Planning Commission

Agenda

Study Session

September 10, 2018
Noon

Lausmann Annex, Room 151
200 South lvy Street, Medford, Oregon

10. Introductions
20. Discussion items
20.1 CP-18-063 Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan

20.2 CP-16-075 & Urbanization Plans
DCA-18-120

20.3 CP-16-036 Transportation System Plan Update

30. Adjournment

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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Working with the community to shape a vibrant and exceptional city
MEMORANDUM
Subject Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan Comprehensive Plan Amendment

File no. CP-18-063

To Planning Commission for September 10, 2018 study session
From Seth Adams, AICP, Planner Il
Date September 4, 2018

Direction Sought

Staff is asking the Planning Commission for direction on the following:
1) lIdentify any additional changes to be made to the proposal

Overview

A legislative amendment to incorporate by reference the 2017 City of Medford Natural
Hazards Mitigation Plan (NHMP) into the Environmental Element of the Comprehensive
Plan, and to make related updates to the Conclusions, Goals, Policies and Implementation
Strategies of the Comprehensive Plan. (Exhibits A —C)

Background

Goal 7 (Areas Subject to Natural Hazards) of the Statewide Planning Goals
requires local governments to consider natural hazards in their land use planning,
and to adopt inventories, policies, and implementing measures in order to reduce
the risk to people and property from natural hazards. As a result, the following
natural topics are currently identified and discussed in the Environmental
Element of the Comprehensive Plan:

e Air Quality

e Flooding

e Landslides

e Earthquakes
e Wildland Fires

These same natural hazards are also found, and much more extensively analyzed,
in the City’s Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan (NHMP). In addition, the NHMP also
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Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan Comprehensive Plan Amendment
CP-18-063
September 4, 2018

analyzed the potential for natural hazards related to severe weather, volcanic
eruptions, and emerging infectious diseases.

The NHMP was first adopted in 2004 as a requirement of the Disaster Mitigation
Act of 2000 which is implemented by the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA). A stipulation of the law is that in order to receive pre- and post-disaster
mitigation funds from FEMA, local governments must have a current, FEMA-
approved NHMP. The City updated its NHMP in 2010, and then undertook an
extensive analysis and re-writing of it between June 2016 and August 2017 in
order to incorporate current scientific information, recent hazard event data, and
other more current information. The process included a substantial amount of
public outreach and participation, including local and regional input from a 19-
person steering committee, community events and notices, interviews, an open
house, and study sessions with the Planning Commission and City Council.

The new NHMP was adopted by the City Council on September 7, 2017 per
Resolution No. 2017-105, and approved by FEMA on September 13, 2017. With
FEMA’s approval of the plan, the City maintains its eligibility for federal disaster
mitigation funds, as well as additional points under the National Flood Insurance
Program’s Community Rating System (CRS). The adopted and approved Plan is
effective through September 12, 2022.

Proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendments

As already noted, the preparation of the 2017 NHMP involved a significant
amount of analysis and new information which included mitigation plans for
natural hazards that are not currently addressed in the Environmental Element of
the Comprehensive Plan. Similar to what was been done in the past with the
Leisure Services Plan, the proposed amendment would incorporate (by reference)
the 2017 NHMP into the Comprehensive Plan (Environmental Element), and for
consistency between the two documents, would also include new and/or updated
summaries for each of the natural hazards identified in the NHMP.

NEXT STEPS

The tentative hearing schedule would include the following dates: the first evidentiary
hearing with Planning Commission on September 27, 2018, and a City Council hearing on
November 1, 2018.

Attachments

you would prefer a hard copy)
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Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan Comprehensive Plan Amendment
CP-18-063
September 4, 2018

B. Proposed Environmental Element Amendments
C. Proposed Conclusions, Goals, Policies and Implementation Strategies
Amendments
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Exhibit B
City of Medford Comprehensive Plan

ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENT

Prepared by
City of Medford Planning-Department

200-Seuth-hwy-Street411 West Eighth Street
Medford, Oregon 97501

planning@cityofmedford.org

Revised by
MEDFORD CITY COUNCIL
February 4 XX XXX XXX, 20168
Ordinance No. 20168-020
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ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENT

INTRODUCTION

PURPOSE

An issue in many Northwest communities is the declining
environmental quality that accompanies urban growth.
The Bear Creek Valley has an abundance of diverse
natural resources that provide recreation, wildlife habitat,
and valuable urban open space, and contribute to the
quality of life in Medford. Urbanization has negatively I
impacted the valley’s natural resources, and, therefore, our quality of life. Diminishing supplies
of developable land have forced many communities such as Medford to face the difficult challenge
of balancing natural resource protection with the needs and rights of property owners and
competing land uses. The impacts of development on the natural environment and its scenic values
are evident. Cities, farms, drainage projects, dams, channelized streams, and roads have shaped
the local landscape. In many instances, development has out-stepped environmental planning
efforts.

This “Environmental Element” of the Medford Comprehensive Plan provides goals, policies, and
implementation strategies for improving and maintaining environmental quality in Medford, while
accommodating continued growth. The Statewide Planning Goals that oversee the protection and
conservation of natural resources in Oregon are Goal 5: Open Spaces, Scenic and Historic Areas,
and Natural Resources, and Goal 6: Air, Water and Land Resources Quality. Consistent with the
objectives of Goals 5 and 6, the “Environmental Element” is a guiding document that strives to
protect the natural environment and ensure that long-term growth does not adversely affect the
natural resources that contribute to Medford’s livability. Other Statewide Planning Goals that are
pertinent to the “Environmental Element” include Goal 3: Agricultural Lands; Goal 7: Areas
Subject to Natural Bisasters-and-Hazards; and Goal 13: Energy Conservation. Most of these
Statewide Planning Goals are also addressed in other elements of the Comprehensive Plan, such
as in the “Public Facilities Element,” and in related plan documents such as the Medford Parks,
Recreation, and Leisure Services Plan, and the City of Medford Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan.

An overriding concept in the goals, policies, and implementation strategies in this element is to
incorporate preventive, rather than corrective measures in land use planning. The goals, policies,
and implementation strategies emphasize the importance of developing and maintaining an
integrated open space system that incorporates parks and recreation, biological resources,
agriculture, and waterways. They must be evaluated and updated regularly, with new information
added to the “Environmental Element” as necessary.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENT

NATURAL RESOURCES

Goal 6 of Oregon’s Statewide Planning Goals, “Air, Water, and Land Resources Quality,” strives
“to maintain and improve the quality of the air, water, and land resources of the state.”” This
section of the “Environmental Element” discusses Medford’s natural resources, including air
quality, water quality, wetlands, wildlife habitat, soils, and energy, and presents the conclusions,
goals, policies, and implementation strategies pertinent to these factors. Because water quality,
wetlands;—and, and wildlife habitat are interrelated, their Conclusions and Goals, Policies and
Implementation Measures are combined.

AIR QUALITY

Statewide Planning Goal 6 requires Comprehensive Plans to provide for the maintenance and
improvement of air resources. In air sheds, such as Medford’s, that are ““described or included in
state environmental quality statutes, rules, standards and implementation plans™ air emissions
“shall not (1) exceed the carrying capacity of such resources, considering long range needs; (2)
degrade such resources; or (3) threaten the availability of such resources.”?

In the past, the largest sources of air pollution in the region included industry and wood stoves,
which emit particulate matter and carbon monoxide. Substantial efforts (discussed below) have
been made to reduce these emissions. More recently, concerns for air quality arise when smoke
from reqmnal W|Idf|res either blows throuqh the vaIIey or becomes trapped durlnq inversions.

”2 Wood stove, industrial, and motor

vehicle emissions continue to be a major source of air pollutlon A definite contributing factor to
traffic congestion |s Medford s role as a regional retall health and service center. Medfoerd-is
—As noted previously,
Medford prowdes services to an estlmated populatlon of 400 000 to 450,000, thereby exacerbating
traffic congestion_and the accumulation of air pollution from motor vehicle emissions. The high
number of commuters traveling to Medford for work, services, education, and recreation will
continue to increase in the future, especially from outlying communities such as Ashland, Grants

Pass, and even-Yreka, California,affecting-Medferd s-atrguality.

As-netedHnthe Physical- Charaeteristies-sectionhistoriealy-Given its bowl-like shape, the Rogue
Valley from-Ashland-to-Grants-Pass;-has-had-a-high-propensity-tewardexperiences periods of air

stagnation and atmospheric temperature inversions that trap pollution, particularly during the

lOregon’s Statewide Planning Goals and Guidelines, £9952010 Edition, Oregon Department of Land
Conservation and Development.




ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENT

months of November, December, January, and February. During these months, the temperature
near the ground decreases rapidly toward sunset. As the surface air cools, it flows down the
mountain slopes, forming a pool of cold air on the valley floor with the warmer air above acting
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As nighttime comes, the surface air cools and During the day, emissions rise, but become
moves down into the valley. trapped by the warm air layer above.

as a lid. The cooling within this layer typically

produces fog, and, as air pollutants are discharged, they become trapped. During these stagnant
conditions, the fog and trapped air can remain under this “lid” for several days, becoming
increasingly polluted. Figure 1 illustrates the temperature inversion process.

Figure 1: Temperature Inversion
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ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENT

Breakup of the inversion layer may come from

Since there is no wind to carry the emissions ~ increased temperatures during the day, which

away, the pollution remains under the “lid” of increases the depth of the mixing layer, or from the

warmer air, accumulating until the inversion arrival of a new air mass accompanied by stronger
layer is broken up. wind and precipitation.

Ae%NEPA)—whrehestabhshed%he@eeme#enEm%nment&L@a&h%y—The Clean Air Act of 1970

established the existing system of national air quality standards, and issued a generalized
compliance schedule to all states. In—the-1970-—amendments—It requires the Environmental

Protection Agency (EPA) to set National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for pollutants
considered harmful to public health and the environment. were—developedforseven—major
poHutants—The EPA has set NAAQS for sevensewven principal pollutants, which are called
“criteria” air pollutants. The seven “criteria” pollutants are: carbon monoxide (CO), particulate
matter (PM1oand PMzs), 0zone (O3), -assighred-NAAQS-were-total-suspended-particulate (FSP);
sulfur dioxides (SOx2), earben—menexide{CO)—hydrocarbons{(HC)—nitrogen dioxide (NO),

phetochemical-exidants{Ox)-and lead (Pb). As part of the Clean Air Act, states were required to
develop State Implementation Plans (SIPs) for attaining and maintaining the NAAQS.

5
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ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENT

The federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is responsible for approving or disapproving
SIPs. Although the 1970 Clean Air Act established the NAAQS, many jurisdictions concentrated
on attaining standards through emission controls, instead of fully addressing the prevention of air
pollution and maintenance of air quality on a broad, regional level. In the early 1970s, the EPA
disapproved all SIPs because many lacked effective mechanisms for maintaining federal standards.
The EPA required states to identify areas that had air quality problems or where future growth
rates would result in exceeding the NAAQS as “Air Quality Maintenance Areas” (AQMAs). The
Medford-Ashland area was designated as an AQMA in 1974, encompassing the communities of
Medford, Ashland, Central Point, Phoenix, Talent, White City, Eagle Point, and Jacksonville (228
square miles). The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) was given primary
responsibility for enforcing air quality standards in Oregon.

An AQMA that does not meet the NAAQS for a particular pollutant is labeled a “non-attainment
area” for that pollutant. Figure 2 tHustrates the steps-in-developing-a SIP-in-anon-attainment area
under-the Clean-Air-Act—Strategies for bringing the AQMA into compliance are required as a
component of the SIP, as is a detailed analysis of the impact of projected future growth on air
guality. Where the analysis indicates that an area may not maintain the NAAQS for the ten years
after attainment, the state is required to submit an Air Quality Maintenance Plan.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENT

AIR QUALITY MAINTENANCE AREA STATUS

The Medford UGB was established as the non-attainment boundary for carbon monoxide (CO) in
1978, and, in 1987, the Medford-Ashland AQMA was designated as the non-attainment boundary
for particulate matter (PM1o). As required by federal law, SIPs were prepared for these two
pollutants that exceeded the NAAQS in the Medford-Ashland AQMA.

Carbon Monoxide (CO)

Carbon monoxide is a colorless, odorless gas that decreases the oxygen carrying capacity of the
blood. High concentrations can severely impair the function of oxygen-dependent tissues,
including the brain, heart, and muscle. Prolonged exposure to even low levels can aggravate
existing conditions in people with heart disease or circulatory disorders. High levels of CO have
traditionally been caused by emissions from motor vehicles.

Largely due to |mprovements in modern vehlcle emission control systems, A-SIP-for-CO-was
- PACO levels have progressively
|mproved in the years since the deS|qnat|on of the Medford Ashland AQMA, and Medford has not
violated the CO standard since 1991. In 2001 the State of Oregon submitted a ten-year CO
Maintenance Plan to EPA and requested that Medford be re-designated to attainment. EPA
approved the request as a revision to the SIP of September 23, 2002, and a second ten-year CO
Maintenance Plan has been prepared by DEQ indicating how Medford will continue to maintain
the CO standard through September 23, 2022. Figure 2 depicts the trend in carbon monoxide
levels in Medford between the years 1977 and 2009. The majority (72%) of the CO air emissions
in the Medford UGB can be attributed to motor vehlcles residential wood combustlon and
prescribed burning.Howeverthe-SIPforPM,o; )91
withdrawn-

Figure 3
Medford Carbon Monoxide Trend 2"9 highest 8-hour average, 1977-2009
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Medford Carbon Monoxide Trend
1977 to 2009

(ppm)
R

NAAQS 9.5ppm8hrave CO

1977 1981 1985 1089 1993 1897 2001 2005 2009
second highest daily Bhr value per year

Source: Medford Carbon Monoxide Limited Maintenance Plan, December 2015, Oregon Department of Environmental

Quality

The CO Maintenance Plan relies on the following control measures for continued attainment of

the NAAQS:

e Federal motor vehicle emission standards for new motor vehicles

e Use of Best Available Control Technology (BACT) for new or expanding major industry

e Oregon Vehicle Inspection Program (i.e. emissions testing and inspection) for vehicles up
to 20 years old

e Emission certification for new wood stoves, wood stove change-out programs, and a
voluntary curtailment program to reduce wood burning during stagnant weather periods.

Particulate Matter (PMao)

There have been several PMio plans developed for the Medford-Ashland AQMA. The initial
Attainment Plan adopted in 1991 contained a suite of emission reduction strategies that brought
the area into compliance with PMig standards by the required Clear Air Act deadline of December
31, 1994. The Attainment Plan was again updated in 1998 and 2004. The 2004 Plan included a
PM1o Maintenance Plan for the AQMA, the objective of which is to continue the successful PM1o

strateqles for the AOMA in order to ensure continued compliance wrth PM1g standards The a
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he original omissi : ir-the PMho SIR included-the following:

o Pendblorr o neloe e poplo sl srsono
) i
Ineiusltual sotFee coRts El.l technology-requirements

I ; "

New-emission control measures recemmended-bycontained in the SIP for PMio in -the Medford-
Ashland Air Quality Advisery-Committee-includeMaintenance Area are:

o—EdueaHen—pregram—regardmg—traeleeM—‘ ”ﬁer—ereh&rd—ewne#s

° Enhanced road cleaning program in Medford and White City.

° Management of prescribed forestry burning year round, and special protection for
the Rogue Valley during the winter months.

The plan also continues the strictest requirements for managing emissions growth from
future new and expanding major industry under the New Source Review (NSR) program. These
include:

° A very low emission threshold level (5 tons/year) for triggering NSR.
° The requirements to install state-of-the-art emission control technology.
° The requirement to obtain emission offsets and demonstrate an air quality benefit

(20% improvement in air quality).

NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

Air pollution reduction efforts have succeeded in reducing emissions in the Medford-Ashland
AQMA due to increased public awareness and proactive programs, but the potential to revert to
previous conditions still exists. The topography of the Rogue Valley, the abundance of motor
vehicles, and the continued growth in population in the region are all factors that contribute to the
potential for poor air quallty

10
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ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENT

Federal air quality standards were developed to address health, safety, and welfare concerns. The
NAAQS are divided into two levels, “primary” and “secondary.” Primary standards are designed
to protect the public health with a built-in margin of safety. Secondary air quality standards, which
are more stringent than primary standards, are designed to protect the public welfare from adverse
effects, such as injury to crops and livestock, decreased visibility, deterioration of materials and
property, and other types of environmental damage. Oregon’s air pollution control strategies are
directed to meet the more stringent secondary air quality standards. Where the secondary standard
is identical to the primary standard, the primary standard is also protective of public welfare.
Figure 3 displays the ambient air quality standards currently in effect in Oregon.

11
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ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENT

Figure 3
State and National Ambient Air Quality Standards
Primary Secondary
PoHutant Average Time e (Welfare) Proposed-Standard
Carbon-Monoxide 8-hours 9 ppm 9ppm NA
—— e 2Emmmm 2enom
oodPhb CalendarQuarter 1.5-mglm® 1.5-mglm® NA
NOX)
Czopo o) Lo oo oo 08-ppm
(SOx) 24-hours 14ppm 10ppm NA
3-hours 50-ppm 50-ppm
Particulate Matter Annual-Arithmetic Mean - 50 mg[ms 15 mg[ms}
{PMao) 24-hours - 150-mg/m® 685-mglm3-*
Total Suspended Annual Geometric- Mean NA 60—mglm?
Particulate {TSP) 24-hours NA 150-mg/m® NA

12
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ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENT

Primary Secondary
National Ambient Air Quality Standard | NAAQS NAAQS
Pollutant | Averaging | (NAAQS) Exceedance |Exceedance
Time Violation Determination Level Level
Carbon 1-hour Mot to be exceeded more than once/year. 35 ppm -
monoxide B-hour Mot to be exceeded more than once/year. 9 ppm -
Three . o s
Lead Months Rolling 3 Month Average 0.15 pg/m 0.15 pg/m
Nitrogen Annual Annual arithmetic mean 53 ppb 53 ppb
. . Ty . o ; ) [ th
dioxide 1-hour 3yr average of the maximum daily 98 100 ppb )
percentile one hour average,
Ozone R-hour 3-year average of the annual 4th highest 0.070 opm 0.070 pom
daily maximum 8-hour average. ’ PP ’ PP
24-hour 3-year a:‘erage of.Lhe 24 hour average 35 pg/m? 35 pg/m’
daily 98" percentile. ! !
PM2.5 - . , ,
Annual 3-year average of the annual anthmetic 4 4
12 pg/m 12 ng/me
Average mean
PM10 24-hour ]"I»]nt to be ?axceed.ecll more than once per 150 pg/m’ 150 pg/m’
year on average over 3 years.
— - . Se—
_ 1-hour 3yr average of the maximum daily 99 75 ppb )
Sulfur percentile one hour average.
dioxide Mot to be exceeded more than once per
3-hour vear - 0.5 ppm

Notes: pg/m’ = micrograms of pollutant per cubic meter of air
ppm = paris per million
ppb = paris per billion

Source: 1995-2016 Oregon Air Quality Annual Bata-SummaryReport, Oregon Department of Environmental Quality;-Air

While there are NAAQS for seven pollutants, there are currently three pollutants of significant
concern for Medford: ozone, earben-monoxide,—and-particulate matter (PM25), and air toxics. At
present, the DEQ does not have any air toxics monitors in SW Oregon.

Ozone (O3)

Ozone is part of the ozone layer in the earth’s stratosphere. Ozone is harmful outside of the ozone
layer in the lower atmosphere, and at that point it is often referred to as ¢smog, ground level ozone,
or ozone pollution. Ozone }typically forms on days when the temperature exeeeds-95-degrees-and
thereuisra—hrghAmh}m&ef—meteH;ehMe%aﬁlels warm and stable typlcal conditions durlng the




ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENT

Ievel 0zone is not em|tted dlrectly |nto the air, but is created bv chemlcal reactlons between oxides
of nitrogen (NOy) and volatile organic compounds (VOC) in the presence of sunlight. Emissions
from industrial facilities and electric utilities, motor vehicle exhaust, gasoline vapors, and chemical
solvents are some of the major sources of NOxand VOC. Breathing ozone can trigger a variety of
health problems, particularly for children, the elderly, and people of all ages who have lung
diseases such as asthma. Ground level ozone can also have harmful effects on sensitive vegetation
and ecosystems. While ozone levels have declined in Medford since 2007, a slight uptick was
measured in the 2013-2015 timeframe.

Particulate Matter (PMaigc-anrd-PM2s)

The Clean Air Act requires the EPA to review and revise air quality standards to ensure that citizens
are protected from the harmful effects of air pollution. “Particulate matter” comes mostly from
smoke, dust, and vehicle exhaust. Fhe-currentstandard-forparticulatesetiln 1987, standards were
established by the EPA for particulate matter particles -coversparticles-that-that are 10 microns or
less in diameter (PM1o). A comprehensive review of the human health effects of PM1o revealed
that the standards were not sufficient to protect human health. Health studies show harmful effects
from breathing particles as small as 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2s). This smaller particle is
inhaled deeper into the lungs and can potentially cause more damage than larger particles.
Standards for sne-rew-PM2s were established in 1997 for 24 hour and annual levels, and in 2006
the PM2s levels for daily average levels were significantly reduced from 65ug/m® to 35ug/m?®.
Medford trends close to the PMzsstandard in both dallv and annual average levels. standelﬂd—wm

14




ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENT

35

30

25

20

15

10 7

oy |

O—71 71 T T T T T T T T 1 1
84 85 86 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 94 95

B - L] pmio

15




ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENT

Air Toxics

There are 188 air toxics, about 50 of concern, in Oregon. DEQ has monitored for air toxics in
Medford in the past, but this monitoring was only temporary and is moved around the state.
According to DEQ, air toxics include diesel soot, benzene, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (tar-
like by-products from auto exhaust and other sources), and metals including manganese, nickel
and lead. Air toxics come from a variety of sources including cars and trucks, all types of burning
(including fireplaces and wood stoves), businesses, and consumer products. Air toxics are air
pollutants known or suspected to cause cancer or other serious health problems. National and state
studies indicate that Oregonians are exposed to a number of air toxics at potentially harmful levels.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENT

NATURAL RESOURCES - AIR QUALITY - CONCLUSIONS

1.

Medford’s location in the Rogue Valley below substantial mountain ranges (the Cascades,
the Siskiyous, and the Coast Range) increases the difficulty of maintaining federal air
quality standards. Medford’s climate is influenced by atmospheric inversion layers in the
fall and winter months which trap air emissions in the valley.

The City of Medford has little influence on the air pollution emissions caused by travelers
and freight shippers traveling through the planning area on state highways such as Interstate

area—fe#pa%#ate—maﬁer—@lM;g}Larqelv due to |mprovements in modern vehicle

emission control systems, carbon monoxide (CO) level progressively improved in the years
since the designation of the Medford-Ashland AQMA, and Medford has not violated the
federal CO standard since 1991. As a result, Medford was re-designated an “attainment”
area for CO in 2002. Similarly, Medford has been in compliance with federal particulate
matter (PMip) standards since 1994. Maintenance plans for the AQMA have been
approved by the EPA to help ensure continued compliance with the federal standards for
these two pollutants.

While Medford’s air quality has improved due to proactive Air Quality Maintenance Area
(AQMA) programs and increased public awareness, particularly relating to wood smoke,
the potential to revert to previous poor air quality conditions exists. The Rogue Valley’s
topography, its many motor vehicles, and continued population growth have the potential
to further degrade Medford’s air quality in the future.

Pollutants of concern in the Medford-Ashland AQMA are particulate matter (PM>5s),
ozone, and air toxics (although the DEQ does not presently have any air toxics monitors in
SW Oregon). While ozone levels have declined in Medford since 2007, there was a slight
uptick measured in the 2013-2015 timeframe. Medford trends close to the PM2 s standards

in both daily and annual average Ievels e lsleen e Do LD o

NATURAL RESOURCES - AIR QUALITY
GOALS, POLICIES, AND IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES

Goal 3: To enhance the livability of Medford by achieving and maintaining compliance with
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).

Policy 3-A: The City of Medford shall continue to provide leadership in developing, adopting,
and implementing regional air quality improvement strategies to achieve compliance with the

20
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National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).

Implementation 3-A (1): Continue to participate, along with state and local
agencies involved in air quality attainment, in the preparation and implementation
of the applicable Air Quality Management Plans (AQMP’s) and State
Implementation Plans (SIP’s) for the Medford-Ashland Air Quality Maintenance
Area (AQMA).

Implementation 3-A (2): Continue to participate, along with Jackson County and
other affected agencies, in administering air quality public education and smoke
reduction programs.

Implementation 3-A (3): Implement strategies from sources such as the Medford
Transportation System Plan, the State Implementation Plans (SIPs) and the Oregon
Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) that reduce emissions or improve air quality,
such as increasing the use of alternative modes of transportation and use of
alternative motor vehicle fuels, such as compressed natural gas and electricity, and
propose amendments to the Medford Land Development Code for consideration by
the City Council where necessary to assure compliance with such plans or rules.

See also the policies of the Medford Transportation System Plan, and Policy 9 of the “Urbanization
Element.”

Policy 3-B: The City of Medford shall continue to require a well-connected circulation system
and promote other techniques that foster alternative modes of transportation, such as pedestrian-
oriented mixed-use development and a linked bicycle transportation system.

See also Goal 1 of the Southeast Plan section of the “General Land Use Plan Element.”

Implementation 3-B (1): Promote the use of incentives by Medford’s larger
employers to induce employees to use alternative modes of transportation or work
at home in an effort to reduce motor vehicle emissions.

DISASTERS AND HAZARDS

This section of the “Environmental Element” discusses potential disasters and hazards in Medford,
including natural and human-caused, and the city’s emergency management efforts, and presents
the conclusions, goals, policies, and implementation strategies pertinent to these factors.

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT PLANNING

The City of Medford has an Emergency Management-Operations Plan (EMOP) to guide efforts in
mitigating, preparing for, responding to, and recovering from major emergencies and disasters.
The EMOP is part of a Comprehensive Emergency Management Program that coordinates federal,

21
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state, and local governmental agencies in an operating partnership. The responsibility for
maintaining the EMOP is borne by the city’s Emergency Management Coordinator though the
Emergency Management Planning Team. The Coordinator is responsible for all emergency
planning activities, including periodic reviews of the Plan, planning and conducting disaster
training exercises, coordinating mitigation efforts, and assisting in acquisition of state and/or
federal assistance for these efforts.

All disaster mitigation and preparedness activities are coordinated by the Emergency Management
Planning Team, which consists of the City Manager and various department heads, including the
Fire Chief, Police Chief, Public Works Director, Building Safety Official, and the Emergency
Management Coordinator. The City of Medford’s primary Emergency Command Center (ECC)
is located in the City Hall Lausmann Annex at 200 South Ivy Street, with a backup ECC in-the
Jackson-County-BuHding,—10-Seuth-Oakdale-Streetlocated at the County Emergency Operations
Center at 400 Pech Road. The city responds to disasters within the city, within Medford Rural
Fire Protection District #2, and at other city-owned facilities when the response will benefit the
City.

Mitigation and preparedness planning include advance preparations to minimize public risk from
potential disasters, to reduce the likelihood of a major emergency or disaster, and to reduce the
anticipated damage. Mitigation can reduce loss of life and property damage through land use
regulations and construction practices. Identifying the types, magnitude, and probability of
hazards to which an area is susceptible over a significant length of time (hazard risk analysis) is
necessary, as well as assessing the degree of hazard risks that the jurisdiction finds acceptable.
The cost of mitigating certain risks may be more than a community can afford. Risk standards
should be formally adopted as public policy by the local legislative body through comprehensive
planning, land development ordinances, permit review, and fire/building safety codes.

NATURAL DISASTERS AND HAZARDS

Goal 7 of the Statewide Planning Goals, “Areas Subject to Natural Disasters and Hazards,”
requires land use planning in Oregon to consider known areas of natural disasters and hazards. _It
requires plans to be based on an inventory of such natural hazard areas. Although one of the State
of Oregon’s main focuses is on flooding, etherthere are a number of additional natural hazards
that have the potential to disrupt life and commerce in Medford, including earthquakes and wild-
land urban interface fires, -volcanic eruptions, severe weather, emerging infectious diseases, air
quality, and landslides. (Air quality and lkandslides and-sei-related-problems-were discussed
previously under “Air Quality” and “Soils.”)

The natural hazards identified and summarized in this section are thoroughly inventoried and
analyzed in the 2017 Medford Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan which was adopted by City
Council in September 2017, and is hereby incorporated by reference into the Comprehensive Plan.
The City adopted its first Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan in 2004 and updated it in 2010. The
2017 Medford Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan has been reviewed and approved by the Oregon
Office of Emergency Management (OEM) and the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA). As a result of those approvals the City is eligible to receive pre- and post-disaster
mitigation funds from FEMA.
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FLOODING

Over the past 50 years, major floods occurred in the Rogue Valley in 1955, 1962, 1964, 1974, and,
more recently, in 1997. These floods threatened public health, safety, and welfare by destroying
or isolating structures, disrupting transportation systems, polluting water supplies, and destroying
basic public facilities, such as sewerage and electric services. Recent incidences of record rainfall
and flooding across Oregon have renewed concerns about the potential for flooding in the Medford
UGB, and have rekindled interest in preparing for potential floods. To minimize the hazards posed
by floods, the City of Medford should continue to implement the recommendations of the
Comprehensive Medford Area Drainage Master Plan and the 2017 Medford Natural Hazards
Mitigation Plan through revisions to Medford’s Comprehensive Plan and Land Development
Code, in addition to implementing state and federal regulations.

Floodplain Mapping

The sale of federal flood insurance in Medford, through the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968,
was authorized in 1974. The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) developed a 100-
year or base flood for use in mapping floodplains as part of the national flood insurance program.
Federal law requires the first floor of a new building to be at or above the 100-year flood level,
while Oregon law is more restrictive, requiring the first floor of a new building to be one foot
above the line. Stricter development restrictions can be imposed by cities and counties, such as
zoning restrictions that limit vulnerable land uses in floodplains, and programs developed to
inform property owners of the hazards posed by waterways. Specialists in natural hazards planning
note that the 100-year designation is only a tool, and does not guarantee that flooding will occur
only within this floodplain designation.

Floodplains can be delineated according to topography, vegetation, soils, or the extent of past
floods.” When defined according to geomorphic features, the floodplain includes the low-lying
land along the stream, the outer limits of which may be marked by steep slopes or valley walls.
See Figure 12 for a graphic representation of a floodplain as defined by FEMA. The regulatory
floodway is the lowest part of the floodplain where most frequent flood flows occur. This area is
not eligible for federal flood insurance. The floodway fringe is the area that would be lightly
inundated by a 100-year flood, and is eligible for flood insurance if flood proofing has been
undertaken. Of all the features of a river valley, the floodplain is the most important from a
planning standpoint for three reasons. First, excluding the stream channel itself, the floodplain is
the lowest part of the stream valley, and consequently, prone to flooding. Second, floodplain soils
are often poorly drained because of the high water tables and saturation by flood waters. Third,
floodplains are formed by incremental erosion and deposition that accompany the meandering of
streams through valleys.

As a prerequisite to obtaining federal flood insurance, the City of Medford was required to identify
flood hazard areas, and to control development in floodplains. In Medford, flood hazard areas are
located along Bear Creek and most other waterways. Federal Insurance Rate Maps (floodplain

7Landscape Planning: Environmental Applications, William M. Marsh, 1991.
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maps) are available in the Medford BuHding-Safety-Planning Department. In 1974, the City
Council established a review process to assure that proper construction methods and utility
locations were undertaken in flood hazard areas. For example, new and replacement water and
sanitary sewer systems are required to be designed to minimize or eliminate the infiltration of flood
waters into the systems, and discharge from the systems into flood waters.

- Regulatory Floodway - Kept open to camy floodwater - no building or fill

D Regulatory Floodway Fringe - Use permitted if protected by fill, flood proofed,
or otherwise protected
m== = = Regulatory Flood Limit - Based on technical study - outer limit of the
floodway fringe

= = = Standard Project Flood Limit - Area subject to possible fooding by
wvery large floods

Regulatory Floodplain

Foodplain (SFPF)

Figure 12
U.S. National Flood Insurance Program
100-Year Floodplain

Source: Landscape Planning: Environmental Applications, 2nd Edition, William M. Marsh, 1991.

While floodplain maps are helpful, Oregon’s short recorded weather history and changing climatic
conditions make flood estimating unpredictable. Additionally, the state’s expanding population
and fast rate of development continue to alter the landscape and natural waterways.® As a result,
many floodplain maps are outdated. A FEMA expert noted in a 1997 Oregonian article, that many
watersheds in Oregon have changed since floodplains were mapped, and, that ““(n)ew houses and
pavement in the place of fields and woods mean quicker runoff into streams. ‘We’re seeing a lot
more urban flooding than was occurring in past decades.’””

Medford is similar to many Northwest communities located in valleys prone to flooding that were
formerly used for agriculture. As the FEMA expert noted, “Many streams in rural areas weren’t
seen as priorities when maps were being drawn and weren’t included in the studies. Now

81bid.
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communities have sprouted on former pastures. In addition to areas that need to be restudied,
there are many areas that we have not yet studied at all. So just because you don’t live in an area
that we say is subject to a 100-year flood, it may mean that we haven’t gotten around to studying
it.”® The State of Oregon has requested that FEMA place a high priority on updating Oregon’s
floodplain maps.

Flood Damage Reduction

The City of Medford is one of the few Oregon communities to take part in the Community Rating
System (CRS) program, which is intended to aid in reducing flood losses, to facilitate accurate
insurance ratings, and to promote awareness of flood insurance. The program provides flood
insurance premium discounts as an incentive for cities to develop extra flood protection measures
beyond what the national program requires. Communities can qualify for up to a 45% discount.
11999, Medford-qualifiedfor-a-5%discount-in-premiums—The discount is based on a point
system. A high number of additional points can be earned through such activities as collecting
and maintain flood data, protecting open space, stormwater management, higher regulatory
requirements, and acquisition/relocation or retrofitting of flood prone properties or structures. As
of 2017 Medford has a Class 6 rating under the CRS program. This rating provides discounts of
20% on flood insurance to properties within the FEMA-identified Special Flood Hazard Area
(SFHA), and 10% outside the SFHA.

The Medford Municipal Code section entitled “Flood Damage Prevention Regulations and Flood

Insurance Maps” states that to accompllsh its purposes it |ncludes methods and prowslons to: tt

1) & Require development that is vulnerable to floods, including structures and
facilities necessary for the general health, safety and welfare of citizens, to be protected
against flood damage at the time of initial construction;

(2) Restrict or prohibit uses which are dangerous to health, safety and property due to water
or erosion hazards, or which increase flood heights, velocities, or erosion;

Control filling, grading, dredqmq and other development WhICh may increase flood
damage or erosion;Re

(3) Prevent or regulate the construction of flood barriers that will unnaturally divert flood
waters or that may increase flood hazards to other lands;

(4) Preserve and restore natural floodplains, stream channels, and natural protective
barriers which carry and store floodwaters, and;

(5) Coordinate with and supplement provisions of State of Oregon Specialty Codes enforced
by the State of Oregon Building Codes Division.
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While Medford’s infrastructure handled the most recent (1997) flood well, there was damage in
some areas along Bear Creek and Larson Creek, emphasizing the continuing need to update and
refine the city’s floodplain regulations. Development and redevelopment should be highly
scrutinized when located in floodplains. The prepesed-riparian corridor and wetland building
setback requirement will aid in reducing future flood damages to structures and improvements.
Existing and proposed requirements for on-site detention of stormwater will aid in regulating storm
water flows during peak events.

Some of the recommendations of the Oregon Office of Emergency Management Interagency
Mitigation Team Report made in response to the 1997 floods in Oregon include the following:

4 Strengthen the public facility planning review process to
encourage consideration of stormwater system
limitations and coordinate plans with a regional
perspective, including upstream and downstream
communities. Systems often become inadequate because
of growth beyond anticipated levels (i.e., increased
amount of impervious surface increases runoff). This
growth often occurs without subsequent increases to
stormwater capacity or recognition of system limitations.

4 Water storage through various means, such as creation of
wetlands, retention areas, detention basins, and dams can
assist in flood control. Encourage flood control projects
and development of local flood mitigation plans. These
plans should incorporate regional concerns and should consider the watershed as a whole.
Encourage the establishment of drainage management plans.

4 Where appropriate, allow rivers to reclaim floodplain areas, allowing waterways room to
naturally meander and expand. This can be accomplished using conservation easements, land
acquisition, riparian trust, and creating wetlands and retention/detention areas, especially in
headwater areas.

EARTHQUAKES

While historically, California has been perceived as the most earthquake-prone state in the west,
awareness of seismic risk in Oregon has increased significantly since the 1980s, and recently
seismologists and geo-scientists have recognized that Oregenthe state, as well as the entire Pacific
Northwest, may be subject to earthquakes of substantial magnitude. Oregon had not experienced
a substantial earthquake for almost a century until 1993, when the state suffered three significant
quakes: the first near Salem, in Scotts Mills (magnitude 5.6 on the Richter scale), and two
earthquakes later in Klamath Falls (magnitudes 5.9 and 6.0) felt in Medford. Researchers in geo-
science have also become more aware of the potential for moderate earthquakes in Oregon, and,
during the last decade, have noted the likelihood of an earthquake of great magnitude striking
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offshore.

Four types of Eearthquakes that-eceurin-Oregonaffect Medford and the surrounding region: (a)
shallow —are—typicathy—crustal_events, (b) deep intra—plate_events, (c) the offshore Cascadia

Subduction Zone (CSZ) Fault, and (d) earthquakes associated with renewed volcanic activity.ef
great-subduction-earthguakes: Medford’s risk from earthquakes is related to its location between
two active fault areas as well as its regional importance as a transportation, freight distribution,
communications, and service hub. To the east is the fault zone in the Klamath Falls area, and to
the west is the CSZ along the coast, which is the chief earthquake hazard for Southwest Oregon.
The region is particularly vulnerable due to the large area susceptible to earthquake-induced

Iandsllde Ilquefactlon and ground shaking.

The 1993 Salem and Klamath Falls earthquakes were crustal earthquakes, which occur along short,
shallow faults that are commonly visible at the earth’s surface. Historically, these earthquakes

have rarely-execeeded-magnitude6-0been in the Richter scale 3.0 to 5.0 range, but the historic

record i istoo short to provrde atrue representatlon of the probable threats of crustal quakes Many

lra|:e,r-:Laer|qqae,nrtuele@—&te—?—é%H Crustal earthquakes are reIatrver common in the Portland area
and the northern Willamette Valley, off the southern coast of Oregon, in northeastern Oregon, and

in scattered areas throughout southeastern Oregon. In areas east of the Cascades, the majority of
the earthquakes originate in crustal faults.

Intraplate earthquakes occur within the remains of the ocean floor that have subducted beneath
North Amerlca A

from such earthquakes would be very stronq near the eplcenter and stronq qround shaking would

be felt throughout Medford. #1949 and-laterin-1965intraplate-earthguakesseverelyrocked
Washington’s Puget Sound region.

Great subduction earthquakes occur worldwide in subduction zones, where continent-sized pieces
of the earth’s crust are shoved deep into the earth, and are consistently the most powerful type of
earthquake recorded, often registering magnitude 8.0 or 9.0. The Cascadia Subduction Zone
(CSZ), a #50620- mile fault located off the West Coast, from British Columbia to Northern
California, has not experrenced any large earthquakes during the short 200 year recorded h|story
of earthquakes. WEWETSERVE ; 3 3 3 3
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deathsAccordlnq to 2015 data from Oreqon Department of Land Conservatlon and Development
(DLCD), there were 18 magnitude 8.8-9.1 megathrust earthquakes in the last 10,000 years that
affected the entire subduction zone. The return period for the largest earthquakes is 530 years, and
the probability of the next such event occurring in the next 50 years ranges from 7 to 12%. An
additional 10 to 20 smaller, magnitude 8.3-8.5 earthquakes affected only the southern half of
Oregon and northern California. The average return period for these is about 240 years, and the
probabllltv of a small or Iarqe subductlon earthquake occurrlnq in the next 50 years is 37 to 43%

Because the Cascadia Subduction Zone could produce a very large earthquake affecting nearly all
of western Oregon, land use planning and development must incorporate principles of earthquake
preparedness and up-to-date seismic construction standards. A subduction earthquake would
significantly damage residences, educational buildings, and government, industrial and
commercial buildings in Jackson County. In Medford, the unreinforced masonry buildings in the
downtown core and other areas would be especially vulnerable.
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WILDLAND-URBAN INTERFACE -FIRES

Nationally, more and more homes are being constructed in or adjacent to wildland areas. A desire
for a rural or suburban living environment on the fringe of urban areas has increased the risks in
what is termed the urbanfwildland-urban interface. The interface is the area where residential
development comes into contact with areas of natural vegetation that can contribute to rapid fire
spread and additional fuel loading. Although Medford has few of these types of areas, the hazard
will increase as the City grows farther into the eastern foothills. Some of the fire protection
problems that can occur in wrban/wildland-urban interface areas include use of combustible
exterior construction materials, inadequate access for fire apparatus, lack of fire protection water,
lack of residential sprinkler systems, inadequate fuel breaks around structures, driveways that are
not clearly addressed, and lack of knowledge by property owners regarding how to act when a fire
threatens.

Areas within the Medford UGB that could be susceptible to wildland fires include the far eastern
section of the community on the southern and western slopes of Roxy Ann Butte, and generally in
the area east of North Phoenix Road wherever steep slopes and thick natural vegetation exist. The
City of Medford, Jackson County, and the Oregon Department of Forestry respond in these areas
according to the location of the fire and mutual aid agreements.

Wildland fires often require special equipment, such as four-wheel drive vehicles, to reach
inaccessible areas that are typical of wildland areas. The City has specialized equipment designed
specifically for wildland terrain, including four and six-wheel drive vehicles; and employs a
combination of standard firefighting equipment with forces of fire fighters on the ground to fight
wildland fires effectively. Jackson County has identified areas outside UGBZs where the interface
exists, prepared a program to inform the public of the special conditions that may threaten public
safety and property, and adopted interface fire protection principles into enforceable codes.

VOLCANIC ERUPTIONS

In Oregon, awareness of the potential for volcanic eruptions greatly increased with the 1980
eruption of Mount St. Helens in Washington State which Killed 57 people. The eastern boundary
of Jackson County coincides with the crest of the Cascade Mountains, a volcanic range that has a
number of still active volcanoes that stretch from Northern California to British Columbia.
While questions remain regarding when and to what extent volcanic activity in the Cascades will
occur, the 2015 Oregon Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan states that Jackson County is at some
risk from volcano-associated hazards, however remote. According to the Oregon Department of
Geology and Mineral Industries, Crater Lake and Mount Shasta are the two biggest volcanic
hazards known for Medford, both of which are composite, active volcanoes relatively near the
city; however, Mt. McLoughlin, Three Sisters, Newberry Volcano, and Mt. Lassen could also
impact Medford if they were to erupt.

While there are several potential hazards associated with volcanic eruptions, the one deemed
most likely to affect Medford is that of ashfall. Ashfall occurs when explosive eruptions blast
rock fragments into the air. Such blasts may include solid and molten rock fragments called
tephra. The largest rock fragments generally fall within two miles of the eruption event, and
smaller ash fragments less than 0.1 inches typically rise into the area forming a huge eruption
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column. In very large eruptions, ashfalls may total many feet in depth near the vent and extend
for hundreds or even thousands of miles downwind. Modest production of ashfall would pose
chiefly non-life-threatening hazards to nearby communities, including Medford.

Hazards associated with ashfall include:

e Reduced sunlight and visibility;

e Respiratory problems for at-risk populations such as the elderly, young children, and
persons with pre-existing respiratory conditions;

o Impacts on public water supplies drawn from surface waters;

o Electric power outages from ash-induced short circuits in distribution lines and
substations;

o Disruptions of air traffic;

o Clogging of filters, abrasion and corrosion, and other damages to heating, ventilation, and
air-conditioning systems;

e Collapse of roof and structures due to the weight of wet ash;

e Clean-up and ash removal from the transportation network.

SEVERE WEATHER

Severe weather is the most frequently occurring natural hazard in Medford. Severe weather
includes winter storm events such as heavy rain, wind, snow and ice; other severe weather events
are thunderstorms, hail, lightning strikes, tornadoes, and drought/heat waves. In Medford, high
winds and periods of extreme cold and heat are common. Less common incidents include snow
and ice storms generated in the Siskiyou Mountains which create hazardous driving conditions
and may lead to power outages. Typically, storms are short-term in nature, lasting one to two
days, and can be managed with local emergency response resources.

Most common from October through April, snowstorms and windstorms can disrupt the region’s
utilities, telecommunications and roadway systems. Damage from wind storms is typically
related to the hazard of falling trees and limbs, and the consequent downing of utility
infrastructure and power outages. Fallen limbs and uprooted trees can also block roadways,
disrupting the transportation network. Late summer and early fall wind storms, occurring during
the dry season, often increase wildfire risks, and heavy rains followed by strong winds often
result in the falling of shallow-rooted trees. Jackson County also has extended hot and dry
weather conditions during the summer and early fall months, and sequential years of below
normal rainfall over winter months can result in severe drought conditions as seen in 1939, 1976-
1981, 1987-1994, 2001, and 2013-2015.

It is important to note that severe weather events are often the result of events that affect large
geographic areas in Oregon and the Pacific Northwest. As such, it is difficult to make regional
severe weather probability assessments. While severe weather events have been more frequent
in winter months, climate change is resulting in probabilities becoming a moving target. While
history provides insight on past severe weather patterns, in reality, all persons and critical
facilities are at risk from severe weather impacts, especially those that result in power outages.

EMERGING INFECTIOUS DISEASES
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Medford is home to the largest, most concentrated population in Region 4 of Oregon’s NHMP
Natural Hazard Regions. As a regional employment, recreational, residential, retail and health
care hub, Medford draws many non-residents on a daily basis into the area, multiplying the
opportunities for further disease exposure and transmission among both visitors and residents.
Recognizing this expanse of exposure is important; it is possible that a disease related issue
could impact a large portion of the region’s population.

Disease is a sickness, illness, or loss of health, and terms such as disease outbreaks, epidemics,
and pandemics are often used to describe situations where multiple cases of infection are
identified and the amount of disease in a community rises above the expected level. The
following definitions are from The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC):

o Epidemic refers to an increase, often sudden, in the number of cases of a disease above
what is normally expected in that population in that area.

o Outbreak carries the same definition of epidemic, but is often used for a more limited
geographic area.

o Cluster refers to an aggregation of cases grouped in place and time that are suspected to
be greater than the number expected, even though the expected number may not be
known.

o Pandemic refers, to an epidemic that has spread over several countries or continents,
usually affecting a large number of people.

Diseases are identified, researched, and managed as much as possible by public health agencies.
In Medford, the agency that provides surveillance, investigates reportable disease, infections or
conditions, and carries out appropriate control measures is Jackson County Public Health.
Oregon Health Authority may provide assistance in these investigations.

Emerging infectious diseases have been identified in the top five hazard vulnerabilities within
our healthcare systems, and overall it is probable a person will have one or more during their
lifetime. The diseases identified in the 2017 Medford Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan are not
the only diseases that exist or could potentially impact Medford, and the vulnerabilities and
impacts to people, property, and the environment vary widely. People with access and functional
needs (e.q. the elderly, the very young and medically fragile persons) are more susceptible to
impacts, as are critical facilities such as hospitals, airports, and fire and police forces.
Furthermore, water, air, and land can be contaminated by emerging infectious diseases. When
this happens in localized or broad scale situations, many people as well as plants and animals can
suffer greatly. While the potential impacts are difficult to quantify in dollar amounts, it is clear
that widespread illness, disability, and death impacts the economy.

* * *

DISASTERS AND HAZARDS CONCLUSIONS

1. The Medford Urban Growth Boundary contains streams and waterways that have a history of
flooding occasionally.

2. The National Flood Insurance Program is available in communities that implement
comprehensive floodplain regulations to reduce flood damage. As a participant in this
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program, Medford adopted regulatory provisions to minimize flood losses through
development controls such as building codes and development regulations that place
restrictions on new construction or improvements to flood-prone structures.

According to seismologists, the likelihood of an earthquake of serious magnitude in the
Northwest is high. Medford is at risk for potential earthquake damage because many older
buildings have not been built or upgraded to current earthquake standards. Medford’s
emergency management planning recognizes this possibility.

The threat of wildland-urban interface fires within the Medford Urban Growth Boundary is
relatively-shight-but-will increase as development abuts or increases in areas prone to
wildland fire dangers, such as steep slopes, dense natural vegetation, etc.

The threat of loss of life and/or property damage in areas that may be impacted by wildland-
urban interface fires can be reduced through the use of tess-eembustible-ignition-resistant
construction methods/materials, adequate fire response apparatus, availability of fire
protection water, adequate fuel breaks surrounding structures, appropriate road widths to
accommodate fire fighting vehicles, and response and evacuation plans that are understood
by the residents of these areas.

The eastern boundary of Jackson County coincides with the crest of the Cascade Mountains,
a volcanic range that has a number of still active volcanoes. According to the Oregon
Department of Geology and Mineral Industries, Crater Lake and Mount Shasta are the two
biggest volcanic hazards known for Medford, both of which are composite, active volcanoes
relatively near the city.

While there are several potential hazards associated with volcanic eruptions, the one deemed

most likely to affect Medford is that of ashfall. Likely hazards associated with ashfall
include respiratory problems, impacts on transportation networks, power outages, and
damage to building air filtration systems.

Severe weather is the most frequently occurring natural hazard in Medford. Typically,

storms are short-term in nature, lasting one to two days, and can be managed with local
emergency response resources.

Snowstorms and windstorms can disrupt the region’s utilities, telecommunications and

10.

roadway systems. Damage from wind storms is typically related to the hazard of falling trees
and limbs, and the consequent downing of utility infrastructure and power outages. Late
summer and early fall wind storms, occurring during the dry season, often increase wildfire
risks.

Climate change is resulting in severe weather event probabilities becoming a moving target.

11.

While history provides insight on past patterns, in reality, all persons and critical facilities are
at risk from severe weather impacts, especially those that result in power outages.

Emerqing infectious diseases have been identified in the top five hazard vulnerabilities

within our healthcare systems, and overall it is probable a person will have one or more
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12.

during their lifetime. People with access and functional needs (e.q. the elderly, the very
young and medically fragile persons) are more susceptible to impacts, as are critical facilities
such as hospitals, airports, and fire and police forces. Furthermore, water, air, and land can
be contaminated by emerging infectious diseases.

As a regional employment, recreational, residential, retail and health care hub, Medford

draws many non-residents on a daily basis into the area, multiplying the opportunities for
further disease exposure and transmission among both visitors and residents.

. The most common noise sources in Medford are transportation-related, and include

automobiles, trucks, motorcycles, railroads, and aircraft. Motor vehicle noise is a pressing
concern, because it often occurs in areas sensitive to noise exposure, such as residential
areas, and continues to increase with urban growth and increasing numbers of motor
vehicles.

7—

147. The City of Medford has adopted noise reduction strategies in the Land Development

815.

Code to mitigate the harmful effects of noise, including a noise ordinance, which regulates
the level of commercial and industrial noise based on the proximity to noise-sensitive
properties; bufferyards, which use setbacks, fencing/walls/berms, and vegetation to mitigate
adverse impacts between adjacent land use types, and agricultural buffering, in which
Medford and Jackson County jointly implement policies to minimize the impacts of urban
development on abutting agricultural uses.

Airports can adversely impact residential and other sensitive development through

noise and accident hazards. Future airport expansion plans could create land use conflicts as
flights increase.
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DISASTERS AND HAZARDS
GOALS, POLICIES, AND IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES

Goal 12: To protect the citizens of Medford from the potential damage caused by hazards such
as flooding, earthquakes, reise—wildland-urban interface fires, volcanic_eruptions, severe
weather, emerging infectious diseases, ard-noise, and airport hazards.

Policy 12-A: The City of Medford shall assure that hazard mitigation standards are formally
adopted as public policy through comprehensive planning, land development ordinances, permit
review, and fire/building safety codes.

Implementation 12-A (1): Continue to conduct hazard risk analysis, including identifying
the types, magnitude, and probability of hazards which the Medford Urban Growth
Boundary is susceptible to over the long term, including assessing the degree of risk that
the citizens find acceptable.

Policy 12-B: The City of Medford shall ensure that the potential impacts of flooding are
adequately analyzed when considering development projects.

Implementation 12-B (1): Maintain and, when necessary, update the city’s requirements
for development in floodplains, consistent with federal and state regulations, and the
Uniform Building Code (UBC).

Implementation 12-B (2): Adhere to the policies outlined in the Medford Comprehensive
Drainage Master Plan to minimize flood losses through development controls.

Implementation 12-B (3): Encourage the re-mapping of flood-prone areas in Medford
using data from the most recent flood(s) of record.

Implementation 12-B (4): Consider flood hazards when installing public improvements
such as parks and paths in flood-prone areas. Design these amenities to withstand a certain
flood level.
See also the Policies of the Storm Water Drainage section of the “Public Facilities Element.”
Policy 12-C: The City of Medford shall continue to utilize building and development standards
to mitigate the potentially damaging effects of earthquakes. New construction is required to meet
the standards of seismic zone 3 of the Uniform Building Code (UBC).

Policy 12-D: The City of Medford shall strive to upgrade all city-owned buildings and facilities
to meet earthquake standards.

Policy 12-E: The City of Medford shall continue to update and enforce noise attenuation
strategies.

Implementation 12-E (1): Periodically review the city’s noise ordinances for adequacy.
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Policy 12-F: The City of Medford shall strive to minimize the loss of life and property resulting
from wildland-urban interface fires within the Urban Growth Boundary.

Implementation 12-F (1): Undertake efforts to educate the public in wildland-urban
interface fire safety.

Implementation 12-F (2): Develop and adopt fire safety performance standards for
development in those areas identified as being at risk of wildland-urban interface fires.

Policy 12-G: The City of Medford shall designate future residential areas in coordination with
the Rogue Valley International-Medford Airport Master Plan to minimize conflicts with flight
patterns, hazard areas, and airport expansion areas.

* * *
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*

* *

NATURAL RESOURCES—AIR QUALITY—CONCLUSIONS

1.

Medford’s location in the Rogue Valley below substantial mountain ranges (the Cascades,
the Siskiyous, and the Coast Range) increases the difficulty of maintaining federal air qual-
ity standards. Medford’s climate is influenced by atmospheric inversion layers in the fall
and winter months which trap air emissions in the valley.

The City of Medford has little influence on the air pollution emissions caused by travelers
and freight shippers traveling through the planning area on state highways such as Inter-
state 5.

Largely due to improvements in modern vehicle emission control systems, carbon monox-
ide (CO) level progressively improved in the years since the designation of the Medford-
Ashland AOMA, and Medford has not violated the federal CO standard since 1991. As a
result, Medford was re-designated an “attainment” area for CO in 2002. Similarly, Med-
ford has been in compliance with federal particulate matter (PM1p) standards since 1994.
Maintenance plans for the AQMA have been approved by the EPA to help ensure contin-

ued compllance with the federal standards for these two pollutants IheMed#erd—Ashtand

While Medford’s air quality has improved due to proactive Air Quality Maintenance Area
(AQMA) programs and increased public awareness, particularly relating to wood smoke,
the potential to revert to previous poor air quality conditions exists. The Rogue Valley’s
topography, its many motor vehicles, and continued population growth have the potential
to further degrade Medford’s air quality in the future.

Pollutants of concern in the Medford-Ashland AQMA are particulate matter (PM.:s),
ozone, and air toxics (although the DEQ does not presently have any air toxics monitors in
SW Oregon). While ozone levels have declined in Medford since 2007, there was a slight
uptick measured in the 2013-2015 timeframe. Medford trends close to the PM2 s standards

in both dallv and annual averaqe Ievels Ihe%tat&tmplementatte#ﬂan{&%%;ﬁer

NATURAL RESOURCES—AIR QUALITY—GOALS, POLICIES, AND
IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES

Goal 3: To enhance the livability of Medford by achieving and maintaining compliance with
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).
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Policy 3-A: The City of Medford shall continue to provide leadership in developing, adopting, and
implementing regional air quality improvement strategies to achieve compliance with the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).

Implementation 3-A(1): Continue to participate, along with state and local agencies in-
volved in air quality attainment, in the preparation and implementation of the applicable
Air Quality Management Plans (AQMP’s) and State Implementation Plans (SIP’s) for the
Medford-Ashland Air Quality Maintenance Area (AQMA).

Implementation 3-A(2): Continue to participate, along with Jackson County and other
affected agencies, in administering air quality public education and smoke reduction pro-
grams.

Implementation 3-A(3): Implement strategies from sources such as the Medford Trans-
portation System Plan, the State Implementation Plans (SIPs) and the Oregon Transporta-
tion Planning Rule (TPR) that reduce emissions or improve air quality, such as increasing
the use of alternative modes of transportation and use of alternative motor vehicle fuels,
such as compressed natural gas and electricity, and propose amendments to the Medford
Land Development Code for consideration by the City Council where necessary to assure
compliance with such plans or rules.

See also the policies of the Medford Transportation System Plan, Policy 9 of the *“Urbanization
Element.”

Policy 3-B: The City of Medford shall continue to require a well-connected circulation system and
promote other techniques that foster alternative modes of transportation, such as pedestrian ori-
ented mixed-use development and a linked bicycle transportation system.

See also Goal 1 of the Southeast Plan section of the “General Land Use Plan Element.”

Implementation 3-B(1): Promote the use of incentives by Medford’s larger employers to
induce employees to use alternative modes of transportation or work at home in an effort
to reduce motor vehicle emissions.

* * *

DISASTERS AND HAZARDS—CONCLUSIONS

1. The Medford Urban Growth Boundary contains streams and waterways that have a history of
flooding occasionally.

2. The National Flood Insurance Program is available in communities that implement compre-
hensive floodplain regulations to reduce flood damage. As a participant in this program, Med-
ford adopted regulatory provisions to minimize flood losses through development controls
such as building codes and development regulations that place restrictions on new construction
or improvements to flood-prone structures.
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3.

According to seismologists, the likelihood of an earthquake of serious magnitude in the North-
west is high. Medford is at risk for potential earthquake damage because many older buildings
have not been built or upgraded to current earthquake standards. Medford’s emergency man-
agement planning recognizes this possibility.

The threat of wildland-urban interface- fires within the Medford Urban Growth Boundary is
relatively-shight-butwill increase as development abuts or increases in areas prone to wildland
fire dangers, such as steep slopes, dense natural vegetation, etc.

The threat of loss of life and/or property damage in areas that may be impacted by wildland-
urban interface fires can be reduced through the use of less-eembustible-ignition-resistant con-
struction methods/materials, adequate fire response apparatus, availability of fire protection
water, adequate fuel breaks surrounding structures, appropriate road widths to accommodate
fire fighting vehicles, and response and evacuation plans that are understood by the residents
of these areas.

The eastern boundary of Jackson County coincides with the crest of the Cascade Mountains,

a volcanic range that has a number of still active volcanoes. According to the Oregon De-
partment of Geology and Mineral Industries, Crater Lake and Mount Shasta are the two big-
gest volcanic hazards known for Medford, both of which are composite, active volcanoes rel-
atively near the city.

While there are several potential hazards associated with volcanic eruptions, the one deemed

most likely to affect Medford is that of ashfall. Likely hazards associated with ashfall in-
clude respiratory problems, impacts on transportation networks, power outages, and damages
to building air filtration systems.

Severe weather is the most frequently occurring natural hazard in Medford. Typically,

storms are short-term in nature, lasting one to two days, and can be managed with local emer-
gency response resources.

Snowstorms and windstorms can disrupt the region’s utilities, telecommunications and road-

10.

way systems. Damage from wind storms is typically related to the hazard of falling trees and
limbs, and the consequent downing of utility infrastructure and power outages. Late summer
and early fall wind storms, occurring during the dry season, often increase wildfire risks.

Climate change is resulting in severe weather event probabilities becoming a moving target.

11.

While history provides insight on past patterns, in reality, all persons and critical facilities are
at risk from severe weather impacts, especially those that result in power outages.

Emerqing infectious diseases have been identified in the top five hazard vulnerabilities

within our healthcare systems, and overall it is probable a person will have one or more dur-
ing their lifetime. People with access and functional needs (e.q. the elderly, the very young
and medically fragile persons) are more susceptible to impacts, as are critical facilities such
as hospitals, airports, and fire and police forces. Furthermore, water, air, and land can be
contaminated by emerging infectious diseases.

Page 44



City of Medford Comprehensive Plan

12. As a regional employment, recreational, residential, retail and health care hub, Medford
draws many non-residents on a daily basis into the area, multiplying the opportunities for fur-
ther disease exposure and transmission among both visitors and residents.

613. The most common noise sources in Medford are transportation-related, and include au-
tomobiles, trucks, motorcycles, railroads, and aircraft. Motor vehicle noise is a pressing con-
cern, because it often occurs in areas sensitive to noise exposure, such as residential areas, and
continues to increase with urban growth and increasing numbers of motor vehicles.

14, The City of Medford has adopted noise reduction strategies in the Land Development
Code to mitigate the harmful effects of noise, including a noise ordinance, which regulates the
level of commercial and industrial noise based on the proximity to noise-sensitive properties;
bufferyards, which use setbacks, fencing/walls/berms, and vegetation to mitigate adverse im-
pacts between adjacent land use types, and agricultural buffering, in which Medford and Jack-
son County jointly implement policies to minimize the impacts of urban development on abut-
ting agricultural uses.

815. Airports can adversely impact residential and other sensitive development through noise
and accident hazards. Future airport expansion plans could create land use conflicts as flights
increase.

DISASTERS AND HAZARDS—GOALS, POLICIES, AND
IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES

Goal 12: To protect the citizens of Medford from the potential damage caused by hazards such
as flooding, earthquakes, neise—wildland-urban interface fires, volcanic _eruptions, severe
weather, emerging infectious diseases, noise, and airport hazards.

Policy 12-A: The City of Medford shall assure that hazard mitigation standards are formally
adopted as public policy through comprehensive planning, land development ordinances, permit
review, and fire/building safety codes.

Implementation 12-A(1): Continue to conduct hazard risk analysis, including identifying
the types, magnitude, and probability of hazards which the Medford Urban Growth Bound-
ary is susceptible to over the long term, including assessing the degree of risk that the
citizens find acceptable.

Policy 12-B: The City of Medford shall ensure that the potential impacts of flooding are adequately
analyzed when considering development projects.

Implementation 12-B(1): Maintain and, when necessary, update the City’s requirements

for development in floodplains, consistent with federal and state regulations, and the Uni-
form Building Code (UBC).
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Implementation 12-B(2): Adhere to the policies outlined in the Medford Comprehensive
Drainage Master Plan to minimize flood losses through development controls.

Implementation 12-B(3): Encourage the re-mapping of flood-prone areas in Medford us-
ing data from the most recent flood(s) of record.

Implementation 12-B(4): Consider flood hazards when installing public improvements
such as parks and paths in flood-prone areas. Design these amenities to withstand a certain
flood level.

See also the Policies of the Storm Water Drainage section of the ““Public Facilities Element.”

Policy 12-C: The City of Medford shall continue to utilize building and development standards to
mitigate the potentially damaging effects of earthquakes. New construction is required to meet the
standards of seismic zone 3 of the Uniform Building Code (UBC).

Policy 12-D: The City of Medford shall strive to upgrade all city-owned buildings and facilities to
meet earthquake standards.

Policy 12-E: The City of Medford shall continue to update and enforce noise attenuation strategies.
Implementation 12-E(1): Periodically review the City’s noise ordinances for adequacy.

Policy 12-F: The City of Medford shall strive to minimize the loss of life and property resulting
from wildland-urban interface fires within the Urban Growth Boundary.

Implementation 12-F(1): Undertake efforts to educate the public in wildland-urban inter-
face fire safety.

Implementation 12-F(2): Develop and adopt fire safety performance standards for devel-
opment in those areas identified as being at risk of wildland-urban interface fires.

Policy 12-G: The City of Medford shall designate future residential areas in coordination with the
Rogue Valley International-Medford Airport Master Plan to minimize conflicts with flight pat-
terns, hazard areas, and airport expansion areas.
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Planning Department

Working with the community to shape a vibrant and exceptional city

OREGON
S

MEMORANDUM

Subject Urbanization Planning: review of a draft amendment to the Neighborhood
Element and Review and Amendment Element of the Comprehensive Plan
and associated development code amendments

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

To Planning Commission for 9/10/18 study session
From Carla Angeli Paladino, Principal Planner

Date August 31, 2018

BACKGROUND

On June 8, 2018, the local and state process to expand the City’s Urban Growth
Boundary (UGB) by 4,046 acres was finalized. The land added includes General Land
Use Plan (GLUP) designations (locations of proposed residential, commercial, and
industrial land uses — see map below) and extensions of higher order streets. The
findings of the UGB proposal includes revisions to the annexation policy and outlines the
conditions necessary to annex land from the UGB to the City limits. One of those
conditions includes the submittal and adoption of an urbanization plan demonstrating
compliance with the Regional Plan.

The Urbanization Plans are intended to identify how the future build out of the new
expansion areas will meet the conditions of the Regional Plan. Conditions such as
meeting minimum density, planning for mixed-use areas, and laying out transportation
systems will be provided in more detail than what is currently approved with the UGB
expansion. The Urbanization Plans are proposed to be approved and adopted as Major
Comprehensive Plan amendments, with each plan being incorporated into the
Neighborhood Element as its own “neighborhood plan” or “special area plan”. These
plans can then be used as the foundation for future development upon annexation.

The Planning Commission reviewed and discussed the initial draft proposal for
Urbanization Plans in August 2016. The proposal has since been amended based on
comments received from staff and other referral agencies. Earlier this year, staff
conducted a test run of the language with a willing property owner in one of the
expansion areas. The test run provided an opportunity for property owners, their
representatives, and staff to put the language into action and make modifications as
necessary to ensure a workable product. The revised language is attached for the
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File no. CP-16-075 & DCA-18-120
8/31/2018

Commission’s consideration. 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.

Staff is seeking feedback and recommended changes on the proposed language and
revisions. The City Council will be presented this proposal at a study session on
September 13, 2018.

The proposal is scheduled for Planning Commission hearing on October 11, 2018, and a
City Council hearing on November 15, 2018.

ATTACHMENTS

Planning Commission Study Session Minutes from August 8, 2016

Amendments to Article I, Chapter 10 of the Municipal Code

Amendments to Article I, Chapter 10 of the Municipal Code

Revised Urbanization Planning amendment to Neighborhood Element
Amendments to the Review and Amendment section of the Comprehensive Plan

moOw>
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Exhibit A
Planning Commission

Minutes

From Study Session on August 8, 2016

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

Commissioners Present Staff Present

Patrick Miranda, Chair Jim Huber, Planning Director

David McFadden, Vice Chair Kelly Akin, Principal Planner

Tim D'Alessandro Kevin McConnell, Deputy City Attorney
Joe Foley John Adam, Principal Planner

Bill Mansfield

Mark McKechnie
Jared Pulver

Commissioners Absent Guests
David Culbertson, Excused Absence Clark Stevens

Joe Slaughter

Subject

1. CP-16-075 Urbanization Planning process; review of draft

John Adam, Principal Planner, stated that this is intimately related to the Urban Growth
Boundary (UGB) amendment process. The Plan ning Commission and staff worked on the
conceptual plan a few years ago and used it to develop the UGB expansion proposal.
The plan was the basis for the General Land Use Plan (GLUP) designation in the expan-
sion proposal.

The Regional Plan has a number of conditions that have to be met as the cities build
out—minimum density, planning for mixed-use areas, and laying out transportation sys-
tems—that cannot be captured in a high-level conceptual plan. The way to get to those
details is in a refinement plan sometimes called “special area plan” or “neighborhood
plans”,

The objective is to adopt the land use and circulation maps that assure that the Regional
Plan Element requirements are being met for all areas added to the urban area from the
urban reserve before the land can be annexed.

The procedure is thus: prior to 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. An application must contain the signatures
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of at least 50 percent of the property owners representing at least 50 percent of the to-
tal property area and at least 50 percent of the assessed land value for the unit.

The submitted plans will adequately demonstrate compliance with the minimum gross
density requirement by pre-zoning areas according to GLUP designation.

The plans will also demonstrate a transportation circulation plan map showing locations
of higher-order streets and a highly connected pattern of local streets and paths. Obsta-
cles to connections will be shown and explained. Location of streets is intended to be
accurate. If locations/connections have to be moved or eliminated during subsequent
development, resulting connectivity must be demonstrably as good or better as deter-
mined by the approving authority for that development action.

The plans will also demonstrate compliance with the open space allocation for an urban
reserve area. The plan contents have to show that they coordinated with the utilities,
water, sewer, transportation and irrigation districts. They have to show extensions of
the riparian corridors, wetlands protections and habitat protections. They have to show
compliance with the terms of special agreements between landowners and other public
entities that were part of the basis for including an area in the UGB, as detailed in the
Urban Growth Management Agreement {UGMA).

In the interest of maintaining clarity and flexibility for both the City of Medford and for
landowners, no urbanization plan may contain deviations from Municipal code provi-
sions, including exceptions to Chapter 10; limitations on development due to facility ca-
pacity shortfalls; architectural details, specifics about building type and building place-
ment; and access and internal circulation on prospective lots or development sites.

There are allowances such as rearrangement of the GLUP designations within the unit
and changes within a class of GLUP designations but only from less intense to more in-
tense.

Vice Chair McFadden asked what are the legal aspect of these plans? He does not think
these should go to the City Council. He would rather have staff do a de minimus ac-
ceptance of these. Although he thinks they should come back to the Planning Commis-
sion for review.

Commissioner McKechnie asked if these are items that the planning department is going
to develop or are these private people? Mr. Adam reported that the landowners would
be starting the process.

Commissioner McKechnie asked if planning staff is going to enhance the GLUP map. Mr.
Adam stated that staff would be working with the property owners that would enhance
the GLUP map. The GLUP amendment being approved now is part of the UGB amend-
ment. This is a refinement after the UGB amendment is finished.

Page 20f 5
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Chair Miranda asked what kind of effect are we looking for with these urbanization
plans. Staff wants a certain amount of flexibility. There is no ideal way to do this be-
cause ownerships change.

Commissioner Foley asked how this fits in with the UGB amendment. Mr. Adam stated
that once this gets on the books and the Comprehensive Plan he would like to open the
opportunity for people to make applications and start doing this even while the UGB
amendment works its way through County and then the State.

Commissioner Foley said his understanding was that the City would not bring property
into the City unless this process has been done on that particular parcel. Mr. Adam con-
firmed.

Commissioner Mansfield stated that the Regional Plan “performance indicators” require
the Jackson County Board of Commissioners to appoint an Agricultural Task Force to as-
sess the impacts on the agricultural economy of Jackson County arising from the loss of
agricultural land. In his opinion, the obvious way to avoid impacts on the agricultural
lands is to not expand. It appears to him that there are not many methods of mitigation
of the impact on agricultural lands short of no expanding. Are there strategies that actu-
ally work? Mr. Adam responded that that performance indicator does not relate to to-
day’s subject. Vice Chair McFadden stated that the process has been aimed at avoiding
agricultural properties. The properties that the Agricultural Task Force has reviewed
have been assessed as valuable.

lim Huber, Planning Director, reported that in some ways this raises a bigger issue of
UGB expansions in Oregon. What Commissioner Mansfield is talking about is why it is
difficult to expand an UGB. DLCD is strict about reviewing what comes through. The de-
cision of what lands should be urbanizable went through the Regional Plan praocess. Ad-
ditionally, there is mitigation for the edge of the future UGB abutting agricultural lands.

Commissioner Pulver has concerns with accepting the applications and then finding the
UGB amendment is turned down at some point along the way. Mr. Adam said that if
that were the case the City should vacate that plan. Vice Chair McFadden said that rais-
es a concern he has about the City Council reviewing these. Mr. Adam does not agree it
should be a de minimus acceptance. He is not sure what mechanism staff does with
these special area plans having them adopted and having legal weight if it is done by the
Planning Commission. He does not think it can be adopted into the Comprehensive Plan
unless it is done by an ordinance.

Kevin McConnell, Deputy City Attorney, reported that City Council has to weigh in if
amending the Comprehensive Plan. It does not have to be acknowledged at the State
level.

Mr. Adam stated that it would go through the normal procedure where it goes before
the Planning Commission for a recommendation to the City Council on adoption.

Page 3 of 5
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Mr. Adam asked what effect the Planning Commission wants them to have. Do they
want these to be similar to conceptual plans in a Planned Unit Development, that if
changed have to go through an amendment process.

Chair Miranda stated that in his opinion when one starts using the word conceptual it
needs to be high level, it needs to be draft level, it cannot be detailed and cannot be
precise. That is the whole point of conceptual. The process being discussed today is
what it needs to be. Is staff talking about designating a new map or will this be imple-
mented into an existing map? Mr. Adam reported that it would go on the GLUP map but
only if it moves the GLUP designations that are adopted through the UGB amendment.

Commissioner McKechnie stated that if staff does not go any deeper than the level of
what is being shown today with any of the plans that solves the problem about changes
with ownership, market conditions and development.

Vice Chair McFadden asked if staff would be limiting the plans they receive to meet the
20-year supply? Mr. Adam reported that the land supply issue is answered in the UGB
amendment. The analysis that led to the housing needs and the economic commercial
land needs is before the City Council now. The presumption is the amendment meets
our 20-year needs.

Commissioner Foley stated that the density standards that have to be met are in the ur-
banization planning process. Does each parcel coming into the City have to meet those
standards? Mr. Adam stated that density is the one focus area that can be locked at and
one can tell whether it is meeting the standards or not.

Commissioner Pulver encouraged Mr. Adam to reach out to the private planning com-
munity to get their input.

Commissioner Pulver struggles with the concept of an urban reserve area made up of a
certain amount of parcels with the majority controlled by one party. The minority con-
trolled is at a disadvantage.

Commissioner Pulver stated that the Regional Plan Element spoke to the various urban
reserve pieces and applied residential employment percentages that was done in a
blanket way. Does this allow flexibility to change between certain areas? Mr. Adam re-
ported that some of that has been done in the conceptual plan. Distribution of land uses
are according to the City’s obligation under the Regional Plan. The expansion is a subset
of the urban reserve. The allocation from the Regional Plan is complete for some areas.

Commissioner Pulver stated that in the urbanization planning process draft it talked
about not achieving the 6.6 dwelling units per acre but if it was in the existing UGB that
it was increasing the density that would be an acceptable offset. Does the language ap-
ply to both residential and employment? Mr. Adam stated that argument is still floating
out there. Staff has made the argument that with the Internal Study Areas they shifted a
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lot of commercial need inside. Staff did a lot of high density residential that they feel
should count because they have intensified internally where it makes more sense than
putting it on the outskirts. The adopted Housing Element was at 6.9 and the 6.6 is the
City’s obligation in the Regional Plan.

Kelly Akin, Principal Planner, asked about the triple majority to change as far as a revi-
sion goes. She assumes each of the MD areas will have a plan like this for the whole, not
for a part that wants to come in, for whatever expansion area is adopted. Mr. Adam re-
ported that is correct but he mapped units that could be separate or combined.

Ms. Akin stated that over time it will develop and 15 years down the road part of it is
developed. How does the triple majority work then? Mr. Adam stated that he does not
know in that particular case. Staff will have to think about that.

Vice Chair McFadden stated there are some people that will not develop but there are
enough in the area to control a plan. The plan gets approved. The same people that get
it approved come in for their properties based on the pre plan and they want to do a
Planned Unit Development or whatever. The overall plan is riding on the 20 percent that
are still there. The other properties have gone further into a subdivision or Planned Unit
Development. Can there be a procedure that they can drop out because they are not a
part of the overall? The overall design states there has to be a 6.6 density or whatever
other conditions that were originally imposed. Mr. Adam reported that his inclination is
that whenever you have a neighborhood plan and as it is built out the built areas are off
the table. Whichever parts are built no longer have a say in the remainder of build-out
or amendments to the urbanization plan.

Mr. Huber stated that staff does not have all the answers so staff appreciates and
thanks the Planning Commissioners for their input and questions. He is impressed with
the quality of the discussions they have.

The meeting was adjourned at 12:58 p.m.

Submitted by: %%

Terri L. Rozzana
Recording Secretary
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Exhibit B

Chapter 10 Article |

ARTICLE | - GENERAL PROVISIONS

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

**k*

Urbanization Plan. An adopted land use and circulation plan showing compliance with the
Regional Plan Element for each of the established planning units 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 of the Municipal Code.
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 #1- August 2018 10:1:1

Page 55



Exhibit C

ARTICLE Il - PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS

10.106 Procedural Types.

*k*k

(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 1V 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). erfer-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(1).

[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.

*k*k

Urbanization Plan Draft #1 — August 2018 1
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Table 10.108-1.

Land Use Review Procedures

Subject to 120 Day

Land Use Review Type Procedural é?;r::jc;rzlse '?‘AFLF;L%\::?Q Rule (ORS
Type y 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 ! 10.814(D)(2) Director No
Nonconformities I 10.032 - 10.036 Plgnnmg No
Director
. Planning Yes
Portable Storage Container I 10.840(D)(6) Director
Park Development Review Il 10.185 PIanr_un_g es
Commission
Pre-Application | 10.156 Not Applicable No
Preliminary PUD Plan 1l 10.190 - 10.198 Planning ves
Commission
; ; Planning No
Property Line Adjustment I 10.158 Director
PUD Plan Revision(s) 1l 10.198 Planning Yes
Commission
PUD Plan Termination 11 10.198 Planning Yes
Commission
Riparian Corridors, Reduction or Planning No
o I 10.927 .
Deviation Director
Sign Permit | 10.1000 - 10.1810 Planning No
Director
Slte_PIan and Architectural i 10.200 SPAC Yes
Review
Tentative Plat, Partition I 10.170 Plgnnlng ves
Director
Tentative Plat, Subdivision Il 10.202 P'a”f?'”_g Yes
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 Planning Yes
Commission

[Added Sec. 13, Ord. No. 2018-64, June 21, 2018 (effective July 23, 2018); Amd. Sec. 1, Ord.

No. 2018-86, July 19, 2018.]

Urbanization Plan Draft #1 — August 2018
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10.110 Designation and Duties of Approving Authorities.

*k*k

(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

*k*k

(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

Newspaper On-Site Public Affected Property
Procedure Type Publication Hearing Sign Owners Notice
Type | None None None
Type 1l None
None
Type IV: Land Notice shall be published
Development no later than 10 days
prior to the public .
Code hearing date before the Gengrally not a|_opI|cabIe to
Amendment, Planning Commission a legislative action unless it
Urbanization Plan Draft #1 — August 2018 3
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Table 10.124-1: Notice of Public Hearing Schedule by Procedure Type

On-Site Public Affected Property
Procedure Type I;‘S;Yfg;?g; Hearing Sign Owners Notice
Major (the advisory body), None meets ORS 227.186 criteria
Comprehensive AND (i.e., the change effectively
Plan Amendment, No later than 10 days rezones property). For
. prior to the public =
Major Zone hearing date before the Urbanization Plans, the
Change, City Council (the public hearing date notice
Urbanization Plan | approving authority). 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 1V 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 IV 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; or
(7) Urban Reserve Management Agreement:; 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 drawn to scale (20 copies).
(3) One reduced copy of each size plan (8.5” x 11” and 11”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, irrigation canals, and structures.
(8) Areas designated as unbuildable per the Urban Growth Boundary hearing process 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

City of Medford Comprehensive Plan Draft 11
Chapter 10. NEIGHBORHOODS August 2018
Division 4. Urbanization Plans

Urbanization Planning
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Plan CONTENTS .. .eiiiiiiieteeet ettt sttt et e bt esbeesae e sabe st s bt e b e e beesbeesreesaeeearean 3
Urbanization Plan—AllOWaNCES.......ccciiiiiiiieiieiee ettt 5
AMENAMENTS. ..ttt ettt b et e st e st e bt et e e s bt e s bt e sabe st e e b e e beenbeeeneeeneeenrean 5
T oY oY o= O Lo Vi 1Y T LSRR 6
Open Space requirements by Planning Unit.........ccoeceieinininiieie et e s seeas 9
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
Element, 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
various departments and agencies to convey objectives and warn of obstacles or
concerns before applicant has begun significant work on plans._The property
owners within the planning unit shall be notified of the pre-application confer-
ence date, time, and location.

4.2 Submittal of an urbanization plan is a Major Comprehensive Plan amendment
application.

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
amendment criteria in the Review & Amendments chapter. The applica-
ble criteria are the provisions of sections 5 and 6, below.

4.2.2 Application must contain the written consent of at least 50 percent of the
property owners, representing at least 50 percent of the total property
arearand-atleast 50 percentofthe assessedlandvalueforthe unit,

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

4.3 The plans will contain sufficient detail to demonstrate compliance with the ap-
plicable portions of the Regional Plan. The adopted plans will also be limited to
maps, plan policies, and standards needed to demonstrate compliance with ap-

2
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4.4

plicable 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 will be considered under the same application when the urbanization plans
are submitted.

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, ard-MD-6b, and Prescott and Chrissy Parks.

4445 Submittal Requirements. The submittal requirements are outlined in Chapter 10

Section 10.220(C) of the Municipal Code.

5. PLAN CONTENTS

In order to adopt an urbanization plan, the City Council shall be satisfied that the sub-
mitted plan adequately demonstrates each of the following:

5.1

5.2

53

Compliance with the minimum gross density requirement by pre-zoning areas
according to General Land Use Plan designation. For example, if an area contains
only low-density urban residential (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.

A transportation circulation plan map showing:

5.2.1 Locations of higher-order streets.

5.2.2 Ahighly connected pattern of lecal residential or private streets, alley-
ways, and paths. Obstacles to connections will be shown and explained. A
high density of intersections is desirable both for efficient utilization of
land in the urban reserve and to serve the transportation needs of all
modes. Off-street paths count as components of the transportation sys-
tem, trails (i.e., designed only for recreation) do not. Different types of
streets shall be differentiated graphically.

5.2.3 Locations of streets are intended to be accurate. If locations/connections
have to be moved or eliminated during subsequent development, result-
ing connectivity must be demonstrably as good or better as determined
by the approving authority for that development action.

Compliance with the open space allocation for an urban reserve area (see land
use distribution table in RPE). The allocation shall be proportioned to the size of
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5.4

5.5

the cohesive “planning unit” with respect to the whole area?. Units that contain
only Industrial GLUP designations are exempt from this requirement. The follow-
ing classifications count as open space for purposes of fulfilling the RPE require-
ments:

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.

General high-level €coordination and comments with public utility providers, in-

5.6

5.7

5.8

cluding water, sewer, transportation, and irrigation districts.

5.55.5.1 Coordination may include identifying any existing infra-
structure on or adjacent to the site and whether it can be maintained or
needs to be moved, and the ability or limitations to serve the site.

Location or Eextensions of riparian corridors, wetlands pretections, historic
buildings or resources, and habitat protections and the proposed status of these
elements.

Compliance with applicable provisions of the Urban Growth Management
Agreement.

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.

5.85.9 Coordination with the Parks and Recreation Department for adherence to the

Leisure Service Plan related to open space acquisition and proposed trail and
path locations in the MD areas.

5:95.10 In the interest of maintaining clarity and flexibility for both

the City of Medford and for landowners, no urbanization plan may contain the
following items, which are only appropriate at the time of development:

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.

4
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55.15.10.1 Deviations from Municipal Code provisions, including ex-
ceptions to Chapter 10.

5:925.10.2 Limitations on development due to facility capacity short-
falls.

5.9.35.10.3 Architectural details.

5:9.45.10.4 Specifics about building types and building placement.

5:955.10.5 Access and internal circulation on prospective lots or de-

velopment sites.

6. ALLOWANCES

The Regional Plan Element allocates land use categories—residential, employment,
open space—in specific proportions to each area of the urban reserve. Since those RPE
allocations were independent of particular determinations of land needs, there has to
be some leeway for the Council and landowners in reconciling current land needs with
the prescribed allocations. The following deviations may be considered by the Council
when adopting an urbanization plan:

6.1

6.2

Rearrangement of the GLUP designations within the unit.

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

7. AMENDMENTS

This section prescribes the process for amendments when time has passed and part of a
planning unit has developed, but there is a perception that a change should be made to
the remainder of the urbanization plan.

7.1

7.2

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

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.

8.1 Areas MD-1 through MD-3 (north and northeast)

N FOOQTHILLRD

(61

MD-1a H

z

MD-1c 3

S

MD-1b 3

o

E :
EVILA'SRD VILAS

IND UST RY m——
HAUL

LEA

included

\ portion

CO KER'

not
included

_/

BLEROCK:RD
are
4\3
o

LAWNSDA LE

=T L0 UG HLIN

KE AV |

DELTA'WAT |
CEDAR'LIN WS
==ROBERTS

CRATE R LA,

T L e SRR NG BROD K
B
=
m
s

n
m
=
wn

" BROOKDALE™=

Page 67



Draft 11

City of Medford Comprehensive Plan
August 2018

Chapter 10. NEIGHBORHOODS
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

The open space requirements for each of the designated MD areas is identified in the

Draft 11
August 2018

Regional Plan. The percentages have been applied to each of the planning units and the

number of acres of open space required. These are baseline numbers and some plan-

ning units may exceed the number of acres based on special conditions agreed upon as
part of the Urban Growth Boundary hearing process.

Page 70

Planning Unit Regional Plan Open Required Open Space
Number Space Percentage Acres Needed
MD-1 a 7.44
MD-1 b 6% 16.39
MD-1c 11.90
MD-2 a 0% 0%
MD-2 b 11% 27.01
MD-3 a 40.21
MD-3 b 16% 33.85
MD-3 c 30.07
MD-3 d 48.23
MD-4 15% 41.13
MD-5 a 20.21
MD-5 b 52.53
9



City of Medford Comprehensive Plan Draft 11
Chapter 10. NEIGHBORHOODS August 2018
Division 4. Urbanization Plans

MD-5 ¢ 39.88
19%
MD-5d 69.85
MD-5 e 44.71
MD-5 f 80.10
MD-5 g 29.64
MD-5 h 0
MD-6 a 0
0%
MD-6 b 0
MD-6 ¢ 0
MD-7 a 0
MD-7 b 22% 31.31
MD-7 ¢ 13% 3.92
MD-8 29% 16.03
MD-9 a 3.50
0,
MD-9 b 18% 1.69
MD-9 ¢ 18.50
10
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Exhibit E

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 after 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 Il 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.

SourwndE

Implementation Strategies. Amendments shall be based on the following:

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

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

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 1V) 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.

o~ w
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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.

o Uk~ w

Urban Growth Boundary. See Urbanization Element.

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 5 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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OREGON
S

MEMORANDUM

Subject Transportation System Plan update

File no. CP-16-036

To Planning Commission for 9/10/2018 study session
From Carla Angeli Paladino, Principal Planner
Date September 5, 2018

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM PLAN UPDATE
Overview

Planning staff and the Planning Commission last discussed the progress of the
Transportation System Plan project in March. At that time, staff presented the
Commission with a memorandum on project prioritization. On March 29%, the
Commission and City Council met during a joint study session to discuss this topic and
provide direction to staff on which project scenario to include in the plan.

The scenario chosen estimated approximately 72.4 million dollars in total revenue to
construct projects over the 20 year planning horizon. The list of Tier 1 projects associated
with the scenario were incorporated into the draft document.

Planning and Engineering staff met with City Council in May regarding the draft
document. Council selected a subcommittee of members to review the document and
provide comments back to staff. Council reviewed the document and provided staff with
proposed changes which staff incorporated into the plan.

In August, Council held a study session to review the changes in the draft and revisit the
topic of funding and proposed projects. The Council was presented with six scenarios for
consideration as outlined in the attached memorandum. It was discussed that Scenario
5 would be incorporated into the document, and the remaining scenarios would be
integrated into the staff report for public review as the project enters the hearing process.

To date, staff is making final edits to the draft document per Council’s direction. Once
the draft is amended, staff will provide a link to the document for the Commission’s
review. Staff is seeking feedback on the attached memorandum and proposed scenarios.

ATTACHMENT: City Council Study Session Memorandum dated August 2, 2018
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Planning Department
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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.

PROJECT 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 ($15,606,900) 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

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 S1M 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.
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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 12" 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 20-ye:j|r Revenue Difference from -
4 HB2017 Grar_1t Av.allable -for Scenario 1 Exhibits
Funding Capital Projects
1 Projects $700,000 $72,440,343 SO 1a, 1b
2 Maintenance | $700,000 $35,859,063 (536,581,280) 2a, 2b, 2c
3 Projects $3,000,000 $118,440,343 $46,000,000 3a, 3b, 3c
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) 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 Il
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 bicycle 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 229 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.
adopt changes by the end of this year.

Volume ll

If modifications are suggested, the goal is to

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
Model Outputs

Appendix K: Operations Analysis

Appendix F: Future Volume Post
Processing Worksheets

Attachment A — Bicycle and Pedestrian
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
Scenario 2 Project List
Scenario 2 List of Projects Removed
3.
a. Scenario 3 Funding Forecast
b. Scenario 3 Project List
c. Scenario 3 List of Projects Added
4,
a. Scenario 4 Funding Forecast
Scenario 4 Project List
Scenario 4 List of Projects Added
5.
a. Scenario 5 Funding Forecast
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)
e Volume Il — Appendix (available upon request)
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