OI‘ n Department of Land Conservation and Development
e gO 635 Capitol Street, Suite 150

Salem, OR 97301-2540
Theodors B Eubmepsl Govenoy (503) 373-0050

Fax (503) 375-5518
www. lod state or us

NOTICE OF ADOPTED AMENDMENT P
1/26/2010
TO: Subscribers to Notice of Adopted Plan

or Land Use Regulation Amendments

FROM: Plan Amendment Program Specialist

SUBJECT: City of Grants Pass Plan Amendment
DLCD File Number 005-09

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: Friday, February 05, 2010

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 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 THAT IT WAS MAILED TO DLCD. AS A
RESULT, YOUR APPEAL DEADLINE MAY BE EARLIER THAN THE ABOVE
DATE SPECIFIED.

Cc: Lora Glover, City of Grants Pass
Gloria Gardiner, DLCD Urban Planning Specialist
John Renz, DLCD Regional Representative
Bill Holmstrom, DLCD Transportation Planner
Angela Lazarean, DLCD Urban Planner
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Please list all affected State or Federal Agencies, Local Governments or Special Districts:

Local Contact: - Lora Glover o Phone (541)474 -6355 : Extensmn 6427

" Address; 101 N A Street Fax Number:541 476 - 9218
Cit_yf Grants Pass OR | o Zip: 97526 E-rnall Address: 1_g]over@grentspessoregqn.gov

ADOPTION SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS
This form must be mailed to DLCD within 5 workmg days after the ﬁnal declswn
per ORS 197 610 OAR Chapter 660 - Division .18,

1. Send thlS Form and TWO. Complete Comes (_ocuments and rnaps)_ the Adopted Amendment to

ATTENTION PLAN AMENDMENT SPECIALIST
DEPARTMENT OF LAND CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT
635 CAPITOL STREET NE, SUITE 150 -
SALEM OREGON 97301-2540

2, Electromc Submittals: At least one hard copy must be sent by mall or-in person, but you may also submlt
an electronic copy, by either email or FTP. “You may connect to thls address to FTP proposals and
adoptions: webserver.lcd.state.or.us. To obtain our Username and password for FTP, call Mara Ulloa at -

- 503-373- 0050 extension 238 or by emallmg mara. ulloa@state or.us.’ : o

3. - Please Note: Adopted materials must be sent to DLCD not later than FIVE (5) working days
following the date of the final de01310n on the amendment.

4. Submittal of thls Notice of Adoptlon must include the text of the amendment plus adopted findings
and supplementary information.

5. The deadline to appeal will not be extended if you submit this notice of adoption within five working
days of the final decision. Appeals to LUBA may be filed within TWENTY-ONE (21) days of the date,
the Notice of Adoption is sent to DLCD. _

6. In addition to sending the Notice of Adoption to DLCD, you must notify persons who
participated in the local hearing and requested notice of the final decision.

7. Need More Copies? You can now access these forms online at hitp://www.led.state.or.us/. Please

print on 8-1/2x11 green paper only. You may also call the DLCD Office at (503) 373-0050; or Fax
your request to: (503) 378-5518; or Email your request to mara.ulloa@state.or.us - ATTENTION:

PLAN AMENDMENT SPECIALIST.

http:/fwww.lcd state.or.us/LCD/forms.shtml ' ' Updated November 27, 2006
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City of Grants Pass

January 14, 2010

WHERE THE ROGUE RIVER RUNS

G CEy of Grarsa Pacn

Attention Plan Amendment Specialist

Department of Land Conservation and Development
635 Capitol Street NE, Suite 150

Salem OR 97301-2540

Re:  Fire Mountain Gem CPA/ZC Application
File No.: 09-40200002
Legal: 36-05-17-40, TL 904

Dear Sir/Madam,

Please find enclosed two copies of the “Notice of Adoption™ and Ordinance of Adoption 5504 for the
above-referenced matter. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

L/ ! Y
Aovaclove

Lora Glover

Associate Planner

Ext. #6427

|glover(@erantspassoregon.gov

Enclosure:  Notice of Adoption, w/Ordinance #5004

pe: C/F, tax lot file

101 Northwest “A” Street, Grants Pass, Oregon 97526 * (541)474-6355 * FAX (541)476-9218 * www grantspassoregon.gov


http://www.grantspassoregon.gov

ORDINANCE NO. 5504

AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GRANTS PASS AMENDING THE
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN MAP FROM INDUSTRIAL TO BUSINESS PARK AND THE ZONING MAP
FROM (1) TO (BP) FOR PROPERTY LOCATED AT 26 FIRE MOUNTAIN WAY.

WHEREAS:

1. The: Compxehenswa: Plan-of the City of Grants Pass was adopted December 15, 1982. The Development
Code of the City of Grants Pass was-adopted August 17, 1983; and

2. The vvmers of the subject property have requested the comprehensive plan map and zone map
amendments.
3. In terms of: physical conditions and characteristics, location and availability of services, the properties arc

appropﬁate for the proposed BP- Zoning designation.

4. The applicable c;rit',er_ia, listed in the Comprehensive Plan and the Development Code are met.

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY OF GRANTS PASS HEREBY ORDAINS:

Section 1: The Comprehensive Plan Map is hergby amended ta include thie property identified by Assessor’s
Map and Tax Lot(s) a5 36-05-17-40, TL: 904, Al of tax lot 904-and adjacent right of way, shown in Exhibit “A”,
to be entirely within the Business Park Comprehenswe Plan Map designation; and

Section2: Thic Zoning Map is hereby aménded to include-all.of tax lot 904 and adjacent right of way, shown in

Exhibit “B”, to be entirely within the BP Zoning Map designation.

Seetion 3: The City hereby adopts Developrient Agreement #2010-01, attached as Exhibit “1”, which stipulates
conditions aftached to the dovelopment of the property as rezoned to Business Park (BP), to include the
development of the ad_]ommg tract of land idéntified in‘the: :Dévelopment Agreement consisting of TLs 801, 901,

902 & 903, on Assessor’s Map 36—(‘[5-17—40

ADOPTED by the Council-of the-City of Grants Pass, Oregon; i regular session, this 6™ day of January, 2010.

erovty | bythe Mayorof the City of Grénts Pass, O'z_"‘e_gon, this Z day of

Mekarf Mo oh,
Mgk

Mlc.ljael Murphy;

Date Submitted to Mayor: /- 7 - .'Zoﬂ?x

SUBM]TTEnto and_  .
e, 2010

Finance Director

Approve as to:Form, Mark Bartholomew, Interim City Attorney IWIE
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DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT #2010-01

BETWEEN: City of Grants Pass, (*City™
: -an Orégon municipal corporation

AND: Freedman FMG Property LLC, (“Owner”)
a limited ljability company; its siccessors, assigns and
ariy- other person or entity authorized to.develop orapply
for developmént approval on theProperty.

A. Owner owns approxitnately 3.14 aéres. of rcal{ property, known. as Lots 1 through-4 of the Fire
Mountain subdivision (Tax Lots 901, 902, 903 and.904) and Tax Lot 801 located in the City of Grarits Pass,
fiore spemﬁcally idesitified in. the;lcg‘al_desmptwn, attachied to-this: Development Agreement ¢ ‘this

Agreement”) as Exhibit A (the “Property”) and as itlustrated in Exkibit B. The Property has.compreherisive
plan map designations 6f General Cominércial and Industiial.and is zoned General Commercial and Industrial.
Owner has applied to City. for approval ofa comprehensive-plan' map and zoning designation amendherit that
would ¢hange the comprehensive plan map designatioriof Lot4 (Tax Lot'904) of Property from Industiial to.
Business Park and the zoning map from Industrial to Business Park (City file:number 09-402000002 (the
“Application”). Thereafier, the Property will'have comprehensive plan map designations of General
Commercial'and Business Park and will be go_nggl General Commercial and Business Park.

B. Owner intends to develop-the property-in such a way that would result in no more than ninety-(90)
peak hour: trlps {the “Proposed Development”) The:basis fot the ninety (90) ‘peak hour trips is set. forth'in the
documetitationidentified as-Exhibit C:

c A development agreement is the-appropriate:mechanism for City and Owner-to entét ifito.an:
agreeméit for the Application approval, limitation on uses of the:Property, and the‘timing and construction of
the mitigation measures to be installed as part-of the previously approved Tiniber Products/Horme Depat.
Developinent:Agreefnent #2008-01 and as listed in Exhibit D-{the “Planned Improvements”). ¥ the Plarined

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT #2010-01 » :
. Exhibit -1- to Ordinance ezl



Improvements are not installed prior to the approval of a site plan review application, Owner will be required
to submit a revised Traffic Impact Analysis (“TIA”) consistent with this agreement to address impacts of the
Proposed Development.

D. The City Council duly noticed and held a public hearing on this agreement on January 6, 2010 at
which time the City Council accepted public testimony on this Agreement.

E. At the end of the public hearing, the City Council voted to approve this Agreement as adopted by City
Ordinance No. Insert Number,

AGREEMENT

NOW THEREFORE, based on the foregoing reécitals, the City Council, for City and Owner, hereby
agree to the following:

1.  Comprehensive Plan Map.and Zoning Designation Amendment Application Approyal:
City heieby approves the Application (09-402000002) presentéd by Ownier. as réflected in the Findirigs of
Fact, Freedman FMG Property LLC for a Comprehensive Plan Map and Zoning Designation Amendments for
Lot 4 of the Fire Mountain subdivision (“Approval™),

2. Developinent Conditions:
; a. Development on the Property shall meet all applicable City standards at the time a-
development application is made, iricludifig appropriate design staridards.

b. If any development of the Property exceeds ninety (90) peak hour trips, Owner shall
submit a revised TIA addressing the extent to which the developmcntbf ‘the Property exceeds ninety (90) peak
hour trips. A revised TIA ind any related riitigation requirements shall comply with the City’s site review
standards and procedures and its Ievel of service standards which are app‘li’cablé at the time the application 1s
filed with the City. Nothing heré shall prohibit the:Owner from submitting site plan review applications.for
less than the entire Property nor developing the Property in phases. Documentation shall be submitted by the
applicant with the application matcrials identifying the peak hour trips-for any- proposed development.or the
Property.

c.  All'required Planned Iinprovements shall be constructed putsuant 1o the Timber
Products/Home Depot_DeVeloprﬁ'e,’ﬂt _Agrieemém prior to the approval of a site plan review application for the
Proposed Development of the Property or such incremental or phased developmienit-of the Propérty as
contemplated in Paragraph 2(b) above. If the Planned Improveiments:are tiot construeted, Owrner agrees to
submit-a revised TIA and mitigation plan for the Proposed Development. Nothinig here shall-prevent the

| | DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT #2010-01
i Exhibit -1- {6 Ordigance



Owner from voluntarily submitting a new TIA for the Property or any portion thereof. The City shall not
require a new TIA if the property is incrementally developed in a manner that does not, in the aggregate,
exceed the ninety (90) peak hour trips. D
d.  Ifthe ultimate plans for development of the Property produce no greater than the reserve
traffic capacity of ninety (90) peak hour trips contemplated in this agreemerit, and an application for @ site plan
or other development approvalis submitted and deemed complete pursuant to the Grants Pass Development
Code within five (5) years of the date of this Agreément, Owner shall not bé required to make any additional
improvements to the transportation system beyond those listed in Ex#ibit D, If an application-for site plan or
other development approval is not submitted and deemed complete pursuant to the Grants Pass Development
Code within five (5) years of this Agreement; the City has theright to require-a new TIA be submiticd by the
Owner/developer of the Pr(')perty'for the development fh.eﬂn..proposed._ : . .

3. A eement to be Adgj 'ted b;. Ordmance This Agreement shali be mcorporated and attached

Amendments for Tax Lot 904 of the Proper{y

4. Effective Date; Term sand Modification; This. A‘greement-sﬁalli be effiective upon signature by
both parties. and once the document is recorded with-the Josephine County Clérk’s Office. The Agreement
shall be signed and recorded after the ordinance is effective, which is thirty (30) days from the effective date
of the ordinance to sign and.record the document, provided that:the _@i’tyi-éajiprdildlgof’*t‘ﬁ@'appl’iiéatién?iSEHOI '
appealed. If the application is appealed, the Agreement shall be recorded thirty (30) days following final
resolution of the appeal, The Agreement shall'have a duration (term) of five (5) yeats from the Effective Date.
This Agreement may be modified-or terminated sooner-than five (5) years only upon written-agreement signed
by the authorized representatxves of both parties (subject-to prov1510ns ‘of Section 12 of this Agreement):

5. Effectwhen Laws and Rules render ¢oniplinnce impogsible. When: changes i in federal:or
state laws or rules rendef-compliance with the Agreement: impossible, unlawful er incongistent with-such. laws,

riles or policy. the following-shall:apply:

The-City shall consider adoption 6f amendinetits to this Agréernent.or the Pevelopriient Codé:
consistent:with said clianges-and if adopted by the City, the Parties shall sign amendments to this Agreement
that acknowledge conformance to-the same.

6.  Assisnment and Transfer: This Agreenient shall tie fully assighable. This Agréenent shall be
binding on‘and-inuretorthe benefit of any future:owner/land developer of this-property for the full ternm of the
Agreement: ‘

aq
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT #2010-01 " |
Exhibit=1-:to Ordinance. S TR
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7. Remedies for Breach: Should either party breach this Agreement, remedies available under
Oregon law for breach of contract are available to the parties, including damages and injunction relief.

8. Controlling Law and Venue for Disputes: This Agreement shall be deemed to have been
entered into in the State of Oregon and shall be construed and interpreted in accordance with the laws of
Oregon. ‘Any litigatien or proceedings atising out of or connected with the Agreement shall be heard and
decided in Oregon Circuit Court for the County of Josephine.

9.  Waiver of Certain Claims: The Applicant knows and understands its rights under Dolan v.
City of Tigard, 512'US. 374,114 8. Ct. 2309 (1994), and by entering into this Agreement hereby waives any
requirement that the City demonstrate that the off-site Public Improvements, as detailed in Ex/iibit D, are
roughly propartional to the buirdén ard demands placed upon public transportation facilities by the Proposed
Development. The Owner further waives any cause of action it may have pursuaunt to the Takings Clause of
the Fifth Amendment to the U, §. Constitation or Article 1, Section 18 of the Oregon Constitutian, This
waiver includes but isnot limited to .any takings claim premised upon Dofan dnd cases interpreting the legal
effect of Dolan arising out of the actions described herein and any claim asserting a regulatory taking.

10. No Third Party Beneficiaries: None of the duties and obligations of the parties to this

Agreement shall in any wayOr in.any mannér be déemed to create any rights to any person or entity other than

the parties hereto, and their succéssors and assigns, if any.

11.. Entire Apregment: City and Owner acknowledge and agree that no promises or

.represcntatlons ‘have.been imade which do rot appear written herein and that this Agreement contains the entire

agreement of the parties as to this Agreemeit,

12. Severability Clause: The parties.to this Agreement agree that if any term, provision,
covenant, condition or:portion of this Agreement is hield 't be illegal, inivalid, void, veidable or unenforceable,
the remainder of the provisions:shall remain in full force and effect as a separate contract and shall in no way

be affected, impaired ot invalidated.

13. Amendment.or Cancellation of Agreenient; Enforceability:

a. Thrs Agtéement may be amended or cancelled by mutual cotisent of the parties to-the
agreement or thejr siiccessors in interest.

b. Uniil ﬁis,Agrecment~.is amended or canceclled by mutual consent of both parties under
this-Section, the terms of this:Agréement are enforceable by any party to the Agreement.

‘DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT #2010-01

Exhibit -1- to Ordinance



14. Recitals withiin this Agreement: The recitals contained within this Agreement as written
above are restated herein and made part of this Agreement.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Development Agreement in duplicate,

intending that it may be efféctive as-of the date-it is recorded.

Executed this day of

,2010.

CITY:
City of Grants Pass
By:

Name: 7
Title:

STATE OF OREGON )
Iss

COUNTY OF JOSEPHINE )

Signed before me on the

_day-of

By

IN WITNESS WHEREOF I hereto set my
hand and seal on this same date, )

Notary Public forOregon
My Commission Expires,

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT #2010-01

‘Name:

OWNERS:

Freedman FMG Froperty LLC

By:

Title:

)ss

COUNTY'OF JOSEPHINE )

Signed before meonthe _____ day of

By

hand and-seal on this same date,

Notary Publie-for Oregon
My-Commission Expires

Exhibit -1- to Ordinnce
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EXHIBIT D

Improvements approved under Timber Products/Home Depot Development
Agreement #2008-01

Installation of a traffic signal at “E” Street and Mill Street including but not
limited to all applicable requirements associated with the installation such as right
of way-dedication, lane width configuration, striping, curb, gutter and sidewalk
replacemment.

Installation of a traffic sighal at “F” Street and Mill Street including but not
limited to applicable requirements associated with the installation such as right of
way dedication, lane width configuration, striping, curb, gutter and sidewalk
feplacement.

Installation of a traffic signal at “M? Street and Mill Street includiiig but not
limited to-all-applicable requirements associated with the installation svch as right
of way:dedication, lane width-cotifiguration, striping, curb, gutter, and sidewalk
réplacement. ’

Grants Pass Parkway at “F" Street - Addition of an eastborind lane on “F” Street
1o allow for dual lefi-turn lanes and a througli/right turn moyvement onto the
Parkway and related acquisitions and/or improvements.

Grants Pass Parkway at “M” Street — Addition of a second left tum lane on
westbound “M” Sireet 10 southibound Parkway aiid related acquisitions and/or
improvements.

Grants Pass’ Parkwiy and Highway 238 -Addition of a second left turn lane.on
southibound Parkway to southbound Highiway 238 anid related acquisitions and/or
improvements.

Qwnier 18 responsible for the usual and customary conditions associated with
approval.ofa site plan‘feviéw and/of land division on thé property pursuant to the.
Grants Pass'Development Code. However; under no circirmgtarices shall the
Owner be required to-make transportationimprovements ot identified in the
Owriét’s TIA ora-subsequent- Owner’s TIA, othier than those usual and customary
street nnproyements associated with -approval of a site plan review and/or land
division on the property pursuant to the Grarits Pass Develapment Code. Any
subsequent Owner’s TTA shall-be approved by the City.



CITY OF GRANTS PASS COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

FREEDMAN FMG PROPERTY LLC
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN MAP AMENDMENT AND ZONING MAP AMENDMENT,
AND DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT #2010-01
STAFF REPORT-CITY COUNCIL

Procedure Type:

Type IV: Planning Commission Recommendation
and City Council Decision

.| Project Number:

09-40200002

Project Type: Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment,
Zoning Map Amendment, and Development
| Agreement
Owner: Freedman FMG Property LLC
Applicant: CSA Planning, Ltd./Craig Stone

Map & Tax Lot:

36-05-17-40, TL 904

Address:

26 Fire Mountain Way

Existing Comprehensive Plan
Designation:

Industrial

Proposed Comprehensive
Plan Designation:

Business Park

Existing Zoning: Industrial (1)

Proposed Zoning: Business Park (BP)

Planner Assigned: Lora Glover

Application Received: July 1, 2009 B
Application Complete: July 2, 2009

Date of Staff Report:

September 2, 2009

Date of Planning Commission
Hearing:

September 9, 2009

Date of Findings of Fact:

September 23, 2009

Date of City Council
Staff Report:

December 21, 2009

Date of City Council Hearing:

January 6, 2010, continued from December 16, 2009;
December 2, 2009: November 18, 2009 and

October.7, 2009.

I PROPOSAL:

The request is for a Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment and Zoning Map Amendment

-from Industrial (I} to Business Park (BP) for the above-referenced property containing
approximately 1.01 acres in size. The property is currently vacant. The application
materials include a narrative, and a Traffic Impact Analysis.

09-40200002; Staff Report — City Council
Freedman FMG Property LLC Comprehensive Plan Map/Zone Change/Development Agreement




The application also includes a proposed Development Agreement limiting development
of the subject parcel and on the adjoining parcels of land owned by the applicant
(consisting of TLs 801, 901, 902 & 903, on Assessor's Map 36-05-17-40), to a maximum
trip cap of 90 peak hour trips without the requirement of a revised traffic impact analysis
or additional mitigation.

The TIA incorporates data and future mitigation measures that have been approved
under the Home Depot plan map, zone map, Development Agreement #2008-1 and site
plan approval. The intent of Development Agreement #2010-01 is to coordinate the
future development of this project with the mitigation measures to be installed by Home
Depot; and, establish the peak hour trip cap for the subject parcel and the above noted
tract of land.

Il. AUTHORITY AND CRITERIA:

Sections 13.5.5 and 13.8.3 of the Grants Pass Urban Area Comprehensive Plan provide
that joint review by the City Council and Board of County Commissioners shall be
required for amendment and revision to Comprehensive Plan findings, goals, policies,
and land use maps of the Comprehensive Plan. However, the 1998 Intergovernmental
Agreement modified that provision with the result that the City Council will make the
decision, and the County will have automatic party status.

Section 13.8.3 of the Comprehensive Plan provides that notice shall be as provided in
Section 2.060 of the Development Code for a Type IV procedure, with a
recommendation from the Urban Area Planning Commission and a final decision by City
Council. The text or map of the Comprehensive Plan may be recommended for
amendment and amended provided the criteria in Section 13.5.4 of the Comprehensive
Plan are met. The Zoning Map may be amended provided the Criteria in Section 4.033
of the Development Code are met.

The development agreement must meet the requirements of ORS 94.504 to 94.528.

119 APPEAL PROCEDURE:

The City Council’s final decision may be appealed to the State L.and Use Board of
Appeals (LUBA) as provided in state statutes. A notice of intent to appeal must be filed
with LUBA within 21 days of the Council's written decision.

Iv. BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION:

Detailed background and discussion are provided in the Planning Commission’s
Findings of Fact. The Planning Commission’s recommendation was based in part upon
supplemental analysis which was not available prior to the preparation of the UAPC Staff
Report (see Exhibits 9, 10 11 & 12 of the report).

The Planning Commission recommended dential of the original development agreement
the applicant proposed to enter into with the City of Grants Pass for the subject parcel,

09-40200002: Staff Report — City Council
Freedman FMG Property LLC Comprehensive Plan Map/Zone Change/Development Agreement -2-



along with four vacant General Commercial lots to the north. Development Agreements
are subject to requirements in ORS 94.504 — 94,528 and specify allowances, restrictions
and required improvements for the development of property they are tied to. The
Planning Commission determined that the initially proposed development agreement
was not necessary and that the zone change could be approved without one.

Following the Planning Commission recommendation to deny the development
agreement, the applicant requested a number of continuances in order to revise the
proposed development agreement for the subject parcel and adjocining tract identified
above.

As noted above, the revised development agreement is tied to the proposed
improvements listed in Development Agreement #2008-01 for the Home Depot site
{formerly the Timber Products mill site) and establishes a trip cap for the property and
adjoining tract of land owned by the property owner consisting of TLs 801, 901, 902 &
903 on Assessor's Map 36-05-17-40. During the application process for the Timber
Products Comprehensive Plan Map and Zone Map change, the applicant was involved
with a number of legal issues with Timber Products and the City of Grants Pass.
Following negotiations between the parties, a “Release and Settlement Agreement” was
entered into by all three parties (see Exhibit 2 attached hereto). The agreement
acknowledged settlement of the various issues between the parties and included a
provision that the parties would:

“. .. enter into good faith negotiations to attempt to reach an agreement
with respect to whether additional mitigation [would] be required for the
Freedman Property for Fire Mountain Way, the intersection at Fire
Mountain Way and “F" Street and the intersection of Grants Pass
Parkway and “F" Street . . .” :

Based upon the settlement agreement, the applicant has submitted additional traffic
analysis evaluating the available unused capacity (peak hour trips) as a result of the
future Home Depot mitigation. The analysis prepared by Michael Weishar, of Access
Engineering LLC (dated 10/30/09), indicates that 90 peak hour trips will be available
upon completion of the proposed Home Depot mitigation.

The applicant has subsequently revised the development agreement based upon that
analysis, reserving the 90 peak hour trips for the subject parcel and adjoining tract of
land noted above. A condition of the revised development agreement would require a
new traffic analysis and possible mitigation if future development of the subject parcel
and adjoining tract of land noted above exceeded the established 90 peak hour trip cap.

V. CONFORMANCE WITH APPLICABLE CRITERIA:

Detailed background and discussion are provided in the Planning Commission’s
Findings of Fact, Staff Report and Minutes from the September 9, 2009, public hearing.

Note: Due to the revised Development Agreement #2010-01, pertinent criteria related to
transportation issues are further discussed below:
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Comprehensive Plan Policy 13.5.4:

Criterion (c): Applicable planning goals and guidelines of the State of Oregon.

Goal 11: Public Facilities and Services

Staff Response: Satisfied. Based upon the traffic analysis prepared by Access
Engineering for the proposed amendment, the Planning Commission found that there
was no difference seen between the operational performance of the development
scenarios using the existing and proposed zoning.

Following the Planning Commission’s hearing, the applicant submitted additional
analysis concerning the reserve capacity (90 peak hour trips) which would be supplied
by the mitigation measures from Home Depot/Timber Products Development Agreement
#2008-1. Staff found that through the use of the trip cap as proposed in Development
Agreement #2010-01, the proposal will be in compliance with Goal 11.

Conclusion: The City has public facilities in place to adequately serve the property in
regards to sewer and water and is consistent with Goal 11 related to those services. A
detail of the transportation impacts is described under Goal 12.

Goal 12; Transportation

Staff Response: Satisfied. As discussed above, the applicant has submitted additional
traffic analysis evaluating the available unused capacity (peak hour trips) as a result of
the future Home Depot mitigation. The analysis prepared by Michael Weishar, of
Access Engineering LLC (dated 10/30/09), indicates that 80 peak hour trips will be
available upon completion of the proposed Home Depot mitigation. Future development
of the subject site shall be coordinated with the mitigation measures to be installed under
Development Agreement #2008-1 for the Home Depot site, or upon the approval of a
revised TIA for the subject property.

Therefore, based upon the implementation of Development Agreement #2008-1 and
Development Agreement #2010-01 for the subject site, the proposed Comprehensive
Plan Map Amendment and Zone Change Map Amendment will not cause a change in
functional classification of the existing transportation facilities.

Conclusion: The City has fransportation facilities that wili be upgraded to adequately
serve the property and is consistent with Goal 12 related to those services.

Criterion (f): A demonstration that any additional need for basic urban services (water,
sewer, streets, storm drainage, parks, and fire and police protection) is adequately
covered by adopted utility plans and service policies, or a proposal for the requisite
changes to said utility plans and service polices as a part of the requested
Comprehensive Plan amendment.

Staff Response: Satisfied. Based upon the Planning Commission’s Findings, along with
the proposed Development Agreement #2010-01, the proposed amendment is in
conformance with the Comprehensive Plan.
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VI.

Section 4.033 of the Development Code:

Criterion 3: A demonstration that existing or proposed levels of basic services can
accommodate the proposed or potential development without adverse impacts upon the
affected service area or without a change to adopted utility plans.

Staff Response: Satisfied. As noted above, with the proposed Development
Agreement #2010-01, the existing services will be adequate to accommodate increased
density or uses that would result from the amendment.

Criterion 4: A demonstration that the proposed amendment is consistent with the
functions, capacities, and performance standards of transportation facilities identified in
the Master Transportation Plan.

Staff Response: Satisfied. The applicant has submitted a TIA (to include addendums)
prepared by Access Engineering, in conjunction with the plan amendment application.
The analysis and addendums were based on the improvements to be installed under -
Development Agreement #2008-1 for the Home Depot site.

A development agreement is proposed in conjunction with the Comprehensive Plan Map
and Zone Change Amendments related to the improvements required under
Development Agreement #2008-1; and, that any future development of the subject
parcel and adjoining tract of land consisting of TLs 801, 901, 902 & 903 (located on
Assessor's Map 36-05-17-40), does not exceed the trip cap of 90 peak hour trips (i.e.,
reserve capacity) as identified in the applicant’s TIA information.

Criterion 7: The timing of the zone change request is appropriate in terms of the
efficient provision or upgrading of basic urban services versus the utilization of other
buildable lands in similar zoning districts already provided with basic urban services.

Staff's Response: Satisfied. Based upon the additional traffic analysis provided by
Access Engineering, and the proposed Development Agreement #2010-01, adequate
urban services will be available to serve the subject property. Therefore, based upon
the proposed development agreement, staff finds that the zone change from (1) tc (BP) is
appropriate at this location.

RECOMMENDATION:

The Urban Area Planning Commission finds the applicabie criteria are satisfied and
RECOMMENDS APPROVAL of the proposed comprehensive plan map and zone map
amendments to the City Council.

The staff finds the revised development agreement is in compliance with ORS 94.504-
94.528 and RECOMMENDS APPROVAL of the proposed development agreement to

the City Council.

09-40200002: Staff Report — City Council
Freedman FMG Property LLC Comprehensive Plan Map/Zone Change/Development Agreement -5-



VIl. CITY COUNCIL ACTION:

A. Positive Action:

1. Approve the proposal as recommended.
2. Approve the proposal with revisions (list):
B. Negative Action: deny the request and adopt no amendment for the following

reasons (list):

C. Postponement: Continue item
1. Indefinitely.
2. To a time certain.

Vill. INDEX TO EXHIBITS:
1. Planning Commission’s Findings of Fact and the Attached Record:

" Index to Exhibits:

A, UAPC Staff Report:

Vicinity

Aerial Photograph

Existing Zoning

Proposed Zoning

Applicant's written narrative

Access Engineering TIA dated July 13, 2009

ORS 94.504-94.528

ODOT's comments dated 8/28/09

. Supplemental TIA Information dated 9/2/09 ‘
10.  Email correspondence from Fire Marshal Brian Pike dated 9/9/09
11. Letter from Lockwood Engineering, LLC dated 9/9/09

12. Letter from Access Engineering dated 9/9/09

CoNOOALN =

B. Minutes from September 9, 2009, UAPC hearing

C. PowerPoint Presentation

2. Release and Settlement Agreement
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CITY OF GRANTS PASS COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

FREEDMAN FMG PROPERTY LLC
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN MAP AMENDMENT, ZONING MAP AMENDMENT,
AND DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
FINDINGS OF FACT - URBAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION

'Procedure Type:

Type IV; Planning Commission Recommendation
and City Council Decision

Project Number:

09-40200002

Project Type:

Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment,
Zoning Map Amendment, and Development

 Agreement

Owner/Appllcant

| Freedman FMG Property LLC

' Representatlve

| CSA Planning, Ltd./Craig Stone

Map & Tax Lot:

36-05-17-40, TL 904

Address:

| 26 Fire Mountain Way _

Total Acreage: _ __ 1.01acres
Existing Comprehensive Plan
Designation: | Industrial

Proposed Comprehensive
Plan Designation:

Business Park

Existing Zomng

Industrial - (1)

Proposed Zoning:

Business Parkﬁ (BP)

Planner Assigned: | Lora Glover
Application Received: Juiy 1, 2009
‘Application Complete: July 2, 2009

Date of Staff Report::

September 2, 2009

Date of UAPC Hearing:

September 9, 2009

Date of Findings of Fact:

September 23, 2009

1. PROPOSAL:

The request is for a Comprehensive Plan Map Amendrnent and Zoning Map Amendment
from Industrial (I} to Business Park (BP) for the above-referenced property containing
approximately 1.01 acres in size. The propenrty is currently vacant.

The application materials include a narrative, and a Traffic Impact Analysis. The
application also includes a proposed Development Agreement for approximately 35,000
sq. ft. of a specialty retail complex which would be built on the subject parcel and an
adjoining tract of land owned by the applicant.

Il.  AUTHORITY AND CRITERIA:

Sections 13.5.6 and 13.8.3 of the Grants Pass Urban Area Comprehensive Plan provide
that joint review by the City Council and Board of County Commissioners shall he

EXNTBT I

_n AA DIuht Soann~d
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required for amendment and revision to Comprehensive Plan findings, goals, policies,
and land use maps of the Comprehensive Plan. However, the 1998 Intergovernmental
Agreement modified that provision with the result that the City Council will make the
decision, and the County will have automatic party status.

Section 13.8.3 of the Comprehensive Plan provides that notice shall be as provided in
Section 2.060 of the Development Code for a Type 1V procedure, with a
recommendation from the Urban Area Planning Commission and a final decision by City
Council. The text or map of the Comprehensive Plan may be recommended for
amendment and amended provided the criteria in Section 13.5.4 of the Comprehensive
Plan are met. The Zoning Map may be amended provided the Criteria in Section 4.033
of the Development Code are met.

The development agreement must meet the requirements of ORS 94.504 to 94.528.

. APPEAL PROCEDURE:

Section 10.060 provides the City Council’s final decision to be appealed to the State
Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) as provided in state statutes. A naotice of intent to
appeal must be filed with LUBA within 21 days of the Council's written decision.

V. PROCEDURE:

A An application for the Comprehensive Plan Map and Zone Map Amendment was
submitted and deemed complete July 2, 2009. The application was processed in
accordance with Section 2.060 of the Development Code.

B. Notice of the proposed amendment and the September 9, 2009, public hearing
was mailed to the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development
on July 21, 2009, in accordance with ORS 197.610 and OAR Chapter 660,
Division 18. .

C. Public notice of the September 9, 2009, public hearing was mailed on August 19, |
20089, in accordance with Sections 2.053 and 2.063 of the Development Code.

V. SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE:

A The basic facts and criteria regarding this application are contained in the staff
report, which is attached as Exhibit “A” and incorporated herein.

B. The minutes of the public hearing held by the Urban Area Planning Commission
on September 9, 2009, which are attached as Exhibit “B” summarize the oral
testimony presented and are hereby adopted and incorporated herein.

- C. Staff's PowerPoint Presentation given at the September 9, 2009, hearing is
attached as Exhibit “C" and incorporated herein.
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D. Email correspondence from Fire Marshal Brian Pike of the Grant Pass
Department of Public Safety to Chuck Wolfmuelier of Fire Mountain Gem, dated
9/9/09, is attached to the Staff Report as Exhibit 10, and is incorporated herein.

E. Letter from Lockwood Engineering, LLC to Chuck Wolfmueller of Fire Mountain
Gem, dated 9/9/09, is attached to the Staff Report as Exhibit 11, and is
incorporated herein.

F. Letter from Access Engineering, LLC to the Planning Commission, dated 9/9/09,
is attached to the Staff Report as Exhibit 12, and is incorporated herein.

VI. FINDINGS OF FACT IN CONFORMANCE WITH APPLICABLE CRITERIA:

For comprehensive plan map amendments, Comprehensive Plan Pohcy 13.5.4
requires that all of the following criteria be met:

CRITERION (a): Consistency with other findings, goals and poI|C|es in the
Comprehensive Plan.

Planning Commission Response: Satisfied. The proposal is consistent with the
applicable Goals and Policies of the Comprehensive Plan for reasons summarized

below.

Element 8. Economy: The proposed amendment to change the subject parcel
to Business Park will provide an opportunity for a mixed use development,
maintaining the economic viability of the area by providing for a variety of light
industrial and commercial uses for the tract which will compliment the existing
development in the area.

Element 9. ‘Housing: Not Applicable. The property is currently vacant. The
amendment will not be beneficial or detrimental to the residential land inventory
- as new residential units are not listed as a permitted use in the BP zone.

Element 10. Public Facilities and Services: Based upon Exhibit 9 of the Staff
- 'Report, and the additional information submitted at the September 9, 2009 public
hearing (Exhibits 10, 11 & 12 of the Staff Report) the Planning Commission found
that adequate public facilities and services are available to serve the existing and
proposed use as covered by the adopted utility plans and service policies.

Element 13. Land Use: The proposed amendment of approximately 1.01 acres
of land from Industrial to Business Park will not have a substantial impact on the
planned land uses in this area. The policies for the Northeast subarea states that
this area will continue to develop with high densities adjoining the commercial
area near the “E" and “F" couplet and the Redwood Spur. The proposed
amendment and potential of mixed use development meets this requirement by
blending into the existing commercial and industrial uses in the neighborhood

_ while providing a transition into the existing and pending commercial
developments to the north and west. The subject tract is located west of the
Grants Pass Parkway and south of the Grants Pass Shopping Center, within
close proximity to the large commercial tracts located off the Parkway, to include
the Deardoff Corners and the Fred Meyer centers.
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CRITERION (b): A change in circumstances validated by and supported by the
database or proposed changes to the database, which would necessitate a change in
findings, goals and policies.

Planning Commission Response: Satisfied. As discussed above, the site is [ocated
within the vicinity of a variety of mixed commercial uses, to include the Fred Meyer
complex, the Deardorff Corners shopping area to the east, the Grants Pass Shopping
Center to the north, and the pending Home Depot development adjacent to the property.
Element 13 of the Comprehensive Plan discusses the draw of higher density to
increased commercial development, specifically for the Grants Pass Shopping Center
and Redwood Spur area. The proposed amendment for the property will change the
database to allow a variety of mixed commercia! and light industrial uses. The
Comprehensive Plan Elements support the database change. The proposed
amendment would amend the plan and zoning map from Industrial (I) to Business Park
(BP), and would not require the amending of findings, goals or policies.

CRITERION (c): Applicable planning goais and guidelines of the State of Oregon.

Planning Commission Response: Satisfied. The proposal is consistent with all six
(6)-applicable statewide planning goals described below:

Goal 1: Citizen Involvement

The proposal is reviewed and noticed a¢cording to the requirements for a Type
IV-B procedure. Property owners within two hundred and fifty (250) feet were
sent notice of the application. Public notice is posted for both the Planning
Commission and City Council hearings in the Daify Courier (the local
newspaper), on the City of Grants Pass website, www.grantspassoregon.gov
and on the first floor of the City Hall building. Such notification provides the
public an opportunity to provide written or oral comments on the matter either
before or at the hearings.

The City has an acknowledged Citizen Involvement Program adopted under
Resolution 1748 that insures the public can actively engage in the planning
process.

No comments were received from surrounding property owners during the notice
period. : '

Conclusion: The City's procedures outlined in the Comprehensive Plan and
Development Code pertaining to citizen involvement are being followed. The
proposal is consistent with Goal 1 standards and requirements.

Goal 2: Land Use

The Grants Pass Comprehensive Plan and Development Code outline the
planning process to consider a Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment and the
Zoning Map Amendment. The process requires the application to be heard by
both the Planning Commission and the City Council. The Planning Commission
will review the proposal and provide a formal recommendation that will be
considered by the City Council for final decision. Specific criteria have been
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adopted that relate to the proposal. The review bodies will evaluate the proposal
against those criteria in order to make a decision.

Conclusion: The application is being reviewed through the City's land use
process, making it consistent with the purpose of statewide Goal 2.

Goal 9: Economic Development

The proposed amendment to change the subject parcel to Business Park (BP)
would provide more flexibility in the development of the tract for mixed
commercial and light industrial uses.

Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR} Division 9, Economic Development (660-009-
0000} requires that cities review and amend their comprehensive plans as
necessary to comply with this division to provide economic opportunity analyses
for the demand of land for industrial and other employment uses to the existing
land supply.

Element 8 ~ Economy of the Grants Pass & Urbanizing Area Comprehensive
Plan (GPUACP) states that the employment sectors with the largest job growth
for Josephine County between 1980 and 2005 included retail trade, government
and services (such as health care and social assistance), and accommodation
and food services. State forecasts indicate that these sectors will continue to
lead the employment growth in Josephine County.

Based on the previous employment trends and projected forecasts referenced
above, the proposed amendment is in compliance with OAR 660-009-0010 by
providing additional land for “Other Employment Uses” which is defined as:

“. . . all non-industrial employment activities including the wide range of
retail, wholesale, service, non-profit, business headquarters,
administrative and governmental employment activities that are
accommodated in retail, office and flexible building types. Other
employment uses also include employment activities of an entity or
organization that serves the medical, educational, social service,
recreation and security needs of the community . . ."

Conclusion: The proposal provides diversification and further economic
opportunities, thus meeting the standards and requirements of Goal 9.

Goal 11: Public Facilities and Services

The City has acknowledged master plans for urban services (including water,
"sewer and transportation) as part of the Comprehensive Ptan and Grants Pass
Development Code. Water and sewer services are currently available to the
subject property. Based upon the letter from Lockwood Engineering, LLC (Exhibit
11 of the Staff Report) with regards to the adequacy of public water for fire flow to
the property, the Planning Commission found that there are adequate services to

the property.

In addition to the TIA prepared by Access Engineering, dated July 13, 2009, the
applicant also provided two additional addendums (see Exhibits 9 & 12 of the
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Staif Report), which provided further analysis of the potential impacts of the
proposed request based upon an eating/drinking establishment as a worst case
scenario. The Planning Commission found there was no difference seen
between the operational performance of the development scenarios using the
existing and proposed zoning.

Conclusion: Based upon the supplemental letters from Access Engineering,
LLC, dated September 2, 2009 and September 9, 2009, (Exhibits ¢ & 12 of the
Staff Report), concerning the trip generation comparison for the worst case
scenario, the Planning Commission found that the applicant has proven the
public facilities in place are adequate to serve the property. Therefore, the
request is consistent with Goal 11 as related to those services. Additional
discussion is provided for the transportation impacts under Goal 12.

Goal 12: Transportation

The City has an acknowledged Master Transportation Plan as part of the
Comprehensive Pfan and Grants Pass Development Code. The tract has
frontage and existing access off Fire Mountain Way, a local street ending in a
cul-de-sac.

The proposal is subject to the Transportation Planning Rule outlined in OAR 660-
012-0060 and the Grants Pass Development Code. The applicant submitted a
Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA), prepared by Access Engineering as part of the
application materials for the amendment. The scope of the study was
determined by the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) and the City of
Grants Pass. A total of two (2) intersections were studied in the TIA for the
proposal:

e Grants Pass Parkway (Highway 199) at “F" Street
“F" Street at Fire Mountain Way

Note: The subject analysis included the approved mitigations for the pending
Home Depot and Main Place developments.

The Development Code’s minimum Level of Service (LOS) standard is “"D" for
signalized intersections, and a volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio not to be higher than
1.0 for the sum of critical movements. Based upon the TIA’s choice of worst
case scenario, the analysis reflects that existing conditions at the intersection of
the Grants Pass Parkway and “F” Street are near capacity with regards to the
City’s mobility standard. : :

Volume-to-capacity (v/c) Level of Service
Existing: 0.97 D
Current; 0.08 D
Proposed: 0.98 D

Note: Information extrapolated from applicant’s TIA, Table 8, pg 11.

The analysis indicates that the intersection will meet the City’s minimum
requirements based on the applicant's choice of using an automobile part and
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service center and a pharmacy without drive-through for its analysis. In addition,
the intersection would be in compliance with the Transportation Planning Rule
(TPR) in that the proposed zoning conditions do not exceed the existing zoning
conditions, and there is no difference seen between the operational performance
of the development scenarios using the existing and proposed zoning.
Therefore, no mitigation measures are required for the intersection under the
year 2024 conditions based on the TPR.

The Planning Commission found that the applicant will be required to submit a
new TIA at the time of proposed development which must show that the new
development will not cause a change in functional classification of the existing
transportation facilities. ‘

It is important to note that a recent decision made by the Land Use Board of
Appeals of the State of Oregon (LUBA) under Luba No. 2007-210, reviewed the
City’s requirement that applications comply with the minimum performance
standards listed in Section 27.121 of the Development Code. LUBA determined
in part that the applicant should be required to:

“, .. mitigate the impact of its proposed development on the
affected intersection, even if that mitigation does not fully restore it
to LOS D. . . where proposed development will worsen an already
failing intersection, the general approach of requiring an applicant
to eliminate the impacts of development on the intersection, by
means of off-site improvements, limitations on the proposed use
or-similar means, seems more consistent with the applicable plan
and land use regulations, than does the city's apparent view that
the application must be denied if the intersection cannot be fully
restored-to LOS D.”

Conclusion: Based upon applicant's submittal of additional information noted in
Exhibits 9 & 12 of the Staff Report, the Planning Commission found that the
applicant has provided adequate analysis to meet the criteria for the
Comprehensive Plan Map and Zone Change request. A new study will-be
required for any future development and the applicant will have to mitigate any
identified impacts. The proposal is consistent with Goal 12.

Goal 13: Energy Conservation

Any development of the property should try to implement energy conservation
~ principles regardless of zoning designation.

Conclusion: The proposed amendment is consistent with Goal 13.

Overalt Conclusion: Of the nineteen (19) statewide planning goals, the City finds
that the applicable six (6) goals analyzed above have been met by the proposal.
The remaining thirteen (13) goals are as follows and are not found to be
applicable to the appfication:

Goal 3 — Agriculture, Goal 4 — Forest, Goal 5 — Natural Resources, Scenic and
Historic Areas, Goal 6 ~ Air, Water, and Land Resources Quality, Goal 7 — Areas
subject to Natural Hazards, Goal 8 — Recreational Needs, Goal 10 —~ Hpusing,
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Goal 14 — Urbanization, Goal 15 ~ Willamette River Greenway, Goal 16 —
Estuarine Resources, Goal 17 — Coastal Shorelands, Goal 18 — Beaches and
Dunes, and Goal 19 — Ocean Resources. These goals do not relate to the site
under review. The site is not designated as agricultural or forest land. The
property does not contain any natural resources or natural hazards. The
property is not identified in the City’'s Comprehensive Plan as a future
recreational area. The site is located in an urbanized area. Goals 15-19 do not
relate to Grants Pass.

CRITERION (d): Citizen review and comment.

Planning Commission Response: Satisfied. Public notice of the proposal was
mailed to surrounding properties in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan and
Development Code procedures. No comments or inquiries were received from property
owners during the notice period.

CRITERION (e): Review and comment from affected governmental units and other
agencies.

Planning Commission Response: Satisfied. Affected governmental units and’
agencies were notified.

Notice of the proposal was mailed to the Department of Land Conservation and
Development (DLCD}) on July 21, 2009. No comments were received.

Notice of the proposal was mailed to Josephine County on July 21, 2009, in accordance
with the 1998 Intergovernmental Agreement. No comments were received.

Notice was provided to the ODOT.

CRITERION (f): A demonstration that any additional need for basic urban services
(water, sewer, streets, storm drainage, parks, and fire and police protection) is
adequately covered by adopted utility plans and service policies, or a proposal for the
requisite changes to said utility plans and service policies as a part of the requested
Comprehensive Plan amendment. :

Planning Commission Response: Satisfied. Water, sewer, storm, and streets are all
present adjacent to the property and are available to serve the property. Based upon
Exhibit 9 of the Staff Report, along with the new information submitted by the applicant
at the September 9, 2009, public hearing (see Exhibits 10, 11 & 12 of the Staff Report),
the Planning Commission found that there are adequate public facilities to serve the
proposed property. Therefore, the proposed amendment is in conformance with the
Comprehensive Plan.

CRITERION (g): Additional information as required by the review body.

Planning Commission Response: Satisfied. No additional information was
requested by the Planning Commission.

CRITERION (h): In lieu of item (b) above, demonstration that the Plan was originally
adopted in error.
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Planning Commission Response: Not Applicable. There is no indication that the
original boundaries were adopted in error.

For Zone Map Amendments, Section 4.033 of the City of Grants Pass Development
Code requires that all of the following criteria be met:

CRITERION 1: The proposed use, if any is consistent with the proposed Zoning District.

Planning Commission Response: Satisfied. If the proposed zone change is
approved, commercial uses are permited in the Business Park zone as listed in
Schedule 12-2 of the Development Code.

CRITERION 2: The proposed Zoning District is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan
Land Use Map designation.

Planning Commission Response: Satisfied based on action taken on the proposed
Comprehensive Plan Amendment. The Comprehensive Plan designation has been
recommended to be amended as proposed, so the Business Park zoning district and the
Business Park comprehensive plan map designation would correspond. As described
above, and reflected on the zoning map, the property is iocated within a neighborhood
containing a variety of mixed uses. The extension of the Business Park zone by the
proposed amendment for the subject property is consistent with the surrounding plan
designations, zoning, and the policy for this subarea and neighborhood.

CRITERION 3: A demonstration that existing or proposed levels of basic urban services
can accommodate the proposed or potential development without adverse impacts upon
the affected service area or without a change to adopted utility plans.

Planning Commission Response: Satisfied. As discussed under Critierion C (Goals
11 & 12) above, the applicant has shown that the existing water and transportation
facilities are adequate to accommodate increased |mpacts or uses that would result from
the amendment.

: CRITERION 4: A demonstration that the pfOposed amendment is consistent with the
functions, capacities, and performance siangards of transportation facilities identified in
~ the Master Transportation Plan.

Planning Commission Response: Satisfied. Based upon Exhibit 9 of the Staff
Report, and the additional information submitted by the applicant (see Exhibit 12 to the
Staff Report), the Planning Commission found that the applicant has adequately
demonstrated that the proposed amendment is consistent with the Master
Transportation Plan. The Planning Commission found that a new TIA would he required
for the property at time of Site Plan Review.

CRITERION 5: The natural features of the site are conducive to the proposed Zoning
District.

Planning Commission Response: Not Applicable. There are nd unique or unusual
physical features on the properties that have been noted.

CRITERION 6: The proposed zone is consistent with the reqwrements of all overlay
districts that include the subject property.
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Vil.

VIIL.

Planning Commission Response: Not Applicable. There are no overlay districts that
include the subject property.

CRITERION 7: The timing of the zone change request is appropriate in terms of the
efficient provision or upgrading of basic urban services versus the utilization of other
buildable lands in similar zoning districts already provided with basic urban services.

Planning Commission Response: Satisfied. As discussed above, the Planning
Commission found that based upon the additional information provided by the applicant
(Exhibit 11 to the Staff Report), that the applicant has proven that there are adequate
transportation or water facilities to serve the subject property. Therefore, the zone
change is appropriate at the present time.

CRITERION 8: In the case of rezoning from the Urban Reserve District, that the criteria
for conversion are met, as provided in Section 4.034.

Planning Commission Response: Not Applicabie. The subject property is not located
within an Urban Reserve District, and this criterion does not apply.

RECOMMENDATION:

The Urban Area Planning Commission recommends that City Council APPROVE the
proposed Comprehensive Plan map amendment and zoning map amendment from
Industrial to Business Park.

The Urban Area Planning Commission recommends that City Council DENY the
proposed development agreement. The zone change can be approved without the need
for a development agreement.

APPROVED BY THE URBAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION this 23rd day of
September, 2009.

SN

Commissioner Gary Berlant, Chair

NOTE: This application is not subject to the 120-day requirement per ORS 227.178.
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CITY OF GRANTS PASS COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

FREEDMAN FMG PROPERTY LLC
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN MAP AMENDMENT, ZONING MAP AMENDNMENT,
AND DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
STAFF REPORT - URBAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION

Procedure Type:

Type IV: Pianning Commission Recommendation
and City Council Decision

Proiect Numher:

09-40200002

Project Type:

Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment,
Zoning Map Amendment, and Development
Agreement

Owner/Applicant;

Freedman FMG Property LLC

Representative:

CSA Planning, Ltd./Craig Stone

Map & Tax Lot:

36-05-17-40, TL 904

Address: 26 Fire Mountain Way
(see Exhibits 1 and 2)

Total Acreage: 1.01 acres

Existing Comprehensive Plan | Industrial

Designation: (see Exhibit 3)

Proposed Comprehensive Business Park

Plan Designation: (see Exhibit 4)

Existing Zoning: Industrial - (I)

Proposed Zoning:

Business Park - (BF)

Planner Assigned: | Lora Glover
Application Received: July 1, 2009
Application Complete: July 2, 2009

Date of Staff Report:

September 2, 2009

Date of UAPC Hearing:

September 9, 2009

1 PROPOSAL:

The request is for a Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment and Zoning Map Amendment

from Industrial (1) to Business Park (BP) for the above-referenced property containing

approximately 1.01 acres in size. The property is currently vacant.

The application materials include a narrative (see Exhibit 5), and a Traffic Impact
Analysis (see Exhibit 6). The application also includes a proposed Development
Agreement for approximately 35,000 sq. ft. of a specialty retail complex which would be
built on the subject parcel and an adjoining tract of iand owned by the applicant.

AUTHORITY AND CRITERIA:

Sections 13.5.5 and 13.8.3 of the Grants Pass Urban Area Comprehensive Plan provide
that joint review by the City Council and Board of County Commissioners shall be
required for amendment and revision to Comprehensive Plan findings, goals, policies,
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and land use maps of the Comprehensive Plan. However, the 1998 Intergovernmental
Agreement modified that provision with the result that the City Council will make the
decision, and the County will have automatic party status.

Section 13.8.3 of the Comprehensive Plan provides that notice shall be as provided in
Section 2.060 of the Development Code for a Type IV procedure, with a
recommendation from the Urban Area Planning Commission and a final decision by City
Council. The text or map of the Comprehensive Plan may be recommended for
amendment and amended provided the criteria in Section 13.5.4 of the Comprehensive
Plan are met. The Zoning Map may be amended provided the Criteria in Section 4.033
of the Development Code are met.

The development agreement must meet the requirements of ORS 94.504 to 94.528 (see
Exhibit 7).

. APPEAL PROCEDURE:
Section 10.060 provides the City Council’s final decision to be appealed to the State
Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) as provided in state statutes. A notice of intent to
appeal must be filed with LUBA within 21 days of the Council’s written decision.

. BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION:

Property Characteristics

1. Comprehensive Plan Designation: Industrial (I)
2. Zoning: Industrial ()]
3. Size: 1.01 acres
4. Access: The parcel has frontage and access on Fire Mountain Way.
5. " Utilities:
a. Water: 6 & 8inch mains in the right-of-way of Fire Mtn Way and 10 & 12
inch mains in right-of-way of “F” Street;
b. Sewer: 8-inch main in the right-of-way of Fire Mtn Way and an 8-inch
line in the right-of-way of "F” Street
c. Storm: Drain ditches along west and south property line to Fire Mtn
Way. 12, 15 & 18, 24 inch in Fire Mtn Way; 12 & 18, 36 inchin
“F" Street; 12 inch lines to property. - ‘
6. Topography: The property is generally level.

a. Natural Hazards: None identified.
b. Natural Resources: None identified.
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7. Land Use

a. Existing: Vacant
b. Proposed: Specialty Retail

8. Surrounding Land Use:

a. North: Vacant/proposed specialty retail site ~ (GC); with the Grants Pass
Shopping Center located across "F" Street

b. South: Vacant/Home Depot Site ~ (BP)

c. East: Fire Mtn Gem Complex ~ (1)

d. West: Vacant/Home Depot Site ~ (BP)

Discussion

The subject property has a Comprehensive Plan and zoning designation of Industrial (1).
The proposal would amend both the plan designation and the zoning designation to
Business Park (BP). Section 12.321 of the Development Code states that the purpose
of the Business Park District:

“. .. is to provide a mixed-use zone for light industriat and commercial
uses. Retail trade is permitted as an accessory use or when determined
to be compatible with, or can be made compatible with, light industrial or
wholesale trade uses via a discretionary review process. Performance
Development Standards are designed to ensure the compatibility of the
light industrial uses with the commercial uses, and with compatibility with
adjacent Commercial and Residential Zoning District.”

The subject parcel is located within the Northeast Subarea as described in the
Comprehensive Plan. Element 13 — Land Use Element of the Comprehensive Plan
provides the following discussion for the subarea:
The Northeast Subarea is described in Section 13.9.4 of the
Comprehensive Plan as being that area located north of the Southern
Pacific railroad tracks and east of 6" Street. The area is bordered by
commercial development on the south and east. Public facilities have .
capacity for moderate residential density in the southern part of the
- subarea and the remaining area has low density facilities capacity.

As Grants Pass continues to grow, transportation and connectivity become a
constraining factor on economic development. We have seen this issue recently with
the approved Home Depot site and the mitigation measures required for that
development. Encouraging mixed use developments will help to alleviate some of the
stress placed on the existing transportation facilities.

The demand for commercial land is driven by the expansion and relocation of existing
businesses and new businesses locating in Grants Pass. As noted in the Economic
Element of the Grants Pass & Urbanizing Area Comprehensive Plan, the employment
growth projections indicate that the service sector will increase from a 21% share of
employment base to 42%. The proposed zone of Business Park provides a wide range
of mixed uses under the land use categories as listed in Schedule 12-2 of the
Development Code. Compatibility is an important factor when reviewing a proposed
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comprehensive plan and zone map change which will expand commercial and industrial
uses within a neighborhood.

As noted above, the property is located off Fire Mountain Way, west of the Fire Mountain
Gem complex and adjacent to the future Home Depot site. Due to the pending
development of the Home Depot site, the location of the Grants Pass Shopping Center
across “F” Street, along with the variety of mixed uses on nearby properties, the
proposed request lends itself to meeting the purpose of the BP zone as discussed in
Section 12.321 of the Development Code. However, as more fully described below,
there remain important transportation issues which have not been adequately addressed
in the application.

The applicant has submitted a Traffic Iimpact Analysis (TIA) for Tax Lot 904, prepared by
Michael Weishar of Access Engineering, LLC, dated July 13, 2009. The TIA
incorporates data and future mitigation measures that have been approved under the
pending Home Depot site. Appendix E of the TIA contains the scoping letter by Rich
Schaff, City Engineer, dated May 29, 2008. Under the “Trip Generation” paragraph, Mr.
Schaff requested that the applicant estimate a reasonable worst case scenario of
potential uses for both zoning types. The TIA is based upon a use of an automobile
parts and service center for the Industrial zone and a pharmacy without a drive-through
window for the Business Park. The TIA dismisses the use of an eating/drinking
establishment (which is permitted in both zones) as unlikely because the site is too large
for such a use. However, a quick overview of eating/drinking establishments tocated in
the City show that there are a number of such establishments on parcels approximately
an acre (+/~) in size:

Elmer's Restaurant  0.59 acres (with overflow parking area total of 1.18 acres)

Applebee's 0.79 acres (with overflow parking area total of 0.95 acres)
Denny’s 1.16 acres

Tubby’s 0.96 acres

Wild River 0.90 acres (with overflow parking area total of 1.00 acres)
McDonalds 1.08 acres '

Abby’s 1.50 acres :

Taco Bell ’ 0.86 acres (with overflow parking area total of 1.10 acres)
Casa Flores 0.84 acres

Based on the above listed establishments, the TIA does not provide an accurate
analysis of a reasonable worst case scenario of possible uses for the property under the
current or proposed zone. Trip rates for eating/drinking establishments are much higher
(ranging between 10.92 to 46.68 trips per 1,000 sq. ft.} than either an auto parts/service
center (4.46 per 1,000 sq. ft.) or a pharmacy without a drive-through (8.42 per 1,000 sq.
ft.). Note: The TIA is based on a 12,250 sq. ft. auto parts/service center and a 10,900
sq. ft. pharmacy without drive-through. Most of the above listed restaurants are
approximately 5,000 sq. ft. in size, with the exception of Taco Bell which is less than
2,000 sq. ft. Due to the capacity issues of the existing facilities as reflected in the
applicant’s TIA, a revised TIA using eating/drinking establishments (or a concept plan
with the actual proposed development) as the reasonable worst case scenario should be
provided in order to determine the affects of further development in the area. Because
the application and proposed development agreement indicate the future development of
the site will be incorporated into a larger project with the adjoining General Commercial
parcels to the north, along with the pending acquisition of additional acreage from the
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Home Depot site via a property line adjustment, the existing TIA fails to provide a
thorough analysis of the potential impacts.

Though Table 6 of the TIA (see pg 9 of Exhibit 8) indicates that there is minimal change
between the existing conditions, the current and proposed zoning, the intersection of the
Grants Pass Parkway and "F” Street is nearing capacity based on the applicant's chaice
of worst case scenario uses; however, as noted in the application narrative, the applicant
proposes to develop the site and adjoining tract with approximately 35,000 sq. ft. of
specidlity retail with a potential trip rate of 8.42 or greater per 1,000 sq. ft. The TIA
provides the following analysis:

Volume-to-capacity (v/c) Level of Service
Existing: 0.97 D
Current; 0.98 D
Proposed: 0.98 D

Note: Information extrapolated from applicant's TIA, Table 8, pg 11.

Section 27.121 of the Development Code lists the following minimum performance
standards for all signalized intersections:

» | evel of Service “D” or better for the intersection as a whole, and

¢ No approach operating below LOS “E", and
A volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio not higher than 1.0 for the sum of critical
movements.

e When a state highway is affected, the City's minimum performance standard
shall apply, in addition to the applicable standards of the most recent State
Highway Plan as determined by the Oregon Department of Transportation.

Note: The Oregon Department of Transportation’s (ODOT) mobility standard
for the Grants Pass Parkway intersection is v/c 0.70, See the ODOT comments
attached as Exhibit 8. Because the ODOT has no “significant affect” concerns
with the application, all further comments in this report are based upon the
Comprehensive Plan and the Development Code.

In addition to the Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment and the Zoning Map
Amendment, the applicant is proposing to enter into-a development agreement with the
City of Grants Pass for the subject parcel, along with the four vacant General
Commercial lots to the north. The total acreage referenced in the development
agreement is 2.84 acres of land. The General Commercial and Business Park zones
provide for a wide variety of uses, including a strip mall complex, multiple buildings with
mixed uses. The applicant has not provided a concept plan or an analysis for the future
development. The applicant is also.preparing to file a property line adjustment with the
adjacent Home Depot tract for an unspecififed additional amount of Business Park
-zoned acreage. The development agreement covers a general proposal which has not
been studied with the proposed zone change. Additionally, the proposed development
agreement notes potential mitigation- (without listing specific items), while the TIA notes
no impacts. Because the proposed development agreement does not contain a concept
plan, traffic analysis and/or mitigation measures for the proposed uses, it is premature to
review the request at this time. The proposed development agreement is not in
conformance with ORS 94.504 to 94.528 (see Exhibit 8).
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It is Staff’'s concern that without a thorough analysis of the future development of the
subject parcel and adjoining GC tract to the north, along with the participation of the
ODOT and agreement of potential mitigation measures (to include the potential rezoning
of the applicants abutting 10+ acre tract containing the Fire Mountain Gem complex),
that the applicant will be unable to move forward with the development of the property.

V. CONFORMANCE WITH APPLICABLE CRITERIA:

For comprehensive plan map amendments, Comprehensive Plan Policy 13.5.4
requires that all of the following criteria be met:

CRITERION {a): Consistency with other findings, goals and policies in the
Comprehensive Plan.

Staff's Response: Not Satisfied. The proposal is not consistent with the applicable
Goals and Policies of the Comprehensive Plan for reasons summarized below. '

Element 8. Economy: The proposed amendment to change the subiect parcel
to Business Park will provide an opportunity for a mixed use development,
maintaining the economic viability of the area by providing for a variety of light
industrial and commercial uses for the tract which will compliment the existing
development in the area.

Element 8. Housing: Not Applicable. The property is currently vacant. The
amendment will not be beneficial or detrimental to the residential land inventory
as new residential units are not listed as a permitted use in the BP zone.

Element 10. Public Facilities and Services: With the exception of the water
and transportation facilities noted below, the remaining public facilities and
services are available to serve the existing and proposed use as covered by the
adopted utility plans and service policies.

Element 13. Land Use: The proposed amendment of approximately 1.01 acres
of land from Industrial to Business Park will not have a substantial impact on the
planned land uses’in this area. The policies for the Northeast subarea states that
this area will continue to develop with high densities adjoining the commercial
area near the “E” and “F" couplet and the Redwood Spur. The proposed
amendment and potential of mixed use development meets this requirement by
blending into the existing commercial and industrial uses in the neighborhood
while providing a transition into the existing and pending commercial
developments to the north and west. The subject tract is located west of the
Grants Pass Parkway and south of the Grants Pass Shopping Cénter, within
close proximity to the large commercial tracts located off the Parkway, to include
the Deardoff Corners and the Fred Meyer centers.

CRITERION (b): A change in circumstances validated by and supported by the
database or proposed changes to the database, which would necessitate a change in
findings, goals and policies.
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Staff's Response: Satisfied. As discussed above, the site is located within the vicinity
of a variety of mixed commercial uses, to include the Fred Meyer complex, the Deardoiff
Corners shopping area to the east, the Grants Pass Shopping Center to the north, and
the pending Home Depot development adjacent to the property. Element 13 of the
Comprehensive Plan discusses the draw of higher density to increased commercial
development, specifically for the Grants Pass Shopping Center and Redwood Spur area.
The proposed amendment for the property will change the database to allow a variety of
mixed commercial and light industrial uses. The Comprehensive Plan Elements support
the database change. The proposed amendment would amend the plan and zoning
map from Industrial (1) to Business Park (BP), and would not require the amending of
findings, goals or policies.

CRITERION (c): Applicable planning goals and guidelines of the State of Oregon.

Staff's Response: Not Satisfied. The proposal is consistent with only three (3) of the
~ six (6) applicable statewide planning goals described below:

Goal 1: Citizen Involvement

The proposal is reviewed and noticed according to the requirements for a Type
IV-B procedure. Property owners within two hundred and fifty (250) feet were
.sent notice of the application. Public notice is posted for both the Planning
Commission and City Council hearings in the Daily Courier (the local
newspaper), on the City of Grants Pass website, www.grantspassoregon.gov
and on the first floor of the City Hall building. Such notification provides the
public an opportunity to provide written or oral comments on the matter either
before or at the hearings.

The City has an acknowledged Citizen Involvement Program adopted under
Resolution 1748 that insures the public can actively engage in the planning
process.

No comments were received from surrounding property owners during the notice
period.

Conclusion: The City's procedures outlined in the Comprehensive Plan and
Development Code pertaining to citizen involvement are being followed. The
proposal is consistent with Goal 1 standards and requirements.

Goal 2: Land Use

The Grants Pass Comprehensive Plan and Development Code outline the
planning process to consider a Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment and the
Zoning Map Amendment. The process requires the application to be heard by -
both the Planning Commission and the City Council. The Planning Commission

- will review the proposal and provide a formal recommendation that will be
considered by the City Council for final decision. Specific criteria have been
adopted that relate to the proposal. The review bodies will evaluate the proposal
against those criteria in order to make a degision.

Conclusion: The application is being reviewed through the City's land use
process, making it consistent with the purpose of statewide Goal 2.
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Goal 9: Economic Development

The proposed amendment to change the subject parcel to Business Park (BP)
would provide more flexibility in the development of the tract for mixed
commercial and light industrial uses. '

Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) Division 9, Economic Devetopment (660-009-
0000) requires that cities review and amend their comprehensive plans as
necessary to comply with this division to provide economic opportunity analyses
for the demand of land for industrial and other employment uses to the existing
land supply.

Element 8 ~ Economy of the Grants Pass & Urbanizing Area Comprehensive
Plan (GPUACP) states that the employment sectors with the largest job growth
for Josephine County between 1980 and 2005 included retail trade, govemment
and services (such as health care and social assistance), and accommodation
and food services. State forecasts indicate that these sectors will continue to
lead the- employment growth in Josephine County.

Based on the previous employment trends and projected forecasts refere_ncéd
above, the proposed amendment is in compliance with OAR 660-009-0010 by
providing additional land for “Other Employment Uses” which is defined as:

“. .. all non-industrial employment activities including the wide range of
retail, wholesale, service, non-profit, business headquarters,
administrative and governmental employment activities that are
accommodated in retail, office and flexible building types. Other
employment uses also include employment activities of an entity or
organization that serves the medical, educational, social service,
recreation and security needs of the community . . .”

Conclusion: The proposal provides diversification and further economic
opportunities, thus meeting the standards and requirements of Goal 9.

Goal 11: Public Facilities and Services

The City has acknowledged master plans for urban services (including water,
sewer and transportation) as part of the Comprehensive Plan and Grants Pass
Development Code. Though both water and sewer services are currently
available to the subject property, due to existing fire flow capacity problems , the
potential build out of the property would have an adverse impact on the available
fire protection for the existing industrial developments on Fire Mountain Way.

In response to show compliance with the Master Transportation Plan and the
Development Code, the applicant submitted a TIA prepared by Access
Engineering. Though the TIA does not consider an eating/drinking establishment
as its worst case scenario, it still indicates that the intersection of the Grants
Pass Parkway at “F" Street is near capacity, with inadequate storage for a
number of turning lanes. Table 7, pg 10 of the TIA indicates that the queuing
length for the westbound right turn Yane is currently 525 feet and the westbound
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through lane is 800 feet. Both movements impact the intersection of the Grants
Pass Parkway at Beacon, yet no additional analysis or mitigation was proposed.

Conclusion: The applicant has failed to prove that the City has public facilities in
place to adequately serve the property. Therefore, the request is not consistent
with Goal 11 as related to those services. Additional discussion is provided for
the transportation impacts under Goal 12.

Goal 12: Transportation

The City has an acknowledged Master Transportation Plan as part of the
Comprehensive Plan and Grants Pass Development Code. The tract has
frontage and existing access off Fire Mountain Way, a local street ending in a
‘cul-de-sac.

The proposal is subject to the Transportation Planning Rule outlined in OAR 660-
012-0060 and the Grants Pass Development Code. The applicant submitted a
Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA), prepared by Access Engineering as part of the
application materials for the amendment (see Exhibit 6). The scope of the study
was determined by the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) and the
City of Grants Pass. A total of two (2) intersections were studied in the TIA for
the proposal:

e Grants Pass Parkway (Highway 199) at “F” Street
“F" Street at Fire Mountain Way

Note: The subjéct analysis included the approved mitigations for the pending
Home Depot and Main Place developments.

The Development Code’s minimum Level of Service (LOS) standard is “O" for
signalized intersections, and a volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio not to be higher than
1.0 for the sum of critical movements. Based upon the TIA's choice of worst
case scenaric, the analysis reflects that existing cenditions at the intersection of
the Grants Pass Parkway and “F” Street are near capacity with regards to the
City's mobility standard. :

Volume-to-capacity (v/c) Level of Service
Existing: 0.97 : D
Current: 0.98 i D
Proposed: 0.98 D

Note: Information extrapolated from applicant's TIA, Table 8, pg 11.

The analysis indicates that the intersection will meet the City’s minimum
requirements based on the applicant’s choice of using an automobile part and
service center and a pharmacy without drive-through for its analysis. In addition,
the intersection would be in compliance with the Transportation Planning Rule
(TPR) in that the proposed zoning conditions do not exceed the existing zoning
conditions, and there is no difference seen between the operational performance
of the development scenarios using the existing and proposed zoning.
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Therefore, no mitigation measures are required for the intersection under the
year 2024 conditions based on the TPR.

As previously mentioned, it is Staff's concern that without a thorough analysis of
the most reasonable worst case scenario, along with a viable concept plan for
the future development of the subject parcel, that the applicant will be unable to
move forward in a timely manner with the development of the property. The
cumrent TIA reflects serious capacity issues for the Grants Pass Parkway at "F”
Street intersection, including v/c ratios, LOS and queuing lengths. It is important
to note that a recent decision made by the Land Use Board of Appeals of the
State of Oregon (LUBA) under Luba No. 2007-210, reviewed the City’s
requirement that applications comply with the minimum performance standards
listed in Section 27.121 of the Development Code (see Exhibit 9). LUBA
determined in part that the applicant should be required to:

“. .. mitigate the impact of its proposed.development on the
affected intersection, even if that mitigation does not fuily restore it
to LOS D. . . where proposed development will worsen an already
failing intersection, the general approach of requiring an applicant
to eliminate the impacts of development on the intersection, by
means of off-site improvements, limitations on the proposed use
or simitar means, seems more consistent with the applicable ptan
and land use regulations, than does the city’s apparent view that
the application must be denied if the intersection cannot be fully
restored to LOS D.”

The applicant’s TIA has failed to provide any mitigation for its impacts or to prove
that the proposed Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment and Zone Change Map
Amendment will not cause a change in functional classification of the existing
transportation facilities.

Conclusion: The applicant has failed to thoroughly analyze or provide any .
mitigation measures to the transportation facilities to adequately serve the
property. There is concern that any proposed new development will not be able
to mitigate its impacts. A new study will be required for any future development.
The proposal is not consistent with Goal 12.

~Goal 13: Energy Conservation

As noted above, the property does not have adequate public utilities available to
serve the site. The application fails to discuss how the proposal meets this goal.
Any development of the property should try to implement energy conservation
principles regardless of zoning designation.

Conclusion: The proposed amendment is not consistent with Goal 13.

Qverall Conclusion: Of the nineteen (19) statewide planning goals, the City finds
that three (3) of the applicable six (6) goals analyzed above have been met by
the proposal. ‘As noted above, the proposal fails to comply with Goals 11, 12 &
13. -

09-40200002: FREEDMAN/FMG STAFF REPORT-PLANNING COMMISSION A PAGE 10



The remaining thirteen (13) goals are as follows and are not found to be
applicable to the application:

Goal 3 —~ Agriculture, Goal 4 — Forest, Goal 5 — Natural Resources, Scenic and
Historic Areas, Goal 6 — Air, Water, and Land Resources Quality, Goal 7 — Areas
subject to Natural Hazards, Goal 8 — Recreational Needs, Goal 10 — Housing,
Goal 14 — Urbanization, Goal 15 — Willamette River Greenway, Goal 16 —
Estuarine Resources, Goal 17 — Coastal Shorelands, Goal 18 — Beaches and
Dunes, and Goal 19 — Ocean Resources. These goals do not relate to the site
under review. The site is not designated as agricultural or forest land. The
property does not contain any natural resources or natural hazards. The
property is not identified in the City'’s Comprehensive Plan as a future
recreational area. The site is located in an urbanrzed area. Goals 15-19 do not
relate to Grants Pass.

CRITERION (d): Citizen review and comment. -

Staff's Response: Satisfied. Public notice of the proposal was mailed to surrounding
properties in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan and Development Code
procedures. No comments or inquiries were recelved from property owners during the
notice period.

CRITERION (e): Review and comment from affected governmental units and other
agencies.

Staff's Response: Satisfied. Affected governmental units and agencies were notified.

Notice of the proposal was mailed to the Department of Land Conservation and
Development (DLCD) on July 21, 2009. No comments were received.

Notice of the proposal was mailed to Josephine Courity on July 21, 2009, in accordance
with the 1998 Intergovernmental Agreement. No comments were received.

Notice was provided to the ODOT. Their comments are contained in Exhibit 8.

CRITERION (f): A demonstration that any additional need for basic urban services
(water, sewer, streets, storm drainage, parks, and fire and police protection) is
adequately covered by adopted utility plans and service policies, or a proposal for the
requisite changes to said utility plans and seNlce policies as a part of the requested
Comprehensive Plan amendment.

Staff's Response: Not Satisfied. Water, sewer, storm, and streets are all present
adjacent to the property and are available to serve the property. As discussed above,
the applicant has failed to prove that there is adequate water for fire flow protection and
that there is adequate transportation capacity. Therefore, the proposed amendment is
not in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan.

CRITERION (g): Additional information as required by the review body.

Staff's Response: Satisfied. Additional information will be provided upon request of
the review body.
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CRITERION (h): In lieu of item (b) above, demonstration that the Plan was originally
adopted in error. :

Staff's Response: Not Applicable. There is no indication that the original houndaries
were adopted in error.

For Zone Map Amendments, Section 4.033 of the City of Grants Pass Development
Code requires that all of the following criteria be met:

-CRITERION 1: The proposed use, if any is consistent with the proposed Zoning District.

Staff's Response: Satisfied. If the proposed zone change is approved, commercial
uses are permited in the Business Park zone as listed in Schedule 12-2 of the
Development Code.

CRITERION 2: The proposed Zoning District is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan
Land Use Map designation.

Staff's Response: Satisfied based on action taken on the proposed
Comprehensive Plan Amendment. If the Comprehensive Plan designation is
amended as proposed, the Business Park zoning district and the Business Park
comprehensive plan map designation would correspond. As described above, and
reflected on the zoning map, the property is located within a neighborhood containing a
variety of mixed uses. The extension of the Business Park zone by the proposed
amendment for the subject property is consistent with the surrounding plan designations,
zoning, and the policy for this subarea and neighborhood.

CRITERION 3: A demonstration that existing or proposed levels of basic urban services
can accommodate the proposed or potential development without adverse impacts upon
the affected service area or without a change to adopted utility plans.

Staff's Response: Not Satisfied. As discussed under Critierion C (Goals 11 & 12)
above, the applicant has failed to prove that the existing water and transportation
facilities are adequate to accommeodate increased impacts or uses that would result from
the amendment.

CRITERION 4: A demonstration that the proposed amendment is consistent with the
functions, capacities, and performance standards of transportation facilities identified in
the Master Transportation Plan.

Staff's Response: Not Satisfied. The applicant has submitted a TIA which failed to
analyze the worst case scenario of an eating/drinking establishment for the existing and
proposed zones, yet indicates that the intersection for the Grants Pass Parkway and “F”
Street is near capacity. The TIA also indicates that the queuing (storage lengths) for the
Grants Pass Parkway and “F" Street intersection are beyond existing available storage
for the following movements:

Movement Lane Storage Existing/Current/Proposed Zoning
¢ East/Left Turn 215 300/300/300
s West/Through 560 800/800/750
¢+ West/Right Turn ~ 350 525/500/425

Note: Information extrapolated from Table 7, pg 10 of Exhibit 6.

09-40200002: FREEDMAN/FMG STAFF REPORT-PLANNING COMMISSION PAGE 12



VL.

The storage capacity issue impacts the intersection of the Grants Pass Parkway @
Beacon. Though the applicant’s TIA notes this deficiency, no mitigation or additional
analysis was provided.

As discussed under Critierion C (Goal 12: Transportation) above, the TIA notes serious
deficiencies and near capacity limits at the Grants Pass Parkway @ “F” Strest.
intersection. The applicant’s narrative fails to addresses these issues and simply relies
upon the TIA for its finding that the proposal is consistent with the performance
standards in the Master Transportation Plan, and concludes that no mitigation is
required as a result of the proposed zone change. The application and TIA faii to
adequately reflect and/or address the potential impacts of the proposed zone map
amendment. :

CRITERION 5: The natural features of the site are conducive to the proposed Zoning
District.

Staff's Response: Not Applicable. There are no unique or unusual physical features
on the properties that have been noted.

CRITERION 6: The proposed zone is consistent with the requirements of all overlay
districts that include the subject property.

Staff's Response: Not Applicable. There ére no overlay districts that include the

- subject property.

CRITERION 7: The timing of the zone change request is appropriate in terms of the
efficient provision or upgrading of basic urban services versus the utilization of other
buildable fands in similar zoning districts already provided with basic urban services.

Staff's Response: Not Satisfied. As discussed above, the applicant has not proven
that there are adequate transportation or water facilities to serve the subject property.
Therefore, the zone change is not appropriate at the present time.

CRITERION 8: In the case of rezoning from the Urban Reserve Dlstnct that the criteria
for conversion are met, as provided in Section 4.034.

Staff's Response: Not Applicable. The subject propetty is not located wuthln an Urban
Reserve District, and this criterion does not apply. .

RECOMMENDATION:
It is recommended that the Urban Area Planning Commission recommend that City
Council DENY the proposed Comprehensive Plan map amendment and zoning map

amendment from Industrial to Business Park.

It is recommended that the Urban Area Planning Commission recommend that City
Counci DENY the proposed development agreement. _
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VII. PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION:

A. Positive Action: Recommend approval of the request:
1. as submitted.
2. as modified by the Planning Commission (list}:
B. Negative Action: Recommend denial of the request for the following reasons
' (list):
C. Postponement: Continue item
1. indefinitely.
2. to a time certain.

NOTE: The application is not subject to the 120 day requirement per ORS 227.178.

VIll. INDEX TO EXHIBITS:

Vicinity

Aerial Photograph

Existing Zoning

Proposed Zoning

Applicant’s written narrative

Access Engineering TIA dated July 13, 2009

ORS 94.504 — 94.528

ODOT's comments dated 8/28/09

Supplemental TIA Information received 2:15 p.m. 9/2/09

CONOGOADON =
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BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL
FOR THE CITY OF GRANTS PASS
JOSEPHINE COUNTY, OREGON

IN THE MATTER OF A LAND USE )
APPLICATION TO AMEND THE CITY )
OF GRANTS PASS COMPREHENSIVE )
PLAN AND CHANGE THE ZONING )
FOR ONE PARCEL SITUATED AT 26 )
FIRE MOUNTAIN WAY NEAR THE ) PROPOSED FINDINGS OF FACT
CORNER OF NE ‘F’ STREET AND THE ) AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
GRANTS PASS PARKWAY, AND )
WITHIN THE CORPORATE LIMITS )
OF THE CITY OF GRANTS PASS, )
OREGON )
)
)

Applicants’ Exhibit 1

Owner/Applicant: Freedman FMG
Property, LLC

NATURE, SCOPE AND INTENT OF APPLICATION

Freedman FMG Property, LLC (hereinafter “Applicant™) seeks to amend the Grants Pass
Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Map affecting one parcel 1.01-acre parcel located on
Fire Mountain Way near its intersection with NE ‘F’ Street and Grants Pass Parkway. If
approved, the amendments would change Tax Lot 904 from Industrial (I) to Business
Park (BP).

The applications for comprehensive plan amendment and rezoning are submitted as a
Type IV-B review which requires a final decision by the Grants Pass City Council
following review and recommendation by the Planning Commission pursuant to Grants
Pass Development Code (GPDC) 2.020.

EVIDENCE SUBMITTED WITH THE APPLICATION

Applicant has submitted the following evidence in support of the contemporaneously
filed land use applications: :

Exhibit 1  The proposed Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law (this document)
which demonstrates how the application complies with the applicable
substantive approval criteria for a Comprehensive Plan map amendment and

EXHIBIT_S



Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Comprehensive Plan and Zone Change Applications
Freedman FMG Property, LLC: Owner/Applicant

Exhibit 2

Exhibit 3
Exhibit 4
Exhibit 5
Exhibit 6
Exhibit 7
Exhibit 8

Exhibit 9
FExhibit 10
Exhihit 11

Exhibit 12

Exhibit 13

Zone Change as set forth in the Grants Pass Comprehensive Plan, the Grants
Pass Development Code and the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule.

Completed application forms and a Limited Power of Attorney which
authorizes CSA Planning, Ltd. to function as Applicant’s agent in these
proceedings

Josephine County Assessor Map

Final plat for Fire Mountain Subdivision

Zoning Map on Aerial Photo

Zoning Map that shows the proposed rezoning

Current Comprehensive Plan Tand Use Map

Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map reflecting proposed map change
Sanitary Sewer Services Map.

Partial systems map provided at Applicant’s request by City of Granis Pass
Engineering department, February 2, 2009

Water Services Map

Partial systems map provided at Applicant’s request by City of Grants Pass
Engineering department, February 2, 2009

Storm Drainage Map

Partial system map provided at Applicant’s request by City of Grants Pass
Engineering department, February 2, 2009

Traffic Impact Analysis by Access Engineering, Inc. dated June 16, 2009
Proposed Development Agreement in DRAFT form

RELEVANT SUBSTANTIVE APPROVAL CRITERIA

The City Council concludes that that the following constitutes all of the relevant
substantive criteria applicable to a Minor Amendment of the Comprehensive Plan Data
Base, the Comprehensive Plan Map and the Zoning Map through a Type IV-B procedure.
The approval criteria are recited verbatim below and in Section V where each is
addressed with the conclusions of law of the Council:
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Comprehensive Plan and Zone Change Applications
Freedman FMG Property, LLC: Owner/Applicant

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN MAP AMENDMENT

City of Grants Pass Comprehensive Plan (inapplicable provisions omitted)
1984 Comprehensive Plan Policies (as last amended on 7/16/2008)
13.2.1 Comp Plan Land Use Map:

The City and County shall adopt a Land use Map as part of this Comprehensive Plan. The
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map shall:

(a) designate the highest and best land use for all portions of the Urban Growth Boundary area, on a
parcel-by-parcel basis,

{(b) guide and direct changes to the Zaning Map.

(c) meet the demonstrated need during the planning period for residential, commercial, industrial, and
public lands as determined by the Comprehensive Plan.

13.2.2 Comp Plan Land Use Designations:
The Land Use Map shall include the following land uses, whose designation are summarized below:

- Business Park: mixed used District, provides for light industrial and commercial uses, allows retail
sales as accessory use to light industrial and wholesale uses. (Allows Zoning Map Designation of
BP, Business Park)

- Industrial: provides for those industrial uses with heavier impacts upon their surroundings and need
for outdoor functions. Performance standards required, with graduated buffering requirements
keyed to adjacent uses. This district shall not include retail commercial (other than service
commercial} or other uses incompatible with heavy industry. {(Allows Zoning Map Designation of I,
Industrial)

13.2.3 Plan Map/Zoning Map

The land use designation on the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map shall be deemed to encompass
the Zoning Districts of the Development Code according to the following schedule:

Urban Area
Comprehensive Plan Zoning Ordinance
Land Use Designation Designation
Industrial Designation: Allows:
Business Park 8P
Industrial Park IP

Industrial |

13.5 Comprehensive Plan Amendments
13.5.1 Provision for Amendments:

The Comprehensive Plan is not an inflexible document. It is intended to be responsive to changes in
community condition and the attitude. In order to permit such flexibility, and at the same time maintain
the integrity of the Comprehensive Plan, it is necessary to amend the Plan from time to time without
frustrating its basic purpose. :

(a) In order to maintain the validity of community decision-making, the Data Base must be continuously
updated, and the implications for decision-making that result from changing data and changing
community attitudes should be widely disseminated and discussed.

{b) Goals, Policies, and Findings will require changing over time, as the community changes. Linkage
must be maintained between policy and the data base, all land use maps, and the implementing
ordinances. )

(c) From time to time, the Land Use Map may need to be amended, and yet still maintain the correct
linkages to the goals, policies, findings and data base, as well as retaining internal consistency.
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Comprehensive Plan and Zone Change Applications
Freedman FMG Property, LLC: Owner/Applicant

13.5.4 Criteria for the Amendment:

For amending the findings, goals, policies and Land Use Map of the Comprehensive Plan, the City
Councit of County Commissioners shall base their conclusions upon, and adopt findings in
consideration of, all the following criteria:

1. Consistency with other findings, goals and policies in the Comprehensive Plan.!

A change in circumstances, validated by and supported by the data base or proposed changes to
the data base, which would necessitate a change in findings, goals and policies.

Applicable planning goals and guidelines of the State of Cregon.
Citizen Review and comment.

Review and comment from affected governmental units and other agencies.

o o AW

A demenstration that any additional need for basic urban services (water, sewer, sfreets, storm
drainage, parks, and fire and police protection) is adequately covered by adopted utility plans and
service policies, or a proposal for the requisite changes to said utility plans and service policies as
a part of the requested Comprehensive Plan amendment.

7. Additional information as required by the review body.

In lieu of item 2 above, demonstration that the Plan as originally adopted was in error.

ZONE CHANGE

City of Grants Pass Development Code (GPDC) (inapplicable provisions omitted)

4.033 Criteria for Amendment. The Zoning Map may be amended by the review bodies provided that all
the following criteria are met:

1.

The proposed use, if any, is consistent with the proposed Zoning District.
The proposed Zoning District is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map designation.

A demonstration that existing or proposed levels of basic urban services can accommodate the
proposed or potential development without adverse impact upon the affected service area or without a
change to adopted utility plans.

A demonstration that the proposed amendment is consistent with the functions, capacities and
performance standards of transportation facilities identified in the Master Transportation Plan.

The natural features of the site are conducive to the proposed Zoning District.

The proposed zone is consistent with the requirements of all overlay Districts that include the subject
property.

The timing of the zone change request is appropriate in terms of the efficient provision or upgrading of
basic urban services versus the utilization of other buildable lands in similar zoning districts already
provided with basic urban services.

In the case of rezoning from the Urban Reserve District, that the criteria for conversion are met, as
provided in Section 4.034. '

! The comprehensive plan contains certain goals and policies which by their language and context suggest the city’s
intention that they operate as independent approval standards. The relevant goals and policies are not listed here but
are cited (and addresscd) in Scction V under the conclusions of law for Criterion 1 whieh requires a demonstration of
consistency with the comprehensive plan.
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Comprehensive Plan and 2one Change Applications
Freedman FMG Property, LLC: Owner/Applicant

12.023 Zoning Map Amendment. The Zoning Map may be amended according to the procedures provided
in Schedule 2-1 and the criteria provided in Article 4 of this Code.

Cdmprehensivé Plan Land Use
|| Map Designation RO

industrial Designation:

' Business Park

Industrial Park

Industrial

12.300 Industrial Zoning Districts
12.320 Purpose

12.321 Business Park District (BP). The purpose of the Business Park District is to provide a mixed-use
zone for light industrial and commercial uses. Retail trade is permitted as an accessory use ar when
determined to be compatible with, or can be made compatible with, light industrial or wholesale trade
uses via a discretionary review process. Performance Development Standards are designed to
ensure the compatibility of the light industrial uses with the commercial uses, and the compatibility
with adjacent Commercial and Residential Zoning Districts.

12.323 Industrial Disfrict (1}. The purpose of the Industrial District is to provide for those industrial uses with
heavier impacts upon their surroundings and the need for outdoor functions. Performance standards
are less than required for other industrial districts and graduated buffering standards ensure
compatibility with neighboring zones of iesser intensity of use. It is the express intent of the Industrial
District to maintain lands for industrial use, with commercial and residential uses limited to those
uses accessory to industrial development.

(1) Ali streets shall provide for safe and efficient circulation and access for motor vehicles, bicycles,
pedestrians, and transit.

(2) The minimum performance standard for intersections shall be as follows:
a) For all signalized intersections:
» Level of Service “D" or better for the intersection as a whole, and
« No approach operating below LOS “E”, and _
+ A volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio not higher than 4.0 for the sum of critical movements.

* Wheh a state highway is affected, the City's minimum performance standard shall apply, in
addition to the applicabte standards of the most recent State Highway Plan as determined by the
Oregon Department of Transportation.

(3) A traffic analysis report shall be prepared by a Traffic Engineer licensed in the State of Oregon. The
City Engineer will maintain written administrative guidelines on the basic requirements for such studies.
Unless waived pursuant to subsection b} below, this transportation impact analysis is required prior to
City acceptance of applications for Development Permits when the trip generation falls within the ranges
given below in subsection a):
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Comprehensive Plan and Zone Change Applications
Freedman FMG Property, LLC: Owner/Applicant

a) Trip Generation Ranges

1)  The development is projected to generated twenty-five (25) or more peak hour trips on an
arterial or collector segment or intersection, or;

2) The development is projected to generate 500 vehicle trips per day or more on any day of
the week.

A transportation impact analysis may also be required under certain conditions:
1) When the development will impact known safety, congestion or capacity problems;

2j  When the project is on a highway segment with special access controls;

b} Waiver or limits to scope

The City Engineer may waive or reduce the scope of the transportation impact analysis if the
impacts from the development area are reasonably known and do not provide reasonable
justification for the estimated cost of the analysis and report preparation. In waiving or limiting the
scope of a transportation impact analysis that would otherwise be required by subsection (1)
above, the City Engineer shall make a written determination that potentially affected intersections
will not fall below the performance standards of Section 27.121(2) or the intersections have been
adequately analyzed already in research and reports available to the City. The City Engineer shali
coordinate with ODOT or Josephine County as appropriate prior to waiving or reducing the scope
of a transportation impact analysis for any development impacting a state or county maintained
roadway.

OREGON TRANSPORTATION PLANNING RULE
OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES CHAPTER 660, DIVISION 12

Amendments to acknowledged comprehensive plans are also subject to specific provisions of the Oregon
Transporiation Planning Rule. The rule provisions applicable to plan amendments is in OAR 660-12-060
which states in pertinent part:

OAR 660-012-0060: PLAN AND LAND USE REGULATION AMENDMENTS

Section 660-012-0060 (1)

(1) Where an amendment fo a functional plan, an acknowledged comprehensive plan, or a land use
regulation would significantly affect an existing or planned transportation facility, the local government
shall put in place measures as provided in section (2) of this rule to assure that allowed iland uses are
consistent with the identified function, capacity, and performance standards (e.g. level of service,
volume to capacity ratio, etc.) of the fadility. A plan or land use regulation amendment significantly
affects a transportation facility if it would:

(a) Change the functional classification of an existing or planned transportation faciiity (exclusive of
correction of map errors in an adopted plan);

(b) Change standards implementing a functional classification system; or

(c) As measured at the end of the planning period identified in the adopted transportation system ptan:

(A)

Aliow land uses or levels of development that would result in types or levels of travel or access
that are inconsistent with the functional classification of an existing or planned transportation
facility;

(B) Reduce the performance of an existing or planned transportation facility below the minimum

acceptabie performance standard identified in the TSP or comprehensive plan; or
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Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Comprehensive Plan and Zone Change Applications
Freedman FMG Property, LLC. Owner/Applicant

{C) Warsen the performance of an existing or planned transportation facility that is otherwise
projected to perform below the minimum acceptable performance standard identified in the
TSP or comprehensive plan.

v

FINDINGS OF FACT

The Council reaches the following facts and finds them to be true with respect to this
matter. The below Findings of Fact support the Conclusions of Law of the Council as the
same are set forth in Section V.,

1.

Property Location: The subject property is located on Fire Mountain Way, south of
NE “F’ Street within the corporate boundaries of the City of Grants Pass. The situs
address is 26 Fire Mountain Way, Grants Pass, Oregon. See, Applicant’s Exhibit 3.

Subject Property Description, Acreage, Ownership: The property is identified by
the Josephine County Assessors as Tax Lot 904 on map 36S-5W-17D. Tax Lot 904 is
owned in fee simple by the Freedman FMG Property, LLC and has 1.01 acres.
Applicant, has given its consent for CSA Planning Ltd to submit the proposed
applications on its behalf. Authorization by means of a Limited Power of Attorney is
included as part of Applicant’s Exhibit 2.

Comprehensive Plan Map: The property is presently designated Industrial on the
Grants Pass Comprehensive Plan Map. Applicant seeks to amend this designation to
Business Park. See, Exhibit 8.

Zoning (Existing and Proposed): The property is presently zoned Industrial(l) on
the Grants Pass Zoning Map. See, Exhibit 5. Applicant seeks to expand the Business
Park(BP) zoning which is adjacent to the south and west to include the subject
property. See, Exhibit 6.

Existing site development: The property is vacant and wholly undeveloped.

Existing and Surrounding Land Use: Land uses in the surrounding area consist of
the following:

North: The subject property abuts vacant land zoned for commercial use for
properties that front upon NE ‘F’ Street. Parcels to the northwest along NE ‘F’
are zoned General Commercial and house small businesses such as the Eam
Advertising Agency. Properties across ‘F’ Street are also zoned General
Commercial and are typically of a retail nature with businesses include the Grants
Pass Shopping Center and Bank of America.

East: Fire Mountain Gems corporate headquarters and warehouse is located on
the opposite side of Fire Mountain Way east of the subject property. Beyond that
is the Grants Pass Parkway and other properties zoned for commercial use.
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Comprehensive Plan and Zone Change Applications
Freedman FMG Property, LLC: Owner/Applicant

7.

10.

South/West: Land bordering the south and west sides of the subject property is a
parcel that earlier housed a mill that was formerly owned and operated by Timber
Products Company. The City recently approved a comprehensive plan map
amendment and rezoning to Business Park, and other land use entitlements on the
former mill property which were needed to accommodate a new Home Depot
home improvement store.

Property History: Subject Tax Lot 904 was created in 2002 as a part of the Fire
Mountain Subdivision which subdivided the then 14.77-acre parent parcel into a 7-lot
subdivision and created Fire Mountain Way to provide access for most of the parcels.
Tax Lots 901, 902, 903, and subject 904 are benefited by a 30 foot wide shared access
easement that connects to Fire Mountain Way. See, Exhibit 4, the final plat for Fire
Mountain Subdivision which shows the shared access easement and on which the
subject property is depicted as Lot 4. The Comprehensive Plan designation for four
Tax Lots (801, 901, 902 and 903} which front upon NE ‘F’ Street was changed from
Industrial to Commercial and were contemporaneously rezoned from Industrial to
General Commercial concurrent with the subdivision approval. The other three lots,
including Tax Lot 904, remained under /ndustrial plan and zoning designations.

Wildlife Habitat/Wetlands: The City of Grants Pass in its entirety is designated as
deer habitat. The subject property is not separately nor more specifically designated
as wildlife habitat and exists within an area of Grants Pass that is near-fully
developed with urban buildings, indusirial development, streets, off-street parking
and ornamental landscaping. '

Police and Fire Protection: Police and Fire protection is provided by City of Grants
Pass.

Public Facilities: The subject property is served by the following public facilitics and
services:

A. Sanitary Sewer Collection Lines: An existing 8-inch sanitary sewer line exists
within the right-of-way of Fire Mountain Way and connects to an also existing 8-
inch sanitary sewer line within the NE ‘F’ Street right-of way. See, Applicant’s
Exhibit 9 (Sanitary Sewer Services Map).

B. Sewer Treatment: Scwer treatment is provided at the Grants Pass Water
Restoration Plant (WRP) and services the City, the Harbeck-Fruitdale and the
Redwood areas. The WRP was put in service in 1935 at its current site. The first
plant expansion occurred in 1953 and in 1962 the plant was upgraded to provide
secondary treatment. In 1974 a major plant renovation and expansion added the
still-used activated sludge process. More improvements werc made from 1994
through 1996 to reduce impacts on the Rogue River. Improvements were extensive
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and an Ultraviolet (UV) disinfection system was added. In 1999 the disinfection
capacity was increased from 21.5 mgd to 43 million gallons per day (mgd).

Grants Pass WRP currently treats 4.5 mgd of average dry weather flow to a record
peak storm flow of 26.5 mgd. The grants pass WRP has a 27 mgd peak hydraulic
capacity for influent pumping, screening and primary treatment; a 13-mgd
hydraulic capacity for secondary treatment; and a 42-mgd capacity for UV
disinfection. Flow exceedmg the secondary treatment capacity receives only
primary treatments and disinfection. This occurs only a few days a year during
wet weather storm conditions. Biosolids from the Wastewater Treatment Plant are
transported to the JO-GRO™ Co-composting facility and mixed with greenwaste
from the surrounding community to create co-compost for sale to the public.
Currently wastewater from approximately 10,000 homes and businesses in the city
and urban growth boundary is handled via 164 miles of piping, two lift stations and
three force main pump stations. By the year 2020, it is anticipated that the Grants
Pass WRP will be serving 62,700 people. A facilities development plan is in place
for improvements that will provide adequate capacity to meet that need, including
improvements to treat the projected peak flow of 37.5 mgd.? Public wastewater
treatment capacity at present is sufficient to accommodate development of the
subject property commensurate with its size and the range of potential land uses
permitted in the respective proposed zoning district

C. Water Distribution Lines: An 8-imch water line exists within the right-of-way
of Fire Mountain Way and connects to the also existing 12-inch water main line
within the NE ‘¥’ Street right-of way. See, Applicant’s Exhibit 10 (Water
Services Map).

=)

Water Suppiy and Treatmeni: Public water service is supplied io land within
the corporate limits by the City of Grants Pass. Grants Pass’ water supply is
surface water from the Rogue River and is drawn at their pumping station
adjacent to the water treatment plant. The City’s existing water treatment plant
capacity will accommodate a population of 52,710. The current population within
the Grants Pass Urban Growth Boundary is estimated to be 36,702, Current
capacity is 18 million gallons per day (mgd), with expansion capacity available to
30 mgd to accommodate growth over the next 20 to 25 years. Grants Pass has
water rights for nearly 57 mgd. Public water treatment capacity at present is
sufficient to accommodate development of the subject property commensurate
with its size and the range of potential land uses permitted in the respective
proposed zoning district.?

% From City of Grants Pass Wastewater website and the Grants Pass Wastewater Facilities Plan, April 2000

3 Grants Pass Water Distribution System Master Plan, January 2001
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E.

Storm Drainage: The property is served by the City of Grants Pass storm water
drainage system. An 18-inch underground storm drain parallels the property’s
frontage on Fire Mountain Way. Storm drainage which emanates on the property
presently sheet drains to an existing surface ditch system which connects to a
catch basin on Fire Mountain Way. The catch basin connects to a 24” line which
daylights into a Grants Pass open drainage ditch system adjacent to the railroad
right-of-way where it flows downstream and ultimately discharges into the Rogue
River. See, Exhibit 11, Storm Drainage Map.

9. Topography: The subject property is generally level.

10. Transportation Facilities:

A.

Access: The subject property fronts upon Fire Mountain Way which is
functionally classified as a local access cul-de-sac street in the City of Grants Pass
Urban Area Master Transportation Plan. Actual access to the property will be by
way of a 30-foot wide shared access easement, the location of which is shown on
Exhibit 4. Traffic from future uses on the property will travel from the access
casement to Fire Mountain Way, and from there to its signalized intersection with
NE ‘F’ Street.

Street Functional Classifications: Direct access will be from Fire Mountain
Way which is functionally classified as a local access street in the City of Grants
Pass Master Transportation Plan. Fire Mountain Way connects to at a signalized
infersection to NE ‘F’ Street. NE ‘I Street is classified by the City of Grants
Pass as a Major Arterial and connects to the Grants Pass Parkway. Grants Pass
Parkway is classified as a Major Arterial by ODOT and is the primary connection
for the site to the regional transportation network.,

Traffic Generation: A Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) has been prepared
by registered professional traffic engineer, Access Engineering, LLC in response
to the City’s Traffic Scoping Letter of May 29, 2009. The TIA is attached as
Exhibit 12. The following are the conclusions of the Exhibit 12 TIA at page 13:

An examination of the Grants Pass Development Code finds that the proposed BP zoning
could allow a retail trade type development on the site as a reasonable worst-case traffic
generator and a commercial repair/maintenance development as a reasonable worst-case
traffic generator for the current | zoning. The trips generated by a Pharmacy, selected for
the proposed BP zoning, would be greater than the trips generated by an Automobile
Parts and Repair Center selected for the current | zoning. However, the analysis of the

- traffic impacts of both zoning scenarios found that they produced essentially the same
mobility levels at the intersections in the study area.

All study area intersections meet the City’s mobility standard (LOS D) in the year of
opening. The intersection of Grants Pass Pkwy. at “F” Street which is currently failing to
meet ODOT's mobility standard, will be no worse under the proposed BP zoning scenario
than under the current | zoning scenaric in both the year of opening and the planning
horizon year which satisfies the Transportation Planning Rule. Based on this analysis, no
mitigation is required as a result of the proposed zone change.
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Vv

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The following conclusions of law and ultimate conclusions are based on the findings of
fact contained in Section IV above and the evidence enumerated in Section II. The below
conclusions of law of the Council are preceded by the approval criteria to which they
relate:

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN LAND USE MAP AMENDMENT

City of Grants Pass Comprehensive Plan
1984 Comprehensglve Plan Policies (as amended- last amended an 7/16/2008)

Section 13.5.4 Criteria for the Amendment

For amending the findings, goals, policies and Land Use Map of the Comprehensive Plan, the City Council
of County Commissioners shall base their conclusions upon, and adopt findings in consideration of, all the
following criteria:

Criterion 1
(@) Consistency with other findings, goals and policies in the Comprehensive Plan.

Discussion; Conclusions of Law: GPDC 1.041 (Plan Consistency Assumed) states:

“It may be generally assumed that the requirements of this Code implement the policies of
the Comprehensive Pian, and that therefore a use or development meeting the
requirements of this Code likewise meets the requirements of the Comprehensive Plan and
Code be demonstrated, the requirements of the Comprehensive Plan shall prevail, and the
Director shall initiate the necessary action to bring the requirements of this Code into
conformance with the Comprehensive Plan.” ‘

The Council also concludes that goals and policies which are expressed in permissive
terms or merely state broad objectives the city hopes to attain, are not approval criteria.
No responsive findings are required when local government policies are expressed not as
regulatory requirements, but as aspirational objectives. See, Ellison v. Clackamas County,
28 Or LUBA 521, 525 (1995);, Wissusik v. Yamhill County, 20 Or LUBA 246, 254-55
(1990); McCoy v. Tillamook County, 14 Or LUBA 108, 118 (1985). Moreover, the
Council also concludes that the applicability of Criterion 1 is further narrowed by Bennett
v. City of Dallas, 17 Or LUBA 450, aff'd 96 Or App 645 (1989). In that case, the court
held that approval criteria requiring compliance with a comprehensive plan, does not
automatically transform all comprehensive plan goals and policies into decisional criteria.
A determination of whether particular plan goals or policies are approval criteria, must be
based on the language used in the goals/policies and the context in which they appear.
The Council concludes that only the goals and policies of the comprehensive plan cited
(and addressed) below may be properly construed as independent approval criteria under
Benneit v. City of Dallas pursuant to Criteria 1. The Council concludes that all other plan
goals and policies do not operate as approval criteria, and therefore, they are not.
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PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES GOAL, GENERAL SERVICE POLICY 10.1.6: SERVICES SHALL
BE RESQURCE EFFECTIVE. SERVICES SHALL NOT BE EXTENDED PAST THE CARRYING
CAPACITY OF THE RESOURCE BASE OF THAT SERVICE, AND SHALL UTILIZE THE RESOURCE IN
THE MOST EFFECTIVE WAY PRACTICABLE.

Conclusions of Law (Continued): The findings of fact and evidence shows that the
property is served by existing public sanitary sewer, water and storm drainage facilities.
The findings and evidence further shows that the municipal water source and treatment
facilities have adequate capacity to supply water to the property in amounts sufficient to
accommodate the different types of uses permitted in the proposed plan and zoning
designations and without exceeding the carrying capacity of the water resource base. The
findings and evidence also shows that municipal sewer treatment capacity is similarly
sufficient to not exceed the carrying capacity of that resource base. The Council further
concludes from the fmmdings and evidence that public storm drainage facilities presently
serve the property, are sufficient and, therefore, will not exceed the carrying capacity of
storm drainage resources. Therefore, the Council concludes that the approval of these
applications will not violate, and are therefore consistent with, Public Facilities and
Services Goal, General Service Policy 10.1.7.

PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES GOAL, WATER SERVICES POLICY 10.2.8: URBAN LEVEL
DEVELOPMENT SHALL REQUIRE A PUBLIC WATER SYSTEM, OR SHALL MEET REQUIREMENTS OF
INTERIM DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS AS PROVIDED BY THE IMPLEMENTING ORDINANCES.
INTERIM DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS SHALL ALLOW DEVELOPMENT TO PROCEED IN A TIMELY
AND ECONOMICAL MANNER, PRICR TO FULL PUBLIC WATER SYSTEM EXTENSION, PROVIDED
THE REQUIREMENTS OF PUBLIC SAFETY, HEALTH AND WELFARE ARE MET, AND THE FUTURE
EXTENSION OF THE PUBLIC WATER SYSTEM IS SAFEGUARDED.

Conclusions of Law (Continued): Based upon the findings of fact and the evidence, the
property is served by adjacent municipal water facilities which will not require the use of
interim development standards in full compliance with Public Facilities and Services
Goal, Water Services Policy 10.2.8.

PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES GOAL, SEWER SERVICES POLICY 10.3.7: URBAN LEVEL
DEVELOPMENT SHALL REQUIRE A PUBLIC SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM, OR SHALL MEET
REQUIREMENTS OF INTERIM DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS AS PROVIDED BY THE IMPLEMENTING
- ORDINANCES. INTERIM DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS SHALL ALLOW DEVELOPMENT TO PROCEED
IN A TIMELY AND ECONOMICAL MANNER, PRIOR TO FULL PUBLIC WATER SYSTEM EXTENSICN,
PROVIDED THE REQUIRMENSTS OF PUBLIC SAFETY, HEALTH AND WELFARE ARE MET, AND THE
FUTURE EXTENSION OF THE PUBLIC WATER SYSTEM iS SAFEGUARDED.

Conclusions of Law (Continued): Based upon the findings of fact and the evidence, the
property is served by adjacent sanitary sewer facilities which will not require the use of
interim development standards and which will permit development to proceed in a timely
and economical manner in full compliance with Public Facilities and Services Goal,
Sewer Services Policy 10.3.7.

PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES GOAL, STORM DRAIN SERVICES POLICY 10.4.9 URBAN LEVEL
DEVELOPMENT SHALL REQUIRE URBAN LEVELS OF STORM DRAINAGE AS PROVIDED BY THE
IMPLEMENTING ORDINANCES. INTERIM DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS SHALL ALLOW
DEVELOPMENT TO PROCEED IN A TIMELY AND ECONOMICAL MANNER, PRIOR TO FULL
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EXTENSION AND DEVELOPMENT OF THE STORM ORAIN SYSTEM, PROVIDED THE
REQUIREMENTS OF PUBLIC SAFETY, HEALTH AND WELFARE ARE MET.

Conclusions of Law (Continued): Based upon the findings of fact and the evidence, the
property is served by adjacent underground storm drainage facilities which will not
require the use of interim development standards and which will permit development to
proceed in a timely and economical manner in full compliance with Public Facilities and
Services Goal, Sewer Services Policy 10.4.9.

PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES GOAL, POLICE PROTECTION SERVICE POLICY 10.6.1 URBAN
LEVEL DEVELOPMENT SHALL REQUIRE URBAN LEVELS OF POLICE PROTECTION., AS THE
URBANIZING AREA CONVERTS FROM RURAL TO URBAN LEVELS AND INTENSIT/ES OF LAND USE
OVER TIME, POLICE PROTECTION SHOULD BE INCREASED TO MEET THE INCREASED SERVICE
NEED.

Conclusions of Law (Continued): The Council concludes that the subject property is
within a central portion of the city, an arca presently served by urban level police
protection from the City of Grants Pass. Action on the instant land use applications will
not affect the delivery of urban police protection nor in any substantive way violate
Policy 10.6.1. Therefore, the Council concludes that the applications are consistent with
Public Facilities and Services Goal, Sewer Services Policy 10.6.1.

PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES GOAL, FIRE PROTECTION SERVICE POLICY 10.7.2: URBAN
LEVELS OF DEVELOPMENT SHALL REQUIRE URBAN LEVELS OF FIRE PROTECTION AS
STIPULATED BY THE IMPLEMENTING ORDINANCES. THE MINIMUM URBAN LEVEL OF FIRE
PROTECTION FOR FULLY DEVELOFED RESIDENTIAL, COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL AREAS
SHALL BE THAT QUALIFYING FOR THE INSURANCE UNDERWRITERS RELATIVE CLASSIFICATION
RATING OF 5. PROVISION OF FIRE PROTECTION SHOULD BE PHASED OVER TIME AS URBAN
LEVEL DEVELOPMENT PROCEED WITHOUT A MINIMUM OF A CLASS 8 RATING, NOR SHALL
COMMERCIAL INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT PROCEED WITHOUT A MINIMUM OF A CLASS 9
RATING.

Conclusions of Law (Continuéd): The Council concludes that the subject property is
within an area served by urban level fire protection provided by the City of Grants Pass.
Action on the instant land use applications will not affect the delivery of urban fire
protection nor in any substantive way violate Policy 10.7.2. Therefore, the Council
concludes that the applications are consistent with Public Facilities and Services Goal,
Sewer Services Policy 10.7.2.

GRANTS PASS URBAN AREA MASTER TRANSPORTATION PLAN POLICY 1.2.1. MAINTAIN
ADEQUATE MOBILITY AT STREET INTERSECTIONS. THE SPECIFIC APPLICATION OF THIS POLICY
SHALL BE AS DESCRIBED IN ARTICLE 27 OF THE GRANTS PASS DEVELOFMENT CQODE. AT A
MINIMUM, LEVELS OF SERVICE SHALL BE MAINTAINED AS FOLLOWS:

» LOS"D" ORBETTER FOR SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS AS A WHOLE, AND

= LOS “D" OR BETTER FOR ARTERIAL AND COLLECTOR APPROACHES AT UNSIGNALIZED
INTERSECTIONS.

Conclusions of Law (Continued): The subject property will be and. is served by a
public urban level street system. Fire Mountain Way, a city street, was constructed to
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meet the city’s local access street standards. Therefore, the Council concludes that the
subject property will be served by an urban level street system consistent with Policy
11.9. A Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) was prepared by registered professional
traffic engineer, Access Engineering, LLC in response to the City’s Traffic Scoping
Letter of May 29, 2009. The TIA is attached as Exhibit 12. With respect to traffic
impacts anticipated from the proposed land use actions, the TIA at page 13 concludes
that:

“All study area intersections meet the City’s mobility standard (LOS D) in the
year of opening. The intersection of Grants Pass Pkwy. at “F” Street which is
currently failing to meet ODOT’s mobility standard, will be no worse under the
proposed BP zoning scenario than under the current I zoning scenario in both the
year of opening and the planning horizon year which satisfies the Transportation
Planning Rule. Based on this analysis, no mitigation is required as a result of the
proposed zone change.”

Based upon the Exhibit 12 TIA, the Council concludes that adequate mobility at street
intersections (within the study area determined by the Grants Pass City Engineer and set
out in the TIA Scoping Letter) will be maintained following the proposed land use
actions because Level of Service (“LLOS™) ‘D’ will be maintained at all signalized
intersections and at arterial and collector approaches at unsignalized intersections. For
these reasons, the applications are concluded to be consistent with Grants Pass Urban
Area Master Transportation Plan Policy 1.2.1.

Summary Conclusions of Law: Based upon the foregoing findings of fact and
conclusions of law, the Council concludes that the applications are consistent with the
requirements of Criterion 1 because, based upon the findings of fact and substantial
evidence, the proposed amendments are consistent all relevant applicable findings, goals
and policies of the Comprehensive Plan.

d ok ok kR ok H K Kk ok & ok ok

Criterion 2

(b) A change in circumstances, validated by and supported by the data base or proposed
changes to the data base, which would necessitate a change in findings, goals and
policies.

Conclusions of Law: The preface for the approval criteria for comprehensive plan
amendments requires the adoption of findings in consideratiorn of the various criteria.
The Council interprets this to mean that if a criterion is not applicable, the Council must
explain why. Criterion 2 appears to be hmited to changes to the [plan’s] findings, goals
and policies [but not to the comprehensive plan map]. The Council concludes that this
application seeks only to amend the comprehensive plan map but not its findings, goals
and policies. As such, the Council concludes that Criterion 2 is inapplicable.
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Criterion 3

(€ Applicable planning goais and guidelines of the State of Oregon.

Conclusions of Law: The proposed plan map amendment is required to comply with the
applicable goals and policies of the comprehensive plan. The comprehensive pian,
acknowledged by LCDC, addresses the state goals and guidelines. To the extent that any
Statewide Planning Goals or implementing administrative rules operate as approval
standards in context of this post-acknowledgement plan amendment, it is compliance
with applicable provisions of OAR 660-0012 (the “Oregon Transportation Planning
Rule”) and OAR 660-009 (the “Oregon Economic Development Rule™). In the case of
OAR 660-0012, the standards are addressed separately below in Criterion 9, the findings
of fact and conclusions of law for which are herewith incorporated and adopted. With
respect to OAR 660-009, the rule does not apply because this application concerns a
parcel only slightly greater than one acre in size; OAR 660-009, for post-
acknowledgement plan amendments, applies only to land larger than two acres as
follows:

“660-009-0010(4) For a post-acknowledgement plan amendment under QAR chapter 660, division
18, that changes the plan designation of land in excess of two acres within an existing urban growth
boundary from an industrial use designation to a non-industrial use designation, or an other
employment use designation to.any other use designation, a city or county must address all
applicable planning requirements”

Based upon the foregoing, the Council concludes that the magnitude of the change in this
instance — affecting only one acre and changing the plan map designation from
Industrial to Business Park —— is such that does not trigger and will not violate any of
Oregon’s applicable planning goals nor its implementing administrative rules. To the
extent that OAR 660-0012 is triggered and is applicable, the findings of fact and
conclusions of law for which have been addressed, fully satisfied and incorporated
herewith. Therefore the Council concludes that the application is consistent with
Criterion 3.

d sk ok ok ok K K K % ok ok Kk & %

Criterion 4

{d) Citizen Review and comment.

" Conclusions of Law: Amendments to the comprehensive plan and zoning maps require a
Type IV review — the most intensive pubhc land use approval process provided for in
the GPDC. The purpose of the Type IV procedure is to provide for quasi-judicial and
legislative review of designated land use actions by the City Council at a public hearing,

Page 15 of 22




Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Comprehensive Plan and Zone Change Applications
Freedman FMG Property, LLC: Owner/Applicant

following public notice given in a newspaper of general local circulation and mailed
notice to nearby property owners (not less than 10 calendar days prior to the public
hearing) owning property located within 250 feet of the subject property. The public
notice and public hearing has provided for citizen review and comment pursuant to the
rules of the City of Grants Pass and the procedures set forth in ORS 197.763. Therefore
and on these bases, the Council concludes that Criterion 4 can, will and has been met.

% ok ok ook ok ook ok ok ok ok % ok ok

Criterion 5

{e) Review and comment from affected governmental units and other agencies.

Conclusions of Law: GPDC 3.060 provides for review and comment from affected
governmental units and other agencies. According to those Code procedures, within five
working days after accepting a complete application, the Community Development
Director transmits a copy of the application and other appropriate materials to each
municipal department the Director believes might have a potential comment on the
proposal. The Community Development Director also forwards the application materials
to other governmental agencies which have a regulatory interest in the outcome of the
local land use proceeding. Comments received from the various governmental units and
other agencies are then placed before municipal decision makers before or during the
time of public hearing so the same can be given due consideration. These procedures
ensure effective communication, review and consideration and the Council concludes
that Criterion 5 can, will and has been met.

¥ ok ok k ok ¥ ok ok ok ok & ok ook ok

Criterion 6

(fy A demonstration that any additional need for basic urban services (water, sewer, streets,
storm drainage, parks, and fire and police protection) is adequately covered by adopted
utility plans and setvice policies, or a proposal for the requisite changes to said utility plans
and service policies as a part of the requested Comprehensive Plan amendment.

Conclusions of Law: Based upon the Findings of Fact in Section IV hereinabove and
evidence in Applicant’s Exhibits 9, 10 and 11 (regarding public sanitary sewer, water and
storm drainage) the Council concludes that there is no additional need for these basis
urban services. The Council further concludes that the property is served by adequate
police and fire protection and there is no additional need for these services to be
augmented as a result of this application. The nature of the instant land use applications
is such that neither future development plans nor prospective land uses must be identified
and, in this instance, the precise nature, size and magnitude of future land uses are
unknown. However, the Council also concludes that the potential land uses are those
permitted in the BP zone as set forth in the GPDC.

Page 16 of 22



Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
Comprehensive Plan and Zone Change Applications
Freedman FMG Property, LLC: Owner/Applicant

Given the small size of the property suggests, and Council concludes, that additional need
for basic services will be slight and insignificant. Therefore, the Council concludes that
Criterion 6 has been satisfied because there is substantial evidence to demonstrate that
any additional need for basic urban services is adequately covered by adopted utility
plans and service policies and because any potential increase in facility demand will be
slight and insignificant.

¥ ok ok Kk Kk ok ok ok kK ok ok ¥ ok

Criterion 7
(g) Additional information as required by the review body.

Conclusions of Law: The Council has reviewed and considered all evidence before it
and has, to its satisfaction, reconciled or resolved any conflicts of fact or law and has so
indicated such occurrences herein. Therefore, the Council concludes that no additional
information is required and Criterion 7 has, therefore, been satisfied in full.

%ok % ok kook kR ok ok ok k& &

Criterion 8
(h) Intieu of item (b) above, demonstration that the Plan as originally adopted was in error,

Conclusions of Law: The Plan, as originally adopted, has not been found to have been
adopted in error. Therefore, the Council concludes that Criterion 8 is inapplicable to the
instant land use application.

F ok ok sk ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ook

ZONE CHANGE
Grants Pass Development Code (GPDC)

4.033 Criteria for Amendment. The Zoning Map may be amended by the review bodies
provided that all the following criteria are met:

Zone Change Criterion 1

(1 The proposed use, if any, is consistent with the proposed Zoning District.

Conclusions of Law: The Council concludes that Criterion 1 does not require the
identification of a use and, in this instance, the potential use(s) are not precisely known.
However, the future development on Tax Lot 904 is proposed to have specialty retail uses
which are consistent with the proposed Business Park designation. Additionally, before
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the city will issue development permits an applicant is required to submit development
plans and have the same approved by the city before the start of construction. At such
time that plans for future development are approved, the city (through is site plan review
process) will insure that any and all potential use(s) are consistent with the proposed
Business Park (BP) zoning district. Therefore, the Council concludes that Criterion 1 can
and will be met.

d Kk k ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok k ok ok

Zone Change Criterion 2

(2 The proposed Zoning District is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map
designation.

Conclusions of Law: Schedule 12-1 in GPDC 12.026 sets forth the various
Comprehensive Plan T.and Use Map Designations along with their various corresponding
zoning districts. It shows that the Business Park plan map designation corresponds only
to the Business Park (BP) zoning district. This application for zone change was
contemporaneously filed with an application that seceks to change the plan map
designation of the subject property from Industrial to Business Park and, if approved, the
proposed BP zone will be consistent with the Business Park plan map designation.
Therefore, the Council concludes that the proposed zone is consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan Land Use designation and compliance with Criterion 2 has been
established.

LEE I I I A ]

Zone Change Criterion 3

(3) A demonstration that existing or proposed levels of basic urban services can accommodate
the proposed or potential development without adverse impact upon the affected service
area or without a change to adopted utility plans.

Conclusions of Law: Based upon the Findings of Fact in Section IV hereinabove and
evidence introduced into the record as Applicant’s Exhibits 7 through 10 (regarding
public facilities) the Council concludes that all required public facilitics and services are
available to serve the subject property. The Council concludes that the potential land
uses arc those permitted in the BP zone as set forth in the GPDC. Given the small size of
the property and the permitted uses, the Council concludes that the need for basic
services beyond that required for the current zoning will be slight and msignificant and be
without adverse impact on the service area or require changes to the adopted utility plans.
Therefore, the Council concludes that the zone change application is consistent with the
requirements of Criterion 3.

¥ % ok %k % ok ok ok k% ok ok %k ok
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Zone Change Criterion 4

{(4) A demonstration that the proposed amendment is consistent with the functions, capacities
and performance standards of transportation facilities identified in the Master
Transportation Plan.

Conclusions of Law: The Applicant has introduced into the record as Applicant’s
Exhibit 12, a Transportation Impact Analysis report, prepared by the registered
professional traffic engineering firm, Access Engineering, LLC, June 12, 2009 in
response to the City of Grants Pass traffic scoping letter dated May 29, 2009. Their
report finds that the proposed change of zone and use will not adversely impact the
existing transportation facilities and that the impacted facilities will continue to meet the
City of Grants Pass performance standards once the site has been developed. Therefore,
the Council concludes, based upon the Findings of Fact in Section IV hereinabove and
Applicant’s Exhibits 12, that the zone change application is consistent with the
requirements of Criterion 4.

Kook ok kR Kk KR R ok &

Zone Change Criterion 5
{(5) The natural features of the site are conducive to the proposed Zoning District.

Conclusions of Law: The Council finds from the evidence that the subject property has
no unique or unusual natural features or other features that preclude the change in zoning
designation or which prevent ultimate redevelopment of the subject property with uses
permitted in the Business Park zone. Therefore, the Council concludes that the zone
change application is consistent with the requirements of Criterion 5.

d ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok %

Zone Change Criterion 6

{8) The proposed zone is consistent with the requirements of all overlay Districts that include
the subject property.

Conclusions of L.aw: Based on the City of Grants Pass map overlays, the entire City of
Grants Pass is designated as deer habitat. The subject property is not separately or more
specifically designated as wildlife habitat and exists within a central portion of the city
that is also fully urbanized with buildings, streets, off-strect parking, ornamental
landscaping and other urban features. While the Council believes that deer may
sometimes be seen in central portions of the city, such areas do not constitute- habitat
worthy of natural preservation. Therefore and because the subject property is not
covered by any other regulatory overlay zones, the Council concludes that compliance
with Criterion 6 is established.
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Zone Change Criterion 7

(7)  The timing of the zone change request is appropriate in terms of the efficient provision or
upgrading of basic urban services versus the utilization of other buildable lands in similar
zoning districts already provided with basic urban services.

Conclusions of Law: The Council herewith incorporates by reference and adopts its
findings of fact and conclusions of law for plan map amendment Criterion 1 below
Criterion 9 (Oregon Transportation Planning Rule) and concludes that the findings of fact
in Section IV and the evidence in Exhibits 9 through 12 (inclusive) demonstrate that basic
urban services exist and are sufficient in size and capacity to accommodate future
development for uses permitted in the Business Park zone. Therefore, the Council
concludes that the zone change application is consistent with Criterion 7.

* Kk ok k ok ¥ ok ko ook ok %k ok

Zone Change Criterion 8

(8) In the case of rezoning from the Urban Reserve District, that the criteria for conversion are met, as
provided in Section 4.034,

Conclusions of Law: The Council concludes that Criterion 8 is inapplicable by reason
that the proposed zone change is neither to be from nor to the Urban Reserve District.

* ok ok k b ok ok ok koo ok ok ok %

Zone Change Criterion 9

OREGON TRANSPORTATION PLANNING RULE
Oregon Administrative Rules Chapter 660, Division 12

Amendments to acknowledged comprehensive plans and zone changes are subject to
specific provisions of the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule at Oregon Administrative
Rules Chapter 660, Division 012. The rule provisions are applicable to plan amendments
is in OAR 660-012-060 which states in pertinent part:

OAR 660-012-0060: PLAN AND LAND USE REGULATION AMENDMENTS
Section 660-012-0060 (1)

(1) Where an amendment to a functional plan, an acknowledged comprehensive plan, or a land use

"~ regutation would significantly affect an existing or planned transportation facility, the local government
shail put in place measures as provided in section (2) of this rule to assure that allowed land uses are
consistent with the identified function, capacity, and performance standards (e.g. level of service,
volume to capacity ratio, etc.) of the facility. A plan or land use regulation amendment significantly
affects a transportation facility if it would:

(a) Change the functional classification of an existing or planned transportation facility (exclusive of
correction of map errors in an adopted plan);
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(b} Change standards implementing a functional classification system; or
{c) As measured at the end of the planning period identified in the adopted transportation system plan:

(A} Allow land uses or levels of development that would result in types or levels of travel or accass
that are inconsistent with the functional classification of an existing or planned transportation
facility;

(B) Reduce the performance of an existing or planned transportation facility below the minimum
acceptable performance standard identified in the TSP or 2 comprehensive plan; or

(C) Worsen the performance of an existing or planned transportation facility that is otherwise
projected to perform below the minimum acceptable performance standard identified in the
TSP or comprehensive plan.

Conclusions of Law: Based upon the foregoing findings of fact and conclusions of law,
the Council concludes that the applications (for both the comprehensive plan amendment
and zone change) are consistent with Criterion 9 because the proposed amendments will
not significantly affect a transportation facility for the following reasons:

» Neither the proposed Plan Amendment nor Zone Change will change the
functional classification of any existing or planned fransportation facilities.

e No changes to the standards implementing the City’s functional classification
system are proposed or required for either the proposed Plan Amendment or Zone
Change.

o The subject property will take access from a local access street planned to accept
the types and levels of traffic that can reasonably be expected to be generated by
permitted uses that would utilize the site at the end of the planning horizon based
upon the Exhibit 12 Traffic Impact Analysis.

o The operational analysis of the intersections impacted by this Plan Amendment
and Zone Change show no change between the LOS under the current zoning and
the LOS under the proposed zoning. This demonstrates that the change in zoning
will not reduce the performance of existing intersections to below acceptable
standards, nor does it worsen existing intersections that are already performing
below standard. See, Exhibit 12.

Therefore, the City Council concludes that the proposed Plan Amendment and Zone
Change are consistent with the requirements of Criterion 9.
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Vi

APPLICANT AGREED TO STIPULATIONS

As part of these land use applications, Applicant Fire Mountain Gems herewith agrees to
stipulate:

1.

Building permits for uses permitted in the Business Park (BP) zoning
district contemplated on the subject property will not be issued by the City until the
physical transportation system improvements which were required as conditions to
the city’s approving the nearby Home Depot store are either constructed or their
funding is assured. Provided, however, that this will not limit Applicant Fire
Mountain Gems from obtaining building permits before the said transportation
system improvements for use(s) which are permitted in bot/ the BP and Industrial (I)
districts.

Upon approval of the proposed comprehensive plan and zoning amendments,

Applicant will duly execute and return to the city a signed copy of the Development
Agreement offered m DRAFT form as Applicant’s Exhibit 13.

Vi

ULTIMATE CONCLUSIONS

Based upon the preceding findings of fact and conclusions of law, the City Council for
the City of Grants Pass ultimately concludes that these contemporaneously filed land use
applications both conform with all of the relevant substantive approval criteria.
Therefore, the Council orders that the same be and hereby are approved and that the
official Grants Pass Comprehensive Plan and Zoning maps shall be amended to expand the

adjacent Business Park (BP) plan and zoning designations to include the 1.01 acre subject
property identified as Tax Lot 904 on Map 36S-5W-17D.

Respectfully submitted on behalf of Applicant Freedman FMG Property LLC:

CSA PLANNING, L.TD.

Dated: July 1, 2009
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Legend -
ey Proposed Zoning )

[ Taxtots .

| ncustial Comprehensive Plan Amendment & Zone Change
uzzzu:,::: ;::mwal Fire Mountain Gems N
- R-4 High Rise Density Residential K ; 300 150 0 300 Feet
) - e
! R-3 High Density Residentia}
[ R-1-8 Medium Density Residontlal CSA Planning, Ltd.

Date: June 2009 Source: CSA Planning, Josephine County LION, City of Grants Pass
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Exhibit 7

Existing Comprehensive Plan

(Proposed BP/Business Park)

E Tax Lots .
7 1 ncustial Comprehensive Plan Amendment & Zone Change
Business Park Induslrial

Z}; Generalcpn:n:e:dall I Fire Mountain Gems N
- High Rise Densily Residential .
BB 1145 oensity Residentiar 300 150 0 300 Feet
D Moderate Density Residential .

CSA Planning, Ltd.

Date: June 2009 Source: CSA Planning, Josephine County LION, City of Grants Pass
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Exhibit 8

Legend =

Proposed Comprehensive Plan
I:: Tax Lots .

T, Comprehensive Plan Amendment & Zone Change

e oo Fire Mountain Gems N
i High Rise Denrsity Resideniial
D Moderate Density Residenlial R

- CSA Planning, Lid.

Date: June 2009 ’ Source: CSA Planning, Josephine County LION, City of Grants Pass




Exhibit 5

Legend Existing Zoning on Aerial
Subject Property .
e Lo Comprehensive Plan Amendment & Zone Change
I:I Zoning ‘ Fire Mountain Gems N
_ " 300 150 O 300 Feet
* 2004 Aerial does not A
show all improvements CSA Planning, Ltd.

Date: June 2009 Source: CSA Planning, Josephine County LION, City of Grants Pass, Google Earth
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EXHIBIT 13

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT #2009-2

BETWEEN: City of Grants Pass, (“City™)
an Oregon municipal corporation

AND: Freedman FMG Property LLC, (*Owners”)
a limited liability company; its successors, assigns and
any other person or entity authorized to develop or applys
for development approval on the Property.

EFFECTIVE
DATE: Insert Date
A. Owners own approximately 2,84 acres of reakf pEBp

the Fire Mountain subdivision located in City of Gra.nts Asy, miore spec1ﬁcally identified in the
legal description attached to this Development Agreementm Agreement”) as Exhibit A (the
“Property”) and as illustrated in Exlub:t B T he, roperty has com_% henswe plan map

F erty will have comprehensive plan map
lFand Busm%Park and will be zoned GC and BP.

51 Fs for approximately 35,000 square feet of specialty
pent”). City staff has identified a requirement that Owner, as a

approval, hnntatlon on uses on the 2.84 acres proposed to be zoned BP and GC, and the
construction of the needed public improvements. The applicant is relying on proposed mitigation
measures listed in Exhibit C, to be installed as part of the previously approved Timber
Products/Home Depot Development Agreement #2008-01. Failure of the Timber Products/
Home Depot improvements being installed, Owner is required to submit a revised Traffic Impact

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
Page 1



Analysis (including additional mitigation measures) for the Property and proposed Development
to address impacts on the intersection of the Grants Pass Parkway/Highway 199 and F Street.

D. The City Council duly noticed and held a public hearing on this agreement on Insert
Date at which time the City Council accepted public testimony on the proposed development
agreement.

E. At the end of the public hearing, the City Council voted to approve th’é%‘ﬁevelopment
agreement as adopted by City Ordinance No. Insert Number.

AGREEMENT ;%

Owner, hereby agree to the following:

1. Comprehensive Plan Map and Zoning
Approval: City hereby approves the Application (09-
reflected in the Findings of Fact, Freedina
and Zoning Designation Amendments for'
description for which is attached to this A
reference (“Approval”).

"'%En:e Mounsubd1v1510n the legal

2.

of something other than the Proposed Development (and
. Peak Hour traffic loading), the Owner shall submit a revised Traffic
development of the entire Property. A Revised TIA and any related

standards a ifffes and shall demonstrate continuing consistency with the state
Transportation Rlatining Rule as well as the City’s Master Transportation Plan and implementing
regulations, mcludmg levels of service. Nothing in this subsection shall be construed to limit the

requirements pursuant to paragraph 1(e).

¢.  Furthermore, should any portion of the Property be developed, all required
improvements pursuant to (1) (b) above shall be constructed prior to the issuance of any
certificates of occupancy.

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
Page 2



d. Owmer is relying on certain transportation facilities to be upgraded with the
construction of a home improvement store located off Mill Street and Fire Mountain Way.
Owner’s TIA indicates that the intersection (F Street and Highway 199 (Grants Pass Parkway))
will be affected by the proposed development. if said intersections are not upgraded prior to
submittal of the site plan review for the Freedman FMG Property LLC development, Owner
agrees to submit a revised traffic impact analysis and mitigation plan, with p0551ble upgrades to
said facilities based on the impacts of the development.

submitted within five (5) years of the date of this Agreement, Q
make any addltlonal unprovements to the transportation syste eyond those hs d:
+Pis not submltted withinHive (5)

The City shall consider adoption of amendments to this Agreement or the Development Code
consistent with said changes and if adopted by the City, the Parties shall sign amendments to this
Agreement that acknowledge conformance to the same.

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
Page 3



6. Assignment and Transfer: This Agreement shall be fully assignable. This
Agreement shall be binding on any future owner/land developer of this property for the full term
of the Agreement.

7. Remedies for Breach: Should either party breach this Agreement, remedies
available under Oregon law for breach of contract are available to the parties, including damages
and mjunction relief.

8. Controlling I.aw and Venue for Disputes: This Agreement shall be deemed to
have been entered into in the State of Oregon and shall be construed and int"_gm_@i%eted in
accordance with the laws of Oregon. Any litigation or proceedings arisingZotit of or connected
with the Agreement shall be heard and decided in Oregon Circuit Courds tpc County of
Josephine, B —= .

9.  Waiver of Certain Claims: The Applicanﬁs and underst:%;tg_ rights
under Dolan v. City of Tigard, 512 U.S. 374, 114 S. Ct. (1994),.and by enten'n%;nto this

af%ﬁ:%lat the off-site Public

includes but is not limited to any takings claf% premisediuponiBolan and cases interpreting the

legal effect of Dolan arising out of the actiofiggesc -'hereiri and any claim asserting a

10. aries: None of the duties and obligations of the parties
to this Agreement sh Fahymarnner be deemed to creaie any rights to any

arties herefoFand their successors and assigns, if any.

3, City and Owner acknowledge and agree that no promises or
ade Which do not appear written herein and that this Agreement
t of the parties as to this Agreement.

bility Clause: The parties to this Agreement agree that if any term,
provision, cB§ ondition or portion of this Agreement is held to be illegal, invalid, void,
voidable or unci ceable, the remainder of the provisions shall remain in full force and effect as
a separate contract and shall in no way be affected, ilmpaired or invalidated.

13. Amendment or Cancellation of Agreement; Enforceability:

a. This Agreement may be amended or cancelled by mutual consent of the
parties to the agreement or their successors in interest. The governing body shall amend or

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
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cancel a development agreement by adoption of an ordinance declaring cancellation of the
agreement or setting forth the amendments to the agreement.

b.  Until this Development Agreement is cancelled under this section, the terms
of the Development Agreement are enforceable by any party to the Agreement.

[Signatures are on the following page(s).]
IN WITNESS WHEREQOF, the parties have executed this Development Agreement in
duplicate, intending that it may be effective as of the date it is recorded. 2

Executed this  day of
CITY:
City of Grants Pass L%?;“’
By:

STATE OF OREGON )

)ss
COUNTY OF JOSEPHINE )
Signed before me on the day of

By

IN WITNESS WHEREOF [ hereto set my
hand and seal on this same date,

Notary Public for Oregon Notary Public for Oregon
My Commission Expires My Commission Expires
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT

Page 5






Grants Pass, .regon

July 13,2009
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Fire Mountain Gems Tax Lot 904 Zone Change
Traffic Impact Analysis

1. Executive Summary

This Traffic Impact Analysis is prepared for the proposed Zone Change request for the Fire
Mountain Gems Properties Tax Lot 904 located on the west side of Fire Mountain Way south of
“F” Street in Grants Pass, Oregon. The request is to change the zoning of the subject property
from (I) Industrial to (BP) Business Park. The purpose of this study is to address the
requirements of the Transportation Planning Rule, OAR 660-012-0060 (“TPR”) regarding plan
amendments and zone changes and to address the City’s criteria of approval for a comprehensive
plan amendment and zoning change. The study compares the traffic impacts of the potential
development under the Proposed BP Zoning to the development allowed under the Current I
Zoning as well as the No-Build condition and recommends mitigation measures if necessary.

Tax Lot 904 is a 1,01 acre parcel. We have assumed the worst-case intensive development that
would fit on this parcel under the current I zoning would be a 12,250 square foot automobile
parts and service center. This development type would generate 55 PM peak hour trips of which
28% or 15 trips would be diverted from traffic already present on “F” Street. For the proposed
BP zoning, a reasonable worst-case intensive development would be a 10,900 square foot
pharmacy with out a drive-through window. This development type would generate 92 PM peak
hour trips of which 50% or 46 trips would be diverted from traffic already present on “F” Street.
The City’s scope of work specified that the study area should include any intersection that would
be impacted by 25 or more peak hour trips. The distribution of the remaining primary trips from
the BP zoning development would impact only two intersections on “F” Street; Fire Mountain
Way and Grants Pass Pkwy.

An intersection operational analysis was performed on the study area intersections for the no-
build conditions in 2010. The analysis included traffic and mitigation measures assigned to the
Home Depot and Main Place developments scheduled for completion in 2010. The results of the
analysis indicate that the intersection of Grants Pass Pkwy. at “F”Street will not meet the ODOT
mobility standard but will meet the City’s mobility standard. Under TPR rules, when the existing
conditions at the intersection do not meet the ODOT standard, then the operation of the
iﬁtcrsecti_on under the Proposed Zoning in the year of opening; 2010, and the planning horizon
year, 2030, must be no worse than the operation under the Current Zoning. When the
intersection was analyzed in both the year of opening and the horizon year, it was found that the
traffic impacts under the proposed zoning were no worse than the impacts of the Current Zoning,
and thus the TPR is satisfied. In the year of opening, all intersections in the study area met the
City’s mobility standard. We recommend that the zone change be approved with no mitigation
required.

Access Engineér;ing ILC . ' i TJuly 13, 2009



Fire Mountain Geins TL 904 Zone Change ,
Traffic Impact Analysis , Page 2

1. Development Proposal
A. Location and Vicinity Map

The Firc Mountain Gems sitc in Grants Pass, Oregon is a 1.01 acre parcel (tax lot 904 on
Josephine Co. Tax Map 36 5 17D) located on Fire Mountain Way just south of “F* Street. The
site is located in the Grants Pass area as shown on the vicinity map, Figure | in Appendix A.

B. Development Plan

The property is currently zoned Industrial (I) and the proposed zoning is Business Park (BP).
The site is located on the west side of Fire Mountain Way approximately 200 feet sonth of “F”
Street. The property is currently vacant. Surrounding the site to the south and west is Business
Park zoning (Home Depot site), with General Commercial zoning to the north, and Industrial
zoning (Fire Mountain Gems) to the east. The commercial properties abutting the site on north
fronting “T™ Street are also currently vacant under the ownership of Fire Mountain Gems.

This traffic impact analysis focuses solely on the zone change analysis for tax lot 904 comparing
the worst-case developments under the proposed BP zoning with the current I zoning. The
expected year of completion of the developments is 2010. For analysis purposes there will be a
single access 1o the property on Fire Mountain Way approximately 250 feet south of “F” Street
for both zoning scenarios (see Figure 2 in Appendix A).

C. Zone Changé Study Area

The scope of the traffic study was determined by the City of Grants Pass (see Appendix E). The
study area is to include the site access on Fire Mountain Way, the “F” Street @ Fire Mountain
Way intersection and all other intersections impacted by 25 or more peak hour trips. The first
step in the analysis will be to determine the trip generation of the worst-case developments for
each zoning scenario, distribute those trips to the surrounding street system, and determine what
intersections are impacted by 25 or more peak hour trips.

1. Industrial Zomug Development

For the current I zoning, the Grants Pass Development Code permits certain commercial services
-such as repair and maintenance services and eating/drinking establishments. The site is too large
for most the most eating/drinking establishments, so a reasonable worst-case intense land use
would be a automobile parts and service center. A 12,250 square foot auto parts and service
- center could be developed on the 1.01 acre parcel given the parking and setback requirements of
the zone.

Access Engineering LLC ~ - . July 13,2009



. Tire Meuitain Gems TL 904 Zone Change
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PM peak hour trips were generated for this use based on the Seventh Edition of the Institute of
Transportation Engineers Trip Generation manual. The ITE land Use Code 943 - Auto Parts and
Service was used. This type of commercial use will attract pass-by trips or diverted-linked trips
from “F” Street. These are motorists that are already traveling on the thoroughfare and are
attracted to the site. The Second Edition of the Trip Generation Handbook contains pass-by and
diverted-linked trips for many land uses. The Handbook does not contain any studies for Auto

" Parts and Services but does contain three studies with an average 28% pass-by trips for Tire
Stores (ITE Code 848) which is a similar automotive land use. Table 1 lists the peak hour trip
generation for the site and the pass-by and primary trip split.

Table 1: Trip Generation I Zoning. -

943 - Auto Parts & Service | 12.25 1KSFGFA| 446 55 | 23 32

_Less Pass-By Trips | 0.28 15 8 9

PrimaryTrips | 40 | 17 23
2. ‘Business Park Zoning Development

The Development Code permits a larger range of commercial land uses for the proposed BP
zoning. @ue:again the site is too large for most the most: eatmg/éln"'* ing-sstabliskments: The
BP zoning allows retail trade where the current I zoning does not. For this size parcel a
pharmacy without a drive-through window is a reasonable intense dévelopment. Based on
parking and setback requirements a 10,900 square foot building could be built. The trip
generation calculations are based on the Seventh Edition of the Institute of. Transportation
Engineers Trip Generation manual, Land Usé Code 880 - Pharmacy without Drive-Through
Window was used. Table 2 lists the potential ttip generation for the site. For this use, 50% of
the trips are assumed to be pass-by teips per the Trip Generation Handbook.

Table 2: Trip Generation BP Zoning

T s

IR g 3% g

£ i z 5 X & 8

£ 2 Ry i ‘g‘zr s -
3 B R A

Il R S|

880 - Pharmacy wio Drive Through | 10.9 | 1K SF GFA 8.42 92 46 46

Less Pass-ByTrips | 050 46 | 23 23

Primary Trips 46 .| 23 23

Access Engineering LLC ] - July 13;2009 _
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3. Trip Distribution

The distribution of trips for both the current zoning and the proposed zoning will be the sanie as
the trip distribution used in the Don Bradley Zone Change TIA for the Home Depot site south
and west of this parcel with some minor changes. Since all access for tax lot 904 is on Fire
Mountain Way, trips with origins and destinations to the south and southwest will be assigned to
Grants Pass Pkwy. via “F” Street rather than to Mill Street as in the. Don Bradley Zone Change
TIA. Because of its location between Fire Mountain Gems site and the Home Depot site, we
have assumed 10% of the trips will be to and from these sites using Fire Mountain Way
exclusively. The remaining trips will enter and exit the street system at the “F” Street and Fire
Mountain way intersection with 65% to'and from the east and 25% to and from the west.

Figure 3 in Appendix A shows the assignment of trips in the surrounding area. Based on this

" distribution, the study area, as defined by mtersectlons impacted by 25 or more peak hour trips,
consists of:

“F” Stireet @ Fire Mountain Way
Grants Pass Parkway @ “F”-Street
The distribution of diverted-linked trips is based on the relative PM peak hour volumes (from the

2007 count data). Unlike the Home Depot site, the visibility of developments on tax lot 904 will
not attract motorists from Grants Pass Pkwy, only from “F” Street.

 Arterial Street - direction _Volume _ %
“F” St. - westbound: 795 2%
“F” St. - eastbound: 725 48%

Figure 3 in Append1x A shows the diverted-linked tnps at the “F” Street at Fire Mountain Way
intersection.

Access Engineering LLC _ g _ : - Fuly 13, 2009
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1II. Existing Conditions
- A. Study Area Street System
Table 3 summarizes the functional classification and existing improvements on the study area

streets. Figure 4 in Appendix A shows the existing lane geometry and mtersectlon controls for
each of the study area interseetions. :

Table 3: Existing Study Area Street Congditions -

Grants Pass Parkway (GPP) :AgnesstoF opotr | Co : ) Yes
_ ) Fito M Major Arterial 45 4 Y es, B {No ‘No-
“F" Street E to GPP - (two-way) ‘ Ciy * | 35 : X No A Yes

GPP to south - (two-way) Major Arterial 25 z Y_ es

Ffre Mountaanay Local Street 25 2 No _No | w.side

* - Travel lanes shown are through lanes. See Figure 4 for lane configuration and traffic control at intersections.
B. Transit Service

Transit service in the Grants Pass area is provided by Josephine Community Transit (JCT). JCT
provides service between the hours of 7:00 AM and 5:00 PM running on 30-minute headways.
‘Routes 10 and 10A run eastbound on “F” Street and connect to the downtown, Grant Pass Pkwy.
shopping areas, and Redwood Hwy. areas. JCT also provides “The Shuttle” connecting many
high density and elderly residential communities, medical centers, and shopping areas. Limited
service is also provided 1o outlymg commumtles such as Cave Junction and Merlm

C. Existing Trafﬁd Volumes
The traffic counts taken for the Don Bradley Zone Change TIA at the two study area intersections
are used in this analysis. ‘Summary sheets for the peak hour traffic from those counts canbe -
found in Appendix B.
1. Seasonal Factors
Design hour volumes (DHV) are used by ODOT for planmng level analyses and are defined as

. the 30" highest hour volumes for the analysis yéar. In urban areas the DHV usually occurs
during the peak hour on a weekday of the peak month of the year. Since the traffic was counted

Access Engineering LLC — _ = E : “Tuly 13, 2009
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in January and February, a seasonal factor is applied to adjust the raw count data to DHV’s. The
ODOT Transportation Planning & Analysis Unit (TPAU) guidelines provide three methods for
calcuiating the seasonal factor. Since there are no Automatic Traffic Recorder-(ATR) stations on
study area streets, the ATR Characieristic Table Method was consulted to find ATR’s on roads
with similar characteristics. :

Grants Pass Parkway and Redwood Highway in the study area are 5-lane, statewide highways,
located in a small urban area, with an ADT of 25,000 to 30,000, and exhibit a commuter seasonal
trend. Filtering the ATR Characteristic Table reveals an ATR with similar characteristics: Oak
Knoll ATR # 27-006 located on the Willamina-Salem Hwy., Ore 22. This ATR was used to
calculate the seasonsl factors for Grants Pass Pkwy (see Appendix B} The commuter seasonal. .
trend, which is an average of all ATR’s with a commuter type {rend, is used to calculate the
seasonal factors for City street approaches in urbanized cities. Thcse seasonal factor calculations
can also be found in Appendix B. In cases where a City sireet intersects a State highway, they
have separate seasonal factors, Figure 4 in Appendix A presents the seasonally adjusted and
balanced 2009 DHV’s in the study area from the Don Bradiey Properties TIA Addendum 2.

2. Growth Factors

Background traffic growth in the study area was estimated using the 2025 Highway Future
Volume Table produced by ODOT for Grants Pass Parkway. Separate growth factors for the
City streets.in the study area were calculated from data in the Grants Pass Transportation System
Plan. Both methods are consistent with the Don Bradley Zone Change TIA. Figure 4 in
Appendix A presents the seasonally adjusted and balanced 2010 DHV’s in the study area.

The approved Home Depot development on the Don Bradley prOperty includes several mitigation
measures, one of which is the addition of a nght—tum lane on the westbound approach on “F”
Street at Grants Pass Patkway. There is also another development, Main Place, located on
Grants Pass Pkwy. at Terry Lane which will contribute traffic to the study area. Trips.in the
study area from these developments are found in Appendix B. Since the City’s Scope of Wark
specifies that traffic generated by the Home Depot development and the Main Place development
be included in the existing conditions, the mitigation measure.for “F” Street at Grants Pass '
Parkway is required te be in place by that time. Figure 5 in Appendix A presents the 2010
DHV’s in the study area including the Home Depot and Main Place trips.

' D. Crash Data

Crash data were obtained from ODOT’s Crash Analysis and Reportmg Unit for the thlce-year
period from 20035 through 2007. No crashes were reported during this time period on “F” Street
between Grants Pass Pkwy. And “E” Street including the intersection with Fire Mountain Way.

Access Enginéerfng LLC i ) 7 7 - July 13, 200§
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Table 4 details the crashes at the intersection of Grants Pass Pkwy. And “F” Street by year and
collision type.

Table 4: Study Area Crash Data

Reacend [ 0 (P77 [ s ] & ] 15
' 'I-'u;hlng T 1 ) 1 1 3 " ) -
Angle 1 0 ) 1 2 2
Total Collisions Sz | 8. | 8 .| 2 || 15 13
ADTEntering {31330 - | 33000 | 34650° | 98980 '
Crash Rate* 05 | o6e | 063 | o8

* _ Crashes per miillon vehiclss entering intersection;,

By far the predominant collision was the rear-end collision accounting for 23 of the 28 crashes at
the intersection. The predominant direction of the rear-end collisions was from the northwest to
the southeast on the Parkway. There was only one rear-end collision reported on the approach
from the northwest on “F” Street. This colllsmn pattern is typical of signalized intersections,
especially at congested locations. :

For urban intersections, a crash rate of 1.0 or greater is considered an indicator that further
investigations should be made.’ Rear-end collisions peaked in 2005 pushing the crash rate over
1.0, however, the frequéncy and rate of collisions has decreased in the followmg years Othcr
collision types have been infrequent and less severe. :

Aecess Engineering LLC ’ . July 13, 2009
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" TV. Analysis

A. Capacity Analysis, General Procedures

The current Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) defines the methods by which capacity analysis is
petformed. For ODOT intersections, the volume to capacity ratio (v/c) is used as the standard
mobility measure. As the volume of traffic nears its capacity the ratio approaches 1.0. For City
intersections the standard mobility measure is the Level Of Service (LOS) bagsed on the average
delay. For signalized intersections, the overall-v/c or LOS is reported. For unsignalized
intersections, the highest v/c or L.OS on an approach that must Stop or yield is reported along
with the cotreSponding movement. ‘ '

The maximum allowable v/c for ODOT mtersectwns is spec1ﬂed in Table 6 in the 1999 Oregon _
Highway Plan (OHP) Amended. For Grants Pass Pkwy class1f1ed as an expressway m31de the
Urbarr@rowih Bodndary witliaspeediofi45:M 7% BAbIERETs 00,
mability:standard for City:interdSeticisTFTOSD; Smce all study area mtersecnons are within
Grants Pass, the City’s mobility standard applies to all. For unsignalized intersections the LOS
that must meet the standard is the approach LOS. The Synchto6 sofiware using the Highway
Capacity Manual method is used to evaluate the operation of all-study area intersections.

B. Existing Traffic Operations

Operational analyses for the study area intersections were petformed for the existing DHV’s in
2019 and the intersection geometry shown in Figure 5. The existing signal timings for the
signalized intersections are used. The.City has recently added an exclusive pedestrian phase for
crossing “I” Street at Fire Mountain Way. This phasing is included in all operational analyses of
this intersection. Table 5 below dlsplays the results of the analyses, The Synchro6 worksheets
can be found in Appendlx C.

Table 5: 2010 Design Hour LOS Analysis; Existing Conditions

1 H 5 o .’,f; :o Ity S Vit :
3 % 3 . 3 ,‘ : ‘, i e[

Grants Pass Pkwy. @ "F" St. Signal/Free [ 070/D | 097 | 51.2

“F" Street @ Fire Mountain Way- Signal/Fl'ee D. 26.4

" Table 5 shows that the Grants Pass Pkwy. At “F” Street intersection curreﬂtly‘ fails to meet the
ODOT mobility standard. Both intersections meet the Grants Pass mobility standard.

Aecess Engineering LLC A ) July 13, 2009
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C. Traffic Volumes & Operations - Year of Opening - 2010

By 2010 the site is assumed to be fully developed. Figure 6 in Appendix A shows the DHV at
the study area intersections resulting from the adding the total site trips from each scenario to the
background traffic levels shown in Figure 5. Table 6 below shows the results of the intersection
analysis for 2010 comparing the Proposed Zoning traffic conditions to thie Current Zoning and
the No-Build traffic conditions. The peak hour factors and signal timings used in the year of
opening analysis are the same as in the existing conditions. For those intersections currently
- running free, the signal operations (actuated cycle lengths and splits) were optimized for the new
traffic conditions but limited to a maximum actuated cycle length of 120 seconds. The Synchro
Reports are contained in Appendix C. Intersection v/c and LOS results that exceed the mobility
standards are shown in bold type. - -

Table 6: Year of Opehing - 2010 Design Hour Operational Analysis Camparison

Grants Pass Pkwy. @ “F” St. - '
“F* Street @ Fire Mountain Way

Site Access @ Fire Mountain Way |
Eastbound Movements D

The results of the operational analysis for the year of opening, 2010, show that the Grants Pass
Pkwy. at “F” Street intersection will not meet the ODOT mobility standard under either zoning
scenano,the;yevtér both seelfrios do meet theiCity Hiobilify stafidakd? ‘Under TPR rules, since the
existing No-Bu11d conditions at the intersection do not meet the ODOT standard, then the '
operation of the intersection under the Proposed Zoning must be no worse than the operation
‘under the Current Zoning. In this case the v/c ratios are equal and the TPR rule is satlsﬁed No
mitigation is requlred

D. Queuing Analysis - Year of Opening - 2010

- SimTraffic was used to evaluate the queue lengths following the guidelines in Chapter 8 of
TPAU’s “Analysis Procedures Manual’. Five runs with a random seed were averaged. The 95"
percentile queues are reported. The 95" percentlle queues are used for de31gn purposes and are
rounded to the next nearest 25 foot increment.

Access Enginee}ing LLC July 13, 2009
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Table 7 below shows the results of the simulations. For left- and right-turn pockets, two
available lane storage figures are shown; the first number is the distance of the turn-lane stripe,
the second number is measured from the Stop line to the back of the usable lane. This is usually
slightly longer than the lane stripe. Where a left-turn lane is preceded by a center-turn-lane, the
value shown is the distance to the beginning of the center-turn-lane and the value is marked with
an asterisk. The actual storage length will in most cases be the same as the adjacent through
lane. The storage length for through lanes is the distance fiom.the Stop line to the upstream
intersection,.or a major driveway. Where the projected queues exceed the available storage
length, they are shown in bold type. The SimTraffic Reports can be found in Appendix C.

Table 7: Year of Opening - 2010 Queuing Analysis; Current Zoning vs. Proposed Zoning

Grants Pass Pkwy @ “F" Street
Northbound Left turn- | - 150* 225 I 200 200
Northbourid Thru + Right 1000 350 325 350
Scuthbound Left urn 700 425 375 350
Sourthbound Left +Thru 700 450 400 7s
Southbound Right turn 400 175 A50
Bastbound-Lefttuth { 215 300 300 .
Eastbound Thru + Right | 3100 550 300
Westbound Lsft lum 75 75
Wiestboiht g0 4 - 750
WS 350 500 425
“F” Street @ Fire Mountaln Way ) o

Northbound Left turn 165 75 75 75

Northbound Thru + Right 300 100 100 100

Southbound Left turn 150 . 150 . 150 150

Southbound Left+Thru | =~ 175 100 100 100

Eastbound Lefiturn |~ 250 150 150 175

" Eastbound Thru 1150 175 175 175

Westbound Left turn ano 100 125 125

Westbound Thru | 725 275 250 250

* - The lefi-turn pocket Is preceded by a center-turn-lane which is available for storage.

The queuing analysis shows that queues will exceed the available storage on the same approaches
to the Grants Pass Pkwy at “F” Street intersection under both zoning scenarios and the existing
No-Build conditions. The Grants Pass Pkwy. at Beacon Drive inteérsection will regulate the
-westbound quenes at the “F” Street intersection under both scenarios. There are no queuning
problems at the “F” Street at Fire Mountain Way intersection.

Access Engineering LLC - July 13,2009
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E. Anticipated Transportation System Improvements

There are no projects.are currently identified in the ODOT 2008-2011 Statewide Transportation
Improvement Plan (STIP) or the Draft 2010-2013 STIP that can be assumed to be in place by the
horizon year 2030.

The City of Grants Pass Master Transportation Plan’s Street Improvement Program identifies
several projects on city streets within the study area. None of the improvemments will affect the
analysis of the study area intersection operations. - :

F. Traffic Yolumes & Operations - 20-Year Plamiing Horizon _--2036

Figure 7 in Appendix A shows the traffic levels at the study area intersections in the planning

horizon year, 2030. The background traffic levels on the arterial streets were increased by the

growth factors calculated in the Don Bradley Properties TIA (see Appendix B) and is shown as

- the No-Build traffic on Figure 7. No increase in traffic was assumed on the shopping center

~ approaches to and from “F” Street since that site was fully developed at the time the traffic
counts were taken in 2007. For the No-Build condition, fraffic on Fire Mountain Way was not
increased, however for the Build zoning s¢enarios, the traffic levels on Fire Mountain Way were
increased by the difference in the trips assumed for the full development of the vacant Fire
‘Mountain Gems properties determined in the May 19, 2009 “Reserve CGapacity at Grants Pass
Pkwy. @ “F” Street for Fire Mountain Gems” (see Appendix D for this report) and the trips
calculated for the proposed re-zone of Tax Lot 904. Table 8 shows the results of the intersection
operational analysis. The Synchro repoits are found in Appendix C.

Table 8: Horizon Year- 2030 Design Hour Operational An-alysis Comparison

Grants Pass Pkwy. @ “F” St. 0.70/D | 129 |119.7 | F 130 (1230 F {130 (1234 | F
“F” Street @ Fire Mountain Way - D : 288| C ~316| C 32.2
Site Access @ Fire Mountain Way

Edstbound Movements D 109 B 12| B

Once again the results of the operational analysis show that the Grants Pass Pkwy. at “F” Street
_intersection will not meet the ODOT mobility standard under either zoning scenario. - However,
since the existing No-Build conditions at the intersection do not meet the ODOT standard and the
v/c ratios are equal for both zoning scenarios, the TPR is satisfied and no mitigation is required.
The LOS on the Fire Mountain Way intersections are both above the City’s mobility standard.

Access Engineering LLC : ) T July 13, 2009



Fire Mountain Gems TL 904-Zone Change
Traffic Impact Analysis : - : , Page 12

G. Queuing Analysis - Future Year - 2030

SimTraffic was again used to evaluate the queue lengths for the future year traffic levels in 2030
following the guidelines in Chapter 8 of TPAU’s “Analysis Procedures Manual”. Table 9 on the
- following page shows the results of the simulations. Where the projected queues exceed the
available storage length, they are shown in bold. The SimTraffic Reports are found in

Appendix C.

'Table 9: Year of Opening - 2030 Queuing Analysis; Current Zoning vs. Proposed Zoning

Grants Pass Pkwy @ “F” Street
' Northbound Lefttum | 150* 225. 200 225
Northbound Thru + Right 1000 1325 1250 1275
Southbound Left turn 700 825 875 800
Southbound Left +Thru 700 800 850 875
Southbound Right turp 400 550 500 500
Eastbound Left furn 215 275 250 250
Eastbound Thru + Right 3100 1050 © 1100 1075
Westhound Left tum 160 100 75. 75
Westbound Thru 560 775 750 775
Woestbound Right tura 350 550 525 525
“F” Street @ Fire Mountaln Way
Northbound Lefiturn-| - 165 125 125 . 125
Northbeund Thru + Right 300 225 200 225
Southbound Left turn 150 150 175 150
Southbound Left +Thru |~ 175 150 125 125
Eastbound Left tyrn 250 T 175 175
Eastbound Thru’ 1150 175 175 175
Westbound Left turn 300 100 150 125
Westbound Thiu 725 275 275 275

- The left-turn pocket is preceded by a center-turn-lane which Is avallable for storage.

“By 2030, most of the approaches to Grants Pass Pkwy. at “F” Street will experience long queues
that exceed the currently available storage under both zoning scenarios. As in 2010, the results
show that the Proposed Zoning queues will be very similar to those of the Current Zoning and the
No-Build conditions. Again the differences are small (one or two car lengths) and result from the .
randomness of the simulation which reflects real life conditions:

Access Engineering LLC . ) ’ » July 13, 2009
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V. Conclusions and Recommendations

An examination of the Grants Pass Development Code finds that the proposed BP zoning could

Hrade type development o the-site asa feasonable worstsease traffic pencrator and

yair/maintenance development as a fedsotiable wotst-case traffic genetator for

’the gntT zoning: The trips generated by a Pharmacy, selected for the proposed BP zoning,

would be greater than the trips gencrated by an Automobile Parts and Repair Center selected for

. the current I zoning. However, the analysis of the traffic impacts of both zoning scenarios found
that they produced essentially the same mobility levels at the intersections in the study area.

All study area intersections meet the City’s mobility standard (LOS D) in the year of upening,

2010. The intersection of Grants Pass Pkwy. at “F” Street which is currently failing to meet

ODOT’s mobility standard, will be no worse under the proposed BP zoning scenario than under

the current I zoning scenario in both the year of opening and the planning horizon year which

satisfies the Transportation Planning Rule. Based on this analysis, no mitigation is required as a
~ result of the proposed zone change. '

Access Engineering LLC . July 13, 2009
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Figure 2

FM.G TL 904 Zone Change Traffic Impact Study
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~ Figure 3
8904 Zone Change Traffic Impact Study
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Figure 4

FMG. TL 804 Zone Change: Traffic Impact Study
2008 and 2010 DHV
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“Figure 5

FMG. TL 904 Zone.Change Traffic Impact Study
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F.M.G. TL 904 Zone Change Traffic Impa
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- Figure 7

. - FMG TL 904 Zone Change Traffic Impact Study
2030 DHV
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GRANTS PASS PKWY@ "F" STREET

o 26-Feb-08 — o
16:00-17:00 Eastbouny Wesibound - , Northbound Southbpund

Rightl ___Thru] Lef Right] __ Thia| __ LeRy  Rightl __ Thru] Cef] _ Right] _ Thru] Coll| _ votals
. ALtomobilas 54 588 185 330 813 6 73 (KX 165 108 141 386 3000
Commereial Vehicles 2 18 4 £ 12 0 D 3 -0 1 3 9 57
- Buses 0 o 0 a v ¢ 0 b 0 0 o 0 2
. " Motorcycles ) ¢ g 1 3 0 o 1 0 c 1 1 1
. Axie & Tire 1 12° 4 3 12 Q 0 1 2 1 1 d a1
m,_.w_.m__m 3 Axle D 1 o - 5 0 0 a 0 1 o of 8
4 Axle + - D 0 0 0 0 G 0 0 o 0 0 0 a
e 4 Axle- 0 1= 0 0 o ) U o U ! 0 1 2
v oA |5 Axe 0 4 0 1 8 a 0 o 1 B 0 1 16
v T 18 Axle 4 o 1 0 0 0 0 G o 0 0 0 0 3
s il 5 Axle - 0 1 o a ¢ 0 3 ) v 0 o 0 1
T rtie 6 Axle 0 0 0 0 0 U 0 0 0 0 s | 0
17 Axje + 0 1 0 0 0 ¢ & 0 0 d n 0 1
1 Totals 67 71 192 341 854 % 13 136 188 (kK 14E 202 3130
, Trucks & Buses 1 25 4 6 28 v n Z 3 ? 2 7 a1
%KY 2% 4%, 2% 2% 3% 0% 0% 1% 2% C 2% 1% - 2% 3%
PHE 91% . 98% 90% 98% :

Seasonyl Adjustment  1.078  4.086 1078 . 1.078 1,086 1078 {078 LOY6 1,078 1078 1078 1.078
30th Highest Hour 81 772 208 a8 227 5 14 147 181 120 157 433 3395




& Peak Hour Traffic CountSummary
Timber Producls Zone Change TIA

Gounled by TraiStats

NE -Mill Street at "E” Street ] ]

10-Jan-07
15:00-16:00 Easfbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Righi] Thru] Lefl| Right! Thru[ Left| Righl] Thiu] LeRl Rightl Thru]  Lefi|Totals
Automnobiles 0 i 0 18 634 66 [y 78 e 42 48 G| 967
Commercial Vehicles 0 0 o] 0 10 4 o] 7 4 1 4 0 30
Buses 0 0 0 0 0 Q 0 0 (o} 0 0 [y 0
Motorcyeles|- 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o} 0 0 0 0
Single 2 Axle 6 Tire 0 0 0 0 2 - 2 0 2 2 0 2 o} 10
T Unit 3 Axle 0 0 0 v} 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 Q 1
. 4 Axle + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o] 0 0 Q -0
. 4 Axle - 0 0 ] ] 4 1 0 0 il 1 0 0 7
. ?:;ﬂ:fr 5Ade| 0O 0 o 0 1 of o 0 of @ 1 0 2
K B Axle + 0 0 1] 0 0 4§ 0 0 Q 0 o] 0 0
5 | Ml .5 Axle - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 0
Trailer & Axle Q 0 0 0 0 G 0 0 0 o] 0 ¢ 0
7 Axle + Q- 0 0 ] 0. ¢ 0 & 1] 0 o] 0 0
Totals L4 4] 0 18 652 73 0 838 76 A4 56 0| 1007
Trucks & Buses 0 1] o] 0 a 3 0 2 3 1 3 0 20
%HY 0% ~ 1% 4% 2% 4% 2% &% 2%
PHF 90% 80% 76%
NE Mill Street at "F" Street
10~Jan-07 i
15:00-16:00 Eastbound Wastbound Maorthbound . Scuthhound .
Right] Thru| Lef] Right] Thrul Left| Right] Thru] LeR| Right] Thra] Leit|Totals
Automobiles 45 541 86 4] Q a 48 62 [4] 0 65 21 8as
Commercial Vehicles 3 g 7 o 0 ] 2 -4 o 0 ] 2 33
Buses 0 0. 0 0 0 0 0 [\] 0 0 0 0 0
Motorcycles o] o] 0 0 0 [i] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Single 2 Axle & Tire 1 4 4 0 0 1] 1 2 0 0 4 0 18
T Unil 3 Axle 1 s} 1] 0 o} 0 1 0 o 0 0 0 2
‘ : 4 Axle + | 0 0 a 0 o ] i} o} 0 0 a 0 Q
. 4 Axle - 1 1 1 2 s} 0 5 v} Gl o 0 0 |
u | Sngle samel o 3 o o o o o o o 0o o 1 4
K 6 Axle + 0 o] 1] 0 0 V] 0 0 0 Q o] 0 [)
s Multi 5 Axle - [} 0 0 o} o] i} 2 o] 1] 0 0 0 2
Tealler BAde] o0 o o o o o ©® o 9o o o o o
7 Axle + 0. 4] o 0. 0 "0 0 -0 0 0 0 0 0
Tolals 51 558 98 0 0 ] 59 68 [i] 0 95 24| 953
Trucks & Buses 3 B 5 0 0 ] g 2 0 0 4 1 32
%HY 6% 1% 5% 18% 3% A% 4% 3%
FPHF 94% 78% TA%
__"F" Street. @ Fire Mountain Way
18-Jan-07
15:30-16:30 Easltbound . __Westbound | _ Northiound Southbound
: Right] Thre] Lefi| Right] Thru] Lelt| Right] Thru| Left| Right] Thru|_ Left|Totais
Autamobiles 15 449 173 100 588 11 32 14 40| 122 2. 128| 1872
Commercial Vehicles 0 3 1 0 3 [4] 0 0 0 1 0 0 18
Suses 0 1 o] 0 0 0 0 0 4] 0 0 0 1
Motorcycles 0 0 0 0 ] [} 0 0 b] 0 0 0 0
Single 2 Axle 8 Tire 0 5 0 ] 4 0 2 0 ¢ 0 1 2 14
7| it Akel o o0 of o o o o o o o o o o
. 4 Axle + 0 0 0 [} 0 b} 0. 0 ] 0 0 h] 0
. 4 Ada - 0 2 0 0 3 o 0 0 0 o .0 0 5
Y| S sael o 2 af o o o o o o o o of 2
Kk 5-Axle + 0 [} Q [} 0 0 0 0 ({1 1] [ IR 0
s Mulli 5 Axle - 0 [} 0 [} 0 .0 0 0 ¢ [} 0 ] 0
Trailer B Axle \] 0 0 0 0 4] 1] 0 [+ [} 0 0 0
7 Axle + 0 1 0 o] 0 -. 0 0 ] 0 1} 0 0 1
Totals 15 468  174] 100 601 i1 34 14 40| 123 3 130 1713
Trucks & Buses 0 8 0 0 7 0 2 0 [+] ] 1 2 23
%HY 0% 2% 0% 0% 1% 0% 6% 0% 0%| 0% 33% 2% 1%
PHF 97% 91% ’ 1% a0%




TL 904 Zone Change

06/08/09

2007 volumes are from the seassnaﬁy adjusied & balanced peak hour count data X 10

2015 volumes are from the Granis Pass Transporialior: System Plan.

from: Timber Products Zone Change 02:29:08
Seasonal Factor Calculations by Approach
ATR Characteristic Table Method ATR: Qak Knoll 27-006 Seasonal
Approach @ interseclion 2006 2002 2003 2004 200§ AVE Factor
‘ . Peak Month  July/Aug 107 i ' Sooihel
IGrants Pass Pkwy. @ "F" & "M" Sis. Feh. 28 101 100.33 0.000
Seasonal Trend Table 2007 . Commuter
pproach @ Intersection _CountDate Feb15 Mar1 Countdats Peak  Factor
F St. @ Granis Pass Pkwy. * Feb.28 0.9860 0.9787 0.9792  0.9087 1.078
Growth Rate Calculations ODOT Facilities
" US 199 - Grants Pass Pkwy (Hwy. 25 Spur) )
' 22 Year Aanual
Location . - . M.P. 2003 . 2025 RSQ Faclop Rate
0.02 mile wes of Parkdale Drive Y005 20100 30100 MODEL 1498 228%
0.02 mile east of Patkdale Drive Y001 28400 41300 MODEL 1.405 184%
0.02 miie norh of M Sfreel Y 0.26 28800 40800 MQODEL 1410 188%
0.04 mile east of Terry Lane Y 1.28 20200 285106 MODEL 1.404 1.84%
010 eas! of Foothill Blvd. . ¥ 1.54 24200 34200 MQDEL 1.413 1.88%
Average Growth Rate = 1.86% '
Annual Growth Faclor 1.0185 1.0185
Years 1 20
Growth Faclor * 1.M9 1.443
Source 2025 Fulure Yolumes Yable 50T Transperaion Pianmng & Analyss Jait
Growth Rate Calculations City Facilities
E" Street
8Year Annual
Localion ) 2007 25 Factlor Rate
7th - Bty : §100 8850 1105 1.31%
Qth - MRl ° © B750 8050 1.023 0.29%
M - F" . 15450 12050 0.780 -2.75%
F" Sireet
. 8 Year Annual
Logation . . . ) 2007 2015 Faclor Rate
7th - $h 6550 7815 1.193 241%
Ot - M 8050 7915 0983 -D.21%
RAitl - F" 7400 8949 1208 2.62%
M Streat
. 6 Year Annual
Location ) . 2007 2015 . Factor Rate
Bth- Titr . N 11050 11441 1.038 0 44%
7th- Gth - 9550 8940 0936 -0.80% -
i2ln - "N~ R 10400 11456 1.102 1.27%
Average Growth Rate = 1.31% . non-negalive resulls
Annual Growth Faclor 1.0131 10131
Ysars 1 20
Growih Factor 1013 1.297




Figure 7
Timber Products Zone Change Traffic Impact Study
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4 F Sirset & Fire Mountain Way Fire Mountain Gems TL 904 Zone Chdnge
2010 DHY wi Mitigation

'-**“‘i*\vf/'\»i«"

Lanes Velumes, Timings

VYIS URTE I ol r D X $X{SE s R
2453 ;%Q’% X Shsc e ,,&g@h .‘m’iéﬁw

i
;E‘_
-'1

Lane Conﬁgurallons A “i 11) b1 )
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1BOD 1800 1800 1800 1800
Slorage Length (/) 220 0 275 0 160 0 100 ¢
Btorage Lanes 1 ’ -0 1 0 1 ] i a
Total Last Time (s} - 40 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 40 4.0 4.0 490 4.0
Leading Retector (ft) 80 160 BO 160 B0 80 80 80

Trailing Detector {ft) 5 80 5 80 5 5 5 & :
Tuming Speed (mph) 20 15 20 15 16 15 20 9
Right Turn on Red ' | Yes Yes’ Yes - ~ Yes
Link Speed (mph} 30 . 30 - 25 26

Link Distance {ft) 203 - 788 asa 158

Travel Time (s) 67 - 17.8 10.6 _ 43

Volume (vph) - 205 540 15 68 610 120 35 17 113 150 7 145
Peak Mour Factor 097 087 0.97 0985 D595 085 065 085 085 085 0.85 (.85
Heavy Veahicles (%} 0% 2% 0% 0% 1% 0% 6% U% 0% 2% 33% 0%
Tum Type Prot Prot . Perm Perm

Protected Phases -5 2 1 8 o 8 8
Permitted Phases 8 8

Detector Phases 5 - .2 1 & 8 8 8 B
Minimum Initial (s) 4.0 8.0 4.0 8.0 8.0 6.0 60 6.0
Minimum Split (g) 8.0 260 80 260 100 100 100 10.0

Total Split (s) 6.0 300 00 130 270 . 00 210 210 00 210 210 0.0
Total Split (%) 17.8% 33.3% 00% 144% 300% {&.0% 23.3% 23.3% 0.0% 233% 23.3%. 0.0%
Maximum Green (s) 120 26.0 90 230 i70 170 170 170

Yellow Time (s) 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40

All-Red Time-(s) 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 aa
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag Lag Lag Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? '

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 30 30 3.0 ) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Recall Mode None  Min _Norie  Min None Mone None Naone

Walk Time (s) 7.0 7.0 '

Flash Qont Waik (s} 10.0 10.0

Pedestiian Calls (#/hr) : 0 0

Area T uype ' Other |
Cycle Length: 80
Actuated Cycie Length: 88.8
" Natural Cycle: 80
Control Type: Actuated- Unooorc.f nated

Splits and Phases: 1 F Street & Fire Mountain Way

cmw . , ‘ A A : Timing Plan; Default
Access Engineering Inc Page 1



1. ¥ Sireet & Fire Mountain Way Fire Mountain Gems TL 904 Zone Change
Lanes, Volumes, Timings ,, I i 2010 DHV w/Mmgauon

Lane Conﬁguratlnns
ldeal Flow (vphply
Sforage Length ()
Storage Lanes

Yotal Lost Time (s)
Leading Detactor (1)
Trailing Detector (fi)
Tuming Spaed (mph)
Right Tum on Red’

Link Speed (mph}

Link Distance (ft)

Travet Time (s)

Volume (vph})

Peak Hour Faclor

Heavy Vehicles (%)

Tum Typs

Protecled Phases 7.
Permittzd Phases

Detettor Phases

Minimum Initis! (s) 4.0
Mipjimum Split (s) 26.0
Total Spiit (s} 26.0
Total Split (%) 28%
Maximum Grsen (38) 22.0
Yellow Time (s) 4.0
All-Red Time (s) 0.0
Lead/l.ag Lead
Lead-Lag Ophmlze'7
‘Vehicle Extansion (s) 30
Recait Mode None
Walk Time (s) 7.0 .
Flash Dont Walk (s} 15.0 b

‘Pedestrian Calls (#Ihr) 25

cmyy - Timing Plan. Defauli
Access Engineering Inc X ' Page 2



s Giranls Pass Prkw & F 5t Fire Mountam Gems TL 904 Zone Change
:mees,ﬁ f,,u,rms hm;rs,“ o _ o 2610 DHY w! Mmgamm»
A T U S A

Lane Configurations
Ideal Flow (vphal)
Slorage l.ength (ff)
Storage Lanes
Total Los] Time (s)
Leading Detector (ft)

- Trailing Detettor (ft)
Tuming Speed (mph)
Righ! Turm on Red
Link Speed (mph)
Link Distance (ff}
Travel Time (5)
Volume (vph)

Peak Hour Factor
Heavy Vehicles (%}
Tum Type

Protected Phases
Pemmitted Phases
Delaclor Phases
Minimum Initial {(3)
Minimum Split (s)
Total Split ()

Tolal Split (%)
Maximum Green (s}
Yellow Time (s)
All-Red Time (3)
Lead/tLag

Lead-Lag Qptimize?
Vehicle Extension (s}
Recall Mcde

Walk Time (s)

Flash Dont Walk (s)
Pedeslrian Calls (#/hr)

Area fype:
Cycle Length: 105

246

0.91
2%
Prol

5.0

200 -

20.0
19.0%
16.0
35
05
Lead

3.0
None

Acluated Cycle Length: 104.1

Nalural Cycie: 108

45
951
14.4
805

- 0
4%

10.0
20.0
50.5
48.1%
45.5

Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated

15
Yes

. 65
081
2%

‘0.G
0.0%

10
.98
0%
Prot

3.0
70
7.0
6.7%
3.0
3.5
0.5
Lead

3.0
None

4

1800

4.0
320
160

45
702
106
1055
0.98
3%

€

6

10.0
350
378
I5.7%
325
5.0
0.0
Lag

3.0
Min
50
250
G

id
1800
350
i

4.0
160
80
15
Yes

520
0.98
2%

pmtov

4
8
4

50

270
270
25.7%
230
35
0.5

A0
None
50
18.0
0

%
1800
150

4.0
80

20

190

2%
Split

EXo)

205
20.6

18.5%

16.5
3.5
0.5

3.0
Nome

b
1800

4.0
80
S

0
1146
28.0
152
0.90
1%

3.0
20.5
205
19.5%
16.5
35

0.5

30
None

1800
0

0

4.0

18
Yas

20
0.90
%

0.0
0.0%

505
0.98
2%
Sptit

5.0
27.0
27.0

25.7%

230

0.5

Splits and Phases:

2: Grants Pass Prkw & F Si

4
1800 1800
400
1
4.0 490
80 50
5 0
15
Yes
- )
788
17.9
167 139
0.9 0.98
1% 2%
Pemm
4
4
4 4
50 5.0
27.0 270
270 270 .
25.7% 25.7%
230 2390
3.5 a5
0.5 0.5
3.0 0
None  None
6.0 50
18.0 18.0

o 0

chw
“Access £ngineering Inc

Timing Ptan: Defauit

Page 3



1: F Street & Fire Mountainn Way ' Fire Mountein Gems TL 904 Zone Change
-.HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis ... 20100HVw Mmgétlnn .

e N 2 N BV S

58

Lane Configuraiions LI 5 LI 3 %

ldeal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 16800 1800 1800 186G 1800

Total Lost time (5) 4.0 4.0 40 4.0 40 4.0 40 4.0

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 095 100 098 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Fr 1.00 100 100 098 100 0.87 100 086

Fit Protecled 095 1.00 095 10D 095 1.00 095 100

Satd. Flow {prof) 1710 3341 1710 3308 1613 1568 1676 1520

Fit Permitted 095 100 . 088 100 . 05 100 061 100

Sald. Flow (permn) 1710 3341 1710 3308 ] 957 15665 1085 1520

Volume (vph) 205 540 15 48 610 120 35 17 113 150 7 148

Peak-hour factor, PHF 007 097 097 085 095 095 085 086 085 08> 085 085

Adj. Flow (vph) 211 557 15 72 642 126 41 20 133 178 8 171
~ RTOR Reductian (¥ph) 0 2 0 4] 17 0 Q 102 ‘0 0 13 -0

Lane Graup Flow (vph) 211 570 0 72 751 G 4 51 0 176 48 0

Heavy Vehicles (%} 0% 2% 0% 0% 1% 0% 6% 0% 0% - 2% 33% 0%

Tum Type Prot Prot Perm ) Pam

Protecled Phases 5 2 1 B 8 8

Permitied Phases ' ;] 8

Actualed Green, G (s) 12.1 285 45 209 17.2 17.2 17.2 172

Effective Green, g (s) 12.1 285 45 209 17.2 172 17.2 172

Aclualed ¢/C-Ratip 0.17 039 006 0.29 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24

Clearance Time (8) 4.0 4.0 40 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 30 . 3.0 3.0 -30 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lana Grp Cap (vph) - 284 1308 106 948 - 228 389 266 3459

v/s Ratio Prot ¢0.12 017 0.04 023 0.03 0.03

vfs Ratio Perm 0.04 c0.16

vic Ratio "0.74 044 068 0.79 618 014 069 013

Uniform Delay. d1 289 16.3 335 24.0 222 22.0 254 220

Progression Faclor 100 100 100 1.00 100  1.00 1.00 100

Incremental Delay, d2 10.0 0.2 15.9 45 0.4 0.2 . 75 02

Celay (s) 39.0 165 49.4 2886 2286 22.2 329 221

Leve! of Service D B D C c C C C

Approach Delay (s) 228 304 223 275

: c o] c c

HCM Average Control Delay 2864 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.74

Actuated Cycle Length {s) ~ 72.9 Sum of tost time (s) 27
Intersection Capacity Utilization 84.2% - ICU Leve! of Service c
Analysis Period {min) 15 ) ' :

¢ Crilical Lane Group -

cany : : ) Timing Pian: Defauli
Access Engineenng inc . : Page 1



2: Grants Pass Prkw & F St Fire Mountain Gems TL 904 Zone Change
.. -HCM Sigpalized Intersection Capacity Ar;allsis — . . 2010 DHY w/ Mmsahor‘

R

| LaeConﬁgurauons ] ’ ‘H:; — ' ‘}' i" % 'y F '

ideat Flow (vphpl) 4800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Tolal Lost lima {s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 40 4.0 40 40 4.0
Lane Utl. Factor 1.00  0.95 100 085 100 100 1.00 095 0985 1.00
Frt : 100 049 100 {00 (0B85 100 098 - 100 100 085
Fit Protected 0.95 1.00 ) 0.95 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 095 Q087 1,00
Satd. Flow {prot} 1676 3256 1710 3320 1500 1676 1753 1583 1642 1500
F)t Paamitted - 085 1.00 0.85 100 100 085 100 095 097 1.00
Satd. Flow (perm) {876 3256 1740 -3320 1500 1676 1753 1593 1642 1500
Volume (vph} 246 805 65 10 1055 5240 160 152 20 505 167 138
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.1 0.91 0.81 098 098 098 080 09 090 098 098 0098
Adj. Flow (vph) 270 ges 71 10 1977 531 211 169 .22 515. 1 142
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 0 0 o 89 0 4 0 o 0 112
Lane Group Flow (vph) 210 951 0 10 1077 442 21 187 0 332 353 30
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 4% 2% 0% Fh 2% 2% 1% 0% 2% 1% 2%
Tum Type Prot Prot pm¥ov  Split Spiit Perm
Protected Phases 5 2 i & 4 8 8 . 4 4
Permitted Phases 6 - 4
Actuated Graen, G (s) 16.0 5141 08 357 587 158 158 230 230 230
" Effective Green, g {8) 160 521 06 367 597 158 166 230 230 230
Actuated g/C Ratio 015 049 ' 0.01 034 056 015 015 021 021 " o2
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 5,0 . 40 . 5D 4.0 40 4.0 40 40 40
Vehicle Extension-(s)- ‘30 3.0 .30 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph} . 250 1581 - 10 1136 B90 244 255 341 352 322
vis Ratio Prot c0.16  0.29 001 c0.32 017 013 0.1 0.21 - c0.21
vfs Ralio Perm I 016 0.02
vic Ratio . 108 0850 1.0 085 050 066 073 097 1.00 0.09
Uniform Delay, d1 45.6 201 aj.4 34 .4 145 448 439 -41.8 422 33.8
Progression Facior 1.00 100 140 100 w03 100 100 100 1060 100
Incremental Dejay. d2 79.8 a7 2848 157 04 257 103 414 487 01
Delay (s) . 12685 207 3380 500 150 705 542 832 803 339
Level of Service F C . F o B E o F F C
Approach Delay (s) 438 ) 40.3 . 6§28 ’ 780
Approach LOS - D D E . E
HCM Average Conlro' Delay 51.2 HCM Lavel of Service . D
HCM Volume 1o Capacity ratio : 0.87 .
Actuated Cycle Length (s) - “107.3 Sum of icet time () 16.0
Inlersection Capacity Utilization © B9.0% fCU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15

¢ Critical Lane Group

_oomw A .- Titning Plan. Defaull
Access Engineernng (nc . _ . Page 2



1; F Street & Fire Mountain Way Fire Mguntain Gems Tl 904 Zone Change
- HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2010 DHV v-v!Currem } memg

B N I N S S S

Lane Configurations Y 4 X AL % - % X

ldeal low (vphpl) : 1800 180G 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Total Lost tiare {s) 4.0 40 40 40 4.0 . 4.0 4.0

Lane Ulil. Factor 1.06 085 1.00 095 1.00 . 100 00

Fr 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00 0487 1.00 086

Flt Protected 095 1.00 095 t.00 085 100 095 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1710 3336 1710 3308 1613 1561 1676. 1520

Fit Pemmitted 0495 1.00 0.85 1.00 057 1.00 0.58 1.00

Sald. Flow (perm) 1710 3336 1710 3308 970 1661 1021 1520
Volume {vph} 205 537 22 82 607 . 120 45 7 132 150 7 145
Peak-hour factor, PHF 09r 097 097 095 095 0g5 o085 085 085 085 - 085 085
Adj. Flow (vph) 211 654 23 86 838 129 43 20 155 1789 . 8 171
RTOR Reduclion {vph) 0 -3 0 0 17 0 0 116 0 0 128 0
Lane Group Flow (vph} 211 574 0 85 748 0 63 = &9 a 178 51 0
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 2% 0% . 0% 1% 0% 6% 0% 0% 2% 33% 0%
Tum Type : Prat ' _ Prot Perm . Parm

Protected Phases 5 2 t 6 8 8
Permitled Phases ' 8 . 8

Actuated Green, G (8} 121 257 66 20.2 184 184 18.4 18.4
Effective Green, g () 12.4 257 86 202 18.4 18.4 184 18.4
Aclualed g/C Ratio 018 035 009 0.27 025 025 0.25 0.25
Clearance Time [8) 40 40 ) 4.0 40 4.0 40 4.0 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 EX 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 281 1185 153 908 243 30 ‘ 255 380

v/s Ratip Prol c0.12 017 . 005 ¢0.23 : ’ 0.04 0.03

vis Ratio Perm . 0.05 - . c0.17

vfc Ratia 075 049 056 0.82 022 015 069 0412

Uniform Delay, 61 263 188 321 25.0 o218 215 250 214
Progression Factor 1.00 100 100 1.00 - 100 100 100 100
Incremenmal Delay. d2 10.7 0.3 47 6.1 0.5 0.2 748 g2

Detay (s) 401 192 368 314 223 217 328 216

Level of Service D B b - c : C C . C C
Approach Delay (s) 248 317 218 1272

Approach LOS _ ) ¢ - C C C
Intéissctin Suian i tiag : S
HCM Average Control Delay

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.76

Acluated Cycle Length (s) 73.6 Sum of lost time (s) ) 28 -
Intersection Capacity Utilization 654% - ICU Level of Service . c
Analysis Period (min) ) 15

¢ Critical Lane Groug

cny : . ‘ © Timing Plan: Defaui!
Access Engineerning Inc v . ) Page 2



2 Grants Pass Prkw & F St Fire Mountain Gerns TL 904 Zone Change

" HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis _ - 2010 DHV w/Current | Zoning
, .

Lane Configurations LI & S % £4
ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Yotal Lost time (s} . 4.0 4.0 40 4.0 4.0 4.0 40 4.0 4.0 49
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 1.00 0.85 1.00 1.00 1.00 085 - 095 1.00
Fri 1.060 0.89 100 - 100 085 100 098 1.00 100 085
Fit Prolecled 085 1.00 0.95 1:60 1.00 0.95 100 - 0gs  0.67 1.00
Satd. Flow (prat) 1676 3256 . 1710 3320 1500 1676 1754 1993 1642 1500
Fit Parmitted 095 100 ' 085 100 100 085 100 085 097 100
Satd. Flow (perm) 1676 3256 1710 3320 4500 1676 1754 <1593 1642 1500
Volume {vph} 253 BOS 65 10 1055 523 190 153 20 509 168 149 .
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.91 0.91 081 098 098 063 090 080 09 098 098 098
Ad), Flow {(vph) ~ 278 885 - 71 10 1077 534 211 170 22 519 171 182
RTOR Reduction (vph) D 5 0 0 0 87 g 4 0 0 0 119
Lane Group Flow {vph} 278 851 0 10 1077 447 211 188 -0 334 358 33
Heavy Vehicles (%) 2% 4% 2% 0% 3% 2% 2% 1% % . 2% 1% __ 2%

" Tum Type Prot Prof pmi+ov  Split Spiit : Perm
Protected Phases 5 2 1 B 4 8 8 4 4 ,
Permitled Phases : 8 .4
Aciualed Green, G (s) . 6.0 511 @6 357 587 156 156 230 230 230
Effeclive Gresn, g (s) 80 521 . 06 367 597 15.8 5.6 230 230 230
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.15 049 00t 034 05 015 015 o021 g1 021
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 510 . 40 50 40 4.0 40 40 40. 4.0
Vehicle Exiension (s} 3.0 . 3.0 ~ 340 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
.Lane Grp Cap (vph) 2500 1581 : 19 1138 899 244 285 3 3b2 32
v/s Ralio Prot c0.17 0.29 0.1 ¢0.32 0.1t 013 0.11 0.21 . ¢0.22
vis Ratio Perm ) o ' ©oQ1¢ ' ‘ ) - 002
vic Raip 1.1 0.60 1.00 095 050 0.86 0.74 : 0.98 1.01 0.10
Uniform BOelay, d1 . 456 201 534 34.4 147 448 439 41.9 422 33.8
Progression fFactor 1.00 1.00 1.09 1.00 § 00 1.60 1t 00 1.0Q 1.00 1.00
Incrementat Delay, d2 503 07 2848 157 04 257 105 427 508 Q1
Delay (s} ) 1358 207 338.0 50.0 151 70.5 54 .4 g4.6 9340 34.0
Level of Service F c F D B E 0 F F C
Approach Delay (s) : 46.7 40.3 ‘ 62.9 79.0

Approach LOS D o E ) - E

HCM Average Contro) Delay §2.4 HCM Lovel of Service D
HGM Volume o Capacity ratio Q.88 ‘

. Acluated Cycle Lengih (s) 107.3 Sum of lost lime (s) : 16.0
Intersection Capacity Utilization 89.6% © ICU Levei of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15

"¢ Critical Lane Group

cniwve A - T Timing Plan: Default
- Access Engineering Inc . Page 4



3. TL 904 Access & Fire Mountain Way Fire Mountain Gems TL 904 Zone Change

~ HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2010 DHV wiCurrant | Zoning
O T N
Lane Configurations b q '
Swgn Contiol Stop Free Free
Grade %o 0% 0%
Voiurne (veli/h) 29 2 2 165 80 21
Peak Hour Factor 075- D75 085 0B85 085 085
Hourty flow rate (vph) 29 3 2 194 108 25
Pedestrians
Lana Widlh (f)
Walking Speed (it/3)
Percent Blockage
‘Right tum flare (veh)
Median fype None
Median storage veh)
Upstream signal {f1) aas
pX, plataon unblocked
v(, conflicting volume 317 118 131
w1, slage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol
vCu, unblocked vol 317 118 131
iG, single (s). 6.4 6.2 41
tC, 2 stage (s)
1F (s) 35 313 22
p0 quevs free % 94 100 100

cM capacity (vehm) 679 039 1455

Volume Lefl ) 39 2 0
Volume Right 3 o] 25
GcSH 681 1455 1700
_Volume to Capacity 0.06 - 000" 008
Queue Length 95th (ft) 5 0 0
Control Delay (s) 10.5 0.1 0.0
Lane LOS B A
Approach Delay (s) 10.5 0.1 0.0

Approach LOS

verage Delay ’ 1.2

Intersection Capacity Ulilization 20.9% . 1CU Level of Service A
Analysis Pericd (min) 16
cmw - ) A A A Timing Plar. Default

Access Engineering Ine Page 5



1 ¥ Bir net & Fire Mountain Way Fire Mauntain Gems TL 904 Zone Change

HCM Signalized: lntersectlon Capac:lty Analysm R 2010 DHV wiProposed BF Zoring
N e T W T N

Lane Configuralions % 4b i % 4t % T ¥ b

(deaf Flow {vphpl} 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 180G 1B0C
Toiat Losl time (s} . 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4G - 40 4.0 40

‘Lane WUl Faclor 100 095 1.00 0495 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 100 099 1.00 0.97 1.0¢ 087 1.00 086 -

Fil Pmlec(ed 0.95 1.00 (.95 1.00 095 1.00 095 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1710 3328 1710 3307 1613. 1559 . 1876 1520

Fit Permitted 085 1.00 085 100 0.58 100 057 1.00

Sald. Flow (perm) 1710 3328 - 1710 3307 o8t 1§59 1004 1520
Volurme (vph) 205 528 32 95 598 120 53 17 138 180 T 145
Peak-hour factor, PHF 097 087 097 095 09 (g5 085 085 085 085 085 085
Adj. Flow (vph) - 211 545 33 100 629 126 62 20 164 178 -B 171
RTOR Reduction {yph) 0 6 0 0 18 0 0 121 0 6 126 0
Lane Group Flow.(vply) 211 573 o oo 737 0 62 63 0 176 53 Q
Heavy Vehicles (%} 0% 2% 0% 0% 1% 0% 6% 0% 0% 2%  33% 0%
Tum Type : Prot Prot Pemn- Petm

Protected Phases - 5 2 1 6 : 8 a
Permitted Phases . 8 ‘ 8

© Actuated Green, G (8) 116 250 6.2 146 19.0 18.0 . 19.0 19.0

" Effective Green, g (s} . 16 250 62 19.6 190 180 19.0 190
Actuated g/C Ratio 016 -0.34 - 0.08 0.27 ' 0260 0.28- 0.26 0.26
Clearance Time (8) 40 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 40

Vehicle Exteasion (s) 3.0 30 - 3.0 3.0 3.0 30 3.0 30

Lane Grp-Cap (veh) 272 1140 © 143  ggs 256 406 : 261 396 .

vis Ratio Prot c¢.12 047 : 0.06 ¢0.22 0.04 0.03

vis Ratio Perm 0.06 ) c0.18 :

v/c Ratio 078 080 0.69 083 0.24  0.15 " 067 013
Uniform Detay, d1 29.5 191 325 - 251 213 20.8 242 207 -
Progression Faclor 1.06  1.00 100 1436 1.00 1.0 100 1.00
Incrementat Delay. d2 12.9 04 128 65 0.5 0.2 6.7 0.2

Defay (s) 424 194 453 316 218 210 309 208

Level of Service D B o o Cc Cc C Cc
Approach Delay (si . 256 33.2 212 258
Approach LOS cC c C C

HCM Average Contml Delay 280 HCM Level of Service C

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.76

" Actuated Cycie Length (s) 73.0 Sum of tost time (s) 22.8
Intersection Capacily Utilization - BB.6% ICU Level of Service Cc
Analysis Perod {min} 18

¢ Crilica! Lane Group

e ‘ Tiriing Plan. Default
Access Engmeering hc . : ’ Page 5



2 Granis Pass Pay & F St Fire Mountain Gems TL 804 Zone Change
HOR S S =',z +) anterseciion Capacity Analysis 2010 DHV w/Proposed BP Zoning

Ay (***\*\ A

Lane Conﬁgurauons

|geal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1BOO 1800 - 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1BOO
Total Lost ime (s} 4.0 40 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 40 40 4.0 4.0
Lane Utk *actor 100 095 1.00 085 1.00 1.00 1.00 095 0485 1.00
Frl ’ 1,00 089 1.00 1.00 0.85 1.00 04398 1.00 1.0 085
Fit Protected 085 100 095 100 1.00 095 100 095 087 100
Satd. Flow {prot) 1676 3256 1710 3320 1800 1676 1754 1693 1642 1500
Flt Permitied 085 100 085 1.00 100 085 1.00 096 087 100
Satd. Flow {penm) 1676 3256 1710 3320 1500 1676 1754 1593 . 1642 1500
Voluma (vph) 257  BOD5 85 10 1055 523 - 190 153 20 508 188 150
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0. 0.91 0.91 098 0098 098 090 .08 08 . 088 o098 098
Adj. Flow (vph} 282 885 71 10 1077 534 211 170 22 518 171 153
RTOR Reduction {vph) g 5 0 0 0 86 0 4 0 0 0 120
Lane Group Flow (vph) - 282 951 0 10 1077 448 211 188 Q 334" 355 a3
Heavy Vehiclas (%) 2% 4% 2% % 3% 2% 2% 1% 0% - 2% 1% 2%
Tum Type Prot ’ Prot pmeov Split - Split " Peftn
Protected Phases 5 2 1 8 4 8 8 4 4
Permitted Phases : 6 . 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 16.0 51.1 0.6 35.7 58.7 15.6 156 23.0 230 23.0
Eftective Grean, g (s) 160 521 - 06 367 597 156 156 230 230 230
Actuated g/C Ratio - 015 049 0.01 034 05 015 Q.15 0.21 021 0.21
Clearance Time (s) 40 5.0 ' 4.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 . 40 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s} 30 30. ] 30 - 30 30 - 30 3.0. 3.0 3.0 KK
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 250 1581 10 1138 880 244 255 341 352 322
vls Ratio Prol ' 017 029 - 001 €032 011 013 0.1 021 ¢0.22

vis Ratio Perm 0.19 - 0.02
v/c Ratio 1.13 0.60 1.00 0.85 0.50 0.86 0.74 Q.98 1.01 a.10
Uniform Delay, o1t 45.6 201 53.4 344 147 448 439 419 42.2 338
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 i.00 100 1.00 - 1.00 1.00 1.00
Incremental Delay. 42 96.8 0.7 284.6 16.7 0.4 257 105 427 50.1 0.1
Deiay (s) 1414 207 © 330 500 151 705 544 846 923 340
Level of Service . F C F D B E D F F C
Approach Delay (s) - 482 403 629 . 78.6
Approach LQOS D D . E : E

Intersatiion Sumnialy

HCM Average Conlrol Delay ) 52.8 HCM Level of Service D
HCM Volume 1o Capacity ratio © DeB :

Acluated Cycle L ength (s) 107.3  Sum of lost time (s) 16.0
Inlersecticn Capacity Utitization 89.8% ICU Level of Service ’ E
Analysis Period (min) 15 C

¢ Crilical Lang Grolip

oy - . . ) - Timing Pran: Default
Access Engineefing Inc ) » Page 7-



3 TL 904 Access & Fire Mountain Way Fire Mountam Gems TL 804 Zone Change
HCM tinsignaized ln ersectio Capacity Analyms B - 2010 DHV wiProposed BF Zoning

Lane Configurations L J 1;,

Signh Cortrol Stop Free Free .
Grade 0% ' 0% 0%
Volume (vershy 44 2 2 165 80 44
Peak Hoor Factor 075 075 085 085 0B5 085
Haurly flow rate {vph) 59 3 2 194 106 52
Pedestrians

Lane Width (it)

Walking Speed (f’s)

Percent Blockage

Right turn fiare (veh) :

Median type None

Median storage veh) .

Upstream signal (ft) 388

pX, platoon unblocked .

vC, conflicting volume 331 132 158

vC1, stage 1 canf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol ©
vCu, unblocked voi 331 132 158

tC, single (s) - 64 = 6.2 4.1

iC, 2 skage (s) ]

1F (8) 3.5 3.3 27

p0 queue free % 01 100 . 100.

™ capamly (vehlh) 687 923 1422

Volume Total R

Volumea Lefl .
Volume Right -3 0 52
cSH ’ 575 1422 1700
Volume to Capao;ty 008 QOO 009
Queue Length 95th (fl) 7 60 - D
Controt Delay (s} . 10.9 ' 01 0.0
Lane LOS B A :
- Approach Delay (s) 109 0.1 0.0. -

B

Approach LOS

17

rAvérage Delay . .
. -Intersection Capacity Utilization - 20.8% ICV Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) : 14
cmw - . ' ' _ Timing Plan Defaul

- Access Enginesnng lric- - A : Page 8



Sim Traffic Repost Fire Mountain Gems TL 904 Zone Ghange
- Queuing and Blacking Repoirt o _ . - 2010 DHV w/ Mitigation

- Intersection: 1: & Street & Fire i\/louvniain Way

Directions Seived , L T TR L T TR L TR L TR
Maximum Queue (ft) 132 136 133 102 271 279 63 120 136 109
Average Queue (f) 103 97 g8 43 142 158 22 47 79 49
g5th Queue (ft) 150 153 158 82 244 261 52 93 133 89
Link Distance (ft) 686 686 303 - 110
Upstream Bik Time {%) , 7 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) S 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (i) 220 275 160- 100

Storage Blk Time (%) 0 0 10 1
Queting Penalty (veh) : 0 0 16 1

Intersection: 2: Grants Pass Prkw & F St

I
3

Directions Served L T TR L T R L TR L LT R

Maximum Queue (ft) 265 492 434 g7- G670 671 494 192 410 472 487 254
Average Queue (f) 200 267 228 12 542 539 245 138 184 248 264 60
95th Queus (ft) 285 489 410 53 758 783 519 - 212 348 404 420 186
Link Distance (ft) - 904 904 T 644 G644 1082 686 686
Upstream Blk Time {%) ' 2] 11 0

Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 o 0

Storage Bay Dist (1) 215 160 350 150 400 .
Storage Blk Time (%) 28 2 &8 25 0 12 5 2 0

Queuing Penalty (veh) 111 4 6 132 1 21 17 2 a

Intersection: 3: TL 804 Access & Fire Mountain Way

Moverienti Lan
Directions Served
Maximum Queue (ft)
Average Queve (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage BIk Time {%)
Queuing Penalty {veh}

cmw

: - Page 1
Accass Engineerning Inc



.

Sim Trattic Report : Fire Mountain Gems TL 904 Zane Change
Queuing and Blocking Rengi . o 2010 DHV wiCurrent | Zoning

" Intersection. 1. F Street & Fire Mountain Way

Directions Served | L T TR L T TR L R L TR
Maximum Queue {ff) 132 146 141 157 238 247 106 110 130 126
Average Queue () 101 98 103 54 124 144 30 46 75 5O
g5th Queue (ft) i50 150 156 110 205 229 75 81 126 95
Link Distance (f) 686 686 303 110
Upstream Bik Time (%) ' 4 1
Queling Penalty {veh) ' 0 0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 220 : 275 160 100

Storage Blk Time (%) 0 0 0 § 1
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 D 10 1

intersection; 2; Grants Pass Prkw & F St

' Directions Served L T TR L T T R T T™W L 1T R

Maximum Queue (ft) 257 5456 520 100 675 677 417 178 376 386 410 254
Average Queue (ft) 212 305 252 14 557 550 233 129 153 226 243 = 56
95th Queus {ft) 293 542 474 66 771 795 493 199 304 351 379 158
Link Distance (ft) 904 904 644 844 1082 686 686
Upstream Blk Time (%) 10 13 :

Queuing Penaity (veh) o] 0

Storage Bay Dist (it} . 2156 160 380 180 400
Storage Bik Time (%) 38 1 58 28 0 10 8 1 0

Queuing Penalty (veh) ~ 154 3 6 145 1 17 18 ' 1 0

Intersection: 3: TL 904 Access & Fire Mountain Way

Movement: EH
Directions Served LR
Maximum Queue (ff) &6
Average Queue (ft} 21
95th Queue (ft) 50
Link Distance (ft) _ 82
Upstream Bik Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Storage Bay Dist {ft)
Stlorage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty {veh)

CITh

Page 1
Access Engrteering Inc



Sim Traffic Report Fire Motntain Gems TL 904 Zone Change
Queuing gnd Blocking Report - o ' 2010 DHV w/Proposed BP Zoning

Intersection: 1. F Street & Fire Mauntain Way

Directions Served L T TR L T TR L TR

Maximum Queue (it) 132 133 137 141 264 280 93 115 126 122

Average Queue (1) 108 92 98 62 130 148 34 47 83 51

95th Queue (f) 181 147 154 116 219 235 74 g 131 97

Link Distanca {ft) 686 686 303 110

Upstream Blk Time (%) 8 1

Queuing Penally (veh) ' . 0 0

Storage Bay Dist (ft) 220 T 275 - 160 100

Storage Bik Time (%) 0 0 10 1 -
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 ¢ 16 2

Intersection: 2: Grants Pass Pkwy & I St

R
Directions Served L T L T T R - L TR

R
Maximum Queue (ft) 266 680 638 159 BS3 643 3BO0 188 382 379 341 187
Average Queue (fl) 219 393 337 16 480 442 173 125 155 221 240 49
95th Qusue (fty . 29t 780 686 B8 722 726 408 197 336 344 362 128
Link Distance (ft) 804 904 644 644 1082 686 688
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 0 6 7
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 (o] 0 o0
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 215 160 R 350 150 400-
Storage Bk Time (%) 48 1 49 17 0 9 8 0
Queuing Penalty (veh} 191 2 5 87 0 16 15 0

Intersection: 3: TL 904 Acceass & Fire Mountain Way

Moyemient, & e

Oirections Served )
Maximum Queue (ft) 62 7
Average Queue (ft) 24 0
95th Queue (ft} 51 5
Link Distance (ft) 82 354
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage BIK Time {%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

Comw

. Page 1
Access Engineering Inc



1: F Street & Fire Mountain Way o Fire tMountain Gems TL 904 Zone Change
. HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2039_DHV-N0 Build wf Mll_lgaﬁon

AN (*‘*‘*k«e“f/‘\»‘} <

Lane Configuralions % Aty % L 3% * ] % h

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 4800 1BOO 1800 800 1800 1800 1800 1BOO
Tolal Lost lime {s} 4,0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 40 4.0

Lane Utl. Factor 1.60 0.95 1.00 095 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Frt 100 1.00 1.00 0868 100 087 : 1.00 (.88

Fit Protected 065 1.00 ¢85 100 0985 1.00 085 1.00

Satd. Flow {prof) 1710 3344 1710 3324 1613 1865 1676 ;1'{_')20

Flt Penmilted 095, 100 085 1.00 0.54 1.00 a5 100

Sald. Flow (perm) - . 1710 -3344 1710 3324 911 1565 ) 1045 1520
Volume (vph) 205 700 15 ) 790 120 .35 t7 113 150 7 145
Peak-hour factor, PHF - 087 087 097 0% 095 095 085 085 085 085 085 0485
Adj, Flow (vph} 211 722 15 72 83z 126 41 20 133 176 8 171
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 1 0 0 12 0 0 106 0 0 135 0
Lane Group Flow (vph) 211 136 0 72 946 0 41 48 0 176 44 e
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 2% 0% 0% -1% 0% 8% 0% 0% 2%  33% 0%
Tum Type Pro " Prot T Perm Perm

Protected Phaseés 5 2 1 "B ’ g 8
Permitted Phases : _ . 8 8

Actuated Green, G (s) 1.3 iz 4.8 28.7 16.5 16.5 16.5 18.5
Effective Grean, g (s) 1.3 332 48 287 165 168 1866 165
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.15 043 0.06 034 | 9.21 0.21 D2t 0.21
Clegrance Time (8) 4.0 4.0 40 40- 4.0 44 40 4.0

Vehicle Extension (s) 30 3.0 3.0 3.0 a0 3.0 - 30 3.0

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 248 1427 106 1141 - 193 33z 222 322

v/s Ratia Prot c0.12 0.22 0.04 cD.28 0.03 : 0.03

vis Ratio Perm ’ 0.05 <317

vic Ralup 085 ¢.52 - 068 083 n.21 15 079 0.14

Uniform Delay, d1 324 164 a7 235 253 2449 290 249
Progression Faclor 1.08 1.0C 1.00 160 106 1.00 100 100
incremental Delay. d2 233 0.3 t5.9 51 a8 ° 02 i17.4 0.2

Delay (s) ’ 558 167 517 2B6 258 251 46.4 251

Level of Service E B o - . C c C . - D C
Approach Delay (s} 254 30.2 253 35.7
Approach LOS C c C : D

HCM Avarage Coniral Delay 288 . HCM Level of Service ‘ C

HCM Volume 1o Capacily ratio 0.82 ) ‘

Acluated Cycle Length {s) 77.8 Surn of 1ost time (s) 23.3

Intersection Capacity Utilization 66.5% ICU Level of Sarvice ) C

Analysis Penod {min) 15 .

¢ Cntical Lane Group

s A : Timing Plan: Default
Accass Engineering ing 7 - ) Page 9



2, Granis Pass Prkw & F St Fire Mountain Gems TL 904 Zone Change

HCM Sigrialized Intersection Capacity Analysis , 2030 DHV No Build w/ Miligation
Ay v A b2 S
[ R R S R AR R TR R H LS ! i
Lane Configuralions A YoM i % s % 4 'l
ideal Flow (vphpi) 1800 1BOO 1800 1800 1800 - 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 180D 18G0
Tolal Lost time {s) 40 40 40 40 49 40 40 40 40 40
Lane Util. Factor 100 085 100 085 100 100 1.00 085 0985 1.00
Fri 100 099 100 100 085 1.00 0098 100 100 085
Fit Frotected 085 100 095 100 100 095 100 085 087 100
Sald. Flow {prot}’ 1676 3259 1710 3320 1500 1678 1754 1593 1642  1500°
Fit Permified 085 1.00 095 100 100 0% 100 095 097 1.00
Sald. Flow (perm) 1676 3259 1710 3320 1500 1676 1754 1593 1642 1500
Volume (vph) 320 1180 85 1§ 1520 875 245 195 25 885 25 180
Peak-hour facter, PHF 0.61 08t 0% 098 088 098 09 090 08B0 098 098 099
Adj. Flow (vph) . 352 1275 83 15 1551 6898 272 A7 28 688 218 184
RTOR Reduction {vph) 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 4 0 0 0 145
Lane Group Flow (vph) 352 1384 0 15 1551 645 272 241 @ 43D 457 ag
Heavy Vehicles (%) . 2% 4% 2% 0% 3% 2% . 2% 1% 0% 2% 1% . 2%
Turn Type Prot Prot pmrov  Split ’ - Spht Perm
Protecied Phases 5 2 1 6 4 8 g 4 4
Permitted Phases [J] : ’ 4
Actuated Graen, G (s) 19.0 612 12 434 694 170 170 260 260 260
Effective Green, g (s} = 190 822 1.2 444 704 170 170 : 280 260 260 .
Acluated g/C Ratio 016 0.5t 001 038 058 014 014 - 021 021 021
Clesranca Time (3) 40 50 40 50 4.0 4.0 4.0 40 40 4.0
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 30 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 30 30 3¢
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 260 1856 17 1204 912 233 244 333 348 319
vfs Ratio Prot 021 042 D01 ¢0.47 015 c0.16 014 027 c0.28 ‘
vfs Ralio Perm - 0.28 . 0.03
v/c Ratio 135 082 088 128 071 117 0.99 127 131 Q.12
Uniform Delay. d1 51.7 255 805 20 186 527 528 '482 482 390
Progression Facior 1.00 100 100 100 300 100 .00 100 100 100
Incremental Delay. d2 1824 35 1597 1351 25 1117 533 143.7 1584 0.2
Delay (s) 2341 288 2203 1751 212 -1644 1059 1919 2066 39.1
Level of Sesvice F c F F e F F - F F D
Approach Delay (s) 70.9 128.3 ) 136.7 - 171.8

Approach LOS E F F F

HCM Avesrage Conirot Defay 119.7 HCM Level of Service ) F

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio - 1.28 .

Actuated Cycle Length (s) 1224 Sum of lost tlime {s} 15.0
Intersection Capacity Utiization® 115.8% ICU Level of Service - H
Analysis Petiod (min) ’ - 15 : :

¢ Critical Lane Group

cmw . . Timing Plan: Defaul
Access Engneering Ing : ‘ ‘ o Page 10



{: F Street & Fire Mountain Way ‘ Fire Mountain Gems TL 904 Zone Change
HCOM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis | 2030 DHV w/Current { Zaning

N U U R T A

X T :
ideal Flow (vphipl) 1800 1800 18Q0 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800
Totai Lost lime {s) 4.0 4.0 40 4.0 4.0 40 4.0 4.0
Lane Utl. Factor 100 0.95 100 095 1.00 1.00 I_,CIO 1.00
Fr , 1.00 100 1.00 098 .00 087 1.00 086
Fit Protecied . 695 100 085 . 1.00 085 1.00 085 1.00
~ Sald. Flow (prot) 1710 3339 1710 3323 1613 1559 1676 1520
Flt Permifted 0es 100 085 10D 055 100 053 100
Satd. Flow {perm) 1710 3339 1710 3323 © 838 1559 042 1520
Volume (vph) _ 205 897 22 82 787 120 52 17 144 150 7 145
Peak-hour factor, PHF 097 087 097 085 095 095 085 OB5 085 085 085 085
Adj. Flow (vph) 211 719 23 o7 828 126 61 20 189 176 g 171
RTOR Reduclion {vph) 0 2 0 0 - 11 0 0 127 Q o 129 0
Lane Group Flow (vphy . 211 740 0 97 943 0 61 62 - 0 178 50 9
Heavy Vehicles (%) H% 2% 0% 0% 1% 0% 6% 0% 0% 2%  33% 0%
Tum Typa _ Proi Prot Perm ~ Permn
Protected Phases 5 z 1 6 4 8
Permitted Phases . ] 8 8
Actuated Green, G (5) 125 338 63 2786 . 268 2048 208 208
Effeclive Green, g (s) 125 338 6 2786 208 208 208 208
Actualed g/C Ratio © 015 040 008 033 . 025 0.25 025 025
‘Clearance Time (s}, 440 19 40 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Vehicle Extension(s) . 30 39 30 30 3630 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap {(vph) 254 1344 : 1286 1092 - 232 286 233 376
"vis Ratio Prot ¢0.12 0.22 0.06 c028. 0.04 0.03
v/s Ralio Permn - 0.07 .19
vic Ratio 083 085 076 (488 026 0.16 076  0.13
Uniform Oelay. d1 347 193 B4 26.4 254 248 292 248
Progsession Factor 100 t40 . 1a0 4§00 100 100 180 1.00
Incremental Delay d2 20.0 0.5 22 7.2 06 G2 13.0 0.2
Delay (s) . 548 1498 604 337 260 250 423 248
Levet of Service D B € C C G 3] c
Approach Delay (s) . 27.5 R 25.2 334

Approach LOS _ C T D G C
_{"fé\-jﬁ“ R T

1 4840 by L38) A IR YL 3 nr
HCM Average Control Defay KK HCM Level of Service c
HCM Voleme to Capacity ralio Q.82 - -
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 840 Sum of lost tirme {8) ’ 231
Intersection Capacily Ulilization 71.4% ICU Level of Service c
Analysis Period (min) 15
c Crtiga! Lane Group
Emw Timing Plan: Default

Access Ergineernng.Inc . ' . : Page 12



7. Gianis Pass Piwy 4 © i : Fire Mountaln Gems TL 804 Zone Change
HOW Signatized Intersection Capaciy Analysis 7 2030 DHV wiGurrent | Zoning

}—*-.\v(""'“k“\f'/"\’l{,

Lane Configurations LI ¥ A4 r % b % & if
[deat Flow {vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 41800 4800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 18G0
Tolal Lost time {s} 40 4.9 49 4.0 40 4.0 4.0 40 4.0 4.0
Lane Uti. Factor 1.06  0.95 100 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 095 095 1.00
Fri 100 099 1.00 1.00 085 1.00 0.98 1.00 100 085
Fit Protesied 0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 0.95 0.97 1.00
Satd. Fiow (prot) 1676 3259 1710 3320 1500 1676 1754 1593 1641 1500
Fit Parmitted - 0685 1.00 0.95 1.00 100 095 100 0B85 087 100
Said. Flow {permu) 1676 3259 1710 3320 1500- 1676 1754 1593 1641 1500
Volume.(vph) 327 1160 a5 15 1520 6578 245 1985 25 658 215 180
Peak-hour factor, PHF . 0.91 0.91 0.91 0.98 0.e8 0.98 0.50 090 080 098 098 098
Ad). Flow (vph) 359 1275 93 15 1551 692 272 217 28 672 219 194
RTOR Reduction {(vph} 0 5 0 0 0 45 .0 4 0] 0o 0 152
Lane Group Flow (vph) 359 1384 0 i5 1551 646 272 241 0 432 458 42
Heavy Vehidles (%) 2% 4% 2% 0% 3% 2% 2% 1% 0% . 2% 1% 2%
Tun Type - Prot , Prot pm+ov  Splil Split . Parm
Protected Phases 5 2 1 . 8 4 8 8 4 4 a
Pemmitted Phases . ] : 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 19.0 592 - 1.2 41.4 67.4 17.0 17.0 26.0 26.0 26.0
Efiectiva Green, g (s) 180 €60.2 1.2 424 6BA 17.0 170 260 26.0 26,0
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.16 050 0.01 035 0.57 0.14 0.14 . 022 022 022
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 5.0 .40 5.0 40 40 4.0 4.0 4.0 40
Vehicle Extension {s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 a0 30 3.0 30, 130
Lane Grp Cap {vph) . 284 1830 ’ 17 1168 802 237 248 R 344 354 324
v/s Ratio Prot c0.21 0.42 0.01 c0.47 0.15 c0.18 a.i4 0.27 c0.28

v/s Ratio Perm : - 0.28 0.03
wic Rafio_ : 136 - 0.84 0.88 1.33 0.72 1145 097 1.26 1.30 0.13
Uniform Delay, d1 50.7 25.9 : 58.5 33.0 18.9 B17 . 515 472 47.2 38.1
Progression Faclor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
incremental Delfay. 942 184.5 39 159.7 1831 27 1041 487 1367 1529 0.2
Delay (s) : 235.2 298 2183 1g92.1 2t.7 1588 1002 = 183.9 200.1 38.3
Levei of Service CF c . F F c F F S F o
Approach Delay (s) 725 ‘ 140.0 . 129.4 . 164.7

Approach LOS £ F F F

HOM Average Contral Delay- 123.0 - HCM Eevel of Service

HCM Volume to Capacity ratin - . 1.30 .

Actuated Cycle t.ength (s) 120.4 Sum of lost time (s} 16.0
Imerseclion Capacity Ulilization 116.4% © iCU Level of Service H
Analysis Perod (min) 15 .

¢ Critical Lane Group

.M : T|m|rg Flap: Defaull
Access ._mmeeru.g inr ) Page 123



255 & Fire Mountain Way Fire Mountain Gems TL 904 Zone Change
© 2030.DHV w/Current | Zahing

[ H : S 3k N RN D R s i
Lane Configurations L' oy 5

Sign Conlroi Slop Free fFree

Grade 0% 0% 0%
Volumia (vehfh) 48 2 2 165 90 31
Peak Hour Faclor 075 075 085 085 085 U085
Hourly fowt rate {vph) 64 3 2 194 = 106 36
Pedeslrians ’ . -

Lane Width (ft)

Walking Speed (fi/s)

Percent Blockage

Righl tum flare (veh)

Median type None

Median storage veh) .

Upstream signal (ft) - 88

pX, p'aloon unblocked .

vG, conflicting volume 323 124 142

vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vC2, stage 2 conf vol

vCu, unblocked vol 323 124 142

1C, single (s). 64 62 41

IC. 2 stage (s)

tF (8) a5 343 22

‘p0queue free % - g1 100 100

cM capacily (vaivh) G674 932 1440

Dbl LA R e RN B

Volume Total 67 186 - 142

Volume Lef| 64 2 0

Volume Right 3 0 38

cSH , 6BY 1440 1700

Volume to Capacity 010 0.00 008

Queue tength 95th (ft) 8 0 g

Control Defay (s) 10.9 0.4 0.0

Lane LOS B A

Approach Delay (s) 10.9 0.1 0.0

Approach LGS B :

Average Delay 1.8 . .
Intersection Capacity Ulilization 20.9% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min} 15 ' ‘ ’
oMy - ' Timing Pian Defapl!

Access Enguneerning Inc A ’ - 2 Page t4



1- F Strest & Fire Meunlain Way

 HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Fire Mountain Gems TL 904 Zone Change

2030 DHV w/Proposed BP Zoning:

g

“

T T

In\gisectipivSuritisr

HC Averagé Coiitrol Delay

HCM Vealume to Capacity ratio

Acluated Cycle Length (5)

Intersection-Capacity Ulilization

Analysis Period (min)
¢ Cribical Lane Graup

322
0.82
854
" 71.8%
15

HCM Level of Service

Sum of lost time (3)

ICU Level of Service

ane Configurations LT Y LIS & W N % N

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 180C 1800 1800 1800 1800

Tolal Lost time (s) 4.0 40 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0

Lane Uti. Factor 100 085 100 095 1.00  1.00 100 100

Frt 1.00  0.99 1.00 0.98 1.06 087 100 086

FIt Protecled 0.95 1.00 095 100 095 1.00 085 1.00

Satd. Flow (prot) 1710 3334 1710 3323 1613 1557 1676 1520

Fit Parmitted 085 1.00 0985 1.00 055 1.00 052 1.00

Sald. Flow (perm) 1710 3334 1710 3323 941 1557 918 1520
~Volume (vph} . 208 689 32 101 778 120 60 17 151 150 7 145

Peak-hour Faclor, PHF 097 097 087 085 095 095 085 085 085 '085 085 085

Adj. Flow (vph) 21 710 33 108 819 126 Al 20 178 178 8 7

RTOR Reduction {vph) 0 3 0 0 11 0 0 133 Q 0 128 0]

Lane Group Flow {vpth) 211 740 0 106 834 0 " 65 (1] 178 51 0

Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 2% 0% 0% 1% 0% 6% 0% 0% - 2% 33% 0%

Tum Type Prot Prot ‘ Parm Perm - :

Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 8 B8

Permitied Phases ’ 8 8

Acluated Green, G (s) 124 336 - 6.9 281 237 217 27 217

Effective Green, g (8) 124 336 69 2841 nr 217 217 217

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.1 039 008 033 0.25 Q.25 025 0.25

Clearance Time () 40 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 44

Vehicle Extension (8) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 30

Lane Grp Cap (vph) 248 1312 138 1093 239 396 233 386

v/s Ratlo Prot c0.12 0.22 0.08 c0.28 0.04 0.03

v/s Ratio Perm . A Q.08 c0.19

v/c Ralio 085 (.56 0.77 0.85 030 0.18 076 Q.13

Uniform Delay, d1 3586 202 g8 267 25.7 24.8 204 248

Pragression Faclor 100 1.00 100  1.00 .00 1.00 100  1.00

Incremental Delay. d2 233 0.6 222 87 Q.7 0.2 13.0 0.2

Delay (s) 589 207 60.7° 334 264 250 424 247

Level of Service E C E c C C b C

Approach Delay (s) 202 3.1 254 33.5

Approach LOS C D Cc - C

oavw

" Aceess Engineesng Inc

Timing Plan: Defavk
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;& F St ’ © Fire Mountain Gems TL 904 Zone Change

2: Granis Pass P
2030 UHV w[Proposed BP Zomng i

.. HCM Slgnahz:d TGS ﬂcti,'g;m Capacity Analysis -

P T 1, N LY

Lane Configurations L S % L3 Fd b Ts. q & F
\deal Flow {vphpi} 1800 1800 iROQ 1800 1800 1800 1300 1800 186G 1800 1800 1800
Total Lost time (s} 4.9 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 40 40 4.0
Lane Util. Facior 180 085 .00 085 100 1600 100 095 085 100
Frt ’ 100 099 1.00 1.00 0.8% 100 0.98 1.00 1.00 085
Fht Profected 085 100 095 1.00 1.00 095 1.00 0065 097 1:00
Satd. Fiow (prot) 1676 3259 1710 3320 1600 - 1676 1754 1583 1641 1500
Flt Permitled 0.95 1.00 .95 1.0 100 085 100 095 097 1.00
Safd. Flow {permi} 1676 3259 1710 3320 1500 1876 1754 1593 1641 1500
Volume (vph) 330 1180 85 15 1520 678 245 185 25 @888 218 189
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.9 G.81 091 098 098 098 090 090 080 088 098 098
Adj. Flow (vph) 363 1275 93 15 1551 692 272 297 28 871 218 193
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 5 ¢ .0 0 45 0 4 0 0 o 151
Lane Group Flaw (vph) 383 1364 0 15 1851 647 272 241 0 431 459 42
Heavy Vehides (%) 2% 4% 2% 0% 3% 2% 2% 1% 0% 2% 1% 2%
Tuen Type . Prot Prot pm+av  Splif i Split Perm
Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 4 8 a8 4 4
Pemmitted Phases : B : 4
Actuated Green, G (s) 19.0 59.2 12 414 674 170 70 . 260 260 26.0
Effective Green, g (8) 19.0 60.2 12 424 684 17.0 17.0 260 260 260
Acluated g/C Ratio 016 050 001t 035 057 014 014 022 022 022
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 5.0 4.0 50 40 4.0 4.0 4.0 40 40
Vehicle Extension {8) 30 3.0 . 3.0 3.0 30 .30 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 284 1830 . 17 1189 902 237 248 - 344 354 324
vfs Ratio Prot ¢0.22 0.42 001 ¢047 015 c0:18 014 027 c¢0.28

vis Ratio Perm ’ ) 0.28 0.03
v/c Ralio 138 QB4 0B8 133 072 115 097 1.25 t.30 0.3
Uniforrd Dalay, d1 80.7 258 595 390 189 517 515 472 472 384
Progression Factor 1.00  1.00 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
tncremenlal Delay, d2 190.9 39 1597 16831 27 1044 447 1366 1529 02
Deiay (s) 2416 298 S 2193 1921 217 1558 100.2 182.8 2001 38,2
Level of Servica : F C F F o C F F F F D
Approach Delay (s) T 742 140.0 129.4 164.4

Approach Los o E F ' F F

HCM Average Control Delay 1234~ HCM Levél of Service

F
HCM Veolume o Capacity ratio 130
Actuated Cycle Length {s) 1204 Sum.of lost time (s) 16.0
Intersection Capacily Utlfization 116.5% (CU Level of Service H
Analysis Period (min) 15 : ’
¢ Critical Lane Group -
cmw i ) . ) Timing Plan: Defaut

Access Engineering Inc ’ . fage 16 .



3: TL 904 Access & Fire Mountain Way Fire Mountain Gems TL 904 Zohe Change
HCM Unsignalized lntersecti‘on Cg_gacit!Anaiysis 2030 QHV w/Prop_osed 8p Zonmg‘_

T

arig Configuralions L'\ ' 4 +
Sign Control Stop " Free Free
Grade - ! 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 63 2 2 165 50 50
Peak Hour Factor 075 075 085 085 085 085
Houcdy flow rate {vph) 84 3 2 194 106 59
Pedestrans
Lane Width {fi)
Walking Speed (ft/s)
Percent Blockage -
. Right tumn ftare (veh)
Median type None
Median storage veh) )
Upstream signal (i) . 388
pX, platoon unblocked
vC, conflicting volume 334 135 165

vC1, stage 1 conf vol
vG2, stage 2 conf vol ' ‘
. vCu, unblocked vol 334 135 165

IC, single (s} . 64 6.2 4.1
tC, 2 stage (8) N

{F (s) 35 33 2.2
RO queue free % 87 160G 100

cM capacity (veh/h 884 919 141a

BRI ¢

Voluma Total 87 186 184"

Volume tefl . 84 2 0

Volume Right 3 a 58

cSH ' 670 1414 1700

Volume to Capacity 013 000 010

Qusue Length 95th (f) 1. 0 0

Control Delay (s} 112 0.1 0.0

Lane LOS 8 A

Approach Delay {s) : 142 ° 01 - 00

Approach LOS B

{NlerEechan BN

Average Dela - 2.2

Intersection Capacity Utilization 21.3% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period {min) 15 ;
cmwy . : . Tanung Plan: Defauit

Access Enginaenng Inc ) . E 7 Page 17



Sim Traffic Réport " Fire Mountain Gems TL 904 Zone Change
Quéeuing and Blocking Report ‘ . 2030 DHV No Build w/ Mitigation

intersection: 1: F Street & Fire Mountain Way

MtyerdE
Directions Served ) )
Maximum Queue {#t) 132 148 145 149 292 308 162 259 - 138 133

Average Queue {ft} 115 121 125 43 142 157 31 107 i16 64
95th Quueus (ft) 187 163 159 98 243 258 102 216 144 134
Link Distance (ft) 686 686 303 110
Upsiream Btk Time (%) Q 72 8

- Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0o 4
Storage Bay Dist (ft) 220 - 275 ' 160 100
Storage Blk Time (%) _ 0 6 77 4
Queuing Fenhalty (veh) ) 9] . 2 114 6

Intersection: 2: Grants Pass Prkw & F St

‘§ LR i Al e Y 7’ ¢ :
Directions Served L T TR L T T R L TR LT R
Maximum Queue (ft) 279 960 945 160 694 B74 546 188 {105 775 744 441
Average Queue (ft) 244 8900 877 21 617« 614 2N 169 966 689 688 236
95th Quaue (ft) 261 1031 1039 85 754 171 535 200 1317 918 785 < 545
Link Distance (ft} - 904 904 644 B44 ‘ 1082 686 686 :
Upstream BIk Time (%) 4 13 14 18 0 40 24 41
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 oc- 0 . -0 116 197
Storage Bay Dist () 215 160 350 150 . 400
Storage Blk Time (%) 81 4 ) 57 N 0 51 41 " 65 0
Queuing Penalty (veh) 471 14 : 9 206 1 112 99 117 0

Intersection: 3: TL 904 Access & Fire Mountain Way

- Movement s o st e -
Directions Served
Maximum Queus (f} -
Average Qusue (ft)
95th Queue (ft)

Link Distance (ft)
Upstream Bk Time (%)
_ Queuing Penalty (ven)
Storage Bay Dist (ft)
Storage Bik Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)




Sun Traffic Report _Fire Mountain Gems TL 904 Zone Change
, Queuingﬁa,nd Blocking Report - e : " 2030 DHV wiCutrent | Zoning

intersectior:: 1: F Street & Fire Mountain Way

S R s BB S WB W NN BB e
Directions Secrved L T TR TR L TR L TR
Maximum Cueue (ft} 132 142 183 367 187 251 147 120
Average Queue (§t) 114 4§12 118 7 162 48 93 108 48
95t Queue {ft) 156 165 171 258 125 196 151 103
Link Distance (ft) 688 303 110
Upstream Blk Time (%) 0 40 3
Queuing Penatty (veh) ] 0 0
~ Storage Bay Dist (ft) 220 276 160 100
Storage Bk Time (%) 0 0 4 48 3
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 ) 0 2 68 4

Intersection: 2: Grants Pass Pkwy & F St

L T TR L ,
Maximum Queue (Ft) 257 957 960 103 672 677 436 187 1060 776 738 437
Average Queue (ft) 242 888 BGS 18  B32. 640 270 170 823 653 652 200
95th Queue () 2580 1071 1086 72 735 746 523 199 1244 858 835 498
Link Distance (ft) - 904 904 644 644 1082 686 686 -
Upstream Blk Tirne (%) 39 15 : 15 19 0 18 1§ 30
Queuing Penalty (veh) 0 0 0 0 0 0 87 149
Storage Bay Dist (i) 215 160 350 150 400
Storage BIk Time (%) 79 5 58 35 0 48 43 57 a

Queving Penaity (veh) 456 17 ’ 9 235 1 106 108 109 0

Intersection: 3: TL 904 Access & Fire Mountain Way

Mdvament g
.Direclions Served

Maximum Queue (R) 85 34
Average Queue (ft) 28 -1
95th Queue (ft) 52 10
Link Distance (ft) - B2 354
Upstream BIK Time (%) 0
Cueuing Penalty (veh) 0
Storage Bay Dist ()

- Storage Blk Time (%)
Queuing Penalty (veh)

cmw

Page 1
Access Eng.neerning Inc



Sun Traffic Report . ' - Fire Mountain Gems TL 804 Zane Change
Quening and Blocking Report - ) 2030 DHV w/Proposed BF Zoning .

e

intersection: 1: F Street & Fire Mountain Way

Directions Served L T L T T L TR L TR
Maxzmum Queue {ft) 132 146 154 138 256 270 183 283 138 126
Average Queue (ft) 118 112 125 54 143 163 43 108 - 110 57
95th Queue (ft) 152 163 158 109 236 251 109 225 180 120 .
Link Distance (ft) 686 686 303 : 110
Upstream Bk Time (%) 1 45 4
Queuing Penalty (veh) — ' 1 Q 0
Storage Bay Dist (t) 220 275 160 100

Storage Bik Time (%), ’ 0 0 7 52 3

Queving Panalty (veh) 0 Q 4 77 5

Intersection: 2; Grants Pass Pkwy & F St

A=
52

irections Served L T TR L . LT R
Maximum Queue (it} 246 955 942 106 675 686 446 186 984 758 733 4561
Average Queue (ft) 242 B98  B6B 17 633 635 247 184 724 638 642 195
85th Queue (ft} 246 1036 1070 75 748 767 512 207 1259 877 852 491
Link Distance (fY) 904 904 644 644 1082 6868 686 }
Upstream Blk Time (%) 40 11 17 20 0 13 21 32
Queuing Penalty {veh) .0 0 -0 0 0 0 104 158
Storage Bay Dist {ft) 215 ’ 180 _ 350 150 , 400
Storage Blk Time {%) 79 5 &0 35 1] 41 42 56 0
Queuing Penally (veh} 457 18 g 237 1 8B 102 106 0

Intersection: 3: TL 904 Access & Fire Mauntain Way

Movement=. . dea.

Directions Served

Maximum Queue (ft) 67 24

Average Queue (ft) 32 i
. 95th Queue (ft) 57 11

Link Distance (ft) 82 354

Upstream Blk Time (%) 0

Queuing Penalty (veh) 0

Storage Bay Dist (R)
Storage Bl Time (%) -
Queuing Penaliy (veh)

Fage 1

ALceess Engineenng inc



Fire Mountain Gems TL 904 Zone Change
Toaffc Impect Aualysis

App-gpdlx D

for Flre Mounﬁlm "?Fems”
| May 19,2009

Access Engineering LLC | | July 13, 2009



Monintif Gems properties (tax lots 801 and 901 tbrough 9040n 5
‘without generating traffic that would violate the mobility standards of the
intersection whether calculated by the volume to capacity ratio (ODOT standard)
or LOS = “D” based on delay (Clty standatd),

Previous analyses for the f)
proposedmmgatmn (adcﬁn gan Eastboﬁnd, lane

use on the site, then there would be an excess of capacity of 0.02 zit ﬂie'
intersection. -




~ Reserve Capacity at Grants Pass Pkwy. @ “F” Streét for Fire Motintain Gems __Page 2

The Main Place commercial dévelopment is located on the northwest corner of Grants Pass
Parkway and Terry Lane. JRH has produced a Traffic Impact -Analysis for this development and
has prowded Fire- Mountain Genis with the distribution and assighriienit.of their PM. peak hour
trips in the study area meludmg Gréaints Pass Parkway at “F” Street. The PM peak houris the
critical time period for analysis of thie impécts to the inwrsection. The JRH trip assignments for

- Muin Place are showtion the attached Figure 1. Alsoineluded on Figure 1 are.the trip
assignments from the previous analysis of thie proposed the-Fire Mountain Gems specialty. retail
development (December 1, 2008 letter to Mr. James Huber).

The aitanhed Flgute 2 shows the base volimés at thie. nea:by initersectiois withi the Hothe Depot
developmént and mitigation in place taken from-the Don Bradley Propeities TIA and the- March
25, 2008 letter addendum. Figure 2 also shows the resultmg traffic volumes with Main Place
traffic added, and the resulting volumes with both Main Place and Fire Mountain Gems’

- $pecialty retail trips added.

The intersection operational analysis is focused on the “F” Street and Grants Pass Parkway
intersection. The Synchro program with the same input values as in the previous analysés was-
used for the analysis. The only change was to allow Synchro to optimize the cycle letigth and
splits for each scenario since the controller is running in free actuated mode.

The results of the operational analysis for the additional Main Place development and for the
Main Place plus Fire Mountain Gems commercial development compared to the allowable V/C
under the TPR and LOS under City requirements for an industrial development and the approved
Home Depot development are shown in the tablc:

‘Operational Analysis - Grants Pass Pkwy. @ “F” Street - 2009 DHV’s

Access Engineering LLC A ' 7 May 19, 2009



o Reserve Lapacxty 4t Grants Pass Pkwy. @ “F* 8 treet for Fire: Moumam Uenm : Page 3

© The results now show that both proposed developments can be accominodated at the Grants Pass
Parkway and “F” Siteet intersection within the TPR V/C limit and within the City’s LOS.I
standafd. ‘The fablé shows that the Home Depot initigation tesulted in.an excess V/C capaclty of
0.02 and unused dverage deldy of 5.9 seconds. Adding the Main. Place development tripsused
0.01 of the V/C capacity arid 4.3 secoiids of the unuised average délay. Adding the Fire Mountain
Gems’ specialty retail developmeént on-top of Main Place used thie remaining 0.01 oftheV/IC -

~ capacity and 1.3 seconds of the urinsed ave_rage delay The Synchro worksheets are-aitached.

Based on this analysis 1 conclude that the excess capacity at Grants Pass Pkwy: and *F” Street
required for the Home: Depot development is sufficient to doeommodate both the Main Placeaind -
Fire Mountain Geins’ speclalty tetail developnient without violating the TPR #nd Clty m0b1l1ty
requirements.

Very truly yours,

Renews: 8/30/10

Michael Weishar, PE
Access Engineen'ng LLC

cc: Chugk Wolﬁnueller, Fire Mountain Gems -
Erik Vos, Timber Products Company
Michael Reedér, Amnold Gallagher Saydack Percell Roberts & Potter
John Replinger, David Evans & Assoc

" Access Engineering LLC ' 7 . . . May 19, 2009



4: Granfs Pass Prkw & F St Fire Mountain Gems Reserve Capatily
HGM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 7 2009 DHV.Guirenit 'Zﬁmrlg _

Ay (’*—‘\\~1/r\.l‘4f

- A %

\dedl Flow (vphpl) , 1800 1800 1800 1800

Total Lost time (s) 4.0 40 4.0

Lane Util. Faglor 100 085 1.00

Frt 1.00 099 1.00

-Fit Pn‘otecied : 065 1.00 0.95

32565 1710
1.00 0.95
3255, 4710 .
763 85 1o
a91 091 0.08
‘838 71 10
5 0 0
a4 0 10
496 2% 0%

RS =TT
Proleotedphasés 5 2 1
Pem'utfed Phases o
0.8
.- 08
0.01
4.Q -0
_30
5tp Gap: PR 43
vIs Rabo Prot . 018 D.28 0.01
vis Rilip, Peim o 0.12 : ol
_ vic Ratio 1.11 0.60 Q.77 0.91 0.37 1.10 0.94 0 95 0.94
Uniform Delay, d1 458 21.2 528 341 271 473 470 386 383
Progression Facior 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 100 100 1.00 1.00
Incremetital Délay, d2 813 06 1286 105 05 939 476 . 312 288
Delay (s) ’ 1371 218 1814 445 276 1412 046 697 671
Level of Service F C F D c F F . E =E
- Approach Delay (s) 476 399 1182 68.4 .
ApprOach Los D D F E

“HEM Average ConlrolDelay ' 6. HCM Level of Service

HCM Volume to Capacily ratio 0.8

Adiuated Gycle Léngth (5) o 106.6 ~ Bum of fost time (s) - © 460
Intersection Capacity Utilization " 90.5% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min} - 15 :

¢ Ciitical Lane Group

cmy - Timing Plan; Gefault
Access Engineering Inc . . Page 1



5. Grants Pass Prkw & F St Fire Mountain Gems Reserve Capdcity
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis ‘

LEE: N M : > ] < I
ideal Flow (vphpl) .. 1800° 1800 1800 1BOO 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 - 1800 1800 © 1800
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 40 4.0 4.0 40 . 4.0 4.0 40 4.0 4.0
Lane Uil Eactor : 1.00 085 100 - 085 1.00 100 100 . .085 :095...1.00
Frt 1:00 098 - 100 100 0B5 100 088 100 1.00 085
Elt Protected : 095 1.00 085 100 100 095 100 10,95 097 L300
Sald. Flow (prot) 1676 3253_ . 1710 3320 :
Sttt Tk CoFe 0985 100 1.00
1710, 3320 1500
.. T
\ 0,98
0" 1005
-0
1005

3z 7%

Actuated Green, G(s) 180 511 . 06 337
Effac ’-Gréen,g(s) 18.0. #H2.1 . 08 34T

0.17 0489 001 o032
Y40, =60 . 40 B8O
30 30 30 30
STERgTMBE0T T T 101074
vis Ratio Prot - c017 0.28 0.01 ¢0.30 1 0.
/s Ratio Pem . . 0.17 o S
vic Ratio 1.01  0.54 ' 100 094 . 0.48 ' ;
Uniform Delay, d1 446 192 534 352 155
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 - 100 100 1.00
tnecremeital Delay, d2 574 0.4 28468 145 0.4
Delay (s) 102.0 196 338.0 49.7 159
Level of Service F . B F D B
Approach Delay (s) 402 - . 40.3

Approach LOS

(@ i E60 ‘1' P SNERR 52 PR N R Hite

RCM. Av_erage Control Delay . 50.4 HCM Leval of Service

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 086 .

Actuated Gycle Length.(s) 107.3 Sum of losl time (s) 164

Intersection Capacity Ulilization I % " ICU Lavel of Service E .
Analysis Period (min). 15 . . P A

¢ Criticat Lane Group

cmw : - , A - Timing Ptan: Default
Access Engineering Inc ’ . o Page 2

[



'5: Grapits Pass Prkw & F St | Fire Mountain Gems Reserve Capacity
HCM Signalized Iritersection Capacity Analysis 2009 DHY wi Hormg Depdt Mitigiion-+ Main Rlage

Tolal Lost hme {s)
Lane Ltil. Factor
Pd

Fit: Protected

v Rallo Prol 017 027 0.01 €032 010 €013 011 021 c0.22

/e Rétio Perm- : - - 0.20 ) Com T 0,02
vi¢ Ratio _ 1.04 0.53 1.11 0.90 0.50 0.92 0.78 1.02 1.06 0.09
Uniform Delay, d1 - 48,9 188 58.1 355 155 497 487 46.4 464 378
Progression Factot 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 1.00 1.00
Inciéniental Dalay, d2 66.4 0.3 342.2 92- 04 372 14.6 853 64.6 01
Delay (s) 11563 18.1 4003 447 159 889 633 1017 1910 377
Level of Service : F B F 8] B F E F " F 2
Approach Delay {s) 425 37.5 75.7 4.8

Approach LOS D D E F

'HCM Average Control Delay™ HCM Level of Service

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.97 )

Actuated Gytle Length (s} - .118.8 Sum of lost time (s) 180 - - i
Intersection Capacity Utilization B89.7% ICU Level of Service E

Analysis Periad (min) . 15 .

¢ Crillical Lane Group

cmw/ ' Timing Plan: Default
~Access Engineering inc ' Page 3



5: Grants Pass Priw & F S‘t

Flre Mountam Gems Reserve Capar'lty

Approach LOS

HCM Volumie lo Capacity ratio
Actuated Cygle Length (s)
Intersection Capaccty Utilization
Analysis Péndd (nin)

¢ Critical Lane Group

HCM Average'Control Delay —

HCM Level of Service

Sum of [ost time (s)
ICU Level of Service

16.0.
E-

idedlFlow (vgRply . 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 - © 48007 1800
Total Lost time: (s) 4.0 40 4.0 40 4.0 40 4.0 4.0
Lane Uil Fadtor 100 095 1.00 095 1.00 085 0485 1.00
Frt 100 0.99 100 1.00 0 08
Fit Protected - 095 1.00 095 1.00
: { 1710 3320
: 095 1.00
g 1710 3320
TEE 10 1048
0.9t 088 0398
71 10 1067
0 o 0
0 10 1067
2% 0% 3%
e
' 1 6
' Actuated Green, G (s) 200 594 06 397
Effective Gréen, g sy 200 604 0.8  40.7
' 3 0.17  0.51 001 035
40 - 5D 4.0 5.0
3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
 CapBRY, 285 AeB0. 9 1147 -
vis Ratlo Prol c0.18 027 001 ¢0.32
v/s Ratio Perm e 1 X ¢ -
v/c Ratio 1.04 053 1.1 093 051 0.92 0.78 1.01 1.04 0.10
Uniform Delay, d1 48.9 19.4 586 372 162 502 492 464 464 374
Progression Faclor 1.00 .1.00 100 100 100 100 1.00 1.00 100 1.00
Incrementa) Delay, d2 64.7 0.3 3422 131 05 385 155 .520 .599 0.1
Delay (s} 113.6 19.7 400.8 503 16.7 88.7 64.7 - 98.4 106.3 375
Level of Seivice F B F o B F E - F F D
Approach Delay (s) 433 41.3 .2 920.8
D D F

cmw
Access Engineersing inc

Tirming Pfan: Defauli

Page 4



" Figure 1

Fire Mountain Gems Commercial Traffic Impact Study
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. FireiMb'uuta’nl Gems TL, 904 Zone Change
Traffic Impact Analysis

Appendix E
Scope of Work

Access Engineering LLC 7 ) _ A‘A ' July 13, .2009



My 22 2009

Craig:5toue
" CSA Planning

4497 Brownridze, Ste. 10'
,'Medfor.d OR 97504

WHERE THE ROGUE RIVER RUNS:

RE:  Fire- Mountain Gems |-Acre Zone Change Application, 26 Fire Mountain Way
Traffic Scoping Letter : :

I have rucexvcd Mike Weishar’s letter dated May l9 2009 stating there is- capacnty at the interséction
of F Street and the Grants Pass Parkway. I concur with this analysis. Howgver, the question remains
if there is- adequate capacity at the F Strect/Flre Mountain Way intersection-and others

Please provide Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) for the F Strest/Fire Mountain Way mterscctlcm that
addresses the following both at the build year.(2010) and a thntydyear planning listizon (2020). The
TIA shall provide for compansons in every facet of the exrstmg zoning and the pmposed zone‘
change.

Trip Generation’

. Estimate reasondble wotst case scendrio intensity uses for both zoning types. This
development should consider only-developmient on the 1-acre parcel that-will be identified in
A the zone changs application.
2. Provide a trip distribution map showing the dlstrlbutlon of the generated peak hour trips until
- the peak hour distribution volumes fall below 25 vehicles at any given mtersecuon located on
.an arterial or collector ' ' :

~ Note that all intersections impacted by 25 or. more peak hour trips will also need to be included for
analysis in this TIA. There may be more intersections other than the F St/GP Parkway and the F
St/Fire Mountam Way that néed to be analvzed in ﬂus TIA. -

Traffic Counts and Backgzound Traﬂi

1. The existing trip €ounts for thic F $t/Fire Mountain way intersection may be obtained froni

the Don Bradley (Timber Products) Zone Change TIA.
© 2. Background growth from the date the counts were taken until the day of openmg and the 20

year planning horizon shall be consistent with the Bradly TIA.

3. TheTIA shall assume that the proposed trip generations from the Timber Products approved
zone change are in place as if they were existing conditions.

4, The TIA shall assume that the proposed trip generatlons from the Main Place Zone Change
are in place as if they were existing conditions.

Intersection Analysis
Notes: .

The City is currently making upgrades.to the F St/Fire Mountain ‘Way intersection to improve
pedestrian safety. One of the mitigations that may be used is tg-add a 5-second all red phase -

1
101 Nortlwest “A™ Streel *+ Grants Pass, ‘Oregon 97526 » (541) 474-6360 » FAX (541) 479-0812 « www.grantspassoregon.gov


http://www.grantspassoregon.gov

during the unprotected left turn. This will increase the ovetall cycle length of thé intersestion.
The TIA shall assume that this phasg is in place.

- The fotlowing scope is focused.on the intersection of F St/Fite Mountain Way. However,
dependlng on the trip distribution, other intersections may become part of the study area as stated
in Trip Generation, paragraph (2). Ifit is found that the tudy area encompasses:other
intersections, the samie type of analysis will be required as they are on the F St/Fir¢ Mountaii
Way intérsection. If any subsequent intersections are found to be included in the study area that
are under ODOT jurisdiction, they shall be also analyzed with ODOT’s V/C ratio.

Determine the existing Level of Service (LOS).

Determine the LOS fot the build year with the development in place.

Determine the LOS of the 20-year planning horizon with the development in place.

Provide a queing analysis for all approaches,

Provide a safety analysis based upon crash histary.

Provide the discussion-about capacity at the F St/ GP Parkway cap'aclty as dlsoussed in-Mike
Weishar’s May 19™,.2000 lettor-to me. T wotld like this-all in ong report forsthe resord.ahd
future reference.

7. Analyzc operauonal gharacteristics of Fire Mountain Way for the exlsting conditions,
exisiing zoning, and proposed zoning. This analysis shiall also consider the boild:year-and the
20-year planning horizon.

e

Mitigation
Provide proposed mitigation that deals with the proposed impact of the zone change:
Disciaimer

This scope is intended to evaluate the impacts of the proposed zone change of Industrial to Business
Park on the 1.01 acre site only. It is not intended to evaluate the impacts of a future development on
this site or any other adjacent sites. It is likely that at the time of application of the development of
this site and any other adjacent sites, another TIA will be required to evaluate capacity at that time.
With that said, if the site plan application on this lot has the same or less traffic impact as the zone
change, another TIA would not be required or would be significantly reduced to include dnly access
and on-site circulation issucs. This waiver or reduced scopé could be in effect for a reasonable time
after the zone change if the zone change'i is approved, ‘

1 ook forward fo a successfiill completion of this TIA If you have any questions, pleasé &ill meat
541-474-6355 x 6415, :

Rich Schaff, PE

.

City Engineer

" CC: - Mike Weishar
Chuck Wolfmueller
Stuart Frcedman
Tax Lot File

Carla Angeli

Jim Huber

C/F



DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENTS

94,504 Development agreements; contents; duration; effect on aﬂ'ordable
housing covenants. (1) A city or county may enter into a development agreement as
provided in QRS 94.504 to 94.528 with any person having a legal or equitable interest in
real property for the development of that property.

(2) A development agreement shall specify:

(a) The duration of the agreement;

(b) The permitted uses of the property;

(c) The density or intensity of use;

(d) The maximum height and size of proposed structures;

(e) Provisions for reservation or dedication of land for pubhc purposes;

(f) A schedule of fees and charges;

{(g) A schedule and procedure for compliance review;

(h) Responsibility for providing infrastructure and services;

(i) The effect on the agreement when changes in regional policy or federal or state
- law or ryles render compliance with the agreement impossible, unlawful or inconsistent

with such laws, ryles or policy;

(j) Remedies available to the parties upon a breach of the agreement

(k) The extent to which the agreement is assignable; and

(L) The effect on the apphoablllty or implementation of the agreement when a city
annexes all or part of the property subject to a development agreement.

(3) A development agreement shall set forth all future discretionary approvals
required for the development specified in the agreement and shall specify the conditions, .
terms, restrictions and requirements for those discretionary approvals.

(4) A development agreement shall also provide that construction shall be
commenced within a specified period of time and that the entire project or any phase of
the project be completed by a specified time. '

(5) A development agreement shall contain a provision that makes all city or county
obligations to expend moneys under the development agreement contingent upon future
appropriations as part of the local budget process. The development agreement shall
further provide that nothing in the agreement requ1res a city or county to approprlate any
such moneys.

-(6) A development agreement must state the assumptions undetlying the agreement

. that relate to the ability of the city or county to serve the development. The development
agreement must also specify the procedures to be followed when there is a change in
circumstances that affects compliance with the agreement. _

(7) A development agreement is binding upon a city or county pursuant to its terms
and for the duration specified in the agreement.

(8) The maximuim duration of a development agreement entered into with:

(a) A city is 15 years; and

(b) A county is seven years.

- (9) ORS 94.504:t0 94.528 do not limit the authority ofa city or county to take action
pursuant to ORS:456.270 to 456.295.[1993 ¢.780 §1; 2005 ¢.315 §1; 2007 c.691 §71

Exhibit 7 __



Note: 94.504 to 94.528 were enacted into law by the Legislative Assembly but were
not added to or made a part of ORS chapter 94 or any series therein by legislative action.
‘See Preface to Oregon Revised Statutes for further explanation.

94.505 [Repealed by 1971 ¢.478 §1]}

94,508 Approval by governing body; findings; adoption. (1) A development
agreement shall not be approved by the governing body of a city or county unless the -
governing body finds that the agreement is consistent with local regulations then in place
for the city or county.

(2) The governing body of a city or county shall approve a development agreement or
amend a development agreement by adoption of an ordinance declaring approval or
setting forth the amendments to the agreement. Notwithstanding ORS 197.015 (10)(b),
the approval or amendment of a development agreement is a land use decision under
ORS chapter 197. [1993 ¢.780 §2; 2005 ¢.22 §74; 2007 c.354 §27]

Note: See note under 94.504.
94.510 [Repealed by 1971 ¢.478 §1]

94.513 Procedures on consideration and approval. (1) A city or county may, by

ordinance, establish procedures and requirements for the consideration of development

~agreements upon application by, or on behalf of, the owner of property on which
development is sought or another person having a legal or equitable interest in that
property.

{2) Approval of a development agreement requires compliance with local regulatlons
and the approval of the city or county governing body after notice and hearing. The
notice of the hearing shall, in addition to any other requiremeénts, state the time and place
of the public hearing and contain a brief statement of the major terms of the proposed
development agreement, including a description of the area within the city or county that
will be affected by the proposed development agreement. [1993 c.780 §3]

‘Note: See note under 94:504.
94.515 [Repealed by 1971 c.478 §1]

94,518 Application of local government law and policies to agreement. Unless

. otherwise provided by the development agreement, the comprehensive plan, zoning
ordinances and other rules and policies of the jurisdiction governing permitted uses of
land, density and design applicable to the development of the property subject to a
development agreement shall be the comprehensive plan and those ¢rdinances, rules and

- policies of the jurisdiction in effect at the tlme of approval of the developmfent agreement.
[1993 ¢.780 §4] ' .- ‘- :



Note: See note under 94.504.
94.520 [Repealed by 1971 ¢.478 §1]

94.522 Amendment or cancellation of agreement; enforceability. (1) A
development agreement may be amended or canceled by mutual consent of the parties to
the agreement or their successors in interest. The governing body of a city or county shall
-amend or cancel a development agreement by adoption of an ordinance declaring
cancellation of the agreement or setting forth the amendments to the agreement.

(2) Until a development agreement is canceled under this section, the terms of the
development agreement are enforceable by any party to the agreement. [1993 ¢.780 §5]

Note: See note under 94.504.

94.525 [Repealed by 1971 ¢.478 §1]

94.528 Recording. Not later than 10 days after the execution of a development
agreement under ORS 94.504 to 94.528, the governing body of the city or county shall
cause the development agreement to be presented for recording in the office of the county
clerk of the county in which the property subject to the agreement is situated. In addition
to other provisions required by ORS 94.504 to 94.528, the development agreement shall
contain a legal description of the property subject to the agreement. [1993 ¢.780 §6]

Note: See note under 94.504.

94,530 [Repealed by 1971 c.478 §1]
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Lora Glover - ODOT comments: Fire Mtn. Gems Plan & Zone Map Amendments for Tax Lot
904 (file no. 09-40200002)

From: '"PYLES David" <David.PYLES@odot.state.or.us>

To: "Lora Glover" <lglover@grantspassoregon.gov>

Date: 8/28/2009 3:19 PM :

Subject: ODOT comments: Fire Mtn. Gems Plan & Zone Map Amendments for Tax Lot 904 (file no.
09-40200002)

CC: "Rich Schaff” <rschaff@grantspassoregon.gov>, "Chuck Wolfmueller"
<WolfmuellerC@firemtn.com>, "ALLEMAND Roger B"
<Roger.B.ALLEMAND@odot state.or.us>, "STALLSWORTH Adam O"
<Adam.O.STALLSWORTH@odot.state.or.us>, "WANG Wei * Michael"
<Wei. WANG@odot.state.or.us>, "HUGHES Ronald H * Ron"
<Ronald. HHUGHES@odot.state.or.us>, "GUEVARA Thomas"
<Thomas.GUEVARA@odot.state.or.us>

Lora:

The Oregon Department of Transportation's Rogue Valley Area Development Review Team has reviewed the
application information for the proposed Fire Mountain Gems' Plan Amendment and Zone Change for an
approximate 1.01-acre parcel described as Map 36-05-17-40, Tax Lot 904, located at 26 Fire Mountain Way in
Grants Pass, OR. We understand the applicant, Freedman FMG Property, LLC, proposes a Comprehensive Plan
Map Amendment and a Zone Map Amendment from Industrial (1) to Business Park (BP) designation and zone
district. We understand access to serve Tax Lot 904 is available, or can be made available, from Fire Mountain
Way, a city street. :

This project has been coordinated with our Development Review staff since approximately February 2009. We
have no Transportation Planning Rule "significant affect" concerns with the proposed land use amendments for
Tax Lot 904, following the extensive traffic analysis and review of the prior Timber Products Zone Change / Home
Depot Site Plan Review projects. We accepted at that time, the analysis showing approximately 2% reserve
facility capacity at the Grants Pass Parkway (US-199) / F Street intersection. As an outcome of that effort, the
ODOT has been involved with the City and FMG to address pedestrian safety issues at the public street crossing
on F Street. We understand these pedestrian safety issues have been recently resolved.

As advisory comments to the applicant and City of Grants Pass, we request stakeholder coordination of traffic
analysis, Goal 12 and Transportation Planning Ruie (OAR 660-012-0060) issues as related to the latest Fire
Mountain Gems / Freedman FMG Property, LLC proposal for plan and zone map amendments for the
approximate 11.63 acre subject properties (i.e., Map 36S-5W-17D, Tax Lots 905 & 907). We understand these
amendments are currently Grants Pass Pre-Application file number 09-00100018. We look forward to pre-
application coordination of these proposed land use amendments, and the coordination of an adequate traffic
study to support these subsequent amendments.

We appreciate this opportunity to provide development review assistance to the applicant and City of Grants
Pass. Please include this correspondence in the #09-40200002 project record. Please copy me on the City's
final decision, order and any conditions. We look forward to working with the applicant and City on future land
use application projects. ‘

Kind regards,

David J. Pyles | Development Review Planner Il
The ODOT Region 3 / District 8 | 100 Antelope Rd. | White City, OR 97503

B (541) 7748209 | Ei: (541) 774.6349 | DX): David.Pyles@odot.state.or.us EXH'BIT 2
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CITY OF GRANTS PASS

. éccess Engineering LLC

September 2, 2009

Carla Angeli Paladino, Senior Planner
Conumunity Development Department
City of Grants Pass

101 NW “A” Street

Grants Pass, OR 97526

RE: Restaurant Data for Fire Mountain Gems Tax Lot 904 Zone Change

This letter is an addendum to the July 13, 2009 Fire Mountain Gems Tax Lot 904
Zone Change Traffic Impact Analysis (July TIA). The letter provides traffic data
for two types of restaurants that are permitted uses in the current and proposed
zoning. This data is to be added to the Trip Generation and Distribution data
sections (C.2. and C.3.) of the July TIA.

Trip Generation

The Development Code permits a larger range of commercial land uses for the
proposed BP zoning. Oné of the highest traffic generators are eating/dtinking
establishments. Traffic generated by restaurants depend on its type. The highest
traffic generator is a fast-food restaurant with a drive-through window. Since this
site is- 'ﬁpt on or visible from an arterial or collector street, it was not deemed as a
resisonable development in the July TIA. We will include its trip generation here
for comparison. For th1$ size parcel ; based on parkmg cu'culanon and setback

thmugh W‘mdow were used. Table 1 onthe fo]lowmg p(agef
generauon for each of these restaurants. For ngh-tumover, :

Generanon Handbgo . For Fast-food Restaurant with Drive-th#
50% of the trips dre assumed to be pass-by trips per the Handbook.
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Table 2: Trip Generation BP Zoning

932 - High-turnover, Sit<down Resfaurant 80| 1000 SFGFA | 10.92 &7 53 34

Less Pass-By Trips 043 38 23 15

Pdmary Trips ___49 30 19

934 - Fast-food Restaurant w!/ Drive-through Window 6.7 | 1000 SFGFA | 3464 232 | 121 111
Less Pass-By Trips 050 116 &0 56
116 60 56 |

—= —

Trip Disiribuiion

The distribution of trips for both restaurant uses will be the same as the trip distribution used in
the Don Bradley Zone Change TIA for the Home Depot site south and west of this parcel with
some minor changes as was done in the July TIA. Since all access for tax lot 904 is on Fire
Mountain Way, trips with origins and destinations to the south and southwest will be assigned to
Grants Pass Pkwy. via “F” Street rather than to Mill Street as in the Don Bradley Zone Change
TIA. Because of its location between Fire Mountain Gems site and the Home Depot site, we
have assumed 10% of the trips will be to and from these sites using Fire Mountain Way
exclusively. The remaining trips will enter and exit the street system at the “F” Street and Fire
Mountain way intersection with 65% to and from the east and 25% to and from the west.

Figure 3A, attached, shows the assignment of trips in the strrounding area.

The distribution of pass-by trips is based on the relative PM peak hour volumes (from the 2007
count data). As in the July TIA that distribution is:.

Arterial Street - direction Volume %
“F> St. - westbound: 795 - 52%
“F* St. - eastbound: 725 48%

Figure 3A shows the diverted-linked trips at the “F” Street at Fire Mountain Way intersection.

Access Engineering LLC . September 2, 2009
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Traffic Volumes & QOperations - Year of Opening - 2010

By 2010 the site is assumed to be fully developed. Figure 6A attached shows the DHV at the
study area intersections resulting from the adding the total site trips from each restaurant scenario
to the background traffic levels shown in Figure 5 I the July TIA. Table 2 below shows the
results of the intersection analysis for 2010 comparing traffic levels including the two restaurant
scenarios to traffic conditions of the Current Zoning (Auto Parts & Service store from the July
TIA). The peak hour factors and signal timings used are the same as those used in the July TIA.
The Synchro Reports are attached. Intersection v/c and LOS results that exceed the mobility

standards are shown in bold type.

Table 6: Year of Opening - 2010 Design Hour Operational Analysis Comparison

A s
553 ‘ﬂ(ﬁ!’:‘-“{“\ £

AT T

Grants Pass Pkwy. @ “F” St 070/D [ 093 | 524| D [097 | 544| D |o098 |558 | E
"F” Street @ Fire Mountain Way D 275 C 2801 C : 29.5 C
Site Access @ Fire Mountain Way

Easibound Movements D 05| B | 108[ B 11.1 B

The results of the operational analysis for the year of opening, 2010, show that the Grants Pass
Pkwy. at “F” Street intersection will not meet the ODOT mobility standard under either zoning
scenario, however the high-turnover restaurant does meet the City mobility standard. Under TPR
rules, since the existing No-Build conditions at the intersection do not meet the ODOT standard,
then the operation of the intersection under the Proposed Zoning must be no worse than the
operation under the Current Zoning. In this case the v/c ratios are equal and the TPR rule is
satisfied for both restaurant scenarios.

Very truly yours,

Renews: 6/30/10

Michae]l Weishar, PE
Access Engineering LLC

Access Engineering LLC September 2, 2009



Figure 3A
FMG. TL 904 Zone Change Traffic Impact Study

Trip Distribution and Assignment
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Figure 6A

FMG. TL 904 Zone Change Traffic Impact Study
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1: F Street & Fire Mountain Way Fire Mountain Gems TL 904 Zone Change
HCM Signalized intersection Capacity Analysis 2010 DHV w/Fast-Food w/DT Rest. BP Zoning

Lane Configurations % 4 % b S \ b
Ideal-Elow-(vphpl) 1800 1800 {800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800~ 1800 ~180U." 180Q.- 1800
Total Lost time (s} 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 40 4.0

Lane Util: Fastor 100 095 1:00-  0.95 -1.00  1.00. s 1390 . 1200 -
Frt 100 0.99 1.00 097 1.00 0.86 1.00 0.86

Fit Pfotecléd © - . 095  1:00 © 085 100 .- 095 - 100 L 0:95 [
Satd. Flow (prot) 1613 1554 1520
FltPermitied =« 100 R .- .

Satd. Flow (perm)

565

Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 2% 0% 0% 1% 0% 6%
3 —

.Ab‘p'rbéc'h E‘)éiay (s)
i 8

HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.84

¢ Critical Lane Group

cmw Timing Plan: Default
Access Engineering Inc Page 6 -



1: F Street & Fire Mountain Way
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis

Fire Mountain Gems TL 904 Zone Change
2010 DHV w/ High_Turnover Rest. BP Zoning

: 5y M L S " O ¥ b
Ideal-Flove-(vphpl) - - 180071800 -1800-- 1B0O-. 1800° .180¢ .~.1800 - 1800.- 1800- 1800 1800
Total Lost fime (s) . 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 490
Lane Util.-Faotor- - 00" - 0i95: =iurh 100 - 0:85: ~1:00 - - 1.00 1.00 1.00

0.99 100 0.97 1.00 0.87 1.00 0.86
0,857 - 1.00- 0.95 . 1.00-
1613 1561 1676 1520
R 0:58. -1.00
979 1561 1027 1520

7. 1458

085 085

-

0

a ::Q
0% 2% 33°/°

0%

é. v Critical Lane Group

cmw
Access Engineering Inc

Timing Plan; Default
Page 6



2: Grants Pass Pkwy & F St Fire Mountain Gems TL 904 Zone Change
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2010 DHV w/ High_Turnover Resl. BP Zoning

Lane Gonfigurations 5 ¥ & F
Ideal-Elow tvphpl}-- 1800 -- 1800 1800 1800 1800 - 1800: .1800° 1800 . 1800
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lang Util: Factor: 1.00 085 . - 1,00 1:00 -0:95
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.98 1.00
Fit Profected | -+ 095 - 1:00: - 095 1:00: - 0.95

1676 3256 1710
195 HB0 7 0
3256

Satd. Flow {prot)
Fif:Poimnitled:. :

2% 0%

v/s Ratio Prot c0.17 (.29 0.01 ¢0.32 0.11 c0.13 0.11 - 0.21 ¢0.22

Un elay i
_P_ro'gre'ssion Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.60 1.00 1.00

Apprdach Delay (s) 420 37.8 . 76.8 93.9
A

in
¢ Critical Lane Group

cmw Timing Plan: Default
Access Engineering Inc Page 6



2: Grants Pass Pkwy & F St Fire Mountain Gems TL 904 Zone Change
HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2010 DHV w/Fast-Food w/DT Resl. BP Zoning

A Tl NI N R

% - 3 N M I LS . .
Ideal- Eiow- (vphpl) 1800, 1800 1800 1800-- 1800;; 1800+ - 1800 - 1800:-.-1800--: 1800 1800.- 1800
Tota! Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 . 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0
Lane Utik=Factor - 1,00 095 - . 1.00. 095 21007 . .1:00: - 1.,00- T 085 0:95. 100
Frt 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.85 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.85
Fil-Protgeted = - . 0:85. 1.00. . 0.95. 10071005 695 100 . . - -0:85 . 087 100

Sald Flow(prot) 1676 3256 1710 3320 1754 1593 1641 1500

3320

ije!ay(s) 1221 204 4p0.8 515 189 887 657 = 954 1030 376
L

cmw Timing Plan: Default
Access Engineering Inc Page 6



3: TL 904 Access & Fire Mountain Way Fire Mountain Gems TL 904 Zone Change
HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 2010 DHV w/Fast-Food w/DT Rest. BP Zoning

MRS

Lane Configurations W q

Sign.Control Stop Freeé  Free

Grade 0% 0% 0%
Volume (veh/h) 50 6 6 165 90 71
Peak Hour Factor 075 075 085 085 085 085
Houtly fiow rate (vph) 67 8 7 194. 106 84
Pedestrians

Lane:Width-(f) . .
Walking Speed (ft/s)

percentBlsckage

Right turn flare (veh)

Mediantype = None

Median storage veh)

Upshieamisigaal (fiy T A MR 1: 1; S
pX, platoon unblocked

v contiictinig:volume - 366 AR 189 e

1 conf vol

verage Delay
I P
Analysis Period (min)

cmw Timing Plan; Default
Access Engineering Inc Page 6



3: TL 904 Access & Fire Mountain Way Fire Mountain Gems TL 904 Zone Change
HCM Unsignalized [ntersection Capacity Analysis 2010 DHV w/ High_Turnover Rest. BP Zoning

I

M (B
Median storage veh)

&

0 queue free % 93 100 100

oSH 672 1414 1700

e re="1 e
Queue Length 95th (ft) 6 Q v

cmw . : Timing Plan: Default
Access Engineering Inc Page 6
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Chuck Wolfmueller —_
From: Brian Pike [bpike@grantspassoregon.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, September 09, 2009 1:19 PM

To: Chuck Wolfmueller

Subject: Re: Fire Flow Capacity for Tax Lot 904

Attachments: Brian Pike.vcf

Mr. Wolfmueller,

I did a flow test on all three hydrants along Fire Mountain Way yesterday so we have up to date information for
you. To answer you question I would need some more information. The normal channel is to bring a proposal
in to the City for a Pre-Application Review at which time we could see just what the project entails. Some of the
issues which need to be addressed are:

How many stories will the building be?

How will it sit on the property?

What is the Fire Department access to all portions of the building?

What Type of construction are we looking at?

How is the building divided up?

Are there fire separations within the building?

.Mfay_be the best approach would be for you to contact a Fire Protection Engineer or a Fire Sprinkler Installer,
show them your plan and have them Tigure The requiréments tor Tire fiow-and-themmmodify the plan if needed.

I'm sorry I can't answer you question directly, but we really do need more information so I can give you
accurate information.

Brian Pike

Fire Marshal

Grants Pass Department of Public Safety
101 NW "A" Street

Grants Pass, OR 97526

Office 541-450-6203

FAX 541-476-1929

>>> "Chuck Wolfmueller" <WolfmuellerC@firemin.com> 3/8/2009 2:22 PM >>>
Dear Fire Marshal Pike,

Thank you for faxing us the fire hydrant information for Grants Pass Department of Public Safety hydrant
number 1234 this morning. With this hydrant information can you tell us if there is enough fire flow capacity to
build 15,000 sq. ft. of specialty retail space on Tax Lot 904, 26 Fire Mountain Way?

We are looking forward to hearing from you.

Best regards,

Chuck Wolfmueller

Fire Mountain Gems and Beads
1 Fire Mountain Way

Grants Pass, Oregon 97526
541-956-7793

EXHIBIT /D

9/9/2009
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LOCKWOOD ENGINEERING LLC
FIRE PROTECTION ENGINEERING SERVICES

10149A SW Barbur Blvd. Portland, Oregon 97219
PH: 503/546-0628  Fax: 503/445-6388  Cell: 503/805-6857

September 9, 2009

Chuck Wolfmueller

Fire Mountain Gems and Beads
I Fire Mountatn Way

Grants Pass, OR 97526

RE: Required Fire Flow
Tax Lot #904
26 Fire Mountain Way
Grants Pass, OR 97526
Project No. 2009-286

Dear Chuck:

The available public water supplies meet the minimum requirements of the Oregon Fire Code, -
Appendix B, for the construction of a 15,000 fi? specialty retail building of Type VB
construction. The following are also required:

¢ Automatic Fire Sprinklers
¢ Three (3) hydrants are required to be available to the project site.

The required fire flow is calculated to be a minimum of 1,500-g.p.m. at a residua] pressure of 20-
psig. The fire flow available at hydrant #1234 located at the NE corner of the lot is 4,780-g.p.m.

at a residual pressure of 20-psig. Work sheets and flow test information are attached. Please note
the test result sheet prepared by Grants Pass Department of Public Safety reports an available fire
flow of 2,883-g.p.m. at a residual pressure of 20-psig. The test report indicates two hydrant ports
were flowed— a 2 Y-inch and a 4-inch. The reported flow rates cannot be confirmed. A new flow

test is suggested.

The installation of automatic fire sprinklers will be required if Type VB construction is used due
to area limits of the Oregon Structural Specialty Code, Table 503. Type I, IIA and IV may not
require sprinklers. Other site conditions such as set-backs, side-yards, adjacent properties, etc.
may have an influence on permitted building size and construction type.

EXHIBIT U



The actual number of hydrants should be negotiated with the local fire marshal, They may
require fewer hydrants. The number required will depend on local fire emergency response
equipment and location of existing hydrants.

Please call if there are questions.

Sincerely,

l/\.

ee Lockwood, P.E. {
Fire Protection Engineer

[LxPRTS: 123U ]




LOCKWOOD ENGINEERING LLC

10148A SW Barbur Blvd.
Portland, QR 97219
Phone - 503.546.0628 Fax - 503.445.6388

This worksheet is required to be submitted to and approved by the Authority Having Jurisdiction
(AHJ) before any permits for new building construction, building expansion or fire hydrants will be
issued by any building department within the TVF&R District. See the instructions for assistance
completing this form or call one of the above numbers.

Preparer Information -

Preparer Name:  [Dee Lockwood |Date: | 9/9/2009 |

 |Phone: [503.546.0628 |  Fax:[503.445.6388 |

Architect / Engineer of Record: |

Phone: | | Fax]

General Building Injormation [

Project Name; [Tax Lot #9504 Retail |

Project Address: |26 Fire Mountain Way |

City:|Grants Pass ] County:|Josephine | Zip:{97526
Construction Type: | Type V-B |Glick Box to choose construction type from dropdown menu

Total Bldg Area: 15,000 |[sqft (as defined by the OSSC)
Total Fire Area: 15,000 |[sqft (fire flow calculation area as defined by the OFC)

ha 2 ¥

-
Bldg Fire Flow: 3250 Gallons Per Minute (hase amount wfo hazard class modifier or reductions)

Describe Fire Area: (if more than one fire area, Include an 8 1/2 x 11 or 11 x 17 drawing indicating the various fire areas)
Single building - Specialty Retail

Type of Occupancy or Use of Building: [M - Specialty Retalil

Based on TVF&R FORM and 2007 Oregon Fire Code

7/9



|A. Occupancy Hazard

A1 Determine percent of each occupancy hazard in the fire area.

OgclpaneyBaeardGlass - =~ | FireArea [ [79

ight Hazard ' 0 SF| 7~
Ordinary Hazard Grp 1 0 SF|'/ 15,000 SF
Ordinary Hazard Grp 2 (MPCS | & 1} | 15000 SF{ /15,000 SF 100 %
Extra Hazard Grp 1 (HPCS lif) 0 SF|"7 15,000 SF 0 %
Extra Hazard Grp 2 (HPCS IV & HH) 0 SF 15,000 SF__| Q%

Tatai Must equal 100% 100 % _

A2 Calculated Fire Flow

) 3250 GPM
Ordinary Hazard Grp 1 0.85 3250 GPM 0 GPM
Ordinary Hazard Gip 2 1 3250 GPM 3250 GPM
Extra Hazard Grp 1 1.15 3250 GPM 0 GPM
Extra Hazard Grp 2 1.25 3250 GPM 0 GPM -
A3 Required Fire Flow with Occubancy Hazard Adjustment [ 3250 GPM |
[B._ Winimwn Number of Fire Hydrants Required ]
Required Fire Flow 3250 = |I|No. of Hydrants Required
|€. _ Reduction of Fire Flow - Reductibns are based on the fallowing: _ |
C1 - Reduced by 25% for a NFPA 72 Fire Alarm System (multiply by .75)
C2 - Reduced by 75% for NFPA 13 Automatic Sprinklers (multiply by .25)
ID.  Redquired Fire Flow |
D1 - Fire Flow 3258 gPM  x = [ 1500 GPM (Max 3000 - Min, 1500 gprm) .
|[E.  Available Fire Flow to the Building ] TestResults: [ 4780 | GPM

Manually enter available fire flow here. Please attach documentation of the flow test that was
made. It shall include date, time, location of staticiresidual and flow hydrants, and the tester's
name, phone number and address.

4l 9



APPENDIX B

TABLE B105.1

_____ MINIMUM REQUIRED FIRE-FLOW AND FLOW DURATION FOR BUILDINGS®

Type 1A and [B?
0-22,700
22,701-30,200
30,201-38,700
38,701-48,300
48,301-59,000
59,001-70,900
70,901-83,700
83,701-97,700
97,701-112,700

145,90)-164,200
164,201-183,400
183,401-203,700

22_5,2(_)I_-_*24_7,7DQ
247701271 ,200

271.201-295,900

112,701-128,700
128,701-145,900

203,701-225,200

295,901-Greater -

FIRE-FLOW CALCULATION AREA (squarc [cel)

Type 1A and [IAb! Type IV and V-A®" iTypc 1B and IIIB®

0-12.700
12,701-17,000
17,001-21,800
21,801-24,200
24,201-33,200
33,201-39,700
39,701-47,100

' 47,101-54,900

54,901-63,400
63,401-72,400
72,401-82,100
82,101-92,400

92,401-103,100
103,101-114,600

114,601-126,700

126,701-139,400 ’

139.401-152,600 -

152,601-166,500 -

166,501-Greater

Far SI:

b. Measurcd at 20 psi.

406

0-8,200
8,201-10,900
10,901-12,900
12,901-17,400
17,401-21,300
21,301-25,500
25,501-30,100

30,101-35,200

35,201-40,600
40,601-46,400
46,401-52,500

52,501-59,100

59,101-66,000
66,001-73,300
73,301-81,100
81,101-89,200
89,201-97,700

97,701-106,500

106,501-115,800 :

115,801-125,500
125,501-135,500
1 35’50!.1' 45,800
145,801- 156;700

156,701-167,900 -

167,901-179,400 :

179,401-191,400

L ,401-Greater

0-5.900
5,901-7,900
7,901-9,800

9,801-12,600

12,601-1 5:400
15,401-18.400
18,401-21,800

21,801-25900

25,901-29,300
29,301-33,500
33,501-37,900
37,901-42,700
42.701-47,700
47,701-53,000
53,001-58,600
58,601-65.400
65,401-70,6(]9
70,601-77,000
77,001-83,700
83,701-90,600
90,601-97,900
97,901-106,800
106,801-113,200
113,201-121,300
121,301-129,600

Type V-B
0-3,600
3,601-4,800
4,801-6,200
6,201-7,700
7,701-9,400
9,401-11,300
11,301-13,400
560

15,601-18,000

18,001-20,600
20,601 -2},300
23,301-26,300
26,301-29,300
29,301-32,600
32,601-36,000
3_6_30_0 1-39,600
59,601-43,400
43,401-47,400

47,401-51,500

129,601-138,300

138,301-Greater

51,501-55,700
55,701-60,200
60,201-64,800
64,801-69,600
69,601-74,600
74,601-79,800
79,801-85,100

85,101- Grcatcrr o

I square foat = 0.8929 ni?, 1 g gﬂlon per minwe = 3.785 L/m, 1 pound per square inch = 6.895 kPa.
a. Types ol construction arc based on the furernutionad Building Code.

Tsc00 S

FIRE-FLOW

{gallons per
minutc)®

1,500
1,750
2,000
2,250
2,500
2,750
3,000
3,250
3,500
3,750
4,000
4250
4,500
4,750
5,000
5,250
5,500
5,750
6,000
6,250
6,500
6,750
7,000
7,250
7,500
7,750
8,000

2007 QREGON FIRE CODE

FLOW
DURATION
(hours)
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‘\1 PUBLIC SAFETY
[HYDRANT NUMBER| " IDATE INSTALLED |
1234 11112004
LOCATION |
NE FIRE MOUNTAIN WAY 200° 50. OF NE F ST.
QUTLETS BARREL, SIZE (INCHES)| [HUE OPENING (INCHES)]
2X 25", 1X 4" 6 0
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CONCRETE EASY CLEAR

TEST DATA §
DATE OF TEST|[TIME]  [TESTED BY/

322000 " 220  WILIAMS
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GEWERAL BUILDING HEIGHTS AND AREAS
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TABLE 503

ALLOWABLE HEIGHT AND BUILDING AREAS®

Height Himitations shown as slaries and feet above grade plane.

Area lmitatians ag determined by the definition of "Avrea, bullding,” per story
TYPE OF CONSTRUCTION

TYPI_EI
A B
uL ) 160
UL 5
UL ) UL
UL 1 :
uL . uL d
UL . 1t
uL_ g UL
H H
UL ! 1 :
UL UL i
uL UL :
UL uL X
UL . ]
UL ) UL,
uL 5
UL, . UL
UL ; 1
UL ; "
uL o UL
I 1
21,000 16,300
uL 3
21,000 16,50
uL 6
UL G R0
UL : 7
uL UL
4 ! 4
uL uL
UL ) 9
uL 13,008
UL 4
uL . UL
uL a
uL : uL
uL 1 3
uL {0 s0se0
, UL ’ 11
UL oo UL g
U [
uL uL
UL 1
UL ul,
UL i
UL : UL
uL . n
u. UL
UL 1
JUL 4 . 4RO00R
UL 1
uL. ;79000
UL 5
u 34,800

1 foot =304.8 mm, I square fool = 0.0929 m?,

UL = Unlimited, NP = Nol permilted.

a. See the following sections for generat exceptians 1o Table 503:
1. Section 504.2, Allowable height increase due (0 automatic sprinkler system instatlation.
2. Section 506.2, Allowable area incrense due (o streed froatage.
3. Section 506.3, Ailowable area increase due o nutomalic sprinkler system installation.
4. Section 507, Unlimited area buildings.

b. For open purking structures, sce Section 406.3.

c. For privale garages, see Section 406.1.

4, See Section 415.5 for limitations.

TYPEIl

5
k)
15,500

3
15,500

3
15,500

3
15.500

UL
uL

5
32.500

3
37.500
4
19,000

2
15,000

2
15.SK1

k)
26,500

4

4
24,000
q
24,000

UL
UL
4
23,000
2

. 14,500

2
15,500
K
23,000

!
7,000

|
7000
2
a0

3
17,500

3
23.000
3
10,000
i
11,000

1
10,004

2
13,000

4
12,500

4
16,000

4
16X

o
UL
4

1600

3
17,500
4

_ 26000

2

LAY

TYPE lli
A 8
o5 a5
3 2
14,600 #.500
3 2
14,300 9500
3 2
14,000 9,500
3 2
14,(K10 9,500
uL uL
UL ul.
5 4
28.500 19,000
3 2
23,50 14,500
3 2
15000 . 12000
4 3
28,500 18,000
I I
9.500 7000
2 I
4,500 7400
4 2
_ 12,500 13,000
5 3
28.501 17.500
3 3
24,500 19.000
4 3
16,500 10,000
| NP
12,800 NP
2 {
10500 7.500
a 2
23,500 12,000
4 4
12,500 ) 12,500
4 4
24,000 16,000
4 4
24.000 16,000
¢ 4
LS UL
4 4
Hgn0 leoon
3 3
20000 ° 17500
4 4
39,000 26,000
3 2
14000 Y

2007 OREGON STRUCTURAL SPECIALTY CQDE

TYPE IV
HT

685

3
15,000

3
15,000
3
13,000

]
15.000

uL
ut,

5
36K

3
25.500

4
33,500

5

[4n

0,500

- ia

10.500
2
10500
4
25,500
5
36,000
3
36,000
4
15,000
1
12,000
2
12,000

3
25,500
4

20500 f

4
24,500

4
20,500

4
UL

4
0,500

4
25,500

5
38,500

4
14.000

50

2
11,500

2
11,500

2
11,508

2
11,500

uL
uL

3
L4 (0

t
18,500

2
L1400

3
21,000

t
1.500

I
7500

2
10,900

3
18,0310

3
18,000
3
10,500

[
4.500

2
7,500

I
18,500

3
14,000

3
12,000
3
12,610

1
UL

3
12,000

3
14,000

4
21,000

2
2000

TYPE V
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Access Engineering LLC

: September 9, 2009

Grants Pass Planning Commission

c/o Carla Angeli Paladino, Commumty Development Department -
City of Grants Pass

101 NW “A” Street

Grants Pass, OR 97526

~ RE: Land Use Companson Fire Mountam Gems Tax Lot 904 Zone Change

Clty Staﬁ’s response to the September 2,2009 letter addendum noted that the

typical size for a sit-down restaurant is: 5,000 square feet and a fast food-is 2,000 .
- square feet. Our September 2 letter sitply looked at the maximum. p0581b1e '

- square footage that could be potentially built as restaurant on the site once the

setback, parking, circulation and 1andscapmg area was deducted We agree that
- these are reasonable and typlcal bulldmg sizes for restaurants on one—acre

propertles in Grants Pass. -

Trip Generaﬁo_n Compaﬁéo_n -

The table on the following page shows a comparison of the trips generated by the
. land uses used in the July 13 TIA.and City Staff’s typical sizes for restaurant uses

- based on the 7" Edition of the ITE Trip Generation manual and pass-by trips from 3
 the Trip Generation Handbook. The table shows that the Pharmacy withdut a )
. dnve—through (which was the ba513 of the July 13 TIA) actually generates the

hlghest number of new. tnps in the area.. - : )

Verﬁrulyyoﬂrsx R

Renews- 6/30/10 T

Mlehael Weishar, PE
Access Englneenng LLCV L

EXHBIT.2



Land Use Comparisop; Fire Mountain Gems Tax Lot 904 Zonec Change Page 2

Trip Generation Comparison of Reasonable Worst Case Land Uses

Land Use - Zones Size Trip Total | % | New
: Allowed {SF) Rate: [ Trips |[.Pass-by |. Trips
High-Tumover Sit Down Restaurant I, BP 5,000 10.92 55 43% 31
Fast Food with Drive-Through 1. BP 2,000 34.64 69 50% 35
Auto Parts and Service | 12,250 446 b5 28% 39
Pharmacy with No Drnive -Through BP 10,900 8.42 92 50% 46

Access Engineering LLC ‘ September 9, 2009



URBAN AREA PLANNING COMMISSION
September 9, 2009
6:00 P.M. MEETING
City Council Chambers

1. ROLL CALL

The Urban Area Planning Commission met in regular session on the above date with Chair
Berlant presiding. Commissioners Arthur, Kellenbeck, Fowler, Fitzgerald, and Richardson were present.
Absent was Commissicner Fedosky with one seat vacant. Alsg present and representing the City was

Principal Planner Angeli-Paladino, Associate Planner Glover, and City Engineer Schaff.

ITEMS FROM PUBLIC: None.

i. Augusikge, 2009

Chair Berlant called for the Consént Agenda and Findings of Fact of Avista Hilicrest fire station and
Tussing Park major site plan. Chair Beslant asked, are any of those items being requested to be
removed from the Consent Agenda? No. T I'll entertain a motioﬁ on the Consent Agenda.

anges. On page one of the minutes, it starts out
say Vice Chair. So it should be Vice Chair.
inutes, page 521 of the packet, about

Commissioner Kellenbeck stated, | have a couple of
by saying Chair Kellenbeck and then the rest of the minut
The page number is 481 of the packet. And then page 41 of th
halfway down the page it says Mr. Eastman stated and | believe thatghould say Mr. Eastwood unless
we also have an Eastman on the Steering Committee for the UGB. | think\¢ was Eastwood. That's all |

had.

“Urban Area Planning Commission ’ 1

September 9, 2000 )
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iii. 09-40200002: Freedman FMG Properties LLC — Comprehensive Plan Amendment,
Zoning Map Amendment and Development Agreement.

Proposal: Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment & Zoning Map Amendment from Industrial to
Business Park and a Zoning-Map Amendment from (1) to (BP) for a one (1) acre property. The
Applicant also proposes a Development Agreement to be recorded with the property.
Address: 26 Fire Mountain Way

Owner/Applicant: Freedman FMG Property LLC

Representative: CSA Planning, Ltd. c/o Craig Stone

Planner: Lora Glover

Chair Berlant stated, alrthis time we will begin the hearing with a Staff Report followed by a presentation
by the applicant, statements from persons in favor of the applicant, statements by persons in opposition
to the application, and an opportunity for additional comments by the applicant and staff. Once that has
occurred, the public comment portion will be closed and the matter Wi" be discussed and acted upon by
the Commission. Chair Berlant asks if there was anyone present who wished to challenge the authority
of the Council to hear this matter. Seeing none, Chair Berlant asked if there were any Commissioners
who wished to abstain from participating in the hearing or declare a cbnflict or g potentiat conflict of
interest. Seeing none, he asked are there any Commissioners who wish to disclose discussions,

contacts, or other ex parte information they have received prior to this meeting regarding the-application.

Commissioner Richardson stated, | have not received any information specific to this application but |
was on the Council during which the whole issue of Home Depot and the availability of these other units
was discussed. So | don't know if that means | have information but | just need to disclose that it was

there. | don't think it would cause me to be biased in anyway.

Chair Berlant stated, most of all of the Planning Commissioners were part of those discussions and all
too. Anything else from any other Commissioners? Seeing none, Chair Berlant stated that in this
hearing the decision of the Commission will be based upon specific criteria which are set forth in the
Development Code, all testimony and evidence must be directed toward the criteria given Which apply in
this case are noted in the Staff Report. If anyone would like a copy of the Staff Repért, pleasé write that
in a note to me and one will be provided to you. Itis important to remember that if you falil to raise an
issue with enough detail to afford the Commission and the parties an opportunity to respohd to the
issue, you will not be able to appeal fo the Land Use Board of Appeals {LUBA) based on that issue.

Chair Berlant states the hearing will now proceed with a report from Staff.

~ Urban Area Planning Commission

September 9, 2009



Associate Planner Glover stated, as you noted tonight's application before us is a comprehensive plan
and zone map amendment. There is a Development Agreement in the packet also and we will discuss
that part of it briefly. The property... one of the additional lots is under common ownership of Freedman
FMG Property [nc,, it is tax lot 904 which js just west of the Fire Mountain Gem complex. The requests is
lo change the comprehensive plan and zoning from industrial to business park. The Development
Agreement included in the Staff Report for the application is for a 35,000 square foot complex consisting
of specialty retail. This would be overflowing into adjacent lots that the applicant owhs._ The parcel that
we are discussing tonight is so .94 acres in size. Its access is off Fire Mountain Way which is a local
access cul-de-sac. It is currenfly vacant and, again, the proposed use is specialty retail. This is tax ot
904 bolded in the dark line. The Home Depot site is to the west and south. Fire Mountain Gems complex
is on the eastside, and then additional properties to the north abutting this parcel are also owned by Fire
Mountain Gems and that was where their proposed complex or shopping center type of strip mall facility
would be located. That use on those properties is not actually reviewed in this analysis today. it is
mentioned in the Development Agreement and we will get into that a little bit further, but it was not
included in the traffic analysis for this zone change. Here is an aerial shot that shows an overview. We
have the Grants Pass Shopping Center to the north across F Street, some commercial uses also along

the north and then the vacant Home Depot site, with the Fire Mountain Gems site to the east.

The purpose of the business part district is to provide for mixed-use light industrial and
commercial retail. Retail trade is permitted as an accessory use when determined to be compatible with
adjoining uses. For that, we also have performance standards to ensure that compatibility. Due tb the
pending devefopment of the Home Depot site and the surrounding uses, the proposed request does
tend itself to the business park zoning. The demand for commercial land is driven bythe expansion and
relocation of existing businesses. In our economic development of the comprehensive plan indicates
that employment projections from the service sector will incfease from 21% to 42% share of the
employment base. A noted, the business park zone does.provide for a wide range of mixed uses under
schedule 12.2 of the Code. Du}ing the discussion on the application, the trafﬁé analysis is part of the key
issue of this zone change. Again, it is for tax lot 904 and inrtl:orporates data and future litigation
approved under the Home Depot site. The City scoping letter requested that the applicant estimate a
reasonable worst-case scenario of the potential use for both zones... the‘ existing industrial and the
proposed business park. When the TIA came in, Staff disagreed with the applicant's choice of worst-
case scenario and asked that they go back and review that, and they did come in with a supplemental

report on September 2, 2009, but that was also the day that we were publishing our Staff Report out to

Urban Area Planning Commission
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you so we didn't have time to do a thorough analysis and rewrite the report. It waé included in your
packet. Staff contended that eating and drinking establishments is the worst-case scenario for the
property and the use is allowed in both the industrial and business park zones. The initial T{A based the
worsi-case scenario on the induslriar as an automobile service center, and for the business park for a
pharmacy without a drive through window. Trip rates for the eating and drinking establishments are
much higher than those two uses. The applicant contended the parcel was too large and did not have
adequate visibilityffor a restaurant. Here is a photo of the property at the Fire Mountain Gem cul-de-sac
going into it. Staff contended that the parcel was large enough to support a restaurant and in the Staff
Report we provided several local restaurants in the community that are the same size or are adjacent o
with overflow traffic. Though the property is probably not clearly visible coming up on the Parkway, |
think appro'priate signage along tne Parkway would attract a restaurant, coming down F Street off the
Parkway you would be able to see the brop,erty clearly in this direction, and this is the intersection
coming out of the shopping center. So [ stifl think the property would have adequate visibility and s0
Staff felt it was a reasonable request for a worst-case scenario study.- This is the site looking west along
some 6f the commercial properties. You can see the adjoining parcel immediately to the west has a
rental car facility, and then a little coffee stand is in that little V vortex between E and F Streets, and this
is looking down Fire Mountain W.ay. So in this shot of the aerial; if you're heading E off the Parkway, the
Fire Mountain Gem complex provides quite a bit of blocking of the actual site, though 1 think if you had a
sign, a standard restaurant sign, it would be up higher and it would draw attraction that way. Then

coming down off the Parkway onto F Street, there is visual clearance there for the property.

Ba'ck to the TIA - it discu_eses that there is minimel change between the existing conditions for
as-is now current and proposed zoning volume fo capacity and level of service: Those are all Very
similar. And this information from this table is taken from the initial TIA of July. The addendum of
September 2 analyzes é high turnover restaurant and fast food restaurant with a-drive-through window,
which also reflects a difference between the current and worst-case scenarios. The LOS v/c ratio ie
0.98. The high turnover restaurant drops down to 0.97 and the Staff feels that there might be some..
that informnation needed to be: rewewed because the trips are qmte a bit htgher than the fast food
restaurant. Under the fast food restaurant, level of service, you will notice that drops down fo an E, and

that is below our minimum capacny.

The applicant is also proposrng a Development Agreement similar to those we've recently
entered into wrth the Home Depot and Main Place. The applicant is requesting to include additional [ots

Urban Area Planning. Commission
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in the Development Agreement which have not been analyzed and are nol part of this application
review. The proposed development does not contain a concepl plan, traffic analysis, and/or mitigation
measures for those proposed uses. Staff feels it is premature to review that request at this time, and the
proposed Development Agreement is not in conformance with ORS, and a copy of that is attached to
your Staff Report. The ORS does require specific items and time frames and development .
mechanisms and mitigations to be included in that development agreement; that way both parties know

what they are clearly entering into.

Conformance with applicable criteria -- this verse is out of the comprehensive plan . { am
highlighting the policies that are not consistent. Under Criterion A, "Consistency with other findings,
goals, and policies,” it is not satisfied. Element 10 includes public facilities and services. We have
information from our Public Safety and Utility depaftments that we do not have adequate water flow for
fire protection on the facility. This application would be tied into the Home Depot project which proposes
to loop a line around now, but as existing it is not adequate. Then under Goal 11 public facilities, we get
back to the fire protection and the transportation so both of those issues are wrapped up tagether.
Criterion C is continued under transportation -- the applicant has failed to thoroughly analyze and
provide any mitigation measures. The applicant's TIA has not provided fnitigation for impacts or to prove
that the request will not cause a change in functional classification of the existing transportation facilities.
The Comprehensive Plan and the Code require that we look at both proposed and existing facilities
when we do a zone change. The Staif does agree that there is minimal difference between the two
zones. |t's at time ‘of development that will trigger o‘ur capacity issues and we just wanted to make sure

that we bring that issue forward for your review.

Under subsection 4.033 of the Development Code for zone map amendrﬁents, again criterion 3
gets back to existing or proposed services are adequate. The applicant has not proved that existing
water and transportation facilities are adequate to accommodate impacts for uses. The water, they
could address that and | believe the applicant may have some information concerning an engineer's
report for fire mitigation to see if there are adequate flows. But that information was not available at the
time of the report. And again under criterion 4 for the Master Transportation Plan, in addition to fhe
other traffic issues the TIA also refiects the queuing problems an the Grants Pass Parkway and F Street
which are beyond the existing available storage. For the movements that we have, the east and left turn
movement, the west through, and the west right are lanestorages as you can see are at 215, 560, and

350 and then they exceed it substantially in all situations, existing, and current proposed zoning. The
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slorage capacity issues impacts the intersections of Grants Pass Parkway and at Beacon. The

applicant, though he notes the deficiency, has not provided mitigation or additional analysis. Therefore,

it is recommended that the Planning Commission in their decision recommends a denial of the
comprehensive plan io the City Council from industrial o Business Park. It is also recommended that
you recommend denial on the proposed Development Agreement. Our City Engineer is here this .
evening to help assist with technical questions that you may have concerning the traffic analysis. If you

have any guestions for me at this point, Il take those.

Chair Berlant stated, seeing none. Thank you Associate Planner Glover. Would the applicant care to

make a presentation?

Craig Stone stated, | am here appearing on behalf of applicant Freedman FMG Property £LLC and its
owners, Stewart and Christine Freedman. They were unable to be here tonight. In their stead is Chuck
Wolfmuelier, an employee of Fire Mountain Gems. You've had a chance to read the Staff Report?
You've heard the oral presentation on it. As | boiled it down there are five issues and I'd like to address
those indiv.idually and I'll just go through them. The first is traffic and the impacts that it might produce.
As key background, our client owns a couple, or three, other parcels immediately narth of this. They
have contemplated all along to develop those properties as a comprehensive de))elopment plan and, at
some point in the future they will be coming forward with those plans in place befare the Planning
Commission for your consideration. At this point, this application deals with only a single parcel. It is
less than an acre. It is surrounded by other {ands that are zoned commercial and business park. This
exists, [ believe, as the only industrial parcel, kind of a postage stamp, in the center of a larger
BP/commercial area. When we begah the process of just loaking into this, we had a couple or three
discussions with the Planning Department and the other municipal staff, because we didn't think that we
should even be made to do' a traffic impact study. There were extensive studies done at the time and in
conjunctidn with the Home Depot application. As a matter-of-fact, we had raised some traffic concerns
of our own, and their engineer had undertaken a traffic analysis that showed impacts of related to the
Freedman owned properties, includihg this property, and showed at that time that there was adequate
capacity to accommodate them and that, in part, assuaged our misgivings about the Home Depot '
application. Nevertheless, we were told "No, you need to go and get a scoping letter from the City
E£ngineer and do a traffic impact study.” So we engaged Home Depot's traffic engineer because that.

Urban Area Planning Commission
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person and his firm have probably more knowledge about the traffic conditions in this part of Grants
Pass than just about anyone, save perhaps City employees. We agreed to do a traffic impact study and
we scoped it, and when | say scoped it, what | mean is our traffic engineer sat down with the City
Engineer and decided how the study would be undertaken, how big an area we would need to study,
and the extent of the study. He then carried that out. The Planning Department in the early stages didn't
really want fo have much iﬁvolvament with the issue of traffic. That was something that was between the
City Engineer and our own traffic engineer so we were content to proceed on that basis. We did. He
conducted traffic impact study. He determined that the worst case, the reasonable worst-case users,
were an auto service center in the existing industrial zone and a pharmacy without a drive up window in
the proposed BP zone. Notwithstanding rour earlier coordination with City Staff, the report, that is the
Staff Report, takes the posiﬁon that neither the pharmacy nor the auto service center is the worst case
reasonable worst-case alternative, that it would be fast food ar some other form of restaurant. Just over
the telephone, we sort of discussed this and came to the conclusion that we just flat don't agree. We
don't agree, not because a restaurant isn't a potential traffic generator that could produce on the order of
highest magnitude impacts, but because a restaurant is permitted in both the zone that we're in, the
industrial zone, as well as the BP zone that my client seeks. The purpose of a traffic impact study is to
ascertain what are the impacts going from one zone to the other? In selecting a use that is permitted in
both zones, it doesn't let you get your arms afound that. That is why we didn't study it that way; that, and
the fact that restaurants do not produce-as high an impact as the uses that we did select. Mr. Weishar
from Access Engineering is here to testify and he will probably go into that issue in greater detail, but we
analyzed it. We analyzed restaurants just so we could your arms around that, and what we found is that
if you did a 5000 square foot sit down restaurant and a 2000 square foot fast food restaurant, that it
would produce a lesser impact than either a pharmacy or an auto parts center. So, in fact, we did study
the worst-case and it shows that the traffic impacts are not substantial enough to exceed the City
service level D threshold. We did this straight up. We didn't think we should even have to do it, but we
did a traffic study; very expensive. The results show what they show. The Planning Department did not
seek to be involved in that and as a matter-of-fact not the did not want to be involved in any aspect of
the traffic study until a'couple of days...just a short few days ago, when the Staff Report was due and

- then they wanted us to examine restaurants. Well we did, and restaurants create a lesser impact. The
oh!y way that you can argue that a restaurant creates a greater impact, and an impact that exceeds the
City's level of service D standard, is if we had proposed an 8000 square foot fast food restaurant. Those
don't exist. I mean, this is a matter of common knowledge. We all know fast food restaurants... they are

1000 or 2000 square feet. They don't make 8000 square foot fast food restaurants and, even if they did,

Urban Area Planning Commission 10
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while the Staff Report argues “Well perhaps it has enough visibility for a restaurant.” You certainly
wouldn't build a fast feod restaurant, and certainly not an 8000 square foot one -- if anyone was even of .
amind to do. So we think we have analyzed the worst-case. We have analyzed restaurants, at least
reasonable restaurant scenarios, and it shows that the traffic impacts are not greater than the City's

established levef of service D threshold.

The final point | want to make on traffic is - this isn't the last time that we will have to prove up
on fraffic. Right now we are required to use thedretical land uses -- restaurants,-auto parts stores,
pharmacies -- because we don't know exactly what's going to go in this property. At the time of site plan
review, we will have.a site plan. We wiil know square footages and we will have a fairly good handle on
the kinds of uses that might go into the facility and, at that point, we will be able to assess traffic impacts
based upon actuals and not theoretical uses. The point | want to leave you with -- with traffic - is
whether it is theoretical or actual uses, no matter what it is, short of én 8000 square-foot fast food

restaurant, it stays within the limits of the City of Grants Pass. That's issue one...traffic.

The second issue is water and fire flow. The Staff Report indicates that, while water is available
to the property, it probably doesn't have fire flow capability. We are not sure where that conclusion
originated within City Staff. When we talked to the fire marshal, he did some fire flow tests. He couldn't
come to any real conclusions on it, and so what he suggested -- and | HaVe some e-mail A
correspondence that says, "Maybe the best approach would be for you to contact a fire protection
engineer or a fire sprinkler installer...” -- there are only a couple of fire protection engineers in the State.
of Oregon. We contacted one of them, that would be Lockwood Engineering in Partland — "and have
them assess the fire flow capa-bilities." What they found is there sufficiént.ﬂre flow right now to
accommodate a 15,000 square foot conventional construction building right naw. I'd like to offer both the

e-mail correspondence and the brief report from Lockwood Engineering into evidence.

Chair Berlant noted those will be marked as exhibits...

Commissioner Richardson asked, excuse me, when you said conventional building are you talking

about commercially sprinklered building?
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Mr. Stone stated, yes. He suggested that we do sprinklers...and that would be a matter to deal with at
the time of either site plan review or building permits. We don't have any objection to that. My client is
even willing to go further by agreeing tonight to stipulate that that they will not construct anything on this
property until such time that improvements are made to the water system, notwithstanding the fact that
we can build a larger building than this property can accommodate right now without threatening the fire

flow standards of the City.
Commissioner Berlant stated, hold on Craig. So those exhibit numbers were?

Associate planner Glover stated, next available, exhibits number 10. I'm not sure how many... two items

are 10 and 11.

Commissioner Berlant stated, okay, so I'm marking the e-mail as 10 and the other from the engineer as
11. 1 am going to pass around his e-mait but please note this is the only copy so make sure | get that

back for the record.

Mr. Stone stated, one final point on fire flow, and it goes back to the Home Depot application that
Commissioner Richardson declared a potentiat conflict on -- I think you've all have a hand in that if
you've beeh on the Commissfon for the past few months -- but as part of that approval, Home Depot
was required to extend the 20 inch water main from Mill Street through its property and to connect with
the water main that exists within Fire Mountain Way. That will create a looped water system and, by
anyone's, estimations that will enhance preésure and fire flow. The Commission is probably aware from
your past work that looped water sysiems are the preferable way to do things and they enhance
pressure, supply, and so forth. Those are my points on water and fire flow. It is adequate now. It will be
made more than adequate in the future with a 20 inch main. If the Commission is not comfortable with
taking the opinion of expert engineer Lockwood that it is adequate for a 15,000 foot building that really
cannot be built on this property, then we are willing to stipulate that we won't build anything until the
water fine is looped. We don't think you have to accept that stipulation and make it a condition. If it gives

you additional comfort that you are not exceeding fire flow capabilities, we are willing to live with that,
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but we think the evidence is pretty plain that fire flow is available for any building the size of which this '

property can accommodate.

The third issue goes to comprehensive plan goals and policies, and the Staff Report suggests,
“Well, you've not complied with this element and you haven't complied with that element, and they are
public facilittes and transportation...” for the reasons that | just talked about, fire flow and traffic. Buf the
elements themselves, as a whole, are not things that have to be complied with. It is the goals and
policies of the comprehensive plan, and when we do an application we go through the plan one goal and
one policy at a time. We look at every one of them, and we make a determination, “Was this intended to
~ function as an approval standard for the application that we are going to place before the City?" And if it
was not, it is not an approval standard and we don't address it. That is weli-founded in Oregon case law,
which says when you have a standard that requires compliance with the plans, goals, and-policies, it
doesn't automatically-transform all goals and policies into approval standards. This is from Bennett
versus the City of Dallas; an appellate court case that's been around for years and vears. It says, "In
order for a goal or policy to operate as an approval standard, the language in it and its context must
indicate that it was intended to function that way." We have addressed all of those that were intended to

function as apprO\'fai standards for plan amendments and zone changes. Those are addressed.

One last point, and it's kind of along the same lines, it's similar, and it has to do with goals and
policies that operate as aspirational statements. I can't tell you how many comprehensive plans I've
gone through, but most Qoals and policies are kind of aspirational in nature. What they say are things
like, you know, "adopt standards for this." They aspire. They are things that point the City in the right
direction. Those aren't approval standards by a whole other body of well established case law that
includes Ellison versus ‘CIackamas County, ' versus the City of Salem, and Stewart versus

the City of Brookings, among a whole host of other cases.

We have addressed the relevant comprehensive plan policies te the extent necessary to deal
with transportation and public facifities. My earlier testimony to you does that. Traffic is adequate. The
system is adequate to accommodate this plan amendment, and zone ehange. Fire flow is adequate to
accommodate a building on this property and will only be more enhanced in the future by the

'improvemenis required of Home Depot forward.

Fourth -- some issue was made in the Staff Report for inconsistencies with statewide planning

goals deal that deal with public facilities, transportation, and energy. The first two, we dealt with. We
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dealt with the evidence in our application submittal, in the evidence that | presented tonight, and inthe
evidence that Mr. Weishar will be presenting to you as his expert oral testimany. But there is a more
fundamental question when it comes to statewide planning goals, they don't operate as approval
standards. They simply don't. If you have a Comprehensive Plan it is subject {o being approved by the
State. I's called acknowledgment. Once you have an acknowledged Comprehensive Plan, what you
have to prove up with, is the Comprehensive Plan, not to Statewide planning goals, unless -- which isn't
the case here — you are suggesting an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan that might somehow
threaten compliance with those. But they don't operate either as independent approval standards. There
was one kind of additional objection raised in the Staff Report that went to State Planning Goal 13,
which is energy conservation, and we were faulted by not addressing that. Even by saying, "Well, when
we get around to building buildings they will cbserve energy conservation elements." Well, I'm sure we
will. But this is a plan amendment and a zone change, and energy conservation just really doesn't weigh
into this in any way that | can see. If I'm missing something, it will be explained and perhaps | can
address it but, I'm really at a loss to go any further. First of all, it's not an approval standard. Secondily,
to make some statement that when we build buildings they will have energy-saving features. 1 mean, |
can say that because it will happen, and it will happen because it makes economic sense to do that. But

| can't go much further with it this evening. That was the fourth issue.-

Finally is the Development Agreement. We offered a Development Agreement because we
understood that that was kind of the protocol that Grants Pass liked to do. There was a Development
Agreement for Home Depot and one for a shopping center that was approved across the street. So we
took Home Depot's Development Agreement and turned it over to our attorneys and said, "Would you
put a development agreement together, leave it open so if there are requirements, performance
conditions, they can.be inserted into the Development Agreement." We probably don't even have to do a
Development Agreement. I'm not sﬁre what conditions you might impose. I'm not sure why it’s being
indicated that it doesn't comply with Stale law because it's along the same lines that you dealt with in
your other applications. A site plan is not a requirement of State law and, while we've done a fittle bit of
site planning, we didn't make it a part of the Developmenf Agreement so you are just going to have to
tell us what we might need to do, or if we need to do anything at all on the Dé\‘/elopmént Agreement. But
having said that, | think the point is also worth making that it's probably not the Planning Commission’s
purview to go through Development Agreements. The Planning Commission can't bind the City, and
typically those are the purview .of the City Council. But having said that, we are ﬂexiblelon this

Development Agreement if that's the method that you'd like us to do business with, we are prepared to
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do il. We offered it is a draft. It was never a take it or leave it proposition. So if it has some deficiencies
in it, we are happy to make changes in order for the Commission to impose whatever standards and

conditions that you think are worthwhile.

Commissioners, those are my remarks. f you have questions of me, I'll try to answer them.

Otherwise | would like Mr. Weishar to testify.

Commissioner Kellenbeck stated, just a clarification on the Development Agreement, section B. It says,
“Owners intended use of the property is for approximately 35,000 square feet of specialty retail.” Could

you comment on that intended use with this limitation of 15,000 square feet of specialty retail?

Mr. Stone stated, | sure can. Tﬁe 35,000 square feet was to be on all of the FreedmanA property, that |
think together is about 3 acres. This is only 1, so the 15,000 square feet of building and the fire flow
discussion was just for the single 0.94 acre parcel whereas the DevéIOpment Agreement was
contemplated over the entire Freedman ownership that we thought the City might want to get a handle
on in more comprehensive terms. If it needs to be rewritten so it's just this parcel, we are fihe with that.

Thanks for your attention.

Michael Weishar, 134 E 13th Avenue, Eugene, Oregon. | am the traffic engineer with Accéss
Engineering. First, I'd fike {o reiterate what Mr. Stone has said about the transportation impact study. it
is intended to address the Transportation Planning Rule requirements for plan amendments and zone
changes, it's not intended to analyze any proposed develo:pment plan; although it ‘could, in this case isn't
going to. Now the Transportation Planning Rule requires that the reasonable highest use Iand—tlse for
each of the current zone and the proposed zone be compared, the traffic impacts of those zones be
compared, and if the proposed zone creates greater impacts than the current zone and the mobility
standards of either the City or the State are exceeded, then mitigation is required. The City did provide
us with a scope of work. The City Engineer rightly had us include the Home Depot development and
another development further to the east on Grants Pass Parkway, i think it is Main Place, so the traffic
from those developments are included in the analysis as well. Now we found... weli, first of all, our
choice of the reasonable highest use development for these zones was an auto parts and service store .

for the industrial zone and a pharmacy without a drive through for the business park zone. When we did
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the analysis of those zones, we found that there was no essential difierence...well, you saw the results
on the screen. The v/c ratios were the same and the level of service was the same D level for both of
the zones. Now the Cily didn't agree with our choice of the reasonable highest use and sa they wanted
us to look at restaurants as a high use, We did that. What we did was to look at the absolute worst-case
development for those uses on that less than 1 acre site. For a fast food restaurant, given that there is
very little... well, the coverage is almost complete except for some setbacks, the parking and the
landscape requirements, and circulation requirements... taking those things into account, we found that
the fast food restaurant could be as large as... actually it was 6700 square feet, nat 8000. A high
turnover restaurant, however, couid be as high as 8000 square feel. There is not as much circulation
required in that case. That was our September 2, 2009, addendum letter that you have in your packet.
And what we found in that case was that the high turnover restaurant, even at 8000 square feet, still
kept the level of service that Grants Pass Parkway and F Sfreet at level of service D. However, a huge
fast food restaurant, of course, generates too many trips and it goes to level of service E which would
not work.

Subsequently, the City, and rightfully so, has given us some more typical sizes for these types
of restaurants, 5000 square feef for the sit down high turnover restaurant, and a fast food restaurant at
2000 square feet. When we use those squares footages, we find that the trips generated by those uses

are not as high as even the pharmacy. | have a handout for you here that-will address that.
Chair Berlant stated, which we will mark as exhibit 12.

Commissioner Richardson asked, can | ask a question? Associate Planner Glover, you had a chart
where you showed three volum_e—io-capacity ratios and one of them was 0.98, then 0.97 and 0.98. |
believe two of them were level of service D and the bottom one with the 0.98 volume to capacity was a
level of service E. How did that happen? How did we get from basicaily a gnat's eyelash difference in
yolume to capacity on all three of those indicétors and yet the fast food became-a level of service E?

T:his is obviously the right man to explain that.

Mr. Weishar are stated, well, Il attempt te explain that. Level of service is based on delay at the
intersection. Volume to capacity is the ratio of the amount of the actual count of traffic divided by what
the intersection can maintain. There is a wider range actually in the vic ratio then'there is in the average
defay. Thatis to say, you can have.... at a signalized intersection, the delay is basically determined by

how the signal is timed and how many phases there are in the signal and how much green time goes to
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each of those phases. So if you add trips to the heavy side of the intersection that doesn't get a whole
lot of time, then it's going to raise the delay more than if you added trips to a movement that has greater
time. Now the signal will try to balance this out because it's actuated by loops in the street, but | don't
think... | don't know if this is really explaining it to you or not. It's pretty technical. We have programs that
analyze this and do the optimization for us. But in this case, more traffic was actually created by the fast
food restaurant then by the high turnover restaurant and that traffic caused the delay to be high enough

to reach the level of service E, which is a range over | think 55 seconds on the average.
Councilor Richardson asked, is that just over one of the turns?

Mr. Weishar stated; that is over the entire intersection-as a whole... the average of all of the movements
through the intersection. But what it comes right down to is, there was more traffic generated by the fast
food restaurant -- that large fast food restaurant -- then by the large high turnover restaurant. it didn't
reach the level of delay that would cause it to go to E. There is a table attached to the letter, the second
page, and it shows a comparison of the new trips that are created by each of the more l'ikely sized
restaurants, the 5000 square foot high turnover resfaurant, and the 2000 square foot fast food with the
drive-through. It also compares them to the two land uses that we selected in the traffic impact study,
the auto parts service and the pharmacy with no drive-through. You can see the last column on the right
are the new trips after you have subtracted out the passed by frips for each of the uses. You see that
the bharmacy actually is the highest tr_{p generator of those potential tand uses. Now, given that the
pharmacy is the highest, the traffic impact study found that that pharmacy trips would not lower the level
of service beyond D and, therefore, the Transportation Planning Rule and the City's mability standard
are met. Soitis our opinion that the zone change should be approved without any mitigation necessary.

{ would be happy to answer any other questions you may have.

Chair Berlant asked if anyone else would like to speak in favor of the application. Seeing none, he asked
if anyone would like to speak in opposition to the application. Seeing none, he asked if the appliéant
had any final comments. Seeing none, he closed the public hearing portion and turned it over to the

Commissioners for deliberation and decision.

Commissioner Fitzgerald stated, we have had these discussions before about v/c and L.OS and I think
it's particularly interesting, | see that Mr. Weishar did stamp this so it's his reputation that's on the line. |

-don't see how you can refute the study. Does Staff have any commeht on this at all? Mr. Schaff?
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City Engineer Schaff stated, yes, | do have a comment on it if | may. { don't dispute any of the

" information contained within the studies. Mike has done a wonderful job with analyzing the different
uses that could be on it. My contention with it is that, according to our Comprehensive Plan, we cannot
allow a zone change with infrastructure with inadequate capacity. As you can see on there, there are a
couple of the VOC ralios there that are in excess of 0.7, which is the standard for this area. The City of
Grants Pass has adopted the State standard as if it were ours, in addition to our LOS --that is the issue.
Not whether or not one use is higher than the other use or the differential between them. That is the
bone of contention, the fact that the intersection does not have adequate capacity to allow the zone

change.

Commissioner Fitzgerald asked, what about the applicant's discussion of the Home Depot TIA and that
whole situation between the TIAs that were done for that and this? How did that look? Obviously that

was approvable, so how is that not approvable now?

Associate Planner Glover stated, Home Depot came in earlier as the rules had changed, | believe, at the
State level also. So we are having to deal with our Development Code and Comprehensive Plan, and
then also the State Planning Rute, and this particular parcel meets the State Planning Ruie because the
existing zoning and the proposed zoning doesn't change their capacity. We are already beyond their
capacity issues. So that is why the State’s ODOT comments attached to it don't have an issue on this
particular lot. Itis the larger project that will be coming down the line that they do. But our capagity...
what we are concerned with, and acknowledge, we feel-that... we are concerned that we are af capacity
and that if we even go through with a zone change, we are setting the applicant up possibly for not
being able to do the proposal he wants to -do in the future. So that is our main concern, Staff is
concerned that we are at capacity now as it is, changed or not changed from the zone. So that is why
we are trying to get more information of which is the worst case scenario on the development and
providing that information from the applicant. And that's our problem. It's the conflict between our vic -
ratios which is 1.0, and they are still under that at .98, but they are exceeding the State. They are
allowed to exceed that States because they're not making the State's capacity worse. We're just
concerned when he comes in with a viable de\}elopment proposal, a revised TIA for that proposal, he

may not be able to mitigate his impacts. That is the concern we're frying to express to you right now.
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Counsel Fitzgerald asked, could you elaborate just a tad on what changed? You said that Home Depot
came in under the other and we now have some new standards. Could you elaborate on what those

standards changes were?

Associate Planner Glover stated, part of thal, | believe also, beside the State’s Transportation Planning
Rule is our Article 27 where we changed our access requirements. | have that as part of the Staff Report
for you. Principal Planner Angeli-Paladino is going to point out the section in Article 27. We talk about

our LOS standards and also our v/c standards.

Chair Berlant stated, | want to remind you that | need that e-mail back, that exhibit 10, if that can be
passed back up here. | had an incident where one of those got lost one day and that was the only
example. | have a questjon for City Engineer Schaff. Do you have any comment or review on the issue

of the fire flow in what was presented regarding that?

City Engineer Schaff stated, yes, we found some problems obtaining fire flows to the Fire Mountain
Gems expansioh herg a couple of years ago. While we were testing the fire device, we found some
issues. We were irying to get the flow that was indicated by their fire flow engineer. We eventually got it
7 but'we also found that the fire flow in that area is not as it is in normal parts of the City. So, it was
unknown as to what the fire flow woutd be, and it is also unknown as to how big the building wduld bein
the future located on the site. But we knew that it was something that we needed to look at. | haven't
seen the report from the engineer, the fire flow engineer, but I've got to assume that there probably is if

15,000 square foot building... those are the experts on it.

Commissioner Richardson stated, | want to note that Lockwood Engineering did comment that reported
flow rates could not be confirmed and, therefdre, they recommended flow testing. That if YOU are
actually going to do this thihg, you had better test the flows. | think that confirms that it makes good
sense to wait for that loop to be Completed or do the flows, because you run the risk of having
inadequate flows. So | think the fire protection engineers were fairly clear on this. But | want to go and
ask a question...when Home Depot came to us, they came to us as a set, They wanted to change the
industrial zoning to business park and, "oh, by the way...” it was a very poorly concealed secret that
Home Depot was wanting that area specifically. We indeed saw the design. | believe, didn't we also
include as part of the Develop_ment Agreement limitation on some of their auxiliary uses? Because

typically Home Depot owns the site but there are also- some Speéialtyreta]lers that are traditionally
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associated. | believe, at that time, did we not say specifically that it could not be anything of a fast food

nature or something with a drive through because we were concerned about that?
Principal Planner Angeli-Paladino stated, yes, 1| believe that's correct.

Commissioner Richardson stated, okay, my question for Staff is -- knowing that we sit at level of service
D, and knowing that the issue‘ of the fire flows exists, we have now raised hoth of those, but the
fundamental fairness of changing the rest of that industrial zone to business park doesn't go away. It
falls to the person who decides to build on it, regardless of what you zone it, to make sure there is
adequate fire flow and adequate transportation. | don't think we can save them from themselves. You
have expressed your concerns. The zoning change, in and of itself, doesn't alter that. It's making it
consistent with everything that's around it. | mean, because they have already said they are willing to
wait until the fire flows are in there. | think that there also are some mitigations that Home Depot is
required to do which alters some things around there. | don't see how we can say we are going to save
you and not let you have this zone change when they still have to come back before this body and

before the Council with any attempt to construct anything on it for approvals.

Commissioner Kellenbeck stated, [ was just going to add that in a lot of ways | agree with Commissioner
Richardson and it's not typically in the Planning Commission's role to get involved in development
agreements, but like you mentioned, Main Place is another example of a Development Agreement that
put a cap and specifically excluded the possibility of a fast food resfaurant So being that the applicant
is willing to work on that... like | said we don't usually get into development agreements and start making
recommendations on it, and | would hope that if this was going to move forward that our
recommendation would simply be that, before it goes to Council, it forwards not as a draft but as a
proposed Development Agreement so the Council really knows what they are looking at and then that
would be reviewed by the City Attorney and Staff along with the applicant to make sure that everybody

has got their needs met before that review happens.

Associéte Pianner Glover stated, excuse me, I'm sorry. | would like 'to interject that we really just don't
need a Development Agreement at this point. We don't have the analysis to list proposed mitigations,
which both Home Depot and Main Place did, they had specific details that they had to meet, and uses,
and trip count. So at this point, | just think the Development Agreement is premature. You saw pretty

much the final version, and recommended the final version that the City then entered into, so the draft
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concept, or not having those items listed out... t don't think it's a safe situation for the City or the
applicant to be put into because then they are bound to something that they don't know they"fe agreeing
to. So at this point we just recommend the Development Agreement go away until at some point maybe

when they come up with a proposed site plan.

Commissioner Richardson stated, | cah see postponing the Development Agreement because nobody
knows what they pian to develop: | don't see that you would have to have that for this zoning change.
We are kind of mixing apples and oranges. Is it reasonable and prudent given that there is general,
commercial, and industrial, all around... general commercial and business park on whalt, 3-1/2 sides,
basically of this?'Is it a reasonable and prudent request to go ahead and change that one to business
park? That seems fo be a very simple, very different question, and that all the rest of this should bé

argued when there is in fact a proposal on what to do with this specialty retail.

Commissioner Fowler stated, | do agree with you Commissioner Richardson that the épplicant has met
the burden of prdof that pertains to this particular piece of property and all he is asking for is the zone
change, and | don't think we can look to far in the future and try and guess what might come next
because those things will come before the City and be dealt with on their own. So based on this small

piece of property, { think we should allow the zone change.

Chair Berlant stated, but then technically they have asked for the approval of the Development

Agreement, so we can't say they haven't, but they have been trying to cover all bases.

Commissioner Kellenbeck stated, | think for me if we're looking to make a different recommendation to
the Council than the Staff has made us then we go hack to addressing the criteria very specifically so
that we don't leave Staff with the hard job of trying to change their own mind if we are going to change it
for them. This gets to the point where suddenly | feel like maybe the Development Agreement is
necessary because part of that burden of proof that | do agree, | feel that they have met, have been met
by things like the Lockwood Engineering study where you can't condition a zone change, but we are
saying we feel like utilities are adequate if they adhere to this recommendation or they wait for the water
looping. | don't think we can just simply say they are adequate. In that case, it would still be not be
satisfied. So that to me gets back lo this idea the development agreement where we would be inserting
these ways of finding those conditions satisfied and they would take care of that via some sort of

development agréemént that would, to me, stili need to go to the Council as proposed, not as draft.
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Chair-Berlant stated, on the other hand, what about the situation that all of this is predicated in some
_degree on the approval of Home Depot. On the other hand, there is no guarantee that that will happen. |
hesitate to put in Development Agreement standards also predicated on that. | mean, if the change is
saying that |P is the correct zoning for them then that should stand alone also, if they can meet all of the
conditions for development with a site pian review, even if Home Depot doesn't come in and doesn't do
all the mitigation that they proposed, that still this applicant would have to meet all of the present

conditions.

Commissioner Fitzgerald stated, 1 think they are two separate things. Again, all of that has to come
forward and see what they can do. Just because the property is zoned that, it doesn't mean you get it.
It's not a slam dunk. It's not a carte blanche. You still have to go through all of hoops to see what you
can develop it into- So, at that point, | think those things would happen. But | think that Commissioner
Kellenbeck has a legitimate point. When we talk about how you condition any such approval on the zone
change without fouching Mr. Weishar's and Lockwood... | don't know of another vehicle except some

' kind of a Development Agreement that kind of harnesses those and puts them on paper. Otherwise,

they become parenthetical and we start all over again.

Commissioner Richardson stated, go back to... it's currenily zoned industrial. in an industrial zone you
can have a fast food restaurant. He doesn't have to ask for a zone change to put a fast food restaurant
in. The same problems would exist with it being zoned industrial. There would still be issues of fire
protection. There WOuId still be issues of transportation mitigation. So if's kind of difficult to tie those to a
fundamental zone change if it is "I want to change it to business park.” We spent.a lot of time working in
the past over what is available in industrial versus what you can do with business park. To me that's still
a fundamental question and some of these things that have been presented to us aren't really germane
to the issue of can | rezone this business park? If that had been the only request... I'm leaning towards
creating some sort of a specialty retail, in order to do that | can come to you with a grand mésler plan
that changes the zoning on everything or | can say | want to change this zoning. Not tell yc;u what
you're going to do with it other than I'd I'ike to change the zoning. The real question for us is... this is an
acre zoned industrial. Given that we have excess capacity in industrial or we don't have excess capacity
based on the State’s criteria for 20 years of industrial land, should this be zoned industrial or should it be

allowed to be rezoned as business park? That is the basic question in all of this.
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Commissioner Fitzgerald stated, to me, the size of this particular parcel is too small to be doing anything
in an industrial zone anyway. [ don't know that you could... and éince it's on the other side of Fire
Mountain Way, it would seem highly unlikely that you would tie it to the larger Fire Mountain Gems site
some way. So, it would seem to me that it is logical that it would be business park. It would still retain its
flavor of industrial from the business park category, one of three, without having to be solely restrained
ta industrial. | don't think it's large enough really to carry much as far as 1 acre in an indusfrial site. |
don't think it would do any good. So | agrée with the fact that it is a zoning question and the only thing
that | suppose you can say to itis, if you take it based upon what Councilor Richardson talks about --
and that is the fact that either it is or is not standing on its own in a zone change -- and then everything
is back to square one and TlAs and Mr. Lockwood makes more money, and Mr. Weishar makes more
money, and you guys can come all back with fat and sassy reports. So, | guess if that's what you want to
do and you leave the agreement out, and you do the zone change, and you start all over at square one.

There are no easy way outs.

Commissioner Kellenbeck stated, | was just going to slightly amend what | said. I'm looking at the
criterion that were found not satisfied and they are typically the same language. It basically says, as
discussed, “The applicant has failed to prove that the existing water .and transportation facilities are
adequatre." | think that what I'm hearing is that we are finding that they have proven... and that would be
attached as exhibits 10, 11, and 12 that will be contained in the record forever and | would be looking at

waiving the Development Agreement at this time.

Commissioner Richardson stated, I'm not necessarily saying we should abprove the Development
Agreement. What I'm saying is this comes in two parts. | believe we can recommend the zoning map
change, that it is reasonable and prudent to change that 1 acre based on what is zoned around it for all
intents and purposes to business park, that makes it consistent with the larger area and compatible with
'generai commercial, and still turn around and deny the proposed Development'Agreem_eni because it's
not sufficiently fleshed out. We demanded a great deal of Home Depot and they did everything that was
asked of them in terms of studies and developmént. | think the beginnings of all of that are here and
have been presented to us but now is the time for them, if they get their zoning change, to go and sit
down with everybody and say, "Here is our concept. Here is how we are going to manage getting
adequate water, Here is hoW we are going to manage the entire flow of traffic through this whole
specialty retail." Not just this one element. | think we can accept half of it and reject the othér half and

still accomplish a positive.
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Chair Berlant stated, | think we are really saying the same thing, which was that we are... or at least i
sounds like the trend is to approve the zone change and comp plan but essentially deny the

Development Agreement because we don't want to attach anything at this point.

Commissioner Fitzgerald asked, are we not back to one of those situations where we have to do a
postponement in order to get something as far as conditions, because we don't have anything?

Because before we have done that...so we-are just doing a recommendation?

Commissioner Kellenbeck stated, | will make a motion that we recommend that the City Council approve
the proposed comprehensive plan map amendment and zoning map amendment from industrial to
business park and that the criterion previously found not satisfied, be found satisfied for the reasons
presented by the applicant in their presentation and additional exhibits presented this evening attached
as exhibit 10, 11, and 12, and with that, we recommend denial to the City Council of the proposed

Development Agreement.
Commissioner Fitzgerald seconded the motion.
Chair Berlant asked for discussion. Seeing none, he called for the vote.

MOTION

Commissioner Kellenbeck moved and Commissioner Fitzgerald seconded the maotion to
recommend the City Council approve the proposed comprehensive plan map amendment and
zoning map amendment from industrial to business park, noting that criterion previously found
not satisfied, be found satisfied for the reasons presented by the applicant in their presentation
and additional information attached as exhibit 10, 11, and 12, and to recommend the City Council
deny the proposed Development Agreement. The vote resulted as follows: AYES": Berlant,
Arthur, Kellenbeck, Fowler, and Richardson. "NAYS": None. Abstain: None. Absent: Fedosky.
The motion carries.

iv. 09-1050000+-8.09-30100005: Twisted Pines Phase 3 Planned Unit Development and

Major Variance

Proposal: Twenty-four {lot) Planned Uni vélopment and Major Variance to cul-de-sac
length, perimeter block length, and street cross sec esign '
Address: 239 Twisted Pine Drive and 3523 Williams Highway
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Principal Plaﬁg/\\zngeli Paladino stated, it is a Type IV hearing. There are 2 notices on that same one.
It says September23 and November 4. We are required by the State and Federal to adopt the new
Federal Insurance RalsMaps and the Flood Insurance Study by December of this year. If not, the City

is in jeopardy of losing its ste{us in the National Flood Insurance program which affects your insurance

rates.

Chair Berlant asked, but the September 23 meetiqg is a Planning Commission meeting right? 'Okay, $Q
if Commissioner Arthur received that notice and | recsiyed that notice that we may be affected property

owners, does that prevent us from hearing it? It says thattQere may be an impact.

Principal Planner Angeli Paladino stated, | will talk to the City Attorney ab

8. ADJOURNMENT:

There being no further business to come before the Commission, Chair Berlant adjourned the meeting

at 9:35 p.m.

e z Loz ay

Gary Berlant, Chair o Date

Urban Area Planning Commission

These minutes were prepared by coniracted minute taker, Wendy Hain.
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ﬁ FREEDMAN FMG PROPERTY LLC

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN MAP AMENDMENT,

ZONING MAP AMENDMENT,
AND DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT

0 Owner:

0 Applicant:

0 Representative:
0 Map/Tax Lot:
0 Project No.:

0 Planner:

0o UAPC Heanng:

Freedman FMG Property LLC

Same

CSA Planning Ltd.
36-05-17-40, TL 904
09-40200002

Lora Glover
September 9, 2009

FIRE  MOUNTAIN

ﬁ Proposal & Property Characteristics:

m Request is for a Comprehensive Plan Map
Amendment from Industrial to Business Park.

@ Zoning Map Amendment from (I) to (BP); and

@ Development Agreement for 35,000 sq. ft. specialty
retail ,
a Size ~ 0.94 total acres .
2 Access ~ Fire Mountain Way (Local Access Cul-de-sac)
u Existing Land Use ~ Vacant
0 Proposed ~ Spedcialty Retail

EXHIBIT




.

_ Discussion

m Purpose of the BP district is to provide:
0 Mixed use zone for light industrial and commercial retail;
0 Retail trade is permitted as an accessory use or when
determined to be compatible;
0 Performance standards are used to ensure compatibility
with adjacent commerdial and residential properties.
® Due to the pending development of the Home
Depot site, and surrounding uses, the proposed
request lends itself to meeting %o putpose of the
BP zone.

Discussion, cont.

e The traffic impact analysis (TIA) submitted for TL 904
incorporates data and future mitigation approved under the
Home Depot site.

w The City’s scoping letter requested that the applicant
estimate the reasonable worst case scenario of the potential
uses for both zones.

m Staff did not agree with applicant’s choice of worst case
scenario; and, the mwmmnmndmc,cnnn& a supplemental
report 9/2/09. Staff was unable to analyze the new
information in time for the Staff Repott.

AW_UHm cussion, cont.

s The demand for commerdal land is driven by the
expansion and relocation of existing businesses.

a The Fconomic Element of the Comprehensive
‘Plan, employment projections indicate that the
service sector will increase from 21% to 42% share
of the employment base. |

s The BP zone provides a wide range of mixed uses
~.under Schedule 12-2 of the Code.

Discussion, cont.

= Staff contends that an eating/drinking establishment is the
‘worst case scenatio for the property Egm use is allowed in
both zones).
= The TIA dated 7/13/09 was based on an automobile
setvice center for the (I) zone; and, a pharmacy without a
.dnive-through window for the (BP).zone.

® Ttp rates for an eating/drinking éstablishments are Bcor
higher than the two above uses.

w Applicant contended the parcel was too large and did not
have adequate visibility for a restaurant.







‘ Discussion, cont.

The addendum dtd 9/2/09 which analyzes a high-
turnover restaurant and fast-food restaurant with a
drive-through window also reflects little difference
between the current zone and worst case scenario:.

Volume-to-capacity (v/ q Level of Service
Current: 098 D
High-Turnover: 0.97 D
Fast-Food: 0.98 E

O Note: Information extrapolated from addendum dtd 9/2/09, pg 3.

Discussion, cont.

= The TIA indicates that there is minimal change |
between existing conditions, the current and the
~ proposed zoning.

Volume-to-capacity (v/c)  Level of Service
s Exising 097 D
® - Cuorrent:. . 098 | D
s Proposed: 098 D

O Note: Information extrapolated from applicant’s TIA, Table 8, pg 11.

W

Discussion, cont.

= The applicant is proposing 2 development agreement,
similar to those recently entered into for Home Depot and
‘Main Place. .

# The applicant is requesting to include additional lots in the
development agreement which have not been analyzed and
are not part of this application review.

® The proposed development agreemefit does not contain a
concept plan, traffic analysis and/or mitigation measures
for the proposed uses. |

‘a Tt is premature to review the request at this ime. The

proposed development agreement is not in conformance
with ORS 94.504 to 94.528 :




Conformance w/ Applicable Criteria

8 Comprehensive Plan Policy 13.5.4
o (A) Consistency with other findings, goals and policies:
& NotSatisfied: Element 10. Public mmnEnnm and Setvices.
Adequate water and transportation facilities ate not currently
available.
o (C) Applicable planning goals and guidelines:
s Not Satisfied: Goal 11 (Public Facilities). There are Huoﬁnnm&

adverse impacts on the available fire protection for- nﬁmnﬁm
industnial development on Fite Mountain Way.

Conformance w/Applicable Criteria, cont.

® Section 4.033 — Zone Map Amendments.

o Critedon 3 — Existing ot proposed setvices are edequate.

e Not Satisfied. Applicant has-not proved that oﬁmmbw water
and transportation facilides are adequate to accommodate
impacts or uses.

a Critedon 4 — Master Transportation Plan,

e Not Satisfied. In addition to the other traffic issues, the
TIA also reflects the queuing for Grants Pass Parkway and
“F” Street are beyond existing available storage.

Conformance w/Applicable Ctitetia, cont.

m (C)cont. =~ AP

o Not m»ﬁm% o2l 12 (Transportation). The m@wrn@bn
has failed thoroughly analyze or provide any B&mwmon
measutes.

a The applicant’s E has failed to whoﬁmm any mitigation
for its impacts or to prove that the request will not cause
a change in functional classification of the existing -
transportation facilities.

a Though a new mE% would be Hm@ch& for any mpncno
development, thete is concer that any ?owom& new
development will not _uo able to mitigate its udwmnﬁm

Conformance w/ >©wm8§o Ctitetia, cont.

Movement  Lane Stotage Existing/Current/Ps

E/LTun 215 300,/300/300
W/ Thru 560 . 800/800/750
W/Right Turn 350 . 525/500/425

Note: Information extrapolated from Table 7, _um_ 10 of Exhibit 6.

@ /The storage capacity issue impacts the intersection
of the Grants Pass Parkway @ Beacon. Though
the applicant’s TTA notes this deficiency, no
mitigation or additional analysis was provided.




Recommendation

B Itis recommended that the Urban Area Planning
Commission recommend that City Council DENY
the proposed Comprehensive Plan map amendment
and zoning map amendment from Industrial to
Business Park.

w Itis recommended that the Urban Area Planning
Commission recommend that City Council DENY
the proposed development agteeinent.




RELEASE AND SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

This Relense and Settlement Agreement (this-“Agteemeént™) is made and entered into
effective December (7, 2008 by and among the following parties (the “Parties”): THE CITY OF
GRANTS PASS (referred to hereinafier as the “City”), TIMBER PRODUCTS CO. LIMITED
PARTNERSHIP (referred to hereinafier as “Timber Products”) and STUART I, FREEDMAN,
CHRISTLIN F. FREEDMAN, FIRE MOUNTAIN GEMS AND BEADS, INC. arid FREEDMAN
FMG PROPERTY, LLC. (collectively veferred to hereinafter as the “Fresdmans™).

RECITALS

A The Freedmans own certain real property, as mofe specifically. described in Exhibit
A hercto, located adjncent. to or nearby Firé Mountain Way (referred to hereinafier as the
“Freedman Pmperty”) and certain property owned by Timber Producis, as more. specifically
desefibed in Exhibit B heteto, (referred to heteinafier as ihe “Timber Products Property”) in the

City-of Graiits Pass; Oregan.

B.  Onor sbont May 31, 2002, “Fire Mountain Gems,” the Grants Pass: Redevelopment

B,
Agency and the City entered into an wstructure Apredtiient that has become hie subject of

“dispute bictween fthe Frsedimais end-the City.

G The Fregdmans oh_yected to and gppealed certain decisions (vefesred to hereinafter as
the “Declsions”) made By the Cxty in connecuon mth the eventual use of the Tlmb&l‘ Products'

1. Ordingnce No. 5435 (“Plan/Zorie Chénge and Developaient Agreement”), i
first appealed o the Land Use Board of Appeals (“LUBA"™), LUBA No. 2008-056, and now
on appeal 1o the Oregan Covirt of Appeals, CA A140071; and . i

2, Ordinance No. 5426 (“AFB Armendment” Y origiiially appenled to Jossphine
Conity Cirenit Courf, Case No. 08-CV-0191, and row on appeal 16 the Oregon Court of
.Appeals, CA AT40274; and

3. Resolution No 5357 ("ACL Removal”), originally appedled to LUBA,
‘LUBA Mo 2008-106, dnd now on appeal to the: Oregon Court of Appeais CA A140463;

and

4, City File No. 08-2010003 1/City File No. 083010008 ( the Horue Depot Site
‘Plan/Vatisnce Applications); a land use applicafion thit was approved by the Grarits Pass
Urhan Area Planning Commission and appealed {o the City Couneit. On Deoember 3, 2008,
the ity Council vated arally to approve the- Home Depot Site Plan/Viariance Applications
(“ine oral Site-Plan Approval). It is anticipated that the City Coungil will adopt findings
consistent with the oral:Site Plan, Approva] at its December [7, 2008 City. Council meeting,
tis also anticipated that should the: Parties not exceute this Agreement, tht the Freedmans
will eppeal the-Site Plan.Approval 1o LUBA,

EXHIBIT 2 _
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D.  The Parties desire to fully and fnally resolve and seftle any and all differences with
respect to the Freedman Property, the Timber Products Praperty, the Infrastructire Agresment and
the Decisions and all appeals thereof on the terms and conditions set forth herein.

RELEASE AND AGREEMENT

NOW, THEREFORE, based upon the foregoing Recitals-which are hereby inicorporited into
this Agreement agd upon other good.and valuable consideration, the Partics agree as follows:

1. The Parties hereby forever give up, waive and release any aid all clajms, cump[amts
damages and remiedies of any and every kind that. have orcould have acerugd or that have been:ar
coild have been: presented heretofore by-u Par Parties-againgt another Party o Parties it ary
way.relating to thé Decisiops, the Freedman Property, the:Timber Products Property, the
Infrash-ucﬁue Agreement, the development of e Moun ; W,ay or any Judmlal fjuasi- judwlal ar

any ongomg appeal or any Judlcial quasmudlﬁn
‘with yespect to said mattors-angd propeiti Thiste

assegsments that have beér or may in-the-futi
wﬁh the Freedman Property of the TtmbgerPi d

specificaliy ex iidas property taxas and
ed orcaﬂeote& Esy the: C1ty1n connectwu

q
o.58id. Propemcs Iftfus
the Ereedmans retam ﬂrsﬂghtto

rcguest alt‘;matwe dxspute reso]nhon prmr to pursumg i ,h:remedlas

2, 1f the Tlmber Produets: Pmperty it tised for-a: home improvetnent stors and other
aécessory retail uses; the. City will feasonal COOpBLALE with fie Freedmans: to facilitste the
- insta]Jation of sigridge ifistructing delivery trveks:to use Mill Strect for servites to any businesses on
the Timber Products PxDperty -signage shall be: subject to approval by thie City and the
City shall niot wafve-any provision of the-Grauts Pass Munieipal Code: or Development Code, The
C‘lty shiall. fiot be- Lespnnsﬂﬂe for any cost associated with the desigrs, installation, maintenance or

repait of the signage: €

3 The Partics shall enter into good Tith niegatiations to attempt t redch an egresment
with tespeet to whether additional miligation will be required for-the Freedman Property for Fire *
Mouritairi Way, the eclion af FiredMotuntain Way-and “F" Street and the intersection of Grants
Pass Parkway and “F Gtiget. In no gvent, however, shiil the City wiive any provigion of the
Grants Pass Mnmclpa] Code or DeVelapment Code,

Products agrees to contnbute mamoxmtﬁdtto excésd $25 OOU toward any appimred safety

o ———



measures provided, hewever, that this contribution shall not be in addition fo any similar obligation
of Timber Products to the Freedmans.

5. Within two: (2) business days after the execution of this Agreement, the Parties shall
file docurnents ‘with the Court of Appeals distaissing tHeir appeals of the Plan/Zone Change and
Development Agreement and as soon as reasonably practicable shall commence all reasonable
efforis to reinstate the City’s approval of the Plan/Zone Change &nd Development Agreeiment.
Within five (5) ‘busiress days of eitlisx 4 reinstafement of the Plan/Zone Change and Development
Agreement, or ‘a final decision by the €ity to. veapprove the Plan/Zone Chénge and Development
Agreernent, Freedmans shall file motions to dismiss all the other Appsals with LUBA (F any),
Josepbme Gounty Circuit Court and the Court of. Appeals., ¥ the Appeals are not disimissed on or
before January 20,.2009; this Agreemient-shall bs void and of no force oreffeet.

6‘. Except as p:owded m Pamgfaph 2 hercm, the Freedmans agree not to hnut or

and. acknowledge and accept the Cltys rcmoval of the. aceess contro! line ("AC'_ __)cp“ﬁ;re Mountam
Way and that the ACL fmposed a5 a condition of apptovel for Cily File-No, 02-10400003; is no
longes effective vnléss this: ment becomes Void and.of rio force or sffect, Notwithstanding this

 paragraph, the City acknowledgds that Ergedmans- and their suesessors reiain fee title to the land
dedicated by the Fre¢dmans for Fite Mowitain Way.

7. Should it become necessary for the City to reapprove the PlaniZotie Change and
Development Aptéement in oxder for fie Plan/Zone Chiange anid Development Apreergent o
become effective. and should the City mot approve the Plan/Zone Chargé and Development
Agreement or shonld the Plan/Zone Change and. Developuient A grésment not beconie effective by
January 20, 2009, for; any reason, this Agresment:shall be veid and-of nio force or-effect.

3. Allfiotices, ‘Tequests; demands or other communipatmns Hereunder strall He isi wntmgf
and detried given (a) “when delivered personally; (b] tliree @3) days after-said communication is

deposited §n the U.S, mail; by registered or cértified mail, retiirm reseipt requegted, postape prepatd
(c)-one (1) day after notideis sent by facsimile, with receipt mechanically confirmed; or (d} oné (I)
day after said ‘communication is deposited with & nationally-recognized overnight eourier service
fornext day delivery, addressed and!or sent by faesumle, asthe case.may be,as fOHOWS‘

i to-the Freednians: Stuart I and Chrigtlin F. Freedman
1 Fire Mountain Way
‘GtantsPass, OR 97526
Facsimile; (531)956-8296

If o Timber Produicis: Timber Products Co., Eimited. Par[nershlp
P:0. Box 269
305 South 41*1 Stfeot

Facskumle' (54 1} 744-5447

——— .



If to-the City: Kris Woodburn, City Attorney
101 NW A Street
Grants Pass, OR 97526
Facsimile: (541)479-0812

9. It is understood and agrecd between the Parties that this is a settlement by.

compromise of disputed claims. Tt is understood abd agreed that nothing contained in this
Agresment shall be construed:as an gdmission of Jiability.

10. Al Parties, by their signatures below, warsant and affirm that this Agreemiént has
been fully authorized and’ approved in accordance with amy spplicable bylaws, operatmg
agreethents; partuership agiréemeiits or any other ruls or regnlation that governs each Party in
entering into’an dgreoment of this nattre,

11, No change or modification of this Agreenjetit shiall be valid or Hinding upon the
Parties, mior shall ARy ‘walver-of any term or condition hereof be. eenied a waiver of such term.or
conditian in the futre, unless such change, modification of waiver shall be-in writing signed by all

the Parfies to this Agreement.

12. Invalldatxon of any-provision of this-Agreement shall not affect any: othier provisions,
which shall remdin in fifl] forée and effect,

i3,  This Agreement-embodies the éntire agreement of the: Parties thh respest to the
subJect matter Hereof, Theére are i y promises, tetms, donditions, inducentents ar obhgahons other
than those contained herein. This Apgreement shall supemede all pror commumnications,
Tepresentations of agreeinents, either verbal or-written, among the Parties,

T4, This Apreement may be exeotted in three or more fully or partially execnted
counterpearis,. each of whieh shall be deemed 4 original binding the signer-thereof against the other
sipning. Pames butall.connterpartys together Wil consutute one gnd the same mstmment

b4

15,  ‘This Agreerderit shull be binding upon and insute to the benafit.of the Parties hereto
and theig: Tespective Suceessars: and: ass;gns The Parties: agree 10 gxetute any instruments in writing
which may be nigebssury or: proper in carrymg out-the puirposes.of this Agreement

14, This Agrecmcnt i5 fo be interpreted. undes the laws of the state of Oregon, atid any
getion ta interpret-of: enforcé o for breach of this Apréement shall be commenced only ifi Josephine

County, Orégon.
17, The Grants Pass Redevelopment Agency shall be deemed.an.intended hetieficiary of

this Agrepiment 10-the extentthat it shall benefit equally withi:-the City-as a reléasee of any obligation
that ftmight have to-the Freédmians under the Infiasirtsture- Agreement,

e



18, The Freedmians represent and warrant that they have full and complete authority to
enter info this Agreement and to bind “Fire Mountain Gems,” one of the parties to the Infrastructure
Agreement.

Fire Mouatain Gents and Beads, Inc.

By A _

3 = '.4.'-;_'~_ . N
Title: ’aza;:g 7

Freedman FMG Praperty, LLC

Chem ey
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EXHIBIT A
PREEDMAN PROPERTIES

Tax Lot901

Lot 1 of FIRE MOUNTAIN SUBDIVISION, IN THE City of Grants Pass, Tosephing Couaty,
Oregon according to the official plat thereof recardéed in Vohime 9. Page 583, Plat Records.

Tax Lot 802

Lot 2 of FIRE MOUNTAIN SUBDIVISION, IN THE City of Grants Pass; J Josephine County,
Orégon accordmg to the official plat thereo{ recorded in Volume 9 Pagé- 583 Plat Records.

Tax Lot 903

Lot 3.of FIRE. MOUNTAIN SUBDI\FISION- ]N THE Clty of Graiits Pass Jasgphine County,
rialpli ‘recoided in Volume 9 Page 583 Plat Records,

Tax Lot 904

Lot 4 of FIRE MOUNTAIN SUBDIVISION, IN THE: City of Grants Pass; Josephine County,
' Oregon apeording to the official plat thereof: recorded in Volunle 9 Page 583, Plat Records.

D

(Tax Lot 801

Commencing at'a paint on the Bast Ima of Mill Strest and the North.right of way line of the
Southern Pacific Railroad in-Section 17, Towhghip : 36 South, Range 5 W sf.of the Wﬂlamette
Meridian, in Josephihe County; Orépon; thente North-00°18*: it e o
il Street a distance of §44.30 feect; ﬂlcnc;;_SQuth 89%49* East paral!e! with thc Sonith line of
*D” Btreet-a distante: 0 feet:ta the true point ofbeginning; thence North 00°1%* East

paraﬂel with said East Tine of Mill Street & distince of 150.00 feet; thence North §89°4%” West
id-South line of *I Sir stance of 110 feet; thenes-South 00°18° Weit and:

pavallel to the Bast line of Mill Street a distance of 150:00 feet; fhénce South §9°49° Esst paraliel

with the south Tine of “D% Streat 110 feetto the true point of beginning,

BXCEPTING THEREFROM; Any portion of the herem described property: bnng withifi the
boundaries of the roads and highways.

s po ot

il dbcadierray

o e~ ——_
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A mme!-‘ofjand thamd ln g SEtittisst one quarter 4 Sextn: 17;3‘0Wn$ﬁ111£6 Soutli, Haige § West

N .. Exkibie'BY
. Rell pmvertv tn the Oounty afJosephIne -State ofom_vron, desatbed as fotluws- :

. Thatbud:Of pamel of langd sftuatéd ifthe: cny of Grants Pass,lnsephﬁ\e Cmmty, Greqcm, more -

dm{bed as ﬁﬂlow;

imtngata ntnnﬂwEastlmaﬂﬂ 'Strgetaudmhﬂurﬂ'irbh‘tn“m ﬂneofth Sobtkem: .
ABﬁQT MSed: m“"m _’,‘{ " M‘ g Josdphine

ki glsta fen m&aumugmf i ot I
Ralliodd; then 65"34‘ West aloig sald Narth sight of way line of the Soithern Padﬂc‘Raﬂmad,a
dmoehfsu 15 teer to the pdink ﬂfbeg&m]ng ]

?ﬂng,avoas DESCRIFTION {per ulrve;,r prepared ﬁy‘SS&WInc. dar.ed Dcmber 15,3007 %o No. (73

rda

%ﬁaﬂam Iﬂﬁlé?ﬂiwf G;antspasssasephmcwnmamgmbemgmté partiafary

.
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City of Grants Pass

101 Northwest A Street
Grants Pass, OR 97526
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DEPARTMENT OF LAND CONSERY.
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