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TO: Subscribers to Notice of Adopted Plan
or Land Use Regulation Amendments

FROM: Mara Ulloa, Plan Amendment Program Specialist

SUBJECT: City of Medford Plan Amendment
DLCD File Number 004-06

The Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) received the attached notice of
adoption. 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: October 16, 2006

This amendment was submitted to DLCD for review 45 days 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 THAN IT WAS MAILED
TO DLCD. AS A RESULT YOUR APPEAL DEADLINE MAY BE EARLIER
THAN THE ABOVE DATE SPECIFIED.

Cc:  Gloria Gardiner, DLCD Urban Planning Specialist

John Renz, DLCD Regional Representative
Suzanne Myers, City of Medford
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THIS FORM MUST BE MAILED TO DLCD 1 s SEP 2 7 2005
WITHIN 5 WORKING DAYS AFTER THE FINAL DECISION L ,
PER ORS 197.610, OAR CHAPTER 660 - DIVISION 18 T ;;\SD CONSEHVATION
A AND DEVELOPMENT
P For DLCD Use Only
Jurisdiction: Medford A Local file number:_CP-06-118
Date of Adoption: 9/21/2006 Date Mailed:_9/22/2006
Date original Notice of Proposed Amendment was mailed to DLCD: 7/17/2006
[] Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment
[[] Land Use Regulation Amendment ] Zoning Map Amendment

[] New Land Use Regulation ] Other:

Summarize the adopted amendment. Do not use technical terms. Do not write “See Attached”.
Minor General Land Use Plan map amendment, changing the designation from

Urban Residential to Service Commercial on one parcel of .89 acres, in an SFR-4

zoningq district, located east of Corona Avenue, and approximately 283' north of

East McAndrews.

Describe how the adopted amendment differs from the proposed amendment. If it is the same, write “SAME”,
If you did not give Notice for the Proposed Amendment, write “N/A”.

SAME

Plan Map Changed from: UR . to: SC

Zone Map Changed from: NA to: NA

Location; 371W19ab1900, in central Medford Acres Involved: .89
Specify Density: Previous: SFR-4 New:_NA

Applicable Statewide Planning Goals: 1, 9, 11, 12

Was and Exception Adopted? ] YES XINO

DLCDFileNo:.  OOH-0 6 C[559 l)




Did the Department of Land Conservation and Develdpment receive a Notice of Proposed Amendment

------

Forty-five (45) days prior to first evidentiary hearing? ™ Yes ]:l No
If no, do the statewide planning goals apply? ] Yes D No
If no, did Emergency Circumstances require immediate adoption? [ ] Yes D No

Affected State or Federal Agencies, Local Governments or Special Districts:

Medford Water Commission, Rogue Valley Transit District, Medford Irrlgat:on
District, ODOT, Jackson County Planning Dept.

Local Contact: Phone: - Extension;
Address: 200 8. vy Street City: Medford, OR
Zip Code + 4: 97501-3188 " Email Address; Suzanne Myecs @ &.*Ymc Mdﬁjfd

ADOPTION SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS

This form must be mailed to DLCD within § working days after the final decision
per ORS 197.610; OAR Chapter 660 - Division 18.

1. Send this Form and TWQ (2) Copies of 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. Submit TWO (2) copies the adopted material, if copies are bounded please submit TWO (2)
complete copies of documents and maps.

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

4. Submittal of this Notice of Adoption 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 copy this form on to 8-1/2x11 green paper only; or 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.

J\paipaa\forms\form2word.doc » : revised: 7/7/2005
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City of Medford Item No.:

Meeting Date:September 7, 2006
Agenda Item Commentary Page: 1of1

SUBJECT:

Consideration of a request for a minor amendment to the General Land Use Plan Map of the
Medford Comprehensive Plan. changing the designation from Urban Residential to Service
- Commercial on one parcel totaling .89 acres, in an SFR-4 zoning district, located east of Corona
Avenue, and approximately 283’ north of East McAndrews Road.

INITIATOR:
R.A. Murphy Construction, Inc. (Craig A. Stone and Associates, Agent)

STAFF INFO. SOURCE:
Robert O. Scott, Planning Director
File No. CP-06-118

FISCAL IMPACT:
N/A

RECOMMENDATION:
The Planning Commission is forwarding a favorable recommendation to the City Council for
CP-06-118, per the Staff Report dated June 27, 2006.

BACKGROUND & KEY ISSUES:

The requested change would increase the trafﬁc load on the transportation system, but that
increase would not be substantial, as determined by the Traffic Impact Analysis. No public
facility deficiencies have been identified. Changing the designation of this site from Urban
Residential (UR) to Service Commercial (SC) will have no significant impact on the supply of
developable UR land and will provide more Service Commercial land to meet the City’s need for
this type of land in central portions of the City. If designated as Service Commercial, the subject
site will create additional employment opportunities in a central sector of the City, thus
enhancing the efficient use of urban services.

EXHIBITS:
Staff Report date June 27, 2006
Minutes of the July 13, 2006 Meeting of the Planning Commission
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STAFF REPORT
File No: ' CP-06-118  General Land Use Plan MapAmendment
. (Minor, Class “B” Quasi-judicial)
Applicant: R.A. Murphy Construction, Inc. (Craig A. Stone and Associates, Agent)
| Request: Consideration of a request for a minor amendrﬁent to the General Land Use

Plan Map of the Medford Comprehensive Plan changing the designation from
Urban Residential to Service Commercial on one parcel totaling .89 acres, in
-an SFR-4 zoning district, located east of Corona Avenue, and approximately
283’ north of East McAndrews Road.

Background

The subject property abuts a broad area with a General Land Use Plan designation of Service
Commercial (SC) which borders both sides of East McAndrews Avenue from Crater Lake Avenue
on the east to Poplar Avenue on the west Exhibits B and C). With respect to zoning, this section of
East McAndrews is sandwiched between Community Commercial {(C-C) zoning to the east and west
and abuts the Commercial, Service and Professional (C-S/P) zoning surrounding Providence
Medford Medical Center on the south (Exhibit G). Providence Medford Medical Center is currently
undergoing an expansion on the south side of East McAndrews. The hospital represents a major
employment node in Medford. Private medical and surgical offices have been built in recent years on
the northern side of East McAndrews to take advantage of proximity to the hospital. Apart from the
medical industry, there has been significant development and investment along East McAndrews, a
recent example being the construction of the McAndrews Market Place. In general, there has been a
trend towards high value commercial uses along East Mc Andrews. The Amerititle and Bank of the
Cascades buildings, on the two properties immediately south of the subject site, provide additional
evidence of that trend. ‘

Approval Criteria for Minor Cdmprehensive Plan Amendments
Medford Land Development Code Section 10.191 requires findings that address the following:

(1) Consistency with applicable Statewide Planning Goals
(2)  Consistency with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan
(3) Consistency with the applicable provisions of the Land Development Code

Section 10.192, Minor Comprehensive Plan Amendment Criteria refers one to the Review and
Amendment Section of the Comprehensive Plan text. The Comprehensive Plan text under “Map
Designations” states that amendments shall be based on seven factors, three of which are essentially

1
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the same as those above from Section 10.191. !
L A significant change in one or more Goal, Policy, or Implementation
Strategy.
2. Demonstrated need for the change to accommodate unpredicted

population trends, to satisfy urban housing needs, or to assure
adequate employment opportunities.

The orderly and economic provision of key facilities.

Maximum efficiency of land uses within the current urbanizable area.
Environment, energy, economic and social consequences.
Compatibility of the proposed change with other elements of the
Comprehensive Plan. '

7. All applicable Statewide Planning Goals.

S hRWw

Compliance with the Oregon Transportation Planning Rule is also required in addition to the above
criteria, as per OAR 660-12-060(1) Oregon Transportation Planning Rule:

Amendments to ... acknowledged comprehensive plans, ... which significantly affect a transportation
facility shall assure that allowed land uses are consistent with the identified function, capacity, and
level of service of the facility.

Findings

The applicant's Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law received May 8, 2006(Exhibit A), are, by
this reference, incorporated as a part of this report. The applicant included a thorough and detailed
discussion of the proposal relative to each of the above cited factors. Rather than repeat those here,
some related comments are offered in the Project Review section below.

Project Review

Apart from meeting the requisite criteria, there are three important issues to consider in determining
whether or not to approve this General Land Use Plan Map Amendment. They are: 1) the effect the
amendment will have on public facilities, particularly transportation facilities; 2) the effect it will
have on the supply of Service Commercial and Urban Residential land, and 3) the appropriateness of
the site for a Service Commercial designation.

1) How will this change affect public facilities, particularly transportation facilities?
The City of Medford Engineering Division requires that a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) be prepared

when a change in a Comprehensive Plan map designation creates the potential for more than 250
additional average daily trips (ADT) to be generated as a result of the proposed change.
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The Public Works Department determined that the proposed change would result in 360 4dditional
ADTs. The applicant submitted a TIA (Exhibit F), as well as additional analyses, upon request of the
Public Works Department. The traffic study showed that all intersections within the study area would
operate acceptably, with no substantial impacts to the transportation system due to the change from
UR to SC. Based on the TIA and supplemental analyses, Public Works recommended approval
without mitigation requirements.

Oregon Department of Transportation has determined that the proposed amendment is not likely to
create a significant effect on State highway facilities.

2) How will this amendment affect the supply of Service Commercial and Urban Residential Land?

- The City last inventoried and reported on vacant Service Commercial land in 2003 in “The 2001 and
2002 Year-End Report on Economic Development” published in August 2003. According to that
report, there were 11.9 acres of vacant Service Commercial properties in parcels larger than 0.99
acre.

It is instructive to review some of the information provided by the agent regarding the availability of
commercial lands as of 2006. The scarcity of vacant commercial lands in central sections of the city
is demonstrated by the Commercial Lands Analysis Map (Exhibit D). This exhibit places a General
Land Use Plan map of commercially designated lands next to a map of vacant commercial lands,
highlighting the scarcity of vacant commercial lands in central commercial areas. This
Comprehensive Plan Amendment provides needed Service Commercial land in an area where it is
scarce and along a major arterial that serves a major employment center, Providence Hospital.

The applicant’s “Urban Land Analysis” (Exhibit E) offers additional justification for the amendment
by referring to the 2003 study, “Medford Economic Market Analysis” by E.D. Hovee & Company,
which predicts a large deficit of commercial land through the year 2020. The same Hovee report also
identifies 25 target economic opportunity sectors, eight of which demand office spaces.

(Please note: The applicant submitted several professional, detailed reports, maps and analyses with
this application; these have not been attached, but they are available for review in the Planning
Department if further background is desired.)

Contrast this relative scarcity in commercial lands with the City’s most recent residential land
inventory, “2000 Year-End Report on Residential Development Activities” published in September
2001. This report estimated that there was a total of 2666 vacant and/or underutilized acres of Urban
Residential land within the Urban Growth Boundary in 2001. That report also stated that there was a
total of 3023 acres of residential land within the Urban Growth Boundary, “...adequate for at least
the next 20 years of growth based on the goals stated in the Medford Comprehensive Plan.” The
effect of this proposed amendment on the supply of Urban Residential land is minimal.

3) Is this site appropriate for the Service Commercial designation?

3
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This site is appropriate for the Service Commercial designation for several reasons. Taking a broad
view, this application represents a proposal to extend an existing and extensive Service Commercial
designation that supports the medical employment hub of Providence Medford Medical Center, as
well as other commercial uses in the area.

The designation is most appropriate for this site because it borders an area of residential uses to the
north; and is intended to limit the types of commercial activities that adjoin residential uses.

In addition, the site may be readily served with a full range of public facilities and services. It is less
than a block away from an arterial and bus route and located across from an existing health care
employment center, thus maximizing the efficient use of facilities in the city. Health care is a major
employer and growing industry in the valley.

The proposal, if approved, will support Goal 2 of the Economic Element of Medford’s
Comprehensive Plan:

Assure an adequate commercial and industrial land base to accommodate the types
and amount of economic development and growth anticipated in the future, while
encouraging efficient use of land and public facilities within the city.

On page 13 of the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law (Exhibit A), the applicant has developed
a strong case for how this change to Service Commercial is needed in order to assure adequate

employment opportunities, a component of Criterion 2 of the seven criteria used to assess GLUP
Map Amendment proposals.

If this application is approved, it will support the transition of the surrounding residential
neighborhood to further commercial uses. The parcel directly north of the subject site has a legal
non-conforming use, namely, a company that contracts paving, cement and road oiling. This
company parks construction trucks in the drive and extensive yard behind the house. There is,
nonetheless, a single-family home on the property, blending in with the overall appearance of the
residential neighborhood. The west side of Corona Avenue has a dentist’s office on the corner with
East McAndrews. To the north on Corona are single family homes and one SFR-10 development. In
staff’s opinion, the transition of this neighborhood to further commercial uses can be justified by its
proximity to Providence Medford Medical Center and the employment nexus that that represents.

Conclusion
The requested change would increase the traffic load on the transportation system, but that increase
would not be substantial, as determined by the Traffic Impact Analysis. No public facility

deficiencies have been identified. Changing the designation of this site from Urban Residential (UR)
to Service Commercial (SC) will have no significant impact on the supply of developable UR land

4
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and will provide more Service Commercial land to meet the City’s need for this type of land in
central portions of the City. If designated as Service Commercial, the subject site will create
additional employment opportunities in a central sector of the City, thus enhancing the efficient use
of urban services.

Recommended Action

- Forward a favorable recommendation to the City Council for CP-06-118 per the Staff Report dated
June 27, 2006, including:

- Exhibit A — Applicant’s Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, received May 8, 2006

Exhibit B — Applicant’s General Land Use Plan Map

Exhibit C — Assessor’s Map

Exhibit D — Commercial Lands Analysis Map

Exhibit E — Urban Land Analysis

Exhibit F --“Corona Avenue Comprehensive Plan Amendment & Zone Change, Traffic Impact
Analysis”, JRH Transportation Engineering, 12/31/06

Exhibit G ~ Vicinity Map '

Kathy Hem{er, Planner IV

Reviewed by: Su eMyers AICPélemor Planner

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA: July 13, 2006
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BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL
FOR THE CITY OF MEDFORD

JACKSON COUNTY, OREGON

IN THE MATTER OF A COMPREHENSIVE )
PLAN MAP AMENDMENT TO CHANGE )
THE MAP (GLUP) DESIGNATION FOR .89 )
ACRES OF LAND FROM URBAN ) |
RESIDENTIAL TO SERVICE ) FINDINGS OF FACT AND
COMMERCIAL FOR LAND SITUATED OFF ) : CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
CORONA AVENUE WITHIN THE )
CORPORATE LIMITS OF THECITY OF )
MEDFORD IN JACKSON COUNTY, )
OREGON )
)
)

Applicant’'s Exhibit 1

Applicant: R.A. Murphy Construction, Inc

SCOPE AND NATURE OF THE APPLICATION

Applicant, R.A. Murphy Construction Inc., seecks a minor amendment to the City of Medford
Comprehensive Plan, General Land Use Plan Map (GLUP) to change a .89 acre parcel from
its present Urban Residential designation to Service Commercial. The subject property is
located east of Corona Avenue in a transitional area between office uses designated Service
Commercial along McAndrews Road and single family residential lands to the north. If this
application is approved, applicant intends to file a zone change application with the City of
Medford to rezone the property to Commercial-Service/Professional Office (C-S/P),
consistent with the amended GLUP Map designation. Thereafter, applicant intends to
construct professional offices similar to those that exist immediately to the south of the
subject property.

RECEIVED
CITY OF MEDFORD 4AY
BT g [AY 0 8 2006
Fle# CP-0OL-11 % BLANNING DEET,

‘Craig A. Stone & Associates, Ltd. Page 1 of 23
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and will provide more Service Commercial land to meet the City’s need for this type of land in
central portions of the City. If deslgnated as Service Commercial, the subject site will create

additional employment opportumtles in a central sector of the City, thus enhancing the efficient.use '
of urban services.

Recommended Action

Forward a favorable reeomn}eﬁdation to the City Council for CP-06-118 per the Staff Report dated
June 27, 2006, including:

Exhibit A — Applicant’s Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, recelved May 8, 2006
Exhibit B — Applicant’s General Land Use Plan Map '
Exhibit C — Assessor’s Map

.Exhibit D — Commercial Lands Analysis Map s
Exhibit E — Urban Land Analysis

Exhibit F --“Corona Avenue Comprehensive Plan Amendment & Zone Change, Traffic Impact
_ Analysis”, JRH Transportation Engmeermg, 12/31/06
Exhibit G ~ Vicinity Map | N

Kathy Heh'Jer, Planner IV

. Reviewed by: Su eMyers AICP nior Planner

~

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA: July 13, 2006
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EVIDENCE SUBMITTED WITH APPLICATION

The following evidence was submitted with the application:

Exhibit 1. The proposed findings of fact and conclusions of law, demonstrating how the
map amendment application complies with the applicable substantive criteria

Exhibit 2. Urban Land Analysis |
Exhibit 3. Current Comprehensive Plan Map depicting the subject property
- Exhibit 4. Cu;'rent City zoning map depictirng the subject property

Exhibit 5. Commercial Lands Analysis Map

Exhibit 6. Industrial Lands Analysis Map

Exhibit 7. Site Photos and Photo Key Map

Exhibit 8, Assessor plat map (37-1W-19AB) which :map-contains and depicts the subiect
property ' -

Exhibit 9. Aerial Photo Map
Exhibit 10. Medford Economic Opportunities Analysis (Hovee 2003)

Exhibit 11. Goal 9 Supplement — (Hovee 2004)

Exhibit 12. Regional Profile Industry Employment in Region 8, Oregon Employment
Department

Exhibit 13. Medford Water Commission Map

Exhibit .14. Storm Drainage Master Plan for this area (City of Medford 1996)
Exhibit 15. Sewage Collection Master Plan for this area {City of Medford 2005)
Exhibit 16. Traffic Impact Analysis, JRH Transportation Engineering

Exhibit 17. Completed application form and power of attorney

Craig A. Stone & Associates, Ltd. Page 2 of 23




, .
Findings of Fact and lusions of Law ' . o ' -
Comprehensive Plan M| endment Application: R. A, Murphy ’ruction Inc, Applicant .

| 20.10, Page8 -

\» APPLICABLE SUBSTANTIVE CRITERIA

The applicable substantive approval criteria of the City of Medford and State of Oregon
which governs the amendment of comprehensive plan map designations, is contained in the
Medford Land Development Ordinance (MLDC), the Review and Amendments section of
the Medford Comprehensjve Plan and in Oregon Administrative Rules at Chapter 660,
Division 012, Section 0060 — OAR 660-012-0060. The same are set forth below and in

-Section V, herein, where each is followed by the conclusions of law and ultimate conclusions
of the City Council (“Council™). ' : |

MEDFORD LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE (MLDC) '
Section 10.191(2)

(2) Wiitten findings which address the following:
(a) Consistency with applicable Statewide Planning Goals.
{b) Consistency with the goa'ils and policies of the Comprehén'§ive Plan.

. | ' ' '
(c) Consistency with the applicable provisions of the Land Development Code.”

V MEDFORD COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
_Review and Amendments Segtion’ .

(1) A significant change in one or more Goal, Policy", or Implementation Strategy.

(2) A Demonstrated need for the change to accommodate unpredicted population trends, to salisfy urban
housing needs, or to assure adequate employment opportunities.

(3) The orderly and economic provision of key public facilities *
(4) The Maximum efficiency of land uses within the current urbanizable area.
{(5) The Environmental, energy, economic and social (ESEE) consequences.

(8) The Compatibility of the propdsed change with other elements of the Comprehensive Plan.

{7) All applicable Statewide Planning Goals.

! Provisions in the comprehensive plan Review and Amendments section sets forth additional criteria for amending

comprehensive plan map designations. The Review and Amendments section of the plan prefaces the seven amendment
criteria with the following language:

“While all of the criteria may not apply to each proposed amendment, all must be considered when
developing substantive findings supporting final action on the amendment, and those criteria which are
applicable must be identified and distinguished from those which are not.”

Craig A. Stone & Associates, Ltd. Page 3 of 23
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Comprehensive Plan M; mendment Application: R. A Murphy ‘truction Inc, Appl_icant

. | 20.10, Page 9

'

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

OAR 660-12-060: Plan and Land Usg Regulation Amendmpntﬁ
R ' o
(1) Amendments to functlonal plans, acknowledged comprehenswe p1ans and land use regulatlons which -
significantly affect a transportation facility shail assure that allowed land uses are consistent with the
identified function, capacity, and performance standards (e.g. level of service, volume fo capacity ratio, etc.)
of the facility. This shall be accomplished by either:

(a) Limiting allowed land uses to be consistent with the planned function, capacity and performance
standards of the transportation facility;

(b} Amending the TSP to provide transportation facilities adequate to support the proposed land uses

consistent with the requirements of this division; \

(c) Altering land use designations, densities, or design requarements to reduce demand for automobile ‘
travel and meet travel needs through other modes; or, i

(d) Amending the TSP to modify the planned function, capacily and performance standards, as needed, to
accept greater motor vehicle congestion to promote mixed use, pedestrian friendly development where
muitimodal travel choices are provided.

{2) A plan or land use regulation amendment significantly affects a transportation faciity if it:

(a) Changes the functional classification of an existing or planned transportation facitity;

. ' . 1 1

(b) Changes standards implémeming functional classification system;

(c) Allows types or Ievels of land uses which would result in levels of travel or access WhICh are
inconsistent with the functlonal classification of a transportatson fadility; or

(d) Would reduce the performance standards of the facility be!ow the minimum acceptable level identified
in the TSP.

"

Craig A. Stone & Associates, Ltd. Page 4 of 23
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Comprehensive Plan endment Application: R. A. Murphy uction In¢, Applicant
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v

. FINDINGS OF FACT

The City Council reaches the following findings of fact and finds them to be true with respect
to this matter:

1. Existing Land Use: Presently the subject property is developed with a personal
residence and detached garage. The remainder of the property is vacant and unused.

2. Description, Size, and Ownership of the Subject Properties: The subject property
consists of .89 acres and is owned by Carole A. Walters

3. Proposed Land Use: Proposed uses would be consistent with the Commercial - Service
Professional Office (C-S/P) zoning designation. The property is intended as a site for
professional offices.

4. Service Commercial Land Demand and Supply: The analysis and findings contained
in the Hovee Market Analysis, Hovee Goal 9 Supplement, and the Urban Land Analysis
are herewith incorporated and adopted as facts sufficient to demonstrate a shortage of
land suitable for uses that support target employment opportunities permitted.in the

" Service Commercial district and that this shortage is especially acute in the centrally
located portions of the City. '

5. Existing and Proposed Zoning and Plan Map Designation: The subject property is
presently covered by an Urban Residential GLUP Map designation. The current Urban
Residential GLUP Map designation was applied, and has persisted, at the time of the
City’s original GLUP Map and Comprehensive Plan acknowledgement by the State of

~ Oregon in the 1970‘s. The property is zoned Single Family Residential — 4 Dwelling
Units per acre (SFR-4). The SFR-4 zone corresponds to the Urban Residential map
designation. Applicant proposes a Commercial — Service/Professional Office GLUP Map
designation. Applicant hereby testifies to his intention to seek a change of zone from
SFR-4 to Commercial —~ Service/Professional Office (C-S/P) upon approval of this
comprehensive plan map amendment.

6. Surrounding Land Uses: The zoning map accurately depicts the pattern of land
partitioning and development in the surrounding area. See, Exhibit 4. Existing land uses
which presently surround the properties are:

A. North: Lands to the north are zoned SFR-4 and are predominantly developed with
single-family residences. The two parcels immediately to the north are Tax Lots 1700
and 1800. These parcels are potentially redevelopable because they are under
common ownership and they have a ratio of improvements to assessed value of .30.

Craig A. Stone & Associates, Lid. ' Page 5 of 23




Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law ' ' :
Comprehensive Plan mendment Application: R. A Murphy‘truction Inc, Applicant
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Immediately to the northeast is a vacant 1.17 acre parcel. These parcels contain some

sort of non-conforming pre-existing use on a portlon of the site that appears industrial
in nature.

.lI [ I".
1 ' '

B. South: Land to the south is owned by applicant, zoned C-S/P and is developed w1th a
multi story structure which is designed and used as professional offices. This area
+fronts on McAndrews Road '

C. East: Land to the east is zoned SFR-4. Tax Lot 2100 is developed with a single-
family residence. This parcel has redevelopment potential based upon the fact that
~ the assessed land value is almost 3 times the assessed improvement value. Tax Lot
2100 is adjacent to the Service Commercial GLUP Map designation to the south.
Lands to the northeast are developed with single-family dwellings. i
D. West: Land o the west is zoned SFR-4 and developed with single-family residences.
Immediately across Corona is Tax Lot 2300 which is potentially redevelopable and
abuts Service Commercial lands on two sides. Lands to the northwest contain single
family residences

P

7. Topography: The subject property is generally ﬂat and drams the property from east to
west with less than a one percent slope.

8. Wetlands The City of Medford’s Wetland Inventory does not indicate the existence of
any jurisdictional wetlands on the subject property. .

9. Essential (Category. A) Public Facilities: The comprehensive plan defines Category A
public facilities as follows: (1) Sanitary sewage collection and treatment; (2) Storm
Drainage; (3) Water Service; (4) Transportation Facilities. The following Category A
public facilities are available to the subject property:

A. Sanitary Sewer Service (Collection): The subject property is presently served by an
‘existing 8-inch sewer line in the right-of-way on the east side of Corona Avenue,
which is directed to 8-inch lines within the right-of-way of East McAndrews Road
and Grand Avenue. These lines channel sewerage from east to west and connect to
an existing 18-inch line within the right-of-way of Biddle Road. Sewerage waste from
the Biddle Road line flows north, with eventual discharge into the Bear Creek
Interceptor sewer. The City of Medford recently completed the engineering for a
storm drainage master plan, but this plan has not yet been incorporated into the City’s
Comprehensive Plan. The subject property is located on the boundary of two
collection drainage areas. The plan does not identify any sanitary sewage system
deficiencies for the subject drainage system now or in the future for the collection
system immediately to the south of the subject property. Applicant will stipulate to a
condition of approval requiring redevelopment of the site to connect to the sanitary
sewer collection system to the south of the subject property if this is recommended by
the Public Works Department.
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Sanitary Sewer Service (Treatment): According to Jim Hill of the Medford
' Engineering Department, sewage wastewater collected and transported by the Bear
Creek Interceptor is treated at the Medford Regional Water Reclamation Plant. Mr.
-Hill serves as the principal staff person in charge of operations at the regional plant,
which is located near Bybee Bridge whére Table Rock Road crosses the Rogue River.’
The plant serves the Bear Creek Valley Sanitary Authority (BCVSA) and the cities of
Central Point, Jacksonville, Medford, Phoenix and Eagle Point. A portion of the
service charges levied on customers is allocated to treatment costs. The Regional Rate
Committee as established in the September 23, 1985 Regional Sewer Agreement is
authorized to set treatment charges and rates for the regional system. The Regional
- Rate Committee reviews the charges and rate structures annually, and rate adjustments
are made as necessary. Systems development charges are allocated to plant expansion.
Monthly, service charges levied on customers are allocated to treatment costs,
equipment repair and replacement, and plant upgrades to meet changing regulations.

The Vern Thorpe Regional Water Reclamation Facility, more commonly know as the
Medford Regional Water Reclamation Facility (RWRF), was built in 1970 by the City
of Medford as a regional facility to treat sewage from the cities of Central Point,

. Jacksonville, Medford, Phoenix, Talent and rural areas of Jackson County served by
Rogue Valley Sewer Service (RVSS). The original RWRF capacity was 10 mllhon
gallons per day (MGD) average dry weather flow .
RWRF capacity was doubled between 1980 and 1990 through several incremental
expansions. In 1992 the RWRF was permitted for a 20 MGD average 'dry weather
flow, and 60 MGD wet weather flow. Subsequent to 1992 several more projects haye
been constructed to improve plant operatmg reliability, energy efficiency, and bio-
solids handling capabilities, as well as increase the reliable wet weather flow handlmg
capacity to 80 MGD.

The average daily influent flow for 2004 was 15.7 mgd, an increase from 13.2 mgd in
1988 and 14.1 mgd in 1994. Based upon population forecasting information received
from member agencies, RWRF consultant West Yost & Associates projected in its
November, 2000 RWRF Facilities Plan that the ultimate population to be served by
the regional plant is estimated to be 190,000.

B. Water Distribution Lines: There is an existing 6-inch water line in the right-of-way
Corona Avenue which extends north off a 20-inch water line in the East McAndrews
Road right-of-way. The existing single-family dwelling is presently connected to and
is receiving service from the public water system. Representatives of the Medford
Water Utility have advised applicants’ representatives the low level pressure system
provides fair water pressure at 66 PSI which is sufficient for the proposed plan map
designation and that the use, size and design of the water system in'the area is
sufficient to provide service to the subject property commensurate with the proposed

~plan map designation. Water service to the subject property is consistent with the
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City of Medford Water System Plan as set forth in Table B of the Public Facilities
" Element. ' '

‘Water Supply: According to Medford Water Commission’s System Operations
Report for 2004, the MWC water system supplied a population of +117,000.. Peak
demands reach 50 million gallons per day (MGD) during the summer months. The
present source and distribution system has an existing capacity of 71.4 MGD. There
is an additional water source capability of 15 MGD available. Plans for providing
adequate water treatment capacity for the subject property and community as a whole

is in the City of Medford Water System Plan as set forth in Table B of the Public
* Facilities Element.

C. Storm Drainage: Figure 4.3.1 of the Drainage Master Plan indicates that the subject
property'is situated in an area that ultimate site design and grading will allow the site
to drain to one of two drainage systems within the Bear Creek East drainage basin.
One of the drainage systems runs through the McAndrews Road right-of-way and the
other is located along Grand Avenue and utilizes the Morrow Road right-of-way. The
Master Plan indicates downstream facilities are adequate for the McAndrews system,

- denoted on the plan as the BE7 series system. The Master Plan indicates downstream
facilities for the Grand-Morrow system are inadéquate, denoted on the plan as the
BE3 series system. For this reason, Applicant will stipulate to site design and grading
that will collect and discharge all storm drainage discharge emanating from the site to
the BE3 series drainage system located ih McAndrews Road right-6f-way.
Representatives of the Medford Public Works Department have advised agents of the
applicant that the storm drainage system, which will serve the subject property is
adequate in condition and capacity to accommodate the proposed GLUP map
designation, but that the facility adequacy test applied at the time of future zone
change may require on-site detention. At the time of zone change, applicant will
accept reasonable conditions requiring on-site stormwater detention and compliance
with NPDES Phase II discharge requirements applicable to the site. The
Comprehensive Medford Area Drainage Master Plan (1996) has been adopted by the
City as a part of the comprehensive plan. The direct discharge of storm waters to Bear

Creek is consistent with the Comprehensive Medford Area Drainage Master Plan,
(1996).

D. Streets: The Council reaches the following findings of fact with respect to streets and
traffic:

Access: The subject property will gain access along the 83.31 feet of frontage on
Corona Avenue. As a matter of site planning code, cross access to the existing office
uses to the south will likely be required. Applicant controls both parcels and has no
objection to such cross-access easements. '

Street Classification: East McAndrews is classified by the Medford Comprehensive
Plan as major arterial street. Corona Avenue is classified by the Medford
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Comprehensive Plan as a local street and is constructed to the Commercial Street
standard along the Commercial portions of Corona. See, Medford Transportation
System Plan (Functional Classifications Map). : ' i

S V.. . DR . .
Roadway Improvements: McAndrews Road is a five-lane city arterial street with four '
travel lanes and a center turn lane. There are concrete curbs, gutters and sidewalks
along both sides of McAndrews Road. Corona Avenue is a paved residential street,
'with curb, gutter and sidewalks along the portions improved with '‘commercial uses.
The portions of Corona Avenue developed with residential uses have open ditch
drainage and no curbs or sidewalks. From its intersection with East McAndrews
Road and north 150 feet, Corona Avenue has been widened, and with re-stripping,
will have three lanes that will include two travel lanes and a turn lane.

Existing Traffic Loading: Figure 2 of the Transportation Impact Analysis depicts the
existing traffic loading in the area by turning movement. These traffic volumes were
based on Counts provided by the City of Medford Public Works Department to
Applicant’s traffic engineer. These Counts were seasonally adjusted to reflect typical
weekday pm peak hour flows during the peak travel demand times of the year.

Trip_Generation: ,The standard reference uséd by Medford to estimate traffic in
connection with différent types of potential land uses is the Trip Genera?uon (Institute
of Transportation Engmcers, 5th edmon) publlcatlon Under a Commercial GLUP
map designation, the maximum lot coverage is 15,507 square feet, based on 20%
developed as parking and 40% developed with structures®. The source reference, Trip
Generation, classifies General Office Buildings—ITE Category 710—and estimates
vehicle trips based on the size of the office building. Office buildings having 10,000
square feet of leasable area produce traffic at the rate of 24.60 ADT per each 1,000
square feet. The actual size of a potential office building that would occupy the
subject property is to be 12,000 square feet of leasable floor area.

~ If built to the maximum allowable build out of 15,507 square foot, the trip generation
rate of 24.60 ADT per each 1,000 square feet would produce approximately 381
ADT. The proposed 12,000 square foot office building will produce approximately
295 ADT.

The City of Medford applies a per acre trip generation rate for Service Commercial
land uses that is roughly based on ITE estimates for purposes of evaluating worst-case
transportation impacts associated with a proposed land use change. The City’s trip
generation rate is substantially greater than that discussed in the above paragraphs and

2 MLDC 10.706 Maximum lot coverage calculation. “The maximum lot coverage shall be determined by
multiplying the lot area by the zoning district coverage factor (the percent of the lot area that may be covered by
structures): Formula MC = LA(cf) where: MC = Maximum coverage (in sq. ft.), LA = Lot area (in sq. ft.) cf =
coverage factor.”
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it was this higher and more consetvative rate that was used by Applicant’s expert
traffic engineer Kim Parducci in her evaluation of potential transportation impacts.

Transportation” Impact, ‘Analysis: ‘Applicant engaged expert traffic engineer Kim
Parducci to evaluate transportation impacts of the proposed land use change. Even
when employing the City’s conservative trip generation rates, the analysis found that
+ the City’s LOS D standard will not be exceeded for any City intersection within the
study area identified pursuant to MLDC 10.461, See Exhibit 16.
Police and Fire Protection: The property is served by the Medford Police Department and
‘Medford City Fire Department. Emergency response 1o the property for fire is estimated at
approximately five (5) minutes.

Schools: The property is served by Medford School District 549-C. A change in the property

_from Urban Residential to Commercial will not negatively impacts Medford schools because
as Commercial land, no additional school age children will result from the amendment.
Ultimate Commercial development of the property will produce additional property tax
revenue, which will be u§ed in part, to support local public schools.
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CONCLUS!ONS OF LAW

The Czty Council reaches the following conc]usrons of law with respect to this matter:

Proceafura:l Review Type; Nature of the Amendment

The comprehensive plan Review and Amendments section characterizes major and mmor
amendments as follows:

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

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

Moreover, MLDC 10.190 provides: '

“A-minor revision to the Comprehenswe Plan is one typically focused on specific individual propertles
and therefore considered quasi-judicial.” : . _— o

Based upon the evidence and the below conclusions of law, the Medford City Council
(“Council”) concludes that the GLUP map change will not result in the production of any
additional traffic nor impacts which are beyond the immediate area of the change. As such,
the Council concludes that the impacts will not be either widespread or significant, nor
(amounting to less than one acre under a single ownership) will the change affect either a
large area or many different ownerships. Therefore, the Council concludes that the change is
not a major amendment. Instead, the Council concludes that the change is minor because it
will not produce significant effects beyond the immediate area. Moreover, the change is
supported by and based upon the findings of fact and conclusions of law herein, which the
Council concludes is information that serves as the factual basis, which supports a public
need and justification for the change. More specifically, the change is supported by the
inventory of commercial lands which the Council also concludes, will serve as the factual
basis in support of the proposed change. Moreover, the Council concludes that the change is
minor because, consistent with MLDC 10.190, the subject change is focused on a specific
property and, therefore, is considered quasi-judicial. Therefore, the Council ultimately
concludes that the proposal is a Minor Amendment and has considered the change on that
basis and upon the approval criteria appertaining to Minor Map Amendments.

Craig A. Stone & Associates, Ltd. | Page 11 of 23



Findings of Fact and Gonclusions of Law
Comprehensive Plan mendment Application: R. A. Murphy.struction Inc, Applicant

ANIN D

zZUTu;Tage 17

As earlier noted, the seven criteria within the Review and Amendments section of the
comprehensive plan are prefaced with the following language, which clearly establish
alternative tests prerequisite to an affirmative decision:

‘“While all of the criteria may not apply to each proposed émendment, all must be
considered when developing substantive supporting final action on the amendment,

and those criteria which are applicable must be identified and distinguished from -
those which are not.”

The Council interprets the above language to mean that not all criteria may apply to any
given application, but all must be considered. The Council further understands that if it finds
that some of the criteria do not apply it must explain why. The criteria listed in the
Comprehensive Plan Review and Amendments section which pertain to changes in map
designations aré

‘Criterion 1
and
Criterion 2

1} A significant change in one or more Goal, Policy, or Irﬁplementation Strategy.

4

2) Demonstrated need for the change to accommodate unpredicted population trends, to satlsfy urban
housing needs, or to assure adequate employment opportunl'ues '

Conclusions of Law (Criterion 1): The Council concludes that both criteria are apphcable
As to Criterion 1, in 1994, Medford adopted a new Comprehenswe Plan Economxc Element
that sets forth the following goal, which the Council deems to be 51gn1ﬁcant

Goal 2: Assure an adequate commercial and industrial land base to accommodate the types and amount of

economic development and growth anticipated in the future, while encouraging efficient use of land and
public facilities within the city.

Above Goal 2 requires an adequate commercial land base to accommodate the future
(various) types and amount of anticipated economic growth and development. Based upon
the evidence and analyses in Exhibits 2-6 and 10-12, the Council concludes that there does
not presently exist, an adequate supply of well situated service commercial land to
accommodate the community’s current and future needs. Based upon the evidence, the
Council concludes that the following exist as characteristics of the existing service
commercial land supply and limitations thereof:

* There is a constrained supply of vacant lands under current designations available for
service commercial development in centrally located portions of the City>. -

3 Urban Land Analysis Table 2 indicates the consumption of approximately 40 acres of commercial and service
commercial lands in centraily located MATS cells 1,3,6 and 17 from 1993 to the present. Urban Land Analysis
Table 7 indicates there are less than 11 acres of vacant commercial and service commercial designations for .
parcels one acre or larger that are located at least a mile from the UGB.
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1

» Land Values for vacant and developable service commercial lands are high when
compared to other employment land categories, indicating a constrained supply®. '

CE [ . (AR

» The subject parcel is located in a central portion of the City that is presently served by
urban public facilities and is well situated to serve demands for office space for several
employment categories for which Medford is expected to have a comparative advantage
over the planning horizon.

Based upon the findings, of fact in Section IV and foregoing conclusions of law, the Council

“concludes that supply of additional land planned Service Commercial on the GLUP map in a

central portion of the City will serve the Cities’ Plan Economic Element Goal 2.

Conclusions of Law (Criterion 2): Based on the evidence presented in Exhibits 2-6 and 10-
12, the Council concludes there is demonstrated need for the change to, assure adequate
employment opportunities as follows:

1. City’s Service Commercial and Commercial land base serves as the foundation for the
production of retail, financial and professxonal employment and employment
opportunities within the community _

2. The City’s non-manufacturing trade and service sectors have increased. in employment
market share, as -evidenced 'by the-Hovee Market Analysis. This analys1s indicates that
this trend is expected to ¢ontinue over a twenty-year planmng horizon®.

3. The subject parcel isl located in a central portion.of the City that is well situated to serve
demands for office space for several employment categories for which Medford is
expected to have a comparative advantage over the planning horizon®,

4. The site is adjacent to an existing office park that has been developed over the last five
~years and will extend this efficient development pattern.

5. While the proposal will not satisfy urban housing needs, based on the findings of fact, the
Council concludes that the subject property is sufficiently small that it will also not be
detrimental to the supply of land for housing opportunities within the community.

4 See Table 6 in the Urban Land Analysis. This table indicates that value per acre, for vacant service
commercial lands .25 acres or larger, is over $100,000 per acre more expensive when compared to the
Commercial, General Industrial, and Heavy Industrial GLUP Map designations.

5 See Figures 22 and 23 where many of the identified target industry opportunities are non-manufacturing trade
and service sectors,

¢ See Urban Land Analysis site suitability and amenities Table 1 for Target Industry Opportunities.
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Criterion 3

:’;) The'orderly and economic provision,of key public facilities.

Conclusions of Law: Conclusions of Law: The City Council concludes that Criterion 3
applies to this proposed GLUP amendment but in a somewhat limited way. This GLUP
amendment does not have as its purpose or objective the provision of public facilities,
although it will result in the delivery of key public facilities improvements. Based upon the
findings of fact in Section IV above and analyses of public facilities in Exhibits 13-16, the
City Council concludes as follows:

1. The subject property is located in an older area of Medford which is already supplied
with a full range of key public facilities which include: public sanitary sewer and water,
urban storm drainage, state and municipal streets and highways. The evidence shows that
all key public facilities either now exist or will be assured in sufficient condition and
capacity to serve the subject property at the time of development. ’

2. Regarding streets and transportation, the Council concludes that the Transportation
Impact analysis in Exhibit 16 demonstrates that adequate transportation facilities exist

and that the proposed land use change can be accommodated in accordance' with
Medford’s LOS D standard. o

3. Overall, the Council finds and concludes that this property is located in a portion of

Medford where key public facilities exist or can be provided in an orderly and economic
manner. : :
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Criterion 4

4) Maximum efficiency of land uses within the current urbanizable area.

Conclusions of Law: The Council concludes that Criterion 4 is applicable. Based on the
findings and facts, the Council finds that if the GLUP Map designation is changed as
proposed and the subject property redevelops for professional office uses, the Council
concludes this change will support the highest, best and most appropriate use for the subject
property. Additionally redevelopment of the subject property will maximize the use of
existing public facilities and services by intensifying urbanization within a central portion of
the community, rather than forcing the same to the community’s periphery. Therefore, the
Council concludes that the change is consistent with the requirements of Criterion 4.
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Criterion §' !
L [ | , Voo
§) Environmental, energy, economic and social consequences.

Discussion; Conclusions of Law: The Council concludes that the plan amendment, in itself,
will ‘'not produce consequences of any kirdd. Potential consequences will .be realized at the
time of new development. For new development to occur the property, commensurate with a
Service Commercial GLUP Map designation, the property must first be rezoned to C-S/P and
“an application for Site Plan and Architectural Review must be approved by and through the
City of Medford. Through the zone change and Site Plan and Architectural Review
processes, applicant’s property will be made to comply with prov1s10ns of the comprehensive
plan and MLDC, which deal with issues connected with the potential for environmental,
social, economic and energy (ESEE) consequences. The Council considers below the

anticipated ESEE consequences, which will result from the map amendment and concludes
as follows:

Environmental Consequ ences: The env1ronmental consequences expected to occur with
the proposed GLUP map -amendment are assomated with automobile traffic related
airborne pollutants. While additional traffic will be generated at this sﬁe‘ beyond_that
which would be possible under the prevailing GLUP Map designation and zoning district,
the land use change will support increased employment densities in a céntral portion of
the City. Increasing émployment densities. in‘'a central portion of the City has the
potential to make alternative transportation options viable and support higher' density
residential areas that can be expected to reduce’ Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) and
corresponding emissions levels. The Council also concludes that other environmental
consequences, including water pollution, will likewise be equivalent and unchanged in
comparison to the existing Urban Residential GLUP Map designation because the same
storm water quality discharge requirements apply. Therefore, the Council concludes that

the environmental consequences expected from the approval of this application, has been
assessed and will be minimal,

Social Consequences: There exists many commercial developments in the immediate
vicinity of the subject property and the Council anticipates and concludes there will be
limited or no adverse social consequences from the proposed amendment. Moreover, the
Council concludes that increased land supply for employment in this central location
support the Medford’s social goals for a gainfully employed citizenry.

Economic Consequences: The proposed change will contribute to the economic vitality
of the community by providing the opportunity for land to be developed with uses for
which there is demand. Moreover, based upon the evidence, the proposed change will
provide land to accommodate some of the fastest growing segments of the local and
regional economies. Medford is the regional trade and service center, and thus adding
Service Commercial land in this location will support opportunities for employment and
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economic expansion commensurate with the Comprehensive Plan. In all ways, the

Council concludes that the economic consequences that result from this change will be
positive.
o, V., ., [

[N | ‘ ' ' ! !

Energy Consequences " The energy 'consequences are v1rtua11y the same as those lls‘ted
above under environmental consequences, but instead of air contaminant discharges the
energy consequences relate to energy consumption. The Council concludes that the
energy consequences are likely to be reduced by increasing employment densities in a

central portion of the City that can support alternative transportation and VMT
reductions. :

Silmmary Conclusions: The Council concludes that Criterion 5 'is applicable. Based on
the foregoing findings of fact and conclusions of law, the Council also concludes that it
has appropriately considered the environmental, social, economic and energy

consequences connected with the proposed GLUP, map amendment and has found net
consequences to be positive.
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. Criteria 6A and 6B

]
6)(A) Compatibility of tﬁe proposed change with other elements of the City Comprehensive Pian.

and . . "

6)(B) Consistency with the goals ahd policies of the Comprehensive Plan. MLDC 10.191{2)(b)
Discussion; Conclusions: The Council concludes that the criteria are applicable and that the

term, “other elements of the Comprehensive Plan,” as used in Criterion 6(A), are the Plan’s
goals and policies.

The fact that the Review and Amendments section of the comprehensive plan requires map
amendments to comply with the Comprehensive Plan does not serve to make all goals and
policies decisional criteria. See, 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. The court further held that a determination of whether
particular plan policies are approval criteria must be based on the language used in the
policies and the context in which the policies appear. The Council believes, and we
conclude, that only the goals and policies of the comprehensive plan listed below may be
properly construed as independent approval criteria under Bennett v. City of Dallas. 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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Environmental Element

Natural Resources — Water Quality, Wetlands, and Wildlife Habitat f

~ [Goal 5] Policy 5§ B (3): Require the use of natural waterways for storm drainage wherever pos51b!e to
decrease flow speed and increase filtering prior to runoff entering a primary waterway. '

Conclusions of Law: Based upon the evidence, the Council concludes that no natural
waterways exist within the boundaries of the subject property that could be used for storm
drainage.” Storm .waters emanating on the property will be collected, detained and
discharged into one of the two existing storm drain facilities available in the area based upon
recommendations of the Public Works Department.

Economic Elemeht

[Goal 2] Policy-1: Maintain at least a five-year supply of commercial land within the city that is curfently served
or readily serviceable with a full range of urban public facilities and services.

Conclusions of Law: Based upon the Urban Land Analysis in Exhibit 2, the City Council
concludes:

1. There are multiple indicators that the supply of vacant service commercial land in central
portions of Medford and in areas well suited for ofﬁce development patterns (as
explained in the Urban Land Analysis) is highly contrained®.

2. The Council concludes that Economic Element Goal 2, Policy 1 requires. the .City to,
“maintain at least a five-year supply of commercial land within the City that is currently
served or readily serviceable with a full range of urban public facilities and services.”
(emphasis added) While the Council does not know precisely what quantitatively
constitutes a five-year supply of commercial land, it also concludes that Economic
Element Goal 2, Policy 1 does not say or imply that no more than a five-year supply can
be provided. Based upon the evidence that the commercial supply is constrained, the
Council concludes that it is necessary and appropriate to make additional service
commercial land available and the same is accomplished by the GLUP Map amendment
here proposed.

7 Within the meaning of this policy, the Council does not construe natural waterways to include irrigation canals,
because irrigation canals are man-made and engineered for a specific purpose that is not storm water
conveyance and/or management.

® See Urban Land Analysis Table 2 that indicates the consumption of approximately 40 acres of commercial and
service commercial lands in centrally located MATS cells 1,3,6 and 17 from 1993 to the present. Urban Land
Analysis Table 7 indicates there are less than 11 acres of vacant commercial and service commercial
designations for parcels one acre or larger and located at least a mile from the UGB. See Table 6 in the Urban
Land Analysis indicates that value per acre, for vacant service commercial Jands .25 acres or larger, is over
$100,000 per acre more expensive when compared to the Commercial, General Industrial, and Heavy Industrial
GLUP Map designations.
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Based upon the foregoing findings of fact and conclusions of law, the City Council concludes
that approval of this application will help to ensure the maintenance of at least a five-year
supply of service commercial land." The Council also concludes, based upon Exhibits 13-16
and the findings of fact in Section IV that portions of the subject property intended to have a
Service Commercial GLUP Map designation are currently served or readily serviceable with
a full range of urban public facilities and services. Therefore, the Council concludes that this

GLUP Map amendment is consistent with the requirements of Economic Element Goal 2,
Policy 1.

Public Facilities Element : ‘ '
General Section

4
L.

Goal 2: To assure-that land use plan designations and the development approval process rernaln cons:stent
with the abmty to provide adequate levels of essential public facilities and services.

Policy 2-A. [Limited Service Area Language Omitted] “Timely provision of essential urban facilities and
services” shall mean that such services can be provided in adequate condition and capacity prior to or
"~ concurrent with development of the subject area. "Essential urban facilities and services” shall mean sanitary
sewers, water systems, stormwater management facilities, and transportation facilities. A determination of
minimum adequate service levels for essential urban facilities and services shall be based on the following:

4

Sanitary Sewers: Sufficient to serve any proposed development consistent with the General Land Use Plan
{GLUP) map designation. Sanitary sewer facilities shall be considered adequate if they are conmstent with the
adopted sewer plan document, as interpreted by the City Engineer. ' :

ngestic Water: Sufficient to serve any proposed development with a pernianent urban domestic water
system capable of supplying minimum pressure and volume for projected domestic and fire' control needs
consistent with the General Land Use Plan (GLUP) designation. Water facilities shall be considered adequate if

they are consistent with the adopted water system plan document as determined by the Water Commlss!on-
Manager.

Storm Drainage Facilities: Sufficient to serve any proposed development Eonsistent with the General Land
Use Plan GLUP Map designation. Stormwater management facilities shall be considered adequate if they are
consistent with the adopted drainage plan document, as interpreted by the City Engineer.

Conclusions of Law: The City Council herewith incorporates and adopts as evidence
Exhibits 13-16 herecinabove and the written testimony of the Medford Public Works
Department and based upon this substantial evidence the Council concludes:

1. Sanitary Sewers: Sanitary sewer service to the property can and will be supplied at
" adequate levels and in a timely way to serve this proposed development consistent with
the proposed GLUP Map designations. The Council further finds that the delivery of
sanitary sewer service to the property can be provided consistent with Medford’s recently
completed sanitary sewer master plan.

2. Domestic Water: Domestic water service to the property can and will be supplied to the
property at levels and in a timely way that are adequate, sufficient and timely and will
supply minimum pressure and volume for projected domestic and fire control needs
consistent with the General Land Use Plan (GLUP) designation and consistent with the
most current adopted water system plan document and the same has been determined by

Craig A. Stone & Associatses, Ltd. Page 18 of 23
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Medford Water Commission Engineer; Eric Johnson, as designee of the Medford Water
_Commission Manager.
o ' |
3. Storm Drainage. Facllltles Storm drainage, facilities can and will be supplied at

adequate levels and' in a timely way to serve this proposed development consistent with
the proposed GLUP Map designations and consistent with the most current adopted storm
drainage facility plan document (the City of Medford Stormwater Management Plan) as
interpreted by the City Engineer.

Based upon the foregoing findings of fact and conclusions of law, the City Council concludes

‘that the application is consistent with the requirements of plan Pubhe Facilities and Services
Element Goal 2, Policy 2-A.,

General Land Use Plan Element
GLUP Map Designations

Service Commercial. This designation permits offices, medical facilities, and other limited service oriented
businesses as well as residential development under certain eircumsiances. This demgnaﬂon may be located
adjacent to residential designations. The corresponding zonmg district permitted in this designatjon is the C-S/P
(Service Commercial and Professional Office) zone which is intended to be customer onented vlhlle limiting the
number of retail uses. ' )

Conclusions of Law: Based "upon the Urban Land Analysis in Exhibit 2,- The Council
concludes the subject property is well situated for offices, small medical facilities and other
limited service oriented businesses. The Council further concludes that the requested land
use is not spot zoning as that term has been develop"ed through case law because the change
will extend an adjacent and existing Service Commercial area and based thereupon that the
express language of the Comprehensive Plan prov1des that this designation may be located
adjacent to residential areas.
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- Criteria 7A and 7B
7)(A) Ali applicable Statewide Planning Goals.

and
7)(B) Consistency with applicable Statewide Planning Goals. MLDC 10.191(2)(a)

Conclusions of Law: The Council concludes that criterion 7(A) is applicable. Criterion 7(B)

is concluded to be mandatory because it is not prefaced in a way that makes it an alternative
criterion.

There are fourteen Statewide Planning Goals applicable in Medford and southern Oregon.
The scope and nature of the change does not suggest the applicability of goals other than
Goal 1 (Citizen Involvement), Goal 9 (Economic Development), Goal 11 (Public Facilities

Craig A. Stone & Associates, Ltd. Page 19 of 23
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and Services), and Goal 12 (Transportation' Planning) the Council concludes that conclusions
of law directed at the other goals is not-necessary and demonstration of compliance with the

acknowledged Comprehensive Plan is sufficient’ to' demonstrate consistency with the
Statewide Planning Godls: |} - Vo -

* 3 1 i

Regarding Goal 1, the Council concludes that citizen involvement consistent with the goal is
assured through methods used by the City to notify affected parties of public hearings during
which the application is considered and by opportunities afforded parties to present evidence
and argument. The notification and hearing procedures are in the MLDC and these are found

to be consistent with Goal 1 and the requirements of Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS)
'197.763.

Goal 9, (Economic Development) is implemented 5y OAR 660-09. This rule contains
express analysis provisions for land use changes to or from employment land categories two
acres or larger. Because this amendment affects only, a ,89 acre parcel, the Council concludes
the threshold language contained in the implementing rule provides clear direction that land
use changes of this size represent a de minimus change to employment land supplies and is
thereby considered de facto consistent with Goal 9.
Goal 11, (Public Facilities'and Services), requires cities: K | l
~ “To plan and develop a timely, orderly and efficient arrangement of public facilities
and services to serve as  framework for urban and rural development.” '

The GLUP map amendment which affects .89 acres ud|oés not raise issues or require findings
of fact or conclusions of law different from those presented for related goals and policies of
the Comprehensive Plan under Criteria 6A and 6B which the Council herewith incorporates

and adopts herein. The Council concludes that the proposed amendment is consistent with
Goal 11.

Goal 12, (Transportation) is more precisely addressed through its implementing
administrative rule OAR 660-12-060, addressed herein below as Criterion 9.

Ultimate Conclusions for Criteria 7A and 7B: Based upon the foregoing findings of fact
and conclusions of law, the Council concludes that the proposed GLUP map amendment is
consistent with all applicable Statewide Planning Goals.

= 20-10; Page 25
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Criterion 8

7)C) Consistency with the applicable prévisions of the Land Development Code. MLDC 10.191(2)(c)

Discussion; Conclusions of Law: The only provisions of the MLDC which apply to GLUP
Map amendments, are the criteria set forth in MLDC 10.192 — the Review and Amendments
section of the comprehensive plan. The ordinance and Comprehensive Plan criteria for
GLUP Map amendments have been addressed above as Criteria 1 through 7 which are
herewith cited by reference, adopted and incorporated herein. The Council concludes that it
has adequately considered all applicable provisions of the Land Development Code (the
MLDC) and has.concluded in each instance that the criteria have been duly considered and
compliance demonstrated.
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Criterion 9

COMPLIANCE WITH THE OREGON TRANSPORTATION PLANNING RULE
OAR 660-12-060: Plan and Land Use Regulation Amendments
SECTION 660-012-0060 (1) ' L ' _ , '

(1Y Where an amendment to a functional plan, an acknowledged comprehensive pian, or a land use regulatioh

© 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 land uses are consistent with-
the identified function, capacity, and performance siandards (e.g. level of service, volume o capacity ratio,

elc.) of the facility. A plan or land use regulation amendment significantly affects a transportation facility if it *
would: '

(@) Change the functional classification of an existing or planned transportation facility (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 plan:

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

(Q) Reduce the performance of an existing or planned transportation facility below the minimum
acceptable performance standard identified in the TSP or 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.

Continued Discussion; Conclusions of Law: Based upon the foregoing findings of fact and

the Transportation Impact Analysis prepared by JRH Transportation Engineering, the Council
concludes as follows: '
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'

1. The requested GLUP Map amendment does not request nor does it require the change
of a functional classification of any transportation facility nor will it change standards
implementing the functional classification system.

IR N V.. s [

) ’
. v T
[N ' ! '

2. The requested GLUP Map amendment will result in levels of travel and access that
are similar to those that occur on existing facilities with comparable functional

+ classifications in the study area and thus will not allow land uses or levels of
development that would result in types or levels of travel or access that are
inconsistent with any existing or planned transportation facility.

3. Based upon the Transportation Impact Analysis in Exhibit 16, the requested land use
change will not reduce the performance of an existing or 'planned transportation
facility below the City’s adopted standard of LOS D.
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Vi

STIPULATIONS OFFERED BY APPLICANTS

If reasonably worded as conditions attached to the approval of this land use application, 7
applicants herewith agree to stipulate:

1.  Sanitary Sewer: Applicant will accept a condition requiring the engineering of sanitary
sewer collection systems ‘from the site to connect with that system located in
McAndrews Road. , : '

2. Storm Drainage. Applicant will engineer storm drainage collection systems from the
site to connect with that system located in McAndrews Road.

Vil

ULTIMATE CONCLUSIONS

In overall summary conclusion, it is found that the comprehensive plan map amendmert can
and has been substantiated under each of the relevant local and state approval criteria as the
same have been enumerated and discussed above as Criteria 1 through 9. = '

Respectfully submitted,

CRAIG A. STONE & ASSOCIATES, LTD.
Jay Harldhd
Consulting Planner

Dated: March 31, 2006
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Applicant’s Exhibit 2-"Urban Land Analysis
-Corpprehensive Plan Map Amendment Application: R. A. Murphy, Applicant

1.1 EXHIBIT 2- URBAN LAND ANALYSIS o

© Craig A. Stone & Associates, Ltd.’

'1.1.1 ' CITY OF MEDFORD COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL
LAND SUPPLY AND DEMAND OVERVIEW

The land demand analysis relies primarily upon data and analysis in the Medford Comprehensive
Plan and the Hovee Market Analysis. Land supply analysis relies primarily on data and
information in the Medford Comprehensive Plan, the Hovee Market Analysis, and the CSA Land
Use Database. Because the Comprehensive Plan contains no specific projections and needs for
the supply of Service Commercial lands based upon the ability to site these uses in all
commercial and some industrial zoning districts, it is necessary and appropriate to evaluate the
conditions of all employment land categories to assess the need for addmona] Serv;ce
Commercial laﬂds as is proposed herein.

1.1.2 DATA SOURCES AND METHODOLOGY OF ANALYSIS

The analysis of urban and industrial land supplies in the City of Medford utilizes five primary
sources of data and information. Jackson County GIS, and the assessment data to which it is
" associated, are used as base data. The Medford Comprehensive Plan includes commercial and
industrial lands inventory data and analysis acknowledged by the State of Oregon. An Economic
Market Analysis, including the Commercial and Industrial Land Study Goal 9 Supplement,
prepared by E.D. Hovee, was commissioned by the City of Medford and completed in 2003 and
2004 respectively. Craig Stone and Associates, Ltd. compiled a database of vacant industrial and
commercial lands in 1996 and has maintained this database with updates in 2001 and 2005.

These data sources are presented and analyzed with a combination of descriptive statistics,
inferential statistics, and geographic pattern interpretation. Descriptive statistics include data
summaries such as the mean, standard deviation, and acreage changes. Descriptive statistics are
useful for presenting conditions of commercial and industrial land supplies. Inferential statistics
are used to make comparisons, such as the nature and extent of differences between land use
classifications. Geographic pattern interpretation is a more subjective analysis of map patterns
and location distributions.

1.1.2.1 Commercial/Industrial Land Supply and Demand;
Comprehensive Plan Economic Element

The Economic Element of the Medford Comprehensive Plan was last updated in 1993 and
adopted in early 1994. The Plan’s demand projections are based on historic absorption rates prior
to its adoption. Land demand is segmented in the Economic Element by the four GLUP Map
employment designations that existed at that time, Service-: Commercial, Commercial, General
Industrial, and Heavy Industrial. The Economic Element also includes an inventory of vacant
and underutilized lands in accordance with these four GLUP Map designations.

The Service Commercial plan designation is specifically tailored for office and office park
development patterns, especially where it is near residential areas. The Comprehensive Plan
recognizes that all of the Service Commercial uses can be sited in any of the other Commercial

! The information contained in this Exhibit is the intelleciual property of Craig Stone and Associates. Craig Sto REC I‘7ED
Associates hereby grant written consent to reproduce this document for the purposes of compliance with Oregon public

records laws applicabie to the land use application to which this document is an exhibit. Any other reproduction
analysis without the express written consent of Craig Stone and Associates LTD. is strictly prohibited. Kfljﬁ 1 8 2[][]8

GITY OF MEDFORD

Y 7
. ) EXHBIT# ___ & .
Craig A. Stone & Associates, Ltd. e N nt. o @ Paae 1 of 16

20:10, Page 32

4y

PEANNING DEPT




. e
I 20.10, Page 33

. JRH TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERING

~ CORONA AVENUE |
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT
" & ZONE CHANGE |

TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS

MEDFORD, OREGON

APRIL 13, 2006

ReNEWALDATE 12731706 | CITY OF MEDFORD
~ | EXHIBIT #__ F
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JRH TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERING
1175 EAST MAIN STREET, SUITE IC, MEDFORD, OREGON 97504 417769966 FAX S417767947 [RH@IRHWEBCOM




~ 4 on.mn_s_

.10

:.ﬂ A..

.

C

Fl

on.w_u__z

.is..uhm-qun_m —

H-O

Ll

20.10 Pa' €

|

k.-.ﬂ

mum.._w

i

i.,.,_._..soua,oo;l

~,
-
-,

~

"~

e e AT

\\HHHV. = Q¥ mimxnza‘uz
/f/ |eoay ,mw__,n:m, N \ & N \ e _

-7 e NS -. - . 5
Lo T NPl —

Vi i

AV VNO¥O0D

AY ONVUD

N ﬂﬁm_mw

Ai ]

AN \\~ AM GQuOONOD

J\
/

\MHDI\ N\ .\/7 i

AV YNOWOD

B —

m“, v N

:/\ \\ /vr.l! N L e
, S ~.
_ __7A; / ! -

900L/8/S WiV

006} 1L
avelmMiLE den

U ‘UoIINIISU0))
Aydanpy 'V g
{INVOI'IddV

811-90-dD
ATFINN T

& JET ‘
- £

EXHIBIT #
eiw i CL=Q 6~ 11

ssesyinos [

yiswidojanag peuveld [ |

B0IAI9S AT mw
[euisnpu) paywir _uam,wm

auiiInO ouo3siH ! i

Aemooy [T I

leaminouBy sassniox3 ||
ssauisng eued [T
sepey yodiy XX

- —

yoeosddy podiy | Lo

AVIIIAO




PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES JULY 13, 2006

20.4 ZC-06-130 Final Order approving a change of zone from County SR-2.5 (Suburban Residential —
2.5 acre minimum) to the City SFR-2 (Single Family Residential — 2 units per acre) zoning district on a
0.59 acre parcel located on the south side of an un-named street formerly referred to as Mary Bee Lane,
approximately 1200 feet from the intersection with Piedmont Terrace. Kim and Bryan Schlafke,
Applicants (Hoffbuhr & Assoc., Inc., Agent).

20.5 ZC-06-135 Final Order approving a change of zone from County SR-2.5 (Suburban Residential —
2.5 acre minimum) to the City SFR-10 (Single Family Residential — 10 units per acre) zoning district on a
0.47 acre parcel located on the west side of North Ross Lane, approximately 300 feet south of Maple Park
Drive. Buntin Construction, LLC, Applicant (Maize & Associates, Agent).

20.6 LDP-06-70 Final Order for tentative plat approval for a 2-lot partition on a 0.41 gross acre parcel
located on the southwest corner of Beall Lane and Circlewood Drive, within an SFR-6 (Single Family
Residential - 6 units per acre) zoning district. Terry & Linda Callahan, Applicants.

20.7 LDP-06-106 Final Order for tentative plat approval for a 3-lot partition of a 0.50 acre parcel
located on the west side of Howard Avenue, approximately 313 feet south of DeHague Street, within an
SFR-6 (Single Family Residential - 6 units per acre) zoning district. Richard J. Templeton, Applicant
(Stephen M. Terry, Agent).

20.10 CP-06-118 Consideration of a request for a minor amendment to the General Land Use Plan Map
of the Medford Comprehensive Plan changing the designation from Urban Residential to Service
Commercial on one parcel totaling .89 acres, in an SFR-4 zoning district, located east of Corona Ave.,
and approximately 283’ north of McAndrews Road. (R.A. Murphy Construction, Inc., Applicant; {Craig
A. Stone & Associates, Ltd., Agent)

20.12 LDP-04-127 Consideration of a request for a second one-year time extension of the tentative
plat approval for a 2-lot partition of a 0.30 acre parcel located on the southeast corner of Wabash Avenue
and Ridge Way, within an SFR-6 (Single-Family Residential — 6 units per acre) zoning district.

20.13 PUD-05-136 Consideration of preliminary Planned Unit Development (PUD) plan approval,
including tentative plat and a zone change from SFR-6 (Single-Family Residential — 6 units per acre) to
MFR-20 (Multi-Family Residential — 20 units per acre) zoning, for Corona-Hilton Place, a 52-unit, 13-lot
with common area multi-family residential PUD on two parcels within an SFR-6/AA (Airport Overlay)
zoning district and totaling 2.82 acres located on the northwest corner of the intersection of Hilton Road
and Corona Avenue.

Motion: Approve Items #20.1, #20.2, #20.3, #20.4, #20.5, #20.6, #20.7, #20.10, #20.12 and
#20.13 above on the Consent Calendar as submitted.

Moved by: Commissioner Ruffing Seconded by: Commissioner Shean
Voice Vote: 8-0
The following consent calendar items were handled on an individual basis.

20.8 CUP-06-109 Final Order for approval of a conditional use permit to allow the expansion of an
existing church facility on an 8.04 acre parcel located on the southwest corner of McAndrews Road and
Wabash Avenue, with a portion of the property fronting on Woodrow Lane within an SFR-6 (Single
Family Residential, 6 dwelling units per acre) zoning district. First Church of the Nazarene, Applicant
(Craig Stone & Associates, Agent).
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ACTION MINUTES

CITY OF MEDFORD
CITIZENS PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE
TUESDAY, July 11, 2006 — 6:30 P.M

~ Attending:
Carole Berg, Chair Linda Hildebrand, member
Hugh Hohe, member Joel Marks, member
Karen Blair, member Gary Stine, Vice-Chair
Curtis Folsom Norm Nelson — Planning Commission
Elwin Fordyce Kathy Helmer, Planning Department
Frank Gatesman, visitor

The regular meeting of the Citizens Planning Advisory Committee was called to order by Chair
Carole Berg at 6:35 p.m. in Room 340, Medford City Hall.

The following actions were taken by the Committee:
4.1 CP-06-118 Corona. General Land Use Plan Map Amendment.

One member held to the opinion that commercial uses should not be allowed to
further intrude on this residential neighborhood. Others questioned how strong an
impact an office-type use would have. It was suggested that guidelines could
usefully be developed for C-S/P uses bordering residential areas. Gary Stine asked
if there were signs of reinvestment in this residential neighborhood and Kathy
Helmer said there were not.

Motion: To support the staff report recommendation on file CP-06-118.
Made by: Gary Stine Second: Hugh Hohe
Vote: 5 ayes; 2 nays. Motion passed.

6.1 DCA-05-222. Historic Preservation Ordinance. Development Code Amendment.

There were few questions on this proposed amendment. Gary Stine questioned
items 6 and 7 under 10.401, commenting that he was unsure how the overlay
actually enhanced visitor and tourist attractions and promoted the use of structures
for the pleasure and public welfare of Medford citizens. It was noted that citizens
can opt out of their property being designated a significant historic resource, so
long as they are not already listed on the National Register of Historic Places, nor
within a National Register historic district.

Motion: Forward a favorable recommendation to the City Council to adopt the
Historic Preservation Ordinance.

Made by: Gary Stine Second: Curtis Folsom
Vote: Voice vote unanimous in favor. Motion passed.

I
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ORDINANCE NO. 2006-199

AN ORDINANCE amending Chapter 10 of the Code of Medford by adding Sections 10.136
trough 10,138 and Sections 10.256 through 10.261, replacing Sections 10.40! through 10.408,
repeiling Sectjous 10.409 through 10.411, and amendmg Section 10,1022 pertaining to historic
preservation.

THE CITY OF MEDFORD ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS
Section 1. Section 10.136 of the Code of Medford is added to read as follows:

10.136 Authority of fhe Landimarks and Historic Preservation Commission,
The Landmarks and Historic Preservation. Commission is hereby designated as the approving

. authority for the following plan authorizations:

Plan Authonzaﬂon .I('Zlass ,
Hjstonc Review, except Mivor Historic | ‘C
Review permitied in Section 10.408

For the purposes of this section, the definitions, rules, and procedurcs of Sections10.401 through
10.408 shall apply.

1) l'-Iisi‘oric Review shall include:

() Historic Preservation Overlay Changes. Review and investigation of any historic
regource in the City of Medford that may tave histotic significance; initiation of proceedings to
chaige the éxtent of the Historic Preservatioh Overlay; decisions on applications to change to the
extent of the Historic Presetvation Overlay; and preparation of findings substantiating or refuting the
histotic significance of tlie resource.

(b) Exterior Alterationi and/or New Construction Review. Consideration of proposed
exterior alteration and/or hew construction within an Historic Presetvation Overlay.

(c) Demolition and/or Relocation Review. Consideration of proposed demolition or
relocatiofi within an Histori¢ Preservation Overlay, and anthorization of ¢ithér delayed or iimmediate
issuahce of a demolition or relocation permiit.

(d) Consideration of Appeals of Minor Historic Review Declsmns Should an applicant
disagree with a Minor Historic Review decision made by the Plamning Director, the applicant may
appeal such decision to the Landmarks and Historic Pregervation Comwmission consistent with the
requitéments of this Code.

(2) Othiet powers and dutiss of the Landrarks and Histotic Preservation Commission may include:

(2) To study proposed Cowmprehensive Plaii and Land Dévelopment Code amendments

‘relating t6 historic presérvation, and subinit recommendations regarding such proposals to the

Planning Comimigsion and City Council.
(b) To institute and support programs and projccts that further the hmtorlc preservation

policies of the City of Medford. -

1:0tdittance No. 2006-199 . | PATMP\ORDS\AMDHistoric
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() To adopt approval criteria for Minor Historic Review of alterations of roofing materials,
exterior colois; or sign face design for an existing sign within Histotic Preservation Overlay
Districts. Such criteria shall be consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Places as applicable.

(d) To adopt design guidelines for new construction and exterior alternations within an
Historic Preservation Overlay. Such guidelines may be general or specific in nature and shall be in
the fortn of approaches intended to aid applicants in preparation, presentation, and implementation of
development proposals that comply with the Medford Comprehensive Plan and implementing
ordindnces. Guidelines shall be advisory and shall not limit applicants to a single approach.

() To adopt approval criteria and/or design guidelines for signage within the Historic
Preservation Overlay. Such criterfa or design guidelines may authorize signs that differ from the
standards of Atticle VI when necessaty to meet historic vompatibility and prescrvation goals.

Section 2. Section 10,137 of the Code of Medford is added to read as follows:

10,137 Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission, Membership.

(1) The Landmarks and Historic Preservation Comunission shall be made up of seven voting
members nominated by the Mayor and confirmed by the City Council.

(2) All Lapidrharks and Historic Preservatién Commission members shall be resuients of the
City of Medford, and, if any member ceases to be a city resident, his/her position shall become
vacant,

(3) The Planning Director ot desighee shall sexrve as an ex-officio member of the Landtnarks
and Historic Preservation Comnission.

(4) All members of the Landinarks and Historic Preservation Commission shall have
demonstrated positive interest, compctence, or knowledge of historic preservation.

(5) A memiber of the Landmarks anid Historic Preservation Commission may be removed by
the City Couneil, aftet a hearing, for misconduct or nonpetformance of duiy. Replacements shall be
nominatéd by the Mayor aud confirtned by the City Couticil for the rémainder of the un-expired term.

(6) All regular terms of members of the Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission -
shall be foi a period of four yedrs, and shall begm on Feljmaxy 1, with not more than threc terms

expiring in the same year.

Section 3. Section 10.138 of the Code of Medford is added to rcad as follows:

10.138 Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission, Meeting Procedures.

Bxcept as otlierwise provided by law or this-Code, the Landmarks and Historic Preservation
Commission shall conduct its mectifgs in accordance with mles as adopted by the commission,
except that a quorum shall be defined as four or more members. The Landmarks and Historic
Preservation Coxfimission shall meet as necessary to act on Historic Reviews in1 a timely manner.
There shall be at least ane meeting of the Landmaiks and Historic Preservation Commission held
each year, during the month of March.

Sectidn 4. Section 10.256 of the Code of Medford is added to read as follows:
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10.256 Histori¢ Review.,

The Histotic Review process is hereby established to assure conipliance with the Historic
Preservation Overlay, Sections 10.401 through 10.408, and the Oregon Administrative Rules and
Oregon Revised Statutes, and to achieve consistency with The Secretary of the Interior's Standards
Jor the Treatment of Historic Properties.

(1) An application for Historic Review is required in the following instanccs:

(@) To request addition to or retnoval from the Historic Preservation Overlay for any area,
petcel, or portion thereof. The property owner, Planning Director, Landmarks and Historic
Preservation Commission, or City Couticil may request 1n1t1 ation of procccdmgs to change the extent
of the Histori¢ Preservation Overlay.

(b) For proposed exterior alteration and/or new constriction within an Historic Preservation
Overldy.

(c) Prior to application for a demolition or relocation permit for all or part of a building,
striicture, object or site in an Historic Preservation Overlay.

(2) Historic Review of proposed exterior altcration and/ot new construction is required irrcspective
of whiether a building permit or a devélopment perinit is required. Historic Revicw final actions shall
be taken prior to application for a building permit or proceeding withi work that docs not require a

permit.

Section 5. Sectjon 10.257 of the Code of Medford ig added to read as follows:

10.257 Historic Review, Application Content,

An application to for Historic Review shall include the information and materials listed

below:

(1) Application form.

(2) All information requcsted on the application form.

(3) Findings of fact demonsttating cmmphance with the a.ppioval criteria.

(4) Appropriate fee.

Tn dddition to that listed, the City may 1eqmre the applicant to subtit additional information
deerned riccessary to take actjon on an application in accordance with this Code and applicable State

laws.

Section 6. Seciion 10.258 of the Code of Medford is added to read as follows:

10.258 Historic Review, Approval Criteria.

Approval of Historic Review applications shall require findings that the proposal is consistent
with the indicated approval critcria:
(1) Chatiges to the Historic Presefvation Overlay. The extent of the Historic Preservation Overlay
may be changed to include an fistoric resource other than those specified in Section 10.402 (1), (2),
ahd (3) through a Class ‘C’ Historic Review process if findings can be made substantiating that the

proposal is consistent with the criteria below:
(2) Tt has been domonstrated that the designation of the historic resource is consistent with
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the purposes of the Historic Preservation Overlay in Section 10.401; and,

(b) It has been demonstrated that the desigration of the historic resoutce is appropriate,
considering the historic value of the resource and any other conflicting values, and will not resultin a
loss of substantial beneficial use of the property; and,

(¢) It has been demonstrated that the histori¢ resource has a significance rank of “primary” or

“secotidary” on dn historical survey conducted in conformance with the standards of the Orcgon
State Historic Preservation Office; or, the historic value of the resource has sufficient local
significance to merit designation as a Local Historic Resource,

(2) Exterior Alteration and/or New Construction. The approving authority (Landmarks and Historic

. Preservationt Commission) shall approve an Historic Review application for exterior alteration and/or

new construction within an Historic Preservation Overlay after consideration during a public hearing,
if findings can be made substautiating that the proposal is consistent, or can be made consistent
tlirough the imposition of donditions, with all of the following criteria:

(a) Ithas been demonstrated that the proposed exterior alteration and/or new constwction is
consistent with the purposes of the Historic Preservation Overlay in Settion 10.401; and,

(b) It has heen demonstrated that the proposed exteridr alteration and/or new construction
will preseive the historic cliaracter, form, and ititegrity of the historic resource; and,

(c) It has been demionstrated that the proposed exterior altération and/or hew construction is
consistent with tlic most curtent version of the The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties; and,

(d) Ii has been demonstrated that the pmposed exterior alteration and/or new construction is
compatible with the historical and architectural style of the historic resource, of adjacent historic
properties, and of the historic district within which it is located, if any, Assesstnent of compatibility
may include consideration of the design, arrangement, proportion, detail, scale, color, texture, and
materials, and the way new fecatures will be differentiated from the old; and, '

(e) Tthas been demonstrated that the proposed exterior alteration and/or new construction is
consistent with all other applicable provisions of this Code.

(3) Minor Historic Review. The Planning Director shall approve a Minor Historic Review
application for alteration of roofing materials, cxterior colors, or sign face design for an existing sign
if the preposal confotms to appr oval ctiteria adopted by the Landmarks and Historic Pr esczvauon
Commission.

(4) Demolition and Relocation. The Landmarks and Historic Preservation Cominission shall
temporarily delay issuance of a demelition or relocation penit for all or part of a building, structure,
objject or site in an Historic Preservation Overlay, unless; during a public heating:

(a) Tt is demonstrated that a temporary suspension of the demolition or relocation permit
would not aid in avoiding the demolition or relocation of the historic resource; in informing the
owner of the benefits ef renovation; nor in pursuing public or private acquisition or restoration; and,

(b) In the case of a demolition, it is demonsirated that there is no practical opportunity to
relocate the historic resourde to anothier site, nor to salvage historic or architectural elements; and,

(c) Tt is demonstrated that the propoesed demolition or relocation wonld ot adversely affect
the profection, enhancemesit, perpetuation, improverent, or use ‘of any historic distriet or other
histoiic resource; and,

(d) Itis demonstrated that the benefits of protecting the historic resource noJonger outweigh
the benefits of allowing the démolition or rejocation.
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(5) Temporary Suspension of a Demolition or Relocation Permit,

(@) Tn the case of temporary suspension of a demolition or relocation permit by the
Landmiatks and Historic Preservation Cotrunission, issuance of the permit shall be delayed for a
period of 120 days from the date of application for Historic Review or for the demolition or

' rélocation peimit, whichever is edrlier.

(b) The Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission may invoke an extension of the
suspensioh period for an additional period not exceeding 90 days if it determines during a subsequent
public hearing that thete is a program underway that could result in public or private acquisition, ot
pieservation or restoration of such building, structure, object, or site, and that there are reasonable
grounds to believe that such a program will be successful.

(c) During the period of suspension, no permit shall be issued for demolition or relocation,
nor shall any person demolish or move the building, structure, object, or site.

(d) At the end of the suspengion pemod if all such programs have been unsuccessful, the
Medford Building Safety Director shall issue a demolition or relocation permit as long as the
application otherwise complies with all other city ordinances.

Section 7. Section 10.259 of the Cade of Medford is added to tead as follows:

10.259 Historic Review, Conditions of Approval.
In approving an Historic Review application, the Landmarks and Historic Preservation
Commission may impose cohditions neccssary to ensure compliance with the standards of this Code

and the criteria in Section 10.258.

Section 8. Section 10.260 of the Code of Medford is added 1o read as follows:

10.260 Historic Review, Appeal.

Final Historic Review decisions by the Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission
miay be appesaled to the City Couticil pursuant to Sections 10.051 through 10.056. Minor Historic
Review decisions by the Planning Director may be appealed to the Landmarks and Historic

Preservation Commission.

Sectiont 9. Section 10.261 of the Code of Medford is added to read as follows:

10.261 Historic Review Approval, Expiration.

Historic Review approvals shall expire within one year following the date of the final order
unless wotk on the authorized improvement or consiruction has begun or an cxtension of time has
been issued. If a written request for an extension of fime is filed with the Planning Department
within one year from the date of the final order, the Planning Ditector shall extend the expiration
date for a period of one additional year. Upon written request submitted prior to expiration of the
one-year extension granted by the Planning Director, the Landmarks and Historic Preservation
Commission may grant an additional extension not to exceed onc yeat,

Secétion 10. Section 10.401 is replaced to rcad as follows:
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- 10.40]. Historic Preservation Overlay, Purpose.

The Medford Historic Presérvation Overlay is a zoning designation that may be applied to
properties, public or private, within the City, It is the purpose of the Historic Prcservation Ovetlay to
protect, snhance, perpetuate, and improve those buildings, structures, objects; sites, and disiricts that
ate of local, regional, statewide, or national historic significancc. The Historic Presetrvation Qverlay
is a critical element of Medford’s residential and commercial revitalization strategy, and a keystone
in the broadei economic and cornmunity development strategy.

More specifically, the Historic Preservation Overlay is intended to:

(1) Affect and accomplish the protectiot, ebhancement, perpetuation, and improvement of
such buildings, structures; objects, sites, and districts that represent elements of Medford’s cultural,
socidl, economic, political, or architectyral history;

_ (2) Safeguard Medford’s historic, aesthetic, and cultutal heritage as cmbodlsd in such
buildings, structures, objects, sites, and districts;

(3) Complement the National Historic Preservation Act and National Register of Historic
Places;

(4) Evicourage private owners and public éitizens to undérstand the value of such buildings,
structures, objects, sites, and districts, thus creating incentives for preservation;

(5) Foster civic pride in the beauty and accomplishimerits of the past;

(6) Protect and enhatice Medford’s visitor and tourist attractions, and support and stimulate
business and industry,

(7) Promote the use of such buildings, structurcs, objects, sites, and districts for the
education, pleasure, and public welfare of the residents of Medford;

(8) Further the provisions of Statewide Planning Gosl S (to protect natural resources and
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contserve scenic and historic areas and open spaces); and,
(9) Implement the Medford Comprehensive Plan.

Section 11. Section 10.402 is replaced to read as follows:

@MMMW&WMMM&M&M
Cityof-Medford-Comprehonsive - Plan:

10.402 Historic Preservation, Definitions.
When used in this Code in reference to historic resources, the following tenms shall have the
meadnings as herein ascribed:

Demolish. To taze, destroy, dismantle, deface, or in any other mauner cause partial or total ruin of
bujldings, structures, objects, or sites in designaied historic ateas.

Designation. A decijsion declaring that an historic resource is of local, regional, statewide, or

nhational significance, and that such resource is to be placed within the Historic Preservation Overlay,
and, thercfore, including it in the inventory of historic areas within the City.
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Exterior. Any portion of the outside of buildings, structures, objects, or sites in designated historic
arcas, including signage.

Exterior alteration. Any modification of, addition to, or removal from the visible exterior elements
of buildings, structures, olijects, or sites in designated historic areas.

Historic areas. Lands with buildings, structures, objects, sites, or districts that have Jocal, regional,
statewide, of natiopal historic significance.

Historit resources. Buildings, structures, objects, sites, or districts that have a relationship to events
or conditions of the hutnan past,

Histori¢ resotirces of statewide significance. Buildings, structures, objects, sites, or districts listed in
the National Register of Historic Places, or located within National Register historic districts.

Historic significance. Having Historic significance shall mean that the historic resourcc:

(1) Ts associated with a person, group, drganization, or event that made a significant contribution to,

or is illustrative of the broad patterns of cultural, social, pohltcal economic, or industrial history of
the city, region, state; or nation; or,

(2) Retains sufficient original désign, crafl work, or material in its original setting to setve as an
examiple of a particulat architectural period, building type, or style having design or artistic quality;
or,

(3) Is a rarc or unique surviving cxample of a development type, architectural stylc or structural type

significant to the city’s history; or,
(4) Significantly coniributes to the historic character, identity, and continuity of the street,

neighbothood or city, or is a visual landmark; or,
(5) Represeits a noteworthy work of a developer, architect, builder, or engineer noted in the history

or atchitecture of the region; or,
(6) Significantly contributes to the character and identity of a grouping (ensemble) of resources
which, together, share a distinct and intact historic identity.

Local historic resource. Buildings, structures, objects, sites, or districts tiot of statewide significance,
but designated by the Medford Laridmarks and Historic Preservation Commission to be within the
Historic Preservation Overlay.

Maintenance. Repair, cleaning, restoration, or other action nccessary to counteract aging, weat,
and/or iise of a structure, building, object, or site, except that the maintenance activity must not

involve a change in the design, matetial, color, or outwatd appearance of any exterior component,
except such that results from the cleaning ot renewal of an exterior surface.

" Section 12. Section 10.403 is replaced fo read as follows:
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10403 -Arens-Affeeted:
The Historic Preservation-OverlayDistrici-shallapply-to-all-histeriesites and-districts asidentifiodin
the-gity-of Medford-Comprehensive Plan—The-beundaries-of-historie-distriets-and-sites-shall be
designated-on-the-city-of Medfordiszoninp-map-

10.403 Historic Preservation Overlay, Designation.

The Historic Preservation Overlay shall apply as follows:

(1) To all historic arpas on the adopted *1-A List” in the Medford Comprehensive Plan.

(2) To all Medford historic areas and historic districts listed on the National Register of
Historic Places as of the effective date of this ordinarice, and thereafter, on the date the property is
Jisted.

(3) To all historic areas and historic districts listed on the National Register of Historic
Places as of the effective date of annexation to the City, if the propcrty was listed prior to
annexation.

(4) The extent of the Historic Preservation Overlay may be changed pursuant to the review
process for Class *C’ Histotic Review applications, to include or exclude any area, parcel, or portion
thereof that was not included pursuant to paragraphs (1), (2), or (3). Decisions to change the extent
of the Histotic Preservation Overlay shall adhere to the criteria set forth in Section 10.258(1).

Section 13. Section 10.404 is replaced to read as follows:

mgweygnm-&f%w%ﬁeﬁedm

%Wﬂeammwmeedmgmm%&m}g—aﬂp{ww
HistorePreservation-Disttict-on-the-subjest-site-or-distriet:

10.404 Signiﬁcant Historic Resovirce Designation, Refusal.

Tf the owner of a property proposed for designation as a significant histoiic resource that is
not listed on the National Register of Historic Places, nor within a Natjonal Register historic district,
subimits in writing a refusal to consent to such designation, the designation process for that property
shall be terminated.

Section 14. Section 10.405 is replaced to read as follows:

]g 195 l;c I - G - - g I-
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fe&lewp-ﬁve-a&#ens—whemlaww}edgee interest-ix

fourvenrs-oxeopt-the-Hrst-appointeesshall serve-for-the follewingterms-Twerogularmembers-shall
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'10.405 Historic Preservation Overlay Designatiot, Removal.

(1) The Historic Preservation Overlay designation shall be automatically removed when an
historic resource not in an historic district is destroyed by fire or natural event. .

(2) Upon wriften request for removal by the owner of a property designated as a significant
historic resource that 1s not listed on the National Register of Historic Places, nor within a National
Register historic district, the City shall remove said property from the Historic Presetvation Overlay.

_ Section 15. Section 10.406 js replaced to read as follows:

walammrm%#%ewwmmmm
ba-fixed-by-rules-of the-Commission-
WMWWMWMMHMW
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- elerieal-and-staff-assistance-io-the-Corvnissionrsubject-to-budgetary alloeations-

10.406 Hislori¢ Preservation Overlay, Exterior Alteration or New Construction.

No person may alter any building, structure, object, or site in an Historic Preservation
Overlay in such a manner as to affect its exierior appearatuce, nor may any new structure be
constructed, unless said exterior alteration or new construction has been approved through the
process for Class “C’ Historic Review applications or Minor Historic Review.

(1) Any exterior alteration except those velated to signage or exterior color shall conform
with The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.

(2) Nothing in this scction shall be constriied (o prevent the ordinary maintenance or
repair of any exterior component of a structure or site that does not involve a change in design,
matcrial, color or cutward appedrance of such features.
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(3) When a Local Historic Resource designation or consideration of such designation has
been removed from a building, structure, object, or site at the request of the property owner
pursuant to Section 10.404 or Section 10.405 (2), the Medford Building Safety Department shall
not issue a permit for exterior altcration within 120 days from the date the request for removal of
the historic resowrce designation was received by the City.

Section 16. Scction 10.407 is replaced to read as follows:

@Qﬂeppﬂmmﬁéuﬂeﬁvhwhmeemﬁk&ﬂd-pmpep

10.407 Historic Preservation Overlay, Demolition or Relocation.

No person may demolish or relocate all or part of any building, structure, object, or site in an
Historic Pregervation Overlay unless said demolition or relocation has been reviewed through the
process for Class ‘C’ Historic Review applications; except in the following instances:

(1) Where the Medford Building Safety Director or designee has ordered the removal or
derttolition of any Building, structure, or object determined to be an immedijate danger to life, health,
or property. Nothing in this Section shall be construed as making it unlawful for any person to
¢omply with such an order.

(2) Demolition, ot relocation to a non-historic area, of a detached non-habitable accessory
structure not larger thati 300 square feet; unless the accessory structure is an attribute that contributes
to the historic value of an hisforic resource or district.

(3) Demolition, or relocation to a non-historic area, of buildings, structures, or objeots in
historic districts that are classified as non-historic or noncontributing in the survey conducted to
support the creation of the district.

Tf a Local Historic Resource designation has been removed from a property at the ownet’s
written request, the Medford Building Safety Departinent shall not issue a pernit for demolition or
Telocstion within 120 days from the date the request for removal was received by the City, except in
the instances described in (1) through (3).

If an application is made for a pennit to demolish or relocate all or part of a building,
structure, object, or site within an Historic Preservation Overlay, the Mcdford .Building Safoty.
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Director shall, within seven days of the date of application, notify the Planning Director. The
Plauning Director shall notify the applicant of the requiremcnts for Historic Review. Proposed
demolition or relocation in an Historic Presérvation Overlay shall be subject to the applicable
portions of this Code whethet or not a demolition. or relocation permit has been applied for.

Seetion 17. Section 10.408 is replaced fo read as follows:

15408 Exterior-Alteration-and New Construction-
Ne-personmay-alter-any-stustute-inan-historic-district or on-an historie-site in such-a ranneras-to
affoctits-exteriorappearance - Hormay aay-hew-structire-beconsiryctedin-an historie-distriet-unless
mwmammmwpmeﬁym&mmm%
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@)—%&W%WHMMWWMMMS&MM
threugh-(+0);
3)-The-sconemiceffect-of the-new structure or-slteration-on-the histeric value-of the-distriet;
(Wﬁm@mmmmwmmm

10.408 Historic Preservation Overlay, Minor Historic Review of Certain Exterior Altcrations.

Minor Historic Review of exterior altcrations that are limited to changes in type of roofing
materials, exterior colors, or sign face design for an existing sigh, without any change to the sigh
dimensions, framework or structure, may be conducted by the Planning Director, according to
approval criteria adopted by the Landmarks and Historic Preservation Commission.

Section 18. Section 10.409 is hereby repealed:

%Mmmmwwmﬁwﬂm
Sinple-farnily-dwelling-units-shall- be-exemptiFom-any-public-improveinent requirements:

Section 19. Section 10.410 is heteby repealed:

Gemms&ant—%e%&—pmeedms—m—&eﬁen—k@%@ G}&ss—"‘G!'—aet-teﬂ—%&-dem:m&the
eppropriateness-ofthe-demolition-permit.
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Section 20. Sectiont 10.411 is hiereby repeated:

Any-aotion-in-this-section-raey-be appealed-to-the City-Coun _ .
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Section 21. Section 10,1022 is amended to read as follows:;

10.1022 Exceptions

The provisions of Article VI shall not apply to:
* %

(8) Change of face. Where an existing sign is modified by change of message or desjgn on
the sign face, without any change to size or shape of the sign framework or structure. In Historic -
Preservation Overlay Zoning Districts, only the message may be changed without Historic
Review.

L

(11) Signs in Historic Preservation Overlay Zoning Districts. Signs in Historic
Preservatioli Overlay Zoning Districts shall be approved through the Historic Review process.
Such signs may differ from specific standards of Article VI if authorized by the Landmarks
and Historic Preservation Commission pursuant to design criteria and/or guidelines for signs
adopted by such Commission.

PASSED by the Council and signed by me in authentication of its passage this E day of
>_A L > , 2006.
armest Menda e aa A

City Recorder

2006,
APPROVE ) , 3605,

NOTE: Maiter in bold in an amended section is new. Matter shuek-eut is existing law to be
- omitted. Thres asterisks (* * *) indicate existing law which remains unchanged by this otdinance but

was omitted for the sake of brevity.
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