I‘ n Department of Land Conservation and Development
i35 Capitol Street, Suite 150

Salern, OF. 97301-2540

Theodore F. Enbongoski, Govemor (503) 373-0050

Fax (503) 378-5518
www. lod state or.us

NOTICE OF ADOPTED AMENDMENT g
04/08/2013
TO: Subscribers to Notice of Adopted Plan

or Land Use Regulation Amendments

FROM: Plan Amendment Program Specialist

SUBJECT: City of Medford Plan Amendment
DLCD File Number 010-12

The Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) received the attached notice of adoption.
Due to the size of amended material submitted, a complete copy has not been attached. A Copy of the
adopted plan amendment is available for review at the DLCD office in Salem and the local government
office.

Appeal Procedures*
DLCD ACKNOWLEDGMENT or DEADLINE TO APPEAL: Thursday, April 18, 2013

This amendment was submitted to DLCD for review prior to adoption pursuant to ORS 197.830(2)(b)
only persons who participated in the local government proceedings leading to adoption of the amendment
are eligible to appeal this decision to the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA).

If you wish to appeal, you must file a notice of intent to appeal with the Land Use Board of Appeals
(LUBA) no later than 21 days from the date the decision was mailed to you by the local government. If
you have questions, check with the local government to determine the appeal deadline. Copies of the
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). Please call LUBA at
503-373-1265, if you have questions about appeal procedures.

*NOTE: The Acknowledgment or Appeal Deadline is based upon the date the decision was mailed by local
government. A decision may have been mailed to you on a different date than it was mailed to
DLCD. As a result, your appeal deadline may be earlier than the above date specified. NO LUBA
Notification to the jurisdiction of an appeal by the deadline, this Plan Amendment is acknowledged.

Cc: Carly Guillory, City of Medford
Gordon Howard, DLCD Urban Planning Specialist
Josh LeBombard, DLCD Regional Representative
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AN ORDINANCE amending Sections 10.372, 10.373,10.374,10.377,10.378, and 10.384 of
the Medford Code pertaining to the Commercial Center Core Area (7A) of the Southeast Plan

overlay zone.

ORDINANCE NO. 2013-42

THE CITY OF MEDFORD ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1.

Section 10.372 of the Medford Code 1s amended to read as follows:

10.372 General Land Use Plan Map And Southeast Plan Map Consistency, S-E.
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FIG. 10.372 - SOUTHEAST VILLAGE CENTER
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SECTION 2. Section 10.373 of the Medford Code is amended to read as foltows:

10.373 General Land Use Plan Map, Southeast Plan Map, Zoning, and Residential Density, S-E.
¥ ok %

3. Zone Changes in Commercial Center Core Area (7A).

The City shall not accept an application for a zone change within the Commercial Center Core Area
(7A) until the City has adopted a Commercial Center Core Area (7A) Master Plan, in conformance

with Section 10.374(4). Suech-zonechangeapplicationsshall beaccompanied-byaP
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SECTION 3. Seclion 10.374 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows:

10.374 Planned Unit Development And Master Plan Requirements, S-E.
1. Planned Unit Development Requirements.
Except for properties within Southeast Plan land use areas 1, 2, 7A, 16, 17, 18, 19, and 20; for
proposed institutional uses that require a Conditional Use Permit; or as otherwise exempted by the S-
E Overlay District, all new developments consisting of one (1) or more acres shall require approval
of a Planned Unit Development pursuant to Sections 10.230 through 10.245 and all applicable
provisions of the S-E Overlay District. Proposed PUDs that are not required by this section must be
at least one (1) acre in size. Regardless of the size of the property or number of dwellings, all zone
change applications for projects in the Commercial Center (7A and 7B) shall be accompanied by a
Preliminary PUD Plan application.
* k Kk
4. Commercial Center Core Area (7A) Master Plan.
A The Southeast Village Commercial Center Core Area (7A) Master Plan, adopted by the City
Council, shall govern design and development within the area designated (7A) “Commercial Center
Core Area” on the Southeast Plan Map. (See Figure 10.372.) All zone changes, PUDs, other land
use actions, and permits within the Commercial Center Core Area (7A) shall conform to the Master
Plan. The Master Plan, at a minimum, shall contain the following elements:
a. b. Provision for retail commercial uses on both sides of BamettRead Stanford Avenue.
b. &. Pedestrian and blcycle 01rcu1at10n plan

Barnett Road sha]l be developed to Major Arterlal street standards from North Phoemx Road
east 250-feet. From two-hundred fifty (250) feet east of the intersection of North Phoenix Road
and Barnett Road, to the easterly boundary of the Commercial Center Core Area (7A}, Barnett
Road shall be developed to Minor Arterial street standards.

d. e. Special street design standards for the main streetés) , Stanford Avenue, that include
on-street parking and-a-three-tane-contizurationfor BarnettRoad, sidewalks of at least twelve (12)
feet in width on both sides of Stanford Avenue, street trees, and no planter strips. and-maximum
bleek-lensths:

e. £ Required architectural design standards and unique architectural themes for each sector
of development. All applicants shall incorporate neo-traditional design elements into the
development.

f. & Required “pedestrian friendly” design through the use of:

(1) Building facades set nearer the sidewalk.

(2) De-emphasis of automobile access and storage; avoiding an uninterrupted expanse
of asphalt; and provision of large shade trees on the interior and perimeter of parking lots.

(3) Interesting and varied landscape designs including hardscapes.

(4) Common streetlights that are architecturally appropriate.

(5) Street furniture, such as benches, lights, raised flowerpots, drinking fountains, and
public art.

(6) Weather protection for pedestrians.

(7) Design that discourages use of fencing.

-5-Ordinance No. 201342 PUMPWORDS\DCA-12-090



(8) Atleast three (3) operating building entrances per block and at least one (1) per
building on streets where on-street parking is permitted.

(9) All buildings along Stanford Avenue shall be two-story buildings, or have
the appearance of a two-story building.

g. b- Lighting plan that avoids lighting adjacent properties and the night sky. The master
plan shall require that applicants for development within Area 7A include a photometric data
and illumination plan consistent with Section 10.764 at the time development permit
applications are submitted to the City for review and approval.

h. + Master signage plan that encourages monument signs, discourages retail signage that
lists tenants, and discourages rooftop lights.

i. +. Covered bicycle parking areas.

j. k= Public restrooms.

k. & Usable extenior spaces and outdoor gathering and eating areas open to the public.

I. . Shopping cart storage incorporated into building design to screen stored carts.

m. r—Separated truck delivery and circulation from customer circulation.

5. The S-E Commercial Center Core Area (7A) Master Plan shall be incorporated by
reference as part of the Medford Land Development Code for the S-E Overlay District, and
shall be as much a part of this Ordinance as if all were fully described herein. Development
within the Commercial Center Core Area (7A) shall be approved by the Site Plan and
Architectural Commission only if it can be found to be consistent with the adopted Master
Plan. Development within the Master Plan area (7A) that is not consistent with the adopted
Master Plan, regardless of size, shall be approved only when a PUD has been approved by the
Planning Commission.

A development shall be found to be consistent only if:

a. The proposed development is consistent with all Code standards unless superseded
by Master Plan Sector Design and Development standards, in which case the development
shall comply with applicable Sector Design and Development Standards.

b. Revisions are limited to the following:

i. Thebuilding envelope is not increased or decreased by more than ten percent
(10%) of the envelope shown on the Master Plan.
ii. Plazas are not smaller than ninety percent (90%) of proposed sizc on Master
Plan;
iii. If the location of a building is altered, it does not impair the safety of on-site
pedestrian and vehicular circulation.

SECTION 4. Section 10.377 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows:

10.377 Special Design Standards For Southeast Viliage Center.
The following design standards apply to the Southeast Village Centersexceptthat-designs

-6-Ordinance No. 2013-42 PAMPVORDS\DCA-12-090



SECTION 5. Section 10.378 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows:

10.378 Special Standards For Commercial Center (7A and 7B), S-E.
The S-E Overlay District modifies the provisions of the underlying zones in the Commercial Center
(7A and 7B) as follows:
1. Outdoor Uses.
Except as provided in (a) through (c), all uses, activities, sales, merchandise, and the stockpiling and
storage of equipment and materials shall be entirely within an enclosed building. The following uses
may be outside an enclosed building:

a. Outdoor eating areas pursuant to Section 10.833 and sidewalk cafes in the public right-
of-way pursuant to Section 10.358(c);

b. Temporary outdoor sales of merchandise pursuant to Section 10.831,

c. Temporary uses pursuant to Sections 10.841 through 16.858;

d. Parks, playgrounds, greenways, outdoor performing arts facilities, outdoor sports facilities,
plazas, pedestrian malls, and news racks in conformance with Chapter 6 of the Code.
2. Fue&mg—S%aﬁems— Dnvc Through Retall and Service Windows.

Drive- through retall and service wmdows are limited to the Commercial Center Core Area
(7A) for three sites, designated as one for a pharmacy, one for a hank, and one for a credit
union. These three uses shall conform to the following standards and other appropriate
conditions imposed by the approving authority,

a. Drive-throughs and service windows shall be architecturally integrated (attached) to
all huildings.

b. Drive-throughs and service windows shall not be loeated on the street side of an
internal street; they can be off an internal street.
3. Residential Uses in Commercial Center Core Area (7A).
Residential uses and group quarters are subject to the provisions of the Commercial Center Core
Area (7A) Master Plan, and not more than twenty percent (20%) of the gross floor area on a project
site may consist of ground floor residential or group quarter uses. Kesidential and group quarter uses
may be located above a ground-f{loor commercial or institutional use, subject to the building height
standards provided in Section 10.375(3).
4. Prohibited Uses. Notwithstanding Section 10.337, the following uses are not permitted in the
Commercial Center (7A and 7B) and cannot be permitted through a PUD approval:

1

1
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SIC No. * Commercial Center Prohibited Uses

NA Drive-through retail and service windows
{includingbot-net-tmited—torestaurants;
banks.—and—pharmacies) except as
designated on the approved Commercial
Center Core Area (7A) Master Pian for
three buildings and per Section 10.378(2).
SIC 551, 552, 555, | Motor vehicle sales and repair (including,
556, 557, 559, 751, | but not limited to, autos, trucks, boats, RVs,

753, 754 | and airplanes}) —
SIC 271 Newspaper Printing Facilities
' SIC 5541 | Gasoline Service Stations, Fueling
L Stations, and Charging Stations
SIC 6553 Cemeteries and Mausoleums
SIC 7218 | Industrial Laundries
SIC 7692 Welding Shops
SIC 7699 Agnicultural Equipment Repair, Engine
Repair, Industrial Truck Repair, and Septic
| Tank Services
| SIC 7948 Qutdoor Race Tracks
| SIC 9223 Correctional Institutions

* The SIC numbers correspond to the Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) Code
numbers found in Section 10.337.
5. Business Size Limitations in Commercial Center Core Area (7A).
a. The maximum gross floor area of any one (1) business use shall be 50,000 square feet in
accordance with Section +8:238 10.328.

b—The+tetal-grossiloorareaof el commereial-businessesis limited4o 100,000 square-fost

pes530.008square feetfor o-grocen-store:
6. Off-Street Motor Vehicle Parking.

a. Except for residential and group quarters uses, there shall be no requirement to supply a
minimum number of off-street motor vehicle parking spaces in the Commercial Center.

b. Except for residential and group quarters uses, the number of off-street motor vehicle
parking spaces provided for each use in the Commereial Center Core Area (7A) shall not exceed
+20% one hundred percent (100% ofthe minimum standard for the subject use.

7. Pedestrian Amenities.

For every ten (10) square feet of site area developed with commercial, institutional, residential,
and/or mixed-use development, at least one (1) square foot of area shall be devoted to pedestrian
amenities. These may include amenities provided by the developer on public property or right-of-
way with City authorization. Pedestrian amenities may include, but are not limited to, public and/or
private plazas, outdoor seating, pocket parks, transit waiting areas and facilities, extra-wide
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sidewalks (wider than minimum City standard) with street furnishings (e.g., seating, fountain, public
art, information kiosk, sidewalk vending where permitted, and similar furnishings). This ratio may
be reduced or waived for projects that provide parking structures for multiple users, subject to City
approval efa#UB and recorded shared parking agreement.

8. Bicycle Parking.

The amount of bicyele parking provided within the Commercial Center Core Area (7A) shall
be two-times the amount required by Scction 10.478 “Bicycle Parking Standards.”

SECTION 6. Section 10.384 of the Medford Code is amended to read as follows:

10.384 Greenways - Special Design and Development Standards, S-E.

Within the S-E Overlay District, development within or adjacent to the areas designated as
Greenways shall be consistent with the following regulations, and such regulations shall be required
through the PUD and/or Site Plan and Architectural Review processes:

A Location and Extent of Greenway Designation

Southeast Clrcu]ahon Plan Map (Flgure 1 Southeast Mcdford Plan Aren Nelghborhood
Circulation Plau and Transportation Policies and Guidelines) both-the GEUR Map-and-Seutheast
Plan-Map; provided that, a more precise location shall be established as follows:

1. The Greenway designation shall extend not less than fifty (50) feet from the top of the
bank on each side of the channel along the Major Greenway designated on the Southeast
Circulation Plan May for the North, Middle, and South Forks of Larson Creek. The top of the
bank shall be as defined in Section 10.012.

2. For Minor Greenways dcsngnated on the Southeast Clrculatlon Plan Map along

natural surface drainageways, that-
LarsenCreels the Greenway designation shall extend not less Lhan twenty (20) feet from the
centerline of the drainageways. For Mioor Greenways not located along natural surface
drainage features, the designation shall be 40 feet in width consistent with Figure 5 of the
Southeast Medford Plan Area Neighborhood Circulation Plan.

* k%

C. Greenway Improvements.

* ¥ %

2. Responsibility for Greenway Improvements.

Required improvements in Greenways shall serve two (2) principal purposes as explained in the
Medford Comprehensive Plan: 1) for storm drainage based on the Comprehensive Medford Area
Drainage Master Plan (1996}, or, 2) for pedestnian and bicycle circulation. The Southeast Plan Map
denotes the principal purpose for the required improvements in each Greenway. The responsibility
for installing Greenway improvements to the standards in this Section shall be based on the
following;:

a. Greenway linprovements for Storm Drainage. Open space for stormwater quality and
detention facilitics required by Section 10.486 and Section 10.729 may be provided in
Greenways rather that on-site, The installation of improvements that provide required access to
storm drainage facilities in Greenways based on the Southeast Plan Map and the Comprehensive
Medford Area Drainage Master Plan (1996) shall be by, and at the sole expense of, the owners of

-9-Ordinance No. 2013-42 PAMPAORDS\DCA-12-090



the land adjacent to either side of the Greenway, or segment of, unless otherwise approved by the
City. Absent an adopted Greenway design plan, the City shall approve, on a case-by-case basis, the
location of a surfaced path required to provide access for storm drainage maintenance, and any other
required or proposed improvements. The City may require all or any part of the Greenway to be
dedicated for public use and/or ownership following the installation of the required improvements.
However, the City, in its sole discretion, may permit the dedication of easements in leu of fee-
simple land dedication.
¥ ok %

¢. Extent of Greenway Improveinents. Pursuant to this Section, the portion of each Greenway
required to be improved by a property owner at the time of development shall be that portion of
his/her property contiguous to the property to be developed unless the adjacent greenway has not
yet been secured by the City through acquisition, dedication, or other means. Where a
Greenway passes through a parcel, the owner, pursuant to Section 10.384(C)(2)(a), shall be required
to dedicate and improve the entire Greenway segment passing through his/her parcel.

d. Section 10.668 (Limitation of Exactions) shall be considered in relation to the above
requirements.
H ook K
D. Commercial Center (7A and 7B).
1. Greenway Improvements. Unless prohibited by state or federal regulations, in the Village Center
Greenway encompassed by the Commercial designation, undesirable shrubs, trees, and noxious
vegetatlon may be removed, and omamental vegetation mstalled to supplement the remammg native

to commencing alteration of vegetation within the Greenway area, a landscape restoration plan
shall be prepared for review and approval by the City in conjunction with an application for
associated Development Permit, if any, or by the Medford Parks Department if not associated
with a Development Permit application. The landscape plan shall demonstrate that an
equivalent or better amount of stream corridor shading will result upon maturity of the
replacement vegetation elements and that the seleeted plant varieties will survive given the site

conditions.
¥ R OR

I
I
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PASSED by the Council and signed by me in autheptjcation of its passage this 7 day of

M , 2013,

ATTEST: M N J/M—vo

City Recorder

apPrOVED TMedch 7 2013,

NOTE: Matter in bold in an amended section is new. Matter straek—eut is existing law to be
omitted. Three asterisks (* * *) indicate existing law which remains unchanged by this ordinance but
was omitted for the sake of brevity.
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RS O MU IRID Ttem No:
AGIENDA I'TEM COMMIENTARY

www.cityvolmedford.ore

DEPARTMENT:  Planning VGENDA SECTION: [City Recorder|
STATEF COMNTACT: James E. Huber, AICP, Planntng Direclor MELTING DATIE: Mareh 7. 2013

STAFF PHONIC:

541-774-2380
COUNCIL BILL 2013-
Land Use, Lemslative — Ordinance amending Sections 10372, 10373, 10,374, 10,377, 10,378, and
10384 of the Medford Land Development Code pertaining to the Commercial Center Core Area
(/A) ol the Southeast Plan overlay zone,
[City Recorder will enter Ordinance or Resolution header written by Legal |

ISSUE STATEMENT & SUMMARY:
The abjective of this code amendment is to revise the requirements [or the Master Plan of the
Commercial Center Core Area (7A) of the Southeast Plan.

BACKGROUND:
In September 2010, various property owners within the Commercial Center Core Area (7A) of the
Southcast Plan submitted a Master Plan and  associated Comprehensive Plan and  Code
Amendments. The City Council initiated review of the proposal, asking first for a recomimendation
from the Southeast Plan Implementation Advisory Committee (SEPIAC). SEPIAC provided their
recommendation in a study sesston to City Council in September 201 2.

The Comprehensive Plan amendment was discussed at the following meetings. SEPIAC.
September 2010 through September 2012; Planning Commission study session on November 12,
2012; Citizens Planning Advisory Committee meeting on November 13, 2012: and Site Plan and
Architectural Comumission study session on December 7, 2012, The proposal was forwarded for
agency and public comment on November 7, 20172, The Planning Commission conducted a noticed
public hearing on February 14, 2013, and voted o forward a favorable recommendation to the City
Council for approval,

A. Council Action History
The City Council imtated (he code amendment at thenr June 7, 2012 meeting.

B. Analysis
The proposal revises the Southeast overlay zone requirements for a Master Plan for the
Commercial Center Core Area (7A) ol the Soulheast Plan. The changes address features
such as drive through windows, fueling stations. parking limijtations, aggregate building
square footage limitations, and stormwater facilities. The changes will assist in the review
and approval of the required Master Plan for the Commercial Center Core Arca (7A) of the
Southeast Plan.

C. Financial and/or Resource Considerations
The proposed change to the alignment of Bamett Road may ¢liminate the need for the City
to purchase additional right-of-way.

D. Timing Issues
There are no deadlines to meet for this code amendment; it was initiated by the City
Council at the property owner’s request.
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STRATEGIC PLAN
Gioal 6 Muainiain ;mth nhance community livability.
Objective 6.1: Promaote the aesthetic guality of the urban enviranment.
Action 6.0a: Develop project review objectives and design standards.
Goal 9: Provide a sale, multi-modal, cificient and well planned transportation system.
Objective 9.1: Ensure that neighborhoods are designed with pedestrian and bicvele aceess ways
that are connecled to recreational Lacilities in the City.
Objective 9.2: Maximize the efficiency of the transportation systemn through clfective land use
plianning.
Action 9.2a: Undertake efforts to increase 1he percentage of new dwelling units
located mn Transit Oriented Districts (TODs) and mixed use arcas.
Dbjective 9.3: Encourage pedestrian Iriendly design near activity centers.

and employment

Objective 10.2: Use incentives to encourage innovative means ol detaining and conve
tarmwater assocrated with the development ol privite property.

Wi

(‘i’:'l 1 l[11f[)l I |1J' a._\..
. Adopt the ordinance.
2. Amend the ordinance.

3. Remand the proposal to the Planning Commission for further consideration,
b Do not adopt the ordinance

STANE RECOMMENDATIONS:
Stall recommends adoption ol the ordinance as proposed,

hased on the linding that the lund
development code amendment approval criteria are met.

SUGGESTED MOTION
Finding that the cndc amendment approval criteria are met, [ move o adopt the ordinance

amending the Medford Code pertaming o the Commercial Center Core Area ( 7A1 of the Southeast
Plan overlay zone.

LAITEBITS:
Stalf Report for file DCA-12-090 duted Fehruary 20, 2013, wath exlubits attached.
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT

STAFF REPORT — LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE AMENDMENT

Date: February 20, 2013

To: City Council for March 7, 2013 Hearing

From: Carly Guillory, Plannar

FHeviewer: Bianca Pelrou, AICP, Assistant Planning Directo

Subject: Southeast Plan, Commercial Genter Core Area Amendments DCA-12-090

RBACKGROUND

Proposal: Cansideration of a Class A {major) legislalive amendment of the Medford Land De-
velopment Code o revise the Southeast Plan overlay zoning district, Seclions 10.372, 10.373,
10.374, 10.377, 10.378, and 10,384 peraining to the Master Plan and features such as drive
through windows, lueling stations, parking limitations, aggregate building square foctage imita-
tions, and stormwater facilities in the Cemmercial Center Core Area (7A), approximately 18 acres
located at the northeast corner of East Harnelt Road and Norith Phoenix Road {City of Medlord,

ipplicant). (See Exhibit A)

History: In 1993, following the inclusion of the Southeast (5-E) Area within the Medford urban
growth boundary (UGHE), the City undertook the first special planning study (S-£ Medford Land
Use and Transportation Study, 1993) to compare the fulure traffic impacts that would resull fram
development of the area in a manner based on the neo-traditional rather than contemporary de-
valopment schemas. Basaed on the study, the City chose to pursue a neo-traditional development
paitern faclitated by mixed-use zoning and an interconnected street systemn to disiribute peak
pernod traffic to all streets; not just to collectors and arterials.

1995-1998 A subsequent study (S-E Medlord Circulation & Development Project Report, Aunus!
1995) guidad the preparation of amendments to the Medford Cornprehensive Plan and Medford
Land Development Cade (MLDC) for the 5-E Area. The 5-E Plan was oniginally incarporated into
the Comprehiensive Plan as part of the General Land Use Plan Element in 1998.

2004 The S-E Plan was turther refined by Ordinance No. 2004-258 on December 16, 2004, fol-
lowing the adoption of the Medfoerd Transportation System Flan (TSP) in Novernber 2003, The
TSP designated the S-E Village Cenler as a Transportation Griented District (TOD) and directed
the City to complete and adopt plans and standards for the desighated TCD areas. The 2004 re-
visions to the S-E Plan incorporated additional TOD design guidelines and standards, refined the
sub-area boundares and designations, and incorporated the S-E Plan within the Neighborhood
Element of the Comprehensive Plan. The refinements also established a Commercial Cenler and
a Commaercial Center Core Area (7A} within the Village Center to establish a town center with a
“main street” along Barnett Road that would not be subject 1o the City's level of service (LOS)
mobility standard for automobile traffic. This was enahled by incorporation of the 5-E Medford
Plan Area Neighborheod Circulation Flan and Transportation Policies and Guidelines into the S-E
Ptan. Part of this proposal maves the “main street” focus from Barnett Road to Stanford Avenue.

Working with the Community to "'.-"7-1’_:“"‘ g Vihrant and F‘-""“-""-'-"HJ"’ ( .‘"_'m
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2007 On December 20, 2007, the 5-E Plan Implementation Advisary Committes (SEFIAC) @
parted to the Medlord City Council on the subject of discrepancies and incompatible imteroreta-
tions between the Comprehensive Plan and the MLDC in the implemeantation of the 5-E Plan. The
Medford City Council, by maotion and vate, directed the SEPIAC to bring recommendations for
legislative amendments to the Cily Counaill in a study session,

2008 In 2008. after report and recommandations frem SEPIAC, the City Council adopted
amendments o the Compretensive Plan and MLOC ragarding: map corrections, haight regula-
tions, and garages for altached housing.

2010 In September 2010, various property owners within the Commercial Center Care Area (7A)
submitted a masler plan, accompaniad by design gudelines, and amendments to the Compre
hensive Plan and MLDC. The City Counail directed the SERPIAC to review said proposal and give
a recommendation lo City Council

2012 On June 7, 2012, the properly owners who submitted the master plan requested wuliation
from legislative City Council. Council voted to initiate the process with the stipulation that work not
bagin until after the SEPIAC made a recemmandalion

e SEPIAC recommendalions were reviewed by the City Council during a sludy session on Mo-
vember 1, 2012, City Council then directed stafl tc praceed with the proposed Compretiensive
Plan and MLDC amendmenis as recommended by the property ownars and SEPIAC. The
SEPRIAC (ound the propnsed master plan to be technically approvahble and consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan aind MLOC, However, SEPIAC did nol endarse the masler plan, and felt i1
could be mare pedestian-lriendly, greenway-orienlisd, and architeclural specific. The MLOC
amendments proposed in this application are recommended by the SEPIAC, as they are a resull
of collaboration amaona the properly ownears and the Committes

Authority: A MLDC Amendment is a Class ‘A’ legisiative decision, The Planning Commission is
authorized to recommend and the City Council to approve amendmaents to Medford MLDC, Chap-
ter 10 of the Municipal Code, under Sections 10,102, 10110, 10111, 10.122. 10,180, 10,181,
anrd 10.183.

Review Criteria: Madtord MLOC 10.184(2)
GLUP Map Designation, Zoning, and Uses on Subject Property

Tha subject properlies affected by this amendment are located within the S-E Commercial Cenler
Core Area (7A), and are zoned SFR-G0 (Single Family Residential — one dwelling unit per parce!)
and MFR-20 (Multiple Family Residential — 20 units per acre), with a GLUP map designation of
CM (Commercial). A zoning map and GLUP map are attached as Exhibils | and J respectivaly.
The surrounding GLUP Map designation, zoning dislrict, and use are described in the following
Table |.

TABLE I: ADJACENT LAND DESIGNATIONS AND USES

GLUP ZONE USE
North sC SFR-CC Single Family Residential
South UH and UM MFR-20, SFR-00. MFR-15 City of Medford Fire Station
East SC and UM SFA-00 and MFR-20 City of Medford Fire: Station
West CM, SC, and UR SFR-4, C-S/P, C-C Larson Cregk Shopping Center

Page 2



GLUP MAP DESIGNATIONS

M = Commercial FOMING NSTRICTS

S5C = Sandca Commarcial -C = Communily Commercial

UH = Urban High Dansity Residantial G-5/P = Commarcial Service/Prof nal

U = Urban Medium Dansity Residantial WMFR-15 = Multipla Family Rasi tial = 15 unils per acre

LIH = Urisan Hesldential - MER-20 = Multiple Family Residential - 20 unils par acre
5FR-00 = Singla Family Residentia e dhwalling unit per parecel
sFR-4 = Single Family Rasidental —4 unils par acre

ANALYSIS OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT

The S-E Plan, Implementation 1-B(3) requires master planning of the entire Commercial Center
Core Area (7A) of the Village Center prior o development approval. Properly owners of the 3-E
Flan Commercial Center Core Area (VA) are prepared to submil a Master Plan, and have asked
first thal various amendments be made to the Comprehensive Plar and Madford MLOC.

The following narrative describes the primary changes proposed o the Medford MLOC, followed
by Table Il which discusses more specifically the proposad changes to the Code. The Caode text
is attached as Exnihit A,

Barnett Road Reabgnment

Barnett Road is currently aligned in a way that curves within the Commercial Center Core Area
(7A). The proposed amendment moves this curve approximalely 400 feet to the east. This shift
rasulls man interseclion with Stanford Avenue at the southerly boundary of the Comimercial Cen-
ter Core Area (7A). Barnett Road 15 proposed to be realigned because the City of Mediord cur-
rently possesses the finear right-of-way for Barnett Hoad af this location. Cuarving Barmett Road
within the Commercial Center Core Area (7A) would reguire city funds to acquire the right-ol-way.
Also, Barnatt Hoad in this location is no longer intended ta carry a high level of slow moving traf-
fic; the main street emphasis is proposed to be moved to Stanford Avenue. The proposed
amendments continue to supporl the goals and policies of the S-E Plan 1o create and assure
mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly development that protects natural features and reduces vehicle
miles traveled.

Main Street

The Comprehensive Plan and MLDC currently designate Barnelt Road as the "main sireet” of the
Commercial Center Core Area (7A) and the Village Center. The “main street” emphasis includes
elements such as wide sidewalks, street furniture, slow moving traffic, and sidewalk cafes. This
amendment proposes changing this designation frem Barnett Road to Stantord Avenue. Stanford
Avenue will be canstructed as a commercial street with retail shops and on-street parking cn both
sicddes,

Sguare Footage Cap

The current Comprehensive Plan conlaing a 150,000 square foctage cap within the Commercial
Center Core Area (7A). This proposal removes this square footage cap, thereby facilitating neo-
traditional development patterns consistent with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive
Flan. Without a square foctage cap, an increase in density of employment, residential, and retaii
is permitted.

Removal of the Planned Unit Development (FUD) Bequirement

Currently, the S-E Plan of the Neighborhood Element of the Comprehensive Plan requires that a
Master Plan for the Commercial Center Core Aresa (7A) be approved via a Planned Unit Devel-
opment (PUD) process. The proposed text revision allows the Mastaer Plan to be approved inde-

Page 3



pendant from a PUD application. Said Master Plan wilt be
describad in harein, any future changss lo the adople

mare than ten pareent {(10%).

TABLE II: PROPOSED REVISIONS

MLDC
SECTION

10.373(3) and
10.374(4)(a)

10.374(4)(a)

(0.374(4)(c)

10.374(cl)

10.374(4)(e)

10.374{43(1)19)

10} .E.."-:::-'Ifn[lﬂ

10.374(5)

10.378(1){a)

10.378(2)

10.378(2}

MODIFICATION

Femove  reguircment  that Zone
Change applications ba accompania:l
by a PUD application

Add requirement lhat retall commer-
clal he on both sies of Stanford Av-
enue instead of Bamelt Road

Add requirement thal Barnetl Road
be constructed  lo Major  Arlenal
Street Standards for 250 feet from the
intorsection of North Phoenik
and then as a Minor Artenal theroat-
ler

Road,

Add requirement that Stanford Ave-
nue be construcled as the “main
streat” with on-stresd parking, 12 toot
wide sidewalics, street trees, and no
planter strips.

Add requirement lhal neo-traditional
design elements ha incorparaled into
lhe development

Adrl requirement that huildings along
Stanford Avenue be constructed as
(or appear o be} lwo-story structures

Add requirement for submillal of a
photometric  data  and  illumination
plan at lime ol development permil
application

Add language clarifying that Master
Plan will be incorpaated mnto the
MLDC via refererice, and any chang-
as 1o the Master Fian will be reviewed
and approved by the Planning Com-
mission via a PUD application.  Also
clanties whal consiifutes a change to
the Master Plan.

Add allowance for sidewalk cafes in
the public right-of-way

Add allowance lor drive-through retail
and service windows

Remave allowance for fueling sta-
ticos
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approved by the City Council. And, as
| Master Plan will require a PUD application

caerlain circumstances, such as when a building envelope is increased or decraased by

PURPOSE

2 hean approved
ramen! aliminates

Master Plan wall already b
sa rgmoval of PULD raqu
redundancy of review,

The main streel ¢imphasis moves to Stanford
Avenue;  therefore, this  fequirement  alsg
moves o Stanford Avenus

The Newghborhood Element currenlly desig-
nated Barnell Road as such. The languags
added is intended to clarity this change in dies-

ignation,

Main strect emphasis moved from Barnetl
Road 1o Stanford Avonue meets the intent of
the S-E Aren to establish special design and
development standards fer stiectscapes, in-
cluding street lrees,

Meets intent of S-10 Area to require develop-
meni ot neighharhonds with a cohesive doesiogn
charactler

~

Meels the intenl of the S-E Area lo establish
special design and developmant standards far
streetscapes and bullding ornientation with a
tlowntown feal.

This requirement was added because the PLID
application requirement was removed, and the
FUD application requires a lighting plan 1o be
submitted.

Language added to clanly the process for fu-
ture adoption of the Master Flan and process
for aliowing changas he adopted Master Flan

Allows sidewalk cales i the 3-E Commercial
Center, sinilar to the allowance in the Central
Business District

The aliowance for Ihree drive-through windows
is added in exchange lor fueling stations.

The allowance for fusling stations Is removed
in exchange for adding drive-through windows,



MLDC

SECION MODIFICATION

Add language restricling vehicular
parking to 100% of the minimum re-
guired far similar use. There is no
minimum parking requirement in the
Commercial Center Care Area (TA)
Removal of
parking

Add requirement for double the re-
cuired armount of bicycle parking

10.3783(8)(b)

allowance for shared

10.378 (6)(c)
10.378(8)

10.384(A) Corracts  location  and  extant  of

| B TaT: X
. Greenway designations

Add allowsance for stormwater qualily

and detention facilities to be provided

in the gresnway (non-npasian corr-

QAN
10.384(C)(2)(a) dor} rather than on-site

Reruires greenway 1o be secured by
City before adjacent property owner
must provide improvemenis.  Also,
requires properly owner (o dedicale
YrESiway on oWwner's property.

10.384(C)(2)(c)

Remove requirement for the green-
way improvements (o be incorparaled
into the master plan and made at time
of dovelopment, and require a land-
scape restoration pian lo be submit-
led tor review and approval.

10.384(D)

PURPOSE

Restricting the amount of parking allowad will
ancourage the use of altemative modes of
transpartation.

The Caode already allows shared parking, so
this provision was redundant,

Additional bicycle parking spaces will encour-
age the use of bicycle transportation.
Correction to text provides consistency with
adopled maps.

This allowance could resull in use of |he
groanway on the norhem boundary of the
Caommercial Center Core Area [7A) for stomm
drapnage, and it may provida an incentive for
adjacent proparly owners to fund gresnway
nmprovemnsils,

Addresses situation where greenway is adja-
cent to property being developed, but not un-
der developer's contral,

A portion of this seclion is removad, and refer-
ence is made to Seclion 10.384(C). The delel-
ed section cannot be met as it would impase
exaclions thal exceed curment limitations.

These textual amendments result in a revision {0 the maps indicated in Table [l below.

TABLE {il: CHANGES TO 5-E PLAN MAFS

Revision

MLDC Map
Section Title
(1)
10.372 S-E Village Center Map (2)
(1)
10.373 S-E Plan Map Sub Areas (2)

Realign curve in Barnett Rd 400 feel o east; and
Alter the Commercial Center Core Area (7A) bound-
ary to remove the Goddard praperty.

Realign curve in Barett Rd 400 feet to east; and
Alter the Commerial Center Care Area (7A) bound-

ary to remove the Goddard propenry.

APPROVAL CRITERIA COMPLIANCE

10.184(2) - Class ‘A’ Amendment Criteria - YMLDC Amendment.
The Planning Commission shall base ils recommendation, and the City Council its decision, on
the following criteria:

Criterion 10.184(2)(a). Explanation of the public benefit of the amendment,

Findings: 5-E Plan, Implementation 1-B(3) requires master planning of the antire Commersial
Center Core Area (7A) of the Village Center prior lo development approval. Properly ownars of
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the 5-E Plan commercial center core area are prepared o submit a master plan, and have asked
y the Comprehensive Plan and MLDC. Said proposed
amoendmeants will facililate the approval of their master plan which will make way for the submittal
and review of subsequent development applications. Development of the aresa will provida com
mercial, refail, and employment cpportunities far the community. The proposed amendments are
consistant with the purpose of the Village Center of the 5-E Plan, and will facililate: the develop-
menl of a clear sense of place by establishing a gathering place for social, cullural, political, and
recraational interaction of people living and working in the 5-E Area; convenient opportunities of
shopping accessible by all maodes of fransparlalion to reduce tratfic congestions and facilitate
greal convenience and cornmunity livability; providing a padestrian-onented central core and in-
corporalion with the existing waterway; and providing transit ocpporfunities. Al of these elements
are a benefit to the public.

first that varnous ameandments be made

Conclusion: Critenan 10,1842} a) 1= sahshed.

Criterion 10.184(2)(b). The justitication for the amendment with respect to the following
factors:

Criterion 10.7184(2)(h)(1). Conformity with applicable Statewide Planning fAoals and Guide-
liries.

Findings: The following demonstrates conforimily with the applicable Statewide Planning Goals:

1. Cilizen Involvement:

Gioal 1 requires the City to have a cilizen involvernent program that sets lhe procedures by which
a cross-section of citizens will be involved in the land use planning process, including participa-
tion in idenlifying public goals. devaloping policy quidelines, and avalualing alternatives in lhe
revision of the Comprehensive Plan, and in the inventorying, mapping, and analysis necessary to
develop the plan contenl and implermentalion strategies. Citizens must also be given the oppor-
tunity te participate in the development, adoplion, and applicationn of legislation lo carry oul a
comprehensive plan. Goal 1 requires providing an opportunily to review proposad amendments
prior to the public hearing, and any recommendations must be retained and receive a response
frorm policy-makers. The rationale used to reach land use palicy decisions must be available in
the written racord.

Ihe City of Medford has an astablished cilizen involvement program consistent with Goal 1 that
includes review of proposad legislative Comprehensive Plan armendments by CPAC, the Planning
Commission, and the City Council in study sassions, regular meelings, and public haarings. Af-
fected agencies and interested persons ara also invited to review and comment on such pro-
posals, and meeting and hearing notices are published in the local newspaper, and postad on the
city's websile. This process has been adhered lo in the developmeant of this proposed amend-
ment,

This proposal was prepared by CSA Plarning, Inc. (representing various preperty owners within
the Commercial Center Care Area (7A)) and the SEPIAC, and made available for review by tha
public (via the cily’s website), affected agencies, departiments, and interested persons. SEPIAC
held 20 meetings to review these proposals between August 2010 and September 2012, and the
minutes from those meetings are avallable on reguest. The City Counclil reviewed the amend-
menls at a sludy session on November 1, 2012. The Planning Commission reviewed the
amendments In a study session on November 12, 2012, The Cilizens Planning Advisory Commit-
tee reviewed the amendments at a reqular meeting on November 13, 2012, and Site Plan and
Architectural Commission reviewed tha amendmenls at a study session on December 7, 2012,
The minutes from these meelings are provided in attached exhibits.
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2. Land Use Planning:

Goal 2 and its implementing Oregon Administrative Rufe (OAR) and Oregon Revised Statutes
(QHS) I"'"I iire City land use actions to be consistent with the adopted Comprehensive Plan,
wh Lll must include identification of issues and problems, invenlories, and other factual infor-

ition for ‘:-:L:h applicable Statewide Planning Goal, and evaluation of allernative courses of a
I'--:--w and ultimate policy choices, taking into consideration social, econamic, energy, and environ
;r--;-.r.-.| neads. Comprehensive plans must state how the Statewide Planning Goals are to be

higved. The plan must contain spacific implementation strategies [hat are consistent with and
r|rlc juate to canry out the plan, and which are coordinated with the plans of other alfected oov-
arnmental uaits. }r'npv-'fnr_\matinn strategies can be management strategies such as ordinances,
regulations, and project plans, and/or sile ar area-specific strategies soch as development per-
mils, conslruction pﬂrm\i public faciity construction, or provision of services. Comprehensive
plans and implementation ordinances musl be reviewed and revised nn a pariodic cycle to take
into account changing public policies and circumslances. "Major” (legislative) revisions occur
when changes are proposed lhat affect a large area or many differant property owners or the en-
tire city.

The proposad amendmeants affect the Commarcial Centar Core Area (7A) of the Village Center of
the 5-E Flan: a special area plan designated within the NMeighborhood Element of the Compre-
hensive Plan, and the implementing regulations of the 5-& Overlay District included in the MLOC.
The amendment proposes altering the alignment ol Barnelt Road by shifling 1its curve approxi-
mately 400 feet to the sast. This change necessitales a revision to the S-E Village Cﬁnlr—n Map
and the S-E Plan Map Sub Araas. The proposal is consistent with the existing conclusions, goals,
and policies of the Comprehensive Plan. The nmon-lrm nt also proposes changes i the 1ru|urr
ments for davelopmant of the masler plan for the Caommercial Center Core Area (7A), such as
number of bicycle and vehicular parking, streel standards, and development of and aleng Stan-
ford Avenue.

w

Agricultural lands: Does not apgly.
4. Forest Lands: Does nol apply.

Natural Resources, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Open Spaces:

Goal 5 requires an inventory of significant nalural, scenic, and historic resources and the devel-
apment of protection programs to conserve the resources through an evaluation of contlicting use
impacts. The S-E Plan area as descrbed in the '\Jr.-lghborh..<..| Eizment of the Comprehensive
Plan is characterized by south and west facing slopes which preduce view sheds and ideal onen-
tation for solar energy utilization. The Commercial Center Core Area (7A) :‘t'mta'ns Medford's pri-
mary undisturbed natural areas, including stream corridors and cak woodlands. Medford’s Com-
prehensive Plan includes an Environmental Elernent that identifies Goal & rescurces and estab-
lishes appropriate policies and protection measures.

)N

The stream uirainage which runs lhr')ugh the Commercial Center Core Arza (7A) has been identi-
fied in the 5-E Plan and on the City's General Land Use Plan Map as a Greenway corridor and,
although it Is not a riparian corridor, the MLOC protects this resource by providing setbacks 50
feet from top of bank. This amendment deoes not change the intent to protect this greenway as
open space and for it to be used as a resource for picycle and pedestrian access.

6. Air, Waler, and Land Resources Quality:

Goal 6 applies because the 3-E Plan establishes a development pattern that promotes a central
core gesign thal encourages residents o walk or cycle between neighborhoods and to the cam-
mercial core, and thereby reduce automobile emissions. The land use plan also seaks to maxim-
ize access to, and encourage the use of, solar energy. This is also a benefit to air and water re-
saurces, Part of this proposal is the removal of the commercial square foatage cap. The intention
of lhis removal is to allow future development consistent wilh neo-lraditional patterns by building
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up, thereby increasing density and shorlening distances between destinations. This development
pattarn slyle allows more frequent and convenient transil service, and helps shorten car lrips. All
of this is a benefit to air, water, and land resources, and is also consistent with the goals and poli
cies ol the Comprehensive Plan and Statewina Planning Goal 6.

7. Areas Subjecl lo Nalural Hazards:

Goal 7 requires local governments to adopt comprehensive plan inventories, policiss, and imple-
meniing strategies thal reduce the risk to people and property from natural hazards, including
ilcods. Development in hazard areas where the risk to people and properly cannot be mitigalaed
must be avoided. In adopting plan policies and implementing strategies (o protect people and
property lrom natural hazards, local governments must cansider the benefit of maintaining natural
hazard areas lor open space, recrealion, or similar uses, and identfy mitigation strategies related
to the management of natural resources. Local govarnments must manage stormwalar runaofl to
address Hood and landslide hazards, Waterways, 2specially those in a natura! condition, provide
hydralogical control benefits, and are a necessary component of an adequate stormwaler man
agement pragram. The Commercial Center Core Area (7A) contains a natural drainage which is
designated as a greenway. The proposed amendmenis do not prapose changes to the protection
of said natural resource, and are consistent with the goal and policies of the Neighborhood Ele
ment of tha Comprehensive Plan to presarve such nalural leatures.

8. Recrealion Nearls:

The Commercial Center Core Area (7A) contains a portion of a Gragnway, designated a Major
Greenway (Figure 3 of the S-E Plan). This greenway design contains a 20 [oot wide asphalt path
and 50 foot sethack from top-of-bank. The proposcd Comprehensive Pian amendment does not
propose changes to ihe major greenway seclion or design standards. Il is the intention of the 5-F
Plan to creale an interconnected nelwork of pedestnan and bicycle paths throughout the 1.000
acra S-E Plan. The 5-E Plan states (hal one of the purpeses of the S-E Village Center is, “To
provide a design thal incorporates and promotes the existing waterway and wetland areas into
the Commercial Center.” The amendment continues to promote this purpose.

9. Economic Development:

Goal 9 requires comprehensive plan pelicies to contribute o a stable and heallhy econemy. Suth
policies must be based on an inventory of sites of sultable sizes, types. locations. and servics
vals for a variety of industrial and cornmercial uses and mist not exceed the carrying capacity
ol aur, land, and water resources of the planning area.

The S-E Plan included a market study for the cornmercial center area. The amaunt and type of
comimercial businesses thal would serve the area and which would be economically feasible was
assessed, he S-E Plan is based on neo-traditional development patterns with detail design
standards to be established. Altering the alignment of Barnett Road. and moving the “main strest”
from Barnett Road to Stanford Avenue, is in keeping with the neo-traditional development pat-
terns.

The proposed amendments do not affect the amount of designated employment land. Part of the
amendmenl proposes removing the square footage cap on commercial uses. This cap removal
could provide for an increase in commercial square footage. leading to an increase in employ-
ment opporiunilies.

10, Housing:

Goal 10 specifies thal each city must plan and accommodale needed housing types. Needed
housing types include attached and detached single-family, multiple-family, and manufactured
hemes. Plan provisions to mee! housing neads must not excead the carrying capacity of the air.
land, and water resources of the planning area. Goal 10 requires an increase in population densi-
ties in urban areas while taking inlo consideration the ESEE (Environmental, Social, Economic,
and Energy) consequences of the proposed densitias.
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Removal of the commercial square foctage cap could encourage an increase o resideniial
wquare footage, theraby increasing residential housing units in the commercial core.

1. Public Facilities and Services: Does nat apply.

12, Transportation:

Goal 12 reqguires that the City's lr"lr'ér“' rtation plan be bas: Ll ||ﬁ n an inventory of local, region;
and state transportation needs, and minimizes adversa social, econormiz, and environmental im-
pacts and costs. Plans pmvi(linq for the transportation system rmust not exceed the carrying ca-
pacity of the air, land, and water rescurces of the planning area, and musl identify the positive
and negative impacts on environmental quality.

The existing neighborhood circulation plan of the S-E Plan is located in the Transportation Sys-
tem Plan {TSP), and calls for providing a lanned layout of local streets. The 5-E Village Center
Transpartation Criented District (TOD) qualifies as a “mixed-use, [V—‘Flf‘ufl']rl friendly center” tor
the purpose of the Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) because it is desingnated in the acknowl-
edged TSP as a TOD and will include a concentration of housing and commarcial usas, The 5-E
Village Center qualities as a TOD because, when buiit aut, it will make a major transit atrap mare
viable in the area.

According to Oregon Departmenl of Transportation (ODOT), the proposal does not significantly
affect a transportation facility according to the TPR. It does not change the functional classifica-
lion of transportation facilities identified in the TSP (major streets). It does not allow new land us-
es that would result in levels of Iravel that are inconsistent with the functional classification of a
transportation facility. The provisions of the 5-E Cverlay zone, i addition to the existing Code
requirements, will require the development of a mixed-use, pedestrian-Iriendly center and provide
for padestrian and bicycle connactivity and access to transit.

This proposal amends the adopted neighborhood circulation plan by shifting the curve in Barnett
Hoad approximately 400 feet 1o the east. This alteration in the alignment maintains a circulation
pattern that promotes multi-modal transportation wiability in the 5-E Plan area and is consistent
with the intent of a transil orented development,

13.  Energy Conservalion: See findings under 6 and 12.

14, Urbanization: Does not apply.

Note: Goals 15-19 apply only lo other regions of the State.

Conclusion: Criterion 10.184{2)(b){1) is satisfied.

Criterion 10.184(2)(b)(2). Conformity with goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan
considered relevant to the decision.

Findings: The findings below demonstrate conformity with the goals and policies. The refevant
selection from the Comprehensive Plan appears in italic print followed by the finding.

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

The proposed code amendment adds language requiring the foilowing: Barnetl Road to he

developed to Major and Minor Artarial Street standards with bicycle lanes and sidewalks;
and Stanford Avenue to he constructed with 12 foot wide sidewalks. These requirements will
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pravide opportunities for pedestrian and bicycle circulation from and through the 5-E Plan
Commercial Center Core Araa {(7A) and surmunding neighborhoods.,
Enviranmental Element. Policy 6-C: The City of Meadford shall encourage the incorporation of wa-
lerways, wellands, and natural [eatures info site dosign and operation of development projects.

The amendment proposes adding language specifying thal open space far stormwatar qguali
iy and detention faciliies may be provided in greenways ralher than onsite. The greenway
within the Commercial Center Gore Area (7AY Is designated a G2 Gresnway, or a Major
Greenway Naot Hiparian Corridor. As such, the Comprahensive Plan requiras the greenway

be constructed with a 50-foot setback from top-of-bank and a 20-foot wide asphalt hicyole
ang pedestrian path. Allowing stormwalar guality and detention facilities inte this non-
rparian corridor do not require a Conditional Use Permit. This new language encourages the

incorporation of greenways into the site design and operation of the 5-E Plan,

Environmental Element, lmplememtation 6-C{1). Promote clustered development i order to avoid
alteration of topographical and natural fealures. fo reduce impervious surfaces, and lo enhance
the aesthetics of development projects. Investigale incentives for clustaring development.

Clustered development s encouraged by this code amendmeant through the removal of the
retail square footage cap of 150,000 square feet. Hemoval of this cap will facilitate the in
crease in density of commercial uses within the Commercial Center Core Area (7A), thareby
resulting in clustered development which could then be aesthetic in design and sensitive in
location to avold alteration of lopographical and natural features. The polential outcome ol
this square footage cap removal could bo a concenlration of a variely of land uses such as:
inedium to high density residential, offices or office buildings. retails stores and services,
restaurants, and public open space such as plaras.

Fconomic Oppeortunities, Implemeantation 1-8(b). Require integrated commercial centers, rather
than incividual linear developments, whenever possible.

The Commerciat Center Core Araa (7A) is required to be an integrated commercial center,
rather than an individual linear developrent, with a vanaly of land uses including medium or
high dansity residential. offices, retail, restaurants, and npan spaces. The 7A area is inlend-
ed to be a mixed-use, pedestrian-friendly center. The proposed amendment does not aller
this intention, and ncreases the opportunities for increased depsily and circulation to and
within he area.

Housing Element, Folicy 3: In planning for needed housing, the City of Medford shall strive lo
provide a compact urban form that atlows efficient use of public facilities and protects adjacent
resource fands.

Housing Element. Implemeniation 3-A: Assess policies. regulations. and standards affecting resi-
dential development and pursue amendments as needed to meet Policy 3. Consider actions such
as: (a) upzoning buildabie land lo medium and high densily residential; (b} alfowing neighborhood
commercial activilies within residential designations; (¢} developing special area plans thal sup-
port high-density and mixed-use projects; (d) requiring redevelopment 1o be al the same or higher
density as the previous development; {e) assuring zone change locational crileria encourage a
compact urban form; and (I} assuring land division design standards and approval criteria en-
courage efficient use of public facilities.

Housing Element, Policy 5: The City of Medford shall provide opportunities for alternative housing

types and patterns, such as planned umit developments, mixed-uses, and other techniques thal
reduce development costs, increase density, and achieve projecis thal are flexible and respon-
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» and surroundings, nchuding the conservaltion and enfrancement of areas having
i, fistoric, architectural, or culliral value.

The above Housing Element policy and implemeantation strategies ars suppaorled by the pro-
ter Core Area

posal to remove the commercial square tootage cap from the Commercial Ce
{7A). Remuoval of the square tootage cap on commercial square foolage supports these poll-
cy and implemeantation strategies because removing the cap provides an opportunity for an
Increase the amount of residential units as well. The Commercial Centar Core Area [7A)
may be built oul in “mixed-use buildings” (Table 1: S-E Plan Map Subareas. Targeted Land
use, Zoning, and Density and Estimated Dwelling Unit Range), and Section 10.708 of the
MLDC allows for no maximum densily for residential units in mixed-use buildings. Removing
this cap allows an apportunity o build at increased densities for both commercial and res
dential uses in mixed-use builldings, The praposed amendment continues to support the 5-F
Plan ol high-density and mixed-use development.

Housing Element, Policy 8: The City of Medford shall plan for multi-family residential development
encouraging that which is innovative in design and aesthetically appealing to both the residents
and the cormmunity.

This policy is supported by the proposed amendment to add language to the MLDC requir
ing structures on Stanford Avenue to be two-story struclures, or lo have (he appearance of
being a two-story structure. It is the intention of this language to encourage the development
of a “main street” along Stanford Avenue. ene in which refail and residential uses ars com
bined in mixed-use buildings.

Fublic Facilities Element, Stormwater Management, Implementation 1-A(4): Through the devel-
opment review process, require development and stormwaler system improvements to comply
with the standards in the current stormwaler management plan.

Fublic Facilities Element, Stormwalter Management, Policy 1-C; The City of Medford shall assure
that stormwater is management {infiltrated, delained and treated) on or as close as praclicable to
development sites in order to reduce the impact of new development on the stonmweler man-
agement system and natural slreams.

Publjic Facilities Element, Slormwater Managemen!, Irmplementation 1-C(1): Require stormwater
to be mfiltrated onsite to the grealest extent possible through a combination of provisions, such as
site design standards, that reduce impervious surfaces and protect natural areas.

'he above policies and implementation strategies of the Stormwater Managemeant Element
are suppeoerted by the proposed amendment i that language is proposed to be addad to the
MLOC allowing far stormwater quality and detention facilities to be located in the greenway
rather than on-sile.

Fublic Facilities Element, Stormwater Management. Implementation 2-A(5): Focus sireel and
parking standards to prolect and enhance water quality, such as minimizing street pavement
widths, fimiting the amount of parking, allowing pervious paving surfaces where practical, elc,

This implementation strategy is supported by this amendiment in that language is propesed
to be added tao the MLOC to restrict the total amount of parking to 100% of the minimum re-
guired by code. This cap on vehicular parking spaces may serve to protect and enhance wa-
ter quality.

Parks, Recreation, and Leisure Services, Folicy 5: To maintain and enhance community fivability
in Mediford by promoting the aesthetic qualify of the urban environment.
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Parks, Recreation. and Leisure Services, Policy 5-A:; The City of Medlord shall recagnize trees as
hile amenities that

Community livability and the aesthetic quality of the urban environment is being supporling
by this proposad amendment through the added requirement for street trees along Stanford
Avenue. Street trees are valuable amenities that contribute ta the livability of the city. Street
enviranmeants by forming and {raming visual walls and providing

s0 motorisls betier distinguish betweean their envircnment and the

Irees create safer wallking
district edges to sidewalls
one shared with people

S-F Plan. Goal 1 To assure that development In the S-F Area occurs in a rmanner that reduces
reliance on automoinite travel within the area and promotes multi-maodel travel, including pedaestri-
an. bicycle, and transit.

S-1= Plan. Policy 1-A: The Cily of Medford shall assure that crrculation and development design in
the S-E Arca emphasizas conneclivity and promotes multi-modalt transportation viabifity.

S-I Plan, Policy 1-8: The City of Medford shall assure that the Village Center s developed as a

*J

pedestrian-oriented, mixed use, higher density central core (TOUD) for the S5-E Area.

[he Commercial Center Core Area (7A) lies within the Village Center of the S-E Plan. The
Village Center TOD gualifies as a “mixed-use. pedestrian triendly center” lor the purposes of
the TPR because it is designated in the acknowledged TSP as a transit oriented develop-

ment and will include a vanety of land uses. This proposal amends the existing circulation
plan through the realignment Barnett Road, shilting its curve approximataly 400 fesl 1o the
2ast,

5-E Plan, Implementation 1-B(1): Require special design for development within the Village Con-
ter, alfecting such elements as building location and orientation, lighting, signage. parking, out-
door slorage and display, greenway/wetland lreatmenl. elc.

S-E Plan, Implementalion 1-B{3): Require master planning of the entire Commercial Center Core
Area (7A) of the Village Center prior to development approval.

S5-Iz Plan, Implementation 2-B(1): Encourage cluslered developmen! fo avoid alteration of im-
portant nalural features.

The amendment proposes the following slements to support the purposa of the S-E Plan;
require Stanford Avenue be constructed with 12 foct wide sidewalks, street trees, and no
planter strips; require the incorporation of neo-tradilional design elements into the develap-
ment; require all buildings on Stanford Avenue be constructed as at least two-story, or have
the appearance of being two-story; disallow fueling stations; allow a limited number of drive-
through windows; and remove the total gross Hoor area cap of 180,000 square feet for
commercial businesses. These eements support the above implementation strategies, and
arg intended to result in clustered development to avoid alteration of imporant natural fea-
tures.

Transporiation System Plan Element, Policy 1-B: The City of Medford shall use the TSP as the
tegal basis and policy foundation for decisions involving transpodtation /ssues.

Transportation System Plan Element, Implementation 1-B(6). Reguire Comprehensive Plan,

MLDC, and Zoning Map amendments 1o contain findings that show how the action is in conforim-
lv with the adopted tenets of the Medford TSP.
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Transportalion System Plan Elemaent, Policy 2-A: The City of Medford shall classity straels s0 as
to provide an optimal balance balwean maobility and accassibiiity for all ranspartation mades con-
sisteni with street function.

Transportation System Plan Element, Policy 2-C: The Cily of Madford shall design the street sys-
tern to safely and effactively accomnmodaie rultiple travel modes wilhin the public rights-of-way,

Transporlation System Plan Element, Implementation 2-C(1): Apply the street design standards
that most safely and efficiently provides mulli-modal capacity respective to the functional classifi-
cation of the street, mitigating noise, energy consumption, neighborhcod disruption, economic
losses, and other sacial, environmental, or institutional disruptions, Use of adopted neighborhood
plans should determine the specific look and character of gach neighborhood and its strewl sys-
lem.

lransportation System Plan Element, Policy 2-D: The City of Medford shall balance the needed
street function for all inodes with adjacent land uses through the use of conlext-sensitive sireel
and streetscape design techniques.

Transporfalion Systermn Plan Clement, Implementation 2-0(1): Idenhiy unique street design freat-
ments, such as boulevards or "'main” sireels, through the development and use of special area
plans, neighborhood plans, or neighborhood circulation plans adopted in the Medford Compre
hensive Plan.

Transportation System Plan Element, Policy 2-J: The City of Medford shall prohibit on-streel park-
ing on Arterial and Major Collector streets in order fo maximize the capacity of the transportalion
system excepl in the Downtown Parking Pistrict, i adopted TODs, or where permittadt through
the development and use of special pans adopted in the Medford Comprehensive Plan.

Transpartation System Plan Element, Goal 4: To facilitate the increased use of bicycle transporta-
tion in the Medlord planning area, as bicycle facilities are a measure of the gquality of life in a
community.

Transportation System Flan Element, Policy 4-C: The Cily of Mediord shall encourage bicychng
as an allernative mode of fransportation as well as a recreational activity.

Transportation System Plan Element, Implementation 5-A(1). require development and streel
constryction/renovation prajects to include sidewalks and walkways.

Transportation System Plan Element, Implemeniation 5-C{1): Encourage walking for bolh iravel
and recreation, emphasizing the health, economic, and environmental benefits for the individual
and community.

Transportation System Plan Element, Implementalion 5-C(2): Prepare lor consideration by the
City Council ordinances that require pedestrian-lriendly development design that encourages
walking.

Transportation System Flan Element, Implamentation 8-A(1): Through revisions to the Mediord
Comprehensive Plan and MLDC, provide opportunities for increasing residential and employment
density in locations that support increased use of alternalive travel modfes, such as along transit
corridors.

Transportation Syslem Plan Element, Implementalion 8-A(2): Maintain and continue enforcement
of the MLDC provisions which require new development lo accommodale mufti-modal trips by
providing bicycle racks, corinecling sidewalks, building entrances near the street, and transit facil-
ities.
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Transpartation System Plan Elermnent, Palicy 5-3: Thie City of Medford shall undertake efforls to
increase the percentage of dwelling units and employment localed in Medford's adopted TODs,
consistent with the targeted benchmarks in the "Alternative Measures™ of the 20071-2023 Rogus
Valley Regional Transportalion Plan (RTP).

e Commercial Center Core Area [7A) lies within the Village Center of the S-E Plan, The
Village Center TOD gualifies as a "mixed-use, pedestrian frendly center” [or the purposes of
ine TPH because it is designatad in thee acknowledged TSP as a transit ariented develap-
ment and will inclide a concentration i a variety of land usas, This proposal amends the
wasling circulation plan through the realignment Barmatt Road, shifting its curve approxi-
mately 400 feet to the east. It has been datermunad thal the proposal does not significantly
atfect a transportalion facility aceording lo the TPR. It dogs nat change the functional classi-
fication of transportation facilities in the TSP, Il dogs not allow new land uses that would re-
sult in levels of fravel that are inconsistient with the functional classification of a transporta-
tion facility, nar dees it reduce the performance standards of a transportation facility below
the minimum acceptable lavel identified in the TSP because it does not generate in excess
of 250 new average daily melor vehicle tnps over the currently adopled land use plan.

Consistent with the TPR, the City hias assumed that the motor vehicle Irip generation for the
Village Genter TOD will be raduced by 10% for the uses located in the mixed-use, pedestri-
an-friendly cenler. The proposed amendment will require the development of a mixed-usa,
pedestrian-triendly center and provide {or padestnan/bicycle conneclivity and access lo
ransil. Additionally, the Sireel Funclional Classification Map is proposad to be revisaed, as a
matter of corraction. Currently the 5-E Plan designates Barnalt Hoad a Major Arterial from
North Phoenix Read 250 feet easl, and a Minor Arterial lherealter: however, the current
itreet Functional Classification map does nob ilustrate this distinction. Tharefore, this
amendmeant will fix the map such that it ilhistrates this difference in designation.

The 5-E Plan aids the Cily in meeting the requirements of the TER. The TPR requires cities
to implement measures lhat reduce reli@ance on automobile travel, It requires the planned
land use patlerns and transportation system o premale an increase in the number of trips
accomplished through walking, bicycling, and transit use. The tollowing sther measures are
proposed to faciltate the development of a miked-use, pedestrian-fricndly center: requiring
Stanford Avenue to be built with 12 foot wide sidewalks with streel trees and ao planter
sirips, and have on-streat parking; increasing the minimum amount of bicycle parking; and
eliminating the square footage cap for retail uses, This cap efimination will provide increased
apportunity far conslruction of mixed-use buildings, thereby encouraging an increase in em-
ployment, commercial, and residential density.

Conclusion: Criterion 10.184(2)(b)(2) is satisfied.

Critarion 10.184{2)(b})(3). Comments from applicable referral agencies regarding appiicable
statutes or regulations.

The findings below respand to comments from applicable referral agencies regarding applicabla
Statutes or regulations:

Comment: The Public Werks Department submilted a reponrt containing recommended revi-
sions te the proposed code language as it relates to stormwaler quality and detention, and frea
removal. It is being requested that conditions be included for instances in which a developer
would like to use a greenway, not riparian corridor, for stormwater quality and detention, rather
than placing it onsite. Also, the Public Works Departrment recommends only non-native trees be
removed, as l2aving and maintaining native trees help the City comply with Total Maximum Daily
Load (TMDL}) requirements because stream temperature is considered a pollutant, and trees fa-
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cilitate the reduction of stream temperatures. The Public Works Department repert is included as
Exhibit B, Modifications were made o the proposal to reflect the comments in the Public Works
Department Memaorandwmn, and have been agreed 1o by the agenl representing propertly owners
in the Commercial Centar Core Area (7A). The Planning Commission also reviewad and recom-
mended approval of this language (Exhubit A). This revised language to Sectien 10.384([) re-
moves the requirement that greenway improvements be incorporated into the Master Plan, and
adds language requiring a landscape plan be submitted for review and approval grior 1o devel-
opmenl, and that the plan demonsirate an equivalent or better amount of stream corridor shading.

Jacksan County Hoads (Exhibit C) responded by saying they have no comment on this applica-

Cragon Department of Transpartalion respondad that the proposed amendmeants will not sionifi-
cantly atfect state transportation facilities (Exhibit D).

Findings: These recommendations from the Mediord Public Works Department are predicated
upon the requirements of TMOL standards and existing requirements of the MLDC as they relate
to stormwater quality and detention. Appraopriate modifications have been made o the proposal to
reflecl thase recommendations, and the Planning Commission voted on February 14, 2013 to
recommend these changes (Exhbiit K).

Conclusion:  Criterion 10.184(2)(h){3) Is salislied.

Criterion 10.184{2)(b)(4). Public comments.

The findings below respond to public comments:

Comment: No public comments were received on this aoplication.

Findings: No public comments were received on 1his application.

Conclusion: Criterion 10.184(2)(bi(4} is satisfied.

Criterion 10.184(2) (b)(5). Applicable governmental agreements.

Findings: No governmenlal agreaments apply to the proposad code amendment.

Conclusion: Crterion 10.184(2)(b)(5) is satisfied.
RECOMMENDATIONS

Southeast Plan Implementation and Advisory Committee

The propose Medford MLDC Amendments in this application are recommendead by the SEPIAC.
as they are a result of collaboration hetween the property cwners and the Committes.

Planning Commission
The Planning Commission reviewed the proposals at their November 12, 2012 study session,
Minutes are included as Exhibit F. The Planning Commission held a public hearing on February

14, 2013 in which they voted to forward a faverable recommendation 1o the City Council for ap-
proval of DCA-12-090.

Site Plan and Architectural Commission
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The Site Plan and Archileciural Cormmission (SPAC) reviewead the proposal al their December 7,
2012 study session, Minutes are included as Exhibit H.

Citizens Planning Advisory Committes

The Citizens Planning Advisory Commilles (CPAC) reviewsd the proposad amandimeants oh Mo
vamber 13, 2012, Mo recommendation was made (Exhibit G)

HECOMMENDED ACTION

Based on the hindings and conclusions that all of the approval criteria are either met or arg nol
applicable, the Planning Commission recommuends that the Cily Council approve DCA-12-090 per
the Glaff Report datid February 20, 2013 including Exhibits A throughi J.

EXHIBITS

A Froposed MLDC Armendment

3 Puhlic Works Departiment Stall Report dalad January 10, 2013

G Jackson County Road memorandum dated November 14, 2012

D Oregon Deparlment of Transportation Email dated Movember 21, 2012

[ City Council Study Sessjon Minutes dated November 1, 2012

F Planning Commission Study Session Minutes dated November 12, 2012

Gi Citizans Planming Advisory Commiltee Meeting Minutes dated November 13, 2012
+ Site Plan and Archilectural Commission Study Session Minules dated December 7, 2012
I Zoning Map

J General Land Use Flan Map

i Planning Commussion Hearing Minules February 14, 2013

PLANMING COMMISSION AGENDA: FEBRUARY 14, 2013

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA; MARCH 7. 2013
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(Revisions include: Goddard property removed from 74, and Barnett Road realigned to east)
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10.373 General Land Use Plan Map, Southeast Plan Map, Zoning, #and Residential Density,  S-E
ok
3. Zone Changes in Commercial Center Core Area (7A).
The City shall not accept an application for a zene change within the Commercial Center Core
Area (7A) until the City has adopted a Commercial Center Core Area (7A) Master Plan, i
conformance with Section 10.374 {4). Such-zonechange-applications<shallboaccompanicd-bya
Realimipan—RUbD—Rlan—application—that—econforms—to—the—adepted—Master-Blan—and —other
apphcablas$S-E-Querlay-Districtstandards:

J

oo
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FIGURE 10.373 SOUTHEALT PLAN MAP SUB AREAS, MERFORD LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE
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10.374 Planned Unit Development and Master Plan Requirements, $-k,
L. Planned Unit Development Reguirements.
Fxcept for properties within Scutheast Plan land use areas 1, 2, 7A, 16, 17, 18, 19, and 20; for
oroposed instituticnal uses that require a Conditional Use Permit; ar as otherwise exempted by
the S-E Overlay Dustrict, all new developments consisting ol ane (1) or more acres shall require
approval of a Planned Unit Dovelapment pursuant to Sections 10.230 through 10.245 and all
ipplicable provisions of the S-F Overlay District. Proposed PUDs that are not required by this
.oction must be atieast one {1) acre in size. Repardiess of the size of the property or number of
dwellings, all zone change applications for projects in the Cammercial Center (7A and 78) shall
b accompanied by a Preliminary PUD Plan application.d4, Commercizl Center Core Area (74)
Master Plan,
b A-The Southeast Village Commercial Center Core Area (7A) Master Plan, adopted by the City
Council shall govern design and develnpment within the area designated (7A} “Commercial
Center Core Area” on the Southeast Plan Map. {(See Figure 10.372.) All zone changes, PUDs,
other land use actions, and permits within the Cammercial Center Care Area (7A) shall conform
ta the Master Plan. The Master Plan, at a minimum, shall contains the following elements;

A Matenadsrequired-fosa-Prelimisany- DU R napplicabien:

b-a_Provision for retail commercial uses on both sides ol Barpatt-Road Stanford Avenue.

eb. Pedestrian and bicycle circulation plan.

k.. Conreptus—lsetbop—lar—eivie—stos—seh—as—posl—alien—plass—and- ranch
liorary-Barnelt Road shall be developed to Major Arterial sireet standards from
North Phoenix Road east 250-feet. From two-hundred fifty (250) feet east of the
intersection of North Phoenix Road and Barnett Road, to the easterly boundary of
the Commercial Center Core Area (7A), Barnett Road shall be developed to Minor
Arterial street standards.

I. Special street design standards for the main street{s}, Stanford Avenue, that include
on-street parking ardethrea-lkneconfiguration-forBamelt Road, sidewallss of at
least twelve (12) feet in width_an both sides of Stanford Avenue, street trees, and no

planter stripsand-maximum-bloclklengths,

F.e. Required architectural design standards and unigue architectural themes for each
sector of development. All applicants shall incorporate neo-traditional design
elements into the development.

g-f. Required "pedestrian friendly” design through the use of:

(1) Building facades set nearer the sidewalk.
(2) De-emphasis of automobile access and storage; avoiding an uninterrupted
expanse of asphalt; and provision of large shade trees on the interior and

perimeter of parking lots.

(3} Interesting and varied landscape designs including hardscapes.

(4) Comman strectlights that are architecturally appropriate.

(5) Street furniture, such as benches, lights, raised flowerpots, drinking
fountains, and public art.

[6) Weather protection for pedestrians,

{7) Desipgn that discourages use of fencing.
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(8) At least threg (3) operating building entrances per black and at least one (1)
per building on strects where on-strect parking is permitted,
(9) All buildings aleng Stanford Avenue shall be twe-story buildings, or have the
appearance of a two-story building.
hog. Lighting plan that avoids lighting adjacent propertics and the night sky. The master

olan shall require that applicants for development within Area 7A include a
nhotometric data and Hlumination plan consistent with MLDC Section 10.764 at the

time development permit applications are submitted to the City for review and

approval.
i:h. Master signage plan that encourages monument signs, discourages retail signage

that lists tenants, and discourages rooftop lights.
. _Covered bicycle parking areas.
l:j. Public restrooms.
k. Usable exterior spaces and outdoor gathering and eating areas open to the public.
#-l. Shopping cart storage incorporated into huilding design to screen stored carts.
B, Separated truck delivery and circutation from custamer circulation.

5. The 5-E Commercial Center Core Area {7A) Master Plan shall he incorporated by reference as
part of the Medford Land Development Code far the 5-F Qverlay District, and shall be as
much a part of this Ordinance as if all were fully described herein. Development within the
Commercial Center Care Area (7A) shall be approved by the Site Plan and Architectural

A development shall be found to be consistent anly if:

a. The proposed development is consistent with all Code standards unless superseded
by Master Plan Sector Design and Development standards, in which case the
development shall comply with applicable Sector Design and Development
Standards.

h. Revisions are limited ta the following:

i. The building envelope is not increased or decreased by more than ten
percent {10%) of the envelope shown on the Master Plan.
ii. Plazas are not smaller than ninety percent [90%) of proposed size on Master
Plan;
_If the lacaticn of a building is altered, it does not impair the safety of gn-site
pedestrian and vehicular circulation.

10.377 Special Design Standards £for Southeast Village Center.
The following design standards apply to the Southeast Village Center.; except-thal-design
standards—for the-Commercial Cepter-Lore-Area{/Aj-shal-be-established-through-the-adepted
MasterPlan-as-provided-by-Secton 1337444

How ko

10.378 Special Standards &for Commercial Center {7A and 78), 5-E.

Bk
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1. OQuidoar Uses.
Except as provided in (a) through {c), all uses, activities, sales, merchandise, and the stockpiling
ind storage of equipment and materials shall be entirely within an enclosed building.  The
fallowing uses may be outside an enclosed huilding:
Qutdoor eating areas pursuant Lo Section 10.833. and sidewalk cafes in the public
right-of-way pursuant to Section 10.358(c).
b. Temporary cutdoor sales of merchandise pursuant to Section 10.831;
c. lemporary Lses pursuant o Sections 10,841 throuph 10.858;
rl. Parks, playgrounds, greenways, outdoor performing arts facilities, ouldoor sports
[acilities, plazas, pedesirian malls, and news racks in conformance with Chaoter 6 of
the Code,
1 FuslingStatiens—Drive-Through Retail and Service Windows,
Fualingstations-ncludinpatiaehed-eonvenience-steres-fuel-pumps-metervehideservicec—and

accensopy-ucas, ara-lirmited-to-the-Cormmercial-Canter Cora-Area{ZA ) and-raquire- Conditional

Drive-through retall and service windows are

Cammercial Center Core Area (7A) for three sites, designated as one for a pharmacy, one for a

bank, and one for a credit union. These three uses shall conform to the followin
o 1 — 1 ikt e wlo) — - S5 e = A - e tns Sl ot d e

Wee- Parmb e M —apprava— imited to the

standards and

=
other appropriate conditions imposed by the approving authority.  Fheseasesshall-confarm-to
theCUR criteria,—thofollowing—standards,—and-ather-apprepriate-conditons—impeosad-by—tha

apprevinpautherity:
a-Fuelipgsiationsshall-neteoptain-merathanfous {(Mfualng pumps-on-twe-(2)islands,
sepepd-up-teelr 8 moter vehidlesata-tirne-and
—— b-Fuelng-pwmnpsshalb-previde-andutiizeatleast Stage Vapor Recevery-for-aliglaliby:
a.  Drive-throughs and service windows shall be architecturally integrated (attached) lo
all buildings.
b.  Drive-throughs and service windows shalt not be located on the street side of an
internal street; they can be off aninternal street,
3. Residential Uses in Commercial Center Core Area (7A4).
Residential uses and group quarters are subject to the provisions of the Commercial Center Care
Area (/A) Master Plan, and not more than twenty percent {20%) of the gross floor area on a

Wk

project site may consist of ground floer residential or group quarter uses,
4. Prohibited Uses. Notwithstanrling Section 10.337, the following uses are not permitted in
the Commercial Center (7A and 7B) and cannot he permitted through a PUD approval;

| SICE J | Commercial _Ce;ter Praibited:Usesi |
| | Drive-through  retall and  service  windows ‘
| | (including ~but-rnedimited to, rectavssnistbanks,
and—pharmacies oxcep! a3s designated on the
| approved Comimercial Center Core Area (7A) |
Master Plan for three buildings and per MLDC
- | 10.375(2)). - |
SIC 551, 552, 555, 556, | Motor vehicle sales and repair {including, but nuT
557,559, 751, 753, 754 | limited to, autos, trucks, boats, RVs, and airplanes)
| siC 271 ] Newspaper Pr ITtInn Facilities - .
[ SIC ':'7.-‘1'. o : Gﬂh(.‘hr‘_'.gc.i:r}-;ﬁl.%iﬁhy _Fueling ‘_EﬁT.ir't)nsj and
. | Charging Statigns o B B '

Page Bof 11



10.384

1

IC 5553 Cemeteries and Mausaleums

SIC 7218 Industrial Laundries

| 5IC 7692 B | Welding Shops N _
L5100 /699 Agricultural  Equipment Repair, Engine  Repair,

industrial Truck Repair, and Septic Tank Sen

S1C 7948 - Outdoor Race Tracks B
. SIC 9223 o ‘. Correctional Instituticons |
* The 5IC numbers cr-r_r?_-zpd'nl to the Standard Industrial Classification {SIC) Code
numbers found in Section 10,437,
Business Size Limitations in Commercial Center Core Area (TA).,
4. The maximum gross floor arca of any one (1) business use shall be 50,000 square
eetin accordance with Section 10..235328.
b— Fha tetal gross-flaararea-ab-atlcommereial-businessesis-hmited 1o 100,000 square
feetplus-50,000shHare-frotfora-pracesy-store:
6. Off-Sireet Motor Vehicle Parking.

a. Except for residential and group quarters uses, there shall be no requirement to
supply a minimum number of off-street motor vehicle parking spaces in the
Commercial Center.
except for residential and group quarters uses, the number of off-street motor

Ul

o

vehicle parking spaces provided for each use in the Commercial Center Core Area
7A) shall not excend 420o0ne hundred percent (100%) of the minimum standard for
the subject use
£, Shared-meotorvehicle parkingspaces—even-where-there-is-overlap-in-time of use;

and—reciprocal accpssand-use—are permitted-as—determined—through-the—RUD
spprovalprocess,

7. Pedestrian Amenities.

Far every ten {10) square feet of site arca developed with commercial, institutional, residentiai,

and/or mixed-use development, at least one (1) square foat of area shall be deveted to
pedestrian amenities. These may include amenitics provided by the developer on public
property or right-of-way with City authorization. Pedestrian amenities may include, but are nat
limited to, public and/or private plazas, outdoor seating, pocket parks, transit waiting areas and
facilities, extra-wide sidewalks {wider than minirnum City standard) with street furnishings (e.g.,
seating, fountain, public art, information kiosk, sidewalk vending where permitted, and similar
furnishings). This ratio may be reduced or waived for projects that provide parking structures
for muitiple users, subject to City approval efa-RuUb-and recorded shared parking agreement,

8. Bicycle Parking.

The amount of bicycle parking provided within the Commercial Center Core Area (7A) shall be
two-times the amount required by Section 10.748 “Bicycle Parking Standards.”

Greenways - Special Design and Development Standards, S-E.

Within the S-E Overlay District, development within or adjacent to the areas designated as
Greenways shall be consistent with the following regulations, and such regulations shall be
required through the PUD and/or Site Plan and Architectural Review processes:

A. Location and Extent of Greenway Designation.
\Withip-theS-E-Overday-District—the—general-location—ofGreenways—shall be-as desicted on
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Southeast Circulation Plan Map (Figure 1, Southeast Medford Plan Area Neighborhood
|beth-the-GLUR-Map-and-Seuthaast
Pan-Map, provided that, a more precise location shall be established as follows
L. The Greenway designation shall extend not less thap fifty (50) fect from the top of
ihe hank on each side of the channel along the Major Greenway designated an the
Southeast Chrculation Plan Map for the Norin, Middle, and South Forks of Larson
Creel. The top of the bank shall be as defined in Section 10.012,
2. For Minor Greenways designated on the Southeast Circulation Plan Map along

Circulation Plan and Transportation Policies and Guideline

natural surface drainageways, thatare-nelleeatad alangthe-perth-Middle—os
Seuth-Forks-olLarson-Craek,-the Greenway designation shall extend not less than
located along natural surface drainage features, the designation shall be 40 feet in
width consistent with Figure 5 of the Southeast Medford Plan Area Neighhorhood
Circulation Plan.

The size and location of Greenways may be altered by the City when needed to

(S

comply with state and federal regulations.

C. Greenway improvements.

2. Responsibility for Greenway mprovements.

Required improvements in Greenways shall serve two {2) principal purpeses as explained in the

Medford Comprehensive Plan: 1) for storm drainage based on the Comprehensive Medford Areq

Drainage Master Plan (1996); or, 2) for pedestrian 2nd bicycle circulation. The Southeast Plan

Map denotes the principal purpase Tor the required improvements in 2ach Greenway. The

responsibility for installing Greenway improvements to the standards in this Section shall be

based on the following:

a. Greenway Improvements for Storm Drainage. Open space [or stormwater quality

and detention facilities required by MLDC Section 10.486 and MLDC Section 10.725
may be provided n Greenways rather thdn on-site. The installation ol
improvements that provide required access to storm drainage facilities in
Greenways based on the Southeast Plan Map and the Comprehensive Medford Area
Drainage Master Plan (1996) shall be by, and at the sole expense of, the owners of
the land adjacent to either side of the Greenway, ar segment of, unless otherwise
approved by the City. Absent an adopted Grecnway design plan, the City shall
approve, on a case-by-case basis, the location of a surfaced path required to provide
access for storm drainage maintenance, and any other required or proposed
improvements. The City may require ail or any part of the Greenway to be
dedicated for public use and/or ownership following the installation of the required
improvements. However, the City, in its sole discretion, may permit the dedication

of easements in licu of fee-simple land dedication-
b RS

Extent of Greenway Improvements. Pursuant to this Section, the portion of each
Greenway required to be improved by a property owner at the time of development
shall be that portion of his/her oroperty contiguous to the property to be developed
unless the adjacent greenway has not yet been secured_by the City through
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d.

acouisition, dedication, or other means. Where a Greenway passes through a parcel,
the owner, pursuant to Section 10.384(C)(2){a), shall be required to dedicate and
improve the entire Greenway segmeant passing through his/her parcel.

MLDC Section 10.668 (Limitation of Exactions) shall be considered in relation to the
above requiremanis.

0. Commercial Canter (7A and 78)

o e ok ke

L.

Greenway Improvements. Unless prohibited by state or fedaral regulations, in the
Village Center Greenway encompassed by the Commercial designation, undesirable
shrubs, trees, and noxious vegetation may be removed, and ornamental vegeiation
installed to supplement the remaimning native vegetation. Proposed—Graspway
i prevement—shall-ie—rearparaied-nio—the-Master-2an-tostheilkepge Center
Commercial—designation—Such—impravements—shall-be—made—atthe—time —of
davolopment —unless—phased—with—the—phased—construction—of-tHuildings—When
buildings—-represepting—grester—than—libe—percent {500 ol the approvad square
footapeon-either cide—of the-North-Forkof-Larson-Creak—withinthe Commercsl
dasignatinn- bave bean—developed~thep-all-required-Greenway—improvemants—en
thatside-ef thecreak-shall-betnstalled at-thesele-supensaofthe propertyewners)
-neadod - theLipeshat-facilitale a reimbursement apreement-providingferfutura
reimbussement -to-an-ewaer reguired-to-install-Greenway—mprovam epds greatar
than-hisfher—preportionab-share: Prior to commencing alleration of vegetation
within the Greenway area, a landscape restoration plan shall be prepared for review
and approval by the City in conjupction with an application for asscciatad
Development Permit, if any, or by the Medford Parks Departrment if not associated
with a Development Permit application. The landscape plan shall demonstrate that
an equivalent or better amount of stream corrider shading will result upon maturity
of the replacement vegetation elements_and that the selected plant varieties will
survive given the site conditions.
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DATE: Tanuary 10, 2013
DCA 12-090

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT STAFF RIEPORT

Projeci Descriplion:

Consideration of a Class A (major) legislative amendment ef the Medlord [ and
Development Cede to revise the Southeast Plan nverlay zoning district, Sections 10.372,
10,373, 10.374, 10.377, 18.378, and 10.384 pertaining to the Master Plan and feature such as
drive through windows, fueling stations, parking limitations, aggregate building square
footapge limitations and stormwaier Macilities in the Commercial Cenier Core Area (74),
approximately 17 acres located at the northeast corner of [<ast Barnelt Road and Noril
Phoenix Road.

Applicant: City of Medlord

The Public Works Department has reviewed the proposed amendment to the Medbord Land
Development Code (MLLDC). and has the following comments:

Section 10.384 (C) - Greenway Limprovements, Specifically, Sub-item 2(a)

The proposed added text 1o this Section says, “pen space fer stormwater gquality and detention
facilities required by MLDU Section 10.436 may be provided in Greenways vather than on-site.”
This sentence should be revised to add, “and 17297 after “10.486™. In addition, the ability to place
required detention and stormwater quahity facilitics within the Greenways should be conditional. bused
on the following condiions, as applicable:

I. The Developer owns or has an casement over the property. which is designated as a Greenway
where the facility 1s proposed W go on.

2. If the Developer does not own or have an easement on the property where the proposed
detention or stormwater quality facility 1s plansed. 1t 1s not the Citv’s responsibility to acquire
thar interest, or provide that space unless the City elects to do so.

3o I the Greenway is also destgnated as a Riparan Corrtdor, the Beveloper must comply with all
the provisions of the MLDC, hections 10.920 through 10.928

4. The developer would not be able to remaove any existing native trees within the Greenway to
construct the detention or stormwalter qualily facility. Maintaining trees along waterways will
help the City comply with Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) requirements, since temperiture
15 consicdered a pollutant.

Section 10,384 (D) — Commercial Center (74 and TB)

Removal of trees within this Secuon should be Imited to non-native trees. Native trees should he
protected 1f possible to help the City comply with Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) requirements.
since lemperature s considered a pollutant.

'\.;‘J
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JC Roads
Enjineering

! | Russell Logue

@1 JACKSON COUNTY |

White Clty, OR 87203

Roads pione; 64 71625

loguers@lachaoncounty.on

Wy JACKEON COUNtY. o

November 14, 2012

Attention: Carly Quillory

Planning Depariment

City of Medford

200 South lvy Street, Lausmann Annex, Room 240
Meclford, OR 97501

RE: Class A (Major) legislative amendment of the Medford Land Development Code.
Planning File: DCA-12-090

Dear Carly:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this request for a Class A (Major)
legislativa amendment of the Medford Land Development Code to revise the Southeast Plan
Overlay zoning district, Sections 10.372, 10.373, 10.374, 10.377, 10.378, and 10.384
pertaining to the Master Plan and features such as drive through windows, fueling stations,
parking limitations, aggregate building square footage limitations, and stormwater Yacilities in
the Commercial Center Core Area, approximately 17 acres located at the northeast comer of
Fast Barnett Road and Norih Phoenix itoad. Jackson County Roads has no comments.

If you have any qucstions ar naed further informaition feel free to call me at 774-6255.

/ sl G
Y Russell Logegu
Construction & Developnmnt Manager

IMEnginesring DevetopmeniGITIESWEDFORINZD EADCA-12-080.diodx ¢
FIHL |
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Carly A Gui”f)!}i _

From: GUEVARA Thomas =Thomas. GUEVARA @ odot.state.or.us>

Sant: Wardnasday, November 21, 2012 10:01 AM

To: 'Carly.Guillory @ cityolmadford.org’

Subject: Sk Cemmercial Cenler Core Arsa Code Amendment (DCA-12-080)

Thank you for sending agency notice ol a proposed Class A Gmajor) legislative amendment of the Medford
Land Development Code (o revise the Southeast Plan overlay zoning district, Sections 10.372, 10,373, 10,37,
10.377, 10.378 and 10.384 pertaining to the Master Plan & leatures such as drive through windows, Tueling
stations, parking limitations, aggregate building square footage limitations & storm-water facilities n the
Commuercial Center Core Area, approximately 17 acres located al the northeast comer ol East Barnett Rd. &
North Phoenix Rd.. We reviewed the proposed project and determined it dees not signilicantly altect state
ransportation facilitics under the State Transportation Planning Rule (OAR 660-012-0060) or State Access
Management Rule {OAR 734-051-000). We have no further comments al this tume.

ODOT Planning & Finance Seclien

Rosek 1H 87470
H burg, { f

ey

. 541-957-3g52 L 541-067-3547 1 =
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Medford City Cauncil Siucdy Session
Naovember 1, 2012

The meeting was called to order at 5:45 p.m. in the Medford Room, City Hall, 411 W. 8th
Streer, Medford with the following members present,

Mayor Gary Wheeler; Councilmembers Eli Matthews, Greg Jones, Bob Strasser, John Michaels,
Karen Blair, Dick Goardan, Chris Carcoran.

SE Plan Committes: Bianca Petrou, Assistant Plarnning Director addressed the Council and
provided an overview af the recommendations forwarded by the Sauth East Plan

Committee. She noted that staff is seeking Council direction on proceeding with the
recommendations. She introduced the members of the Committee - Carl Bartlett, Chair;
David McFadden; Randy Jones; lim Bennett; Mike Mahar (not present); Bob Tull; Greg Jones
and Dick Gardon. She noted that the Caundll must adept 8 master plan before any zone
changes for the commercial core area properties can be addressed,

Ms., Petrou noted that the direction sought from Caouncil was:

1. Should staff proceed with adoption of the Comprehensive Plan and Code
Amendments?

Should staff proceed with adoption aof the proposed Master Plan?

Should a Traffic Impact Analysis be required prior to the consideration of the proposed
Master Plan?

W) bk

Ms. Petrow noted that the SE Plan Committee s recommending that the City Councli adapt the
Comprehensive Plan and Code Amendments and consider the proposed Master Plan as an
tllustrative example of what could be developad. She noted that the Public Works
Department is recommending that a Traffic Impact Analysis be done prior to adopting the
proposed Master Plan. This is due to the review of the proposed round-about on Barnett Road
and Main Street in the plan. Larry Beskow, City Engineer noted that when any zone changes
are brought forward after the adoption of the master plan, the property awners will be
regquired by Medford Code to do a traffic impact analysis on therr development.

M=. Petrou reviewed the primary changes proposed for the Comprehensive Plan and Code
amendments included in the recommendation fraom the SE Plan Committers:

—

"Main Street” to be changed from Barnett Road to Stanford Avenue.

The alignment of Barnett Road to be modified,

A round-aboul be allowed at Stanford Avenue and Barnett Road far a bus turn-around.
Butldings with a two-story appearance be required aleng Stanford Avenue,

Three drive-throughs be allowed in exchange for not allowing gas stations In the
Commercial Core Area.

The maximum square footage hmitation for the Commercial Core Area be eliminated
The Goddard property is removed from the Master Plan Area.

A Master Plan ba adopted #s a separate document (not as part of the Code or
Comprehensive Plan].

A Planned Unit Development be required only for modifications to the Master Plan.

ol

® N

e

She noted that the SE Plan Committes would prefer that the Master Plan be more pedestrian-
friendly, more greenway-ariented and more specific about the architectural design
{particularly far Main Street).
CITY L Ti=DEQRL
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Members of the SE Plan Committee remarked on their process and the efforts the committee
undertook to review this issue as directed oy the Council.

Counclimembers questioned the timing and process for implementation of the
recommendations. Ms, Patrou noted that the Council would be initiating the process and that
all changes would be vetted through the normal appraval process with the appropriate
committes {le. Planning Commissian, Site Plan & Architectural Commission),

Council concurrad that staff should move this process forward.

Council thanked the mamber of the SE Plan Committee for thelr years of work on this project.

Meeting adjourned at 6:50 p.m.

Glenda Wilsan
City Recorder

EXHIBIT
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The study session of the Medford Planning Commission was called to order at 12:00 p.m. in Hoom 151
of the Lausmann Annex con the above date with ihe following members and staff in attendance:

Commissioners: Tim Jackle, Norm Nelson, Daniel Bunn, David McFadden, Robert Tull, and Michael
Zarosinski.

Staff: Jim Huber, Bianca Patrou, Larry Beskow, «elly Akin, Terri Rozzana, Carly Guillory
and Lori Cooper.

Subject: 1. Proposed Amendment of the Comprehensive Plan for Southeast Plan
Commercial Core area.

2. Proposed Amendment of the Land Development Code Southeast (8-E)
Overlay Zone.

Bianca Petrou, Assistant Planning Director presented a PowerPoint Presentation regarding the
Southeast Implementation Advisory Committee Recommendations of the Southeast Plan Commercial

Center Core.

Ms. Petrou stated that a Master Plan is required prior {o allowing zone changes in the Commercial
Center Core Area. The primary properly owners submitted a Master Plan in September 2010 that
included a site plan and forly pages of regulations. The Master Plan was reviewed by the Southeast
Committea at eleven official meetings between September 2010 and May 2012. The Committee
determined that there were some Comprehensive Plan and Code Amendments required for approval of
the Master Plan. On June 7, 2012 the property owners who submitted the Master Plan requested
initiation.  The direction staff was given by City Council on June 7, 2012 is that the Southeast
Commitiue completes their review of the proposed text amendments and Master Plan by September
30, 2012. Also, Courncil moved tc approve the initiation with the stiputation that the work not begin on
this uniil after the Council has reviewed the Southeast Commiitee’s recommendations. On November
1, 2012 City Council reviewed the recommendations and requested staff to proceed with adoption anc
ihey requested a Traffic Impact Analysis before the Master Plan is adopted as recommended by the
Southeast Commitiee and Engineering Department. Staif has prepared a drait of the recomrended
Comprehensive Plan and Code Amendments which have been sent out for Agency Comment. The
Master Plan adogtion will follow once the Traffic Impact Analysis is cormnplete.

Ms. Petrou continued with the Southeast Commiltee’'s Recommendations. The Southeast Committee
recommended approval of the Comprehensive Pian and Dovelopment Code Amendments dated
Septomber 19, 2012, and found the Master Plan proposal dated March 8, 2012 to be "technically”
approvable. The following are the highlights of the recommendations made by the Southeast
Committee: 1) Main Street changed from Barnett Road to Stanford Avenue; 2) Modify Bamett Road
alignment; 3) Roundabout at Barnott Road and Stanford Avenue for a bus turn-around. This is where
the requirement of a Traffic Impact Analysis prior to adoption of the Master Plan was also
recommended by the Engineering Department; 4) Two-story or the appearance of two-story buildings
on Stanford Avenue. This will give it a feel of a downtown; 5) Allow three drive-through in exchange for
not allowing gas stations; 6) Eliminate limitation on building square footage. The Code currently allows
150,000 square feat and it seamed silly to limit it; 7) Goddard property be rernoved due to its small
size. Instead of six property owners it would now be five; 8) Adopt the Master Plan as a separate
tlocument instead of being adopted into the Code or Comprehensive Plan; and 9) A Planned Unit
Development (PUD) be required only for Master Plan modifications. The!Southaaat Mommittee

¥ 4 {0
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recommends adoption of Code and Comprahensive Plan Amendments that would allow adoption of the
proposed Master Plan. They do not necassarily endorse the proposed Master Plan, They wish that
the proposed Master Plan was more pedestrian-friendly, more greenway-oriented and more specific
about architectural design particularly for the Main Street, and changes be made to the proposed site
plan per Robert Tull's letter to Mark McKechnie dated March 5, 2012,

Ms. Petrou repored that the Planning Commission will hold a public hearing and make
recommendation to the Council on the Comprehensive Plan and Code Amendments. The Planning
Comimnission public hearing is tentatively scheduled for February 14, 2013.

Jim Huber, Planning Director commaentazd that the Southeast Committea recommended that the design
incorporate neo-traditional elemeants.

Commissioner Tull reportecd that the importance of the neo-traditional elernent is that the overall
concepiual standard for the entire Southeast i?rojact is essentially a neo-traditional approach to design
and architectural detail. The Committee felt it important to carry ihat theme approach into the
Commercial Center as much as possible.

Ms. Petrou stated that the proposed Code Amendments as recommended by the Southeast Committee
states under 10.374 (4) (1) “Required architectural design standards and unique architectural themes
for each sector of development. All applicants shall incorporate nec-iraditional design elements into
the development.”

Mr. Huber asked the Commission if they were interested in (ooking at ihe Master Plan and the Design
and Development Standards?  The Commission felt there are enough guidelines present that a
developer can come up with what the type of dasign the Southeast Committee is looking for. If it goes
to Site Plan and Architectural Gommission for their review they can inake their decision based on the
proposed packet being reviewed today.

Commissioner Tull commernted that based on this study and the Planning Commission's public hearing,
framing a recommendation to City Council that these Comprehensive Plan Amendments and Code
Amendments be adopted and that the Master Plan {or siie design should have the considerations of his
letter dated March 5, 2012 built into it.

Vice Chair Nelson stated that he hopes that ihe Planning Commission has the opportunity o review the
Master Plan before City Council adopts it.

The meeting was adjourned at 1:05 p.m.

Submitted by: =
Terri L. Rozzana, Recording Secretary
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MINUTES
Citizens Planning Advisory Commiitee Meeting
November 13, 2012

The regular meeting of the Medford Citizens Planning Advisory Committee was called to order at 5:30 p.m. in the
10. Roll Call
Members Present Mempbers Not Present
I Dan Bell Hugh Hohe Gerald Anderson, EJ Fordyce
Christine Lachner Karen Blair
Curtis Folsom Joel Marks Staff Present
David McFadden Carly Guillery, Planner 11

I
‘ 20. Minutes
20.1  Miputes of the June 12, 2012, meeling were approved as submitted.

30. Guest Speaker

30.1 None.

40. Staff Report, Upcoming Study Sessions and Public Hearing Yopics

40.1  Staff Report: Staff reported on Planning Booth at the Farmer’s Market for National Planning Awareness
Month.

40.2  City Council:

40,4  PUD Neighborhood Meetings Subcommittee. No report.

50. Old Business

50.1 No discussion.

0. New Business

60.1 None.

70. Applications and Referrals

70.1  CP-12-089 and DCA-12-090: David McFadden discusses the backqround of the proposed changes, and the

&2 proposed Master Plan submitted by some of the property owners of the Commercial Center Core Area:
greenway, properly purchased by the City, the realignment of Barnett Road, and the elimination of the
square footage cap. SE Plan Commercial Center is only area in city requiring a Master Plan prior to
development. Members discuss importance of access to a commercial site, fire safety, and vehicular parking
at the Northgate Center. Members discuss likelihood of retirees walking and using motorized wheelchairs.
Staff reads section in code regulating when the greenway shall be develeped. Topic of drive throughs is

: discussed: why three? Members suggest limiting drive through windows to only 150-feet within Narth

| Phoenix Road. Staff asks Committee their thoughts on the change in bicycle parking: proposal requests two

. fimes the amount of bicycle parking. Members find that in the future the hicycle parking spaces will be

‘: needed, but not now. No recornmendation was made.

I

Medford Room of City Hali on the above date with the following members and staff in attendance:

340, General Discussion
H 20. Adjeurnment The meeting was adjourned at 7:26 PM. Submitted by: Carly Guillory, Planner

| |
w |
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QLML MINUTES
K A\ SITE PLAN AND ARCHITECTURAL COMMISSION STUDY SESSION
S d DECEMBER 7, 2012
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The study session of the Medford Site Plan and Architectural Commission was held at approximately
12:45 p.m. in the Medford Room 330, Third floor, City Hall, on the above date with the following
members and staff in attendance:

Commissioners: Scott Sinner, Nan King, Brita Entenmann, Roy Cooper, Bob Neathamer, Bob Seibert,
Jeff Bender.

Staff: Jim Huber, Bianca Petrou, Suzanne Myers, Kelly Akin, Lori Cooper, Debbie Strigle
Guests: Raou! Werner, Paige West

Topic: Southeast Plan Commercial Core Area Proposal — Presented by Bianca Petrou

Ms. Petrou gave a PowerPoint presentation regarding the Southeast Plan implementation Advisory
Committee (Southeast Commitlee) recommendations concerning the Master Plan for the Southeast
Plan Commercial Core Area (7A). The highlights are as follows:

Summary of Southeast Committee Comprehensive Plan and Land Development
Code Amendment Recommendations:

The primary changes the Committee recommends for the Southeast Commercial Core
Area (7A} are that:

1. “Main Street” be changed from Barnett Road to Stanford Avenue

2. The alignment of Barnett Road be modified

3. A round-about be allowed at Stanford and Barnett for a bus turn-around

4. Buildings with a two-story appearance be required along Stanford Avenue

5. Three drive-throughs be allowed in exchange for not allowing gas stations in the
Commercial Core Area.

6. The maximum square footage limitation for the Commercial Core Area be
eliminated

7. The Goddard property be removed from the Master Plan Area (7A)

8. A Master Plan be adopted as a separate document (not as part of the Code or
Comprehensive Plan)

9. A PUD be required only for modifications to the Master Plan

10. A Traffic Impact Analysis be done prior to adoption of the Master Plan,

Southeast Committee Recommendations Concerning the Proposed Master Plan:

Although the adoption of the recommended Comprehensive Plan and Land
Development Code Amendments would technically allow the adoption of the proposed
Master Ptan, the Committee expressed disappointment in the proposed Plan. They
indicated that they would prefer that the plan be:

1. More pedestrian-friendly ATV N UE

2. More greenway-oriented i H

3. More specific about the architectural design (particularly for Main Street) biram )
Wk DA -12 (4L




At a minimum, the Committee recommended that the changes reflected in Bob Tull's
letter to Mark McKechnie dated March 5, 2012, be made to the plan prior to adoption.

Ms. Petrou noted that the Planning Commission will hold a public hearing where they will make a
recommendation to City Council on the Comp Plan and Code amendments. The tentative date for this

public hearing is February 14, 2013.

After questions and discussion, some of the comments that were made by the Commissioners were:

Could have been more innovative

Bldgs 2 and 3 are not aesthetically pleasing for a TOD

The plan totally disregards the Greenway as being a huge asset
Wasted opportunity to do something very high scale

There's no heart to it, it's just your average shopping center
There could have been more fo the design/ptan

VY Y

vV Vv

Chair Sinner expressed his appreciation for the opportunity to have this discussion. He added that, as
citizens, he really wanted to see that the years of work that went into the Southeast Plan were not a
complete waste of time. He said there were many elements that were nice and some elements that
he would like to see refined. The majority of the Commission agreed.

Commissioner Bender said he thought it would be nice to see the progression of the plan. It was

discussed that this could be accomplished through the agenda item "Report from the Planning
Department” at the regularly scheduled Site Plan & Architectural Commission meetings.

Submitted by:

Debbie Strigle
Recording Secretary
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The regular meeting of the Medtfora Planning Commission was called to order at 5:30 p.m. in the |'
Council Chambers on the above date with the following members and staff in attendance:

Commissicners Present Staff
Tim Jackle, Chair Jim Huber, Ptanning Director
Robert Tull, Vice Chair Bianca Petrou, Assistant Planning Director
Bill Christie Kelly Akin, Senior Planner
Norman Fincher Lori Cooper, Deputy City Atterney
David McFadden (arrived ai 5:34 p.m.) Larry Beskow, City Engineer
Patrick Miranda Terri L. Rozzana, Recording Secretary

Carly Guillory, Planner 1l
Commissioners Absent
Michaet Zarosinski, Excused Absence
Brita Entenmann, Unexcused Absence

10. Roll Call
10.1 Election of Officers

Commissicner Tull nominated Commissioner Christie to serve as Chair for 2013,
Commissioner Fincher seconded.

Commissioner Christie nominated Commissioner Jackle to serve as Chair for 2013.

Chair Jackle stated there is a motion and second on the table for Commission Christie as
Chair for 2013. Chair Jackle asked Commissioner Christie if he was indicating he would not
want to be Chair? Commissioner Christie responded that he would rather Commissioner
Jackle be Chair.

Commissioner Tull withdrew his motion and Commissioner f'incher withdrew his second.

Commissioner Tull seconded Commissioner Christie’s motion of nominating Commissioner
Jackle as Chair for 2013,

Roll Call Vote: Motion passed, 5-0-1, with Commissioner Jackle abstaining.

Commissioner Christie nominated Commissioner Tull to serve as Vice Chair for 2013,
Commissioner Jackle seconded.

Rell Call Vote: Motion Passed, 5-0-1 with Commissioner Tull abstaining.

20. Consent Calendar/Written Communications. None.
30. Minutes.
|, 30.1 The minutes for January 24, 2013, were approved as submitted.
40, Oral and Written Requests and Communications. None, _
-
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Chair Jackle stated that on Agenda Items 50.1 and 50.2 he has a conflict of interest so he
would recuse himself al this time and turn the meeting over to Vice Chair Tull to complete
the public hearings.

Public Hearing.
New Business

CP-12-089 Consideration of a Class A {major) legislative amendment of the Medford
Comprehensive Plan to revise the Neighborhood Element, Southeast Plan, Commercial
Center Core Area (7A) pertaining to the Master Plan and of the Commercial Center Core
Area (7A), approximately 18 acres located at the northeast corner of East Barnett Road and
North Phoenix Road, and the Street Functional Classification Map of the Transportation
Element to designate East Barnett Road as a Major Arterial from North Phoenix Road 250-
feet east and adjust its development. (City of Medford, Applicant).

Vice Chair Tull inquired whether any other Commissioners have a conllict of interest or ex
parte communication they would like to disclose.

Carly Guillory, Planner 1, presented the affected location of the amendment, background,
proposed revisions, approval criteria and conclusion. Ms. Guillory stated that on pages 9
and 15 of the staff report she inadvertently referenced Barnett Road as a collector and she
will change that to read arterial. Ms. Guillory reported that Policy 3-A initially was proposed
to be removed. However, tonight staff would like to propose an aiternative. Originaliy the
policy was eliminated because it allowed zone changes to be exempt from the level of
service standards for Barnett Road. However, because of moving the main street emphasis
away from Barnett to Stanford it has been agreed to leave the policy but modify it such that
it reads, zone changes can be exempt from level of service standard on Stanford and
Barnett east of Stanford.

Vice Chair Tull asked slaff to speak to the change that staff indicated regarding Barnett and
Stanford. He is not sure he understood what that change was and why. What he
understood of the presentation was that staff was recommending a different approach.
Bianca Patrou, Assislant Planning Director stated that originally, zone changes were going
to be exempt from meeting the level of service standard on Barnett. Now, zone changes will
be exemnt from meeting the level of service standard on Stanford and Barnett east of
Stanford but not for Barnett west of Stanford and east of North Phoenix Road.

The public hearing was opened and the following testimony was given,

Raul Woerner, CSA Planning, Ltd, 4497 Brownridge, Suite 101, Medford, Oregon, 97504,
Mr. Woerner stated that his company represents most of the property owners in the 7A
area. Mr. Woerner fully supports the modification of Policy 3-A. in regards to the text
amendments, he pointed out that the vertical separation along North Phoenix Road was not
required along commercial frontage. Itis a residential standard. He suggested on Figures 6
and 7 of the vertical separation, that at the end of each title, stating for residential zones or
residential development instead of referencing the Code Section. They support the changes
as presented.

Vice Chair Tull acknowledged the leadership that Mr. Woerner provided and the studies that
the Southeast Implementation Advisory Committee engaged in.  Mr. Woerner was very




- e I ———r———

MINUTES - Planning Commission WVleeting February 14, 2013

patient with the Committee as they labored on the provisions. This evening represents an
achievement for all of them.

b. Cail Bartlett, 2829 Kari Circle, Medford, Cregon, 97504, Chairman of the Southeast
Implementation Advisory Committee. Mr. Bartlett read a statement that he wrote as
Chairman representing the Southeast Implementation Advisory Committee to the Planning
Commission. The Southeast Implementation Advisory Committee has implemented the
Southeast Pian with exception of the Master Plan for lhe commercial core area 7A. The
Neighborhood Element of the Medford Comprehensive Plan is the law. The Medford Land
Development Code 10.370 through 10.384 is the Southeast Overlay District. The City
adopted the Southeast Medford Circulation Plan, GLUP Map designation and different land
uses including a greenway. The Southeast Committee has developed recommendations
regarding the detailed planning efforts for the Master Plan of 7A, the commercial center core
area. The changes we recommended in the Comprehensive Plan and the Medford Land
Development Code will affect the goals, policies and the faclual data and projection in which
the policies were based. We followed the goals and policies of implementation measures of
the Comprehensive Plan Neighborhood Element.  The Southeast Committee has
endeavored to establish a special Commercial Center Core area 7A, part of the Southeast
Village Center Transit Oriented District (TOD}, with compact pedestrian oriented commercial
institutional and residential uses. To preserve natural greenways while providing routes for
pedestrians and bicycle travel. To establish special design development standards for
streetscapes, building orientation, setbacks, building heights, access, lot coverage and
density and use of pedestrian street lighting and street trees. We hope this will aid the City
in meeting the requirements of Oregon’s Transportation Planning Rule (TPR).

Vice Chair Tull asked Mr. Bartlett if he was speaking in support of the action that is
proposed by staff? Mr, Bartlett replied yes, very much so.

c. Randy Jones, Veranda Park Living, 1641 Veranda Park Drive, Medford, Oregon, 97504 with
Mahar Homes. Mr. Jones stated that he is totally in support of staff’s proposal. He is very
pleased that the wording is back in on 3-A. His company and partners <o not have any
ownership interest in 7A but they have significant ownership in 7B and almost all of 10.
How Barnett, east of the village core shapes up, is very important to them. They could not
be more supportive.

d. Bob Seldon, 758 Fernwood Drive, Medford, Gregon, 97504. Mr. Seldon stated that he was
present tonight representing parcels 1602 & 1604. They support the amendment as
presented. Mr. Seldon stated that the greenway is not a creek and if the City wants to
continue to call it a creek, it needs to make an effort to buy that land and make it whatever
they want to make it. The parcel owners were hoping that when the City bought the center
parcel and had the ability to a three acre park, they would relieve the other two parcels of
this obligation. The Southeast Commitiee has chosen not to do that. So, they are
requesting some relief from the Flanning Commission to talk to the City Council. Mr. Seldon
and his clients are pursuing forth a regulatory taking issue. One of the tenants is
proportional use. On parcel 1602 it takes 51% of their parcel leaving them two tiny islands
that are useless. On parcel 1604 it takes 37%. There is no way cne can rationalize
proportionality taking that much of those people’s property.  Hopefully, in the next month
they can amicably work something out with the City for an acquisition, or he has
commitments from both parties. They need to move forward and he asks the Commission
for their help.

Vice Chair Tull asked Mr. Seldon whether the action staff is recommending to the Planning
3
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Commission this evening, the step forward that is needed from his perspective? Mr. Seldon
replied yes, he has no objection to the 7A people. They need to be free to build. Vice Chair
Tull stated that if the Commission takes a positive action on what is recommended by staff
regarding the Comprehensive Plan amendment, by sending a favorable recommendation to
Council, it seems to him that the Planning Commission has helped set the stage for the sort
of resolution Mr. Seldon is looking for. Mr. Seldon stated that the Comprehensive Plan
change does not say anything about the creek or greenway. So he does not see how it
affects it. He thinks any progress at this point is good progress.

Commissioner McFadden stated that Mr. Seldon began his testimony by saying he was
going to ask for something and he is not sure he heard it. He wrote down that Mr. Seldon
was asking for relief from the setbacks along the greenway be reduced but as he finished
Commissioner McFadden had the feeling he was saying he wants the City to leave it as a
greenway but do not call it a creek, Mr. Seldon replied none of those. He only sees three
options. His clients are requesting: 1) They get treated the same as the people along Golf
View and have the City put in a 21-inch culvert wherever they want and let them grade over
it like they have in another section; 2) Buy their property; or 3) They go through a regulatory
taking case. They do not want to do that but it has been over a decade and their backs are
against the wall. They feel confident in their position. He has spent a lot of time on the
telephone with Joe Willis who is willing to take their case. Mr. Willis is the lead council for
the famous Dolan versus Tigard and several other takings cases. To answer Commissioner
McFadden's question, he is asking that the Planning Commission individually or as a whole
body, to please go to the City Council and tell them they see there is something wrong with
this and they need to make an effort to resolve it.

Larry Beskow, City Engineer reported that according to their records the pipe that goes
underneath North Phoenix Road is 41-inches in diameter not 21-inches. It is a significant
drainage. The watershed that feeds this area is approximately one square mile. There are
definite features that make it an intermittent stream. It is a natural drainage. There is some
drainage that was created by the Irrigation District south of the drainage way that is being
discussed tonight. It is not the main feature. As part of the Southeast Plan they were
looking to incorporate bike and pedestrian paths. Whether the City would have to purchase
the parcels or not remains to be seen down the road. Anyone who wants to develop along
the greenway, the regulatory agencies will require a setback from that drainage way.

Vice Chair Tull asked whether Mr. Beskow saw anything in the issue that has been raised
regarding this greenway that has barring on the Commission's decision tonight regarding
amendments to the Comprehensive Plan?

Mr. Beskow replied that the designation as a greenway has always been in the
Comprehensive Plan and they are not changing that. 1t will still be called a greenway with
the amendments proposed tonight.

Mr. Beskow stated that the regulatory agencies will not allow the City to culvert this drainage
way. Vice Chair Tull inquired whether it will remain an open water course. Mr. Beskow
replied he would anticipate that. Mr. Beskow qualified his earlier statement by saying the
regulatory agencies would not allow the City to enclose the drainage way unless they
mitigated it someplace else.

The public hearing was closed.

Motion: Based on the findings and conclusions that all of the approval criteria are either
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met or are not applicable, forward a favorable recommendation for adoption to the City
Council per the Staff Report dated February 5, 2013, including Exhibits A through |, the new
letter from Rogue Valley Transit District, additions and typographical errors reported by staff,
the new Policy 3-A language and modification on page 32 of the staff report dealing with
Exhibit A, figures 6 and 7 indicating those are for areas with residential zoning between the
properties and roadways.

Moved by. Commissioner McFadden  Seconded by: Commissioner Christie

Vice Chair Tull stated mostly as a member of the Southeast Implementation Advisory
Committee but also as a member of this Commission that adopting these Comprehensive
Plan amendments does not constitute adoption of a Master Plan. Deliberations over the last
number of months were triggered by a proposal brought to the Southeast Advisory
Committee for a particular way of developing this property and proposed that design plan
become the Master Plan that the Comprehensive Plan requires before this can be
developed. Their study of that proposal resulted in these proposed changes to the
Comprehensive Plan and the Medford Land Development Code. Adopting these does not
involve adopting or approving of the particular design that they brought to the Committee but
rather establishes the planning perimeters and comprehensive plan perimeters within which
any proposal for development of this properly would be considered. We do in fact have a
proposal presented to the City for consideration. That clarifies it in his mind and he hopes it
makes a difference the way the Commission sees what they have before them tonight.

Voice Vote: Motion passed, 5-0. Chair Jackle recused himself from this agenda item.

Commissioner McFadden stated that if the Commission was missive or moved on with the
agenda without giving Mr. Seldon’s issues that he brought forward maybe a little more extra
attention; he is not sure what that would take or what the Commissioners can do right now.
He made this comment in case another Commissioner would like to say something that
might be passed on fo the City Council in terms of a recommendation. He asked for other
Commissicner's opinions regarding whether they feel there might be something to pass on
to the City. Vice Chair Tull asked would the Commission consider they move through the
established agenda and then return to this question to see whether or not there is further
discussion or action the Commission wants to take? It was agreed by all Commissioners.

50.2 DCA-12-090 Consideralion of a Class A (major) legislative amendment of the Medford Land H
Development Code o revise the Southeast Plan overlay zoning district, Sections 10.372,
10.373, 10.374, 10.377, 10.378, and 10.384 pertaining to the Master Plan and features such
as drive through windows, fueling stations, parking limilations, aggregate building square
footage limitations, and stormwater facilities in the Commercial Center Core Area, \
approximately 18 acres located at the northeast corner of East Barnett Road and North

Phoenix Road (City of Medford, Applicant).

Vice Chair Tull inquired whether any Commissioners have a conflict of interest or ex parte
communication they would like tc disclose.

Carly Guillory, Planner I, gave a summary of the proposed revisions, approval criteria and
conciusion.

Vice Chair Tull stated that is a lot of territory to be covered and a lot of detail but has been
very carefully considered by a lot of folks. A lot of citizens have had input to this process
along the way, along with some very competent professional guidance.
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The public hearing was opened and the following testimony was given.

Raul Woerner, CSA Planning, Ltd, 4497 Brownridge, Suite 101, Medford, Oregon, 97504.
Mr. Woerner stated that he was present fonight representing several property owners in the
area. He commended staff on a job well done of codifying what the Southeast
Implementation Committee put together for a recommendation. He really appreciated the
provision about how much flexibility there is to the adopted Master Plan without having to
revise the plan. He does have concerns with the prohibited uses section regarding the
fueling stations and adding a charging station. He understands that the charging station
was added because it is “vehicle” oriented. There are a lot of charging stations that are a
little post in front of an existing parking space. More and more merchants are adding those
as an amenity to attract customers and thelr employees. There is a lot of public initiative
support changing to an electric vehicle. He asked the Commissioners to reconsider and
whether or not they wanted to completely prohibit all charging stations or just stand alone
commercial facilities that take up acreage. If there is an existing parking space, it does not
take up any more space to install a charging station. He doés not believe it makes it any
less pedestrian friendly as a district.

Randy Jones, Veranda Park Living, 1641 Veranda Park Drive, Medford, Oregon, 97504 with
Mahar Homes. Mr. Jones stated that he was on the Southeast Implementation Advisory
Committee since its inception. He also chaired the Greenway Subcommittee. There are
solutions he believes for Mr. Seldon’s issues. They are probably to be discussed after these
next steps. Staff did an admirable job taking years of meetings and helping the Committee
condense it down to what the Planning Commission has before them tonight.

The public hearing was closed.

Motion:; Based on the findings and conclusions that all of the approval criteria are either met
or are not applicable, forward a favorable recommendation for adoption to the City Council
per the Staff Report dated February 6, 2013, including Exhibits A through J. and staff's
recommendation of the changes to be made to Section 10.384 as presented at tonight's
meeting.

Moved by: Commissioner McFadden  Seconded by: Commissioner Christie
Voice Vote: Motion passed, 5-0. Chair Jackle recused himself from this agenda item.

Vice Chair Tull stated that before he turns the meeting back over to Chair Jackle he
proposed as a Commission, they express particutar appreciation to Bianca Petrou, who
more than any other person on staff, has helped them build this understanding, consensus
and recommendation. Ms. Petrou has served them well; very patient and constructive. He
proposed that the Commission express formally, an appreciation. Commissioner Christie
seconded the proposal. It was a unanimous voice vote.

Vice Chair Tull stated that earlier there was a question whether the Commission wanted to
pay further attention to the concern of Mr. Seldon. Does Chair Jackle want to lead the
Commission in that?

Chair Jackle replied that he did not want to lead the Commission in that because he recused
himself earlier on those agenda items.
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Vice Chair Tull asked whethoer the Commission wished to take that item further this
evening?

Commissioner McFadden stated that he is not prepared to take it further and thinks some of
the comments made after Mr. Seldon’s testimony leads him to believe there may be
solutions.

Commissioner Christie reported that he appreciated Mr. Jones' comments and thinks that
helped a lot.

Vice Chair Tull turned the meeting back over to Chair Jackle.

G0. Report of Citizens Planning Advisory Commitiee.

601 Commissioner McFadden reported that the Citizens Planning Advisory Committee met last
Tuesday evening, February 12, 2013. It was an interesting meeting. John Huttl, City
Attorney, went over the Boards and Commissions issues and ethics. It was very

enlightening in some positions. Glenda Wilson, City Recorder, was also present that lead
part of the discussion as well as City Council President, Al Densmcre. Mr. Densmore
offered ta be the liaison from City Council for the Citizens Planning Advisory Commitiee.
The Citizens Planning Advisory Committee will meet once a quarter instead of twice a
month. The next meeting is scheduled for Tuesday, March 12, 2013 at 5:30 p.m. That
would be an interesting meeting for people who are interested in attending. The Citizens
Planning Advisory Committee is for people who want to attend and discuss varying issues i
related to planning. ‘

70. Report of the Site Plan and Architectural Commission. (Taken out of order). ,
70.1 Chair Jackle staled the report of the Site Plan and Architectural Commission will be taken ‘
out of order and discussed under the report of the Planning Department. |

80. Report of the Joint Transporiation Subcommittee. None.

80.1 Commissioner Chrislie reported that the Jeoint Transportation Subcommittee met this
afternoon for their ethics orientation. They elected their new chairperson who is a former
Planning Commissioner, Jerry Shean.

20. Report of the Planning Dapartment.
90.1 Kelly Akin, Senior Planner, stated the Site Plan and Arcnitectural Commission met on
February 1, 2013, approving a hanger at the Jackscn County Airport.

Ms. Akin welcomed the Planning Commission's newest members, Commissioner Miranda
and Commissioner Fincher. There is one more vacancy on the Planning Commission.
Applications are available on the City's website.

City Counclil, last week had no business from the Planning Department with the exception of
an agreement for Cherry Creek. They are negotiating the appraisal amount. At the next
Planning Commission meeting the Commissioner’s will hear the partition for that project.

On Thursday, February 21, 2013, City Council will hear a couple amendments that the
Planning Commission considered and recommended regarding the public communication
tower code amendment and the elimination of unnecessary provisions.

The next Planning Commission study session is scheduled for Monday, February 25, 2013
that will consist of discussions on ethics, public records, the City’s strategic plan, and the
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role of the chair.

There is business scheduled for Thursday, February 28, 2013 and March 28, 2013 Planning
Commission meetings. There is no business scheduled for the Thursday, March 14, 2013
meeting.

As Commissioner McFadden noted the Citizens Planning Advisory Committee meetings
were officially changed to quarterly. Ms. Akin understands that there are some additional
intertm meetings set.  Besides the interim meetings they will meet May, August and
November.

Appointments need to be made for Joint Transportation Subcommittee, Site Plan and
Architectural Commission and Citizens Planning Advisory Committee.,

Commissioner McFadden commented about the Indian Gaming Center opening in the City
of Medford that keeps coming up. He does not hear much being said from the City's
standpoint about it. Personally, he is not sure that the City should encourage people to
show their vices so-to-speak and what sometimes gambling does to people who are not
able to fight its allure. He does not see it as an economic stimufant of the type that Medford
wants. It will probably suck more dollars out of the community than it puts in. He
encourages the City o take a more active part in defining their role of it. The Planning
Commission has worked for years arguing about eighteen acres in the Southeast Plan and
the importance that brings to the City of Medford. if he remembers correctly from the last
article in the newspaper, that is the size of the development that the Indian Gaming Center
has rights to inside the City of Medford. We will have absolutely no say about any of it. He
is hoping that our City fathers are locking at that to determine how we should interact with it
or not.

100. Messages and Papers from Chair of Planning Commission. None.

110. Remarks from the City Attorney. None.

120. Propositions and Remarks from the Commission. None.

130. Adjournment.

130.1  The meeting was adjourned at 6:50 p.m. The proceedings of this meeting were digitally
recorded and are filed in the City Recorder's office.

Submitted by:

Terri L. Rozzana - B Tim Jackle - -

Recording Secretary Planning Commission Chair

Approved: February 28, 2013
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