affected Property
Newspaper
Procedure Type Publi f atli) on Hearing Sign Owners Notice
Type I None None None
Type 11 None
None
. Notice shall be published
Type IV: Land no later than 10 days
Urbanization Plan Draft #1 — August 2018 3
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Table 10.124-1: Notice of Public Hearing Schedule by Procedure Type

Newspaper On-Si.te Public Affected Property
Procedure Type Publication Hearing Sign Owners Notice
Development prior to the public
Code hearing date before the Generally not applicable to
Planning Commission . . . .
Amendment, (the advisory body), a legislative action unless it
Major AND None meets ORS 227.186 criteria
Comprehensive No later than 10 days (i.e., the change effectively
Plan Amendment, prior to the public rezones property)._For
Major Zone hearing date before the Urbanization Plans, the
Change City Council (the ublic hearing date notice
oo approving authority). D_“g___
Urbanization Plan will be sent to all property
owners within the project
boundaries plus all property
owners within 200 feet of
| the project boundaries. |

[Replaced Sec. 22, Ord. No. 2018-64, June 21, 2018 (effective July 23, 2018); Amd. Sec. 4, Ord.
No. 2018-86, July 19, 2018.]

10.156 Pre-application Conference.

Prior to submitting a land use permit application, the applicant may apply for a preapplication
conference with the Planning Department._In the case of an Urbanization Plan, the applicant
shall apply for a pre-application conference with the Planning Department prior to submitting a
formal application. Upon receipt of an application the pre-application conference shall be
scheduled. At the conference there shall an exchange of information regarding procedural
requirements, required land use applications, consistency with the Comprehensive Plan and this
Chapter, scheduling and such other technical and design assistance as will aid the applicant in
preparing a complete application. Upon conclusion of the conference the Planning Department
shall provide the applicant with a written summary of the conference.

[Amd. Sec. 1, Ord. No. 5986, Oct. 1, 1987; Amd. Sec. 9, Ord. No. 7659, June 2, 1994; Amd.
Sec. 4, Ord. No. 2015-90, Sept. 3, 2015; Replaced Sec. 43, Ord. No. 2018-64, June 21, 2018
(effective July 23, 2018).]

Urbanization Plan Draft #1 — August 2018 4
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10.214 Type IV Land Use Actions.
(A) Type IV Actions.
Type IV actions comprise the following land use reviews:

Type IV Land Use Application

Annexation, except as provided in Section 10.216
Land Development Code Amendment

Major Comprehensive Plan Amendment

Major General Land Use Plan Map Amendment
Major Urban Growth Boundary Amendment
Major Zoning Map Amendment

Minor Comprehensive Plan Amendment

Minor General Land Use Plan Map Amendment
Minor Urban Growth Boundary Amendment
Transportation Facility Development
Urbanization Plan

Vacation of Public Right-of-Way

(B) Major Type TV land use reviews including amendments to the Land Development Code are
legislative actions and may only be initiated by the Planning Commission or City Council._An
Urbanization Plan is a Major Comprehensive Plan Amendment that may be initiated by the
property owners representing the subject area. See Review & Amendments chapter of the
Comprehensive Plan for definitions of “major” and “minor.”

(C) Minor Type IV land use reviews including Annexations, Transportation Facility
Developments and Vacations are quasi-judicial actions and may be initiated by the Planning
Commission, City Council, or property owners representing the subject area. An exception to
the preceding rule is that the Planning Commission does not initiate annexations.

(D) Type IV Approving Authorities. For Type IV actions the City Council is the approving
authority and the Planning Commission acts as an advisory body to City Council. At a public
hearing the Planning Commission will consider the request and make a recommendation to City
Council to approve or deny the request. For annexations, the City Council makes a decision
without a recommendation from the Planning Commission. Following completion of a
recommendation by the Planning Commission, it shall be scheduled for a public hearing before
the City Council. The decision of the City Council shall be based upon the application, the
evidence, comments from referral agencies, comments from affected property owners (if any),
the Planning Commission’s recommendation (if applicable), compliance with the Statewide
Planning Goals and Guidelines, this code and the Comprehensive Plan.

[Add Sec. 86, Ord. No. 2018-64, June 21, 2018 (effective July 23, 2018).]

10.220 Major Type IV Amendments.

(A) Major Type IV Amendments are those land use changes that have widespread and
significant impact beyond the immediate area, such as changes capable of producing large
volumes of traffic, changes to the character of the land use itself, or changes that affect large
areas or involve many different ownerships. Major Type IV Amendments include:

Urbanization Plan Draft #1 — August 2018 5
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(1) Major Comprehensive Plan, including separate plans adopted by reference;

(2) Major General Land Use Plan Map;

(3) Major Urban Growth Boundary;

(4) Major Zoning Map Amendment;

(5) Urban Reserves;

(6) Urban Growth Management Agreement; of

(7) Urban Reserve Management A greement:; or

(8) Urbanization Plan.

(B) Major Type IV Amendment Approval Criteria.
Refer to the Review and Amendment section of the Comprehensive Plan, except in the case of
the following three- four actions:

(1) Major Zoning Map Amendment. Refer to the approval criteria for Land Development

Code Amendments in Section 10.218.

(2) Urban Growth Boundary Amendment. Refer to Urbanization Element of the

Comprehensive Plan.

(3) Urban Reserve Adoption/Amendment. Refer to ORS 195.137--145 and OAR 660-021.

(4) Urbanization Plan. Refer to Sections 5 and 6 in the Urbanization Planning Chapter in

the Neighborhood Element

(C) Urbanization Plan Application Form.
An application for an Urbanization Plan shall contain the following items:

(1) Written consent of owner(s) within the planning unit per the Urbanization Planning
requirements in the Comprehensive Plan.

(2) Urbanization Plan map(s) drawn to scale that includes the Plan Contents found in
Section 5 in the Urbanization Planning Chapter in the Neighborhood Element (20
copies).

(3) One reduced copy of each size plan (8.5” x 11” and 1 1"x 177).

(4) Electronic files in dwg format or shapefiles.

(5) Vicinity map including other adjacent planning units and their General Land Use Plan

designations.

(6) Property lines for the subject planning unit and adjacent properties, particularly where
new streets are proposed.

(7) Existing easements of record, irrieation canals, and structures,

(8) Areas designated as unbuildable per the Urban Growth Boundary City Council
Report dated August 18, 2016 (Map A-1). and the status of those areas, including
agricultural buffers.

(9) Written or graphical representation of compliance with the Plan Contents found in
Section 5 in the Urbanization Planning Chapter in the Neighborhood Element.

(10)  Written findings showing compliance with the Regional Plan requirements

(11) _Contour lines and topography

(12) _ Property owner's names, addresses, and map and tax lot numbers within 200 feet
of the project boundaries. typed on mailing labels.

[Amd. Sec. 29, Ord. No. 7659, June 2, 1994; Amd. Sec. 11, Ord. No. 2007-100, May 17, 2007;
Replaced Sec. 89, Ord. No. 2018-64, June 21, 2018 (effective July 23, 2018).]

Urbanization Plan Draft #1 — August 2018 6
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Exhibit D

Medford Fire-Rescue Land Development Report

Review/Project Information

Reviewed By: Kleinberg, Greg Review Date: 9/13/2018
Meeting Date: 9/19/2018

LD #: CP16075 Associated File DCA18120
#1:

Planner: Carla Paladino
Applicant: City of Medford
Project Location: Within the Urban Growth Boundary

ProjectDescription: The purpose of this project is to develop a mechanism for preparing urbanization plans for areas newly
brought into the urban growth boundary; this project is related to the UGB Amendment project (file no.
CP-14-114). The proposed amendment to the Neighborhood Element of the Comprehensive Plan will
provide guidance to land owners to develop urbanization plans that show land uses, densities, and
transportation networks in the newly included areas, The resulting plans will be adopted into the
Neighborhood Element. This project is filed in conjunction with DCA-18-120, a development code
amendment to revise Chapter 10 of the Municipal Code to incorporate procedural requirements
associated with urbanization plans

___ Specific Development Requirements for. Access & Water Supply. .o 0

Conditions
Reference Description
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

Page 1 of 1
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Exhibit E

To: Carla Angeli Paladino, Planning Department
From: Chad Wiltrout, Building Department (541) 774-2363
ccC: City of Medford, Urbanization Planning

Date: September 19, 2018
Re: September 19, 2018 LDC Meeting: Item #3 — CP-16-075 and DCA-18-120

Please Note:

This is not a plan review. Unless noted specifically as Conditions of Approval, general comments
are provided below based on the general information provided; these comments are based on the
2014 Oregon Structural Specialty Code (OSSC) unless noted otherwise. Plans need to be submitted
and will be reviewed by a commercial plans examiner, and there may be additional comments.

Fees are based on valuation. Please contact Building Department front counter for estimaied fees

at (541) 774-2350 or building@cityofmedford.org.

For questions related to the Conditions or Comments, please contact me, Chad Wiltrout, directly at

(541) 774-2363 or chad. wiltrout@cityofmedford.org.

General Comments:

1. Forlist 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. Aliplans are to be submitted electronically. Information on the website: www.ci.medford.orus  Click
on "City Departments” at top of screen; click on “Building"; click on “Electronic Plan Review (ePlans)" for
information.

3. Asite excavation and grading permit will be required if more than 50 cubic yards is disturbed.

4. A separate demolition permit will be required for demolition of any structures not shown on the plot
plan.

Comments:

5. Building Department has no comments at this time.

Page 1
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Exhibit F

John K. Adam

From: LeBombard, Josh <josh.lebombard@state.or.us>

Sent: Monday, 18 July 2016 8:51 AM RECE’VED
To: John K. Adam ’IU.

Subject: DLCD File No. 008-16; Local File No. CP-16-075 p “Ul 13 K %
John,

Thank you for sending notice to us on the amendment to the Neighborhood Element of the Comprehensive Plan
regarding urbanization planning. We have reviewed the proposal and have the following comment:

1. Assuming that urbanization plans will be required for all areas added to the UGB for all future UGB
amendments, listing specific portions of UGB areas proposed during the current UGB amendment does not

seem necessary or appropriate (Section 4, first paragraph).

Cheers,
Josh

Josh LeBombard | Southern Oregon Regional Representative
Community Services Division

Oregon Dept. of Land Conservation and Development
Southern Oregon Regional Solution Center

¢/o Jobs Council, Southern Oregon University

100 E Main Street, Suite A | Medford, OR 97501

Cell; (541) 414-7932

josh.lebombard@state.or.us | www.oregon.gov/LCD
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Exhibit G

From: MCDONALD John
To: Carla G. Paladino

Subject: Urbanization Planning Comments

Date: Wednesday, September 26, 2018 2:45:51 PM
Carla,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Urbanization Planning document, File nos. CP-16-

075 and DCA 18-120.
Assuming the plan is adopted into the “neighborhood element” of the comprehensive plan, would

this qualify as a zone change or comp plan amendment?
If not, we have no comments.

Sincerely,

John McDonald

Development Review Planner

ODOT Southwestern Region

541-957-3688
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Exhibit H

From: MCDONALD John

To: Carla G. Paladino

Subject: Urbanization Planning Comments

Date: Wednesday, September 26, 2018 3:01:53 PM
Carla,

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Urbanization Planning document, File Nos. CP-16-075
and DCA-18-120.

Our only comment is that if the Urbanization Plan constitutes an amendment to the comprehensive
plan, then compliance with the Transportation Planning Rule (Oregon Administrative Rule 660-012)
will need to be demonstrated. If that is the case, then section 5.5 may need to be modified as the
Rule can require a significant level of analysis.

Please call or email if you'd like to discuss the comment.

Sincerely,

John McDonald

Development Review Planner

ODOT Southwestern Region

541-957-3688
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Exhibit |

BOARD OF WATER COMMISSIONERS

2% Staff Memo
MEDFORD WATER COMMISSION
TO: Planning Department, City of Medford
FROM: Rodney Grehn P.E., Water Commission Staff Engineer

SUBJECT: CP-16-075 & DCA-18-120

PROJECT: The purpose of this project is to develop a mechanism for preparing urbanization
plans for areas newly brought into the urban growth boundary; this project is
related to the UGB Amendment project (file no. CP-14-114). The proposed
amendment to the Neighborhood Element of the Comprehensive Plan will provide
guidance to land owners to develop urbanization plans that show land uses,
densities, and transportation networks in the newly included areas. The resulting
plans will be adopted into the Neighborhood Element. This project is filed in
conjunction with DCA-18-120, a development code amendment to revise Chapter
10 of the Municipal Code to incorporate procedural requirements associated with
urbanization plans.

DATE: September 19, 2018

I have reviewed the above plan authorization application as requested. Conditions for approval and
comments are as follows:

CONDITIONS:
1. The Applicant shall schedule a meeting with MWC Engineering staff to review proposed
development project within the Urban Growth Expansion area. MWC Will provide “Conditions

of Development” for required Water Facility Infrastructure requirements to support proposed
development.

K\Land Development\CP-18-075 & DCA-18-120 docx Page 1 0f1
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Exhibit J

ey o SRR

MEDFORD

r

PARIS RECREATION

HEALTHY LIVES. HAPPY PEOPLE. STRONG COMMUNITY.

MEMORANDUM
,Rscé‘/vs
TO: John Adams, Principal Planner PLAJOZ ‘?8;0 0O
FROM: Brian Sjothun, Parks & Recreation Director G’a&, NN/NG O %
, Sp)‘

SUBJECT: Comments for Urbanization Planning - CP-16-075

DATE: July 26, 2016

The Medford Parks and Recreation Department has had an opportunity to review the
information related to the UGB Amendment project (file no. CP-14-114). The basis of
our comments stem from the soon to be completed update to the Leisure Services Plan
(LSP) and other correspondence that has been reviewed as part of the UGB public
hearings.

Identified Parkland Acquisition Areas

The department, through the update to the LSP, has identified areas of Medford where
there are currently no access to neighborhood or community parks. The UGB
expansion was considered in developing the attached Map 12: Proposed Parkland
Acquisition Target Areas. The department would be interested in developing a
mechanism where at least 3-5 acres of land for neighborhood parks and 15-20 acres for
-community parks is considered in the development stage of bringing parcels into the

City.

The department understands that it would be difficult to make the donation of land a
requirement for development, however there is an advantage to a developer to
partnering with the City in providing the needed outdoor recreational space.

During the UGB public testimony, several property owner/agents indicated through their
proposals a willingness to provide public parks/open space. Council was supportive in
allowing these properties to be considered for inclusion into the UGB and that such
plans must follow what was proposed at the public hearings.

The Parks and Recreation Department supports these potential future public parks as
long as they meet the following criteria:

» Neighborhood Parks should be between 3-8 acres

e Community Parks should be between 15-20 acres

» Park sites must be in an area identified as a need within the LSP
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Trails & Paths

The LSP also identifies future routes for trails and paths through Map 13: Proposed
Trials and Paths. The addition of trials, paths and links to existing parks received a very
high score from the community survey that was conducted in 2015. The department is
in need of having support for consideration on how to provide these highly demanded
facilities to the community as part of any portion of this process.

Providing these types of facilities will assist in developing pedestrian-friendly
developments. Section 5.2.2 indicates the need to provide a transportation circulation

plan map showing paths.

However, the department does not agree with the statement that trails designed only for
recreation does not count as part of the transportation plan. The Bear Creek Greenway
is an excellent example of how a path/trail is utilized as a transportation facility. Again,
the results of the community survey showed that residents would like safer routes to
connect to their neighborhood parks.

3.3 — Compliance with Open Space

The LSP identifies the limitations upon the Parks and Recreation Department to
maintain buffers, riparian corridors, open space, significant wetlands and other
properties that are not useable for public park space. The department will not accept
these areas in lieu of providing park space in the areas identified within the LSP.

Section 5 — Other

Section 5.4 to 5.8 outlined coordination and compliance with various agencies and
terms of special agreements. The Parks and Recreation Department requests
consideration of adding a section that requires coordination in potentially providing
parks and trails that meet the needs outlined in the LSP.

Conclusion

The basic request by this department is to recognize the need in the areas proposed for
inclusion into the UGB for parks and trails. Consideration should be given to develop a
mechanism where these items can be provided or partnered with the department for the
residents of the area they would serve. Also, the commitments made by various
property owners to provide such facilities should be honored.

Attachments:
e Map 12: Proposed Parkland Acquisition Target Areas
e Map 13: Proposed Trials and Paths
¢ Memorandum — Urban Growth Boundary Impacts on Leisure Services Plan

Page 157



b
d
|

uture Park

ite

b T
1]

b i +
At aaay
ik ik
3 i grven o] :

o2 £ 802 it wonlicst
o % i
= e TE
S, i
¢ P & Poiemial Parkinng Snnumsmtion Twrgm Aras

<

Page 158

crlun-wa:-w-m.,. _

¢

p .

Ll (0 L[ TPRRWORRTR |

i

m Mezforn
1o mae o Pk
Wl kol o Boch
e TG stusi o Fack
ol Tfbetentl i Park
Bl & 2ene ettt By,
| EEE IR ——
[ cyrmis
[T soteimuvia
S Wi SetordBlufling
B =t rona P
T tkeem Couny innan
Btogos

= e e

= Bt tigrwey
Bibigr Flrocts
Rtz Bime,
i Fessstamuny! e

I weo




Viseserver g™

vave

] lluu»llln:lll.luannnu.ng

LITTT R e |

e,
P

LY TTPIPTRL LIl

2

am e

v nw g
Seave {Ex ety Sitameet T Pt
T P Siod the it
5 Pk Tty
Pz Tatk Fod
e Firmest R L
e iy Daanisne
VT
Ttk Pt
Fatthe: BettemiZlnting
B st P
T datiemm Tty Sammsiy
Sironu

NN, i

i e S .

S
1‘.{-‘

MconeMoiinm

=

——— Izttt
Sibreigiwasy

Wy Fhurta
HlanrTests
ik + & -
—pe— = e e

Map I3: Proposed Trails & Paths

Page 159



LT R TR e
»‘ b ol gy 1-&.,,;3"_1-;._3:!5 v '

MEMORANDUM
TO: Mayor and Council, via Bill Hoke - City Manager Pro Tem
FROM: Brian Sjothun, Parks & Recreation Director
RE: Urban Growth Boundary Impacts on Leisure Services Plan

DATE: July 6, 2015

The Medford Parks and Recreation Department and Commission have been actively
participating and providing comments to the Planning Commission and staff regarding the
proposed Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) expansion. This communication provides
Council with information regarding how the current proposal could impact the Leisure
Services Plan.

Prescott Park and Chrissy Park

The inclusion of both parks within the City of Medford UGB is contained within different
planning documents. The 1,877 combined acreage for these parks is currently
recommended for inclusion by the Planning Commission. This inclusion into the UGB
would allow the Department to implement the approved master plans for the specified
sites through the City of Medford process instead of Jackson County. Additionally, the
inclusion would also assist in streamlining the process for development and enhance
continuity with other facilities being developed inside the UGB. The ability to follow
already established City standards would be another benefit to the Department and park
users.

The recommendation for inclusion is referenced in the following documents:

City of Medford - Comprehensive Plan - Regional Element (page 8)

* Medford owns two large wildland parks that presently lie outside its Urban Growth
Boundary: Prescott Park (1,740 acres) and Chrissy Park (85 acres). The City intends
ultimately to incorporate these into its corporate limits to enable Medford to
exercise jurisdictional authority over the parklands and to enable extension of
supporting basic infrastructure. Medford and Jackson County each believe parks are
best managed by their own jurisdictions. This Regional Plan places both city-owned
parks under municipal jurisdiction.
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City of Medford - 2015-20 Strategic Plan - (page 21)
* Goal 8: Provide recreational activities and opportunities to improve the lives of
Medford residents.
o Objective 8.1: Ensure that long-term plans are adopted that identify where
land is needed for parks and pedestrian/bicycle trail systems throughout the
City.
* Action 8.1b: Pursue the inclusion of Prescott and Chrissy Parks into
the City’s Urban Growth Boundary.

MD-5 - Inclusion of 180 Acres

On June 11, the Planning Commission approved a recommendation to Council that would
add 180 acres (includes buildable and non-buildable land) between Cherry Lane and
Barnett Road and east of the existing UGB. This recommendation has a favorable impact to
the Leisure Services Plan and in particular the Trails Plan component.

The City obtained 7.24 acres in 2013 to serve as a future trailhead and connection for the
Larson Creek Greenway Trail. This trail would extend from just north of the proposed
commercial core area of the SE Area Plan to Chrissy Park and eventually to Prescott Park.
The proposed inclusion of the 180 acres would aid greatly in developing this
trail/transportation system that is highlighted in the following documents:

Greater Bear Creek Valley Regional Problem Solving Agreement (page 14)
e Transportation

o Identify a general network of locally owned regionally significant north-
south and east -west arterials and associated projects to provide mobility
throughout the Region.

o Designate and protect corridors for locally owned regionally significant
arterials and associated projects within the RYMPO to ensure adequate
transportation connectivity, multimodal use, and minimize right-of-way
costs.

City of Medford - Transportation System Plan - Introduction and Executive Summary ( pages
1-20)
e Strategies
o Complete Bear Creek Greenway path, the Larson Creek Greenway path ... and
identify other opportunities for multi-use paths.

City of Medford - Comprehensive Plan - Regional Element (page 27 & 28)
* Efficient Accommodation of Identified Land Needs
o MD-5 will provide a direct urban connection with Chrissy Park as an open-
space/park use specific urban reserve.

¢ ESEE Consequences
O ... Social benefits from direct urban connections to Chrissy Park are also

important and valuable social consequence.
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City of Medford - Leisure Services Plan - Planning Polices and Guidelines (pages 51-54)
* Policy 1-D: The City of Medford shall provide park land and facilities conveniently
located and economically accessible to all members of the Community:

o Implementation 1-D (4): Implement the Southeast Medford Area Plan Map
with regards to greenway trails, parks, and recreation facilities.

* Policy 3-B: The City of Medford shall seek to acquire natural and other corridors to
link parks and open space throughout the community.

o Implementation 3-B (2): Acquire missing links in corridors and parcels that
are contiguous to other public open spaces to provide maximum benefits for
recreation wildlife.

* ESEE Consequences

0 ...Social benefits from direct urban connections to Chrissy Park are also

important and valuable social consequence.

MD-2

This area of Medford has been identified by the Parks and Recreation Commission as a high
priority for public parks and open space. The current Leisure Services Plan also identifies
the area as a site for a potential community or neighborhood park. In June 2014, the
Commission reviewed several sites in this area and requested that staff work to acquire
identified vacant land. Staff engaged the Trust for Public Lands (TPL) to negotiate and
acquire the sites on behalf of the City. The TPL was unsuccessful in attempts to purchase
land because the asking price per acre was greater than what the land would appraise.

Coker Butte Development LLC, (CBD) owns 210 acres within the proposed MD-2 area for
inclusion. CBD and the Medford Parks and Recreation Foundation entered into a Gift Pledge
Agreement on February 18, 2015. This agreement would provide the Foundation a
donation of 23.5 acres of open space within the development at no cost. This donation is
contingent upon the property being included within the proposed UGB expansion. If
included, this property would come to the City of Medford at no cost and would fulfill the
goal of acquiring future park land within this service area.

The goals identifying the need for a park site within MD-2 include the following:

City of Medford - 2015-20 Strategic Plan (page 21)
¢ Goal 8: Provide recreational activities and opportunities to improve the lives of
Medford residents.
o Objective 8.1: Ensure that long-term plans are adopted that identify where
land is needed for parks and pedestrian/bicycle trail systems throughout the
City.
* Action B.1a: Fulfill identified land needs when properties are
proposed for development.
* Action8.1c: Locate parks and facilities in underserved areas.
* Action 8.1d: Review all high need areas as outlined in the Leisure
Services Plan for future park sites and potential acquisition.
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City of Medford - Leisure Services Plan - Planning Polices and Guidelines (page 52)
* Policy 1-D: The City of Medford shall provide park land and facilities conveniently
located and economically accessible to all members of the Community:
o Implementation 1-D (1): Locate parks and facilities in underserved areas.

MD-7&8
As with the case with MD-2, this area has also been identified by the Parks and Recreation
Commission as a high priority for public parks and open space and was reviewed as part of

June 2014 review.

On June 2, the Commission reviewed a presentation from a land-use consultant who
represents the property owners in this area. The presentation outlined the potential for
several new park sites that would be donated to the City as part of the open space
requirements. The Commission wished to express their support to the Council for
consideration of inclusion for these properties. The goals and plans that support such
consideration for this area are the same as stated previously for MD-2.

Conclusion

Staff has reviewed several of the proposals which have been previously submitted by
property owners for consideration to the Planning Department and Planning Commission.
We have not reviewed all of the areas in order to determine potential impacts on the
Leisure Services Plan. However, from what we have reviewed it appears that the
recommendation of the Planning Commission to the Council on the UGB amendment would
serve to implement various policies, strategies, goals and objectives of the City-adopted
documents identified above.

This memorandum is to serve as information for Council regarding the potential impacts to
the Leisure Services Plan and how they relate to this and other planning and goal-setting
documents that have been previously approved by Council.

Thank you,
Brian Sjothun, CPRP
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Exhibit K

From: raul@csaplanning.net

To: Carla G, Paladino

Ce: Matt H. Brinkley

Subject: RE: Urbanization Planning & Wetlands
Date: Thursday, September 13, 2018 2:58:12 PM
Carla:

I couldn’t get the pdf copy with my comments to go through due to file size, so I will just summarize
my comments here for the Urbanization Plan (Draft 11) section.

Section 5.2.2:

Do not require excessive detail (i.e., alleys, private streets, etc...) for the circulation plan. As
mentioned in the staff report (page 5), these are meant to be high level concept documents. These
areas will be built out over the twenty planning horizon and there needs to be some flexibility in
design available. Geotech reports and traffic safety analyses will be needed to precisely located to
this level of detail.

The City already has adopted block length and perimeter standards to assure a connected street
pattern and which include provisions for such issues as slopes, natural features, etc.... Urbanization
plans should just show the needed higher order connections and identify essential local order street
connections (such as at appropriate creek crossings) and paths.

Consider also that every street adds impervious surface and reduces the net developable area for
other urban uses. Good connectivity is desirable but not in excess or to exclusion of other important
community needs. Perhaps replace “A high density of intersections” with “Good connectivity”. A
high density of intersections may not be appropriate in some areas due to terrain or along regional
arterials and highways.

Section 5.2.3
“Location of streets are intended to be accurate” should be qualified. At this level of planning, the
intent should be to depict the general location of planned connections. Again, don’t over-plan the
local street connections ~ concentrate on the higher order and specific local connections deemed to
be important enough to show on the neighborhood plan. Let the code’s block size and connectivity
standards otherwise be used to assure good neighborhood connectivity as the areas develop.

Section5.3
Is the list of open space classifications exclusive of anything else, or will other categories be
considered if proposed (e.g., a school yard, plazas, etc...)?

Section 6 “Allowances”

The Regional Plan allocations are to the entire urban reserve areas, not just those recently included
in the UGBA. The City should allow consideration of plans that show how the remainder area
outside the UGB will fit in with the recent UGBA concept plans to satisfy the Regional Plan. MD-4,
for example, has a remainder area that is completely owned by the majority owner {Cogsweli dba
Hillcrest Corp.) of the portion inside the UGB.

Also, consider noting under this section that the allocations were used for long range projections
over a fifty year planning period and should not assigned an unreasonable level of precision. The
City should be able to adopt plans that substantively comport with the allocations rather than
exactly. A percentage point or two shouldn’t prevent adoption of a plan the City otherwise favors.
Section 7.2
Note that amendments will need to comply with any changes to applicable land use regulations as
may have been enacted in the interim. Also, include owners of all land within the original plan area
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for public notice of the proposed changes (rather than limiting notice to lots within 200 feet).

Keep in mind that adoption of overly detailed concept plans will greatly increase the likelihood that
amendments will be requested. Minimum requirements for these concept plans should be related
to meeting Regional Plan commitments.

Section 9

The Open Space Requirements table shows what was allocated in the Regional Plan for entire urban
reserves, not just the portions recently added to the UGB. As previously noted, the allocations were
for projecting very generalized land needed over a fifty time period, and should not be construed to
be to this level of precision (table indicates to one-hundredth of an acre). Consider some rounding
provision or other factor (e.g., "in substantive conformance with the allocations...") rather than
exact amounts.

Other:

A Minimum Density Overlay (MDO) District could be codified in the Medford Land Development
Code as Section 10.346 or 10.347 (code currently goes from 10.345 directly to 10.348). The

following draft code language is offered:
“10.347 Minimum Density Overlay District, MDO
A. Purpose: To implement the Committed Residential Density strategy adopted in accordance with Section
4.1.5 of the Regional Plan Element. This overlay functions to increase the minimum required residential
density over any base zoning district other than SFR-00, which is a holding zone.
B. Applicability: Upon annexation, this overlay shall be applied to land designated for residential use and
subject to an adopted Conceptual Land Use Plan requirement that the Minimum Density Overlay be
applied to all or a portion of the planning area in order to achieve a specified residential density target.
When SFR-00 zoning is initially adopted as a holding zone, the overlay will still be adopted in accordance
with the adopted Conceptual Land Use Plan but will not apply until the land is re-zoned to another
residential zone. This overlay may also be applied to other land within the City in combination with
planning of mixed-use neighborhoods, town centers, and activity centers.
C. Minimum Density Overlay Designation: An adopted Minimum Density Overlay shall be designated on the
Zoning Map with the letters “MDO” followed by a numeral integer that specifies the minimum residential
density per acre that is to be required for residential development within the overlay area. For example,
“MDO-8" applied over an SFR-10 zoning district requires that a minimum density of eight units per acre for
residential development rather than the standard minimum density of six units per acre for that zoning
district.
D. Base Zoning District: The Minimum Density Overlay specified for a particular area by an adopted Urban
Reserve Conceptual Land Use Plan shall be paired with a base zoning district that both accommodates the
MBDO specified density and is consistent with the GLUP Map Designation for the area. For example, an
MDO-10 overlay for UR designated land on the GLUP Map would be paired with SFR-10 zoning rather than
MFR-15 zoning.
E. Removal/Amendment: The overlay may be removed or amended to comply with changes to the Regional
Plan Element or to implement an alternative strategy demonstrating that the committed residential
density requirements of the Regional Plan will be met. For example, an MDO-10 overlay of lesser area
could be substituted for an MDO-8 overlay to achieve the same overall target density for the planning
area.”

Please consider the above recommendations as the City further proceeds in review and adoption of

its Urbanization Plan provisions.
Very truly yours,

CSA Planning, Ltd.

Raul Woerner

(541} 7790569

From: Carla G. Paladino [maiIto:Carla.Paladino@cityofmedford.org]
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Sent: Friday, September 7, 2018 5:10 PM

To: Mark S. Bartholomew (msb@ roguelaw.com); Greg Hathaway (greg@hathawaylarson.com); Chris Hearn
{chearn@davishearn.com); randy@maharhomes.com; ask@opusnet.com; 'sking@ perkinscoie.com’; 'Megan
LaNier'; Mike Montero; 'Pfeiffer, Steven L. (Perkins Coie)'; 'Mike Savage'; ‘'emostue@charter.net’;
KAllan@fosterdenman.com; 'Daralene Hansen'; 'skinnersw@att.com’; Dick Stark (ras@starkhammack‘com);
raul@csaplanning.net; Jay Harland {jay@csaplanning.net); knox@mind.net; laz@kda-homes.com;
‘michael@bondlic.net’; 'timc@pacificlivingcenters.com'; Robert Boggess (RBoggess@naumes.com); Mike Naumes
(MNaumes@naumes.com); slynch@retirement.org; Clark {cstevens@mind.net); Brian McLemore
(Brian@retirement.org); Greg Holmes

Cc: Matt H. Brinkley

Subject: Urbanization Planning & Wetlands

Hello All,

Planning staff will provide City Council with an update next Thursday, September 13t regarding two
projects (Urbanization and Wetlands) related to future development of the UGB expansion areas.
The memo with the draft language for both projects is available on the City’s website at the link
below.

mtn://www.ci.medford.or.us/fiIes/CC%ZOSS%ZOO9-13-18%20Packet ndf

If you have any changes for staff to consider, please let me know. Staff will be working with a
stakeholder group regarding the wetland regulations. The Urbanization Planning language is a bit
more straight forward, but is something completely new, and so more eyes looking at it and
providing feedback is helpful.

If you know of others who may be interested in this information, please forward this message.
Thank you,

Carla

Carla G. Angeli Paladino

Principal Planner - Long Range Division

City of Medford Planning Department

Lausmann Annex

200 South Ivy Street, Medford, Oregon 97501

541-774-2395 (direct)

Office Line: 541-774-2380

Fax: 541-618-1708

www.ci.medford.or.us
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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 IV legislative decision: Major Comprehensive Plan Amendment

Project Transportation System Plan

File no. CPA-16-036

To Planning Commission for 10/11/2018 hearing
From Carla Angeli Paladino CFM, Principal Planner

Reviewer  Matt Brinkley CFM AICP, Planning Director

Date October 4, 2018
BACKGROUND
Proposal

A legislative amendment to adopt a revised Transportation System Plan (TSP) for the
planning period 2018~2038 and amend applicable portions of the Comprehensive Plan
including the Transportation element, Public Facilities element, and the Goals, Policies,
and Implementation element. (Exhibits A, B, and C) The updated TSP will replace the ex-
isting Transportation Element in its entirety.

The Transportation System Plan documents (Volumes I and |I, attachments, and appen-
dices can be found at the link below: mp://www.ci.medford.or.us/Paqe.asp?Nale=4168

History 2010-2018

Work began to update the Transportation System Plan in 2010. The State awarded the
City a grant to begin evaluating transportation needs related to the City’s proposed Ur-
ban Growth Boundary expansion. That same year, Kittelson and Associates (KAl) was
hired to work on the project and both a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and Citizen
Advisory Committee (CAC) were established to review information. Transportation
modeling was started, but issues began to arise in 2011 causing a nearly two year delay
in the project and requiring the grant funding to be renegotiated. The original TAC and
CAC were disbanded and a new Joint Transportation Subcommittee (JTS) was created to
serve in the role of the CAC.
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Transportation System Plan Staff report
File no. CP-16-075 October 4, 2018

By 2015, Kittelson provided an analysis for evaluation of the proposed expansion areas
in the Urban Growth Boundary. In 2017, the City hired KAl to write the transportation
document. Council re-established a Technical Advisory Committee and expanded the
membership of the JTS known as the Super CAC. Staff outlined and implemented a pub-
lic outreach campaign for the project and transportation topics of interest were dis-
cussed through a series of study sessions and meetings with the City Council, Planning
Commission, and advisory committees starting in 2017 through 2018.

The existing transportation plan was adopted in 2003 and is nearing its 20-year planning
horizon. Due to anticipated growth within the City limits and in the expanded Urban
Growth Boundary, the City requires an updated transportation plan that incorporates
new data from the regional model, reflects the City’s transportation goals, and identifies
priority projects to be constructed over the next planning period.

The Planning Commission and City Council have worked with staff to draft the plan over
the past several years and recognize its relevance to aid in the future growth of the
community.

Authority

This proposed legislative land use action is a Type IV Major Comprehensive Plan
Amendment. The Planning Commission is authorized to recommend, and the City Coun-
cil to approve, amendments to the Comprehensive Plan under Medford Municipal Code
§§10.214 and 10.220.

ANALYSIS

Medford is the largest city in the region and meets the housing, employment, and rec-
reational needs of residents and visitors alike. As such, the City must ensure a transpor-
tation system that meets the needs of a variety of users and a growing community. The
2018-2038 Transportation System Plan is needed to address future growth and provide
direction on the improvement of the transportation system over the next 20 years.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Applicable criteria

For the applicable criteria the Medford Municipal Code §10.218 redirects to the criteria
in the “Review and Amendments” chapter of the Comprehensive Plan. The applicable
criteria in this action are those for conclusions, goals and policies, and implementation
strategies. The criteria are set in italics below; findings and conclusions are in roman

type.

Page 2 of 31
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Transportation System Plan Staff report
File no. CP-16-075 October 4, 2018

Comprehensive Plan, Review and Amendments chapter: Amendments [to Conclusions]
shall be based on the following:

1. A change or addition to the text, data, inventories, or graphics which substantially
affects the nature of one or more conclusions.

Findings

The updated Transportation System Plan for the plan years 2018-2038 is proposed
to replace the existing plan adopted in 2003. The development of the plan over the
years is reflective of several different factors including adoption of the Regional Plan
in 2012, the approved expansion of the City’s Urban Growth Boundary by the City in
2016 (County in 2017) and by the Department of Land Conservation and Develop-
ment in 2018, and updated modeling that anticipates future population growth. The
plan summarizes the projects needed to ensure a transportation system that ac-
commodates all modes such as walking, biking, and driving as well as considerations
for freight, air, and transit that also contribute to the overall system.

The document is intended to be more flexible and user-friendly than the current
version in order to respond when community needs, priorities, and funding sources
change over time. Some of the new or revised elements of the plan include: up-
dates to the Level-of-Service (LOS) standard; new roadway cross-sections; amended
goals, objectives, and actions items; and a revised Functional Classification map.

The document is divided into two volumes. Volume | is the main document which is
organized into six sections and attachments. Within Volume | reside the goals and
objectives, existing conditions analysis, project list, funding sources and the City’s
plans for auto, freight, bike, pedestrian, transit, and other modes of transportation.
Volume Il is the appendix to the main document and provides the background data,
technical memoranda, and analysis for the plan.

The new plan will replace the old document in jts entirety. The applicable sections
of the Comprehensive Plan including the Transportation element, Public Facilities el-
ement, and Goals, Policies, and Implementation Strategies sections of the plan will
also be updated.

Conclusions

Criterion 1: Satisfied. A new Transportation System Plan is needed to reflect chang-
ing conditions and future growth within the City limits and Urban Growth Boundary.
The plan outlines the City’s vision for a transportation system to serve the future
needs of the community. It also estimates the funding sources that will help pay for
the priority projects identified for the various modes. The new plan will supersede
the existing plan and serve the City over the 2018-2038 planning period.
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Transportation System Plan Staff report
File no. CP-16-075 October 4, 2018

Comprehensive Plan, Review and Amendments chapter: Amendments [to Goals and Polj-
cies] shall be based on the following [criteria 1-6]:

1. Asignificant change in one or more Conclusion.

Findings

The various elements (e.g. Public Facilities, Economic, and Housing) of the Compre-
hensive Plan include summary conclusions related to each particular topic. The ex-
isting Conclusions section identified in the Transportation Element contains three
conclusions related to Transit Oriented Districts (TOD), and the language is taken di-
rectly from the 2003 Transportation System Plan. The updated plan does not in-
clude this specific TOD language and is proposed to be replaced with new conclu-
sions based on the revised plan.

Twelve new conclusion statements are proposed that reference various topics cov-
ered in the Transportation System Plan. The conclusions include items such as the
need for coordination among the City, County, and State in order to meet the trans-
portation needs of the public, modified cross sections (for higher order streets), an
updated Functional Classification plan that identifies the existing and proposed
higher order street network. The conclusions also discuss the City’s Level of Service
(LOS) standards, activity centers to meet the goals of the Regional Transportation
Plan (RTP) related to alternative measures, and the importance of improving safety
and mobility through intersection improvements, installing sidewalk and bicycle fa-
cilities, and by complying with the Americans with Disability Act (ADA) requirements.
The conclusions also include statements recognizing the importance of transit, as
well as air, rail, and pipeline, and Transportation Demand Management, in reducing
demand on the system and the use of Transportation System Management in get-
ting the most out of the built environment. The conclusions also mention the priori-
ty project list to help accommodate a growing City and ways to address retrofitting
existing streets to incorporate missing modes. All the conclusions provide an over-
view of the Transportation System Plan and how the plan will meet the needs of the
community.

Conclusions

Criterion 1: Satisfied. The Conclusions section has been revised to reflect the major
components of the updated 2018-2038 Transportation System Plan.

2. Information reflecting new or previously undisclosed public need.

Findings

The City recently received State approval to expand its Urban Growth Boundary.
This expansion of approximately 4,000 acres will accommodate additional growth
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for the next two decades and will require new and upgraded transportation facili-
ties.

The updated plan considers existing conditions throughout the City and future needs
within expansion areas. The plan provides a summary table of the estimated reve-
nues, fixed expenditures, and funds available to construct priority (“Tier 1” funded)
projects over the planning period.

The original 20-year revenue projections allocated for capital projects totaled
$72,440,343 (referred to as the “baseline scenario” or Scenario 1). Staff was asked
to provide additional funding scenarios that would offset the need to increase street
utility fees that fund road maintenance by using the new State Transportation Reve-
nue House Bill 2017. The Engineering Department drafted five additional revenue
scenarios and project lists that alternate the use of HB 2017 funds towards mainte-
nance or projects. In addition, staff varied the annual grant funding assumption of
$700,000 in the baseline scenario to $1,500,000 and $3,000,000, respectively, based
on a historical average over a 14 year period. The memorandum dated August 2,
2018, provides the complete overview of this topic along with corresponding project
lists (Exhibit D). The scenario summary is provided below.

tcenario — 20-year Revenue Difference from

HB2017 Grant Available for Scenario 1 Exhibits*

Funding Capital Projects

1 Projects $700,000 $72,440,343 SO 1a, 1b
2 Maintenance | $700,000 $35,859,063 ($36,581,280) 23, 2b, 2¢
3 Projects $3,000,000 $118,440,343 $46,000,000 3a, 3b, 3¢
4 Maintenance | $3,000,000 $81,859,063 $9,418,720 43, 4b, 4c
5 Projects $1,500,000 $88,440,343 $16,000,000 5a, 5b, 5¢c
6 Maintenance | $1,500,000 $51,859,063 (520,581,280) 63, 6b, 6¢

*Exhibits are attached to Exhibit D

The City Council reviewed and discussed the scenarios at a study session on August
23, 2018. Based on feedback from several members of the Council, Scenario 5 was
selected as the preferred alternative to incorporate into the TSP over the baseline
Scenario 1. However, recognizing the value in each of the proposed scenarios,
Council directed staff to provide the different scenarios to the Planning Commission,
Technical Advisory Committee, and Joint Transportation Committee/Citizen Advisory
Committee for review and comments and to incorporate the different scenarios into
the report for Council consideration during the hearing process.

On September 10, 2018, the Planning Commission was presented the above infor-
mation and several of the members voiced support for Scenarios 3 or 4, understand-
ing their role to provide a more formal recommendation during the hearing.
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On September 26, 2018, the Joint Transportation Committee/Citizen Advisory Com-
mittee reviewed the information and there was strong support and a lot of discus-
sion to continue funding street maintenance at the City’s current level. Regarding
the funding scenarios, six members recommended support of Scenario 5 and four
members supported Scenario 4 for consideration.

On September 27, 2018, the Technical Advisory Committee reviewed the infor-
mation and again there was a strong emphasis placed on allocating funds to ensure
maintenance is prioritized. Of the members in attendance, three were supportive of
Scenario 6 and one member was supportive of Scenario 5.

A major component of the Transportation System Plan is the projected revenues and
selection of priority projects to be constructed. The priority projects ensure the
City’s overall Level-of-Service (LOS) standard “D” is maintained (with the exception
of two intersections located at South Pacific Highway/Stewart Avenue and Highland
Drive/Barnett Road which could be downgraded to LOS “E”) throughout the com-
munity and key streets are upgraded and improved to meet the needs of a growing
City and regional center.

Conclusions

Criterion 2: Satisfied. The City is projected to grow and develop especially in the
new Urban Growth Boundary expansion areas. The need to plan for future growth
requires the City to select key projects that will strategically aid in maintaining a
functioning transportation system that will accommodate all users across the entire
community.

A significant change in community attitudes or priorities.

Findings

For nearly two decades, the City worked toward the goal of expanding its Urban
Growth Boundary. Several key factors including adoption of the Regional Plan in
2012 helped to move that goal one step closer to reality. In 2016, the City Council
adopted a proposal to expand its UGB and by 2018 the State acknowledged it. Up-
dating the Transportation System Plan and evaluating how the transportation sys-
tem will be affected by future growth in the expansion areas and throughout the
City is a community priority.

Over the past year, the City completed a robust public outreach plan to gain feed-
back and input on the updated transportation plan. Public input was received
through a multi-pronged approach that included open houses, public events, and
online surveys that began with feedback about the goals and objectives, included in-
put into project prioritization, and review of the draft document. In addition, staff
met regularly with the Joint Transportation Subcommittee/Citizen Advisory
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Committee (JTS-CAC) and Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), two committees
heavily invested in providing comments and recommendations into the document.

Furthermore, the City Council took a leadership role is reviewing and modifying the
new goals, objectives, and action items that help set the tone for the plan and the
type of transportation system the City is striving to achieve.

Information received as part of the on-line survey indicates that residents of Med-
ford use all available modes of transportation with the top three modes being vehi-
cles, bicycles, and walking. The plan provides for the installation of new and en-
hanced facilities to serve all three of these modes and others.

Conclusions

Criterion 3: Satisfied. The City successfully completed the expansion of the Urban
Growth Boundary amendment in 2018. In order to ensure orderly development and
to meet the needs of future growth, a revised transportation plan must be adopted.
The document outlines these new factors and provides guidance into how the sys-
tem will be improved and expanded upon over the next twenty years.

3. Demonstrable inconsistency with another Plan provision.

Findings

Transportation is a Category “A” facility in the Comprehensive Plan. Category “A”
facilities are key physical facilities necessary for urban development. The topic is
identified in several of the Comprehensive Plan elements including the Environment,
Housing, Public Facilities, and Transportation elements. Generally, transportation is
linked in some way to these other elements. For example, in the Environment ele-
ment transportation issues relate to ways to reduce greenhouse gas emissions or
noise factors. '

Minor changes are being sought within the Public Facilities element to update the
text. The updated Transportation System Plan will replace the existing text in the
Transportation element in its entirety. Provisions found within the existing Trans-
portation element that are still applicable, such as adopted circulation maps or ref-
erence to the Rogue Valley International Airport’s adopted master plan, have been
carried forward into the updated plan. Any conflicts found within the various ele-
ments have been amended or completely replaced to resolve any inconsistencies
within the Comprehensive Plan.
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Conclusions

Criterion 4: Satisfied. The topic of transportation is identified throughout the vari-
ous elements of the Comprehensive Plan. Changes to text or replacement of an en-
tire element are proposed in order to maintain consistency within the Comprehen-
sive Plan document.

4. Statutory changes affecting the Plan.

Findings

Transportation planning is one of the 19 Statewide Planning Goals and is specifically
addressed in the Oregon Administrative Rules found in 660-012-0000 through 660-
012-0070 (also known as the Transportation Planning Rule “TPR”) and within appli-
cable Oregon Revised Statutes. These provisions outline how local jurisdictions and
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) coordinate land use and transportation
systems to increase transportation options. The City of Medford is located within the
Rogue Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization (RVMPO) and can be affected by
changes in state rules.

The State created an advisory committee to evaluate amendments to the Transpor-
tation Planning Rule governing metropolitan areas. Engineering staff has been a par-
ticipant on the State’s Rulemaking Advisory Committee which started in 2016. The
original work looked at updating greenhouse gas reduction targets adopted in 2017
and then moved onto clarifying procedures in the TPR, On September 11, 3 letter
from the Department of Land Conservation and Development was provided to the
committee members stating the rulemaking would be placed on hold until after the
2019 legislative session, due to confusion on the substance of the rule changes.

The existing administrative rules that govern transportation planning are still in ef-
fect and will be evaluated against the City’s updated Transportation System Plan to
show compliance. Prior to the City Council hearing, City’s Legal staff will provide a
memorandum indicating their review of the updated TSP against the TPR regula-
tions.

Conclusions

Criterion 5: Satisfied. The City’s plan must adhere to applicable federal and state
regulations related to transportation planning. There are no administrative rule
changes related to the Transportation Planning Rule that affect the City’s updated
Transportation System Plan. The City’s plan will show compliance with the existing
applicable rules.
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5. All applicable Statewide Planning Goals.

The City is proposing to update the Comprehensive Plan and adopt a new Transpor-
tation System Plan (TSP). This action will effectively amend the City’s state-
acknowledged Comprehensive Plan. The findings below explain that the updated
TSP is found to be consistent with the relevant Statewide Land Use Planning Goals.

Goal 1—Citizen Involvement

Goal 1 requires the development of a citizen involvement program that is widespread, allows
two-way communication, provides for citizen involvement through all planning phases, and
is understandable, responsive, and funded.

Findings

The review of the TSP update was guided by the appointment of the Joint Transpor-
tation Subcommittee as the Citizen Advisory Committee in 2011. This nine member
committee was later expanded in 2017 to a 25 member committee referred to as
the Joint Transportation Subcommittee-Citizen Advisory Committee (JTS-CAC) or Su-
per Citizen Advisory Committee. Representative from surrounding jurisdictions, the
County, State, school district and other agencies made up the 11 member Technical
Advisory Committee who helped guide the technical aspects of the plan. Both the
JTS-CAC and TAC were responsible for reviewing and providing feedback on all major
topics related to the plan such as prioritization of projects. The original JTS group
was responsible for drafting the original set of goals, objectives, and action items,
and had been meeting for several years. The expanded JTS-CAC met eight times
over the course of the project starting in 2017. The TAC met seven times between
2017 and 2018.

All meetings were open to the public and provided an opportunity for citizens to of-
fer comments and share ideas including a presentation from the Siskiyou Velo or-
ganization related to the National Association of City Transportation Officials
(NACTO) guidebook released in 2017 related to Designing for All Ages and Abilities
bicycle facilities.

As noted in Criterion 3 above, the City also sought feedback from its citizens through
a diverse outreach campaign that included six open houses. Staff attended four
public events, and conducted two on-line forums, including a community survey that
produced over 1,000 responses.

In addition, the Planning Commission and City Council met during regular study ses-
sions to discuss the progress of the plan and provide direction. Altogether, 20 study
sessions were held between these review bodies.
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A minimum of two public hearings will be held to discuss this proposal providing ad-
ditional opportunity for input by residents and agencies. The Planning Commission
will provide a recommendation for the City Council’s consideration.

A social media campaign has provided a means for those in support of the “all ages
and abilities” bicycle facilities guidebook produced by NACTO to provide comments,.
The City has received over 100 e-mails from residents within Medford and through-
out the region voicing their support for an enhanced bicycle network (See Exhibit F
for names and comments from citizens). A memorandum dated May 14, 2018, from
the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee also indicates support for the Goals
and Objectives to show a review of the NACTO document when the City considers
the installation of bicycle facilities (See Exhibit E). The action item that reflects this
language is found in 12-d of the TSP Goals and Objectives.

Conclusions

Goal 1: Satisfied. The development of the plan has included a strong citizen in-
volvement component that included input from the JTS-CAC, TAC, Bicycle and Pe-
destrian Advisory Committee (BPAC), Planning Commission, City Council and citi-
zens. The hearing process also provides additional opportunities for citizen involve-
ment.

Goal 2—Land-use Planning

Goal 2 requires that a land use planning process and policy framework be established as a
basis for all decisions and actions relating to the use of land. All local governments and state
agencies involved in the land use action must coordinate with each other. City, county, state
and federal agency and special districts plans and actions related to land use must be con-
sistent with the comprehensive plans of cities and counties and regional plans adopted under
Oregon Revised Statues (ORS) Chapter 268.

Findings

The transportation network in Medford is a diverse system that is owned, managed,
and/or operated by a number of jurisdictions, entities, and agencies. The relevant
state, regional, county, and local plans, projects, and studies were reviewed and
evaluated to guide the development of the TSP (Volume I, Appendix A for Summary
of Documents Reviewed). The City coordinated development of this plan with a
number of stakeholders including the Mayor and City Council, the Project Manage-
ment Team, and the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC). The membership of the
TAC included broad representatives from the agencies listed below.

® Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT)
e Jackson County Roads & Greenway; Planning
e City of Central Point

e City of Phoenix

Page 10 of 31

Page 176



Transportation System Plan Staff report
File no. CP-16-075 October 4, 2018

* Department of Land Conservation and Development
* Rogue Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization

® Rogue Valley Transit District

e Freight

® Medford School District 549¢

Conclusions

Goal 2: Satisfied. The City has effectively coordinated the development of the TSP
document with the applicable state, regional, and local partners who were repre-
sented on the Technical Advisory Committee.

Goal 3—Agricultural Lands does not apply in this case.

Goal 4—Forest Lands does not apply in this case.

Goal 5 - Natural Resources, Scenic & Historic Areas, and Open Spaces
Goal 6 — Air, Water, and Land Resources Quality

Goal 7—Areas Subject to Natural Hazards

Goal 7 requires local governments to adopt comprehensive plans to reduce risk to people
and property from natural hazards.

Findings

The community relies on a safe and functioning transportation system. In the event
a natural hazard causes disruption to the system it is important for the City to plan
for how it will handle and rebound from such impacts. Under the Economic Devel-
opment goal in the document is an objective and action item that aims to evaluate
vulnerabilities to the transportation system in relationship to natural disaster such
as an earthquake. It calls for the City to develop a mitigation strategy using the
City’s recently adopted Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan to study impacts to major
corridors.

Conclusions

Goal 7: Satisfied. The City has an updated Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan (NHMP)
that identifies the significant hazards that could disrupt the community. The TSP
recognizes the importance of the transportation system and identifies an action item
in the Goals and Objectives section (Objective 6, Action Item: 6-a) to assess the resil-
iency of the system in the event of a natural disaster, specifically a Cascadia event.

Goal 8—Recreation Needs

Goal 8 seeks to satisfy the recreational needs of the citizens of the state and visitors, where
appropriate, to provide for the siting of necessary recreational facilities including destination
resorts.
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Findings

The TSP incorporates the shared-use path network identified in the City’s Leisure
Services Plan. The development and connection of such paths provide for additional
recreational opportunities as well as the possibility of transportation connections
throughout the community.

Conclusions

Goal 8: Satisfied. The desire to create additional recreational opportunities for the
residents and visitors of Medford is re-iterated in the transportation plan through
the identification of shared-use paths within the network.

Goal 9—Economic Development
Goal 9 requires local comprehensive plans and policies contribute to a stable and healthy

economy in all regions of the state.

Findings

Within the identified Goals and Objectives found in Section 2 of the TSP document,
Economic Development is identified as Goal 2. This goal seeks to enhance economic
development and vitality within the City and throughout the Region. The noted ob-
jectives include: supporting existing and planned land uses, efficiently moving
freight, increasing resiliency related to a natural disaster, and supporting tourism
and neighborhoods.

The Tier | project list includes a number of key projects distributed throughout the
community to support new development particularly near new Urban Growth
Boundary expansion areas and other areas for redevelopment. The Foothill/North
Phoenix/South Stage Road corridor is an important City project identified within the
plan that supports the City’s economic goals but also has regional significance for
the City of Phoenix, Jackson County, and ODOT. Four Urban Upgrade projects and a
new roadway project showing the extension of South Stage over Interstate-5 are
identified in Tables 5 and 7 of the document. Improvements to intersections partic-
ularly in the north and east side of Medford have been identified in Table 8. In many
cases, new traffic signals (or roundabouts) are needed at these identified intersec-
tions to help maintain the City’s Level-of-Service standard and ensure development
impacts are mitigated and development is able to proceed supported by needed in-
frastructure. The TSP also identifies five ODOT intersections that are not projected
to meet ODOT's mobility target which will require further study as part of the Inter-
change Area Management Plan (IAMP) or alternative mobility target study. Im-
provements and/or alternative mobility targets at these intersections will be critical
to allow Medford’s economy to continue to develop.
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ODOT is currently working on an (IAMP) at the East Vilas Road and Oregon 62 Bypass
location. A Technical Advisory Committee for the project reviewed the initial 19
scenarios in July 2018 and recommended the top four performing alternatives be
further analyzed. The committee is awaiting adoption of the City’s TSP to ensure
proposed projects are consistent with Medford’s Tier 2 project list. The full list of
Oregon 62 Bypass projects under ODOT’s jurisdictions are identified in Table 9 of the
document. The completion of the Highway 62 Bypass and the transfer of the cur-
rent Highway 62 to the City will provide additional economic development opportu-
nities for redevelopment along this corridor.

Conclusions

Goal 9: satisfied. The transportation system plan is aligned with the City’s goals for
economic development.

Goal 10—Housing

Goal 10 requires local jurisdictions to provide for the housing needs of its citizens and provide
for the appropriate type, location and phasing of public facilities and services sufficient to
support housing development in areas developed or undergoing development or redevelop-
ment.

Findings

In June, the State acknowledged the City’s proposal to expand its Urban Growth
Boundary to accommodate future growth. The amount and mix of land planned to
be developed and the type of land uses have a direct impact on the how the trans-
portation system will be used in the future. The travel demand model provides base
year 2006 and forecast year 2038 traffic volume projections that reflect anticipated
land use changes and planned transportation improvements within the study area.
It also assumes regional growth and build-out of the City’s expansion areas (Volume
H, Appendix L - Operations Analysis Memorandum).

As noted in Goal 9 above, the identified Tier | projects will provide system improve-
ments to support new housing development within the City and expansion areas. All
of the proposed Urban Upgrade projects include new sidewalk and bicycle facilities
that also support development in residential locations.

Conclusions

Goal 10: Satisfied. The development of the TSP was based on modeling future
growth to accommodate all land uses including housing. The projects outlined sup-
port residential development within the City and Urban Growth Boundary.
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Goal 11—Public Facilities and Services

Goal 11 requires cities and counties to plan and develop a timely, orderly and efficient arrangement
of public facilities and services to serve as a framework for urban and rural development. The goal re-
quires that urban and rural development be "guided and supported by types and levels of urban and
rural public facilities and services appropriate for, but limited to, the needs and requirements of the
urban, urbanizable and rural areas to be served."

Findings

Transportation facilities are identified as Category ‘A’ facilities in the Comprehensive
Plan. Medford’s transportation system includes roadways, bicycle facilities, and
sidewalks needed to accommodate urban development.

Section 2 of the TSP (Exhibit A) describes existing conditions and future needs within
the system; Section 5 identifies projects. The projects are categorized into different
project types and have been identified to improve the system and help meet future
needs. The City has identified priority projects (Tier 1) to pursue over the planning
period that will help facilitate growth. It is recognized however that priorities over
time may change and other projects may need to be pursued.

The City is responsible for planning for adequate public facilities to serve the City
and the new expansion areas. The adoption of a new transportation system based
on this projected growth is necessary to meet the City’s obligations to provide and
plan for urban infrastructure.

Conclusions

Goal 11: Satisfied. The updated transportation plan outlines the types of infrastruc-
ture projects and improvements needed to provide for a growing City.

Goal 12—Transportation

Goal 12 requires cities, counties, metropolitan planning organizations, and ODOT to
provide and encourage a “safe, convenient and economic transportation system.
Goal 12is implemented through OAR 660, Division 12,also known as the Transporta-
tion Planning Rule ('TPR"). The TPR contains numerous requirements governing
transportation planning and project development.

Findings

The proposed Transportation System Plan (TSP) for the City is comprised of two Vol-
umes. Volume 1 is separated into 6 different sections. The Introduction and Goals
and Objectives help provide the framework for the document and outline what the
City is trying to accomplish with the plan over the next planning period. The Goals
and Objectives address topics such as Safety and Public Health, Economic Develop-
ment, Livability, Connectivity, Financing, and Environment. Section 3 provides the
Existing Conditions and Future Needs Assessment of the transportation system.
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Current facilities for all transportation modes were evaluated to identify any defi-
ciencies, and an analysis was conducted to estimate the conditions in the future year
2038 based on future growth and land uses. Applicable transportation and land use
projects were incorporated into the analysis to estimate future conditions, identify
future issues and potential mitigations. Discussions with the Citizen Advisory Com-
mittee, Technical Advisory Committee, Planning Commission, City Council, and the
public were held throughout the planning process to assess these conditions and
identify priority projects. The technical analysis is provided in Volume Il of the doc-
ument. Key findings for each transportation mode are outlined in the TSP.

The purpose of Goal 12 is to promote coordination of land use and transportation
planning. The updated TSP will replace the 2003 plan and will be adopted as the
new Transportation Element of the City’s Comprehensive Plan. The adoption of
these changes is a legislative amendment recommended by the Planning Commis-
sion and adopted by the City Council through ordinance. The City will follow up with
any relevant Development Code Amendments to ensure consistency between the
TSP and development requirements. Section 6 of the TSP outlines key code and pol-
icy amendments to be drafted and evaluated.

Oregon Transportation Plan (OTP)

The Oregon Transportation Plan (OTP) is the state’s long-range, multimodal trans-
portation plan. The OTP is the overarching policy document for a series of modal and
topic plans that together form the state transportation system plan. A local TSP must
be consistent with applicable OTP goals and policies. The following demonstrates
how the Draft TSP complies with State transportation policy:

Policy 1.1 Development of an Integrated Multimodal System
It is the policy of the State of Oregon to plan and develop a balanced, integrated trans-
portation system with modal choices for the movement of people and goods.

Response

As the region’s major urban center, Medford provides a diverse range of modal
choices to serve its residents. Section 5 of the TSP addresses the various modes in-
cluding vehicles, air, freight, transit, bicycles, and pedestrians. The updated plan in-
cludes a new cross section for arterial streets that separates the bicycle facilities
from the roadway. The creation of new arterial streets and urban upgrades will in-
clude this enhancement to help provide safer facilities for those traveling by bicycle
while improving roadway conditions for motorists by reducing potential conflicts be-
tween motor vehicles, cyclists, and pedestrians.

The plan recognizes the City’s responsibility to coordinate with the Metropolitan
Planning Organization, other jurisdictions, and agencies to help improve the trans-
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portation system within the City and as the system connects throughout the region.
Projects are proposed throughout the City to enhance all modes.

Policy 1.2 Equity, Efficiency and Travel Choices

It is the policy of the State of Oregon to promote a transportation system with multiple
travel choices that are easy to use, reliable, cost-effective and accessible to all potential us-
ers, including the transportation disadvantaged.

Response

Section 5 of the plan identifies the range of cross sections starting with the higher
order arterial and collectors and ending with the residential streets. The Functional
Classification plan has been updated to identify new higher order streets within the
expansion areas and included a review of all existing higher order streets to deter-
mine any needed modifications. The City recognizes its built environment has limi-
tations but has set established goals and policies to help aid in providing transporta-
tion choices for all its users. For existing higher order streets that may contain miss-
ing facilities along existing development, a policy has been created to evaluate how
improvements are made to the roadway. For example, streets missing sidewalks will
be required to install sidewalk but the planter strip may be reduced in order to work
within existing right-of-way constraints. Similarly, for streets missing bicycle facili-
ties, the City will seek alternate routes via other parallel and lower order streets,
evaluate a possible lane reconfiguration to add the facilities, or identify specific
streets that will require a widened sidewalk to serve as a multi-use path.

All new roadways and urban upgrades will provide facilities for all modes of travel.
The City has set aside funding annually for both the installation of sidewalks near
neighborhood schools and the infill of bicycle gaps throughout the system. In Sec-
tion 5, Tables 14 through 19 identify projects for sidewalks, shared-use paths, and
bicycle facilities representing over a 100 different projects. Two of the identified ac-
tions items within the Goals and Objectives that are supported by the CAC, TAC, Bi-
cycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC), and the public include review of
the All Ages and Abilities Bicycle Facilities guidebook produced by NACTO when new
bicycle facilities are being considered on the City’s roadways. In addition, the City
plans to look more closely at bicycle and pedestrian facilities through the develop-
ment of a separate plan that focuses on these modes.

The City partners with Rogue Valley Transit District (RVTD) who is the provider of
transit service throughout the City and region. Figure 22 identifies the major transit
routes and stops located within the City. The City’s goal to improve connectivity of
the system recognizes the importance of coordinating with RVTD to enhance ser-
vices including links to the airports, downtown, and neighborhoods. RVTD is also in
the process of updating its master plan and the City will coordinate any necessary
changes to its TSP in the future.
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Policy 2.1 - Capacity and Operational Efficiency
It is the policy of the State of Oregon to manage the transportation system to improve its ca-
pacity and operational efficiency for the long term benefit of people and goods movement.

Policy 2.2 - Management of Assets
It is the policy of the State of Oregon to manage transportation assets to extend their life
and reduce maintenance costs.

Response

The City’s updated TSP (Section 3) addresses the existing conditions and future
needs of the transportation infrastructure that is critical to the long term benefit of
people and the movement of goods. The City has identified needed projects in Sec-
tion 5 to support the transportation system through the year 2038. These projects
include upgrades to signalized intersections to help ensure the City’s Level-of-Service
standards are met. Such projects are important as development occurs to ensure
compliance with the standards and participate in the needed upgrade of these facili-
ties over time.

Polices and regulations that help implement the plan are designed to preserve and
maintain the transportation system. This is accomplished by the routine scheduling
and overlay of major roadways to ensure their use and function over time. In addi-
tion, the City has strategies to improve local access and mobility through access
management as discussed in Section 5. The City strives to continue to enforce spac-
ing standards in accordance with the roadway’s jurisdiction and functional classifica-
tion, require consolidation of driveways over time and as development opportuni-
ties present themselves, and provide other transportation improvements such as
turn lanes when deemed appropriate. The City relies on the Oregon Highway Plan
when roadways are under the jurisdiction of ODOT.

Policy 3.1 —-An Integrated and Efficient Freight System

It is the policy of the State of Oregon to promote an integrated, efficient and reliable freight
system involving air, barges, pipelines, rail, ships and trucks to provide Oregon a competi-
tive advantage by moving goods faster and more reliably to regional, national and interna-
tional markets.

Policy 3.3 — Downtowns and Economic Development
Itis the policy of the State of Oregon to provide transportation improvements to support down-
towns and to coordinate transportation and economic development strategies.

Response

Goal 2 of the TSP is Economic Development. it identifies the City’s goals to coordi-
nate efforts to improve the effectiveness and safety of the movement of freight. It
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also supports the efforts of the Rogue Valley International Airport and its master
plan. The strengthening of the City’s downtown and surrounding neighborhoods are
also an important objective of the plan and the coordination of the transportation

system and adjacent land uses.

The freight routes in the City are shown in Figure 3, Section 3 along with Jackson
County, ODOT's, and the National Highway System's freight routes and connections.
The City’s roadway design standards help ensure the roadways are built to support
freight traffic. Table 20 of the plan identifies the freight improvement needs and
street projects identified in the Rogue Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization
Freight Study.

Policy 4.1 - Environmentally Responsible Transportation System
It is the policy of the State of Oregon to provide a transportation system that is environmen-
tally responsible and encourages conservation and protection of natural resources.

Response

The ability to provide residents and visitors with transportation options (the ability
to easily and safely walk, bike or use transit) helps provide the greatest benefits for
reducing the use of vehicles and helping to reduce environmental impacts by reduc-
ing energy consumption and improving air quality.

The transportation plan identifies projects to improve and expand the sidewalk net-
work and installation of bicycle facilities or shared-use paths throughout the com-
munity. One major project identified is the completion of the Larson Creek Green-
way corridor in southeast Medford. This part of the City is anticipated to grow and
this greenway corridor will provide new opportunities for residents to choose alter-
native modes of transportation.

RVTD provides nine transit routes to serve all four wards of the community. After
RVTD’s master plan is updated, the City will support implementation of this plan as
much as possible.

The City will continue to coordinate land use and transportation planning by evaluat-
ing neighborhood plans (Liberty Park, downtown) or transit oriented districts (TOD).
These plans help integrate residential and employment land uses and provide op-
portunities to shorten and reduce the number of trips by supporting the use of other
transportation options.
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Policy 5.1 - Safety
It is the policy of the State of Oregon to continually improve the safety and security of all
modes and transportation facilities for system users including operators, passengers,

pedestrians, recipients of goods and services, and property owners.

Response

Safety is addressed in Section 5 of the transportation plan with technical data pro-
vided in Volume Il, Appendix B (Safety & Technical Memorandum). Table 13 identi-
fies the top 20 safety locations, the overlap with other indicators as shown in
ODOQT’s Statewide Priority Index System (SPIS) and All Roads Transportation Safety
(ARTS) lists, and their correspondence to identified projects in the plan.

The safety memorandum explains the safety analysis conducted for the City and
groups the topic into two sections: crash trends overview and network screening.
The crash trends overview section provides a summary of the data used for the
analysis and general trends seen throughout the City. The network screening pro-
cess evaluated all the roads and intersections within the City. Crash data was ob-
tained from ODOT for the years between 2011 and 2015.

The TSP also provides an analysis of the transportation facilities using the Bicycle and
Pedestrian Levels of Stress methodologies. Figure 13 identifies the types of im-
provements needed to create low stress bicycle connections. Figure 14 shows exist-
ing pedestrian facilities, Figure 15 shows the existing levels of pedestrian stress ex-
perienced on pedestrian facilities. Annual funding is identified in the project list to
provide for sidewalk and bicycle improvements throughout the City. Other projects
identified such as urban upgrades will accommodate all modes of travel and help
improve safety along the City’s streets and these improvements are considered in
Section 5 under the Legacy Streets topic.

Policy 7.1 - A Coordinated TransportationSystem

It is the policy of the State of Oregon to work collaboratively with other jurisdictions and
agencies with the objective of removing barriers so the transportation system can function
as one system.

Response

The City has coordinated this plan with adjacent jurisdictions including the City of
Phoenix and City of Central Point, Jackson County, the Rogue Valley Metropolitan
Planning Organization, and ODOT. These agencies were represented on the Tech-
nical Advisory Committee as outlined under Goal 2 above.
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Policy 7.3 — Public Involvement and Consultation

It is the policy of the State of Oregon to involve Oregonians to the fullest practical ex-
tent in transportation planning and implementation in order to deliver a transportation sys-
tem that meets the diverse needs of the state.

Policy 7.4 — Environmental Justice

It is the policy of the State of Oregon to provide all Oregonians, regardless of race, culture or
income, equal access to transportation decision-making so all Oregonians may fairly share
in benefits and burdens and enjoy the same degree of protection from disproportionate ad-
verseimpacts.

Response

The plan included a robust public involvement process that is summarized in the in-
troduction of the document in Section 1 and as detailed under the Goal 1 Statewide
Planning Goals findings noted above. The City provided information via its webpage
(MedfordTSP.com) and conducted two on-line forums that included a community
survey. Additional public feedback will be provided during the public hearing pro-
cess.

Oregon Highway Plan

The 1999 Oregon Highway Plan (OHP) establishes policies and investment strategies for Ore-
gon’s state highway system over a 20-year period and refines the goals and policies found in
the OTP. Policies in the OHP emphasize the efficient management of the highway system to
increase safety and to extend highway capacity, partnerships with other agencies and local
governments, and the use of new techniques to improve road safety and capacity. These pol-
icies also link land use and transportation, set standards for highway performance and ac-
cess management, and emphasize the relationship between state highways and local road,
bicycle, pedestrian, transit, rail, and air systems. Medford’s updated TSP meets the State pol-
icies as follows:

Policy 1A: State Highway Classification S ystem
It is the policy of the State of Oregon to develop and apply the state highway classification
system to guide ODOT priorities for system investment and management.

Policy 1C: State Highway Freight System

This policy balances the need for movement of goods with other uses of the highway system,
and to recognize the important of maintaining efficient through movement on major truck
freight routes.

Response

The City has a number of state facilities within its boundaries including Interstate 5
(I-5), Crater Lake Highway (Statewide Highway), Highway 99 and Rossanley Drive
(District Highways), and the new OR 62 Bypass categorized as a Principal Arterial
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Other. The Functional Classification of these roadways establishes their primary
function and their access management regulations. The City’s driveway and traffic
spacing standards vary from those of ODOT. Discussion regarding access manage-
ment is found in Section 5 of the plan. The City coordinates with ODOT on access
spacing standards based on OAR 734-051-3050 and the Oregon Highway Plan.

Policy 1B: Land Use and Transportation
This policy recognizes the role of both State and local governments related to the state
highway system.

Response

As outlined in Goals 1 and 2 of this report, and OTP Policy 7.1 above, the develop-
ment of the TSP has been a collaboration between the City, ODOT, and other stake-
holders. The plan recognizes the relationship between integrating land use and
transportation facilities especially near designated activity centers and TODs. The
City is a participant in the Rogue Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization and is
helping to achieve the alternative measures outlined in the Regional Transportation
Plan (RTP). The concentration of land use and transportation improvements near
activity centers will help in achieving the RTP requirements.

Policy 1F: Highway Mobility Policy

This policy seeks to maintain acceptable and reliable levels of mobility on the state highway
system, consistent with the expectations for each facility type, location and functional objec-
tives.

Response

The plan summarizes the existing and projected (2038) traffic conditions analysis for
streets and intersections in Section 3 and in detail in Volume Il, Operations Analysis
memorandum. Figure 4 shows the existing intersection Level-of-Service (LOS) and
Figure 5 shows the future baseline intersection Level-of-Service. Intersections not
projected to meet the City’s or ODOT’s mobility targets were evaluated to identify
potential improvements such as modifications to signal timing or signal phasing,
adding turn lanes or through lanes, or installing a signal. There are five identified
ODOT intersections that need further evaluation as part of the Interchange Area
Management Plans (IAMPs) or alternative mobility targets. The City is participating
in the IAMP process and will cooperate with ODOT to implement plans that are con-
sistent with highway mobility standards.
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Policy 1G: Major Improvements and Policy 2B: Off-System Improvements

This policy seeks to maintain highway performance and improve safety by improving system
efficiency and management before adding capacity. ODOT works in partnership with local
governments to address highway performance and safety needs.

It is the State policy to provide state financial assistance to local jurisdictions to develop, en-
hance, and maintain improvements on local transportation systems when they are a cost-
effective way to improve the operation of the state highway system such as through local ju-
risdictions adopting land use, access management and other policies to assure the continued
benefit of the off-system improvement to the state highway system.

Response

The TSP outlines needed projects to accommodate future growth in the following
categories: additional vehicle capacity, new roadway connections, pedestrian and
bicycle travel, and safety. The projects are identified in Section 5 of the plan and in-
cludes a commitment to improve the Foothill/North Phoenix/South Stage corridor.
In the same section, access management standards are addressed for access, spac-
ing, driveway access, and access consolidation. These identified strategies in the
plan are intending to help preserve the transportation system investments while
promoting safety and limiting congestion.

Policy 1H: Bypasses and Policy 2C: Interjurisdictional Transfers
It is State policy to build bypasses to provide safe, efficient passage for through travelers and
commerce, and to effectively serve state and regional traffic trips.

It is State policy to consider, in cooperation with local jurisdictions, interjurisdictional trans-
fers to lead to increased efficiencies in the operation and maintenance of a particular road-
way segment or corridor.

Response

The construction of Phase 1 of the OR 62 Bypass project is underway in Medford.
The project will result in a new four-lane access controlled expressway from Inter-
state 5 to OR 62 north of White City. The current phase starts at OR 62 east of Bull-
ock Road and Poplar Drive and extends north on the west side of OR 62 to Corey
Road. An IAMP is also under review for the Vilas Road and OR 62 Bypass.

The Bypass is expected to reduce traffic volumes on the old Highway 62 providing
opportunities to review access management, streetscape enhancements, pedestrian
crossing treatments, multi-modal improvements, and transit needs. The City of
Medford will eventually take jurisdiction of segments of the old Highway 62.
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Policy 2F: Traffic Safety
It is State policy to continually improve safety for all users of the high way system.

Response
See response under OTP Policy 5.1.

Policy 3A: Classification and Spacing Standards

It is State policy to manage the location, spacing and type of road and street intersections
and approach roads on state highways to assure safe and efficient operation of state high-
ways.

Response

Access management is covered in Section 5 of the plan and outlines the City’s and
ODOT’s spacing standards for accesses, driveways, and traffic signals. These stand-
ards are coordinated through regulations found in Chapter 10 of the Medford Mu-
nicipal Code.

Policy 4A: Efficiency of Freight Movement

It is State policy to maintain and improve the efficiency of freight movement on the state
highway system and access to intermodal connections. The State shall seek to balance the
needs of long distance and through freight movements with local transportation needs on
highway facilities in both urban areas and rural communities.

Response

The freight routes shown in Figure 3 identify those for the City, County, ODOT, and
the National Highway System. Several of the City’s Tier 1 projects (Figure 19) that
also include intersection projects are proposed on designated freight routes includ-
ing the Foothill/North Phoenix corridor, Table Rock Road, and W. McAndrews Road.

Policy 4B: Alternative Passenger Modes

It is State policy to advance and support alternative passenger transportation systems where
travel demand, land use, and other factors indicate the potential for successful and effective
development of alternative passenger modes.

Response

Section 5 of the updated TSP includes a Pedestrian plan that outlines sidewalk,
bicycle, and shared-use path projects to help address gaps in the system and ensure
a better connected network to serve all users. A new cross section that is the pre-
ferred alternative when new roads are built provides for the separation of bicycle
facilities off of the roadway. Separated facilities better serve the needs of all ages
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and abilities. Sidewalk infill has been prioritized near neighborhood schools with
annual funding proposed at $250,000.

Rogue Valley Transit District provides nine fixed-routes throughout the City that pro-
vides options for the traveling public. The City will support RVTD and the implemen-
tation of their updated master plan as much as possible.

The plan outlines different strategies through Transportation System Management
and Transportation Demand Management to maximize the existing system by trying
to incentivize different forms of travel through carpooling or encouraging mixed-use
developments.

Other Modal Plans

The State has a number of modal and topic plans that together form the State TSP. In addi-
tion to the OHP, which is the modal plan for the State’s roadways, the following govern as-
pects of statewide planning for the transportation system: Oregon Transportation Safety Ac-
tion Plan; Oregon Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan/ Bicycle and Pedestrian Design Guide; Oregon
Public Transportation Plan; Oregon Freight Plan; Oregon State Rail Plan; and Oregon Avia-
tion Plan.

Response

Section 5 of the Transportation System Plan outlines the modal plans that are in-
cluding in the document. These plansinclude: Street Plan, Safety Plan, Transit Plan,
Freight/Rail/Intermodal Plan, and Water, Air, and Pipeline Plans. All of these plans
were developed to be consistent with State modal plans and ensure the City’s plan
meets relevant State policies and requirements.

OAR 660 Division 12 Transportation Planning Rule (TPR)

The purpose of the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) is “to implement Statewide Planning
Goal 12 (Transportation) and promote the development of safe, convenient and economic
transportation systems that are designed to reduce reliance on the automobile so that the
air pollution, traffic and other livability problems faced by urban areas in other parts of the
country might be avoided.” A major purpose of the TPR is to promote more careful coordina-
tion of land use and transportation planning, to ensure that planned land uses are supported
by and consistent with planned transportation facilities and improvements.

OAR 660 Division 12 Transportation Planning Rule (TPR)
The TPR contain policies for preparing and implementing a transportation system plan.
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Response
660-012
Administrative
Rule Section Administrative Rule
Number(s) Provision City’s Response based on updated TSP
-0015 Preparation and The City has coordinated the TSP update
Coordination of with affected State, local governments,
Transportation the school district, the RVMPO, and oth-
System Plans er affected agencies through the Tech-
nical Advisory Committee and Citizen
Advisory Committee
-0016 Coordination with The City has coordinated with the RVM-
Federally-Required PO regarding the plan and will provide
Regional Transporta- needed updates to the Regional Trans-
tion Plans in Metro- portation Plan once adopted. The City
politan Areas recognizes its commitment to partici-
pate in striving to achieve the alterna-
tive measures identified in the Regional
Transportation Plan.
-0020 Elements of Transpor- | The plan has studied existing and future
tation System Plans conditions to meet the transportation
needs of Medford in 2038. The Func-
tional Classification Plan has been up-
dated to show new higher order streets
within the Urban Growth Boundary ex-
pansion areas and make updates as nec-
essary to existing streets. The plan in-
cludes the extension of streets to make
better connections. The plan addresses
all modes of travel including roads, pe-
destrians, bicycles, shared-use paths, air,
freight, rail, transit and pipeline.
-0025 Complying with the The adoption of a new TSP is a legisla-
Goals in Preparing tive decision. The information within
Transportation Sys- this report addresses the applicable cri-
tem Plans; Refine- teria associated with a Major Compre-
ment Plans hensive Plan amendment and compli-
ance with the Statewide Planning Goals,
the Oregon Transportation Plan, Oregon
Highway Plan, other Modal Plans, and
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the applicable administrative rules. ]

-0030

Determination of
Transportation Needs

The plan is based on adopted population
and employment forecasts for Medford.
The planning period for the TSP is from
2018-2038. The plan includes improve-
ments to enhance the multi-modal sys-
tem and provide transportation options
for all users. The City will assist in re-
ducing reliance on the automobile by
coordinating future land use and trans-
portation facilities and by participating
in the alternative measures outlined in
the Regional Transportation Plan.

-0035

Evaluation and Selec-
tion of Transportation
System Alternatives

See -0030 above; The plan includes pro-
jects to assist in expanding the system
and providing transportation alterna-
tives for its residents.

-0040

Transportation Fi-
nancing Program

The plan includes an estimate of antici-
pated revenues over the planning peri-
od. Projects are prioritized into Tier 1
(funded) and Tier 2 (unfunded) projects.
The Tier 1 projects are categorized in
two, five-year timeframes and a ten-
year timeframe. An estimated cost is
provided for each of the identified City
projects.

-0045

Implementation of
the Transportation
System Plan

Code amendments related to implemen-
tation of the TSP are found in Section 6
of the document and will follow adop-
tion of the plan.

-0050

Transportation Pro-
ject Development

The plan includes ODOT projects. The
Regional Transportation Plan will be up-
dated after adoption of the plan.
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Conclusions

Goal 12: Satisfied. As outlined above, the City’s TSP is found to be in compliance
with the Oregon Transportation Plan, Oregon Highway Plan, Other Modal Plans, and
the applicable administrative rules that govern Goal 12. Code amendments that as-
sist with implementing the TSP are outlined in Section 6 of the document and will
follow upon adoption of the plan.

Goal 13—Energy Conservation
Goal 13 seeks to conserve energy

Findings

As noted in other goals above, there is a strong connection between existing and fu-
ture land uses and transportation facilities. Creating land use patterns and connect-
ed transportation systems provides more efficient use of land and helps to reduce
energy consumption by providing for shorter commutes, more direct routes or the
use of alternative modes of travel.

Development within the expansion areas must show compliance with the perfor-
mance measures of the Regional Plan. These measures require minimum residential
densities, transportation connections, and integrated development patterns to serve
the residents. Provisions such as these help achieve greater energy efficiency
throughout the community.

Section 5 of the document also discusses Transportation Demand Management and
Transportation System Management strategies that address ways to try and shift
travel habits and find ways to improve the system without increasing travel lanes or
building new roads. These identified strategies also lead to more energy conserva-

tion.

Conclusions

Goal 13: Satisfied. The transportation plan identifies areas such as activity centers
that provide opportunities for more mixed-use, concentrated development patterns
that help create more efficiencies. The new expansion areas and increased transpor-
tation connections will also conserve energy.

Goal 14—Urbanization

Goal 14 requires the orderly and efficient transition from rural to urban land use, to accom-
modate urban population and urban employment inside urban growth boundaries, to ensure
efficient use of land, and to provide for livable communities.
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Findings

The update to the Transportation System Plan is directly related to the City’s expan-
sion of its Urban Growth Boundary and to provide for the transition from rural lands
to urban lands. Provisions outlined in the Regional Plan help to ensure these new
lands are served by adequate public facilities and developed in a manner that makes
efficient use of land. An evaluation of the transportation impacts and needs to serve
these new areas is necessary and appropriate in order to ensure a smooth transition
of these lands. The City spent several years modeling transportation impacts taking
into consideration the future development of rural lands to urban lands.

Conclusions

Goal 14: Satisfied. Provisions are in place to ensure coordination between transpor-
tation facilities and the transition of lands from rural to urban uses.

Goals 15-19 do not apply to this part of the State.

Comprehensive Plan, Review and Amendments chapter: Amendments [to Implementa-
tion Strategies] shall be based on the following [criteria 1-6]:

1. Asignificant change in one or more Goal or Policy.

Findings

The updated plan includes a new set of goals, objectives, and action items to provide
guidance on how to implement the transportation plan for a growing community.
The plan begins with a vision statement to maintain and improve the transportation
system to serve all people. The plan identifies six overall goals, 21 objectives, and 82
action items to help guide staff and the community to continue building and improv-
ing the City’s transportation system. The main themes of the goals, objectives, and
action items cover the following topics: Safety and Public Health, Economic Devel-
opment, Livability, Connectivity, Financing, and Environment.

The new Transportation System Plan will guide changes to the City’s infrastructure
and operations over the 20-year planning period. The goals, objectives, and action
identify and summarize the vision of the plan and provide ways to implement it.
Staff will be responsible for updating the Planning Commission and City Council
regularly on the progress towards the goals and objectives.

Conclusions

Criterion 1: Satisfied. The plan outlines the City’s new goals, objectives, and action
items needed to implement the transportation plan. This element of the plan was
developed based on input from the Joint Transportation Subcommittee/Citizen Ad-
visory Committee, the Planning Commission, public input, and then refined by the
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members of the City Council. The provisions assist in meeting the City’s vision relat-
ed to transportation.

2. Availability of new and better strategies such as may result from technological or
economic changes.

Findings

The development of the City’s transportation system is highly dynamic. The mainte-
nance, improvement, and construction of transportation infrastructure is a collabo-
rative effort among City, County, State, and Federal agencies as well as private and
public entities. The plan anticipates new population growth over the planning peri-
od. Serving current and future residents and visitors will require new and enhanced
transportation facilities. The City has identified its financial ability to construct prior-
ity projects over the next two decades and recognizes other forms of funding and
assistance will be needed through grants, financial support from other jurisdictions
and agencies, and public-private partnerships to help build out the system over
time.

Advancements in transportation are occurring rapidly through the use of more fuel
efficient vehicles, traffic signal technology, and the research and testing of autono-
mous vehicles. The city is the major urban center in the region and will grow and
change over time as new development occurs. The plan takes into consideration
these factors and will serve the community as conditions change in the transporta-
tion landscape.

Conclusions

Criterion 2: Satisfied. The plan is a blue print to help ensure the transportation sys-
tem for the City is maintained and improved over time. There is an overabundance
of projects that the City cannot fully fund, but through prioritization and seeking out
other sources of funding and opportunities, the transportation system will be en-
hanced to effectively serve its residents.

3. Demonstrable ineffectiveness of present strategy(s).

Findings

The Transportation System Plan was adopted in 2003. The City has grown and
changed over the past 15 years and is preparing to serve approximately 20,000 more
people in the next two decades. In order to plan for this growth, the transportation
needs of the community need to be evaluated and planned for. There is no finding
that the present strategy is ineffective, but growing demands of existing facilities re-
quire routine evaluation and, where necessary, improvement, expansion, or aug-
mentation.
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Conclusions

Criterion 3: Satisfied. The existing transportation plan was effectively used over the
last 15 years to serve the community. Future growth necessitates an update to the
plan to enhance the transportation system and prioritize needed projects.

4. Statutory changes affecting the Plan.

Findings
This same criterion has been addressed in Criterion 5 above. No statutory changes
are found to effect the new transportation plan.

Conclusions

Criterion 4: Satisfied. Detailed responses are provided in Criterion 5 above. The
proposal complies with existing administrative rules that govern such plans.

5. Demonstrable budgetary constraints in association with at least one of the above
criteria.

Findings

The City has estimated its projected revenues and expenditures for the next 20
years. The plan shows there is approximately $88.4 million dollars available for capi-
tal projects. See Criterion 2 above (Information reflecting new or previously undis-
closed public need) for more details on the proposed funding.

Based on estimated revenues, the City has prioritized projects into Tier 1 and Tier 2
lists. Tier 1 projects are those with funding allocated to them, while Tier 2 projects
are unfunded. The needed projects are categorized into different project types in-
cluding:

+ Urban Upgrades

+ Roadway Widening

+ New Roadways

« Intersection Improvements

« Sidewalk

« Shared Use Paths, and

« Neighborhood Bikeways and Bicycle Facilities

The estimated capital revenues have been allocated to projects in all the categories
above. The projects selected will help maintain the City’s Level-of-Service standard
“D” (with two intersections at Level-of-Service “E”) at specified intersections and set
aside funds towards the Foothill/North Phoenix/South Stage corridor. The selected
projects provide a diverse mix of opportunities to upgrade existing streets, complete
trail segments along Larson Creek, and extend new roadways.
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The selected projects will be reviewed through the biennial budget process and as-
signed through a five-year capital improvement plan. Depending on priorities,
community needs, and grant funding, projects can be shifted to different timeframes

for completion.

Conclusions

Criterion 5: Satisfied. The City has more projects than can reasonably be funded
over the planning period. Therefore, all applicable projects have been prioritized in-
to Tier 1 and Tier 2 lists with funding allocated to Tier 1 projects. The transportation
needs of the community may change over time, but identified projects have been
selected to maintain city standards and improve transportation facilities to serve the
residents of the City.

All applicable Statewide Planning Goals.

Findings

The Statewide Planning Goals identified as relevant to the Transportation System
Plan have been addressed in detail in Criterion 6 above.

Conclusions

Criterion 6: Satisfied. The updated Transportation System Plan is compliant with
the applicable Statewide Planning Goals.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Based on the findings and conclusions that all of the applicable criteria are satisfied,
forward a favorable recommendation for approval of CP-16-036 to the City Council per
the staff report dated October 4, 2018, including Exhibits A through F.

EXHIBITS

Mmoo w>»

-

Transportation System Plan (replaces the existing Transportation Element)

Public Facilities Element

Conclusions, Goals, and Policies Element

City Council Memorandum dated August 2, 2018 with attachments
Memorandum dated May 14, 2018 from the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory
Committee (BPAC)

Citizen e-mails supporting All Ages and Abilities Bicycle Facilities (consolidated)

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA: OCTOBER 11, 2018
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Comprehensive Plan
Transportation System Plan Element

The Transportation System Plan Element is being replaced by the updated 2018-2038
Transportation System Plan.

The 2018-2038 Transportation System Plan contains the following documents:

Volume [ (Main Document)

Attachment A: Bicycle and Pedestrian Toolkit
Attachment B: North Medford Circulation Plan
Attachment C: SW Medford Circulation Plan
Attachment D: SE Medford Circulation Plan

Volume Il (Appendix)

Appendix A — Plans and Policies Review

Appendix B - Medford Safety Memorandum with attachments

Appendix C — Base Year Volumes

Appendix D — Base Year Conditions Synchro Outputs

Appendix E - RVMPO Travel Demand Model Outputs_final

Appendix F — Future Volume Post-Post Processing Worksheet

Appendix G — 2038 Future Baseline Conditions Figures and Synchro Outputs
Appendix H - 2038 Future Mitigated Conditions Figures and Synchro Outputs
Appendix J - TPR Checklist

Appendix K — Functional Class _2018-01-17

Appendix L — Operations Analysis

The above documents can be found under Important Documents on the webpage at the

following link:
http://www.ci.medford.or.us/Page.asp?NaviD=4168

1 Comprehensive Plan
Transportation System Plan Element

Page 198



EXHIBIT B

Comprehensive Plan

Public Facilities Element Excerpt
Deleted text is struek-threugh; Added text is underlined

1. I. INTRODUCTION

The fundamental purpose of the Public Facilities Element is to establish and maintain a general
but timely view of where, when, and how public facilities and services will be provided to support
planned urban growth within Medford’s Urban Growth Boundary. Each year, decisions are made
to commit considerable funds for acquisition, construction, expansion, and repair of public facility
systems. One important role of this Comprehensive Plan element is to describe the principles and
criteria underlying these decisions and to integrate them with the overall land use planning process.

Public facilities elements are required by state law (ORS 1197.175 and OAR 660-011) for all cities
with a population greater than 2,500. The Public Facilities Element implements Statewide
Planning Goal 11, which is intended to assure that cities plan and develop a timely, orderly and
efficient arrangement of public facilities and services to serve as a framework for urban
development. This element was written in accordance with Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR)
660-011 (Public Facilities Planning).

L1 Public Facilities Categories
Public facilities and services are divided into two categories.

Category “A” includes:
gor)

Water Service

Sanitary Sewer and Treatment
Storm Drainage
Transportation Facilities®

,.=._.:: iHl-he ._.=:_ —eaverad_in marn _ adention

These are the key minimum physical facilities necessary for urban development and are those for
which specific documentation is required by state rule.

1 Comprehensive Plan
Public Facilities Element
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Category “B” include:

Fire Protection

Law Enforcement

Parks and Recreation
Solid Waste Management
Schools

Health Services

Category “B” public facilities and services enhance and protect development within the city and
are provided in response to development that occurs. Because of this they will generally be
discussed in less intensive detail than Category “A” facilities. The division of public facilities into
these two categories is useful when determining facility adequacy prior to development. Creation
of these two categories complies with OAR 660-011. This document identifies Category “A”
facilities and the improvements to city infrastructure and services that are necessary to support
land uses allowed by the Comprehensive Plan. Because this plan element also describes potential
funding mechanisms, the plan is essential to long range financial planning of capital facilities, and
provides general guidance for the cost and location of future facilities.

Comprehensive Plan
Public Facilities Element

2
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Comprehensive Plan

Conclusions, Goals, Policies Element Excerpt
Deleted text is struck-through; Added text is underlined

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN ELEMENT

Adopted 11/20/03 by Ord. 2003-299: Amd 12/16/04 by Ord. 2004-258: Amd 10/1/08 by Ord.

2008-206

TRANSPORTATION — CONCLUSIONS

Medford has an extensive roadway network improved, operated, and maintained by the

State, County, and City. Coordination among these entities is vital to ensure the roads
meet the needs of the public through the new planning period (2018-2038).

The Functional Classification plan identifies the existing and proposed higher order street

network needed to ensure the efficient movement of local and regional traffic within and
through its boundaries.

The City maintains a Level-of-Service (LOS) “D” standard for signalized intersections

through the planning period and a LOS “E” standard for two intersections located near
the South Medford Interchange. In addition, the City recognizes ODOT’s mobility
standards (calculated as a volume-to-capacity ratio) within the community and the
requirement to meet or modify these standards through alternative standards.

Activity Centers and Transit Oriented Districts are mixed land use destinations that

support multi-modal transportation and help the City and region try to achieve the )
benchmarks identified in the regional transportation plan related to alternative measures.

The City recognizes its responsibility to improve safety and mobility for the traveling

public through intersection improvements, installing sidewalk and bicycle facilities. and
compliance with Americans with Disability Act (ADA) standards and requirements.

The Rogue Valley Transit District (RVTD) is the primary operator of public

transportation service in Medford and the County. The citizens of Medford benefit from
the fixed routes that bisect the City.

Medford’s transportation system encompasses more than roadways and relies upon other

methods of transport including air. rail. freight, and pipeline to serve its residents and

Comprehensive Plan Changes
Conclusions, Goals, Policies Element
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VISitors.

° Funding is limited to meet the transportation needs for the entire community, but the City
has identified a list of priority projects to maintain and grow the system over time. The
plan is flexible to allow for projects to be modified as needed.

® The City has adopted a range of cross sections for the arterial and collector streets which
includes an option for separated off-street bicycle facilities.

° It is difficult to retrofit existing street facilities. The City outlines a system to address
such “legacy streets” in order to upgrade existing streets over time and ensure the various
modes of transportation are constructed.

° The use of Transportation Demand Management and Transportation System Management
strategies provide ways to improve the efficiency and operations of the City’s

transportation system.

° The implementation of the Transportation System Plan will be coordinated through code
amendments and other adopted plans. refinement of neighborhood and Transit Oriented

Development plans, and Urbanization Plans.

OVERALL TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM—GOALS,

POLICHESOBJECTIVES, AND IMPLEMENTATION-MEASURESACTION

ITEMS

[}

Comprehensive Plan Changes
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GOAL 1 - SAFETY AND PUBLIC HEALTH

The transportation system will improve safety for users of all modes of transportation and be a

public resource that supports public health in the community.

Objective 1: Transportation improvement projects and transportation management decisions shall

be evaluated to reduce risk to the travelling public, and improvement projects and management

decisions shall strive to enhance safety for the travelling public.

Action Items:

1-a: Look for opportunities to improve the system to reduce traffic fatalities and serious

injuries.

1-b: Identify and install physical measures and improvements needed to eliminate safety
hazards along high-crash corridors and at high-crash intersections, including a focus on
improvements to protect more vulnerable users. such as children and those with disabilities.

1-c: Identify high-traffic bicycle routes for more frequent street sweeping to remove debris
that puts bicyclists at risk of crashes.

1-d: Design bike facilities that preferably separate bicvycle traffic from vehicular traffic on
Major Arterials by providing separate bike path systems such as off road shared-use paths
or by diverting bicycle traffic onto parallel roads with adequate on road facilities when
feasible.

Comprehensive Plan Changes
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1-e: Develop traffic-calming design standards and an implementation program for
reconstruction projects within existing residential neighborhoods and new roads within
proposed residential neighborhoods that accommodate safe freight movements within
neighborhood and community commercial locations.

1-f: Collect and maintain safety data to identi risks, as well as, to_guide policy and

evidence-based decision making. Data shall be used to make policy choices and to direct
resources to enhance safety opportunities that will be the most beneficial.

1-g: Assess and identify deficient rail crossings for vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycles.

Objective 2: Continue to remove impediments to mobility for vulnerable citizens such as those

with disabilities, children, and older adults,

Action Items:

2-a: Continue to ensure all new transportation facilities, and improvements comply with
the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990, and implement necessary policies and
procedures from the ADA project action plan.

2-b: Coordinate with local hospitals. schools. social service providers and similar
organizations to identify the transportation needs of the groups they serve and identify
opportunities to improve mobility for the providers’ constituents.

2-c: Take regular action to ensure the safety of heavily used pedestrian crossings,

2-d: Identify key locations that represent opportunities for low-stress routes for bicycle
travel throughout the City.

Objective 3: Promote active transportation as a means of improving public health.

Action Items:

3-a : 'Participate in. collaborate with. and promote active transportation programs and
outreach like RVTD’s Go by Bike Week, the Drive Less Challence, Safe Routes to Schools
Program(s), Rogue Valley Bike Share. or similar programs .

3-b: Coordinate and implement a bicycle diversion program. (Such programs allow a
person issued a bicycle citation to attend a bicvcle safety class instead of appearing in court

or paying a fine).

3-c: Develop an action plan for implementation of the Citywide Path and Trail Network
outlined in the City’s L eisure Services Plan.

GOAL 2 —- ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Comprehensive Plan Changes
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The transportation system shall enhance economic development and vitality within the City and
throughout the Region.

Objective 4: Provide transportation facilities that support existing and planned land uses,
consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan.

Action Items:
4-a: Evaluate and modify. as deemed appropriate the City’s policy on transportation facility
concurrency.

4-b: Ensure development throughout the city and within the 2016 Urban Growth Boundary
expansion areas are consistent with the Functional Classification plan and other planned

transportation improvements.

4-c: Implement adopted neighborhood plans including the Bear Creek Master Plan.

Objective 5: Maintain and improve the efficiency of the movement of freight and goods by
ground, rail, air, pipeline, and transmission infrastructure,

Action Items:

3-a; Assess land use conflicts affecting freight service providers and develop best practices
that prioritize safe, efficient, and reliable frei ght connections while reducing neighborhood

impacts.
5-b: Review and consider revisions to the existing truck route designations within the City
of Medford and implement street desien standards that meet the weight and dimensional

needs of trucks for streets that serve industrial and commercial areas and those designated
as “truck routes.”

5-c: Strive to balance the needs of moving freight with community livability.

5-d: Advocate for and support designation of State and Federal priority freight routes
within the City of Medford.

Objective 6: Increase resilience of the local freight and logistics network to natural disaster.

Action Items:

6-a: Using the City’s Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan and other resources, assess the local
freight routes for vulnerabilities to natural disaster, in particular a Cascadia Event, and
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develop and implement a mitigation strategy by 2022. Example locations include but are
not limited to Foothill Road, North Phoenix. and South Stage Road

Objective 7: Identify and improve transportation facilities that support the Region’s tourism
industry

Action Items:

7-a: Support the efforts of the Rogue Valley International-Medford Aimport and the
airport’s associated master plan.

7-b: Strategically implement the Citywide Path and Trail Network found in the Leisure
Services Plan to support recreational tourism in the City and region.

Objective 8: Support initiatives to redevelop Downtown, Liberty Park, and other existing
neighborhoods through transportation infrastructure investments.

Action Items:

8-a: Evaluate the feasibility of expanding the Downtown Parking District.

8-b: Implement transportation infrastructure improvement projects recommended by the
Downtown, Liberty Park, and other neighborhood plans including the Bear Creek Master
Plan. Coordinate the TSP with neighborhood planning efforts to ensure consistency
between neighborhood plans and the TSP.

GOAL 3 - LIVABILITY

Design and construct transportation facilities to enhance the livability of the City’s neighborhoods
and business centers.

Objective 9: The City will balance transportation system objectives to improve mobility against
objectives to avoid disruption of existing neighborhoods and nonresidential districts, and minimize
impacts to individual properties.

Action Items:

9-a: Limit Major Arterial streets to a total cross-section width of no more than five travel
lanes. except at intersections. Accommodate travel demand that would otherwise require a
width of more than five lanes through increased system connectivity, transit service, use of
transportation demand management (TDM) strategies, and other alternative modes of

transportation.

9-b: Prior to upgrading a stréet classification in residential and mixed-use areas to a higher
order classification. the City will consider the impacts to neighborhood livability.
Alternatives that allow existing neighborhoods to_remain intact will be considered. If
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reclassification is necessary, mitigation measures and/or street-design alternatives will be
considered.

9-c: Incorporate context-sensitive street and streetscape design techniques in order to
balance the needed street function for all users and modes with the needs of the surrounding
built environment. The selected design solution should take into consideration whether the
street is new or an existing “legacy” street.

9-d: Implement transportation demand management strategies, when appropriate, to
mitigate congestion prior to roadway expansion.

Objective 10: Increase the number of walkable, bikeable, mixed-use, transit oriented and transit

supportive neighborhoods while promoting connectivity to existing neighborhoods.

Action Items:

10-a_: Re-assess and consider implementation of the West Main Transit Oriented
Development (TOD) plan as a neighborhood plan or corridor plan and consider developing
other such plans for downtown and other neighborhoods.

10-b: Re-evaluate the maximum and minimum block length perimeter standards to ensure
direct street routes and connectivity and reduce travel distances to all users.

10-c: Research and consider options for development standards and incentives to promote
mixed-use and transit oriented development.

10-d: Consider designating Medford’s multimodal mixed-use areas (MMAs) and prioritize
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit investments within targeted employment and residential
areas that foster mixed-use development. Consider adopting incentives to increase the
number of dwelling units within a quarter-mile of transit routes.

10-e: Ensure implementation of the Southeast Medford Area Plan with regard to
greenways, land use. paths. trails, roadways, and other transportation related facilities.

GOAL 4 — CONNECTIVITY

Achieve connectivity appropriate for planned land uses in the area for all modes which is well

connected to the regional system.

Objective 11: The City of Medford will strive to develop and maintain a well-connected

transportation system for all modes and users.

Action Items:

11-a: Work with private and public sector partners including but not limited to the
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO). Ro e Valley Area Commission on
Transportation (RVACT). and Jackson County to complete the major street network as
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shown on the Functional Classification Map. prioritizing completion of the City’s “Arterial
Ring”, major arterials, and regionally significant transportation projects like the South
Stage Overcrossing/Extension.

11-b: Implement street design standards for all new development that provide facilities for
all modes of transportation, including walkine and bicycling, and that promote safe driving.

11-c: Implement street design standards for existing facilities that allow for flexibility and
application of alternative street designs where construction of facilities to the City’s
adopted design standard for new development would not be economically or physically
feasible due to existing neighborhood and development constraints.

11-d: Create an intersection control evaluation process and criteria that includes a
preliminary determination for the use of a round-about and includes a detailed evaluation
where a round-about is a potentially appropriate solution. Traffic control changes at
intersections, such as installation of traffic signals or modern roundabouts, should at a
minimum include safety, life-cycle costs and minimization of total delay as criteria when
alternatives are considered.

11-¢: Identify future opportunities to increase the number of direct north-south connections
east of I-5 in order to reduce congestion along parallel routes and at intersections.

11-f: Implement wayfinding programs (through Transportation Options Planning ) using
conventional signage and emerging technologies to assist travelers in efficiently reaching
destinations including downtown, historic districts retail and dining destinations. shared-
use paths and other recreational destinations: and ensure consistent signage with other City

efforts.

11-g: Implement roadway designs on existing and new higher order streets that encourace
reasonably direct and safe bicycle and pedestrian travel. In regard to the installation of
bicycle infrastructure, the City should identify lower order street network connections first.
off road/separated shared-use path locations second, and the typical cross section last when
planning the bicycle network. '

11-h: Establish a policy that ensures intervening streets not yet built between existing and
new_development are constructed and compensated with the adjacent development or
prioritized and built by the Citv.

11-i: Consider standards that allow the construction of off street improvements (such as
urban trails. greenways, etc.) or consideration of a fee in-lieu as a condition of approval for
land use actions in areas where these facilities are planned to serve as a transportation
connection.
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Objective 12: Improve access (on or off roadway) for people to walk and bike to public places
especially schools, parks, employment centers, commercial areas, and other public facilities.

Action Items:

12-a. Coordinate with local and regional partners to develop trails, shared-use paths and
other active transportation facilities that better connect the City’s neighborhoods. schools,
parks, and various activity centers.

12-b: Improve pedestrian and bicycle connectivity to current and proposed major shared-
use paths, such as the Bear Creek Greenway; this may include land acquisition and
dedication from private and public land owners to implement trail connections where

needed.

12-c: Identify gaps such as missing bike facilities and sidewalks and systematically
upgrade the network to correct deficiencies. Sidewalk infill should be the highest priority
for non-auto related project funding. with a minimum of a 2:1 ratio of pedestrian to bicycle
facility expenditures.

12-d: Review the National Association of City Transportation Officials Designing for All
Ages and Abilities Bicycle Facilities guidelines (December 2017) when considering the
installation of bicycle facilities.

12-e: Develop and adopt a separate bicycle and pedestrian plan for the City that focuses on
these facilities as an adjunct to the Transportation System Plan.

Objective 13: Improve vehicle, pedestrian, and bicycle network connections with current and

planned public transportation routes and improve public transportation service.

Action Items:

13-a: Identify and prioritize sidewalk infill projects within a quarter-mile radius of current
and planned transit routes and/or stops.

13-b: On arterials and collectors, coordinate public transportation facility desien and
development with RVTD that considers the design of stop locations and facilities. transit
pull-outs and other similar features.

13-c: _Work with RVTD to provide locations for transfer centers outside of downtown
Medford consistent with RVTD’s long range plan,

13-d: When applicable, work with RVTD to assess the feasibility of developing park-and-

-ride facilities in strategic locations around the City.

13-e: Work with RVTD to improve public transportation connections between the airport
and population centers, such as downtown and neighborhoods.
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13-f: Participate in RVTD system plannine efforts and amend the TSP as necessary in

order to recognize the most current RVTD master plan,

GOAL S — FINANCING

Optimize funding resources so that transportation investments are fiscally sound and economically
sustainable.

Objective 14: Systematically and regularly plan and predict the need for the acquisition of needed
public right-of-way in order to implement the adopted Functional Classification Map.

Action Items:

14-a: Ensure future development includes buildin and extending local streets to enhance
street connectivity within neighborhoods and to the higher order street network.

Objective 15: When opportunities arise. the City will deploy new technologies that safely increase
the efficiency of existing street facilities to reduce the need for roadway expansion.

Action Items:

15-a: Continue to implement Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) to maximize
capacity in key corridors.

15-b: Coordinate with RVTD to identify potential Transit Signal Priority corridors and
implement Transit Signal Priority corridors when appropriate.

15-c: Develop policies as new forms of transportation demand are emerging that anticipate
the impact of changing demands. Examples of such areas of policy development are
autonomous vehicles, Transportation Network Companies. and other similar emerging
technologies on the transportation system. ' ;

15-d: Improve sampling and analysis methods to estimate trips made by walking, biking.
and driving. Investigate and apply emerging technologies that enable accurate, cost-
effective assessment of various types of transportation activity and phenomena including
traffic congestion, infrastructure conditions. etc.

Objective 16: Amendments to the land development code and municipal code to implement the
TSP shall be targeted for completion within 24 months of TSP acknowledgement.

Action Items:

16-a: Modify land use review procedures to allow street cross-section standards to be
applied in a flexible manner based on identified criteria_or_standards. Examples of
flexibility may include: adopting multiple street cross-section_alternatives for a_single

functional classification: establishing ranges of improvement widths for specific elements;
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allowing the elimination or reduction of aesthetic_elements where constraints make it

appropriate,

16-b: Review landscape requirements within the Land Development Code to allow
flexibility with the amount and type of landscaping and ground cover installed while still
ensuring beautification and storm water benefits along the roadwayvs.

16-c: Incorporate the legacy street standards into the Land Development Code in order to
address future development requirements along these roadways and outline who has the
authority to approve deviations.

Objective 17: Partner with local jurisdictions, state and federal agencies, and private sector

partners to maximize the City’s return on transportation investments whenever possible.

Action Items:

17-a: Continue to work with ODOT., Jackson County, RVTD, and neighboring cities to
fund roads, pedestrian, and bicycle facility improvements along State and regional

highways/roadways and major transit routes.

17-b: Partner with schools to identify impediments to walking to school and implement
Safe Routes to School solutions.

17-c: Continue active membership in the Rogue Valley Metropolitan Planning
Organization (RVMPO) and associated planning efforts, and routinely participate in
updating the MPO Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) to ensure that the City
transportation projects are leveraged with the region’s discretionary and special funding

opportunities.

17-d: Collaborate with private developers through public-nrivate-partnerships to fund
public transportation infrastructure that supports proposed development.

17-e: Recognize the importance of shifting project priorities to capture transportation
funding opportunities such as Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)
funding and other such sources.

Objective 18: Support the development of stable and flexible transportation financing that

provides adequate funding sources for Medford’s transportation system while supporting the

TSP’s economic development goal.

Action Items:

18-a: Collect transportation system development charges (SDC’s). as defined by Oregon
Revised Statutes and local ordinances. to mitigate impacts of new development on
Medford’s Transportation System.
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18-b: Assess the effectiveness of current fundin sources and identify new funding sources
during preparation of biennial budgets including the use of tax increment financing and
interjurisdictional agreements. Update policies and regulations to accommodate changes
as needed.

GOAL 6 — ENVIRONMENT

Reduce environmental impacts from transportation

Objective 19: Reduce environmental impacts of the transportation infrastructure.

Action Items:

19-a: Consider alternative transportation facility design standards that reduce impervious
surfaces and favor management of storm water runoff using Low Impact Development

(LID) techniques.

19-b: Determine the feasibility of incorporating renewable energy technologies into
publicly owned transportation facilities to offset cost and impacts.

19-c: Incorporate riparian and stream restoration into shared-use path and trail development
projects as opportunities present themselves.

Objective 20: Adopt policies designed to reduce per capita Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT),

reliance on Single-Occupant Vehicle ( SQV) trips, and roadway congestion.

Action Items:

20-a: _ Develop parking strategies that encourage non-auto travel to mixed-use
neighborhoods. downtown and other major travel destinations.

20-b: Assess off-street parking standards to reduce minimum off-street _parking
requirements within Activity Centers (as identified in Chapter 5.5 of the Regional
Transportation Plan) and other multimodal mixed-use areas.

20-c: Partner with emplovers and others to implement travel demand management
strategies that encourage modes of travelling to work other than SOV trips, including
carpooling; employer-supported public transportation passes: incentives for bicycle and
pedestrian commuting; telecommutine and other alternatives.

20-d: Identify, in conjunction with RVTD. areas where transit route expansion could be
added to alleviate congestion, SOV, and VMT.

20-e: Modify development standards to incentivize large employment and residential
developments to implement alternative transportation programs that reduce SOV trips
(such as free or subsidized transit passes for emplovees or alternative work schedules).
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Objective 21: Reduce emissions of atmospheric pollutants including greenhouse gas emissions
and particulate matter.

Action Items:

21-a: Analyze the feasibility of converting or replacing publicly owned vehicles (at time
of scheduled fleet vehicle replacement) to those using renewable, low emitting. and/or non-
emitting technologies (such as electric plug in hybrid, Compressed Natural Gas ( CNG), or
Renewable Natural Gas (RNG) fuels).

21-b: Evaluate incentives for developer-provided neighborhood Electric Vehicle charging
stations.

21-c; Continue to develop tree canopy along higher-order streets.

21-d: Promote active transportation through development of new pedestrian and bicycle
facilities and associated education/incentive campaigns and programs
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Exhibit D
City of Medford

Planning Department

OREGON

~————
Working with the community to shape a vibrant and exceptional city

MEMORANDUM

Subject Transportation System Plan ~ Draft document

File no. CP-16-036

To Mayor and City Council

From Karl MacNair, P.E. Transportation Manager & Carla Angeli Paladino CFM,

Principal Planner
Date August 2, 2018 for 08/09/2018 Study Session

COUNCIL DIRECTION
Project List

* What funding scenario do you want included in the TSP?
Document Draft

* What comments or questions do you have on the draft?

* What additions or changes would you like to see incorporated?

PRESENTATION OUTLINE
Introduction and Presentation — Karl MacNair and Carla Angeli Paladino
Discussion and Direction - Mayor and City Council

OVERVIEW

Since 2010, the City has been working on updating the Transportation System
Plan. The current plan was adopted in 2003. The City has grown since that time
and a new plan is needed. A revised and adopted transportation plan is necessary
in order to accommodate growth within the City limits as well as for development
to occur within the approved Urban Growth Boundary expansion areas.

Since July 2017, staff, City Council, the advisory committees, and the public have
been involved in shaping the elements of the plan. Staff and the City Council have
met regularly since August 2017, to review, discuss, and provide feedback on the
following topics related to the document.

* Public Participation and Outreach

* Vision, Goals, Objectives, and Action items

® Level of Service and Concurrency

* Transportation Planning Rule

* Design Guidelines and Implementation

* South Stage Overcrossing project

= Project Prioritization
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The Planning Commission and advisory committees have been kept informed
about these topics also. The advisory committees including the Planning
Commission will be presented the draft TSP in late August.

A copy of the draft TSP was provided to Council on May 24, 2018. A brief overview
of the different elements of the plan was presented during the study session. In
June, a subcommittee of the Council met to discuss the Goals and Objectives of
the plan and make changes. The proposed changes have been incorporated into
the draft document for the Council’s review and comment. The legacy street
table that was inserted into the Goals and Objectives section has been
reformatted and moved to Section 5 under the Legacy Street information. A new
action item related to adopting legacy street standards into the Land
Development Code has been added to the Goals and Objectives (Action 16-c).
Codifying the changes related to the legacy street standards is also included in
the list of Key Code and Policy Amendments addressed in Section 6 of the plan.

PROIJECT FUNDING

Historical Grant Funding

Staff has been asked to report on the amount of funds that have been received
from grants to help leverage local funds over the years. Staff was able to
determine that a total of approximately $42 million in grants have been received
for street projects since 2004. A listing of the grants and their amounts is attached
as Exhibit 7.

$42 million over 14 years averages to $3 million per year. However, grant funding
is typically allocated through a competitive process and is only available for a
specific purpose. Some of the grants received over the years have been for
projects not identified in the last TSP such as paving alleys, improving railroad
crossings, and bridge replacements. For this reason, staff included a conservative
assumption of $700,000 per year for the TSP 20-year Revenue Estimate. The
impacts to the project list of assuming either $3 million or $1.5 million annually
were studied and are discussed under the various scenarios.

Beginning Fund Balance

Included in the $30,000,000 beginning fund is the Street SDC Fund ($11,736,700),
Gas Tax (515,606,900) and the Street Improvement Fund ($3,029,600) and
excludes the Street Utility Fund, which is for maintenance. These total
$30,373,200, which is the actual beginning fund balance for fiscal year 2018. Note
that ending fund balances fluctuate in response to the types and funding sources
of projects in the budget. For example, the gas tax beginning fund balance is
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projected to be $11.3M in the next budget. Beginning fund balances are also
effected by grant awards. In the past few years, we have received substantial
grant funds. Grants have to be spent quickly or be returned, so other projects
may be deferred to focus on these requirements.

At the time the revenue estimate was initially put together, we were still using a
projected balance so staff rounded to $30,000,000. The Street SDC Fund is for
collector and arterial street improvements (construction). The Gas Tax can be
spent on construction, maintenance, and operations.

Currently, the following projects are obligated in the beginning fund balance and
total approximately $16.7 million:

e Columbus Ave Extension

e Delta Waters Road fill-ins

* Obligated SDC Credits for completed developer projects

e Contingency

STREET IMPROVEMENT FUND

HB2017 and Street Utility Fee Increases

Staff has been asked to answer questions about the projected revenue estimate
and project funding as it relates to the Street Utility Fee increases. The projected
revenue increase from the state as from HB2017 can be used to offset the
proposed Street Utility Fee increases over the next three years. By the third year,
the anticipated amount generated by the Street Utility Fee increases is essentially
equal to the anticipated revenue from HB2017. If HB2017 is used to fund
maintenance in lieu of Street Utility Fee increases, then $36,581,000 is removed
from the projected revenue estimate. Impacts to the project list are discussed
below under the various scenarios.

Street Maintenance Costs

Part of what is driving the maintenance cost increases are the requirements to
replace ADA ramps which are triggered by pavement maintenance activities. This
requirement has led to funds being reduced for general street maintenance and
are highlighted in the following paragraph.

2011 Pavement Management Analysis Report by Infrastructure Management
Services, Tempe, AZ. “Steady State — identifies the annual budget to maintain the
Pavement Condition Index at 75. For Medford the Steady State budget is
$2.5M/yr.”
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For 2015-2017 Budget:
Contract pavement maintenance was budgeted at $3M
City forces did approximately $1M of pavement maintenance in these two years

For fiscal year 2016 which started July 1, 2015:

2016 pavement maintenance required budget adjusted for inflation = $2.8M
2016 pavement maintenance spent= $1.98M

2016 ADA ramps = $639K

For fiscal year 2017 which started July 1, 2016:

2017 pavement maintenance required budget adjusted for inflation = $2.9M
2017 pavement maintenance spent = $696K

2017 ADA ramps = $696K

Note: Without ADA ramp expense pavement maintenance would equal 70% of
steady state recommendation

Project Funding Scenarios

Six project funding scenarios have been developed to show the Council how
different decisions impact the proposed project list. These are explained in detail
below. None of the scenarios include a projection of escalation for revenue or
expenditures. This is a simplification that staff made because the estimated costs
of projects are not being escalated. We do not know when the projects will be
constructed. There is escalation applied to the cost of maintenance to account
for the fact that gas tax revenue is expected to be flat or decrease as people buy
more fuel-efficient or alternate fuel cars.

Scenario 1 is the scenario council has previously seen, assuming all the HB2017
revenue is available for projects and including a conservative estimate of grant
funding ($700,000 annually). Exhibit 1a is the Projected Revenue Estimate and
Exhibit 1b is the associated TSP Tier 1 Project List.

Scenario 2 assumes HB2017 revenue is spent on maintenance and includes a
conservative estimate of grant funding ($700,000 annually), reducing projected
revenue by $36,581,000. Exhibit 2a is the Projected Revenue Estimate, Exhibit 2b
is the associated TSP Tier 1 Project List, and Exhibit 2c is the list of projects that
were moved from Tier 1 to Tier 2 to create the new project list. Fourteen (14)
projects were moved to Tier 2 and the funding for the three programmatic
projects was reduced.

Page 4 of 10

Page 234



Draft TSP Document Review
File no. CP-16-036
August 2, 2018

The remaining Tier 1 projects, shown on Exhibit 2b, include the two remaining
17-Project List projects, all projects needed to maintain Level-of-Service targets
(LOS D and E), the $15,000,000 allocated to Foothill / N Phoenix / S Stage Rd
corridor, already budgeted Spring and Springbrook intersection improvements,
replacement of the signal at 12t and Riverside, and the programmatic projects
for sidewalk infill, bicycle network gaps, and signal controller upgrades at a
reduced funding level.

Scenario 3 assumes HB2017 revenue is spent on projects and includes the
historical annual average of grant funding ($3,000,000 annually), increasing
projected revenue by $46,000,000. Exhibit 3a is the Projected Revenue Estimate,
Exhibit 3b is the associated TSP Tier 1 Project List, and Exhibit 3c is the list of
projects that were moved from Tier 2 to Tier 1 to create the new project list. The
Foothill / N Phoenix / S Stage Rd corridor funding was increased, Eleven (11)
projects were moved to Tier 1, and funding for the sidewalk and bicycle network
programmatic projects was increased.

Scenario 4 assumes HB2017 revenue is spent on maintenance and includes the
historical annual average of grant funding ($3,000,000 annually), increasing
projected revenue by $9,419,000. Exhibit 4a is the Projected Revenue Estimate,
Exhibit 4b is the associated TSP Tier 1 Project List, and Exhibit 4c is the list of
projects that were moved from Tier 2 to Tier 1 to create the new project list.
Three (3) projects were moved to Tier 1, and funding for the sidewalk
programmatic project was increased.

Scenario 5 assumes HB2017 revenue is spent on projects and includes grant
funding of $1,500,000 annually, increasing projected revenue by $16,000,000.
Exhibit 5a is the Projected Revenue Estimate, Exhibit 5b is the associated TSP Tier
1 Project List, and Exhibit 5c is the list of projects that were moved from Tier 2
to Tier 1 to create the new project list. Five (5) projects were moved to Tier 1 and
funding for the sidewalk and signal controller upgrade programmatic projects was
increased.

Scenario 6 assumes HB2017 revenue is spent on maintenance and includes grant
funding of $1,500,000 annually, reducing projected revenue by $20,595,000.
Exhibit 6a is the Projected Revenue Estimate, Exhibit 6b is the associated TSP Tier
1 Project List, and Exhibit 6c is the list of projects that were moved from Tier 1
to Tier 2 to create the new project list. Six (6) projects were moved to Tier 2 and
the limits of the Kings Highway Urban Upgrade was reduced.
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Scenario Summary:

Scenario Annual el Difference from
4 HB2017 Grant Available for Scenario 1 Exhibits
Funding Capital Projects
1 Projects $700,000 $72,440,343 S0 1a,1b
2 Maintenance | $700,000 $35,859,063 (536,581,280) 23, 2b, 2c
3 Projects $3,000,000 $118,440,343 $46,000,000 3a, 3b, 3¢
4 Maintenance | $3,000,000 581,859,063 $9,418,720 43, 4b, 4c
5 Projects $1,500,000 $88,440,343 $16,000,000 5a, 5b, 5¢
6 Maintenance | $1,500,000 $51,859,063 {520,581,280) 6a, 6b, 6¢c

Council direction is needed on what funding scenario and project list to include
in the TSP.

PLAN ELEMENTS

The plan is separated into two volumes. Volume | is the main document which is
organized into six sections and an attachment. Within Volume | reside the goals
and objectives, existing conditions analysis, project list, funding sources and the
City’s plans for auto, bike, pedestrian, and transit travel modes. Volume Il is the
appendix to the main document and provides the background data, technical
memoranda, and analysis for the plan. A brief description of each of the sections
and what they contain is described below.

Volume |

Section 1: Introduction

The Introduction section frames the purpose of the document and how the plan
can be achieved through the planning period. It sets the context for why this plan
is needed, describing changes occurring with the expansion of the Urban Growth
Boundary and growth in general. This section also identifies the statutory
requirements found in the Oregon Revised Statute and Oregon Administrative
Rules the plan must adhere to. The Introduction explains how the project was
coordinated with City Council, regional partners, the advisory committees, and
the public, and explains how projects are prioritized.

Section 2: Vision, Goals, Objectives, and Action Items (VGO&A)

This section outlines the Vision, Goals, Objectives and Actions that help guide the
future transportation system and how it is envisioned to be implemented. The
VGO&As have been updated several times throughout this process. As currently
written, the VGO&As incorporate comments and revisions identified by a
subcommittee of the Council who reviewed them in June 2018.
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Section 3: Existing Conditions and Future Needs Assessment

The assessment portion of the plan provides a baseline of the existing
infrastructure from sidewalks to the roadway Functional Classification Plan. It
identifies the deficiencies and opportunities that exist within the system helping
set the framework for needed projects in the next section.

In regards to intersection capacity needs (Level of Service), this section identifies
existing conditions at signalized intersections and the projected traffic conditions
in the future year (2038). This data informs intersection improvements needed
in order to maintain Level of Service “D” into the future for all intersections with
the exception of two. The Baseline Conditions Memorandum found in Volume I
of the plan provides the detailed analysis of this summary. Direction on the level
of service standard was provided at the March 22nd City Council study session.

Another example of information provided in this section relates to safety and the
historical crash data related to automobile, pedestrian, and hicycle incidences
from 2011-2015. The detailed information regarding crash rates, crash trends, as
well as the intersections and roadway segments identified through ODOT’s
Statewide Priority Index System (SPIS) and All Roads Traffic Safety (ARTS)
program are further detailed in the Safety Memorandum included in the

appendix.

Section 4: Transportation Funding and Implementation
The funding and implementation section provides the priority projects and
estimated funding the City will have to spend over the life of the plan. On March
22nd and March 29th, a consensus of City Councilors endorsed a prioritized
project list that included the following:

e The regionally significant Foothill/N. Phoenix corridor and South Stage

overcrossing project
e Engineering staff’'s recommendations for 36 other projects

At the March 22 study session, City Council also expressed a strong desire to
maintain the current level of service “D”, with the exception of two intersections
located at Highland and Barnett and at South Pacific Highway and Stewart,
(intersection projects 117 and 178, respectively). The City’s priority projects to be
funded are identified as Tier 1 projects. The remaining unfunded projects are
identified as Tier 2.

Staff was asked to evaluate changes to the project list during discussions related
to the proposed utility fee increases. Staff’s analysis and revised project list is
discussed under Project Funding above.
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Section 5: Transportation System Plan

This section identifies the different modes served by the transportation system,
including everything from cars, bicycles, walking, and the transit system, to the
airport, and even pipeline distribution. Details regarding the Tier 1 and Tier 2
projects can be found in this section. The modal plans included in Section 5
provide information pertaining to Streets, Safety, Pedestrians, Bicycles, Transit
and Freight. In addition, Section 5 outlines several strategies and projects needed
to implement Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies, parking
management, access management, and other items not addressed in the various

modal plans.

In this section, Council can find all of the street cross sections. On January 25,
2018, City Council identified the preferred cross sections for Major and Minor
Arterials that provide separated bicycle facilities as the preferred alternative. At
that same study session, Council provided direction on the concept of addressing
legacy streets. legacy streets are existing, higher order roadways that do not
meet the cross-section standards. Such streets may lack facilities such as vehicle
lanes, center turn lanes, sidewalk/planter strips, or bicycle facilities to name a
few. The legacy streets information has been updated based on discussions at
the June 28'™ study session. This section introduces this new concept and
addresses how the City will handle these streets as development occurs.

Section 6: Key Code and Policy Amendments

The plan includes follow up work that would amend Chapter 10 of the Municipal
Code. Any changes within the updated TSP will need to be implemented through
revised code language. Some of the amendments include revised parking
standards, changes to the review of traffic impact analyses, and updates
pertaining to the Transportation Planning Rule. The plan identifies several
Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) signalized intersections that
currently exceed the State’s volume to capacity (v/c) ratio or will exceed the v/c
in the future. Follow up work with the State and the need to establish alternate
mobility standards will also be needed after the adoption of the plan.

Any future code changes will be legislative land use actions that will be reviewed
by the Planning Commission and ultimately adopted by City Council. Topics that
are outside of the requirements of the Transportation Planning Rule can be
addressed at the discretion of the Council when deemed appropriate.

During the June study session, the topic of concurrency was raised. Council
agreed with staff’s recommendation to adopt the TSP first and address the topic
of concurrency separately with help from a stakeholder group. The goal is to
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work with the stakeholders to evaluate the current policy and determine whether
it works or should be modified. If modifications are suggested, the goal is to
adopt changes by the end of this year.

Volume Il )
Volume Il is a list of technical memorandums and data that helped to guide the

information in Volume I. It is the appendix and data center for the plan. The
following documents are including in Volume II.

Appendix A: Plans and Policies Review | Appendix G: 2038 Future Baseline

Conditions Figures and Synchro
Outputs

Appendix B; Safety Memorandum Appendix H: 2038 Future Mitigated
Conditions Figures and Synchro
Outputs

Appendix C: Base Year Volumes

Appendix I: TPR Checklist

Appendix D: Base Year Conditions
Synchro Outputs

Appendix J: Functional Classification
Memorandum

Appendix E: RVMPO Travel Demand | Appendix K: Operations Analysis

Model Outputs
Appendix F: Future Volume Post Attachment A — Bicycle and Pedestrian

Processing Worksheets Toolkit
If Council is interested in reading any of the above documents, Planning staff can
provide them either by e-mail or paper copies.

NEXT STEPS
Staff will present the draft TSP to the JTS/CAC, TAC, and PC at the end of August.
One final outreach effort will be organized to let the public review and comment

on the draft in late August or early September.

Based on Council input, staff will make final edits to the draft document, including
map changes and getting the document and staff report ready to enter the
hearing process.

The tentative hearing schedule is as follows:
Planning Commission (September 27, 2018)
City Council (October 18, 2018 or November 1, 2018)
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EXHIBITS

1.
a. Scenario 1 Funding Forecast
b. Scenario 1 Project List

2.
a. Scenario 2 Funding Forecast
b. Scenario 2 Project List
€. Scenario 2 List of Projects Removed
3.
a. Scenario 3 Funding Forecast
b. Scenario 3 Project List
Scenario 3 List of Projects Added
4,
a. Scenario 4 Funding Forecast
b. Scenario 4 Project List
Scenario 4 List of Projects Added
5.
a. Scenario 5 Funding Forecast
b. Scenario 5 Project List
Scenario 5 List of Projects Added
6.

a. Scenario 6 Funding Forecast

b. Scenario 6 Project List

C. Scenario 6 List of Projects Added
7. Grant Funding History

e Volume | - Transportation System Plan 2018-2038 {paper copy)
¢ Volume Il - Appendix (available upon request)
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HB 2017 Funds Projects

Scenario 1 - As Projected
$700,000 Annual Grant Funding

City of Medford 20-Year Transportation Revenue Estimates
Budget Item 2018-2022 2023-2027 2028-2038

Revenue Estimates

Existing Revenue Sources:
State Gas Tax 23,500,000 $ 23,500,000 $ 47,000,000

$
Street System Development Charges (SDC) $ 8,750,000 $ 8,750,000 $ 17,500,000
Street Utility Fees $ 37,000,000 $ 37,000,000 $ 74,000,000
Miscellaneous (CBDG, grants, MURA, etc.) $ 3,500,000 $ 3,500,000 $ 7,000,000

Total Estimated Revenue from Existing Sources S 72,750,000 $ 72,750,000 $ 145,500,000

Anticipated Revenue Sources:
State Transportation Revenue Increase from HB 2017 $ 6,484,160 $ 9,887,520 $ 20,209,600

Total Estimated Revenues $ 79,234,160 $ 82,637,520 $ 165,709,600

Fixed Expenditures

Operating Expenses (staff, indirect, non-road capital)
Maintenance (includes 3% annual increase)
Loan Repayment (Foothill)
SOC Credits
Contingency
Total Fixed Expenditures

49,000,000 $ 49,000,000 $ 98,000,000
13,272,840 $ 15,386,859 $ 38,516,238
5,000,000 $ 5,000,000

2,250,000 $ 2,250,000 $ 4,500,000
2,965,000

72,487,840 $ 71,636,859 $ 141,016,238

v W nw»m W Wn

6,746,320 $ 11,000,661 S 24,693,362
30,000,000
36,746,320 511,000,661 $ 24,693,362

Balance Available for Capital Street Projects
Fund Balance Carried Forward
Total Revenue Available for Capital Projects

w n n

20-year Total Revenue Available for Capital Projects $ 72,440,343
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Meraia 1 brmectes
$700.0 Areust Srant Funding
2018-2038 Medford Transportation System Plan Project List - TSP & Utility Fee as Projected
C itted Projects
Project # | Tier Project Location Project Type Project Description Cost {$1,000)
g Complete straet improvements to Major Collector standard where one or both
437 Tier 1 [Deita Waters Road, Nome Court to Foothill Road Urban Upgrade sides are not already completed 51,815
Realign, extend Columbus Avenue to Sage Rd, and widen to major arteria:
413 Tier 1 |Columbus Avenue, West McAndrews Road to Sage Road New Roadway [standard inctuding center-turn lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks $4,425
[Committed Projects 6,240 |
L0S D Citywide
Project # | Tier Project Location Project Type Project Description Cost {1,000}
169 Tier 1 |Foothilt Aad, Hillcrest Road to McAndrews Road Urban Upgrade Upgrade lolreglonf.l arterial sl'andard induding two lanes in sach direction, center- s0
turn lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks
122 Tier 1 [McAndrews Road at Foathill Raad Ramps Intersection Install traffic signals -
) B . Upgrade to major collector standard including one lane in each direction, center-
445 Tier 1 [Springbrook Road, Pheasant Lane to Cedar Links Drive Urban Upgrade turn lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks S0
126 Tier 1 |Springbrook Road & Cedar Links Drive Install -
" . [Update signal phasing and install pr tted signal heads in
(=] Tier 1 |Biddle Aoad & Lawnsdale Road Intersection and southbaund directions $160
112 Tier 1 |Crater Lake Avenue & Owens Drive intersection Install traffic signal or when warranted S0
114 Tier 1 [Highland Drive & £ast Main Straet Intersection install traffic signal or when S0
115 Tier 1 JHillcrest Road & Pierce Road intersection Install traffic signal or when $400
124 Tier 1 JPhoenix Road & Barnett Rosd Intersection Intersection improvements such as second S8TH lane, WBTH lane, and phasing all 4880
lefts as perm-prot
139 Tier 1 [Crater Lake Avenue & East Vilas Aoad tntersection Re-align Crater Lake Ave to the east and install traffic signal 5400
140 Tier1 |Crater Lake Highway & East Vilas Road intersection Monitor needs after construction of Crater Lake Highway Bypass 85
control i such as right-In/right-out only due to proximty
145 Tier 1 [Foothill Road & Lone Pine Road Intersection to planned signal at ramp - TBD by i further analysis and 5400
safety analysis
173 Tier 1 |Foothill Road & Delta Waters Aoad [Intersection Install turn lanes and traffic signal or roundabout when warranted $2,200
175 Tier 1 [Valley View Drive & Hillcrest Road Intarsection Ilnsull traffic signal or when $2,200
LOS D Projects $6.645 |
105 EIntersections _ .
h —
"7 Tier 1 [South Pacific Highway & Stewart Avenue intersection Intersection improvements such as second southbound feft and second eastbound $1,000
left-turn lanes
178 Tier 1 {Highland Drive & Barnett Road Intersection Intersection improvements such as sacond northbound right-turn lane (protected) $1,500
Es E Projects | $4,5m
Other Rec ded Projects
Project # | Tier Project Location Project Type Project Description Cost ($1,000)
Tier } Major caolfector standard including one lane in each direction, center turn-lane,
466 Spring Street_ Crater Lake Avenue to Sunrise Avenue Urban Upgrade _(bike facilities, and sidewalks $4510
Upgrade to minor coliector standard including one lane in each d rection, bike
615 Tier1 Stevens Street, Crater Lake Avenue to Wabash Avenue Urban Upgrade [facilities. and sidewatks $2.065
. Realign and upgrade to major arterial standard inclug ng two lanes in sach
475 Tier 1 |Coker Butte Road, Crater Lake Avenue to Springbrook Road [New Roadway direction, center-tum lane. bike facilities, and sidewalks. $3,400
t i 2! inc turn-| i ilities,
621 Tier 1 [Owen Drive, Springbrook Road to Torrent Strest [New Roadway :::i::fw:;v: major collector roadway lincludes center turn-lane, bike facihties $525
127 Tier 1 [Springbrook Road & Spring Street Intersection Install traffic signal or roundabout when warranted 50
. N Upgrade to minor arterial standard including one lane in each direction, center-
606 Tier 1 |Kings Highway, South Stage Road to Stewart Avenue Urban Upgrade turn lane. bike Facilities, and sidewalks $8,495
537 Tier 1 |South Stage Road, South Pacific Highway to North Phoenix Road |New Roadway Construct new minor arterial roadway (includes center tumn-lane, bike facilities,
jand sidewalks) and avercrossing of I-§
i | i i [t i h directis -
609 Tier 1 [Foothill Road, McAndrews Raad to Delta Waters Road Urban Upgrade [pgrade to‘reynnivl ..mrh “.."d“d ncluding two lanes in each direct on. center
. turn lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks .
n ool p . — . 515,000
510 Tier 1 |Foothill Road, Delta Waters Road to North UGS Urban Upgrade Upgrade ta .legmn'all lanena standard including two lanes in each direction, center-
turn lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks
i 1 d i [ h directi
611 Tier 1 |North Phoenix Aoad from Barnett Road to Juani Way . \Widen to re.z!nnil'an.erhls andard including two lanes in each dire: ion, center
turn-lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks
" . Upgrade to regianal arterial standard including two lanes in each direction, center-
721 Tier 1 |North Phoenix Road from juanipero Way to South Stage Urban Upgrade turn lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks
1ig i ial .l -
708 | Tier 1 [south stage Road, City Limits to Qrchard Hame Drive New Rosdway  [1°2187 S Stage Rd and construct new minor arteral roadway includes center furn $4,335
lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks
103 Tier 1 {12th Street & Riverside Avenue Intersection [Replace/upgrade traffic signal and increase vertical dearance 5400
Upgrade to minor arterial standard including ane lane in each direction, center-
447 Tier 1 {Table Rock Road, Merriman Road t Interstate S Urban Upgrade turn lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks $3,575
Upgrade to minor arterial standard including one lane in each direction, center-
450 Jien McAndrews Road. Ross Lane to Jackson Strest Urban Upgrade |turn lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks $2,045
105 Tier 1 |8iddle Road & Stevens Street d place/upg traffic signal 5400
i . | at Al '
n3 Tier 1 [Creek View Drive & North Phoenix Road Intersection install traffic srm:ul u{her} wartanted. Remove traffic signal at Albertson's access $400
and convert to right-in/right-out cnly {See SE Plan
121 Tier 1 [Main Street & Lindley Street fupgi traffic signal $400
P20 Tier 1 {Southeast Medford Bicycle/t onstruct Multl-Use Path $810
P19 Tier 1 [Southeast Medford Bicyele/PedestriarConstruct Multi-Use Path 5811
i i imize signal
108 Tier 1 [Crater Lake Avenue & Brookhurst Street Intersection Rvep'lar.e/uplnde traffic signal to increase vertical clearance and optimize signal $400
timing/phasing
Various sidewalk gap locatlons with focus on high-pricrity areas . : . . e "
| Ir high- !
Pr1 Tier 1 |including schools, activity centers and essentlal destinations, Pedestrian (Construct sidewalks or other pedestrian facilities at igh-priority locatians $4,000
F o ($200,000 annually)
transit routes, and transit oriented development areas
Varlmfs b":v,de Tebwerk ‘"i l.mllvns with focus on high-priocity Evaluate and construct potential roadway reconfigurations to accommodate
areas including schools, activity centers and essential . e L . " L
Pr2 Tierl o N - Bicycle bicytle facilities through re-striping and/or minor reconstruction at high-priority $2,000
destinations, transit routes, and transit oriented development
areas [focations {$100,000 annualiy}
. Upgrade signal 10 Ady Teaffic C , upgrade
Pr3 | Tier 1 [signal System Upgrades ntersection communications to signals, and other signal technology upgrades $1.474
Other Recommended Projects | $55,055
[Total | $72,440
[avartatie Funding T $72,440 ]
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HB 2017 Funds Maintenance

Scenario 2
$700,000 Annual Grant Funding
City of Medford 20-Year Transportation Revenue Estimates
Budget item 2018-2022 2023-2027 2028-2038
Revenue Estimates
Existing Revenue Sources:

State Gas Tax S 23,500,000 S 23,500,000 S 47,000,000

Street System Development Charges (SDC) $ 8750,000 $ 8,750,000 $ 17,500,000

Street Utility Fees $ 37,000,000 $ 37,000,000 S 74,000,000

Miscellaneous (CBDG, grants, MURA, etc.) $ 3,500,000 $ 3,500,000 ¢ 7,000,000

Total Estimated Revenue from Existing Sources $ 72,750,000 $ 72,750,000 S 145,500,000
Anticipated Revenue Sources:

State Transportation Revenue Increase from HB 2017 (Funds Maint Only) S - S - S -
Total Estimated Revenues $ 72,750,000 $ 72,750,000 $ 145,500,000
Fixed Expenditures

Operating Expenses (staff, indirect, non-road capital) $ 49,000,000 $ 49,000,000 $ 98,000,000

Maintenance (includes 3% annual increase) $ 13,272,840 $ 15,386,859 $ 38,516,238

Loan Repayment (Foothill) $ 5,000,000 $ 5,000,000

SDC Credits S 2,250,000 S 2,250,000 S 4,500,000

Contingency S 2,965,000
Total Fixed Expenditures $ 72,487,840 $ 71,636,859 $ 141,016,238
Balance Available for Capital Street Projects S 262,160 $ 1,113,141 $ 4,483,762
Fund Balance Carried Forward S 30,000,000
Total Revenue Available for Capital Projects $ 30,262,160 $ 1,113,141 S 4,483,762

20-year Total Revenue Available for Capital Projects S 35,859,063
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$790.000 Anriual Geart Funding
2018-2038 Medford Transportation System Plan Project List - HB2017 Funds Utility Fee Increases
Committed Projects
Project # | Tier Project Location Project Type Project Description Cost ($1,000)
lete street il ts to M. Ci
437 Tier 1 [Delta Waters Road, Nome Court to Foathill Road Urban Upgrade Complete street impravements to sjor Collector standard where one or both $1,815
sides are not already completed
Realign, extend Columbus Avenue to Sage Rd, and widen to major arterial standard
413 Tler 1 [Columbus Avenue, West McAndrews Road to Sage Road [New Roadway lincluding center-turn lane, bike facilties, and sidewalks 54,425
[committed Projects | 56,240 |
LOS D Citywide
Project # | Tier Project Location Project Type Project Description Cost ($1,000)
U d ional 1 i i irecti
469 Tier 1 [Foothill Read, Hillerest Road to McAndrews Road Urban Upgrade parade lo.re: MA‘, vartevla standard including two fanes in each direction, center $0
turn lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks
122 Tier 1 [McAndrews Road at Foothill Road Ramps Intersection Install traffic signals -
. . Upgrade to major colector standard including one lane in each direction, center-
435 Tier 1 |Springbraok Raad, Pheasant Lane to Cedar Links Drive Uthan Upgrade turn lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks S0
126 Tier 1 {Springbrock Road & Cedar Links Driva intersection install roundabout -
te signal phasi tall t d, i i [(
101 Tier 1 [Biddle Road & Lawnsdale Road Intersection Update signal pl a? ing ?nd install protected/permitted signal heads in northbound 5160
and southbound directions
112 Tier 1 |Crater Lake Avenue & Owens Drive Intersection install traffic signal or dabout when 50
14 Tier § [Highland Orive & East Main Street Intersection Install traffic signal or dabout when 50
15 Tier 1 [Hillcrest Road & Pierce Road Intersection Install traffic signal or dabout when d 3400
123 Tier 1 |[Phoenix Road & Barnett Road Intersection Intersection impravements such as second SBTH lane, WBTH lane, and phasing all ¢ag0
lefts as perm +prot
139 Tier 1 iCrater Lake Avenue & East Vilas Road Intersection Re-align Crater Lake Ave to the east and install traffic signal $400
140 Tier 1 [Crater Lake Highway & East Vilas Road Intersection Monitar needs after construction of Crater Lake Highway Bypass $5
Intersection control improvements such as right-in/right-out only due to proximity
us Tier 1 [Foothill Road & Lone Pine Road intersection to planned signal at McAndrews ramp - TBD by intersection further analysis and 400
safety analysis
173 Tier 1 |Foothill Road & Delta Waters Road [intersection tastall turn lanes and traffic signal or roundabout when warranted $2,200
175 Tier 1 |Valley View Drive & Hillcrest Road |Intersection Ilmull traffic signal or roundabout when warranted $2,200
[t05 b Projects $6.645 |
LOS E intersections
[tnt i t h k
17 Tier 1 [South Pacific Highway & Stewart Avenae hntersection Intersection improvements such as second southbound left and second easthound 3,000
left-turn lanes
178 Tier 1 |Highland Drive & Barnett Road I J i such as second northbound right-turn lane {protected] $1,500
[Los € Prajects | $4,500 ]
Other Rec ded Projects
Project # | Tier Project Location Project Type Project Description Cost ($1,000)
127 Tier 1 |Springbrook Road & Spring Street Intersection Install traffic signal or roundabout when warranted 50
i | road i k jti
537 Tier 1 |South Stage Aoad, South Pacific Highway to North Phoenix Road [New Roadway Construct new minor arterial raadway (includes center turn lane bike facilities, and
sidewalks) and overcrossing of &-5
d ional arterial stand i t i -
609 | Tier 1 [Foothill Road, McAndrews Road to Delta Waters Road Urban Upgrade ~[LPBe to reglonal arecia) standard including two lanes in ach dirction, center
turn lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks
d { arterial standard including two anes in each directi ter- | 515.000
610 Tier 1 |Foothill Road, Delta Waters Road to North UGB Urban Upgrade Upgrade tn.vellon.a' .‘n" Handard including two tanes in each directian, center
turn lane, bike faciities, and sidewalks
- = : — r—
611 Tier 1 {Narth Phoenix Raad from Barnett Road o Juanipero Way Widening (Widen to refmnal a‘nzrhlx andard including two lanes in each direction, center
tum-lane, bike facities, and sidewalks
. . Upgrade to regional arterial standard including two lanes in each direction, center-
721 Tier 1 [Narth Phoenix Raad fram luanipero Way to South Stage Urban Upgrade turn lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks
03 Tier 1 {12th Street & Riverside Avenue Intersection Replace/upgrade traffic signal and increase vertical clearance $400
Various sidewalk gap locations with focus on high-priority areas ) ’
Ce t J t] trian facil igh-priorif it 7
Pr1 Tier 1 |including schools, activity centers and essential destinations, Pedestrian .::::T":) sidewalks or other pedestrian facilitles at b shpriarity focatians (570,000 $1,400
transit routes, and transit oriented development areas
V:rim..vs lallczfle ne;w;rk “: llonlm:u wllhdhtus uln "u(h»prlontv Evaluate and construct potential roadway reconfigurations to accommodate
Pr2 Tier 1 areas including schools, activity cen E_" I’j essentia Bicycle bicycle facilities through re-striping and/or miner reconstruction at high-priority $700
destinations, transit routes, and transit oriented development .
(lacations {$35,000 annually}
areas
Pr3 Tier 1 [Signal System Upgrades $974

Intersection Upgrade signal to Ad Traffic C , upgrade
communications ta signals, and other signal technology upgrades

Other Recommended Projects

518,474 |

[Total

$35,859 |

IA vailable Funding

535,859
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Scenario 2

HB 2017 Funds Maintenance

$700,000 Annual Grant Funding

2018-2038 Medford Transportation System Plan Project List - HB2017 Funds Utility Fee Increases

Removed Projects
Project #| Tier Project Location Project Type Project Description Cost ($1,000)
Major collector standard including one lane in each direction, center turn-lane,
j i i d
466 Tier2  [Spring Street, Crater Lake Avenue to Sunrise Avenue Urban Upgrade bike facilities, and sidewalks $4,510
. Upgrade to minor co'lector standard including one lane in each direction, bike
615 Tier2  [Stevens Street, Crater Lake Avenue to Wabash Avenue Urban Upgrade facilities, and sidews|ks $2,065
. Realign and upgrade to major arterial standard including two lanes in each
475 Tier 2 |Coker Butte Road, Crater Lake Avenue to Springbrook Road New Roadway direction, center-turn lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks, $3,400
Construct new major collector roadwa includes center turn-lane, bike facilities,
621 Tier2  |Owen Drive, Springbrook Road to Torrent Street New Roadway . I vi $525
and sidewalks)
Upgrade to minor arterial standard including one lane in each direction, center-
i i i b d )
606 Tier 2 |Kings Highway, South Stage Road to Stewart Avenue Urban Upgrade turn lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks $8,495
Realign S Stage Rd and construct new mino arterial roadway (includes center turn-
708 Tier2  [South Stage Road, City Limits to Orchard Home Drive New Roadway ea |ng ag” X i o. ruct new minor arterial roadway (includes center turn $4,345
) lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks)
. . Upgrade to minor arterial standard including one lane in each direction, center-
447 Tier2  |Table Rock Road, Merriman Road to Interstate 5 Urban Upgrade turn lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks $3,575
Upgrade to minor arterial standard including one lane in each direction, center-
i b d
490 Tier2  IMcAndrews Road, Ross Lane to Jackson Street Urban Upgrade turn lane, bike facilit'es, and sidewalks $2,045
105 Tier 2 |Biddle Road & Stevens Street Intersection Replace/upgrade traffic signal $400
. : . . Install traffic signal when warranted. Remove traffic signal at Albertson’s access
113 Tier2  |Creek View Drive & North Phoenix Road Intersection and convert to right- n/right-out only (See SE Plan) $400
121 Tier 2 |Main Street & Lindley Street Intersection Replace/upgrade traffic signal $400
P20 Tier 2 |Southeast Medford Bicycle/Pedestriar]Construct Multi-Use ‘ath $810
P19 Tier 2 |Southeast Medford Bicycle/Pedestriar|Construct Multi-Use Path $811
traffic s toi ical imize si
108 Tier2 |Crater Lake Avenue & Brookhurst Street Intersection F%eglace/upgrade raitic signal to increase vertical clearance and optimize signal 4400
timing/phasing
Tier 1 .\lanot{s sidewall gap.lo-catlons with focus on.h'gh pr,'or'Fy afees . Construct sidewalks or other pedestrian facilities at high-priority locations
Pri including schools, activity centers and essential destinations, Pedestrian $2,600
Reduced ) Lo (Reduced by $130,000 annually) g
transit routes, and transit oriented development areas
Vari icycl rk gap locations with facus on high-priori
N anoufs bvcy. e network g p .oc fons wi N 0. En-priority Evaluate and construct potential roadway reconfigurations to accommodate
Tier1 [areasincluding schools, activity centers and essential . ) o = A 3 N o
Pr2 o X o Bicycle bicycle facilities through re-striping and/or minor reconstruction at high-priority $1,300
Reduced |destinations, transit routes, and transit oriented development . ‘
areas locations {Reduced by $65,000 annually)
Tier 1 . . Upgrade signal controllers to Advanced Traffic Controllers, upgrade
S| Syst Intersect
Pri Reduced ignal System Upgrades ersection communications to signals, and other signal technology upgrades $500

Bmoved Projects

$36,581 l




HB 2017 Funds Projects
$3,000,000 Annual Grant Funding

Scenario 3

City of Medford 20-Year Transportation Revenue Estimates
Budget item 2018-2022 2023-2027 2028-2038

Revenue Estimates
Existing Revenue Sources:

State Gas Tax $ 23,500,000 $ 23,500,000 $ 47,000,000
Street System Development Charges {SDC) $ 8750,000 $ 8,750,000 $ 17,500,000
Street Utility Fees $ 37,000,000 $ 37,000,000 $ 74,000,000
Miscellaneous (CBDG, grants, MURA, etc.) $ 15,000,000 $ 15,000,000 $ 30,000,000
Total Estimated Revenue from Existing Sources 5 84,250,000 S 84,250,000 S 168,500,000
Anticipated Revenue Sources:
State Transportation Revenue Increase from HB 2017 S 6484160 $ 9,887,520 $ 20,209,600
Total Estimated Revenues $ 90,734,160 $ 94,137,520 $ 188,709,600

Fixed Expenditures

Operating Expenses (staff, indirect, non-road capital)
Maintenance (includes 3% annual increase)
Loan Repayment (Foothill)
SDC Credits
Contingency
Total Fixed Expenditures

49,000,000 $ 49,000,000 $ 98,000,000
13,272,840 $ 15,386,859 $ 38,516,238
5,000,000 $ 5,000,000

2,250,000 $ 2,250,000 $ 4,500,000
2,965,000

72,487,840 $ 71,636,859 $ 141,016,238

v nwvu;vm o nn

18,246,320 $ 22,500,661 $ 47,693,362
30,000,000
48,246,320 $ 22,500,661 $ 47,693,362

Balance Available for Capital Street Projects
Fund Balance Carried Forward
Total Revenue Available for Capital Projects

“n n n

20-year Total Revenue Available for Capital Projects $ 118,440,343
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2018-2038 Transportation Systern Plan Project List
Committed Projects
Project # | Tier Project Location Project Type Project Description Cost ($1.000)
[Compiete sueet imprevements to Major Collectar standard where ane or bath vides
ar Tier 1 [Delta Waters Rosd, Nome Court to Foothil Road Urban Upgrade | " s shesdy campiewrd $1815
Reakign, eatend Colmbus Avenve t Sage Ad. and widen to mape artevial standard
413 [ Tier 1 [Columbus Avenue West Mcandrews Road to Sage Aaad lewRasday | i center-tun tane,bae Facitin ond srcern $3,425
fomminted Proects 1 $6.240
Loso ide
Project # | Tier Project Location Project Type Project Description Cost [$1,000]
Ungrade to regional artetial standard including two lanes in each diiretian, center
463 | Tier 1 [foothdt Road Hikcrest Road 1o McAndrews Raad o Uaarsde | e footes wad sty 50
122 [ Tier 1 [MeAndrews Road at Foothid Road Ramps Potersection  [imstall iratic signats
. Upgrade to major collectar standard including one 'ane in each direction, center
446 | Tier 1 fSpringbrook Road, Pheasant Lane to Cedar Links Drive b Upgrade e Foctbues and stemtr 50
126 | Tier 1 [Sprmgbrook Raad 8 Cedar Links Drive
3 Update ugnal phavng and metaht "
04 | Teer 1 [Biddie Road & Lawmsdale Road otensection | ™ eeens $160
12 [Tier 1 [Crater Lake Avenve & Owem Drve [inatall tratfic signal of reundibout when warranted 50
14| Ties 1 [Highland Drve & Fast Main Sureet install traffic signal or when warranted $0
US| Tier 1 [Hilcrest Road & Prerce Aoad install tratfic vignal or roundabout when warranted 5300
- lntersection impravements wch 45 vecond SBTH lane, WBTH lane, and phaung ol
124 | Tier 1 |Phoenix Rosd & Barnert Maad rrection L oot $820
19 [ Tier 1 Crater Lake Avenve & East Vilas Poad Re-skign Crater Lake Ave to the cast and mstall o aFc signal 5200
WO | Fierd |Crater Labe Highway & €33t Vilas Road intersecton [Menitor nerds after comstruction of Crater Lake Wighway Brpors 55
[Intersection control wmprovements such st Hght sn/rght out only Jue 13
S| Tier 1 (Foothil Rosd & Lone Pine Moad ntersectian 1o planned signal at Mcndrews ramp - T80 by intersecton further anat $300
fuatety anabpsis
173 | Tier 1 [Foothul Roed & Delts Waters Aasd install tuin lanes and trafh ugnator when wartanted $2.200
175 | Tier 1 |Vakley View Drve & Hikreat Aoad Jintersection install atfic ugnal of roundabout when warranted 52,200
0% D Projects I $6.645
LOS £ Intersections
d I
07 | Biert [south Pacific Highway & Stewart Averme ntersection such a1 secom eft and econd eastbound $3.000
#t tuen lanes
71| Ties 1 [Hightand Drive & Barnett Road such a1 secand ght 1w lane Ipratected] $1,500
105 € Projectn 1 $3.500
Dther Recommended Projects
Project # | Tier Project Location Project Type Project Description Cost [$1.000]
Tier 1 [Major coector tandard inchuding one Line in each dre:tion. center turn lane, bike
86 Spring Sueet, Crater Lake Avenue ta Sunme Avenue Utban Ungrade__ [tscilit o1, and sidewatts B Ses1n
B L7 ghade L3 m . o1 cotiecton is: dard e d g ore s o Eal i ir .
615 P01 [otevens Street, Crater Labe Avemue to Wabish Avenve Utban Upgrade  |faclutes. and sidewaths 52,065
. N ealign and upgrade to mapor arterial standard mchading fwa lanes in each dnecian
475 | Tier 1 (Coker Butte Road Crater Lake Avenue to Springbroah Rosd A T ot e Sl Dy $3.400
Tane, e faci
621 | Tier 1 |Owen Drive. Sptingbroak Road to Torrent Street New Rasdmay f:“';‘:;: ey eoliecton roadudy (mchudes centes frn Tane, Bie faclies, $525
I K Road & Spring Street imatall tratfic vignal or roundabout when warrsnted 50
Upgrade to muncr arterial itandard mcledmg one lane m arh decton conter Torm
606 | Tier 1 [Kings Mighway, South Stage Rasd 1o Stewart Avenue Uikan Upgrade | L e facaiie, s3e sites sy 58.495
N - [Comtruct new minor arterlal adway fnchudes center tuinlane brke facites and
537 | Tier 1 [South Stage Aosd, South Pacific Highway Lo North Phoenia Road  |New Roadway Lideaslia) sod mereromams of 15
609 | Tie 1 Footnill Road, MeAndrews R to Detts Waters oad Urban Upgrade  [UPEF2e 19 regonal artevial tandard including two lanes in each deection, eenter
tum lane, bbe facilitie, snd udewalts
Upgrade 10 regonsl arterial standard inchuding two lanes m each diecton cemter
610 | fier 1 [Foath Road, Deits Waters Road ta Horth UGE Urbanagrade | ek, and s
= den 10 fegronal arteni) Vandard including two Tanet i €ach dwechon Tenter Tom
611 | Tier 1 [Noeth Phoerus Road trom Barnett Road to huanipero Way Widening lary e ettty
[Upgrade ta regranal artenal 1tandard ioctuding two fanes i each direcbon tenter
721 | Tier 1 [North Phaenis Road rom fuampera Way to South Stage i Upgrade | e fecbta, wnd s
[Realin 5 Stage Ad and comtuct hew minor arteral roadway fciedes enter form,
78 | Tier 1 [South Stage Rosd, City Lemits 1o Orchard Home Drrve N RO e ke fatites, snd sdematty 54.345
K3 [Ties I (12t Surer & Riversade Averwe ace/upgrade trathc vgnal and merease verucal chearance $300
w Tier 1 [Table Roct Road, Merremam Rasd to inreretare 5 rban Upgrade | PPH39 7 mmor arterial standard includng one Tane m each duectam, center tom 53875
fune, bike faciitien, snd sidew
-t [Upgrade ta minar arterial itandard mciuding one lane i cach dnecimn renter T
% MeAndrews Road. Aoss Lane t Jachon Street Urban Ungrade  June. bike facilities. and sidewalks $2045
105 | Tier 1 [Buddle Aoad & Strvems Street epiace/upgridt trate signat 5300
N Install Uac ugnal when warranted. Remave wrathc signal a1 AlberBron s srcers and
[1E] Ter 1 Icml View Derve & North Phoenis Road [intersection Leonvert ta cight in/right out only (Ses SE Han} $400
21| Tier 1 [Mam Street & bndley Street ntersecton trathe ugnal 5300
220 | Tiev 1 [Southeast Medkard Muith Ure Path $810)
719 | Tier 1 [Southeast Medtord Bicycle/?: iComtruct MultrUre Path 811
08 [ fier 3 ferater Labe Avenue & Brogbhrst Street intersection vl oeal thearance and opumae 1 $100
Upgrade to major coiector standard from McKenzie Drive tn Kings Highway,
— echuding one lane in eath dwectian. center torn Lane, bae faciities, and videwalk.
g . A o "
a8 Tier 1 [Diamond Street, Columbus Avenue ta Kings Highway Urban Upgrade trpe to msjor callectar standard from Columbes Aveue 10 MeKendin Drive, $2.15%0
pocluding ane Lane in each duection, center turn lane and ke facikties
Upgrade to minor collector standard meluding one lane  each diection, bibe
460 Tier 1 [12th Street, Central Avenue to Cottage Steet Urban Upgrade tscikbres, and sdewslks $695
N [Upgrade ta maor collector standard including one lane m each duection, center
4 Tier L [Sprng Street. Sunvite Avenue 1o Prerce Road Urban Upgrade ruen Lane,_uke tscibtres, and sicewalhs $4,210
Uprade 1o mapr artenial sndacd includig twa lanes tn ach duecbon, cente? Earm
% Tier 1 [Stewart Avenue, Lotier Lane ta Die Line Urban Upgrade lane, brke Facaitien, and alky $2,645
- [Ungrade to mapor cokector standard meludng ane lane  £ach deectmon, conter
497 | Tier 1 [Hightand Aoad, Siskyou Boulevard to Keene Way Drive e pade e aclmes e e $1.135
Upgrade 1o major cobector standard from Hightand Drive to £. Main Street inchuding
fone lanc m each dirextion, center-tuen Lane, bike faciktoes, and sidewalts and
i . - X . 3
§12 | Tier 1 [Bameburg Road Kighland Drive ta Sunrise Avenue conneebon  [Urban Upgrade [uperade to miner celector standard fram E Main Street 1 Sunrrse Avenue mcluding 1988
Jore iane in each dwection, ke facditves, and sdewalks
) Uptrade 10 major collector standard evciuding one 1ane m ¢ach dwection, center
£13 Tier 1 |Hightand Drive Keene Drive to Main Street Urban Upgrade uem Lane. boke taciitres, and sidewalks $2410
Upgrade 1o mapor cobector standard metudmg one Tant = each dmecton. center
€40 | Tier 1 |Bulloch Aoad, Crater Lite Highwsy to Lawmdale Aoad Uban Upgride | o e, et et snd ooty sanss
679 | Fier 1 {Orchaid Home Drive, South Stage Aoad 1o Cunmngham Avenve  [Urban Upgrade """:"‘:"I”" P collector standard eenter tufn Lane. ble acikues and $4,500
[Ungrade to muor collector stindard miluding one lane  ¢ach dwechon, bile
i h
€30 | Tier 1 [South Peach Street, Garfeld Street to Ascher Drrve Uban Upgrade | romec, $2.875
Various sidewat gap locatians with focus on hgh prioeity areas
wi or al Pacibi L
bt | fer 1 fochudion ; st ot " [redesmran f:::r::ludr alts or ather pedestiian facikbes at high prionity lacatmns ($400,000 2000
transit routes, and tramit onented development areas
[Varmus Bcycie network gap Jocabons with focus on igh pereity
: Evaluate and comstruct o el
3 d
P12 | Teq g [P0 inchuding schoos, "":‘:L‘""'" i Bicyete facities through re-stiping and/or minot reconsteus ben at high-peionty locations 54,000
. 15200 000 anmuatty)
sress
. [Upgrade ugnal contraliers 1o Advanced 1rathc Contraiers, upgrade commumecatrom
P | Tier 1 ipnat Syatem Upgrades e i ind o6t sigidl Eehneled ittt $1,474
NIA Tier 1 [Other tntersection improvements (intersecton [Intersecthion improvements for lacstions not ehewhere rdentified [atsumes 3 ngnah $7.800

fother Propecny

I $101.055

fotal” I

$118.830

[Aredstie Funding T

5118430
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Scenario 3 HB 2017 Funds Projects

$3,000,000 Annual Grant Funding

2018-2038 Medford Transportation System Plan Project List
Added Projects
Project # | Tier Project Location Project Type Project Description Cost ($1,000)
Construct new minor arterial roadway {includes center turn-lane, bike facilities, and
. ; i i Road
537 Tier 1  |South Stage Road, South Pacific Highway to North Phoenix Road |New Roa way sidewalks) and overcrossing of I-5
| I A - ]
. . Upegrade to regional =rterial standard including two lanes in each direction, center-
609 Tier1  |Foothill Road, McAndrews Road to Delta Waters Road Urban Upgrade turn lane, bike facilitics, and sidewalks
$5,130
& ) . Upgrade to regional arterial standard including two lanes in each direction, center-
610 Tier 1  [Foothill Road, Delta Waters Road to North UGB Urban Upgrade turn lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks
B . Widen to regional arterial standard including two lanes in each direction, center turn|
. ) deni
611 Tier 1 |North Phoenix Road from Barnett Road to Juanipero Way Widening lane, bike facilties, and sidewalks
Upgrade to major collector standard from McKenzie Drive to Kings Highway,
X ) 5 . including one lane in cach direction, center turn-lane, bike facilities, and sidewalk.
458 Tier1  |Diamond Street, Columbus Avenue to Kings Highway Urban Upgrade Stripe to major collector standard from Columbus Avenue to McKenzie Drive, 52’ 150
including one lane in rach direction, center turn-lane and bike facilities.
) Upgrade to minor collector standard including one lane in each direction, bike
460 Tier 1  [12th Street, Central Avenue to Cottage Street Urban Upgrade facilities, and sidewa‘s $695
. : . Upgrade to major col ector standard including one lane in each direction, center-
i Ui U
468 Tier1  |Spring Street, Sunrise Avenue to Pierce Road rban Upgrade turn lane, bike facilties, and sidewalks . i 54,211
- Upgrade to major arterial standard including two lanes in each directio , center-t ’
496 Tier1 |Stewart Avenue, Lozier Lane to Dixie Lane Urban Upgrade PE ) . _,, N ng n each dir . center-turn $2,645
lane, bike facilities, ard sidewalks ) I _
; . Upgrade to major col actor standard including one lane in each direction, center-
i i K Way D u u de
497 Tier 1 |Highland Road, Siskyou Boulevard to eene Way Drive rban Upgra turn lane, bike facilitics, and sidewalks $1,135 .
Upgrade to major col ector standard from Highland Drive to E. Main Street including
one lane in each direction, center-turn lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks and
j ighland Drive to Sunrise A tio Urban Upgrade ’ : )
612 Tier1  [Barneburg Road, Highland Drive to Sunrise venue connection rban Upg upgrade to minor collector standard from E. Main Street to Sunrise Avenue including $1,985
one lane in each direction, bike facilities, and sidewalks
X X Upgrade to major colisctor standard including one lane in each direction center-
. . . b d N
613 Tier1  |Highland Drive, Keene Drive to Main Street Urban Upgrade turn lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks $2,810
Upgrade to major collector standard including one lane in each direction center-
" i ) ,

640 Tier1  |Bullock Road, Crater Lake Highway to Lawnsdale Road Urban Upgrade turn lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks $4,065

nstruct jor coll tandard ter turn-f bi

679 Tier 1 |Orchard Home Drive, South Stage Road to Cunningham Avenue Urban Upgrade ;ze;;;:s)new major collector standard (center turn-lane, bike facilities, and $4,500

U i llect i i i irection, bi )
680 Tier1  |South Peach Street, Garfield Street to Archer Drive Urban Upgrade p.g.ra.de to m"_mr co ector standard including one lane in each direction, bike $2,875
facilities, and sidewalks '
i i locati ith fe high-priorit . . . . - .
. .Vanotfs sidewalk gap.qcatlons with focus on. '8 pr. or 'V areas . Construct sidewalks or other pedestrian facilities at high-priority locations
Prl Tier1 |including schools, activity centers and essential destinations, Pedestrian . $4,000
; N (Additional $200,000 annually) 4
transit routes, and transit oriented development areas
Vari l twork locations with focus on high-priorit
a“°‘fs b'cv,c € networ gap .o avons w cu D, Bh-priority Evaluate and construct potential roadway reconfigurations to accommodate bicycle
. areas including schools, activity centers and essential : . L R ) . v .

Pr2 Tier 1 G : L Bicycle facilities through re-striping and/or minor reconstruction at high-priority locations $2,000
destinations, transit routes, and transit oriented development e ’
areas (Additional $100,000 nnually)

e — ' n N n " T %
N/A Tier1 |Other intersection Improvements Intersection ntersection improvements for locations not elsewhere identified (assumes 3 signals 47,800
__land 3 roundabouts over 20 years) sl




HB 2017 Funds Maintenance

Scenario 4
$3,000,000 Annual Grant Funding
City of Medford 20-Year Transportation Revenue Estimates
Budget Item 2018-2022 2023-2027 2028-2038
Revenue Estimates
Existing Revenue Sources: ;

State Gas Tax $ 23,500,000 $ 23,500,000 $ 47,000,000

Street System Development Charges (SDC} $ 8,750,000 $ 8,750,000 $ 17,500,000

Street Utility Fees $ 37,000,000 $ 37,000,000 $ 74,000,000

Miscellaneous (CBDG, grants, MURA, etc.) $ 15,000,000 $ 15,000,000 S 30,000,000

Total Estimated Revenue from Existing Sources S 84,250,000 S 84,250,000 $ 168,500,000
Anticipated Revenue Sources:

State Transportation Revenue Increase from HB 2017 (Funds Maint Only) S - S - S -
Total Estimated Revenues $ 84,250,000 $ 84,250,000 ¢ 168,500,000
Fixed Expenditures

Operating Expenses (staff, indirect, non-road capital) $ 49,000,000 $ 49,000,000 $ 98,000,000

Maintenance {includes 3% annual increase) $ 13,272,840 $ 15,386,859 $ 38,516,238

Loan Repayment (Foothill) $ 5,000,000 $ 5,000,000

SDC Credits S 2,250,000 $ 2,250,000 S 4,500,000

Contingency S 2,965,000
Total Fixed Expenditures $ 72,487,840 $ 71,636,859 $ 141,016,238
Balance Available for Capital Street Projects $ 11,762,160 $ 12,613,141 ¢ 27,483,762
Fund Balance Cairied Forward $ 30,000,000
Total Revenue Available for Capital Projects S 41,762,160 $ 12,613,141 $ 27,483,762

20-year Total Revenue Available for Capital Projects $ 81,859,063
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$1900 000 Arava: Grant Fangimg
2018-2038 Medford Transportation System Plan Project List
Committed Projects
Project # | Tier Project Location Project Type Project Description Cost (51,000)
237 Tier 1 |Delta Waters Raad, Name Caurt to Faathill Road Urbian Upgrade Complete street improvements ta Major Collector standaed whare one or bath $1.815
sides are not already completed
§ Realign, extend Columbus Avenus to Sage Rd, and widen to major arterial standard
| v
413 Tier 1 [Calumbus Avenue, West McAndrews Road to Sage Road ew Raadway including center-turn tane, bike facilities, and sidewlts $4,425
Comm I $6,240
LOS D Citywide
Project # | Tier Project Location Project Type Project Description Cost ($1,000)
i} ' Upgrade to regional anterial standard including two lanas in each direction, centar-
469 | Tier 1 [Foathill Road, Hillcrest Road to McAndrews Rosd Urban Upgrade | o0 ke facitles, and sidewalts $0
122 Tier 1 [MeAndrews Road at Foathill Road Ramps Intersection install teaffic signals B
a5 | Tert Road, Pheasant Lane to Cadar tinks Drve Urban Upgrade  [UP8"d8 to major collector ftandard including one lane in each direction, center- s
turn fane, bike facilities, and sidewalks
126 Tier 1 [Springbrook Raad & Cedar Links Drive tnstall B
) , Update signal phasing and install signal heads in
02 Tier 1 |Biddle Road & Lawnsdale Road and seuthbound directions $160
n2 Tiac 1 [Crater Lake Avenue & Gwens Drive intersection Instalt traffic signal or raundabout when warranted S0
113 Highland Drive & East Main Street intersection Install traffic signal or roundabout when warranted 50
115 ier 1 [Hillrest Road & Pierce Road intersection Install tratfic signal or roundabout when warranted $400
i h EX
2 Tiar 1 [phounis Rosd & Bamert flaad ntersacticn Intersaction improvements such s second SBTH lane, WBTH fane, and phasig all <880
lafts 23 permogrot
139 Tier 1 [Crater Lake Avenue & East Vilas Road Aa-afign Crater Lake Ave to the east and install traic signal $400
140 Tier § |crater Lake Highway & East Vilas Road intersection [Monitar needs atter canstruction of Crater Lake Highway Bypass S5
control ‘such as right-in/rig only due ta pronmity
145 Tiar § [Foothill Raad & Lone Pine Road Intersection o planned signal at McAndrews ramp - TBD by intersectian further analysis and $400
safety anatysi
173 Tier 1 [Foathil Aoad & Delta Waters Raad Intersection tnstall turn lanes and traffic signal or roundabout when warranted $2.200
175 Tier 1 [Valley View Drive & Hillcrest Road intersection Jinstatiratfic signa or roundabout when warranted $2,200
LOS D Projects i $6.645 |
LOS E intersections
X . : T i such as second left and second
17 Tiar 1 |South Pacific Highway & Stewart Avenue [intarsection ek turm lanes $3,000
178 Tier 1 [Hightand Drive & Bamert Road { ion such as second right-turn lane || $1,500
LOS EProjects - 54,500
Other Projects
Project # | Tier Project Location Project Type Project Description Cost (51,000}
Tier 1 [Major collactor standard including one lan in each direction, center turn-lane, bike
as6 Soring Street, Crater Lake Avenue to Sunrise Avenue Urban Upgrade _[facllities. and sidewalks $4.510
Tier 1 Upgrade to minar collector standard including one lane in sach direct.on, bike
615 7! [stevens street, Crater Lake Avenug to Wabash Avenue Urban Upgrade _ [facilities, and sidewalks 52,065
§ ) Reatign and upgrade ta major arterial standard ‘ncluding two Janes 1n sach
475 Tier 1 [Caker Butte Road, Crater Lake Avenue ta Springbrock Road MewRaadway | s, somartiom Tane, bike facities, and sidesafts $3,400
7] 1ane, bike fazities,
621 [ Tier1 [owen Drive, Springbroak Road to Torrent Strest New Raadway ~ [CONSirust new major collector raadway {includes canter turn-Tane, bike facites $525
and sidewalks|
127 Tier 1 [Springbrook Road & Spring Streat Intersection Install traffic signal or roundabout when warranted S0
- : Upgrads to minor arterial standard including ene lane in each direction, centerturn
606 Tier 1 Kings Highway, South Stage Road to Stewart Avenue urbanUpgrade | P o i s ke $8.495
I - i
537 | Tar 2 [South Stage Road, Sauth Pacific Highway to North Phaenix Road [New Roadway  [CO"SUrUCt Mew minor arterial raadway {includes center turn-jane, bike facit os, and
[sidewalks) and overcrassing of I-5
rial includi 2
609 | Tier 1 [Foothill Road, McAndrews Aoad ta Defta Waters Road Urban Upgrade | /P82 10 regional arterial standard including twa lanes in sach dicection, center
turn tane, bike facilities, and sidewalks
i is i irecti erter- $15,000
610 | Tier 2 [Fouthill Raad, Delta Waters Road ta North UGS Urban Upgrady [(/P8"3de ta reglonal antarlal standard including two lanes in aach direction, canter
tum fane, bike fagiities, and sidewalks
P i 7 lanes i frect,
611 | Tier 1 North Phounix Road trom Bamett Road 1o Juanipers Way Widening Widen to cagfanal anteral standard including twa Tanes in each direct on, center
tumn-fane, bike facikties, and sidewafis
721 [ Tier1 |North Phoenix Road trom Juanipera Way to South Stage utkan Upgrage [\/PB"2de 1@ regianal antarial tandard including two lanes i wach direction, canter-
turn Izne. bike facilities, and sidewalks
) : Realign S Stage Ad and construct new minor arteria) roadway (nclades center turm:
708 Tier 1 [South Stage Road, City Limits to Orchard Home Drive New Roadway | 0 e faciities, and sidewalks $4,345
103 Tier 1 [12th Street & Rivenside Avenus intersection Replace/upgrade tratfic signal and incresse vertical dearance 5400
. Upgrade ta minor arterlal standard including ane lane in each direction, canter-turn
237 Tier 1 (Table Rock Aaad, Merriman Aoad to Interstate § Urban Upgrade | o e falities, amd Seals $3,575
p Upgrade to minor arterial standard inciuding one lana mn s3ch direction, canter-turn
130 * 1 |McAndrews Road, Rass Lane to facksan Street Urban Upgrade _[lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks $2.045
105 ier 1 |Biddie Road & Stevens Streat intersaction Replace/upgrade traffic signal $400
§ . i . (nstall traffic signal when warranted Remova trafiic signal at Albartsan’s access
13 Tier 1 [Craek View Drive & North Phoenix Road intersection and convart to right-in/eight-out only (See $6 Phos $400
[Main Street & Lindley Street Replace/upgrade traffic signal $400
outheast Medford Bicvele/Pedestrian{Contruct Multi-Use Path $810]
P13 Tier 1 |Southeast Medford Bicycle/Pedestrian{Construct Multi-Use Path $811
i i ical
o8 Tier 1 [Crater Lake Avenue & Braokhorss Street mtersaction Replace/upgrade traffic signal to increase vertical clearance and optimize signal $400
timing/phasin
inchadis I i ki
460 | Tier 1 |12th Street, Contral Avenue to Cottage Street Urban Upgrade  [(12872de to minar collector standard including ane ane in each direction, bike $695
facilities, and sidewalks
) ) Upgrade to major callector standard inchiding one lane i each directian centar-
488 Tier 1 [Spring Street, Sunrse Avenue to Pierce Aoad Urban Upgrade turn lane, bike facilrtias, and sidewalks 54,210
. i Upgrade ta major arterial standard including two lanet in sach drection, center
196 Tier 1 [Stewart Avenue, Lozier Lane ta Dixie Lane Urban Upgrade tum fane, bike facities, and sidewalhs $2,645
Various sidewalk gap lacations with focus an high-prionty areas . R
rian facHities at high- [
Pri | Tier 1 lincluding schoals, actiwty canters and essential destinations,  |Pedestrian f:;:’:o‘;‘:::uw:l:k: or other pedestian faclities 3 high-priony locatians $6,000
transit routes, and transit oriented development areas ’ i
[Yaness ‘;‘;:,‘" "':‘"’: ':: '“'"":" vth d'“"’ ""' :‘"""'”"" Evaluate and construct potential roadway reconfigurations to accommodate bicycle
P2 | Tier g [or** including schooks, activity canters and esseatta Bicycle facilties through re-striping and/or minor reconstruction at high-priorty locations $2,000
idestinations, transt routes, and transst eriented development
($100,000 anauaily)
Upgrade sgnal cantroflers to Advanced Trafiic Cantrolers, upgrade
e [P fcommunications to signal. and ther signi techeale upgrades 51343

[Other Recommendad Projects

I 564,474

[Total I

$81,859

{avaitabie Funding

I 581,859 |
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Scenana 4

HB 2017 Funds Maintenance
$3,000,000 Annual Grant Funding

2018-2038 Medford Transportation System Plan Project List

Added Projects
Project #| Tier Project Location Project Type Project Description Cost {$1,000)
Upgrade to minor collector standard including one lane in each direction, bike
460 Tier 1  112th Street, Central Avenue to Cottage Street Urban Upgrade facilities, and sidewalks $695
X . . . Upgrade to major collector standard including one lane in each direction, center-
468 Tier 1 [Spring Street, Sunrise Avenue to Pierce Road Urban Upgrade turn lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks $4,210
) . - Upgrade to major arterial standard including two lanes in each direction, center-
496 Tier1 |Stewart Avenue, Lozier Lane to Dixie Lane Urban Upgrade turn lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks $2,645
.Vanou-s sidewalk gap.IcTcatlons with focus on.h:gh-pljlon-ty areas . Construct sidewalks or other pedestrian facilities at high-priority locations
Pr1 Tier1 |including schools, activity centers and essential destinations, Pedestrian . $2,000
. L (Additional $100,000 annually)
transit routes, and transit oriented development areas
. . Upgrade signal controllers to Advanced Traffic Controllers, upgrade
[ ti
Pr3 Tier1 iSignal System Upgrades SHeISection communications to signals, and other signal technology upgrades (5131)




HB 2017 Funds Projects
$1,500,000 Annual Grant Funding

Scenario 5

City of Medford 20-Year Transportation Revenue Estimates
Budget Item 2018-2022 2023-2027 2028-2038

Revenue Estimates

Existing Revenue Sources:

State Gas Tax $ 23,500,000 $ 23,500,000 $ 47,000,000

Street System Development Charges (SDC) S 8,750,000 $ 8,750,000 $ 17,500,000

Street Utility Fees $ 37,000,000 $ 37,000,000 $ 74,000,000
$

S

Miscellaneous (CBDG, grants, MURA, etc.) 7,500,000 $ 7,500,000 $ 15,000,000
Total Estimated Revenue from Existing Sources 76,750,000 5 76,750,000 $ 153,500,000

Anticipated Revenue Sources:
State Transportation Revenue Increase from HB 2017 $ 6484160 $ 9,887,520 $ 20,209,600

Total Estimated Revenues $ 83,234,160 $ 86,637,520 $ 173,709,600

Fixed Expenditures

Operating Expenses (staff, indirect, non-road capital)
Maintenance (includes 3% annual increase)
Loan Repayment (Foothill)
SDC Credits
Contingency
Total Fixed Expenditures

49,000,000 $ 49,000,000 $ 98,000,000
13,272,840 5 15,386,859 $ 38,516,238
5,000,000 $ 5,000,000

2,250,000 $ 2,250,000 $ 4,500,000
2,965,000

72,487,840 $71,636,859 $ 141,016,238

v nn v

10,746,320 $ 15,000,661 $ 32,693,362
30,000,000
40,746,320 515,000,661 $ 32,693,362

Balance Available for Capital Street Projects
Fund Balance Carried Forward
Total Revenue Available for Capital Projects

v n

20-year Total Revenue Available for Capital Projects $ 88,440,343
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2018-2038 Medford Transportation System Plan Project List
Committed Projects
Project # | Tier Project Location Project Type Project Description Cost (51,000)
5 [Camplete street improvements ta Major Callectar standard where one or both
437 | Tier 1 [Dekta Waters Aoad, Nome Court to Foothill Acad Urban Upgrade |2 8 ot already completed $1,815
X Realign, extend Columbus Avenue ta Sage Ad, and widen to major arterial
413 | Tier 1 [Columbus Avenue, West McAndrews Road to Sage Road tew Roacway |/ 2 inchuding center-turn fane, bike faciities, and sidemates $4,425
[committed Projects [ $6.240 ]
LOS D Citywide
Project # | Tier Project Location Project Type Project Description Cost {$1,000)
) § . Upgrade to regianal arterlal standard including twa lanes in each directian,
469 | Tier 1 (Foothill Raad, Hilkcrest Raad to McAndrews Road Urban Upgrade || 0 urn tane, bike faciities, and sidewalks $0
nz Tier 1 IMcAndrews Road at Foothill Raad Ramps intersection Install tratfic signaks =
) ) Ungrade ta major collector standard including one lane in each directian, center
436 | Tier 1 (Springbrook Road, Pheasant Lane to Cedar Links Drive Urban Ungrade | 000 e bike faciities, and sidewalhs 50
126 Tier 1 {Springbrook Road & Cedar Links Drive Intersection tnstal roundabout .
| phating and install ? ignal h
103 Tier 1 [Biddle Road & Lawnsdate Road Intersection Update signai phasing and ins! a Pretected/permitted signal heads in $160
inorthbound and ditections
12 Tier 1 [Crater Lake Avenue & Owens Drive intersection install traffic signal or roundabout when warranted )
4 Tier 1 {Hightand Drive & East Main Street intersection Install traffic signal or roundabout when warranted S0
s Tier 1 Hillcrest Road & Pierce Road intersection install tratfic signal ar when 5300
) - [Intersection improvements such as second SBTH lans, WATH fane, and phasing all
124 Tier 1 |Phoenix Road & Barnett Road Intersection efts a3 permeprot $880
139 Tier 1 [Crater Lake Avenue & East Vilas Aoad intersection Re-align Crater Lake Ave ta the east and install traffic signal $400
149 Fier 1 [Crater Lake Highway & East Vilas Road intersection [Monitor needs after construction of Crater Lake Highway Bypars §5
intersection control improvements such as right infright out only due to
s Tier 1 [Foothill Road & Lone Pine Road Intersection [peoximity to planned signal at McAndrews ramp - TBO by intersection further 5400
lanalysis and safety analysis
173 Tier 1 [Foothill Road & Detta Waters Road intersection install turn lanes and traffic signal or roundabout when warranted $2.200
175 Tiet 1 JVaHley View Drive & Hificrest Road install trattic signal of roundabout when warranted $2,200
LOS O Projects | 56,645 |
L0S £ intersections
) e R [Intersection improvements such as tecond southbaund feft and second
n7 Tier 1 {South Pacific Highway & Stewart Avenue [tntersection e s3tbound fett. turn lanes $3,000
i h ight 1
178 | Tier 1 |Hightand Drive & Barnett Road |intersection "‘"::“!':" mprovements such 2s second narthbaund right turn lane $1,500
[osrroic s |
Other R ded Projects
Project # [ Tier Project Location Project Type Project Description Cost {$1,000)
Tier 1 [Majot colector standard including ane lane in each direction, center turn lane,
56 pring Street. Crater Lake Avenue to Sunrise Avenue Urban Upgrade _{bike facilitles, and sidewalks $4,510
. Upgrade to minar callector standard including sne lane in each direction, ke
615 191 1 Istevens Sueet, Crater Like Avenue to Wabash Avenue Urban Upgrade _{faciities, and sidewatks $2.065
i E I d [
475 | Tier 1 [Coker Bunte Road, Crater Lake Avenue to Springbrook Raad  [New Roadway |2 8" 3nd UPgrade to major arterlal standard including twa lanes in each $3,400
direction, center-turn lane, bike facilties, and yidewalks.
jor coll r ke facihti
621 [ Tier ) Jowen Drive, Springbrook Road to Tarrent Street [New Roadway f:;‘:“:::l: mafor collectar foadway (includes center turn-lane, bike Faciinies, $525
127 | Tier 1 [Springbrook Raad & Spring Street intersection install tratfic signal of roundabawt when warranted 50
o Ungrade 1o minar arterlal standard including one lane in ach direction, center.
Ay
606 | Tier 1 [Kings Highway, South Stage Road to Stewart Avenue urban Upgrade ) " bike faciities, and sidewatts $8,495
c i i incl t ike acifities,
$37 | Tier 1 [South Stage Aoad, South Pacific Highway to North Phaenis Agad [New Roadway | -0"*i7UT NEW Minar arterial roadway (includes center tuen tane, bike tacikties
and sidewaiks) and overcrassing of 15
. 2 Upgrade to regional anterial standard including two hanes in each ditrctian,
609 Tier 1 {Foothill Road, McAndrews Road to Deita Waters Road Urban Upgeade | DEE lane, bike facilites, and sidewalks
ianal ial i [ =c1lon, $15,000
610 | Tier 1 [Foothil Road, Deita Waters Rosd to Narth UGG Urban Upgrage |UP#13de ta regional anteria  standard including two lanes in each direction
jcenter-turn lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks
{!
611 | Tier 1 [North Phoes Raad from Barmert Road to fuanipera way [Widening [Widen to regional aterlal standard including two fanes (n each directian, center
wn-lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks
) Upgrade ta regional arterial standard including two fanes in each direction,
721 [Tier 1 [North Phoenia Road fram luanipero Way to South Stage Urban Upgrade | o e lane, bike facities, and sicimaks
3 . Realign $ Stage Ad and construct new minor arterial roadway {includes center
208 Tier 1 [South Stage Road, City Limits ta Orchard Home Drive New Raadway urn-lane. bike laciities, and sidewslks $4,345
103 Tier 1 [12th Street & Riverside Avenue tntersection Replace/upgrade traffic signal and increase vertical clearance $400
: Upgrade to minar arterial standard icluding one lane in each direction. center
4a7 Tier 1 [Table Rock Raad, Metriman Road ta Interstate § Urban Upgrade utn lane. bike facilties, and sidewalks $3,57%
ert [Upgrade to minar arterial standard including one lane 1n each diection, center
430 [McAndrews Road, Ross Lane to Jackson Street Urban Upgrade fturn lane. bike facikities, and sidewatks 52,045
105 | Tier 1 |Buddle Aoad & Stevens Street Intersection Replace/upgrade traffic signal 5400
) N ) nstall tratfic signal when watranted Remave trafic signal at Albertsnas access
n3 Tier 1 |Creek View Drive & North Phoenin Road intersection and convert to ight-in/right-out only {Sem S€ Plan $400
121 Tier 1 [Main Street & Lindley Street Reptace/upgrade tratfic signat $400
P20 | Tier 1 [Southeast Medford Bicycle/PedestriadConstruct Multi-Use Path 5810
P19 |Tier 1 [southeast Medtord Bicycle/PedestriadConstruct Multi-Use Path $811
- - - - ;
08 Tier 1 JCrater Lake Avenue & Brookhurst Street iténsiciicn R‘empil:(e/:::‘;ade tratfic signal ta increase vertical clearance and optimize signal 400
. ; B rection, bik
460 | Tier 1 (121h Streer. Centrat Avenve to Cartage Street Urban Upgrade [P8r4de to minor catiector standard including ane lane in each direction, bike 4695
tacilities, and sidewalks
Upgrade to major collector standard including ane lane in each directian center
2 Prerce A
458 Tier 1 [Spring Street. Sunrise Avenue to Prerce Road Urban Upgrade tuin tane. bike facifities, and sidewalks 84,210
y Upirade to major arterial standard including two lanes in each direction center
496 | Tier 1 [Stewart Avenue, Lozier Lane ta Dixie Lane urban Upgrade | 0 e taclities, and sidewalks $2,645
I Upgrade to major collectar standard including one lane In each direction, center
840 Tier 1 Bullock Road, Crater Lake Highway 1o Lawnsdale Road urban Upgrade uen Line, bike faciities, and sidewalss $4,065
i e - - .
680 [Tier 1 [South Peach Street, Garfield street 1o Archer Orfve Lirban Upgrade [ UPBr3d¢ (o minor caliector standard including ane lane in each dnection, bike $2.875
facilities. and sidewalks
[Various sidewalk gap locations with focws on high-peiority areas i -
lities at high- t
Pri | Tier 1 [including schools, activity centers and essential destinations,  [Pedestrian f;’;‘;;';‘;"::‘"'::, ot other pedestrian facilties at high priarity locations $5,000
frransit coutes, and transit oriented development areas 0 annual
[ 1 htgh-
[Various biccle netwark g4n ocations with focus on high Evaluate and canstruct potentlal raadway reconfigurations to accommodate
. priority areas including schooks, activity centers and essential | N N N 8 . .
Pr2 Tier ¢ . N N Bicycle bicycle facilities through re-striping and/or minor reconstruction at high-prianty 52,000/
transit routes, and transit otiented development )
 reas lacations (5100,000 annually}
i T
o3 Tier 1 [signal System Upgrader lntersection [Upgrade signal controllers to Advanced Traffic Controflers, upgrade 1984

communications to signahs, and othet signal technology upgrades

[Other Aecommended Prajects

$71.055

[Total

$86,440 |

Evallcbk Funding

538,440
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Scenario 5

HB 2017 Funds Projects
$1,500,000 Answial Grant Funding

2018-2038 Medford Transportation System Plan Project List

Added Projects
Project #| Tier Project Location Project Type Project Description Cost ($1,000)
Upgrade to minor co'lector standard including one lane in each direction, bike
t Urb d

460 Tier1 |12th Street, Central Avenue to Cottage Stree rban Upgrade facilities, and sidewalks $695

. . Upgrade to major collector standard including one lane in each direction, center-

i b. d

468 Tier1 |Spring Street, Sunrise Avenue to Pierce Road Urban Upgrade tun lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks $4,210

. - Upgrade to major arterial standard including two lanes in each direction, center-

i b

496 Tier1 |Stewart Avenue, Lozier Lane to Dixie Lane Urban Upgrade turn lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks $2,645

. Upgrade to major collector standard including one lane in each direction, center-
640 Tier1 |Bultock Road, Crater Lake Highway to Lawnsdale Road Urban Upgrade turn lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks $4,065

3 Upgrade to minor collector standard including one lane in each direction, bike
i b
680 Tier1 |South Peach Street, Garfield Street to Archer Drive Urban Upgrade facilities, and sidewsalks $2,875
. : . ith high-priority ar .
) .Vanou.s sidewalk gap .lolcatlons with focus on. 'gh prlonFy areas . Construct sidewalks or other pedestrian facilities at high-priority locations
Pr1 Tier1 lincluding schools, activity centers and essential destinations, Pedestrian L $1,000
= (Additional $50,000 znnually)
transit routes, and transit oriented development areas
) y Upgrade signal controllers to Advanced Traffic Controllers, upgrade
1 Intersecti
Pr3 Tier1 [Signal System Upgrades ersection communications to signals, and other signal technology upgrades $510




HB 2017 Funds Maintenance

Scenario 6
$1,500,000 Annual Grant Funding
City of Medford 20-Year Transportation Revenue Estimates
Budget Item 2018-2022 2023-2027 2028-2038
Revenue Estimates
Existing Revenue Sources:

State Gas Tax $ 23,500,000 $ 23,500,000 S 47,000,000

Street System Development Charges (SDC) $ 8750000 $ 8,750,000 $ 17,500,000

Street Utility Fees $ 37,000,000 $ 37,000,000 S 74,000,000

Miscellaneous (CBDG, grants, MURA, etc.) S 7,500,000 $ 7,500,000 $ 15,000,000

Total Estimated Revenue from Existing Sources S 76,750,000 $ 76,750,000 & 153,500,000
Anticipated Revenue Sources:

State Transportation Revenue Increase from HB 2017 (Funds Maint Only) S - S - S -
Total Estimated Revenues $ 76,750,000 $ 76,750,000 $ 153,500,000
Fixed Expenditures

Operating Expenses (staff, indirect, non-road capital) $ 49,000,000 $ 49,000,000 $ 98,000,000

Maintenance (includes 3% annual increase) $ 13,272,840 $ 15,386,859 $ 38,516,238

Loan Repayment (Foothill) $ 5,000,000 $ 5,000,000

SDC Credits $ 2,250,000 $ 2,250,000 S 4,500,000

Contingency $ 2,965,000
Total Fixed Expenditures $ 72,487,840 S 71,636,859 $ 141,016,238
Balance Available for Capital Street Projects $ 4,262,160 $ 5,113,141 $ 12,483,762
Fund Balance Carried Forward S 30,000,000
Total Revenue Available for Capital Projects $ 34,262,160 § 5,113,141 § 12,483,762

20-year Total Revenue Available for Capital Projects $ 51,859,063
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HB 2217 Funds Mar

rance

Srrarad
S1562.200 Annual Gesnt Furding
2018-2038 Medford Transportation System Plan Project List
Committed Projects
Project # | Tier Project Location Project Type Project Description Cost {$1,000)
. . d
437 Tier 1 [Delta Waters Road, Nome Court to Foothill Road Urban Upgrade Complete street improvements to Major Collector standard where one or both $1,815
sides are not already completad
413 Tier 1 |Columbus Avenue, West McAndrews Road to Sage Road New Roadway Realign, extend Columbus A\.renue lo lSage Rd, .and widen to major arterial standard 54,425
jincluding center-turn lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks
[committed Projects T 56,240 ]
LOS D Citywide
Project # | Tier Project Location Project Type Project Description Cost ($1,000)
469 Tier 1 |Faothill Read, Hillcrest Road to McAndrews Road Urban Upgrade Upgrade lo.lzgnor{a.l arterial s{andard including two lanes in each direction, center- 50
turn lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks
122 Tier 1 McAndrews Road at Foothill Road Ramps Intersection install traffic signals -
B . Upgrade to major callector standard including one lane In each direction, center-
446 Tier 1 [Springbrook Road, Pheasant Lane to Cedar Links Drive Urban Upgrade turn lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks S0
126 Tier 1 [Springbrock Road & Cedar Links Drive install dab -
n - P - =
103 | Tier 1 [Biddle Road & Lawnsdale Road Intersection [ /P42te shinal phasing aad install protected/ stgral heads $160
and southbound directions
112 Tier 1 |Crater Lake Avenue & Owens Drive Intersection Install traffic signal or roundabout when warranted 50
114 Tier 1 [Highland Drive & East Main Street I Install traffic signal or roundabout when warranted SO
115 Tler 1 [Hillcrest Road & Pierce Road intersection Install traffic signal or roundabout when warranted $400
124 Tier 1 [Phoenix Road & Barnett Road Intersection Intersection improvements such as second SBTH lane, WBTH lane, and phasing all $880
lefts as perm+prot
139 Tier 1 |Crater Lake Avenue & East Vilas Road Intersection [Re-align Crater Lake Ave ta the east and install traffic signal 5400
140 Tier 1 {Crater Lake Highway & East Vilas Road Intersection [Monitor needs after construction of Crater Lake Highway Bypass S5
Intersection control improvements such as right-in/right-out only due to proaimity
145 Tier 1 [Foothilt Road & Lone Pine Road Intersection to planned signal at McAndrews ramp - TBD by intersection further analysis and $400
safety analysis
173 Tier 1 |Foothill Road & Delta Waters Road |tintersection Install turn lanes and traffic signal or d when d $2,200
175 Tier 1 (Valley View Drive & Hillcrest Road |Intersection [instail traffic signal or roundabout when warranted $2,200
[cos o Projects $6.645
LOS E intersections
T i d b
1z Tier 1 (South Pacific Highway & Stewart Avenue intersection SuEh S8 secon M $3,000
left-turn lanes
178 Tier 1 [Highland Drive & Barnett Road |intersection Intersection impravements such as second narthbound right-turn lane (protected) $1,500
{Los € Projects I 54,500 ]
Other Rec ded Projects
Project # | Tier Project Location Project Type Project Description Cost ($1,000)
Tier 1 Upgrade to minor callector standard Including one lane in each direction, bike
615 " lstevens Street, Crater Lake Avenue to Wabash Averue Urban Upgrade [facilities, and sidewalks 52,065
621 Tier 1 [Owen Drive. Springbrook Road to Torrent Street New Roadway Construct new major collector roadway (includes center tumn-lane, bike facilities, 525
and sidewalks|
127 Tier 1 |Springbrook Road & Spring Strest Intersection Install traffic signat or dabout when 50
. N Upgrade to minor arterial standard cluding one lane in each direction, center-
606a Tier 1 (Kings Highway, Garfield 5t to Stewart Avenue Urban Upgrade Lurn tane, bike facilities, and sidewalks $3,000
“_§— . " " "
537 Tier 1 [South Stage Road, South Pacific Highway to North Phoenix Road |New Roadway Construct new minor arterial roadway [includes center turn fane, bike facilities, and
. [sidewalks) and overcrossing of I-5
609 Tier 1 |Foathil Road, MeAndrews Road to Delta Waters Road Urban Upgrade Upgrade to regkma‘I arterfal standard including two tanes in each direction, center-
turn lane, bike facllitles, and sidewalks
ludi i . $15,000
610 Tier 1 [Foothill Road, Delta Waters Road to North UGB Urban Upgrade Upgrade to re;luria.l arterial standard Including two lanes in each direction, center- g
- turn lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks -
611 Tier 1 |North Phoenix Road from Barnett Road to Juanipero Way Widening Widen to re;ienallanerhl standard including two lanes in each direction, center
turn-lane, bike facilities, and sidewatks
" Upgrade to regionat arterial standard Including two lanes in each direction, center-
721 Tier 1 (North Phoenix Road from luanipero Way to South Stage Urban Upgrade turn lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks
103 Tier 1 [12th Street & Riverside Avenue Intersection Replace/upgrade traffic signal and increase vertical clearance S400
447 Tier 1 [Table Rack Road, Merriman Road to Interstate 5 Urban Upgrade Upgrade Io.mmor .,rf“hl Sul.uilld including one lane in each direction, center- $3,575
turn lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks
"3 Tier 1 [Creek View Drive & North Phoenix Road ntersection Install traffic signal when warranted. Remove traffic signal at Albertson's access $a00
and convert ta right-in/right-out on!
121 Tier 1 |Main Street & Lindley Street Intersection Replace/upgrade traffic signal 5400
P20 Tier 1 h Medford !iwcle/PedesmidConnmzt Multi-Use Path $810
P19 Tier 1 b Medford Bicycle/ iar{Construct Multi-Use Path $811
Various sidewalk gap locations with focus on high-priarity areas . . . . - .
Pr1 Tier 1 |including schools, activity centers and essential destinations, Pedestrian (Cs;r;;;“d:wilt or ather pedestrian facilities at high-priority locations $4,000
transit routes, and transit orlented development areas ’ annua
- i - e
::;m::::::‘l ::;:':‘:k:::v:“:::::::: d’:':::":l:“l prianity Evaluate and construct potential roadway reconfigurations to accommodate
Pr2 Tier 1 s ¢ ¥ v o Bicycle bicycle facilities through re-striping and/or minor reconstruction at high-prierity 52,000
destinations, transit routes, and transit ariented development .
areas locations ($100,000 annually)
d €
Pr3 Tier 1 [Signal System Upgrades Intersection Upgrade signal © Traffic - upgrade $1,488]

communications to signals. and other signal technology upgrades

(llher Recommended Projects

$34,474 ]

[Total

[

$51,859 |

Available Funding

I

$51,859 |
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Scenario 6

HB 2017 Funds Maintenance
$1,500,000 Annual Grant Funding

2018-2038 Medford Transportation System Plan Project List

Removed Projects
Project#| Tier Project Location Project Type Project Description Cost ($1,000)
) . : Maijor collector standard including one lane in each direction, center turn-lane,
466 Tier 2 [Spring Street, Crater Lake Avenue to Sunrise Avenue Urban Upgrade bike facilities, and sic ewalks $4,510
i . Realign and upgrade to major arterial standard including two lanes in each
475 Tier2 |Coker Butte Road, Crater Lake Avenue to Springbrook Road New Roadway direction, center-turn lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks, 33,400
. . Upgrade to minor arterial standard including one lane in each direction, center-
606b Tier 2 |Kings Highway, South Stage Road to Garfield St Urban Upgrade turn lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks $5,495
§ L , Realign S Stage Rd and construct new minor arterial roadway (includes center turn-
708 Tier 2 |South Stage Road, City Limits to Orchard Home Drive New Roadway lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks) $4,345
Upgrade to minor arerial standard including one fane in each direction, center-
490 Tier2  (McAndrews Road, Ross Lane to Jackson Street Urban Upgrade Pe X - ; J $2,045
turn lane, bike facilities, and sidewalks
105 Tier 2 |Biddle Road & Stevens Street Intersection Replace/upgrade trafic signal $400
0 Tfic sianal —
108 Tier2 |Crater Lake Avenue & Brookhurst Street Intersection R.epl ace/upglrade tratfic signal to increase vertical clearance and optimize signal $400
timing/phasing
[Removed Projects | $20,595 |




Grant Funding History
City of Medford Public Works

Year Agency Description Project Amount Project # IGA

2004 [State OTIA Local Bridge Program McAndrews Bridge Replacement S 7,554,000 | CTO557 21504
2004 |State OTIA Local Bridge Program Barnette Bridge S 8,346,000 | CTO554 21504
2007 |Federal STIP/CMAQ Owens Drive/Coker Butte S 3,484,200 | CA1542 23589/26854
2007 |Federal SAFETEA-LU Various Schools S 3,491,964 | cv 23187
2007 |Federal CMAQ Mace Rd.: Howard Elem. Sidewalk S 457,624 | CD1535 24111
2010 |Federal CMAQ/STP Garfield; Columbus to Lillian S 1,905,529 | ca1778 27326
2010 |State Mutual Maintenance Flexible Service Maintenance S 500,000 | Ops 26601
2011 {Federal ARRA - CMAQ BC Greenway: Barnett to Blue Heron S 2,328,700 | cTo625 25515
2011 |Federal CMAQ Jackson/Stevens Alleys S 1,183,538 | M0609 25149
2012 |Federal Federal Hwy Admin Larson Creek Trail-Greenway to Ellendale S 540,000 | CYO640 STP0653530 28259
2013 |Federal Highway RR Crossing Program 3rd Street Railroad Crossing S 127,440 | MO646 28980
2014 |Federal Connect Oregon Grant Larson Creek Segment 2 S 868,000 | CY0653 30143
2015 |[State CMAQ Foothill Rd. S 3,000,000 | P1825 26803
2015 |State/ Federal |CMAQ/STIP/MTEP Lozier Lane Improvements S 6,729,955 | CA1806 STA1806550 28298
2015 [State Jurisdictional Transfer-Maint Crater Lake Ave. and Owen/Coker S 250,000 | Ops 28665
2017 [Federal HSIP/ ARTS $ 1,123,945 31801

gc¢ obed

Total Grant Funding Since 2004

$ 41,890,895




Exhibit E
City of Medford

Bicycle and Pedestrian
Advisory Committee

OREGON
—

MEMORANDUM

Subject Incorporation of NACTO's “Designing for All Ages and Abilities Bicycle
Facilities” into the Medford TSP Goals and Objectives

To Mayor and City Council
TSP Citizen Advisory Committee
Brian Sjothun, City Manager

From City of Medford Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC)
Joseph Smith, Chair

Date May 14, 2018

During last month’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee Meeting, Gary Shaff of
the Siskiyou Velo gave a presentation on the National Association of City Transportation
Officials (NACTO)'s All Ages & Abilities criteria for selecting and implementing bike
facilities. The major theme of this document was that a City providing streets that are
safe and comfortable for bicyclists of all ages and abilities are critical for attracting wide
ridership. All Ages & Abilities bike facilities are safe, comfortable and equitable. More
people will bicycle when they have safe places to ride, and more riders mean safer
streets. Bikeways that provide comfortable, low-stress bicycling conditions can achieve
widespread growth in mode share. High-quality bikeways expand opportunities to ride
and encourage safe riding.

The Medford Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee supports the City's
incorporation of Action Item 11-e in the TSP’s Goals & Objectives. This action item
facilitates a review of the National Association of City Transportation Officials Designing
for All Ages & Abilities Bicycle Facilities document (December 2017) when considering
the installation of bicycle facilities.
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EXHIBIT F
Citizen E-mails

Support for All Ages and Abilities Bicycle Facilities

Below is the template e-mail submitted to the Planning Department and the City Council
supporting All Ages and Abilities Bicycle Facilities. In some of the e-mails additional text was
provided by the sender. The names of those in favor of these designs plus any additional
comments added are provided below.

To: Medford City Council and Medford Transportation Department

I'm writing to urge you to support "All Ages and Abilities" bicycle facility
designs.

The City’s updated Transportation System Plan should include a
commitment to design, fund, and construct “All Ages and Abilities” bicycle
facilities and to complete the bicycle transportation network by 2038. Some
of the benefits include:

1) improved citizen health through active transportation,

2) less motor vehicle congestion,

3) greater community livability arising from traffic-calmed neighborhoods,
4) fewer consumer dollars spent on expensive gasoline, and

5) reduced climate changing emissions.

It is not acceptable to rely upon bike lanes. They are too dangerous for
most citizens to use effectively, except on low volume, low speed streets.
People riding bikes should be able to enjoy a “safe and convenient”
transportation network equal to the one provided for motor vehicle drivers.

Please include my email as a part of the transportation plan adoption
record.
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Names and Comments from those who submitted e-mails.

Name Additional Comments (if provided)

1. Arguelle, Floberto

2. Baker, Ranie I have been run off the road by cars while bicycling... i have
two small children with whom 1'd love to ride bikes in town,
but it just doesn’t feel safe

3. Baker, Keith Scared to death to ride a bike Medford.

4, Barker, Greg I do most of bike riding in Medford

5. Bartels, Gernot Please create bikeways separated from motor vehicle traffic
along routes where the speed limit is greater than 30 mph.
Thank you

6. Bartloff, Jennifer As a bicycle commuter and exerciser, | recognize that one of
the draws of this valley is the biking: this is currently due to
the climate and beauty, making riding rewarding and
possible year-round. Unfortunately, the road conditions are
extremely dangerous for cyclists. | have had many friends hit,
harassed, or sideswiped by motorists. Local government
should support initiatives to improve community safety and
healthy behaviors. Supporting and facilitating bicycle riding
will be a huge benefit to this community.

7. Berlet, Richard

8. Bittner, Harlan I'd especially like to see safer bike facilities for children, for
example neighborhood bikeways that have very low traffic
volumes and low speeds, or separated bikeways.

9. Blue, Amiko-Gabriel

10. Bosbach, Crystal I'am 68 and ride my bike to Medford via the green way
several times a year. Once on city roads in Medford there are
many places where the bike paths seem to dissapear in
spots. | feel unsafe to ride in crowded traffic. Seperate bike
paths are my preference but 48 to 60 inch width continuous
paths on the streets would make me much more
comfortable than the current situation. Thank you.

11. Bosbach, Stephen

12 Bourne, Jared Let’s face it, people need a safe way to commute, we're a
growing city, and | feel it’s time we accommodate the
growth. | personally commute daily, and | think there are
many places we could use improvement. Thank you for all
the work you are currently doing.

13. Bove, Scott

14, Boyle, Andrea Cars drive too fast and close to me when I'm out riding. |
have tried the Bear Creek Greenway, but it is poorly
maintained with holes and tree roots pushing up the

5
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pavement, as well as dodging homeless people and drug
dealers. Two years ago, after falling off my bike to avoid a
hole in the road (2 months after my 2nd knee replacement) |
gave up riding in Medford as it is just too unsafe for an older
person to ride a bike. | hope this can be addressed in the
near future. In the meantime, | guess | will consider taking
my bike to Eugene or similar.

15.

Breithaupt, Wayne

16.

Brill, Lisa

I'was riding on a busy street, no bike lane. A woman in a
parked car to my right opened her door in front of me and |
rode into it. A car to the left of me had to slam on the brakes
to avoid me as | went over the handle bars and her door.
Four stitches and a bump on my head.

17.

Brindley, Harry

Dedicated, separate and safe bike lanes please — no white
striped lanes on roads with motorized vehicles.

18.

Brown, Adam

19.

Busby, Ed

I've been riding my bike in Medford and roads of Jackson
County for over 45 years, and very pleased to see increased
safety for cyclist being considered in roadway design and
improvements. All Ages and Abilities will continue this trend,
truly making cycling a safer and more viable mode of
transportation for everyone in Medford.

20.

Castellanos, Dawn

My husband and | love to ride our bikes. Unfortunately, |
can't tell you the number of times we have been crowded by
angry drivers. It would be wonderful to have a bit of a buffer.

21.

Clinkinbeard, Kent

As a Medford resident who regularly travels by bike in and
around the city, | want to express my appreciation for the
bicycle amenities currently available. | firmly believe
encouraging local citizens to travel by bike is a positive for
the city, the environment, and for the rider. | urge Medford
city planners to continue including the use of bicycles as an
essential part of future transportation planning.

22.

Cochran, Carol

I feel unsafe riding downtown or on busy streets

23.

Conway, Kathy

We can be a real leader by including this in the City's
Transportation system Plan.

24.

Cordray, Randy

I'moved to the beautiful Rogue Valley specifically because of
the cycling opportunities afforded by our local communities
and the wonderful terrain and views to be found. The urban
area that | escaped from had far too much traffic and
associated danger to comfortably ride a bike. | truly love this
valley but I'm troubled by the apparent neglect that our
county and city managers exhibit towards cyclists. This
includes, but is not limited to: the lack of dedicated bike
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lanes, and the complete lack of regard for cyclists when it
comes to re-paving projects. It seems that the concept of a
road having a "shoulder" is completely off the engineering
and execution plans whenever a road is re-paved or chip-
sealed. Please, on behalf of the large and dedicated cycling
community here (and the cycling tourists who come here to
spend their time and dollars!) | implore you all to consider
the concept of safe and ride-able shoulders to our local
roads. Thanks for your time, sincerely.< br />

25.

Corelis, Steven

26.

Cramer, Dennis

As an avid rider, | get out most days. | ride on many of the
roads that are not condusive to the average rider. | have also
taken my grandchildren onto some roads near me and you
have to be very careful due to no bike lanes or busy traffic.
Many people won't venture out onto the roads at all for fear
of traffic or not enough separation from cars. Any
improvement to enhance the safety of bicycle riders would
help get some of these people out to utilize their bikes.

27.

Currer, Peter

I'do ride through Medford from time to time, some areas are
very well done but many streets are very dangerous.

28.

Demarinis, Susan

I'would love it if there was some way to make the bike path
safe under the bridges and overpasses. If there were daily
police patrols to clear out the homeless campers, | would
probably ride through Medford more. It also would be great
if there was a definitive bike lane on Pacific Hwy 99,
especially north of the RV Mall.

29.

Denton, Michael

I'ride daily and carry a mini baseball bat to protect me from
the drivers who doesn’t pay attention.. gentle tap will work
wonders. They do scare me!!

30.

Dittmer, Eric

31.

DiVita, Dianne

32.

Dressler, Robin

I have been “nearly” hit a couple of times while riding around
town. This is despite wearing neon clothes and using LED
lights front and back. Well nearly might not sound significant,
it was due to my actions that | wasn't hit not the drivers. |
have also been yelled at by drivers going the opposite
direction while | am writing as far as safely possible next to
the shoulder on old stage with statements like, “you’re going
to get someone killed.” since | am likely the one to be killed
this statement is somewhat incongruent. These sorts of
incidents make it very daunting for beginning riders to enjoy
our beautiful valley on the roads that are supposed to
support us all.
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33.

Dwyer, Karen

Have encountered unsafe bikes lanes due to grates,
potholes, cars and garbage cans in bike lane. | feel more
public education about bike rights and laws is very
important.

34.

Foster, Holly

A lot has changed since | started cycling in the Rogue Valley
in 1980. The Greenway, "road diet" areas, and new bike
lanes have improved safety for cyclists. At the same time,
traffic has increased dramatically, which, along with the
advent of cell phones - despite laws against their use while
driving - has made sharing the road with cars more
dangerous than ever. As | enter my 60s | want to feel safe as |
continue to cycle for transportation, health, and pleasure.

35.

Fuhrman, Patricia

I’m a senior citizen living in Ashland who still bicycles. Please
keep our roadways safe for all.

36.

Fuhrman, Pat

We especially need more people to exercise and get out of
their cars. Thank you.

37.

Gagnon, Phil

As an 87 yr. old, experienced cyclist, | see more electric
bicyclists shooting around our towns and suspect more to
come. It's likely many of them, perhaps new to cycling, may
be in danger of driving their bikes in unsafe areas. Question:
Should our towns take notice of the increase in bicyclists in
general and make safe roadways now unsafe? If not now,
when?

38.

Garrard, John

39.

Gilmore, Paul

I would ride to work more and decongest the car traffic a bit
if there were more bike lanes.

40.

Girard, Steve

Medford, in general, lacks safe cycling corridors. In particular
through business areas where people would like to be able
to safely commute to and from work. The Greenway is a
cesspool of junkies, tweajers, and aggressive homeless, it is
an extremely unsafe area. | have found needles there on
nearly every outing that | have attempted to use the path.
The crime rate in Medford is outrageous, even with proper
infrastructure for cycling, | would not feel safe leaving my
bike locked up anywhere in town, as it would surely be
stolen. Quite frankly, | make every effort to avoid riding any
where near the City of Medford for fear of my property and
safety.

41.

Gray, Frank

Not enough bike lanes. Bike lanes end abruptly. Always crap
in the bike lanes so you have to ride in the road.

42.

Griffen, Tiffani

I drive a car, but if the roads and drivers were safer, I'd love
to use my bike to commute to work.

43,

Gunter, Amy

As a bike commuter, parent, business ownerland use
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planner, | encourage Medford to do more for bicycles and
pedestrians.

44,

Hacker, Kathy

My husband & | moved to Southern Oregon from bike
friendly Tucson, AZ. We would definitely ride in the metro
area if we felt it was safe to ride there.

45.

Hagerman, Eric

I bicycle in Medford frequently, but would do so more if the
streets were safer. Rough, narrow streets with a high volume
of car traffic force many bicycles onto the sidewalk which
makes it dangerous for pedestrians, as well as cyclists. One
of my pet peeves is the nice bicycle lanes which end
suddenly and dump the rider onto one of those narrow,
rough, dangerous roads. Please do not create bike lanes that
lead the rider into a dangerous situation - that seems like
treachery of the worse sort. | know its all about funding; you
have to take the money when it is offered, but please be
aware of the consequences to riders of all ages and abilities
when a bike lane ends in a situation which can lead to injury,
or at least frustrated, slower traffic.

46.

Hammond, Marty

47.

Harris, John

Anything you can do to make cycling safer for everyone,
juniors and seniors, is good for everyone.

48.

Hoeper, Frank

Please consider incorporating "All Ages and All Abilities" into
Medford's Transportation System Plan. It would be a tool
that planner could use to help plan projects into the future
for the benefit of all city residents, not just cyclists, because
vehicle trips would be reduced andair quality improved, just
to name a few benefits. Adoption would not force planners
to build separated bike lanes where they will not "fit" into
rights of way. Think of it as a planning tool to improve the
cycling infrastructure where appropriate.

49.

Honsinger, Patrick

19 years ago | moved my family to P

50.

Hubbard, Frank

I'am an avid biker and have been for 30+ years. Furthermore,
I'am a retired surgeon who had significant experience in
trauma. For the health of our inexperienced cyclists (youth
and older folk) please support “All Ages and Abilities”. Thank
you!

51.

Huffman, Carol

I have been biking for about 5 years and have appreciated
the bike lanes that have been included on our local streets
and highways. Thank you for supporting our safety.

52.

Janeway, Gus

If a city's planning is ultimately intended to promote the
health, happiness, welfare and economic success of its
citizens, investing in safe multi-modal transportation for
people of all ages and abilities is one of the simplest ways to
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achieve these goals.

53.

Jones, Rachel

54,

Karetnick, Benjamin

I'am a cancer patient who cannot drive and counts on
utilizing my bicycle for daily transportation: I hope to be a
part of making Medford a safer place for everyone to ride
their bicycles!

55.

Kinsinger, Bobbie

I'm over 75 and appreciate the areas where we can bike
safely. We need more.

56.

Klouda, Gary

I'have found it is much safer to ride on some of the Medford
streets that have beeen upgraded with designated bike
lanes. Please consider supporting the "All ages and Abilities"
designs for bicycle facilities. It will be greatly appreciated by
current cyclists and future citizens that seek a healthy
activity for either transportation or exercise.

57.

Koehler, Eckhard

Bicycle safety promotes local business and community
health. I've seen this living in both Boulder and Denver
Colorado.

58.

Kolczynski, Phillip

I chose to start cycling in my retirement; the Rogue Valley is
a wonderful place to retire, Medford should support cycling
for all ages and abilities. Recently USA today claimed that
Medford is not a good place to raise children -- obviously a
poorly researched article, especially in terms of recreational
opportunities. The next time a major newspaper reports on
Medford provide a basis for them to point out how Medford
has become a cycling mecca for all ages.

59.

Luther, Donald

My wife will only ride on paths where there is no reasonable
possibility that she may be hit by a car, so the only way to
ride with her is to partially disassemble the bicycles and put
them in the car and drive to the Bear Creek Greenway.
Needless to say, we don't get to bike often.

60.

Lynn, Sheri

61.

MacKenzie, Evan

Iam a "strong and fearless" rider and | do not feel safe riding
in Medford. Many of the bike lanes in Medford are well
below the minimum accepted width of 5 feet. The
“sharrows" on Central and Riverside do not belong on
Arterials - they should only be used on Local streets, | have
shared the roundabout at Sikiyou and Highland with cars at
least five times. | was hit by a parent dropping a kid off at
Hughes Elementary who veered into and then stopped in the
bike lane. I've had many other close calls, all in less than a
year. And there are too many homeless people on the Bear
Creek Greenway for most people to feel safe, especially
women.
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62. Mallette, Ray I currently use my bikes in lieu of a second car for
transportation, shopping, errands and exercise. | encourage
you to consider improving the 'bikeabily' of Medford to
increase safety, connectivity and growth of bike
transportation. This can be accomplished by committing to
follow the 'All Ages and Abilities' toolbox methods when
building or improving bike infrastructure. A significant
growth in the number of residents who would bike on the
Medford streets and parks will greatly enhance the livability
of the city.

63. McCoy, James

64. McKinley, Doug I ride a recumbent tricycle and there is nowhere in Medford
that | can ride safely!

65. McKinley, Richard I'am a 60-year old native of the rogue Valley, and have
enjoyed bicycling since my youth. Sadly, the poor quality of
available, and safe, bike routes in the Medford city
infrastructure has greatly limited my opportunities. The
current bike lanes often end at very busy locations with no
viable options. To encourage cycling, which would improve
the livability of Medford, | encourage the City Council to
adopt a more bike friendly transportation plan.

66. Miller, Julia

67. Minton Il, Richard As a bike rider and a driver in the city of Medford | have
experienced a high level of frustration by drivers from the
behavior

68. Mobley, Tim Medford is the perfect city for bike safe lanes to move about.
The current traffic patterns keep me far away on my bike
rides

69. Moore, ML I'am a recreational rider and like to ride through Medford
regularly to visit various shops and businesses.

70. Moran, Mark I'am confident that improved bike facilities will greatly
enhance the attractiveness of the rogue valley as a place to
visit and even move to. Giving families the facilities to ride
together as well as assisting work

71. Morse, Daniel

72. Moseman, Liam Been hit by a car with no resolve in Medford. Now | want
safer bikeing routes!

73. Mueller, Tysen

74. Murillo, Virginia

75. Niehaus, Vern

76. Nix, Crystal

77. O’Neal, Nancy As a local trauma surgeon and cyclist, | take care of too many

8
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of our bicycling public in the ER. The city should committo a
safer cycling policy.

78.

Penner, Heather

79.

Pew, Jacob

80.

Pickett, Blaine

Improving Medford's bike infrastructure would greatly
increase the number of people riding bikes in Medford. This
would then improve the economic outlook for Medford. |
hear from many people throughout the year that will ride
the bike path from Ashland to Bear Creek Park and then turn
around because Medford is not a nice place to ride a bike.
These are people that would have gone shopping or stopped
for lunch but decide to stop in one of the other towns
between Ashland and Medford. Creating a bike route around
the city with separated bike lanes so residents can access
most of the city in a safe manner. These routes could be a
block or two off the main streets with easy access to
business.

81.

Purkerson, L. Lee

Some bicycle riders are afraid to ride in Medford.

82.

DiVita, Richard

83.

Bittner, Rebecca

The Rogue Valley is a beautiful place to bicycle. All ages and
abilities should be able to enjoy it!

84.

Reynolds, Jennifer

85.

Rider, Bruce

86.

Ruby, Dan

87.

Sawyer, Jake

88.

Schack, Barbara

I'am only an occasional bike rider. However, with separate
and safe facilities, I'm sure I'd be much more willing to use a
bicycle as an alternate means of transportation. Please
support All Ages and All Abilities facilities.

89.

Seaman, Chris

90.

Seaman, Amy

91.

Shaff, Gary

The draft TSP effectively discriminates against seniors,
families, youth, and people with disabilities. The Oregon
Constitution prohibits discrimination and ORS 659A.006,
Declaration of policy against unlawful discrimination,
provides: (1) Itis declared to be the public policy of Oregon
that practices of unlawful discrimination against any of its
inhabitants because of race, color, religion, sex, sexual
orientation, national origin, marital status, age, disability or
familial status are a matter of state concern and that this
discrimination not only threatens the rights and privileges of
its inhabitants but menaces the institutions and foundation
of a free democratic state. (2) The opportunity to obtain

Page 268




employment or housing or to use and enjoy places of public
accommodation without unlawful discrimination because of
race, color, religion, sex, sexual orientation, national origin,
marital status, age or disability hereby is recognized as and
declared to be a civil right. A place of public accommodation
is defined by 659A.400 as follows: (a) Any place or service
offering to the public accommodations, advantages, facilities
or privileges whether in the nature of goods, services,
lodgings, amusements, transportation or otherwise. (b) Any
place that is open to the public and owned or maintained by
a public body, as defined in ORS 174.109, regardless of
whether the place is commercial in nature. (c) Any service to
the public that is provided by a public body, as defined in
ORS 174.109, regardless of whether the service is
commercial in nature.

92.

Shand, Bob

OUR YOUTH OUR FUTURE

93.

Sheets, Thomas

Bicycling is healthy!

94,

Shirley, Keith

95.

Simmons, Michele

Such a beautiful area ...but nowhere for a family to enjoy it
on a bike. So many close calls for those people who dare to
venture out from Jacksonville to Medford.

96.

Smith, Ann

For the past five years | have been bike commuting 2.5 miles
to my workplace along Crater Lake Hwy between Delta
Waters and Northgate Marketplace at Hwy 99. | moved here
because | wanted to live in a place that was safer to choose
cycling as a primary means of transportation. To say that my
commute is hazardous and uncomfortable is an
understatement. | have longed hoped that it would get
better over the years and with the bypass in the works,
ODOT had a golden opportunity to fix the problem. Instead
all we got was fresh pavement and paint for a bike lane along
a heavily trafficked, high speed (yeah, don't talk to me about
"speed limits") multi-lane highway that is unprotected and
already filled with debris. What a waste. The thing about bike
lanes in Medford is that often they don't even meet the
standards set by the state for width, they are placed in areas
that are inappropriate, they don't accompany traffic calming,
and they lack continuity. Medford should be working with
the state and county to at least build new infrastructure in a
way that actually increases safety and reduces conflicts as
opposed to creating conflicts and ignoring safety.

97.

Smith, Joseph

98.

Smith, Steve

One thing | am concerned about is the presence of low
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barriers along bike paths that confine bikes to the path.
Without being to cross the lane boundary, bikes are unable
to avoid hazards within the bike path such as dog walkers,
joggers with loud music in earbuds, and worst of all, bikes
riding the wrong way. Such a barrier does very little to
prevent a car from crossing into the bike lane, so it is a rather
false sense of security. Finally, if you don't sweep the bike
paths, we can't use them.

99. Spano, Shane The area is very bicycle unfriendly. | know at least a hundred
people who would commute by bike or ride a bike for
errands, etc, They have told me they are afraid to for fear of
getting hit by a car.

100. | Spittle, Reg I'ride in Medford regularly and our community must provide
safe bicycle access for adults and our children.,

101. | Strahm, Richard One of the most common complaints about bicycle riders is
that they don't follow basic traffic rules. | think the solution
to this is more bicycle facilities--lanes, signage, even separate
bike signals like they have in other towns. And why not
repaint the bike restriction notices on the sidewalks
downtown. The higher the visibility of the bicycling
transportation sector, the more seriously all modes,
including the cyclists, will take us. Bicycles are
transportation, they deserve a place on the road, if not a
separate road for themselves, and they have the obligation
to follow the rules. So please build--and standardize--our
paths and facilities. Thank you.

102. | Stuart, Deb I can’t get to the bike path except by going down Barnett
where there are no bike lanes. Please help.

103. | Stubbins, Patrick

104. | Suarez, Isabel Hi, | would like to bicycle more often for multiple reasons
(environment, traffic, enjoyment, health, etc.) but | don't feel
safe riding on street with traffic. We need more bicycle paths
with physical barriers between cars and bicycles.

105. | Taylor, Rick

106. | Thorndike, Dan

107. | Miller, Trevor

108. | Vigil, Trisha Also, please keep the bicycle lanes free of debris (stones,
glass, etc). This is a real problem. Thank you.

109. | Weaver, Geoff Let's make the Rogue Valley bike friendly, and begin reducing
the unnecessary vehicular smog in our valley

110. | Webb, Robbin We all need mutual encouragement to be healthy .l would
love to ride my bike to more occasions, meetings, and
running chores, but it is too scary in downtown Medford. |
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appreciated bike lanes whenever | stumble across one. We
need more. Please plan for our future.

111. | Weber, Gregory It's great that we have a Greenway for exercise and pleasure.
It would be much better to be able to ride safely through and
around town.

112. | Wessler, Betsy

113. | Wetzel, Sandra

114. | White, Gordon

115. | Wilkey, Chris

116. | Wohlfahrt, Dubravko

117. | Wood, Eric

118. | Zamm, Josh

119. | Zell, Elizabeth

120. | Zentgraf, Tony Please consider improvements in cyclone for all ages. There
have been times when | was riding in the road and drivers
have come close to hitting me. Also there are many east to
west roads that do not have an acceptable room for bikes. It
would be easier to ciossover to the other side of town Lo
bike. Thanks

121. | Symons, Tom Things are getting better but more needs to be done to
educate drivers on sharing the road and educating riders on
the correct side of the road.

122. | Roberts, Jeff
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