O r e O I‘l Department of Land Conservation and Development
E g 635 Capitol Street NE, Suite 150

Salem, Oregon 97301-2340

o fjf John A Kitzhaber, M D | Governor Phone: I:":EG) 373-0050

Fax: (503) 378-3518
www.oregon.gov/LCD

NOTICE OF ADOPTED CHANGE TO A
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN OR LAND USE REGULATION

Date: June 05, 2015
Jurisdiction: City of Canyonville
Locdl fileno.: UGB-14-1, ZC-14-1, A
DLCD fileno.: 002-14

The Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) received the attached notice of
adopted amendment to a comprehensive plan or land use regulation on 06/01/2015. A copy of the
adopted amendment is available for review at the DLCD office in Salem and the local government
office.

Notice of the proposed amendment was submitted to DLCD 36 days prior to the first evidentiary
hearing.

Appeal Procedures

Eligibility to appeal this amendment is governed by ORS 197.612, ORS 197.620, and

ORS 197.830. Under ORS 197.830(9), a notice of intent to appeal aland use decision to LUBA
must be filed no later than 21 days after the date the decision sought to be reviewed became final.
If you have questions about the date the decision became final, please contact the jurisdiction that
adopted the amendment.

A notice of intent to appeal must be served upon the local government and others who received
written notice of the final decision from the local government. The notice of intent to appeal must
be served and filed in the form and manner prescribed by LUBA, (OAR chapter 661, division 10).

If the amendment is not appealed, it will be deemed acknowledged as set forth in

ORS 197.625(1)(a). Please call LUBA at 503-373-1265, if you have questions about appeal
procedures.

DLCD Contact

If you have questions about this notice, please contact DLCD’ s Plan Amendment Specialist at 503-
934-0017 or plan.amendments@state.or.us
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The subject property is partially within an urban growth boundary

If the comprehensive plan map change is a UGB amendment including less than 50 acres and/or by a city with a
population less than 2,500 in the urban area, indicate the number of acres of the former rural plan designation, by
type, included in the boundary.

Exclusive Farm Use — Acres: 49 Non-resource — Acres:

Forest — Acres: Marginal Lands — Acres:

Rural Residential — Acres: Natural Resource/Coastal/Open Space — Acres:
Rural Commercial or Industrial — Acres: Other: — Acres:

If the comprehensive plan map change is an urban reserve amendment including less than 50 acres, or
establishment or amendment of an urban reserve by a city with a population less than 2,500 in the urban area,
indicate the number of acres, by plan designation, included in the boundary.

Exclusive Farm Use — Acres: Non-resource — Acres:

Forest — Acres: Marginal Lands — Acres:

Rural Residential — Acres: Natural Resource/Coastal/Open Space — Acres:
Rural Commercial or Industrial — Acres: Other: — Acres:

For a change to the text of an ordinance or code:
Identify the sections of the ordinance or code that were added or amended by title and number:

Attached

For a change to a zoning map:
Identify the former and new base zone designations and the area affected:

Change from EFU Grazing and Farm and Fores to R-2 Acres: 49
Change from to- Acres:
Change from to Acres:
Change from to ' Acres:

Identify additions to or removal from an overlay zone designation and the area affected:
Overlay zone designation: Acres added: Acres removed:

Location of affected property (T, R, Sec., TL and address): T30S, RO5W, Sec. 26 45.5 acrse of TL 200 and
4.9 acres of TL

List affected state or federal agencies, local governments and special districts:

Identify supplemental information that is included because it may be useful to inform DLCD or members of the
public of the effect of the actual change that has been submitted with this Notice of Adopted Change, if any. If the .
submittal, including supplementary materials, exceeds 100 pages, include a summary of the amendment briefly
describing its purpose and requirements.

hitp://www.cregon.sov/LCD/Pages/forms.aspx -2- Form updated November 1, 2013




PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Room 106 e Justice Building s Douglas County Courthouse
Roseburg, Oregon 97470

Agency Coordination @ Administrative ® Long Range @ Snpport Services
(541) 4404289 e (541)440-6266 Fax

On-Site Services Comomnity Services
(541) 440-6183 (541) 464-6443
(541) 464-6429 Fax

May 26, 2015

Lane Council of Governments
Jacob Callister

859 Willamette St. #500
Eugene, OR 87401

Re: Notice of Adoption, Falk Estates LLC, Canyonville Proposed UGB Expansion
Jacob,

This letter is in regards to the notice we received at the Douglas County Planning
Department on May 21, 2015, pertaining to Ordinance 631 that amends the City’s
comprehensive plan to enlarge its urban growth boundary to incorporate additional
residential land and a portion of Tiller Trail Highway.

Prior to this notice of adoption, Douglas County reviewed the material submitted by LCOG
detailing the applicant’s request to expand the Canyonville UGB. At that time, the County
recognized that recent legislation through the passage of HB 2253, now codified as ORS
195.033, changed the procedures in which population forecast coordination occurs and is
applied to the process of amending the UGB.

ORS 195.033 allows for a local government to continue to use ORS 195.034 until a final
population forecast is issued by Portland State University. At the time the applicant
submitted their application to the City, a final population forecast for the City of Canyonville
had yet to be issued.

Douglas County provided comments to the City of Canyonville in a correspondence letter
dated December 3, 2014, indicating the UGB amendment being considered seemed a
reasonable location and encouraged the City to apply the appropriate standards found
within the statutes when issuing a decision regarding the application.

This letter serves as the County’s final action in accordance with the “joint” Post

Acknowledgment Plan Amendment process outlined in the City of Canyonville/Douglas
County Urban Growth Management Agreement (UGMA).

—--A Program With GREAT SPIRIT!----

Recveled Prper



Section 3.1 of the UGMA states:

Al City Plan text or map amendments and all City implementing ordinance (or code)
amendments, not including Zone Map amendments, affecting the UGA shall be
enacted in accordance with the procedures established in this Section.

Section 3.1.1 goes on to state:

The City shall notify the County of the proposed amendment at least 20 days before
the City Planning Commission’s first hearing. The City Planning Commission shall
consider the County’s comments when making its recommendation. The City
Planning Commission's recommendation shall be forwarded to the County for
comments. The County may provide additional comments prior to the City Council’s
(Council) final decision. In making its decision, the Council shall consider the
comments of the County. The City shall notify the County in writing of its decision.

Lastly, Section 3.1.2 states that:

Within 15 days of receipt of written notice of the Council’s decision, the Board of
Commissioners (Board) may, on its own motion, notify the City of its intent to review
the Council's decision. If the Board fails to respond within 15 days, the Council’'s
decision shall be final and take effect, for the UGA, on the 16" day.

There is no planned Board of Commissioners review that will implement the UGMA
amendment process, as outlined in Section 3.1.2 above. Therefore the City’s decision is

affirmed by Douglas County, making this the final County action in accordance with the
UGMA.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at 541-440-4289.

Sincerely,

Stuart Cowie
Senior Planner

H\a_staff\a_stuart\Letters\Canyonville UGB Expansion. Notice of Adoption.wpd



ORDINANCE NO. 631

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE CANYONVILLE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
TO ADOPT AN URBANIZATION STUDY, REPLACING PORTIONS OF A
PREVIOUSLY ADOPTED URBANIZATION STUDY, TO ENLARGE THE

CANYONVILLE URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY TO INCLUDE A PORTION OF

TILLER TRAIL HEIGHWAY AND 45 ACRES OF TAX LOT 200, ASSESSOR'S MAP
30S R5W SECTION 26 AND 4.9 ACRES OF TAX LOT 700, ASSESSOR'S MAP 308
RSW SECTION 26 AND TO DESIGNATE THIS PROPERTY AS RESIDENTIAL

WHEREAS, a request to amend the Canyonville Comprehensive Plan to enlarge the Urban
Growth Boundary to include a portion of Tiller Trail Highway and 45 Acres of Tax Lot 200,
Assessor's Map 30s R5w Section 26 and 4.9 Acres of Tax Lot 700, Assessor's Map 30s R5w
Section 26, as described in the legal description and map attached as Exhibit A, and to
designate this property as Residential, was submitted to the City in May of 2013; and

WHEREAS, the Canyonville Planning Commission heard the request to enlarge the
Canyonville Urban Growth Boundary at a public hearing on February 11, 2015, reviewed
supporting material, and recommended conditional approval to the City Council; and

WHEREAS, the City provided notice of and a held public hearing before the City Council
on March 23, 2015; and

WHEREAS, the City Council determined that the request to enlarge the Canyonville Urban
Growth Boundary and to designate the property identified in Exhibit "A" as Residential, is
consistent with the Canyonville Comprehensive Plan, as amended by this Ordinance; the
Statewide Planning Goals; OAR Chapter 660, Division 024; and ORS 197.298 as explained
in the Findings of Fact attached as Exhibit B; and

NOW, THEREFORE, the City of Canyonville ordains as follows:

Section 1. The Canyonville City Council hereby amends the Canyonville Comprehensive
Plan to include the property described in the attached Exhibit "A," attached hereto and
incorporated herein by this reference, in the Canyonville Urban Growth Boundary and to
designate said property as Residential.

Section 2. The Canyonville City Council hereby adopts the Canyonville Urbanization Study
2015, attached as Exhibit “E” to the Staff Report, and incorporated herein by this reference as
if set forth in full; and by that adoption, incorporates the Canyonville Urbanization Study

2015 as a part of the Canyonville Comprehensive Plan. The adoption of the Canyonville
Urbanization Study 2015 repeals those portions of the 1997 Urbanization Study that have
been superseded by the more recent Urbanization Study and no longer remain valid, as
indicated by the analysis and conclusions of the 2015 Urbanization Study.




Section 3. The Canyonville City Council adopts the Findings of Fact, set forth in Exhibit
"B," attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference, as the basis of this decision to
include the property described in Exhibit "A" in the Canyonville Comprehensive Urban
Growth Boundary and to designate this property as Residential.

PASSED by the Canyonville City Council this 239 day of March 2015.

APPROVED AND SIGNED this 239 day of March 2015.

ii:;%» /éé;i .

. / /’V '//j;ff lalxe Young, Mayor
ATTES: N 1 ,
4 ,/
// ff/;,(// R

J andl/e Evans, Clty Recm der
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PROPOSED ANNEXATION OF FALK PROFERTY AND

TILLER TRAIL HIGHWAY INTO CITY OF CANYONVILLE, OREGON
LOCATED IN THE SE_1/4 OF SEC. 27 AND THE SW AND SE 1/4 OF SECTION 76,
* TOWNSHIP_30° SOUTH, RANGE § WEST, DOUGLAS COUNTY, CREGON




EXHBIT A
Subject Tract

A tract of land being a portion of that tract of land described in Instrument Number 2006-21143,
Deed Records of Douglas County, described more partlcularly in Instrument Number 2014-
12400, Deed Records of Douglas County, a portion .of PARCELS 1and 2 of Partition Plat 2012-
0011, Plat Records of Douglas County, and a portion of that tract of land described in Instrument
Number 2012-16653, Deed Records of Douglas County, located in the Southwest and Southeast
Quarters of Section 26, Township 30 South, Range 5 West, Willamette Meridian, Douglas |
County, Oregon more particularly described as follows

Beginning at a point on the Easterly Right-of~Way Boundary of Tiller Trail Highway (Oregon
‘State Highway No. 227), being the Northwest corner of that tract described in said Instrument
Number 2014-12400, from which the Northwest corner of said Instrument Nurnber 2006-21143
bears South 24°25 29” West, 8.03 feet;

Thence leaving said Easterly Right-of- Way Boundary, and along the Northerly boundary of that
tract of land described in said Instrument Number 2014-12400 the following courses: South
61°20°42” East, 112.72 feet; ;

Thence North 78°29°18" East, 61.97 feet;

Thence North 89°34 52" East, 104 99 feet;

Thence South 82°12°12” East, 149.88 feet toa pomt on the South boundary of that tract of land
described in said Instrument Number 2006-21143;

Thence along said South boundary, Nerth 85°23°32” East, 82.99 feet;

Thence leaving said South boundary and continuing along the Northcriy of that tract of land

- described in said Instrument Number 2014-12400 the following courses: North 78°29 13” East,
© 240.18 feet; _

Thence North 70°54’14” East, 306.77 feet to the aforementioned South boundary of that 1 tract of
- land descrlbed in said Instrument Number 2006-21 143 '

Thence leavmg said South boundary, South 03° 16°00” West, 626. 89 feet;
Thence South 62°25°31” East, 141.65 feet;
Thence South 68°33° 1"” East, 114.58 feet;

Thence South 71°16°47" East, 105.36 feet:



Thence South 69900’14” East, 50.69 feet;
Thence South 71°47° 15" East, 100.86 fee:
Thence South 65°54°09” East, 53.56 feet;
Thence South 54°47°52” East, 61.55 feet;
'fhencc South 43°38°23” Eﬁst, 52.62 feet;
Thence South 46°16'56” Bast, 33.77 feet;
Thence South 56‘;56’32’»’ East, 31.60 feet;
Thence South 39°13°03” East, 5 1.59 feet;
Thence South 74°37°51” East, 289.90 feet
~ Thence South 25°40°56” East, 221.20 feet;
Thenc¢ South 00°49°31” East, 215.41 feet;
| - Thence North»84.°38’20” East, 195 .49 feet;
Thence South 85°11°48” East, 42.77 feet;

Thence South 56°10 49” East, 194.83 feet to the’ Northeast corner of that tract of land described
in said Instrument Nugber 2012-16655;

Thence Southerly along the Easterly boundary of said Instrument Number 2012~ 16655, South
15°20°41” West, 283.39 feet, more or less, to the Southeast corner of said Instrument Number
2012- 16635 -

Thence North 88°47°29” West; 144.12 feet;

Thence North 76°26°42” West, 166.29 feet;

Thence South 78°34°59” West, 155.29 feet;

Thence North 73°53°16” West, 173.02 feet;

- Thence North 66°12°26” West, 172.07 feet;

' Thence North 83950°37" West, 218.85 feet;



Thence South 83°43°30” West, 183.42 feet to the Easterly boundary of a 60° wide Natural Gas
Pipeline Easement;

Thence Northwesterly along sa1d Easterly boundary the followmg courses: North 32°08> 587
West, 248.93 feet; _

Thence North 56°11°02” West, 41.20;

Thence Westerly aloncr the North boundary of said Easement the followmg courses: North
66°28°24” West, 520.00 feet;

- Thence North 67°19°20” West 513 07 feet to a point on the West boundary of said Instrument -
Number 2012-16655; '

Thence Northerly along said West boundary North 27°46°41” East, 299.35 feet to'an anole point -
in tbe South boundary of said Instrument Number 2012-16655;

Thence Westerly along said South boundary, North 60°46 40” West 485.56 feet;

Thence contmumo Westerly along said South boundary, South 82°49 01” West, 43.28 feetto a
point on the aforementioned Easterly Right-of-Way boundary; _

Thence Northerly along said Easterly nght-of Way boundary to the Point of Be:glnmnfJ and -
there terminating. .

EXCEPTING any portion of said Tiller Trail Highway (Oregon State Highway No. 227)

Contains 49.90 Acres, more or less.

| Right-of-Way

A variable W1dth strip of land being a portion of the Tiller Trail Highway Right-of-Way (Oregon
State Highway No. 227) located in the Southeast Quarter of Section 27 and the Southwest -
_Quarter of Section 26, Township 30 South, Range 5 West, Willamette Meridian, Douglas
County, Oregon, mote particularly descrlbed as follows

All of that portion of said Tiller Trail Highway Northeasterly from the Southerly extensmn of the -
“East boundary of PARCEL 1 of that tract of land described in Instrument Number 2008-1 8139,

eing the Urban Growth Boundary Line of the City of Canyonville, to a line, perpendicular to the
centerline of said Tiller Trail Highway from the Northwesterly corner of that tract of land
clescnbed in Instrument Number 2014-12400.



Exhibit B

CANYONVILLE CITY COUNCIL
FINDINGS OF FACT

Falk Comprehensive Plan Amendment (Urban Growth Boundary
Expansion) UGB-14-01 :

“A. THE CANYONVILLE CITY COUNCIL FINDS THE FOLLOWING:
a. The property owners, Gregory and Marcia Falk, initiated the Comprehensive Plan
Amendment request in May, 2013. The application was forced complete October
28, 2014.

b. Criteria to be met for approval of this action by the City of Canyonville are set
forth in Oregon Revised Statutes, the Statewide Planning Goals and the policies
of the Canyonville Comprehensive Plan.

c.- The property owner has submitted evidence, in the form of an urbanization study -
with findings and conciusions, which supports a need for urban growth
expansion, as well as justification for expansion into the area proposed for
expansion, zone change and annexation (as described in Exhibit P).

d. The Canyonville Pianning Commission held a public hearing in accordance with
Canyon\fllie Munxcxpal Code Section 18.88.070 after giving the reguired notice
per the same Section, and considered all material relevant to the Comprehensive
Plan and associated Zone Change and Annexation that has been submitted by
the applicant, staff and the general public regarding this matter. The Planning
Commission provided two conditions on their approval recommendation. 1) The
positive approval was conditioned on the property owners and the neighbors
(Huffman -and Wright) reaching a mutual agreement for the mitigation of impacts
to the existing industrial site. These impacts were addressed in a mutual
agreement. (Exhibit S) and Huffman and Wright have rescinded their letter of
opposition to the application. 2) The positive approval was conditioned upon both
owners signing the plan -amendment application or mutually - authorizing a
representative to do so. Mark Garrett, the. appixcants representatzve has

. prowded said authorization. : 4

e. The Canyonville City Council held a public hearing in accordance with
Canyonville Municipal Code Section 18.88.070° aftaf giving the reguired notice
per the same Section, and considered all material relevant to'the Comprehensive

- 'Plan and associated Zone Change and Annexation that has been submitted by

the apphcant staff and the general public regarding this matter. '

I {D'TFDL;&’«/Q Derr- 1K



B. IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT the Canyonville Clty Council apprDVes of
‘the Comprehensive Plan Amendment to expand the Urban Growth
Boundary as proposed based onthe followmg Findings of Fact:

FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH CITY OF CANYONVILLE COMPREHENSIVE
PLAN POLICIES

Criterion1: Citizen involvement Policies

1. The City shall, through the FPlanning Commission {which also serves as the Committee
for Cifizen Invoivement) and the Common Council, alfow interested persons to '
participate in-the adoption, review and evaluation of the Canyonville Comprehensive
Plan and Implementing measures, amendments and revisions therefo by means of oral
or writfen testimony

2. Wiitten material or other exhibits considered in-making land use policy decisions shall be
avariable for public review at City Hall.

Finding: Satisfied. Adequate outreach and opportunities for participation and feedback were
-provided to the community. Public notice of the three applications was provided in the form of
mailings (for owners within 500 feet of the subject property) and publication in the Douglas
County Mailer. The Planning Commission hearing was postponed twice (from December 10%
untit January 14%, and from January 14" until February 11th. The original notices and date
changes for scheduled hearing(s) were consistent with public hearings notice law. The proposal
is consistent with applicable Citizen involvement policies.

Criterion 2: Natural Features Policies!

Natural Features Goal 1 includes policies raqumng the City to prevent mappropr.ate '
developmem in'natural hazard areas.

Natural Features Goal 2 requires the City to conserve agricuttural and forest lands outside of
the UGE where feasible. The following policies under Goal 2 provide more detail wrth
particular relevance to the proposed expansion:

1. Preserve all uncommrtted agricuftural capability Class | and |l lands outside the
- _current (1988) city limits for agricultural use.

2. TTo the exient feasibie given urbanization pressures preserve all uncommitted
agricuttural Class Hll and IV land outside the current (1988) city Irmrts for agncultural
use.

3. Where approprrate and not in conﬂsct Wlth po!rures "a" and "b" (above) desrgnate
‘lands rated "good" or "fair" for urban development as highest in priority for
urbanization. : ' o

Natural Features Goai 3 requires the Cily to preserve vegetation, wrldhfe and water
resources. .

rlndmg Satisfied. The area proposed for inclusion in the UGB does not extend up the

surrounding steep slopes. The ‘subject property is not identified in any inventory of areas which

have the likely potential to be subjected to natural disasters and hazards. Future development
5 _ _ : ,



proposals will be subject to strict review and enforcement of buffers. If there is a determination

that any form of development is subject to hazard or has potential impacts on resources,
. . mitigating measures will have to be adequately described before approvals are granted.

- Regardless, it is the obligation of the applicant to ensure that Plan Policies can be feasibly met.
It is the Commission’s findings that the proposal is consistent with applicable Natural Resources’
pohcres and that these policies can be feasibly met: , ‘

Criterion 3: Transportation Element
Canyonville's Transportation goals are to (1) "improve trafﬂc flow and i rnorease the safety of

the present system "and (2) "promote energy conservation by encouragrng alternatrve forms
of transportation.”. . : ‘

Finding: Satisfied. The applicant hired Lancaster Engineering to-perform a Transportation
Analysis in February, 2013. That analysis reviewed the impacts of a zone change and possible
associated development. The analysis was performed consistent with the Oregon - - -
Transportation Planning Rule (TPR). The Oregon Department of Transportation also reviewed
the application and Lancaster Engineering's report relative to the impacts of the proposal and
possible development on the existing transportation system (Appendix D to Exhibit E). The
- analysis concluded that the impact to the existing infrastructure (traffic flow and safety) created
by the proposed annexation, zone change, and eventual development of the subject property
are expected to be minimal and there will not be a "significant affect" as defined by the TPR.

ODOT has advised the applroant that the proposed land use change will not significantly affect
~ the area’s transportation system, and therefore a Traffic Impact Study (TIS) will not be required
as a prerequisite to the proposed Plan amendment and zone change as otherwrse requrred by

OAR 660-012-060.

Although the applicant has provided a conceptual development plan, the applications do not
address development. Questions of “alternative forms of transportation,” (e.g. bicycle and

. pedestrian infrastructure) must be addressed at the time of development, but the proposal
conveys a feasibility for alternative forms of transportation. The applicant's expansion

alternatives analysis provides support for the selection of an area not immediately adjacent to

downtown Canyonville. The proposal is consistent with applicable Transportation policies.

Criterion 4: Land Use and Urbanization Element -
The City's Land Use and Urbanization goal is "to ensure that future development enhances
" our communrtys quality of life and proceeds in an orderly manner." '

' Land Use and Urbanization Polrcy 1.1 directs the City to designate the open land within the
.- City as the area of highest prlorlty for urban deveiopment and to encourage infilling aiready -

servrc:ed parts of the Crty

Land Use and Urbanrzatlon Policy 1.3 drreots the Crty to devetop an overall transportatron
system which includes pedestrian and bicycle paths linking all existing and proposed
.residential areas with park and recreatron facrlrtles and activity centers, especrally the

downtown area.

~ Land Use and Urbanrzatron Pollcy 1. 6 directs the Clty to adhere to development phasmg as
follows: . .~ : : : . .



Phase | - from the presem‘ Lntil the C/ty has determined that areas outside the exzst/ng
City limits can be serviced without placing further burdens.on Canyonville residents, new
- development should occur within the City limits. (Parts of some areas just outside the
~ City which could be serviced from existing lines may also be included in this phase.)

Phase II— direct growth info and service the areas north and west of toWn, contiguous to
existing development, in an area where services are immediate/y available.

" Phase Il - areas not developed under Phase 1l should have the next deve/opmenf and
servicing prlonty after the Phase Il area has been substantially filled out. )

Phase IV~ Land to the east of the current UGS, a/ong the Tiller Trall H/ghwa v, should
be considered as potent/al “Urban Reserve”, for longer-term (through the Year 2040)

- UGB expansvon

Land Use and Urbanization Policy 1.8 notes that any changes to the Urban Growth
Boundary shall be based on conSIderatnons of the following: :

1) Demonstrated need fo accommodate long-range urban populaflon growth '
requirements consistent with LCDC goals; _
- 2) Need for housing, employment opportunities, andllvab/llty
- 3) Orderly and economic provision for public facilities and services;
4) Maximum efficiency of land uses W/thm and on the fnnge of the existing unban
area; _
5)- Environmental, energy, economic and social consequences;.
6) Retention of agricultural land as defined, with Class | bemg the h/ghesz‘ priority for

. retention and Class VI the lowest priority; and
7) Compat/blllz‘y of the proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural activities.

Land Use and Urbantzatlon Policy 1.9 establishes that conversion of urbanlzable land to
urban uses shall be based on consideration of: ' _

1 ) Orderly, economic prows:on for publ/o facilifies and : services;
2. Avalilability of sufficient land for the various uses to insure cho:oes in the markef

place;

~ 3) LCDCgoals; and, '
4) Encouragement-of deve/opmem‘ within urban areas befdre conversion of

.urbanizable areas.

' r-lndlng Satisfied. Regardmg Policy 1.1, Although much of the identified specific need for
single family housing could be accommodated on currently buildable acreage in Canyonville,
the analysis provided in the study reveals the subject site to the most appropriate location for
accommodating the needed housing type (more affordable manufactured housing). The -

‘argument Centers on lot size and topographlc (slope) constramts

Regardmg Pohcy 1.3, the proposa[ is not approvmg any forms of development When a
development permit comes before the City of Canyonville related to the expansnon quesnons of

connectlvxty will needto be addressed by the applicant.



Regarding Policy 1.6, Phase | of the development phasing was completed in approximately
1982 with the construction of the dam on a fork of Canyon Creek..In"1997, The City conducted
an Urban Growth Boundary expansion analysis and expanded the urban growth boundary to
include an area on the west end of town. The area was soon after developed as the Knoll
Terrace manufactured home park. The extensive study performed by the applicant at that time
indicated that other areasto the north-were not suitable (or available) to meet residential
demands, addressing Phase Il and 1ll. The current applicant’s buildable lands analysis and
alternatives analysis has drawn the same conclusion.

Building on the conclusions relative to Phases I, Il and Il and consrdenng that the plannmg
“horizon for the applicant's UGB expansion study is 2014-2034, the proposed expansion (along.
‘Tiller Trail Highway) is in keeping with phasing concepts related to Land Use and Urbarnization

Policy 1.6. The applicant has provide the City with findings related to the serviceability of the

area (Exhibit M), and the Clty s engineer has provided concurrence of the assumptlons (Exhlblt '

N).

Policies 1 8 and 1.9 are derived directly from Goal 14 admmlstratlve rules (although what used
* to be seven factors has been reduced to four similar factors). The discussion and oonoluslons
related to Goal 14 within this report prov1de evrdence of consrstency with these policies.

The proposal is consistent Wlth applicable Land Use and Urbanization policies.

Criterion 5: Community Facilities and Services Policies
Canyonville's Community Facilities and Services goals are to (1) "obtain dependable water
supplies for future growth " and (2) ‘provide the greater community an adequate variety and

level of public services."

Communlty Facrlltles Pollcy 2.6. allows new development above the 850-foot contour level,
* provided that one or more high elevation water reservoirs are constructed to ensure
adequate water pressure to hlgher-elevatlon building sites.

Community Facilities Polloy.z.t requires new development to be supported by adequate
levels of public ta'cllltiesand services as prescribed in public facilities master plans.

Community Facilities Policy2.11 prohibits approval of sewer and water oonneotions for
" undeveloped land until a development appllcatlon has been submltted ’

Fmdmgs Satisfied. There is no current proposal for oonstructlon of a reservoir but the
“applicant has clearly shown the necessity for one, and the City's engineer has confirmed .
: (Exhlblts M & N). The proposal and its associated exhibits convey a feasibility adequate ,
provision of services. ‘An annexation agreement will include provxsmns related to the assurance -

of adequate water and sewer before development occurs.

. Together, these pohcres Wlll ensure that new development is provided with the full range of .
public facilities and services at the time of construction, and that there are no speculative
purchases of limited sanitary sewer and water hook-ups. These policies are implemented by
new subdivision-application standards, Wthh require that public facilities studies be completed
prior to submission of subdivision tentatlve plat applications. The proposal, as enforced through
agreements and adherence to these policies at the time of development is consistent wrth

applicable Community Facllltles pollc:es
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Criterion 6: Economy Element
The Crty s Economic Goal is "to increase the economic vrtalrty of the Canyonvme area."

Fmdmg Satisfied. This study supports expansion into the subject property as the best among
limited alternatives for accommodating Canyonville's anticipated growth. The applicant and the
owner of property to the south and west have reached a mutual agreement which requires the
property owner of the subject property to enact mitigation measures that will reduce impacts to
‘the logging-operation, as well as impacts to the future residential neighbors. As mitigated, the
proposal limits threats to economic vitality in Canyonvme The proposa! Is consrstent wrth
apphcable Economy policies. :

Criterion 7: Housing Policies . _

The City's Housing Goals are to (I) "provide housing appropriate to the needs of all
-members of the community," (2) "conserve the current housing stock of Canyonville," and
(3) "promote greater variety and livability in future residential developments." Relevant
policies include the following:’ '

. Housmg Policy 1.3 notes that as a general rule, high density residential uses shouid be
located closest to commercial areas, public facilities, and major streets, with increasingly
lower densities radiating awgy from these activity centers and transportation corridors.

.Housing Policy 3.3 Provide buffer zones between residential areas and -conflicting land usés
(i.e. Industrial, certain kinds of commercial etc.) to protect the overall livability of those areas.

Finding: Satisfied. The Comprehensrve Plan requires populatlon growthito be monitored and

- assessed and requires the City to maintain a corresponding inventory of land sufficient and ,
suitable to.house anticipated residents. Accordingly, the applicant's urbanization study contains -
a detailed analysis of both population growth and corresponding future housing needs. That
analysis shows that at present, Canyonville lacks a sufficient inventory of suitable land to

provide for the community's future housing needs. Future development of the property is
intended to provide needed housing opportunities for Canyonville's growing population bass.

. This study supports expansion.into the subject property as the best among limited alternatives

for accommodating Canyonville’s anticipated growth. Documented housing needs cannot occyr
'in areas closer to the City's commercial areas and major streets. Inclusion of the subject 49.9
acre site within Canyonville UGB will be consistent with the purpose and intent of Canyonville

housrng policy.

'CONFORMITY WITH APPLICABLE DREGON STATEWIDE PLANNING GOALS

The review and approval process associated with amending the Comprehensrve Plan and urban>
growth boundary requires the City to determine that the amendment will not conflict with any
apphcable Statewrde Plannrng Goals ' '

riterion 1: Goal No.1 - Cltr"en Involvement
To ensure the opportumty for citizen mvalvemenf in all phases of the planmng ‘

 process.



Finding: Satisfied. The City has provided adequate notice and has ensured the opportunity for
citizen involvement related to this application. AS noted in more detail under Criteria 1 for

" consistency with Comprehensive Plan pohclee (Pg.-2), the proposal is consistent with appllcable
Citizen lnvolvement policies. , ,

Criterion.2: Goal No.2 - Land Use F'Iannmg
To establish a land use planning process and polficy framework as a basis far all
decisions and actions related to the use of land and to assure an adequate factual

" base for such decisions and actions.

- Finding Saﬁsfied The City of Canyonville has established policies and procedures which
require a detailed evaluation of-proposals to amend its Comprehensive Plan and:UGB. Specific
.criteria and standards have been set forth against which the applicant's amendment request has
been evaluated in'the light of relevant Findings of Fact demonstratmg compliance with
~ applicable standards and criteria. The City's decision in this matter is based on the weight of
those relevant findings. The requested Comprehensive Plan and UGB amendment has been
evaluated m a manner that assures full complxance with Statewide Goal No.2. .

Criterion 3: Goal No.3 - Agricultural Lands
To preserve and maintain agricultural fands.

Finding: Satisfied. The subject property consists principally of agricultural land as that term is
defined in Goal 3. According to the official Inventory of Soils for Douglas County, as published
by the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), 44.87 acres, or ninety percent of the
subject 49.9 acre site is composed of Class Ill and IV farm soils, while the remaining five acres,
or ten percent, is classified as Class VI non-farm soil. The Urbanization goal requires the
applicant to follow the same procedures and standards that are set forth i Goal 2, Land Use
Planning, concerning goal exceptions. OAR Chapter 660, Division 4 (lnterpretation of Goal 2
"Exception Process) acknowledges that findings pertaining to the seven conversion factors of
‘Goal 14 provide the same information as requxred by the excep’uon pracess. OAR 660- 004-001
O( 1)( a)(B) specifically states

ﬁndings and reasons in support of an amendment to an established urban .growth
boundary shall demonstrate complzance with the seven factors f Goal 14 and demonstrate
that the following standards are met:. ’

(1) Reasons justify why the state polzcy embedded in the appllcable goals should not apply
This factor can be satisfied by compllance Wlth the seven factors of goal 14;" -

Findings pertammg to the seven (now four) factors of Goal 14, lncludlng Factor No 4 concermng
-the conversion of agricultural land, are set out on Pg. 13 of thzs document. The proposal is o
consistent with Statewide Planmng Goal 3. A ,

Criterion 4: Goal No 4 - Forest Lands
To preserve forest lands for forest use.

: Fmdmg Satisfied. There has previously been a legisiative detarmmatlon by the Douglas
County. Comprehensive Plan that the subject 49.9 acre site is not forest land. This determination
is validated by thefact that there are no forest resources on the property and the site is - '
presently designated and zoned for exclusive farm-use. To the'south and east, the abutting. -
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north facing hillsides are covered with timber and have historically been managed for forest use.
The area proposed for inclusion in the UGB does not extend up the surrounding steep slopes,
nor does it otherwise encompass any of the adjacent or nearby forest !and The proposa[ is
consistent with Statewide Planning Goal 4.

Criterion §: Goal No 5.- Open Space, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Natural

Resources
To conserve open space and protect natural and scenic resources.

_ Finding: Satisfied. The apphcant has conducted an lndependent evaluation of the potentral
impact of the proposed amendment on any Goal 5 resources that may be on the subject
* property and provided ‘rhe following statements of fact:

A. Land Needed or Desrrable for Open Space : _
The site has no srgmﬂcant open space values, nor is it othenmse mcluded in any mventory of

needed or desirable open space warranting Goal 5 protection. The site has not previously been
identified by gither the Douglas County Comprehensive Plan or the Canyonville Comprehensrve

Plan as being needed or desirable for open space.

B. Mineral and Aggregate Resources -
No known mineral or aggregate resources have been identified on or in the vicinity of the

subject site, nor have such resources been identified on other fands in the general vicinity of the
property.

C. Energy Sources
Goal 5 energy resources refers to sites and resources for the generation of energy (i.e. natural

gas, oil, coal, hydroelectric, geothermal, uranium, and solar). No known energy sources have -
been identified on or in the vicinity of the subject site. .

~ D. Fish and Wildlife Areas and Habitat '
-, Other than O'Shea Creek and its adjacent riparian corridor, the balance of the srte has not been

included in any inventories of sites having significant wildlife habitat, nor has it been identified as
one warranting specral protection for other Goal & resources. This determination, as
documented in the Natural-Resources Element of the Douglas County Comprehensrve Plan,

has previously been reviewed and approved by ODFW. Both Douglas County and the City of.
Canyonville have incorporated specific provisions into their respective land use regulations
establishing minimum development setback distances protecting vegetation within the creek's
-riparian buffer area. Additionally, any proposed development near the creek is subject to review

~ by ODFW'to ensure that the Tesource is not adversely impacted. Regardiess, it is the obligation
-of the applicant to ensure that Statewide Goals can be feasibly met. It is the Commission's
findings that the proposal is Con31stent with applicabie goals ‘and that these goals can be

feasrbly met.

E. Ecologxcally and Scientifically Significant Natural Areas
~ No identified ecologically or scientifically significant natural areas are present on‘the site,.nor
have such resources been identified on other lands in the general vrcmlty of. the subjec:t

property

F. Outstanding Scenic Views and Sites



~ No identified scenic views or sites exist on the subjeot property. As noted under Open Space,
" above, the site has so much in common-with many other locations in the general area that jts
scenic value is not considered unique or significant. The site possesses no prominent

'topographio features or vegetation'that woutd otherwise give it scenic significance..

G Water Areas, Wetlands, Watersheds, and Groundwater Resouroes
Because the applicant's property is located downstream from the portion of the O'Shea Creek
watershed that supplies Canyonville's-water system, future development of the. -property will not
disturb any lands within the watershed itself, or otherwise result in impacts to the quality of the
water entering-the community's water system. Other than the land lying between the high banks -
of O'Shea Creek, there are no'identified significant water areas, wetlands or groundwater
“resources on the subject property. The National Wetland Inventory shows no significant
wetlands on the property beyond the immediate bounds of O'Shea Creek. All' lands within 50
feet of the high banks of O'Shea Creek are subject to regulatory protections currentiy
implemented through the State of Oregon, Doug!as County and the City of Canyonville. The
proposal and its assocrated exhibits convey a feasrbmty for consistency wrth this goal pro\ns[On

| H. Wilderness Areas
The subject site is not within, adjacent to or part of, a desngnated wilderness area, nor has such

a desrgnatlon been given to other lands or resources in the general vicinity of the property.

_ l Historic Areas, Sites, Structures, and. Objects = .
There are no identified or inventoried historic structures or objects on, or adjaoent to, the subject

property, nor have such resources been identified on other lands in the general vicinity of the
site. - .

J. Cultural Areas
There are no identified or'inventoried archaeological or cultural resources on the subject site,

nor have such resources been rdentlﬁed on- other lands in the general vrolnrty of the property.

K. Potential and Approved Oregon Recreation Trails -
There are no designated or planned recreational trails on or adjacent to the subjeot SIte nor has

such a desrgnatron been given to other lands or resources in the general vicinity of the property.

L. Wild and Scenic Waten/vays '
The site is not within any designated or planned wild and-scenic waterway, nor has such a

designation been given to other lauds or resources in the general vicinity of the property,
Theiproposal is consistent with Statewide Pla'nning G’oal' 5.

Crlterlon 6: Goal No 6 - Air, Water and Land Resources Quality
To maintain and i lmprove the quality of the air, water and land resources of the state

Fmdmg Satrsﬁed Both Douglas County and the City of Canyonvrlle have sutﬁorent reguiatory '

measures in place so as to ensure that existing land use activities, as well as any future o
developmient on the site will not produce any unanticipated impacts resulting from the proposed -
uGB’ amendment and zone ohange The proposal is consxstent with Statewrde Plannmg Goal 6.

Goal No.7~ Areas’ Subject to Natural Disasters and Hazards
To protect life and property from natural disasters and hazards.

.



Finding: Satisfied. The subject property is not subject to any identified natural disasters and
hazards. The applicant intends to develop the site in a manner that will facilitate leaving the '

" steep surrounding forested hillsides as undisturbed open space. All future development activity
on the property will'be required to comply with applicable standards established under federal,

“state and local development regulations, thus assuring compliance with Goal 7. Regardless, it is
the obligation of the applicant to ensure that Statewide Goals can be feasibly met. It is the

" Commission's findings that: the proposal is consrstent with applicable goal and that this goal can

be feasibly met.

Criterion 8: Goal No.8 - Recreational Needs ,
To satisfy the recreational needs of the citizens of the state.

Finding: Satisfied. There has been a legislative determination by both Douglas County and the
City of Canyonville through their respective comprehensive planning programs that the subject
property is not presently needed for recreational facilities or opportunmes Identified recreational
needs have been provided for on other sites-within and around the Canyonville urban area. The -
proposed amendment will‘not confiict with Statewide Gaal No 8. :

Crlterlon 9: Goal No.9 - Economy of the State
“To diversify and i lmprove the economy of the state. -

Finding: Satisfied. The subject site has not been mcluded in any inventory of lands needed or
suitable for commercial or industrial use. Both the Douglas County Comprehensive Plan and the
Canyonvilie Comprehensive Plan contain specific policies that are intended to ensure thai -
opportunities for economic development are enhanced in the communrty The proposed Plan
‘amendment will not conflict with the Statewide Economic Development Goal. '

Criterion 10: Goal No. 10 - Housing
- To provide for'the housing needs of the citizens of the state.

Finding: Satisfied.
‘At present, Canyonville lacks a sufficient lnventory of suitable land to provrde for the

community's future housing needs (Table 22 of the Urbanization Study). Future development of
the property is intended to provide needed. housing opportunities for Canyonville's growing
population base. Inclusian of the subject 49.9 acre site within Canyonville UGB will be
oonsrstent with the purpose and intent of Statewrde Goal No. 10.

Crlterlon 11 Goal No. 11 - Pubhc Facilities and Serwce : :

To plan and develop a timely, orderly and efficient arrangement of publlc facrlltles and
services to serve as a framework for urban development within the Canyonville urban
area, public-facilities and services are prowded by the Clty of | Canyonwlle Douglas
County and several special districts.

Finding: Satisfied. On the basis of the foregomg facts, the Clty has concluded that the full
range of urban services appropriate for the subject property's proposed medium density
residential zoning can be provided in a timely, orderly and efficient manner consistent with the
purpose and intent of Statewide Goal No. 11. The proposal and its associated exhibits convey a
feasrblllty for adequate provxS|on of services. The City has further concluded that the ‘proposed
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land use change will not adversely impact the present or future provision of public facilities and
-services in the surrounding area. This conclusion is based on consideration of the existing
public service delivery systems and plans that are presently in place and which are intended to
ensure the proper coordination of the types, locations and delivery of the public facilities and
services necessary to support existing and proposed land uses in the existing urban area. The

- proposed amendment will not conﬂrct with Statewide Goal No. 11, : :

Goal No. 12— Transportatlon -
To prowde and encourage a safe, convenient and economic transportation system

Finding: Satisﬁed. A Transportation Analysis Report prepared by Lancaster Engineering,. and
- submitted to the City of Canyonville-in conjunction with this UGB-Amendment application
(Appendix D to Exhibit E) provides technical evidence that the proposed land use change will
not significantly affect the area's transportation system. The Department of Transportation has
provided referral comments noting the same. ‘The proposed amendment will not canflict wrth

_StateW|de Goal No. 12

" Goal No. 13 - Energy Conservation
To conserve energy. :

Finding: Satisfied. The subject site is free of any significant physical constraints that would
otherwise require more energy to develop and use the land for residential purposes than would
‘other property within the existing UGB, or other property that might-alternatively be included in
the UGB (see Alternative Sites Analysis). Major public facilities and services are nearby and can
readily be extended to serve the site, thus reducing the energy-related inefficiencies associated
with extending such services far beyond the established urban area. Specific energy
conservation policies and development standards are included within the Canyonville
Comprehensive Plan and land use regulations which ensure that the statewide energy
conservation goal i is lmpiemented on a site-specific basis at the tlme of property development.

Goal No. 14 - Urbanization :
~ To provide for an orderly and efficient transition from rural to urban fand use,

To provide for an orderty and efﬁc/ent transition from rural fo urban Iand use. Urban growth
boundaries shall be established to identify and separate urbanizable land from rural land.
Establishment and change of the boundar/es shall be based upon considerations of the

following factors:

- Goal 14 Need Factor 1: Demonstrated need to accommodate long range urban population
growth, consistent with a 20-year population forecast coord/nated with affected Iocal

governments.
Goal 14 Need Factor 2: Demonstrated need for housing, employment opportumtles Ilvabmty

or uses such as publlc facllttlee streets and roads, schools, parks or open space

‘Goal 14 Locatlon Factors
'7 ) Efficient accommodation of identified land needs;

2) Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services;
3) Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences; and
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4) Compatibility of the proposed urban uses Wlth nearby agncultura/ and forest acz‘/vn‘/es
occurnng on farm and forest land outside the UGB. '

Criterion 14: Goal 14 Need Factor (1) Demonstrated need to accommodate long-
range urban populafion growth requirements consistent with LCDC goals ‘

Criterion 15: Goal 14 Need Factor 2: Demonstrated need for housmg, employment
‘opportunities, livability or.uses such as publlc facilities, streets and roads, schools,

parks or open space
Populat/on-Forecasf

Goal 14 OAR 660- 024 0030(4) o
A city and county may apply one of the safe harbors in. subsecf/ons (a), (b), or (c) of th/s
section, if appl/cable in order fo develop and adopt a popu/at/on forecasz‘ for an urban

area:

(a) If a coordinated population forecast was adopted by a county within the previous 10
years but.does not provide a 20-year forecast for an urban area at the time a city initiates
an-evaluation or amendment of the UGB, a city and county may adopz‘ an updated forecast
for the urban area consistent with this section. The updated forecast is deemed to’ comply
with applicable goals and laws regarding population forecasts for purposes of the current
UGB evaluation or amendment provided the forecast:

_(A) Is adopted by the city and county in accordance with the notice, procedures and
requirements described in section (1) of this rule; and
(B) Extends the current urban area forecast fo a 20-year period'commencing on the date
determined under OAR 660-024-0040(2) by using the same growth trend for the urban

~ area assumed in the coum‘y‘s current adopted forecast.

- (b) A city and coum‘y may adopt a 20-year forecast for an urban area consistent with this
-section. The forecast is.deemed to comply with applicable goals and laws regarding
population forecasts for purposes of the currem.‘ UGB eva/uat/on or amendment provided
the forecast:

(A) Is adopted by the city and county in accordance with the notice, procedures and
requirements described in section (1) of this rule;

(B) Is based on OEA's population forecast for the county for.a 20-year per/od commencmg
on the date determined under OAR 660- 024-0040(2) and
(C) Is developed by assuming that the urban area's share of the forecasted county

" population determined in subsection (B) of this rule will be the same as the urban area's

- current share of county population based on the most recent certifisd population estimates

from Portland State University and the most recenf data for the urban.area published by

the U.S: Census Bureau

(c) A cn‘y may adopt .a rewsed 20—year forecasz‘ for lfs urban.area by followrng the .
reqUIrements in ORS 7285. 034

Finding: Satxsfled The proposal to expand the UGB to include the subject 49.9 acre-SIte is

predicated on a demonstrated need for additional buildable land designated and zoned for
‘medium density residential use. The applicant has conducted a detailed inventory and analysis
of the existing supply of developed and vacant resxdentxal land within the current boundary The
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findings of that anélysis are presented in the full application support document. The study
reveals a need for additional housing (Table 22) and supports expansion into the subject
property as the best among limited alternatives for accommaodating Canyonvilie's antrcrpated

growth,

Followmg are the planning oommrssron s findings specrﬂc to the populatlon forecast that the
-expansion is based on:
1. ORS 185.034 (repealed) allowed a city to adopt a 20—year population forecast if the
" coordinating body has not adopted aforecast as required by ORS 195.036
2. The City of Canyonville adopted-an amended populatron forecast of an annual growth rate’
of 1.75 percent on June 15, 2009.
3. In 2009, Douglas County adopted a coordinated populatron forecast for Douglas County
- cities and the rural portion of Douglas County. This.forecast was noticed to the local
governments in the county. The ooordrnated population foreoast used a 1.75 percent
growth rate for Canyonville.
4. Douglas County's coordinated population forecast was appealed to LUBA and remanded
The County has taken no further action on its coordinated population forecast and

therefore its action has not been finalized.
~ 5. The 1.75 percent growth rate was incorporated into the City's Wastewater Facrhty Plan, a

functional plan of the Canyonvrlle Comprehensrve Plan, on January 22, 2013.
Based on these findings, the Goal 14 Need Factors 1 and 2 criteria are met with the proposal.
) Criterion 15: (Location Factor 1) Efficient accommodation of identified lénd need#;

_Finding: Satisfied. The evidence in the applicant's Alternative Sites Analysis demonstrates that
the proposed land use change will be consistent with the intent of Location Factor 1.

Criterion 16: (Location Factor 2) Orderly and economic prowsron for public facrlltles
and serwc:es o . '

Finding Satisfied. The applicant has conducted an Alternative Sites Analysis which examines
six alternative areas around and adjacent to the current urban growth boundary. The conclusion
of those evaluations demonstrate that the full range of urban services appropriate for the subject
property's proposed medium density residential zoning can be provided in a.timely, orderly and
efficient manner oonsrstent with the purpose and intent of Statewide Goal No 11 and Location

Factor 2.

- Criterion 17: (Location Factor 3) Comparatlve enwronmental energy, economic and
social consequences :

Finding: Satisfied. Specific ﬁndings that address the consequences identified in Location .
Factor 3 are addressed within the findings addressing Statewide Goals No.3, 5, 6, 7, 9 and 13.
The applicant's urbanization study provides greater discussion of ESEE conseguences within
“each goal as well. The evidence in the applicant's Alternative Sites Analysis demonstrates that
. 'the proposed land use change will be consistent with the intent of Location Factor 3.
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Criterion 18: (Location Factor-4) Compatibility of the piroposed urban uses with
nearby agricultural and forest activities occurring on farm and forest land outside

the UGB.

Finding: Satisfied. The subject property consists principally of agricultural tand as that term is

defined in Goal 3. According to the official Inventory of Soils for Douglas County, as published

by the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS),-44. 87 acres, or ninety percent of the -
“subject 49.9 acre site is.composed of Class |ll and [V farm soils, while the remaining five acres,
. orten percent, is classified as Class VI non-farm soil. The Urbanization goal requires the
applicant to follow the same procedures and standards that are set forth in Goal 2, Land Use-

- Planning, concernmg goal exceptions.

This study supports expansion into the subject property as the best among llmrted alternatives

for accommodating Canyonville's anticipated growth. Historically, Canyonville has maintained a .-
very compact urban form; restricting outward development to the few remaining small pockets of .

low-lying vacant buildable land at the periphery of the urban area. As was revealed by both the -
1997 Buildable Lands Inventory and the updated 2014 analysis of the inventory, the subject
49.9 acre site remains as one of the last undeveloped sites adjacent to the urban growth
boundary where topographic conditions are conducive to accommodating new urban
.development, facilitating the extension of city services, promoting a compact urban form, and
minimizing conflicts with adjoining and nearby rural resource lands.

The subject 49.9 acre site adjoins other lands to the north, south and east that have been
classified as agricultural fand pursuant to Statewide Goal No.3. Both the proximity and physical
characteristics of the subject site's interface with surrounding rural tands is representative of the
way most of Canyonville’s periphery has historically developed. The community is tightly
constrained by adjacent timber lands the south and west, and by active farming and ranching
operations to the north and east. The community’s residents have co-existed with the kinds of
management practices that have taken place on these adjoining farm and forest lands for many
generations, and they understand and accept the realities of living in close proxrmrty to the kinds
of resource management activities that occur on these lands.: _

Criterion 20: GOAL 2 B(CEF’TION STANDARDS FOR UGB AMENDMENTS

In addition to the four location factors discussed above, Goal 14 (Urbanization) requires that

any change in the established boundary separating urbanizable lands from rural lands must
_follow the procedures and requirements set forth in Goal 2 (Land Use Planning) for goal -

exceptions. The specific standards relied upon in the application of Goal 2, Part (n); for this

amendment to the Canyonville Comprehensive Plan and Urban Growth Boundary are set forth

in OAR 650- 04- 010(1)(S)(B)-

‘Fmdmg: Sattsfled. The apphcant has proposed separate _conc:lusioné above with respect io "
Goal 14 which demonstrate that the applicant is not taking an exception to'the Urbanization
goal. Nevertheless, Goal 14 specifically requires that-any amendment to an establrshed UGB be

based on the four location factors listed in that goal

' Detaned ﬂndmgs and conclusions addressing the four lOCBtIOl’] factors are presented throughout

the applicant’s urbanization study and are incorporated in these findings by reference to
- demonstrate that the urban growth boundary amendment is consistent with Goal 14.
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Exception Standard 2 requires findings of fact showing that alternative sites which do not
require an exception tothe Agricultural Goal cannot reasonably accommodate the proposed
use. Such findings should be based on a review of specific alternative sites, including an
analysis of site size; reasonable availability of the appropriate level of public facilities and
services, including transportation facilities; physical constraints to development such as
topography and-potential for flooding; proximity to confiicting land uses; and, relevant economic
factors (OAR 660-04-020(2)(b)). The Alternative Sites Analysis conducted by the applicant in
conjunction with this proposed land use change addresses the requirements of Exception
Standard 2 and is sufficient to demonstrate compliance with Exception.Standard 2.

Exceptlon Standard 3 requires flndlngs demonstrating that the "long-term environmental,
economic, social and energy consequences resulting from the use at the proposed site with
measures designed to reduce adverse impacts are not significantly more adverse than would
typically result from the same proposal being located in areas requiring a goal exception other
than the proposed site." Such findings should be based on an evaluation of the characteristics
of alternative areas that have been considered by the City, and for which an exception to the
Agricultural Land Goal might be taken (OAR 660-04-020 (2)(c). As previously noted, the
Alternative Sites Analysis conducted by the appiicant generated ﬂndlngs that are sufficient to
demonstrate compliance Wlth Exception Standard 3. ,

Exception Standard 4 requires ﬁndings demonstrating that "the proposed uses are compatible .‘

with other adjacent uses or will be so rendered through measures designed to reduce adverse

"impacts". This standard requires a description of how the proposed use will be compatible with

farm practices on surrounding farm lands. Within the context of this standard, the term :

- "compatible" is not intended as an absolute, meaning no interference or adverse impacts of any
type. The findings presented in the Alternative Sites Analysis that was conducted by the

applicant is sufficient to demonstrate compliance with Exception Standard 4.

The proposed amendment will not confiict with Statewide Goal No. 14.
CONSISTENCY WITH ORS 197.298 — PRIORITY OF LAND TO BE INCLUDED WITHIN THE

URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY and OAR 660-024-0060 (BOUNDARY LOCATION-
ALTERNATIVES ANALYS!S]

The boundary locatlon crlterla in Goal 14 requrre a comparatlve evaluation of potential UGB
expansion areas that can reasonably be expected to meet the identified need for addltronal
{and. The UGB location factors of Goal 14 are as follows .

5) Efﬁcient,acc_ommodation of identified fand n'eeds_;-

6). Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services;

7) Comparative environmental, energy, economic and social consequences; and

8) Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural and forest activities
oceurring on farm and forest land outside the UGB

OAR 660- 024-0060(1) outllnes the steps and conslderatlons that must be followed ina
boundary location or alternative sites analyses The rule prov:des

(1) When consrdenng a UGB amendment, a local government must determine which land to‘
add by evaluating alternative boundary locations. This determination must be consistent with
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the priority of land specified in ORS 197.298 and the boundary location factors of Goal 14,

as follows:

a) Beginning with the highest priority of land available, a. /oca/ government must dez‘erm/ne
which land in that priority is suitable to aocommodaz‘e the need deficiency determ/ned :
under OAR 660-024-0050.

b) Ifthe amount of suitable land in the first priority category exceeds the amount necessary
to satisfy the need deficiency, a local government must apply the location factors. of Goal
14 to choose which land in that priority to include in the UGB. _

c) Ifthe amount of suitable land in the first priority category is not adequate to satisfy the
identified need deficiency, a local government must determine which land in the next
priority is suitable to accommodate the remaining need, and proceed using the same
method specified in subsections (a) and (b) of this section until the land need is-
accommodated. o

d) Notwithstanding subsection (a) fo (c) of this section, a /oca/ governmem‘ may cons/der

land of /ower priority as spec;/f/ed in ORS 197. 298(3)

Finding: Satlsﬁed The Clty of Canyonvnlle conducted an alternatxve boundary location analysrs
(alternative sites-analysis) which nearly mirrored an analysis performed in"1997. The 1997
alternative sites analysis found that there are relatively few sites adjacent to Canyonville's UGB
that can realistically be considered as candidates for inclusion in the urban area. Canyonville is
situated in a narrow river canyon where, principally to the north and-west, steep forested.

hillsides rise abruptly from the valley floor to curtail further urban expansion. Additionally, high
value farm fands occupy the broad flood plain of the South Umpqua River to the north and east
of the city, thus precludlng further urban expansion in that direction as well. Indeed, the only
areas where natural topographic conditions are at all conducive to urban development are the
half dozen or so small creek valieys that transect the UGB. The updated alternative sites
analysis conducted for the applicant in 2012 (and updated in 2014 and 2015) identified
essentially the same six geographic study areas that had previously been evaluated durmg the
1997-98 UGB expansion process, and which are already described in. Canyonvﬂle s :

Comprehenstve Plan.

A detailed desonptlon and analysis of each of the six alterna{ive boundary expansion sites i'e set’ |
out in the full urbanization study (Exhibit E to the staff repart). The identification of Area 4 as the
preferred expansion alternative is consistent with ORS 197.298 and OAR 660-024-0060.
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Exhibit B (continued) |

CANYONVILLE CITY COUNCIL
FINDINGS OF FACT

Falk Zone Change (ZC-14-01)

A. THE CANYONVILLE CITY COUNCIL FINDS THE FOLLOWING:
‘a. The property owners, Gregory Falk and Marcia Falk, initiated the Zone Change
request in May, 2013. The application, associated with a UGB Expansion (UGB-
14-01) and Annexation (ANN-14- 01) apptrcatlon was forced complete October

28, 2014. ‘

b. According to Section 18. 88. OGO(E) of the Canyonville Municipal Code, all territory - |

“which is annexed to the city is considered to be in the R-1/B district uniess

_ otherwise classified. The site is proposed to be rezoned from the de—facto R- 1
B zomng to R-2 Mobile Home/Medium Densxty Resrdentlal

c. Criteria fo be met for approval of thls actlon by the Crty of Canyohvilte are set
forth in Oregon Revised  Statutes. and the policies of the Canyonville
Comprehensive Plan and Section 18.88.050. y

d. The property owner has submitted evidence, in the form of an urbanization study
with findings and conclusions related to use and impacts of change in use. THe
study supports a need for urban growth expansion, as well as justification for
expansion into the area proposed for expansion, zone change and annexation
(as described in Exhibit P).

e. The Canyonville Planning Commission held a public hearing in accordance with

Canyonville Municipal Code Section 18.88.070 after giving the required notice
" .per the same’ Section, and considered all material relevant to the Zone Charige

- and associated Comprehensive Plan and Annexation that has been submltted by
the applicant, staff and the general publlc regarding this matter. The Plannlng
Commission- provided .one condition -one their- approval recommendation. The™
positive. approval was conditioned ‘upon- both owners signing the zone . change
application or mutually authorizing a representative to do s0. Mark Garrett the
apphcant’s representative, has provrded said authorxzatlon

f. The Canyonvme Clty Councxl hetd a publxc hearmg in acc:ordance with -
~ Canyonville Municipal Code Section 18.88.070 after giving the required notice
per the same Section, and considered all material relevant to the Comprehensive '
~ Plan and associated Zone Change and Annexation that has been submrtted by
~ the apphcant staff and the general pubhc regardmg this matter.
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B. IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT the Canyonville City Council approve of
the Zone Change to rezone newly annexation territory (portions of lot 700
~and lot 200 of Section 26 Township 30 South Range 05 West, as described
in Exhibit P of the staff report) as proposed based on the followmg

Findings of Fact ‘

CONFORMITY WITH APPLICABLE CANYONVILLE ZONE CHANGE ORDINANCES

Criterion’ 1 The Canyonvilie Comprehens:ve Plan and State law requirethat a change 4
" to the Comprehensive Plan.and the Zoning Maps must be shown to compiy with

Canyonville Comprehensive Plan policies. As no changes to the zoning ordinance

itself are proposed, the application need not show fmdmgs for compliance with

Statewide Planning Goals.

Finding' Satisfied. The zone change proposed is inextricably connected to both the UGHE

- expansion and annexation. All territory which is annexed to the city is considered to be in the R-
1/B district uniess otherwise classified. The site is proposed to be rezoned from the de-facto R- -
1 zoning to R-2 Mobile Home/Medium Density Residential. Affirmative findings for Statewide
Planning Goals and Comprehensive Plan Policies relative to the expansion mherently reﬂect
~ affirmative findings relative to the zone change These fmdmgs follow:

FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH CITY OF CANYONVILLE COMPREHENS!VE
PLAN POLICIES

Crn.‘enon 1; lelzen Involvement Policies

1. "The City shall, through the Plann/ng Comm/ssmn (which also serves as the Commlﬁee
for Citizen Involvement) and the Common Council, allow interested persons to
participate in the adoption, review and evaluation of the Canyonville Comprehensive
Plan and Implementing measures, amendments and revisions thereto by means of oral’
or written testimony

2. Written material or other exhibits cons:dered in making land use pollcy decisions shall pe

~ available for public review at-City Hall.

rlndmg Satisfied. Adequate outreach and opportunities for participation and feedback were -
provided to the communlty Public notice of the three applications was provided in the form of
mailings (for owners within 500 feet of the subject property) and publication in the Douglas
County Mailer. The Planning Commission hearing was postponed twice (from December 10t
until January 14", and from January 14" until February 11th. The original notices and date
changes for scheduled hearing(s) were consistent with public hearings notice law. The proposal
is consistent with apphcable Cxtxzen lnvolvement policies.

Criterion 2: Natural Features Policies: - -

Natural Features Goal 1 includes policies requmng the City to prevent mappropnate
development in natural hazard areas. ,
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“Natural Features Goal 2 requires the City to conserve agricultural and forest lands outsidé of
the UGB where feasible. The following policies.under Goal 2 provide more detail with
particular relevance to the proposed expansion:

1. Preserve all uncommitted agricultural capability-Class l and Il lands outsxde the

current (1988) city limits for agricultural use.
2. To the extent feasible given urbanization pressures, preserve all uncommitted

agricultural Class lll and IV land outside the current (1988) city limits for agricultural
use. N

" 3. Where appropriate and not in conflict with policies "a" and "b" (above), designate - -
lands rated "good" or "fair" for urban development as highest in priority for .

. urbanization.

Natural Features Goal 3 requires thé‘City to preserve vegetation, wildlife and water -
resources. ’ . ' ' '

Finding: Satisfied. The area proposed for inclusion in the UGB does not extend up the

* surrounding steep slopes. The subject property is not identified in any inventory of areas which -
have the likely potential to be subjected to natural disasters and hazards. Future development
proposals will be subject to strict review and enforcement of buffers. If there is a determination

- that any form of development is subject to hazard or has potential impacts on resources,
mitigating measures will have to be adequately described before approvals are granted.
Regardless, it is the obligation of the applicant to ensure that Plan Policies can be feasibly. met.
It is the Commission’s findings that the proposal is consistent with applicable Natural Resources
policies and that these policies can be feasxbly met.

Criterion 3: Transportation Element

Canyonville's Transportation goals are to (1) "improve traffic flow and increase the safety of

the present system " and (2) ‘promote energy conservation by encouragmg alterna’nve forms
. of transportation.”

Flndmg Satisfied. The applicant hired Lancaster Engineering-to perform’ a‘l’ransporta’clon o

Analysis in February, 2013. That analysis reviewed the impacts of a zone change and pessible

- associated development. The analysis was performed consistent with the Oregon
Transportation Planning Rule (TPR). The Oregon Department of Transportation also reviewed
the application and Lancaster Engineering's report relative to the impacts of the proposal and
possible development on the existing transportation system (Appendix D to Exhibit E).The
analysis concluded that the impact to the existing infrastructure (traffic flow and safety) created
by the proposed annexation, zone change;-and eventual development of the subject property
are expected to be minimal.and there will not be a "significant affect" as defined by the TPR.
ODOT has advised the applicant that the proposed land use change will not significantly affect
the area’s transportation system;, -and therefore a Traffic Impact Study (TI1S) will not be required
as a prerequisite to the proposed Plan amendment and zone change as otherwxse required by
OAR 860- 012-060 ' _ A

_-Although the applicant.-has provided a conceptual development plan, the applications do not
 address development. Questions of “alternative forms of tranéportaﬁon," (e.g. bicycle and
pedestrian infrastructure) must be addressed at the time of development, but the proposal
conveys a feasibility for alternative forms of transportation. The applicant's expansion
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alternatives analysis provides support for the selection of an area not lmrnedlately adjacent to
downtown Canyonville. The proposal is consistent with applicable Transportation policies.

Criterion 4: iLand Use and Urbanization Element
The City's Land Use and Urbanization goal is "to ensure that future development enhances
our community's quality. of life and proceeds in an orderly manner."

Land Use and Urbanization Policy 1.1 directs the City to desrgnate the open fand within the
City as the area of highest priority for urban. development and to encourage infilling already

" serviced parts of the City.

Land Use and Urbanlzation Policy 1.3 directs the City to develop an overall transportation
. system which includes pedestrian and bicycle paths linking all existing and proposed
residential areas with park and recreation facilities and acthlty centers, especxally the

downtown area.

Land Use and Urbanization Policy 1.6 directs the City to adhere to development phasrng as |
follows:

‘Phase |~ from the present until the City has determined that areas outside the existing
City limits can be serviced without placing further burdens on Canyonville residents, new
development should occur within the City limits. (Parts of some areas just outside the
City which could be serviced from existing /ines may also be included in this phase. )

Phase Il — d/recz‘ growth into and service the areas north and west of fown, conz‘/guous to
existing deve/opmenz‘ in an area where serv/ces are /mmed/ately available.

Phase lll - areas not developed under Phase Il should have the next development and
'serwcrng priority, after z‘he Phase II area has been substantially f///eo’ out.

F‘hase [ V Land to the easz‘ of the current UGB, along the Tiller Trail H/ghwa v, should
" be considered as potential “Urban Reserve”, for longer-term (through the Year 2040)

UGB expansion.

l_and Use and Urbanization Policy 1. 8 notes that any changes to the Urban ‘Growth
Boundary shall be based on consrdera’rlons of the followrng ' »

- 1) Demonstrated need to accommodate long-range urban population growz‘h
. requirements consistent with LCDC goals; - - ,
2) ‘Need for housing, employment opportunities, and livability;
3) Orderly and economic provision for public facilities and services;
4) Maxrmum efﬂcrency of land uses within and on z‘he fringe of the ex:sf/ng uman
_ area;
5) Environmental, energy, economic and social consequences .
' 6) Retention of agricultural land as defined, with Class lbelng the highest pr/onz‘y for
. retention and Class VI the lowest priority; and ‘
7) Compal‘lblllty of the proposed urban uses with nearby agncu/z‘ural acfiviiies

Land Use and Urbanlzatlon Pollcy 1.9 establishes that conversion of urbanizable land to
‘urban uses shall. be based on consrdera’uon of: :
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1) Orderly, economic provision for public facilities and aervices
2) Avaifability of sufficient land for the various uses to /nsure choices in the markez‘
place; ,

3) LCDC goals; and,
4) Encouragement of deve/opmem‘ W/z‘h/n urban areas before conversion of

- urbanfzable areas.

. Finding: Satisfied. Regarding Policy 1.1, Although much of the identified specific need for
single family housing could be accommodated on currently buildable acreage in Canyonville,
the analysis provided in the study reveals the subject site to the most appropriate location “for
accommodating the needed. housing type (more affordable manufactured housing). The

“argument centers on lot size and topographlc (slope) constraints.

_Regarding Pollcy 1.3, the proposal is not approving any forms of development When a
development permit comes before the City of Canyonville related to the. expansron questions- of

connectivity will need to be addressed by the applicant.

Regarding Policy 1.6, Phase | of the development phasing was completed in approximately
1982 with the construction of the dam on a fork of Canyon Creek. in 1997, The City conducted
an Urban Growth Boundary expansion analysis and expanded the urban growth boundary to -
“include an area on the west end of town addressing. The area was soon after developed as the
Knoll Terrace manufactured home park. The extensive study performed by the applicant at that
time indicated that other areas to the north were not suitable (or available) to meet residential
demands, addressing Phase Il and Ill. The current appllcant’s buildable lands analysis and .

- alternatives analysis has drawn the same conclusion.

* Building on the conclusions relatlve to Phases 1, Il and lll and considering that the plannlng

- horizon for the applicant's UGB expansion study is 2014-2034, the proposed expansion (along
Tiller Trail Highway) is in keeping with phasing concepts related to Land Use and Urbanization
Palicy 1.8. The applicant has provide the City with findings related to the serviceability of the
area (Exhibit M), and the Clty s engineer has provided concurrence of the assumptlons (Exh|b|t

N).
Policies 1.8 and 1.9 are derived dlrectly from Goal 'l4 administrative rules (although what used

" to be seven factors has been reduced to four similar facters). The discussion and conclusions
related to Goal 14 within this report provide evidence of consistency with these policies.

The proposal ls conslstent- with applicable Land Use and Urbanlzatlon policies.

_ Criterion 5: Community Facxlltles and Services Polrcnes
Canyonville's Community Facilities and Services goals are to (1) "obtain dependable water
" supplies for future growth "and (2) ”provnde the greater communlty an adequate variety and -

level of public servnces

Community Facilities Policy 2.6. allows new development above the 850-foot contour level
provided that one or more high elevation water reservoirs are constructed to ensure
adequate water pressure to hlgher~elevatlon building sites.
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Community Facilities Policy 2.1 requires new development to be supported by adequate
levels of public facilities and services as prescribed in public facilities master plans.

Community Facilities Policy 2 11 prohrbrts approval of sewer and water connections for
undeveloped land until a development application has been submltted

_ Findings: Satisfied. There is no: current proposal for construction of a reservoir but the
applicant has clearly shown the necessity for one, and the City's engineer has confirmed
' (Exhlbrts M & N). The proposal and its associated exhibits convey a feasibility for adequate
. provision of services. An annexation agreement will include provisions related to the assurance

of adequate water and sewer before. development occurs.

Together these policies will ensure that new development is provided with the full range of -
public facilities and services at the time of construction, and that there are no speculative
purchases of limited sanitary sewer and water hook-ups. These policies are implemented by
new subdivision application standards, which require that public facilities studies be completed
prior to submission of subdivision tentative plat applications. The proposal, as enforced through
agreements and adherence to these policies at the time of development is consistent with

applicable Community Fac:llrtres polrcres

Criterion 6: Economy Element
The City's Economic Goal is "fo increase the economic vrtallty of the Canyonville area."

Finding: Satisfied. This study supports expansron lnto the subject property as the best among |
limited alternatives for accommodating Canyonville's anticipated growth. The applicant and the
owner of property to the south and west have reached a mutual agreement which requires the
property owner of the subject property to enact mitigation measures that will reduce impacts to .
‘the logging operation, as well as impacts to the future residential neighbors. As mitigated, the
proposal fimits threats to economic vitality in Canyonville. The proposal is consistent with

applicable Economy policies.

Criterion 7: Housing Policies

The City's Housing Goals are to (l) “provide housing appropnate to the needs of all
members of the community,"-(2) "conserve the current housing stock of Canyonville," and
(3) “promote greater variety and livability in future residential developments." Relevant -

policies include the following:

- Housing Policy-1 .3 notes that as a general rule, high density residential uses shouid be -
located closest to commercial areas, public facilities, and major streets, with incredsingly
lower densrtres radiating away from these actrvrty centers and transportatlon corndors
Housing Polrcy 3.3 Provide buffer zones between resrdentlal areas and confllctlng land uses
(i.e. Industnal certain krnds of commeroral etc.) to protectithe overall livability of those areas.

Fmdmg ‘Satisfied. The Comprehensrve Plan requrres population growth to be monitored and .
assessed and requires the City to maintain a corresponding inventory of land sufficient and
suitable to house anticipated residents. Accordingly, the applicant's urbanization study contains
a detailed analysis of both-population growth and corresponding future housing needs. That.
analysis shows that at present, Canyonville lacks a sufficient inventory of suitable land to
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- provide for the commumty s future housmg needs. Future development of the property is
-intended to provide needed housing opportunities for Canyonville's growing population base.
This study supports expansion into the subject property as the best among limited alternatives
-for accommodating Canyonville’'s anticipated growth. Documented housmg needs cannot ocour
“in areas closer to the City’s commercial areas and major streets. Inclusion of the subject 49.9 -
acre site within Canyonville UGB will be consistent with the purpose and intent of Canyonwlle

housing policy.
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‘Exhibit B (continued)

CANYONVILLE CITY COUNCIL
FINDINGS OF FACT |

Falk Annexation ANN-14-01

A The Canyonville City Council finds the following: , )
' a. The property owners, Gregory Falk and Marcia Falk, initiated the Annexatlon in

May, 2013, as authorized by ORS 222 and Section 18.88.050 of the Canyonvme
Munrcxpal Code. B _ -

The apphcant has submrtted the apphca’uon and annexatron petition required by
ORS 222 111.

The subject 49.9 acre site is under the ownership of Dr. Gregory Falk (Parcel

700, and Marcia Falk (Parcel 200) of Section 26 Township 30 South Range 05

West. The parcels are also presently vacant and undeveloped-with no reg:stered '
voters resrdlng within the area proposed to be annexed.

ORS 222125 provides that the city need not hold a publrc heanng on aproposed

~ annexation when all of the owners of the property in the area to be annexed, and

not less than 50 percent of the regrstered voters in the area to be annexed, have
given their written consent to the city.

“The Canyonville Planning ‘Commission followed the required procedures for |

recommending approval of the annexation as contained in ORS 222 Section
18.88.060 of the Canyonville Municipal Code, and applicable policies of the

" Canyonville Comprehensive Plan. The Planning Commission provided conditions

on their approval recommendation..1) The positive approval was-conditioned on

the -separate property owners signing the petition for annexation and the
~ annexation application or mutually authorizing a representative to do so. Mark

Garrett, the applicant's representative, has provided said authorization. The other

. conditions of approval are carried forward (and reflected in the proposed
- ahnexation agreement) L

The Canyonvrlte Gity Council followed the required procedures for approvmg an ;

" annexation contained in ORS 222, Section 18.88.080 of the Canyonville
‘ Mumc:lpal Code and applicable policies of the Canyonville Comprehensnve Ptan

B.. Conditions of Approvat

1,

Prior to deVetopment of the site thé applicant shall submit a Development Review
application and detailed utiiity plans that further demonstrate how the site will be
served by water and that adequate watersupply is in place or will be provided
concurrently with the devetopment of the property (i.e. new or upgraded wetts/water :
treatment).. ,
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C.

Prior to development of the site the applicant shall submit a Development Review
application and detailed sanitary sewer plans that demonstrate adequate sewer
treatment and disposal capacity is in place or will be provided concurrently with the
development of the property (i.e. new or upgraded wastewater treatment and

disposal).

. -Prior to development of the site the applicant shall submlt a Development Review
application with a detailed stormwater plan. All engineered plans relatlng to storm

water discharges shall be submitted to the City's Engineer for review and
comment prior to additional dlscharges of water into O’Shea Creek.

. All future water, sewer and stormwater facmtles on the subject property shall be

designed and constructed in a manner that is consistent wrth Canyonvilie Publlc

- Works Design Standards

Pnor to future development the appllcant shall be responslble for desxgnmg and

constructing transportation improvements to mitigate transportation impacts in a

manner that i s consrstent with requirements of Douglas County and ODQT.

6. An Annexatlon Agreement shall be-signed prior to the eﬁectlve date of the

annexatlon

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT the Canyonville City Council approves of the
-annexation and zone change for portions of Tax Lots 700 and 200.on Douglas
Assessor’s Map # 26-30-05, described in Exhibit P of the staff report, subject to
the Conditions of Approval listed above based on the following ﬂndlngs of fact:

CONFORMITY WITH APPLICABLE CA NYONVILLE ANNEXATION PROVISIONS

‘ Canyonvrlle Code Section 18. 88 060 outlines the local criteria for annexatlon

Annexatlon may be processed under the procedure set torth in ORS Chapter 222,
the land must be:

A. Contiguous with the city limits and within the City's urban growth boundary as ,
designated in the comprehensrve plan .

Fmdmg Satlsﬁed The proposed annexatlon lncludes the proposal o brmg ina sectlon of Tlller.‘

Trail Highway contiguous to the City Limits and the subject property (rendering the stbject -
_property “contiguous to Canyonwlle s existing Urban Growth Boundary.

‘B. Consistent with and promotes the comprehensrve plan, this title and other c:ty
* . ordinances and policies; ,

Finding: Satisfied. The associated applloatlon for Comprehensrve Plan Amendment to expand

the Utban Growth Boundary provides adequate evidence that the annexation is consrstent wrth
A and promotes the comprehensrve plan and other city ordmances : :
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C. Compat/b/e with the rational and /og/ca/ exz‘ensmn of utilities and roads to the
surrounding area, '

D. Such that adequate public facilitieé and services can reasonably be made availaple to -
_ the annexed property without negatively impacting existing systems and the city’s ’
ability to adequaz‘e/y serve. al/ areas within’ the existing city limits;

Fihding: Satisfied. Community Facilities Policy 2.6. allows new de'velopment above the
.850-foot contour level, provided that one or more high elevation water reservoirs are
constructed to ensure adequate water pressure to higher-elevation building sites. In 1897,
the council noted that construction of a new high-elevation water reservoir will also help
solve the City's dry-weather water storage problem. There is no-current proposal for
construction of a reservoir but the applicant has clearly shown the necessity for one, and -
the City's engineer has confirmed (Exhibits M & N). the applicant must ensure sufflcnent
service. provision as development occurs (Conditions 1-4). Provision for adequate
transportation improvements (as required by the Canyonville Development Code, Douglas
- “County or ODOT is ensured through Condition 5. An annexation agreement will include
provisions related to the provxston of adequate public facilities before development occurs.

(Condmon 6)

E. Al temtory which may hereafter be annexed to the city shall be cons:dered to be inthe
R-1/8B district until oz‘herw:se classified.

rin‘ding Satlsfoed All territory which is annexed to the city is considered to be in the R- 1/B
~district unless otherwise classified. There is a concurrent application for rezone of the sn:e from .

- . the de-facto R-1 zoning to R-2 Mobile Home/Medium Density Residential.

CONFORMITY WITH APPLICASLE ANNEXATION STATUTE ORS 222

ORS 222. 111
(1) When a proposal contalnmg the terms of annexation is approved in z‘he manner prowded '

. by the charter of the annexing city or by ORS 222.111 (Authority and procedure for
- . annexation) to 222.180 (Effective date of annexation) or 222.840 (Short title) to 222.975 . -
- (Application of ORS 222.840 to 222.915), the boundaries of any city may be extended by
the annexation of territory that is not within a city and that is contiguous to the city or
. separated from it only by a public right of way or a stream, bay, lake or other body of
water. Such territory may lie either Wholly or partially w:thln or without the : same county i in

Wh/ch the city Iles

(2) A proposal for annexation of terntory foa c:ty may be initiated by the leglslatlve body of
the city, on-its own motion, or by a petition to the legislative body of the city by owners of

real property.in the territory fo be annexed

ORS 222 125 ' _
- Annexation by consent of all. owners of land and majom‘y of electors :

»  Proclamation of annexation . -

- The leg!slat/ve body of a city need not call or hold an elect/on inthe city orin any configuous
territory proposed to be annexed or hold the hearing otherwise required under :
ORS 222.120 (Procedure without election by city electors) when all of the owners of fand jn
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that z‘err/z‘ory and not less than 50 percent of the electors, if any, residing in the territory
consent in writing to the annexation of the land in the territory and.file a statement of their
consent with the legisiative body. Upon receiving written consent to annexation by owners
and electors under this section, the legislative body of the city, by resolution or ordinance,
may set the final boundaries of the area to be annexed by a legal description and proclaim

the annexat/on [1985 ¢.702 §3; 1987 ¢.738 §1]

'Finding: Satisfied. The statute provndes that a proposal for annexation of territory to a city may
be initiated by a petition to the city by the owner of the property to be annexed. The subject 49.9
acre property is wholly.owned by the applicants, who have signed and submitted a formal -
Petition for Annexation to the City of Canyonville concurrently with the proposed UGB
amendment (Exhibit P). ORS 222.125 further provides that the city need not hold a public
hearing on.a proposed annexation when all of the owners of the property in the area to be
annexed, and not less than 50 percent-of the registered voters in the area to be annexed, have
given their written consent to the city. The subject 49.9 acre site is under the ownership of Dr.
Gregory Falk (Parcel 700), and Marcia Falk (Parcel 200) of Section 26 Township 30 South
Range 05 West. The parcels are also presently vacant and undeveloped with no registered
voters residing within the area proposed to be annexed. Annexation requirements are met by

the: applicant's proposal.
Criterion 2: Canyonville Land Use and Urbamzatlon Pohc:y 1.7
1.7 Require a development master plan prior to annexation of large parcels of land (greater
than five acres) to the City.

Finding: Satisfied The applicant has submitted a conceptual plan for development
-(parcelization) on the site (Exhibit Q), and has also submitted accompanymg analysis and

assumptions relatlve to utility requnrements and service feaSlblhty

Signature:

~ Approval Date:
Mayor, Jake Young ‘ :

Attest : e - Approval Date:
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Exhibit E

October 2, 2014

lanelle Evans, City Administrator
Canyonville City Hall
Canyonville, OR 57 Roseburg, OR 97417

RE: Falk Estates LLC, UGB Amendment, Zone Change & Annexation.

Dear Ms. Evans,

-On behalf of my client, Greg Falk and Falk Estataes LLC, | am submitting herewith two copies of the revised
and updated application materials for Dr. Falk's proposed UGB amendment, zone change and annexation
of a 49.9 acre portion of his praperty south of Tiller Trail Highway.

As you know, Dr. Falk's application was originally submitted to the City last May; however, after review by
DLCD, the City’s planner and yourself, it was determined that a number of updates, revisions and
additional information would be required. The documents being submitted today contain the various
revisions we all discussed and agreed to last spring. The population projections and residential land need
~ analysis has been updated to extend the planning period an additional four years to 2034 to provide a full
20-year planning period. These changes allowed us to extend the housing needs projections to 2034 as
well, and the revised projections are now incorporated into the document., We have also added a set of
color aereal photographs depicting the six alternative UGB expansion areas that were discussed in the
earfier version of the document, but which were not accompanied by maps showing their location and
configuration. You will find the set of aerials in Appendix B of the document. As you also know, the
applicant retained the services of i.e. Engineering of Roseburg to create a conceptual development plan
for the subject property, and to also conduct an analysis of the sewer and water service implications of
‘the project. A report prepared by the consulting engineer-is now included with the application and can be
found in Appendix C. Additionally, the conceptual development plan necessitated a couple of relatively
minor changes to the boundary of the 49.9 acre site to better accommodate the layout of the envisioned
development; thus, it was necessary to revise both the boundary drawing and the metes and bounds legal
description of the area to be annexed to ‘the city. The revised documents are also being submitted to the
City at this time. :

| understand that you have previously agreed that we can use the various application forms that Dr. Falk
signed and submitted last May, and that it won’t be necessary to obtain new signatures at this time. | also
understand that you have agreed that Dr, Falk will receive credit for the application fees he previously
paid to the City, but that he will be billed for all future work on this project, including any application fees
‘that would otherwise be submitted at this time. Please let me know right away if my understanding is not
correct. In the meantime, please contact my associate, Mark Garrett, if you have any guestions about
these materials. After the City has reviewed the revised documents and determined that they are
complete, | can provide additional copies if needed.

neetely

Ron Schofield

P.0.Box 508  Roseburg, Oregon 57470  Ph. (541) 8578223  FAX {541)677-0243
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In the matter of the application by Falk Estates LLC to )
amend the Canyonville Comprehensive Plan by )
expanding the Urban Growth Boundary to add a 49.90 )
acre parcel concurrently with a zone change from )
Exclusive Farm Use — Grazing (FG) and Farm Forest ) APPLICANT’S SUPPLEMENTAL
(FF) to Manufactured Home Park/Duplex Residential ) INFORMATION, ANALYSIS
(R-2) in conjunction with a petition to annex the ) AND PROPOSED

property to the City of Canyonville. The subject site is ) FINDINGS OF FACTS

located on the south side of Tiller-Trail Highway )

approximately one-quarter mile east of its intersection )

with Eagle Ridge Drive and approximately 200 feet east )

of Canyonville’s easterly city limits. The subject )

property is described as a 45 acre portion of Tax Lot )

200, together with a 4.90 acre portion of Tax Lot 700,in )

Section 26, Township 30 South, Range 05 West, )

Douglas County, Oregon; Assessor Property ID Nos. )

INTRODUCTION

This matter comes before the Canyonville Planning Commission via an application filed with the City by
Falk Estates LLC, P.O. Box 198, Canyonville, Oregon. Falk Estates LLC is the record owner of the
subject property and is hereinafter referred to as the applicaﬁt. The applicant is proposing to amend the
Canyonville Comprehensive Plan by expanding the city’s urban growth boundary (UGB) to include a
49.90 acre portion of a 243 acre tract situated along a portion of O’Shea Creek south of Tiller-Traii
Highway just east of Canyonville’s easterly city limits. The Plan amendment application proposes that,
upon inclusion in the UGB, the subject 49.90 acre site be designated for Medium Density Residential use
at a density of five to eight dwelling units per acre. The applicant has also filed a concurrent zone change
application requesting that the zoming on the 49.90 acre site be changed from Exclusive Farm Use
Grazing, FG and Farm Forest, FF (Douglas County zoning) to Medinm Density Residential
(Manufactured Home Park/Duplex), R-2 (City of Canyonville zoning). In conjunction with the proposed
Comprehensive Plan/UGB amendment and zone change, the applicant has also submitted a Petition for
Annexation, requesting that the subject 49.90 acre territory be annexed to the City of Canyonville.

The applicant intends to develop the subject site as a “Planned Residential Community” at an overall
density not exceeding eight dwelling units per acre. The property is divided roughly in half by O’Shea
Creek. The applicant intends to develop the portion lying north of the creek with a conventional single-
family residential subdivision, while the portion south of the creek will be developed with a manufactured
dwelling community. Knoll Terrace Manufactured Home Community, which is located south of Riddle-
Canyonville Road on the west side of the city, serves as an excellent example of the kind of mobile home
community envisioned by the applicant on that portion of the property. The applicant anticipates '
developing both the subdivision and the mobile home community in phases over time in response to

market demand.
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BACKGROUND -

Canyon\}ille’s urban growth boundary (UGB) was first established in 1980 when a major update to the
city’s 1973 Comprehensive Plan was undertaken to bring the Plan into conformance with the statewide
land use planning program. Since its adoption, the Plan has undergone two major revisions, or updates.
The first was a Periodic Review completed in 1988 which consisted principally of expanding and
updating factual information in the Plan document, amendiilg Plan policy language, and 'revising the
City’s land use and development codes. Neither the original 1980 Comprehensive Plan document, nor the
1988 periodic review and update of the Plan, included much in the way of useful information about the
land that was. encompassed by the UGB at the time. Historic records provided to the applicant’s
consultant by the City reveal that the boundary remained virtually unchanged until 1998, when a second
major revision of the Comprehensive Plan was undertaken concurrently with a proposal to expand the
UGB to add 99.5 acres of land to facilitate development of the 135-unit Knoll Terrace Manufactured
Home Community on the westerly edge of the city.

The planning and analysis work that preceded the major update of the Comprehensive Plan:and
concurrent UGB expansion included a detailed buildable lands inventory (BLI) which was completed in
late 1997. The *97 BLI found that Canyonville’s urban growth boundary at the time encompassed 739
acres, of which 402 acres was inside the city and 337 acres was in the unincorporated urban area outside
the city limits." As part of the analysis conducted for this current 2014 UGB amendment proposal, an
- updated BLI was completed on behalf of the applicant in early 2012. Building permit data provided by
the City indicates that no significant development activity has occurred during the past two years, thus
leaving the findings of the 2012 BLI virtually unchanged. The 2012 inventory found that the urban area

had grown by »
about 100 acres since 1997 and presently contains 840 acres, including 483 acres inside the city and 337

1. The Buildable Lands Inventory that was conducted on behalf of the City in 1997 actually reported a total of §70
acres within the UGB, including about 400 acres inside the city limits and an additional 470 acres in the
unincorporated portion of the urban area. However, in the course of conducting the applicant’s updated buildable -
lands inventory in 2011-12, a major discrepancy was revealed with respect to the amount of industrially-zoned land
within the urban area. While the 1997 inventory, which relied primarily on County property assessment records,
showed the unincorporated urban area contained 238.5 acres of industrial land, the 2012 inventory, which employed
the County’s more up-to-date Graphic Information System (GIS), identified only 106.8 acres of industrial land in the
unincorporated area — a difference of 131.7 acres. A detailed analysis of the discrepancy subsequently revealed that
the urban growth boundary bi-sects several large tax lots in the northwest portion of the urban area. Although the
portion of these tax lots lying inside the UGB are zoned Industrial, the portions extending beyond the boundary are
zoned as rural forest land. Apparently owning to the fact that the County’s property assessment records do not
distinguish between lands that are inside the UGB from those outside the boundary, the 1997 inventory counted the
entire acreage of these tax lots, thus erroneously including in the tally of industrial land an additional 132 acres that
actually lies outside the boundary. Therefore, all references in this document to the amount of industrial land
identified in the 1997 inventory, as well the total amount of land in the UGB in 1997, has been adjusted by
subtracting 131.7 acres that was outside the UGB but erroneously counted in the inventory.
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acres in the surrounding unincorporated urban area.”> When the UGB was first established in 1980,
Canyonville’s population, as reported by the official 1980 US Census, was 1,288 persons. As explained
with more detail in the section of this document dealing with historic population trends and future growth
projections, Canyonville went through a period of stagnant growth after 1980, due primarily to the
closing of the Hanna Nickel mine in nearby Riddle, as well as becanse of changes in federal forest
management policy that negatively impacted the area’s traditional logging and wood products
employment base. Indeed, the resulting disruption to the community’s resource-based job market resulted
in a slow but steady loss of population in Canyonville throughout the 1980s and well into the next deca_d_e.
Consequently, the community saw very little new development, especially in the housing sector, through
the mid-1990s. Indeed, between 1980 and 1995, only eighteen new dwellings were added to the city’s
housing stock, increasing it from 466 dwelling units to 484 dwelling units. By the time the 1997
buildable lands inventory was completed, the total number of dwellings in the entire urban area was
reported to be 530, including 46 dwellings that were located outside the city limits, but within the urban
growth boundary.

Starting in the mid-1990s, however, Canyonville began to grow again, principally in response to.a
number of economic development projects undertaken by the Cow Creek Indian Tribe, including major
expansions of the Seven Feathers Casino and Resort, as well as other Tribe-operated commercial
- enterprises in the community. From 1996 to 2012, the number of people employed by the Tribe’s various
'enterprises in Canyonville increased from approximately 270 to nearly 500. Other new and existing
businesses in the community also benefited from the Tribe’s economic development activities and were
themselves able to create additional job opportunities.

_As employment in Canyonville continued to increase, so too did the demand for more housing in the
community. Between 1996 and 2014, the number of housing units in Canyonville jumped from 530 to.
694, representing a notable 31 percent. increase. As a consequence of all the new housing being built,
nearly 120 acres of previously vacant residential land inside the City has been developed since 1997. The
Knoll Terrace Manufactured Home Community alone added 135 new dwelling units to Canyonville’s
housing stock by the time it reached full build-out in early 2012, while consuming the entire 99.5 acres
that had been added to the UGB in 1997 and subsequently annexed into the city the following year.’

2. The acreage figures from the 97 inventory represent both developed and undeveloped land within both privately-
owned and publicly-owned parcels, but the figures do not include land within public rights-of-way for streets and
highways. The updated BLI that was conducted on behalf of the applicant in 2011-12 for this current Plan

" amendment application likewise did not count land area within public rights-of-way. As a general rule-of-thumb,
public rights-of-way are considered to contain around 25 percent of the total land area within a city.

3. Although the 1998 Knoll Terrace boundary expansion and annexation added 99.5 acres to the UGB and city, only
82 acres was subsequently determined to be topographically suitable for residential development. The 17.5 acre -
balance, which consists of very steep forest land within a major electrical transmission corridor, was zoned
‘Woodland-Open Space-Agriculture (WOA) with the intent that it will remain an undeveloped open space buffer
between the Knoll Terrace Manufactured Home Community which adjoins to the north and the large tracts of

-3-



Falk Estates LLC, Applicant
Comprehensive Plan & UGB Amendment,
Annexation and Zone Change

Predicting continued population growth as a consequence of the Cow Creek Tribe’s steadily expanding
business activity in the community, the City commissioned a buildable lands inventory and housing needs
analysis in early 1997. The report concluded that “Canyonville will need a total of about 104 vacant,
buildable acres of land, planned and zoned for residential use, to accommodate needed housing units
developed through 2010.” That prediction did not, however, anticipafe or fully comprehend the impact of
the Tribe’s economic development plans on Canyonville in the coming decade. By 2010, nearly all of the
land that had been added to the urban area in 1997 (and subsequently annexed into the city in 1998), as
well as twenty acres of vacant land that was already in the city prior to the boundary expansion, had been
consumed by new residential development. All together, nearly 120 acres of vacant Vresidential land
inside the city limits was developed over a period of a dozen years, adding 164 new dwellings to
Canyonville’s housing stock. As a consequence of Canyonville’s rapid population growth during the past
decade and a half, coupled with an unprecedented boom in new housing development, the community
now has a net shortage of vacant land designated and zoned for residential use.

The 1997 Buildable Lands Inventory found there was 110 acres of vacant residential land within the
urban growth boundary. A year later, following annexation of the 99.5 acre Knoll Terrace property, of
which 82 acres was subsequently designated and zoned for residential use, Canyonville’s inventory of
undeveloped residential land within the UGB had increased to 192 acres, including 142 acre inside the
city limits and 50 acres in the unincorporated portion of the urban area. [Note: This' figure does not
include an additional 17.5 acres that was included in the UGB to serve as a permanent open-space buffer
between the Knoll Terrace development and adjoining forest resource lands, and thus not available for

residential use.]

Following the 1998 boundary expansion and subsequent. annexation of the Knoll Terrace property, the
2000 US Census reported that Canyonville had a population of 1,293 persons. At the same tiﬁ:e, the
urban area had an inventory of 139 acres of vacant buildable residential land available to meet its future
housing needs. A decade later, the 2010 Census showed the city’s population had grown to 1,884 persons
- an increase of nearly 46 percent 1n just ten years! During this same period, Canyonville’s remaining
inventory of vacant buildable residential land within the city was reduced to only 73 acres, with less than
18 acres remaining in the unincorporated area. The currently proposed annexation of the subject 49.9
acre site will increase the city’s inventory of buildable residential land to 123 acres, which is very close to
the amount of vacant buildable residential land that was available fifteen years ago following the 1998
boundary expansion. In other words, the current boundary expansion and annexation will essentially
replace the 47 acres of previously vacant residential land that has been developed over the past fifteen
years. It is in the light of the recently updated population forecast, buildable lands inventory and housing
needs analysis, all of which are summarized above and discussed in detail in later sections of this
document, that the applicant proposes expansion of Canyonville’s UGB and city limits in order to replace

commercial timber lands that adjoins to the south. Consequently, none of the land added to the urban area in 199§
remains available to accommodate future needed housing in the community.

4.
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only about one-third of the nearly 142 acres of residential land that has been developed in the city over

the course of the past fifteen years.

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN/UGB AMENDMENT & ZONE CHANGE REVIEW CRITERIA

Oregon's land use planning laws provide that any change to Canyonville’s urban growth boundary (UGB)
constitutes an amendment to the city’s Comprehensive Plan. Such amendments are subject to review by
the Canyonvillé Planning Commission and ultimately must be approved by the Canyonville City Council.
The City is required to give formal notice of the proposed Comprehensive Plan/UGB amendment to the
Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) at least 45 days priof to the first
scheduled public hearing on the matter. Any amendment of the City's UGB, together with any proposed
zone change and subsequent annexation, must be reviewed by DLCD to ensure that the proposed actions
- meet applicable approval criteria and other legal requirements established under the statewide planning
goals as well as by applicable statutes and administrative rules. The City must also notify Douglas
County of the proposed land use actions in order to facilitate coordinated review between the two

jurisdictions.

In addition to the statewide statutory and administrative rule requirements, the Canyonville
Comprehensive Plan also prescribes procedures and criteria which must be addressed prior to approving a
proposed amendment. Generally stated, these criteria require that any change to the Plan must be
supported by Findings of Fact which demonstrate that the amendment is consistent with the written
policies contained within the Comprehensive Plan document itself; that the amendment is consistent with
all applicable statewide planning goals adopted by LCDC; that there is a need for a change of the kind in
question based on documented population growth, future housing needs, availability of land suitable for
urban development, and other factors; and, finally, that the identified need for additional land will best be
~ served by including within the UGB the particular property in question as compared with other land, as
determined by a comparative analysis of alternative sites. If the City proposes to take an exception to any
of the statewide planning goals, Findings of Fact showing why the exception is justified must also be
adopted. In the following sections of this application document, the applicant has proposed Findings of
Fact which demonstrate that the proposed amendment is consistent with all applicable Statewide Planning

Goals. Consequently, no goal exceptions are proposed.

Prbposed Findings of Fact addressing the requisite approval criteria are set forth below. Those Findings |
demonstrate that the proposed expansion of Canyonville’s UGB to encompass the subject 49.9 acre
property, together with the corresponding change to the site’s land use designation and zoning, as well as
its subsequent annexation into the city limits, 